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In this dissertation, | theoriZz&lautine humor as a relatively naturalistic, and essentially
Roman, phenomenon. As such, | follow recent scholarship that emphasizes the topical
features of Roman comedy, and thus resists reading the plays as based entirely on
inversion of social roles or dpaturnalian escapism. In light of this more naturalistic
reading, | describe tHelautine stage in terms of the ideological imaginary, that is, as a
space in which the audience could see its own possible identities in the characters
onstage. | employ the character of the wifa{fong to mediate between a literary and
historical reading of the plays.ptoblematize the traditional assumption thatrttegrona

is meant to be an object of laughter, and demonstrate how her comic agency and moral
position go hand-in-hand. This reconsideration of the figure ahtdteonaand her
relationship to the audience compels us to reconsider the very nature of Roman comedy.
| thus re-analyz®lautine marriage as a satiric medium for the expression of Roman
values, many of which demonstrate continuity with later Republican ideals. | conclude
by speculating that the primary focus of marital humor is its relationslipnicordig

spousal harmony. All d?lautus' comic marriages engage with this ideal, and
demonstrate the gap between ideal and practice. In fact, the conflicts arising onstage
foreshadow themes that will later appear in historical marriages, such as that of Cicero

andTerentia.
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Introduction

While this project started as an examination of the character ofdtreng it has
become a study of marriageRtautus and its relationship to Roman society. My initial
aim was to examine thmatronaas a comic figure. As | delved more deeply into the
plays and their characters, however, | began to realize that the complaints of the
matronaedid not seem very far-fetched and, in fact, corresponded to some historical
conditions of the time. This led me to consider the questi®taoitine marriage more
generally, and to ask how the marriages portray@lantus' plays might have been
situated in contemporary society.

Hence, this dissertation is either feminist history or cultural history or both. It is
not, of course, traditional history, in that it does not use writers calling themselves
historians as its primary source, nor is it based solely on other "historical” texts such as
inscriptions, laws, or decrees. It participates in the movement of cultural poetics, to use
StepherGreenblatt's term, in that it does not aim to explain things in terms of causality,
or to order them chronologically. Rather, it aims to tell us something about the culture
that produced the plays, and to create a synchronic snapshot of cultural information. It is
feminist history in that it has women as its topic, and it aims to understand their place in
Republican Roman marriage as refracted thrdRiglitine plays.

Nobody would claim that the plays give an undistorted view of reality. However,
we should not assume that they are completely unrealistic. On the contrary, these plays
are in some sense realistic, or at least naturalistic. Past interpretations have tended to

concentrate onarnivalesque inversion, a notion that implies the plays not only distort



everyday reality, but overturn it entirely. | will discuss the problems of the model in
detail below, but it is particularly important to question inversion as the best analytical
tool for Plautine husband-wife relationships. If women in charge are an inversion of the
normal power structure, how can we take the claims of their "henpecked" husbands
seriously, as scholars have done when they make certain assumptions about the

audience's reaction to the characters?

The Myth of the "Shrew"

When analyzindPlautinematronae scholars have tended to distinguish between
"good" and "bad" wives. | do not find this division useful, but it is so firmly entrenched
in Plautine studies that it must be addressHuk Plautinematronais described by
scholars as a typical stock character, and invariably in negative terms ("shrewish" being
the most common) She is considered the object of audience laughter, usually as a
satiric parody of real, contemporaryoresdotatae’® Two matronaeare set out as
exceptions: thémphitruds Alcumena and the twmatronaein theStichus® Only Segal
and Williams explicitly link these women's outstanding character with the Roman notion
of a wife beingmorigeraandobsequen$and they take these terms to mean that an ideal

wife should be entirely obedient to her husband's wishes. But other critics implicitly

! Slater: wives are typically "scolding" (6 Bgelastic (62)"figure[s] of repression” (129). Segal 1971:
wives are "henpecking” and "bitchy" (23); "a parade of untamed shrews"{&6ally need no specific

call to war" (28). Duckworth: "not pleasant" (282); "disagreeable" (283); "unattractive" and "shrewish"
(255, 318). Moore 1998ashrew(sh)" 166, 168, 170agelasts who do not bond with audience (1S€rk
71: "unattraktiv". Wives more generally assumed to be typicallikeable: Bond 210; Christenson 2001:
244-5;Grimal 85-6, 89; Segal 1969: 7Schuhmann 1976, 1977, 1978; Della Corte.

2 schuhmann 1977, 1978rimal; Gruen: 144Treggiari: 329-331t linas 89.

% Segal 1971: 22; Duckworth 256, 282; Moore 1998a: 159; Bond@1Hal 85-6.



utilize the same standard when judging all wivesiresdotataeare "shrewish" precisely
because they tell their husbands what to do. Scholars are, in effect, defining the wives
relationally: the "bad" wives are set off as such because of the virtue of the "good"
wives.

There are problems with this categorization. In the first place, "goatfbnae
are not utterly obedient. Evélcumena resists her husband: she does not submit meekly
to his accusations of adultery, but instead threatens to divorce hinstithessisters,
who are admirable because of their devotion to their husbands, must defy their father.
More generally, defying authority does not necessarily make characters unsympathetic--
witness the clever slave--and women's roles are no different than men's in this regard.
Further, the quality of beingnorigeramight be one wifely virtue, but we should not use
it as the sole criterion by which to define an ideal wife, nor should we assume that it
means slavish and unquestioning obediénEially, the idea of a woman being
morigerais not as unequivocally positive as these critics imply. A&kanius fragment
states thamorigeratiois one of the poisons€nena that women use to get what they
want from merf. In theMenaechmias we shall see, the prostit@tium does just that,
andMenaechmus praises her for beingrigera’ This scene undermines the value

placed on beingiorigera

* Segal 1971: 22; Williams 19.
® Treggiari, for instance, has identified no fewer than six general areas of married virtue, and argues for a
definition of morigeraandobsequentian the sense "cooperative." (232-53)
®"Youth and a slender body and obligingness, these are the poisons of beautiful waetene{ corpus
generum emorigeratio /haecsuntvenengormosarunmulierun); Vopiscudtr. 14 (=Nonius 4 L).

Men.202.



It is not useful to impse positive or negative judgments on the characters based
on a narrow conception of the meaningradrigera | suggest that we instead look at the
matronaein the context of the plays, and ask two questions: 1) Are their actions
comically justified within the plotand 2) Are they, or their actions, funny? The second
guestion is of the utmost importance because along with the generally negative evaluation
of matronaecomes the accusation that they agelasts, repressive characters who
interfere with the holiday fun. Inherent in this judgment is the assumption that the male
characters' actions are automatically more apt to be "fun.” As | will show, this is simply

not true.

Comedy and Society

The unruly women of Roman comedy have been judged as shrewish inversions of
good,morigeraewives. And this has led to yet more assumptions about the relationship
of Plautine marriage to society, and the characters' relationship with the audience. The
inverted wives are often thought to pp&rodic, that is, caricatures aimed at the upstart
women gaining economic power in contemporary Rome. Other critics, however, see no
connection betweeRlautine marriage and reality, and envisitlautine marriage in the
grotesque terms of Punch-and-Judy f&r&ut the domestic situations portrayed in
Roman comedy do not run to the extreme violence of such puppet shows, and that argues

against the plays being entirely farcical or grotesque in nature. Nor are the unruly women

8 Duckworth 284-5Stark 69;Petrone 1976: 45, 1977: 219. Christenson 2001: 25%accary and
Willcock 17 refuse comment on what the plays' relationship with reality is, while Della Corte feels that the
Roman plays are more "fictive" than the Greek (491).
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of Roman comedy comparable to those in, for instafigstophanic comedy. It is the

latter character¢’ho might more plausibly be argued to show complete inversion. For
example, in Classical Athens, women were not encouraged to move outside the house or
allowed to participate in politicyet we sed.ysistrata taking over theropylaia and

resolving Athens' political crisés The women of Roman comedy never reach this level

of fantastic dominance. Their sphere of control is domestic, and quite literally inside the
house. In contrast to tigistophanic model of women taking charge, we must read the
domestic side of Roman Comedy as hawngglatively naturalistic aesthetic.

Recent scholarship dPlautus has begun to move beyond the inherent unreality of
the Saturnalian model in order to explore the plays' relationship with the society that
produced themGruen (1990) argues for topicality on a very general level, highlighting
such themes as military victories and the expenditure of state and private funds.
Sadashige (1995) approach¥autus in terms of the thematic significance that certain
objects possess within the plays. McCarthy (2000) explores the staging of the master-
slave dynamic in terms of a dialogic battle between farce and naturalism. And Leigh
(2004) has analyzed specific plays in relation to the purported agricultural and economic
changes that Rome was experiencing. These scholars do not claiffatitas depicts
realistic conditions of slavery, for example, or provides an unclouded picture of the
economic situation of Rome. But they do assume that he expresses a cultural notion

about the master-slave relationship, or about money. In the same sense, | argue that the

° The issue of Greek women's seclusion is controversial, and | do not mean to suggest that Greek women
were imprisoned in their homegust's chapter (105-25) nicely covers the scholarly debate, as well as very
reasonably noting the gap between ideology and practice.
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plays can tell us something about cultural notions of marriage and women's rofs in it.
Becausehey were written by a member of the society--though one can argue about his
marginal place in it, if one wishes--they must picture a society comprehensible to an
audience that is not marginalized on any interpretation.

The analogy of a modern American sitcom may elucidate this process. These
programs often purport to portray the institutions of modern society such as home,
family, workplace, or groups of friends; usually they display "normal” living conditions

that are beyond the financial means of average people; usually they portray idealized

91 will not pursue the connections between my own work and these studies beyond this introduction. For,
while they have similar intellectual contexts to mine (i.e. cultural history), their approaches do not, for the
most part, overlap with my interests. Most take a more literary (as opposed to performance-based
approach) to the plays, while my goal is specifically to address the audience’s relationship with characters.
It is true that McCarthy's methodology, especially, shares many features with mine: her acknowledgement
of a naturalistic element Rlautine comedy (1-2); her insistence on reading the plays "horizontally," that

is, as a group, rather than individual plays in isolation (15); her assertion that we must read the plays
without speculating on the individual author's desire or intent (8, 16); her assumption that the plays' logic
was a response to audience expectations (15-6); and her belief in the value of the plays as evidence for
social life (17).

Despite this overlap, her analysis differs quite considerably from mine. In the first place, she does
not address the comic mechanisms of the plays using theories of humor, as | will. Furthermore, her
definition of "naturalism" has the ideological implication of affirming the existing order by reproducing it
as a familiar world (11-13). As we shall see, my definition of naturalism addresgdaitkibility of
relationships, contexts, and character motivations (rather than the realistic reproduction of a familiar
world). Thus, while we share a common assumption that naturalism is more realistic and farce less so, we
uses this basis to proceed in very different ways. McCarthy tacitly accepts a pre\gdéumthalian
explanation for the audience relationship to the comedy; and, despite her assertions of naturalism, states
that "this body of comedy makes the audience automatically use a set of assumptions . . . that is the exact
opposite of the assumptions they would use in everyday life" (16). | will argue against an entirely
Saturnalian nature for the plays, especially in terms of audience reaction. Furthermore, she explicitly reads
the plays as literary texts (7-8), and admits ket reading is "not a social historian's reading but a literary
reading" that emphasizes the effect of social forces on comic (i.e., literary) forms (p. 17). 1, on the other
hand, want to emphasize that humor is inseparable from its social context, and cannot be understood in
anything busociohistorical terms.

Finally, McCarthy's take on husbands and wives (115-121) runs opposite to mine. She accepts
that the authority of thpaterfamiliasis "naturalistic" (120), and feels that "it is only in contrast to his wife
that the older man can seem like a morally justified rebel" (116). | will argue that, on the contrary, the wife
is the morally justified party, and her husband is meant to be a negative example and satiric figure.
Furthermore, in Chapter 3, | will use this conclusioprmblematize the "naturalness"” of the absolute
household authority of theaterfamilias
| will, therefore, return t@ruen’ssociohistorical approach in my concluding chapter.
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relationships or families; almost invariably they rely on unlikely coincidences to further
the plot. Yet they are realistic/naturalistic in that the relationships they portray among
characters correspond to something familiar to their audiences. Even when shows aim to
satirize a given situation, the satire must be based on a recognizable form. The writers of
sitcoms have no choice but to write out of their own experience of their own society.
In short, comedy is a form of social history, and the comic natUpéaatus' plays
is one reason why we should take them seriously. But comedy and laughter are
notoriously hard to define and explain. One problem with previous analyBé&sutihe
comedy is their limited use of comic theory. Here | will review and add to the corpus of
comic theory applied tBlautus.
Frye (1957) considers the defining theme of comedy as integration into society.
So, of New Comedy he writes:
New Comedy normally presents an erotic intrigue between a
young man and a young woman which is blocked by some kind of
opposition, usually paternal, and resolved by a twist in the plot
which is the comic form of Aristotle's "discovery” . . . At the
beginning of the play, the forces thwarting the hero are in control of
the play's society, but after a discovery in which the hero becomes
wealthy or the heroine respectable, a new society crystallizes on the
stage around the hero and his bride. The action of the comedy thus
moves towards the incorporation of the hero into the society that he
naturally fits™
It is important to note that Frye does not aim to explain comedy as a phenomenon, but
rather to define a genre. The idea of reintegration is by far Frye's most influential

contribution, as can be seen in the analysiKdystan (1983) especially. On the other

hand, because of its focus on the resolution, such a definition locates the meaning of



comedy wholly in the conclusion. It explains nothing about how the play itself provokes
laughter.

Frye's other widely accegd contribution was his revival of the Aristotelian idea
of character types, and his emphasis on the blocking character, both oP\lehitthe
critics have adopted whole-heartedly. Frye's definition of a blocking character is a
person who obstructs the romantic plot, who islazon and who may or may not be re-
integrated at the enfd. His suggestion that this character is usually paternal has been
oft-repeated but usually unexplored. | will expand upon the notion of the blocking
character, or rather, insist on a precise application of that term. Too many critics have
taken the term very generally, and Segal certainly applies it more broadly than Frye (see
below). | will re-examine what it means to be a blocking character, and try to add nuance
to the conception of how this character fits into the romantic pldaotine comedy.

Finally, Frye allows morality to be integrated into comedy and audience
participation. He seems to accept the idea that the main body of the comedy is
Saturnalian (that is, that it displays an inverted society), but also believes that the society
created at the end of the play corresponds to the moral norms of the adtliénce.
certain points, too, he nods to the idea of comic justice, by asserting that the ending
should satisfy the audience's wish to see the original usurpers in charge brought to
justice’ Concerning the audience's reaction, he states: "Comedy seems to make a more

functional use of the social, even the moral judgment, than tragedy, yet comedy seems to

1 Frye 44.

2 bid. 165, 172.
B bid. 169, 171.
4 bid. 44-6, 163.



raise the corresponding emotions [to pity and fear], which are sympathy and ridicule, and
cast them out in the same wdy. This ridicule-sympathy continuum is one feature of
Frye's analysis that has been overlooked, for the most part. This oversight is particularly
unfortunate, since thentiuum is a very useful conceptual tool. It allows for two types
of audience response: laugh&the characters, and laughtéth the characters. Frye
also constructs a continuum of comedy, ranging from romantic to ironic, and from irony
to farce:irony is more realistidarce is unrealisti¢®

We should consider several of Frye's ideas in more detail. While Frye's focus on
the comic conclusion has been limiting, it does express an important point: the audience
will likely expect (if not hope) that the lovers will be united at the end of the play. Frye's
notion of blocking and helping characters thus provides us with one criterion by which to
judge the characters' relationship with the audience. Blocking characters are generally
unsympathetic, while helping characters are generally sympathetic. Frye's continuum of
sympathy and ridiculousness is also helpful for describing characters. It is important to
note that, throughout this study, when | use the word "sympathetic,” | intend it in Frye's
sense--i.eas opposed to ridiculous--rather than in a more general sense.

Erich Segal's boolRoman Laughtef1971), has without doubt exerted the
greatest influence on modern interpretationBlafitine comedy’. Segal combines the

idea ofSaturnalian inversion with a Freudian interpretation to theorize a holiday

 Ibid. 177.

' Ibid. 177, 285, 290.

Y Works citing Segal and/oS4turnalian” or ¢arnivalesque” influencésuhagen 342Bertini; Christenson
2000: 24, 26, 34, and 200MacCary andNillcock; Moore 1998aPerelli; Petrone 1976, 1977 and 1989;
Phillips; Ricotelli; Slater 161, 173-&tark 74.



mentality that is opposed to the st€atonian morals of the d&¥.He adopts Frye's

notion of a blocking character (cagelast,” as Segal prefers to call it), but re-defines it as
a charactewho embodies the opposition to holiday fun. When it comes to female
characters, he places wives and prostitutes firmly in opposition to one another. The
prostitutes are representatives of the pleasureiple, and therefore fun, while the wives
represent the reality principle, and are therefore notffun.

Yet several problems remain. The idea of inversion is too broad to provide more
than a superficial explanatiéh.One must distinguish, to the extent that it is possible,
between moral inversion and status inversion. Further, Segal's reading of female
characters is inexcusably naive. Prostitutes are pleasurable and wives shrewish inside the
world of the play, but bringing the audience into the picture complicates things.
Prostitutes, after taking a man for all he is worth, loudly proclaim their victories to the
audience. While the duped man might be having fun inside the world of the play, the
audience sees him being ridiculed. His wife may not look so shrewish if her husband
(usually asenex amatQns also an object of ridicule. When it comes to comedy and
morality, we will see that sonfélautine charactergho are noagelasts voice decidedly
Roman sentiments abouittus, officiumand other virtues. This fact makes it difficult to
say that morality is inconsistent with comedy. It will become apparerdgdhag types of

immorality are funpthers are not. Finally, it is worth questioning whether it is possible

8 Segal 1971: 7-14. While Segal himself never dakhtin explicitly, the idea of holiday reversal is
distinctly Bakhtinian. Both Segal and Barber, whom Segal does cite, employ many of the observations
found inBakhtin's idea o€arnivale

¥ wiles 1989, too, follows this reading of wives and prostitutes.

% Moore 1998a: 18-200 and Wiles 1988: 264 also provide insightful criticisms of Segal.
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to display a comic universe that is inverte@ueryrespect. If this were to happen, the
result would be a world unrecognizable to the audience.

Carnivalesque inversion is only one paradigm for interpréllagtus’' comedy;
for the purposes of this study, we need to expand the corpus of comic theory. | suggest
that we take a step back and ask about the more general relationship between comedy and
society. Douglas' model (1975), for one, explicitly requires that comedy reflect a known
social structure even while challenging it. Her view follows Freud's model of a joke as,
essentially, a play upon forfh. Douglas takes this incongruity-based theory and applies
it to society as a whole: humor is the challenging of a dominant structure by a
subordinate one, or the superimposition of one less logical paradigm onto a more logical
one. The dominant and logical structure represents what is usually called reality or
normalcy, and the superimposed structure represents some departure from it. Two
important findings emerge from this approach. The first is that there is no such thing as
pure inversion, because comedy depends on the intdrptaxgertwo paradigms: for
inversion to exist, the challenged paradigm (i.e., reality) must be part of that relationship.

A true story may illustrate this point. A professor asked a student to give a lecture
in his graduate seminar. The professor sat in the front row, while the student handed out
a text. When the student began the class, she called on the prafagsgr,'Professor
Smith, would you like to begin translating?" This provoked a laugh from the class.
Clearly the laughter arose from the class' perception of a role-reversal. But the very fact

that these roles werermally defined as the domain of a student or professor is crucial to

2 Freud 607-13.
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the humor of the situation. An outsider who did not know about normal classroom
behavior, or who did not know that the person standing at the front of the class was not
the professor, would not have gotten the joke. In order to grasp the humor, therefore, the
perceiver needs to recognizeththe reversal and the normal structure simultaneously.

The second finding to be drawn from Douglas' paradigm is that inversion is only
onepossible relationship between the dominant paradigm and the challenging paradigm.
There is also, for instance, the relationship of exaggeration--when the superimposed or
challenging paradigm takes features of reality and exaggerates them. This exaggeration
still creates a sense of incongruity between the "real” world and the comic?vaitie:
humor thus lies in the difference between the two paradigms, but does not imply a head-
on contrast between them. This difference may be the basis for the type of humor that is
based on truth--the classic explanation for the observational humor of stand-up comedy.
According to Douglas' theory, what have been called the modes of naturalism and farce
are not mutually exclusive modes, but rather points on a continuum. Naturalism merely
expresses a relationship in which the challenging paradigm is less different than the
dominant one, while farce expresses a relationship in which the two paradigms are further
apart. This corresponds nicely to Frye's assertion that farce is less realistic, and irony
more realistic

Another theorist who should be adduceWéatch (1998).Veatch has created
what is in essence a scientific formula for humor: he has three necessary but not

sufficient conditions for humor to occur. The first two express an idea similar to

Zn fact, Sol Saks writes, "exaggeration and incongruity are first cousins." (32)
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Douglas' theory: for humor to occur, there must be a subjective norm (N), and some
violation of that norm (V). BuVeatch also includes a moral dimension. The third
condition evaluates how morally committed the perceiver is to the norm. If the norm is a
dearly held ethical or religious belief, then a violation of it will tend to produce not

humor, but offense. He sums up his results in a chart:

Perceiver:
Logic [Moral] Gets it Is offended Sees Humor
Commitment
not-V none no no no
Vand N weak yes no yes
V and not-N | strong yes yes no

Whatever one thinks d&featch's chart, his approach enables us to discuss what is funny
as well as what is not funny, and | will return to it when analyzing the relationship
between morality and comedy.

Finally, there iCorbeill (1996), who suggests that Cicero's invective serves an
important purpose: it re-enforces societal values by mocking those who do not behave. |
will argue thatPlautine comedy also exercised this "controlling laughter" by making
certain behaviors subject to derisive, rather than sympathetic, laughter. In this way, we
will see that some behaviors are more acceptable and some are less acceptable, even in
the comic universe.

To sum up my model of humor so far: | assume fatitus' comedies were
successful and that the audience responded with laughter to them. To explain this

laughter, | will work from Douglas' model, and theorize the worl&lafitine comedy as

% Bermel also identifies farce as inherently unreal.
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a paradigm that challenges the dominant normality-based model. | will not, however,
assume that the relationship between the two paradigms is one of inversion. When
addressing marriage, specifically, | will look for points of contact with "the real world"
and try to elucidate what relationship the characters have with Roman conceptions of

marriage.

Comic Characters and the Audience

Individual characters and their relationship with the audience require their own set
of theories. Aristotle's original conception of #ieon andalazonis a useful starting
point: theeiron acts like he is less than he is; #iezonacts like more than he 1. The
eiron, it seems, enjoys a more positive relationship with the audience thalazbe.
This can be explained by Plato's formulation of the cotoigé€loior) as the opposite of
self-knowledge gnéthiseauto).”> Thealazon,ignorant ofhis own self, is an object of
ridicule. Theeiron, self-aware but dissembling, shares the joke with the audience
because they, too, know that he pretends to be less than he really is. Knowledge and lack
of knowledge, in turn, bring us to theories of humor based on superiority, of which there

are many® The audience lauglas analazon because they feel superior to him, but

*NE 4.8.

% Philebus48C-D.

% E g., AristotlePoetics5.1449a. Hobbes, too, describes laughter as "sudden glory" upon perceiving
others' defectd gviathanl.6). Theories based on superiority tend to overlap with theories based on
tendentious wit.Bergson, for example, concludes that laughter is intended to humiliate, and cannot be
kind-hearted (186-8); at the same time, he acknowledges the humor in self-ignorant comic characters (71).
Freud also believes laughter arises from comparison of self with others, though it happens unconsciously
(744-8).
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laughswith aneiron, because they share his knowledge of the situation. In this study, |
will usealazonandeiron in a slightly broader way than the original, Aristotelian
definition. When | call a character atazon | mean that character is self-ignorant or
ignorant of the reality of his surroundings; when | nameison, | mean that a character
shares superior knowledge with the audiefice.

Perhaps now we can turn to the audience's participation in the theatrical
experience. Two recent books Blautus have concentrated on the performance aspect
of Roman drama. Slater focusesmatatheater as theatrical self-consciousness, that is,
as non-illusory theatéf. His study proceeds from a play-internal standpoint, and
analyzes the "controlling character” of the play as the one who controls the play-within-
the-play”® Slater uses the audience primarily as a silent foil rather than concentrating on
its relationship with the controlling character.

Moore's book (1998a), on the other hand, focuses explicitly on audience rapport
with certain characters. Building on Slater's ideas, Moore looks for textual clues such as
asides to the audience, eavesdropping, and musical accompaniment, which suggest that a
given character has a connection with the audience. He argues that the characters with
such rapport are the sympathetic characters, i.e., the characters that the audience bonds

with.

Z My own model is much indebted to Hubbard's discussion of self-knowledge and comedy (1-15).

% glater 2000: 14. Slater focuses onmays which he feels are most illustrative of the non-illusory nature

of Plautine drama. It should be noted, however, that while certain aspects of the plays' production would
allow the audience a heightened sense of the play's artificiality, we should hardly assume that the audience
experienced a sort &rechtianVerfremdungkeitvhereby they would be so aware of the play that they

could not experience some suspension of disbelief as well.

# Ibid. 12.
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While both Slater and Moore provide a thorough analysis of audience
participation, neither one questions the stereotypeatfonaebeing the least
sympathetic characters. Building on the comic theory | have introduced, it is necessary to
expand Slater's concept of a controlling character and Moore's analysis of audience
rapport. While Slater uses "control" to describe a character's control of the internal
action, | will use it to describe a character's control of audience laughter. My definition
stems from the same comic agency as Slater's does: in Slater's view, the characters take
over the plot; in mine, they take over the laughter. These two uses overlap to a great
degree, as can be seen in@asing for example, whegleostrata takes over the last two
acts of the play. She orchestrates the action and, at the same time, provokes laughter at
others' expense, thus retainingremke-hold on her rapport with the audience.

But "control" is a slippery word, and the control of the controlling character is
extremely tenuous. In his discussion of Asnaria Slater notes that characters fight for
control as playwright of the pla$. But his analysis, while noting that control can change
from scene to scene, does not emphasize just how quickly control can be wrested away
from one character to another--moment to moment, line to line, and laugh by laugh. In
the text, there are clear instances where one character seizes control of the audience's
laughter by making a joke at another character's expense. But in the next moment, the
previously-derided character will make a joke that plays off the first character's joke, and
thereby "recover” the control. These "snappy comebacks" are a way for the character to

provoke laughter so as to sway the audience's allegiance. It is important to note that the

% 45-56, esp. 50-1.
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control of laughter is not only control within the play, but also has an effect on the
audience.

My concern is specifically how these controlling characters relate to the audience.
The ideas of controlling character and audience rapport are especially important for
analyzing women's roles, since they are almost always assumed to be the objects of
laughter. A character in control of audience laughter, however, is not the object of
laughter, but its provocateur, and it is in this regard especially that women have been
overlooked. The charactemho provoke the laughter are agents; the characters at whose
expense the jokes happen are obj&ctswill argue that thenatronaeare more often
than not controlling charactenho make jokes at other characters' expense.

Now the question of audience reaction. If we are going to explicitly locate the
meaning of a play in its audience, we must define which audience we mean, or consider
the different meanings possible for different audiences, or employ the working model of a
single, ideal audience, as Slater and Moore do. Further, we must find some basis on
which to predict the reactions of this ideal audience. Scholars have tended to assume
what they call Catonian” morality as the norm fBtautus' audience, and on occasion
even to suggest thBlautus himself was promulgatingcatonian platforni? In the first

place, we cannot assign any opinioriPtautus as an individual oPlautus” as a

% The agency | impart to the controlling character is comparable to thatAfish@phanic comic hero.

However, most critics take thistophanic hero as a low character who is simultaneously laughed at (due

to his base behavior) and laughed with (because he satirizes political and social institutions). See Whitman
21-58;Reckford 65-67, 297-8, 507; and Dover 31-41. ObviowRlutine characters exist in a somewhat
different context, and do not engage in the "low" (i.e. obscene) behavidrigtaphanic characters do.

Because of this, it is plausible to have a sharper division between characters who are agents and objects of
laughter.

¥ Schuhmann 1976: 21-8ugusi 291-2.
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construction, simply because we have no information about his life or activities outside of
playwriting. And even if it is entirely believable that Cato would have had conservative
views, we cannot simply project such conservatism onto the entire audience. Cato's is
only one view, and it may have been ostensibly unassailable as a moral and political party
line, but we cannot assume it was the popular view of the audience. We must not forget
thatPlautus was writing for wet-nurses, prostitutes, soldreedfonag and merchants,

and not only for the civic officials who funded the festivils.

Audience identification is also a tricky subject. The assumption behind much of
the scholarly interpretation afiatronaeseems to be that women are always and
unqguestionably unsympathetic, or objects of derisive laughter, because the (primarily
male) audience would sympathize with the male characters. But this does square with the
idea that the women take charge of the play and the audience's laughter. There is a clear
distinction between controlling audience laughter and being the object of derisive
laughter** and thematronaetend more towards the former.

In fact, the mechanisms of a joke allow a person to identify with almost anyone.

Sol Saks, who made his living by writing jokes, provides valuable insight into the process

of audience identification:

#n the playsPoen 17-34 (the prologue) gives the most information about the general audiéwnge.

(34.44 34.54) reports a change in seating arrangements in 194 B.C.E. that divided the senators from the
populus For a discussion of the audience, see Wilson Beéate 171-5, andlaladoire 21-30.

* Theoretically, it is possible to be both the agent of laughter and the object of laughter simultaneously (cf.
note 30). For the purposes of this study, however, | want to concentratenoattbeds capacity as comic

agent; this aspect of her character has been greatly overlooked, while her role as object of laughter has been
overemphasized. An analysis of thatronaas both agent and object of laughter would have to be framed

in more general terms &autine comedy and its mechanisms, and would have to include a re-evaluation

of other characters. Such a broad analysis is not possible here.
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Identificationis also a valuable tool in comedy.

Used by writers in the sense of "to identify with,"
identification means the listener or reader can relate to your
characters.

This isn't as circumscribed as it sounds. A middle-
aged, white, automobile mechanic does not relate only to
middle-aged, white automobile mechanics. He may relate
to a king, a black housewife, an oversexed elephant, or an
oak tree, if it can talk or think. Just so long as the character
has problems or dreams he has experieftced.

Saks' advice is well taken: we should not assume that elite, male Romans can
relate only to other elite, male Romans. This point is amply shown by the potential of
slaves and prostitutes to be comic heroes. We must recall that the control of the
controlling character is negotiable, and changeable. The audience may laugh in
recognition at one character in one moment, and another character the next.

Given the complex audience tli&lautus was writing for, it is not feasible to run
through the possible reactions of every audience member. | will therefore proceed from a
play-internal standpoint--that is, | will assume that textual and contextual clues can tell us
who is in control of the laughter at most points, rather than assuming one character will
automatically be more sympathetic than another. | will employ Frye's classification of
characters, and assume that objects of derisive laughter are ridiculous characters, while
agents in producing laughter are sympathdtiote that both types of characters provoke
laughter, but for different reasons. A ridiculous character provokes derisive laughter
based on a feeling of superiority. A sympathetic character provokes laughter based on

recognition or identification. The audience thus has two different relationships with the

two types of character. | will, moreover, incorporate the idea of the controlling character
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as comic agent, who purposely makes jokes at other characters' expense, and seizes the
audience's laughter. | will assume that by doing so, this character creates a rapport with
the audience, at least for the duration of the joke. Finally, | will assume that blocking

characters are less sympathetic than those allied with the young¥oersum up my

criteria:
Character:
sympathetic ridiculous
eiron alazon
knows self ignorant of self
shares audience knowledge has knowledge inferior to audience
controlling character non-controlling character

provokes laughter object of laughter

blocking character helping character (allied with lovers)
Audience:

identifies with character feels superior to character

laughs with laughs at

| should say that these poles are two extreme points on a continuum, and, as with any
classification, the categories are not meant to be watertighpinBginting which

characters fall towards which ends of the spectrum, we may be able to identify the

* Saks 32.

% |t should be noted that this criterion is taken from Frye's theory of comedy, rather than theories of humor.
But despite the fact that Frye's classification of blocking and helping characters is plot-driven (i.e. based on
the play's conclusions), it does express one aspect of the play's general humor. Presumably the audience is
expecting, if not hoping, that the lovers will be united. The spectators would thus have differing reactions

to helping and blocking characters based on this expectation. The plot-based categorization of helping
versus blocking characters can therefore be incorporated into a theory of humor.
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audience's probable reaction on the basis of a consistent comic theory rather than
"common sense" assumptions about particular character types.

My final suggestion is that if there is aBgkhtinian concept we should apply to
Plautus, it iBakhtin'sheteroglossiawhich allows the characters to have individual
voices rather than being slavish mouthpieces for their creator's ajétaatus' comedy
has enough points of contact with society to reflect a diverse and sometimes incoherent
system, one that had unresolved tensions within it. Moreover, these comedies entertained
heterogeneous crowds, so it makes sense that a successful comic playwright would have

the means to amuse more than one type of spectator.

Methodology

| have tried to give an overview of the theories anthors who have informed
my approach, and | will now address the question of how, specifically, | will analyze the
plays. My first step will be to re-evaluate the characters' standing within the world of the
play itself: their relationship with other characters and function in the plot. This step may
be preliminary, but it is one that has not been carefully applied to matrgnae The
next step is to move to the level of the audience, and their reaction to the play. Initially, |
will employ a single theoretical audience as the recipients of play-internal comic
mechanisms. | will continue by asking what relationshiprth&onaeand their
husbands had with this audience. In my conclusions, | will begin to address the
heteroglossid described earlier, that is, the potential of varied audience responses to the

characters.
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My first two chapters will attempt a comprehensive analysRlaiftine marriage,
using thematronaeas a lens to re-focus previous assumptions. | will begin with analyses
of the specific plays and their individuaktronae and then attempt to find some
commonalities in their actions, motives, and characterizations in a final synthesis. For
the sake of organization, | have divided up the plays into those that contain "good"
matronaeand "bad'matronae(on the basis of interpretations discussed above). These
classifications are loose; in tlk&asing especially, we will see that there is slippage. But
the Casinas ambiguousnatronais particularly helpful for pinpointing previous scholarly
biases, precisely because she has been erroneously identified as an exception despite the
character traits that she shares with othatronae This fact clearly shows the
problems with categorizinghatronaeinto "good" and "bad," and reveals the critics' own
biases in interpreting textual evidence.

Chapter One will cover thmatronaen four plays:Stichus Aulularia, Cistellaria,
andAmphitruo. | have purposely begun with theatronaeclassified as "good" by
scholars, since these women should rightly be the exceptions to the rule of shrewish
wives. | will attempt to define what makes a "goawitronagood. As we shall see,
even the goodhatronaedefy authority (often assumed to be the defining feature of bad
ones), and they also play significant roles in the resolution of the plot. The good
matronaewill prove helpful for addressing the question of morality and comedy as well,
since one obvious reason for their classification as "good" is their good, upstanding

Roman character.

% While Bakhtin specifically excluded parody from the possibilitheferoglossiaconsidering it the
oldest form of dialogism, Carlson (1992) has recently suggested that it is feasible to expaBdkiniors
original concept.
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Chapter Two will cover the "badhatronae the "parade of untamed shrews" that
Segal describe8. These women have received some scholarly attention, and in most
cases my analysis of the plays will consist of re-evaluating their characters (as well as
other characters in the plays) based on audience reaction. In these plays, especially, |
argue for equal-opportunity criticism--that is, criticism that does not assume
automatically that the wives are unsympathetic, no-fun blocking characters. Such an
approach allows theatronaeto be agents causing laughter, instead of (or at least in
addition to) merely being objects of laughter. | will specifically address the question of
how these women function as comic characters. In this regaukdhdotatamust be
evaluated along with her husband, usuallyseexamator. In my analysis, | will
address the comedy of both the wife and her husband, and their relationships with the
audience. | will show that thexor dotatais by no means aagelast. In fact, she makes
jokes on a regular basis. The difference between audience reactions to the wife and
husband will return us to the question of morality, and the interaction between comedy
and social norms.

Chapter Four will plac®lautus' representations of marriage in their
sociohistorical context. | will examine the content ofrieronaés complaints, and read
their own actions against other characters' misogynist sayings as well as in relation to
contemporary discourse on luxury. It is often assumed that the wives' sole concern is
making their husbands miserable, and that they are sexually jealous. The text does not
support such emonologic reading; | will demonstrate the different motives that these

women have. Finally, I will return to the larger questio®lafutine marriage and its

% Segal 1971: 25.
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relationship to Roman society, and here | will address the realism and/or naturalistic
aesthetic of the comedies.

My end goal is twofold, based roughly on form and function. In form, | hope to
expand the very definition ehatrona Thematronais notsynonomous with "shrew,"
nor should she be reduced to a stock character. Even as a literary representation, she has
diverse forms: while alinatronaeshare certain areas of concern (mostly in the domestic
sphere), they are not all the same. There are differences in age, marital happiness, and
children.

My second goal is to describe the function ofrtregronas role, and indeed of
Plautine comedy as an ideological phenomenon. Becauswthenahas motivations
which are understandable in social and legal terms, and because she is a moral force but
still anan agent of laughter, we should not assume that she is excluded from audience
sympathy. By laughingith the matrong the audience may be forceddenitify with
her, if only for a moment, and to laughcharacters whose behavior is less acceptable or
moral. Thus, a re-evaluation of thetronas role leads to a re-evaluationRiautine
comedy: if what is moral can also be funny, we may consider the plays as a satiric, rather

than escapist comic medium.

Note on the text and translations
All citations and translations for compld#enander plays will be frorArnott's
Loeb editions, unless otherwise noted. The text of all Greek fragments is Keestset-

Austin. | have used Leo's text for tR&autine plays, though | have taken liberties with
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thecolometry for the sake of readability. All Latin translations are my own unless

otherwise noted.
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Chapter 1
"Good" Matronae Stichus,Aulularia, Cistellaria, Amphitruo

In two plays, thestichusand theAmphitrug thematronaeinvolved have received
a fair amount of scholarly attention, and have been cited specifically as ideals of Roman
womanhood: the sisters in th&tichusoppose their father because of their desire to
remain faithful to their husbands; aAdphitruds Alcumena thinks she is being faithful,
since she is unaware that she is having an affair with Jupiter disguised as her husband.
The reasons for these women's goodness are worth examining. As mentioned in the
introduction, the underlying assumption is that a "good" wifeasigerg in the sense of
being unquestioningly obedient. But we should ask how these plays engage with the
larger question of negotiating authority. All of the "goatitronaedefy the authority of
a family member, whether it is a husband, brother, or father.Stitleussisters are a
perfect example: although they defy their father's authority, they are still considered
ideals because of thainiviritas. When analyzing the expectations about virtuous
women, we must also analyze the differing contexts. Furthermore, "ideal" is not
equivalent with "funny," nor does it necessarily contribute to the comedy of the plays.
We need to place the virtue of these characters in its comic context. Since the women
have been considered sympathetic because they arenad&ahae we must reconcile
their roles with the relationship between comedy, morality, and audience sympathy.

This chapter will cover four plays. From tB&achus | hope to re-examine the

relationship between thmatronaeand authority. In thAulularia andCistellaria, on the

! Segal 1971: 2Duckworth 252, 282.
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other hand, thenatronaedo not have as much stage time, but they are important
characters for correcting the stereotype of the shrewahona Neither of them has
received much scholarly attention, iy have been noted favorably by schofaBoth
matronaeplay important parts in the plot resolution, and | will consider what this fact
contributes to our understanding of Plautingtronae In addition, we will examine how
they, too, negotiate authority. Finally, | will re-examine Amephitrug and Alcumena's
role in particular. In my conclusions, | will reconsider the notion of "good," and reframe

it in terms of audience reaction.

Stichus

Insofar as thé&tichuscan be said to have a plot, it is loosely based around the
story of two brothers who have married two sisteemphila andPanegyris. In the
play's opening, we find the two sisters alone onstage, waiting for their husbands to return
from a two-year-long voyage. The sisters are worried that their father will try to make
them remarry, but they do not wish to do*sBhe second scene shows the father and

daughters arguing about the possibility of remarriage. After the second scene, the sisters

2 Aulularia: Della Corte 486Petrone 1989: 96Cistellaria: Duckworth 257.

% In the manuscripts, the younger sister is named isdéee-heading of only one transmission, leading
many to believe that the name is not origin&lsutine Petersmann 83#rnott 1972: 74 n.2; Leo app.

crit.). However, for the sake of clarity, | will call the younger siB@mphila.

* Legally speaking, it is unclear whether the father's forcing his daughters to remarry is a possibility. A
father's interference in such matters is found even in the Greek origin&lpi{fgponte} and any attempt

to define the marriage asmmanuor sinemany which may favor the father's right or not, is thwarted by
lack of evidence. For a discussionatifductiq seePetersmann 94 andbgt-Spira 2000b: 164-5. ltis
possible that the sisters could be considered divorced by abandonment or death, but later jurists make it
clear that separation does not end a marriage: it is negnaénsuysot cohabitation, that legally defines
the marriageldig. 24.1.32.13UIp. 33; Treggiari 54-5, 408 ).
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virtually disappear from the stageFor this reason, | will analyze only the first two
scenes of the play in terms of character development: the first scene showcases the
sisters' contrasting personalities, and the second scene pits both the sisters against their
father.

Before beginning the plot analysis, | would like to make a note about the sisters'
age. They have been married for two years and are thus relatively youmatfonae
But the women speak explicitly of knowing the waysnaitronae(105) and are
identified asmatresfamiliag98)® The sisters' age may affect how the audience
perceives them, but | will leave that question for the conclusion of the chapter, where |
will compare them to other "goodiatronae

Many scholars have analyzed the sisters' scenes, but few have devoted more than
cursory attention to the sisters' characterization. Usually the two sisters are seen as
unequivocally sympathetic characters, that is, charastesshave morals that the
contemporary audience would have viewed favorablhis sympathetic reading is

often contrasted with unsympathetic readings of the sisters' father and husbands, since

® The elder sister appears once more, in the second act, but her function there is merely to act as a foil to the
back-and-forth of the parasi@&elasmius and th&ervuscurrensPinacium. This is an important scene
becauséanegyris finds out that her husband has returned. But it is just as important to note that owing to
her few lines and long silences (e.g. lines 342-55 and 374-89, 13- and 15-line gaps respectively), we cannot
infer much more character development from this scene, and we must conclude that the focus is really on
the parasite and slave. We may note, however, that as mistress of the house she has control over feeding
Gelasimus and chooses not to do so.

® Cf. Owens 393.

" Arnott captures the general trend of scholarstifatitus wished to endorse current Roman values about

the position of the Romamatronain society and the sanctity of her one and only marriage" (1972: 59).

Also Petrone, "le dudonnesonocredibili eroinedi un drammaborghese” (1977: 44Retersmann, "ssind

die beiden FraueWerfechterinnerdesGuten" (38); and Owens, "Even when opposing their father, the

women remain paragons of filipietas (394).Petrone explicitly defines this morality @stonian (1977:

20-24), whileArnott and Owens define this morality more temporally, i.e. apropos t8 200
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their morals turn out to be questionableBut the contrast between the sisters' devotion

and theirfather's and husbands' neglect of duty is not played out in the opening scenes--it
becomes apparent only in the latter half of the play. It could m®urée, that the sisters

are meant to function solely as a literary foil, but that, too, would only emerge later.

First, however, we need to consider how the audience would perceive the characters in
real time, as they appear on stage. There are three important questions to ask: 1) How
seriously should the sisters' morality be taken? 2) Who is the controlling character in the
second sceneghd 3) How does morality relate to comedy in this play and in general?

The sisters' sincerity has invariably been taken for granted, but what if they are devious
enough to manipulate their father?

Arnott notes the sisters' use of moral terms in the opening scene and suggests that
this language highlight®amphila as "the moral sistér."Most scholars have followed
Arnott's lead and taken the moral terms as conspicuous, straightforward indications of the
sister's personalities. While the values being discussed are ones that a contemporary
Roman audience would generally consider posifivie, does not follow that "moral” is
equivalent to "sympathetic." Morality is not always what an audience wants to see, or

indeed the only way to judge the sisters' characterization. A Segalian reading, in fact,

8 petrone, for instance, reads the sisters' scenes as a bookend, showcasajayoad morality only to
highlight its destruction in the "anti-moral" ending (op. ciPetersmann, too, contrasts the sisters' morality
with their father's role agjtotesk-komischélte," while Owens writes: Antipho and his sons-in-law fail

to meet their Romaaofficia and give themselves over to Greek indulgefeggrsmann 37; Owens 401).

° Amott 1972: 57.

% However, whileArnott (andPetersmann) assumevienandrean origin for the women's morality and
speech, | favor Owens' emphasis on Rerhanness" of the sisters' characterization. He holds that
although this use of moral terms may take its cue ftenander, "foremost in the mind Bfautus'

audience would have been the Roman notion of moral obligaffficium and not its Greek equivalent"
(392). Thus, while the inspiration may bkenandrean, the audience would not consider the sisters, or their
speeches, Greek.
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requires that the comedy provide an escape from everyday values. It is no more useful to
classify one or the other sister as the more or less moral one. For both are moral, and
both are torn in their duties to their husbands and their father. A close examination of
only one portion of the dialogue demonstrates this point, and aleagigs which

examine the sisters' characterization apart from its moral considerations.

Near the end of the first sceri®amphila tells her sister that even if their father takes

them away from their husbands, they must not be angry abaunitr{e irasci decet

neque id inmerito eveni@7-8). Pamphila's statement sparks a tiff between the sisters.
When her elder sister responds by complaining--they have no idea where their husbands
are, what they are doing, or if they are aliPamphila takes this as self-pity, and the

result is the following exchange:

PAM. an id doles, soror, quia illi suom officium
non colunt, quom tu tuom facis?

PAN. ita pol.

PAM. tace sis, cave sis audiam ego istuc
posthac ex te.

PAN. nam quid iam?

PAM. quia polmeo animo omnis sapientis
suom officium aequom est colere et facere.

(35-40)

PAM. Are you sad, sister, because [our husbands] do not
take their duty seriously, when you do?

PAN. Damn right!

PAM. Be quiet, then, and make sure | never hear the like
from you after this.

PAN. Why?

PAM. Because in my opinion, it's only right that all
sensible people do their duty and like it.
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Pamphila thus chastises her sister and advises her to do her duty even if their husbands
fail to do theirs. Arnott's reading of this scene is based solely on the sisters’ moral terms,
which leads him to try to determine which one is more moral. But even if we accept that
the audience is judging by morality, it should be plain that there is no single morally
correct course of action. Both sisters realize the moral dilemma: they must go either
against their father or against their husbands, and both sisters seem to have a different
definition ofaequumandofficium Crucially, we cannot really say which oneight.

Neither, | suspect, could the audience.

If, for a moment, we abandon morality as a criterion, we can read this interchange
as a typical sibling quarrel, not a tragic debate on morality. This is a comedy, after all.
Owens is the only scholar who has admitted the possibility of an ironic réaditig.
point is well taken, and breaks away from the traditional interpretation of morality as
sympathy. For Owens, the younger sister is the moralizing (rather than truly moral)
character--exactly the opposite of Arnott's reading. Even modern critics using ancient
morality cannot come to a sure conclusion about which sister is truly moral.

There is no doubt, then, that the sisters profess positive Roman qualities in the
first scene. But, as we have seen, the sisters' pious characterization has been read too
seriously, their moral terminology has been taken as the entirety of their characterization,
and assessments of their relative morality have proved inconsistent. The next scene will

provide more opportunities to see the sisters' characterization play out. If we allow that

" He writes: "However, here we haRopmanness' with an ironic edge. The younger sigiregly excess,
unice quiunus lampoons the traditional encomium and suggestthigiho's haste to remarry his
daughters is a neglect of his prop#icium' (Owens 393).
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they are fully aware of their father's intentions and intend to oppose him, we may see that
they are not as unquestioningly devoted to him as they profess to be. Hence, we must
consider whether to read them as naive, clever, or some mix of the two, and see how their
characterization compares to Antipho's. If we assume that the sisters have made as
positive an impression on the audience as they have on most critics, then we must assume
that the burden is on Antipho to win the audience over. Given his entrance and initial
characterization, it seems unlikely that he can do this.

Antipho makes a belligerent arrivél.He orders his slaves to clean up the house,
chastises them for their laziness and warns them that he will be right back. Cut to
Pamphila, wondering what to do if her father stands obstinately againstdfiemapit
pater advorsum no88). Panegyris says that they must endure whatever the one with
more power doegphti nos oportet quod ille faciat, quoius potestas plus pé6@stHer
wording leaves room for negotiation: because she does not name hequatfather,
the statement does not necessarily indicate piety, but rather pragmatism. She then states
that they must win their case by beggiegdrand9 rather than by openly attacking
(advorsand; that by wheedlinggratia) they might get what they want; and she
concludes that to attack openly would entail disgrace and wrongaalagréari sine
dedecore et scelere summo haud possuii®).

This exchange between the sisters is crucial. The main question is how to take
advorsandas opposed texorando Most commentators take Panegyris' statement

literally, and assume that she honestly rejects all possibility of opposing their father. But

12 One may compar@ericplectomenus' first entrance in ¥ies Gloriosus(156-59).
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she rejects only direct opposition. Her concern is for keeping up appearances, since it is
inappropriate for daughters to fight openly with their father. NBasphila concerned
exclusively with decorum. She has a very practical motivation: indirect opposition is
more likely to be successful than direct confrontation. This passage can therefore provide
a clue to the sisters' intentions. They know their father will try to persuade them, but they
intend to fight him nonetheless, and they have a strategy for doing so. This argues
against their being entirely naive, even if they are as moral as their language suggests. In
fact, Pamphila's final statement is, "I know our dad: he's beggai&i €go nostros:
exorabilest’4). Depending on how clever we think the sistersthare line can be read
as a statement of blind optimism or of devious strategy.

Antipho speaks next, wondering whether it is better to approach the sisters gently
or threateninglyléniter an minacitef78-9). He decides that being nice is not an option.
He will trick them by pretending he wants to be married again, and thus "wage war" on
them gis gerere bellun80) as well as bully and terrify them, acting as if they have
admitted their guiltgic faciam: adsimulabo quasi quam culpam in sese admiserint.
perplexabiliter earum hodie perpavefaciam pect8fas. Antipho's decision suggests
that he is already anticipating resistance from his daughters. His plan thus argues for the
sisters' cleverness: he knows that the fight ahead will be tough, so he creates a tough plan.
Even before the moral contrast becomes apparent later in the play, Antipho's
characterization is contrasted with the sisters' the minute he sets foot on stage: the sisters

are deciding on an indirect, verbal course of action, while their father is planning a
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warlike attack. Given the visual placement onstage, the drama would be heightened by
the contrast not only in strategy but also in theatrical sPace.

A moment before the meeting, the battle plans continue. Just before the father
and daughters see each other onstage, Panegyris announces her plan to kill their father
with kindness: she says they will make the first move by kissingfeime (@dvorsum
homini occupemus osculus®). When their father protests this osculation, they begin
fretting about his chair and trying to put cushions beneath Rmmphila once again
affirms their devotion, but quickly returns to the topic at hand:

numguam enim nimi' curare possunt suom parentem filiae,
guem aequiust nos potiorem habere quanpostidea,
pater,
Viros nostros, quibus tu voluisti esse nos matres familias.
(96-8)
Since daughters can never worry too much atiait
father,
is it very right that we think anyone is more powerful than
you?
[We even consider] our husbands less, for whom you
wanted us to be dutiful wives.
Pamphila reaffirm#&ntipho's power over them with the wapdtior, and, in the same
breath, demonstrates that it was the father's choice that determined their husbands--a

clever rhetorical trick. Her wording allows ambiguity: she seems to be telling her father

that he still has ultimate authority over his daughters, though they are married. But her

3 Given the arrangement of lines, it is not likely that the sisters leave the stage before their father enters,

and their presence onstage grants them the capability of eavesdroppingntipte lays his plans.

However, sincéamphila professes to hefamtipho's voice only as he is entering their house, the audience

may be expected to suspend its disbelief and assume that the sisters carktigtess speech. The fact

remains that the sisters and the father are onstage at the same time, providing a visual contrast in addition to
the characterization suggested by the text.
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mention of her father's choice of husbands is not an incidental one. It will become the
basis for her sister's resistance a short while |&amphila could be naive, but it begins
to look more likely that she has an ulterior motive in constructing this scenario.

Antipho then begins talking about his supposed desire to remarry. He claims that
he has come to his daughters as an inexperienced student to teachers, since they will
know about the ways of good womera(n ego ad vos nummperitusrerum et morum
mulierum /discipulusvenio ad magistragquibusmatronasmoribus /quaeoptumae sunt
esse oportet04-6). The sisters first try to put him off of the idea by telling him he will
have a difficult time finding a woman as good as their deceased mother. When he insists
on quizzing the sisters about finding a good wife, they offer all the appropriate responses
about women: that the best kind of woman is one who does not cause any gossip (113-4),
does nothing inappropriate (122), and stands by her man in good times and in bad (124-
125). In the end, Antipho confesses that he was testing gaepdl vos lepide temptavi
vostrumgue ingenium ingeh26) and announces his real purpose, which is to take them
back to their paternal homaliducere domurthi28). He tries to sway them by bringing
up their poverty, and Panegyris replies that he gave her to be married to a man, not to
money. Panegyris then stresses the importance of a willing bride, saying that an
unwilling wife is an enemy to her husbarbs$tisestuxor invita quae ad virum nuptum
datur 140). WhenrAntipho objects that they are refusing to follow his fatherly command
(persequi imperium patris41), Panegyris responds that tlaeg following it, because
they are remaining with the men he chose for thegnsequimur, nam quo dedisti

nuptum abire nolumu$42). This statement returns to her sister's earlier affirmation of
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her father's power. He is the ultimate authority, but his decision two years ago is thus
irrevocable in her construction of events. According to this logic, she is not opposing her
father, because obeying his authoritative decision (made two years ago) is equivalent to
obeying his authority now.

As regards the question of who is the controlling character in this scene, there are
two options. In the first scenario, the sisters are answering truthfully, and their answers
merely reflect their sincere devotion, making them straight men to their father's
controlling character. Even Owens concurs: "Antipho is stymied by his daughters'
unassailable virtue . . . Even when opposing their father, the women remain paragons of

filial pietas"

It is particularly interesting that Owens feels the need to impart agency
to the sistergirtue, rather than the sisters themselves. However, this observation
provides a good summation of how the scene would work if the sisters were not at all
tricky or clever.

| find it more compelling to allow the sisters some depth of characterization. In
the first place, they have a convincing ulterior motive for promoting the qualities of good
women: they are really justifying their own behavior. But they are also beating Antipho
at his own game. He is the one trying to trick them, and in this scenario, they match
cleverness with cleverness. In fact, they manage a nifty rhetorical trick by emphasizing
their father's power and reminding him that the marriage was his doing in the first place.

In this way, they can obey both their father's will (that is, the will to marry them off two

years ago) and still remain faithful to their husbands. A further aspect of the sisters' logic

14 Owens 394.
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is its emphasis ooonstantia another important Roman virtte While the term
constantiais not used explicitly in the text, it lies beneath the sisters' construction of
events. The sisters, by keeping to their word, are remaining constant; the father, by
changing his mind, is not.

The sisters' sophistry has fooled even modern scholars analyzing the play--they
too have assumed that the sisters are entirely sincere about their piety, and have ignored
the possibility of an ulterior motive. If the sisters are clever, they are really the ones in
control of the situation--or, even if they are not entirely in control, they can at least match
wits with their father's authority. At any rate, we must admit that the father's plan to trick
the girls is unsuccessful: whatever he was trying to prove, he does not achieve. Thus,
even if he is in control of the scene when he is quizzing them, his ultimate victory is
foiled. In this sense, Antipho is no different from any o#@rex amatofas he will turn
out to be in the end). His daughters oppose him, yet in every modern scholar's analysis
they come out as the more sympathetic characters. Defying paternal authority, then, is
not a basis on which modern scholars have defims#tionaeas "bad."

The Stichusthus presents not one, but two "exceptions” to the rule of shrewish
matronaeand blocking characters. But how can we reconcile their "exceptional” nature
with the fact that they are disobedient characters--they foil their father's plan--and that
they may take control of the scene? We should keep in mind that their sympathetic

reading has been inextricably linked to their Romanness, their devobéfictom

> Hellegouarc'h 283-5. This scene neatly demonstktiegouarc’h's two facets obnstantia following
the demands of one's conscience in all events, and keeping one's wordH@8Houarc'Huther connects
constantiawith fides a virtuewhich is explicitly mentioned in the text (285).
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(regarding both their father and their husbands), and their good matronly character. One
could argue that their stubbornness and control of the situation is based on a good,
Roman set of virtues. Roman virtue, however, is precisely the feature that Segal reads as
opposing fun. How can we reconcile the two opposing notions of how Roman morality
and comedy work in this Plautine comedy?

One factor contributing to the sister's favorable reception is the fact that they get
the first word. They start the play by stating their case, rather than being described by
other characters while offstage. In other plays, too, it will be important to make the
distinction between the speeches of female characters and the descriptions given by other
characters. In addition, the daughters are proved right within the first 300 lines of the
play, when we find out their husbands have returned. Thus, their stubbornness and/or
patience is rewarded, as well as justified.

How, then, do we account for the comedy of the beginning scenes? One could
read it according to Owens' idea of irony--the ostentatious repetition of moral terms could
create a comic exaggeration, and as Owens suggests, this could produce a sort of political
parody, in which the sisters are repeating sound bites that the audience would recognize.
If this were the comic mechanism, it would work separately from the plot, since the
topical/comic humor would be based wholly on wordplay and the incongruity of such
words being used by young women. As | have suggested, one part of the comedy may be
that the sisters are bickering, as siblings do, and the incongruity of their lofty words and
their petty fighting would add to the humor of such a situation. This angle would also

allow the sisters to play off each other as individuals rather than as twin voices of Roman

38



virtue. Much of the comic potential would depend on delivery, and this is certainly a
facet of performance that is entirely unrecoverable to us. But | hope to have shown that
the sisters' use of moral language need not be a straightforward indication of their
characters or their relationship with the audience.

In the second scene, it is impossible to say who is right in the debate between
filial and spousal duty, and so the scene's morality is not necessarily a good gauge for its
comedy. | think it more likely that the audience would laugh at the interaction between
the characters and their trickery--whether the father is being defeated by dull-witted
sincerity or by fiendish cleverness--or at the contrast between the father's inconsistency
and his daughters' consistency. Importantly, though, there seems to be no way for the
audience to laugtith the father in this scene. Therefore, we must admit that this scene
is crucial in showing that women opposing authority figures can be humorous, and that
there might be an element of comic justice in this scene. If we accept Petersmann's
assessment that the sisters represent "ein Idealbild antiker Matf®menthiust allow
that the ideaimatronawas no shrinking violet, but was willing to defy authority figures

to protect her values, and that this could be the basis for fun.

Aulularia
Scholarship on thAulularia has concentrated, unsurprisingly, on the miser

Euclio, the most forceful character in the play. ButAb&ularia also presents an

16 petersmann 38.
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interestingmatrona Eunomia, whose very name promises a good moral chatactee
plot of the play centeraround Euclio's obsession with his pot of gditliclio's daughter,
Phaedria, was raped at a festival by Eunomia's son, Lyconides. For various reasons,
Phaedria becomes engaged to Eunomia's brother and Lyconides' uncle, Megadorus.
Eunomia helps to resolve the romantic crisis by intervening on her son's behalf and
convincing her brother not to marry Phaedria. However, Eunomia does not receive her
own analysis in any article or comment&tyEven Lefévre's admirably thorough
commentary on characters does not mention her; his analysis of the two scenes in which
she appears concentrates on the person to whom she is speaking, rather than Eunomia
herself® The only critical assessment consists in Della Corte's brief and Petrone's briefer
mentions of her as "wisé™ Given that she has attracted no other, negative assessment
from critics, | classify her as a "goodiatrona
We meet Eunomia in the second scene, after a scene portraying Euclio's obsession

with his gold and his abuse of his old servant Staphyla. Eunomia enters speaking with
her brother Megadorus. She begins the conversation with an eladgooligia and
immediately reveals a surprising characteristic: self-loathing and misogyny.

velim te arbitrari, med haec verba, frater, meai fidei tuai rei

causa facere, etequomestgermanam sororem.

guamguam haufhlsa sumnosodiosashaberi;
nammultumloquacesneritoomneshabemur,

7 Or at least good housekeeping. Greakomia("good order") could have the sense of generally keeping
things in good order or of good laws, indicating good moral order (as for example, in the pdgttaeds
and Solon).Hofmann 350 an@etrone 1989: 96 both note the significance of the name.

8 Ricotelli's work is a very recent addition that analygasomia's interaction with her brother, but does
not concentrate on treharacterizaton as much as feeiolinguistic aspects of the scene.

9| efévre 2001.Character analysis, 19-38; analysis of Act 2, Scene 1, 56-61; Act 4, Scene 5, 89-90.

% | 3 saggiae compost&Eunomia" Della Corte486; "labuonaEunomia. . .unasaggiamatrona' Petrone
1989: 96.
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necmultamprofectorepertanmullam esse

<aut>hodiedicuntmulierem <aut>ullo in saeclo.

verum hocfrater,unumtamencogitato,

tibi proximam manihique esse iterte;

ita aequonmest,quod inrem esseltriquearbitremur

etmihi te ettibi <me>consulere etmonere;

nequeoccultum idhaberineque pemetummussari,

quin participempariter ego te et tu mg facias.

€0 nunc egasecretaedhucforasseduxi,

ut tuamrem egaecum hidoquererfamiliarem.
(120-34)

| want you,brother, to know that I'm talking to you on account of

my fidelity and your business, as is fitting for a related sister. |

think | am not wrong in saying that we [women] are considered
annoying: for we are deservedly known as being all talk--and these
days they say you won't find one silent women in a lifefmBuit,
brother, consider this one fact: | am your relative and you are mine.
And so it is right that we ponder each other's affairs, and that |
advise and counsel you, and you me; and that nothing be kept
secret nor muttered about timidly, so | don't make you an equal
participant, or you me. For this reason | have now led you outside,
in secret, so that | can speak to you here about our family business.

In short, she says that although women are rightly held to be too talkative, she should be
allowed to discuss some family business. This speech is important for establishing
Eunomia's character. But as with @igchusscenes, there are two possible readings of
Eunomia's character, both centerargund the fact that, although she claims to see
talkativeness as a vice, she herself circumlocutes her way around to her main point. One
reading of this scene could take Eunomia as a calaron pretending to be wise but

wholly unaware of her own behavior as she complains about talkative women, while

being onéherself. But, in another reading, Eunomia shows herself to be a master orator.

2 Wagner's commentary humorously includambinus' note: "Egeamen, qui cunhaecscriberem,
annumaetatisageban VI, duasmutasmulieresvidi" (93). In the interest of modern science, however, |
must adduce numerous linguissitidies which have confirmed that, while men alwthyrsk that women
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She speaks humbly, apologizes for her impertinence, and begs to be allowed to speak.
She repeats typical misogynist statements and demonstrates the subordinate position
expected of a woman. Yet her choice of language insinuates her right to be involved.
She uses words that emphasize her position as kinswoman and family participant:
germana soror, proxima, particeps pariter, familiaridnd her repetition of "you and

me" (in lines 120, 127, 130132 and 134) makes the reciprocal nature of her relationship
with Megadorus clear. This speech allows Eunomia to suggest (eventually) that her
brother needs to get married.

Even after establishing her right to meddle in family affairs, Eunomia does not get
to the point. After the speech, Megadorus tells her to give him her barmdi( optuma
femina, manuiml35). She, pretending not to understand that he is addressing her, asks
where this best woman is. This move again demonstrates her humility. She denies that
there is anyptuma feminasince one is worse than anothedig alia peior estl39-40).

Her brother agrees. After more waffling, she finally makes her suggestion:

MEG. quidest id, soror?

EUN. quodtibi sempiternum
salutare sitliberis procreandis--

MEG. Ita di faxint!®

EUN. --volo teuxorem
domumducere.

MEG. ei, occidi.

EUN. quid ita?

MEG. quiamihi misero cerebrurmaxcutiunt
tua dictasoror:lapidesloqueris.

EUN. heia hoc facgquodte iubet soror!
MEG. si lubeat, faciam.

talk more than men, in quantitative terms, men in fact talk more than women. For a very readable
introduction to the issue, s@eudgill andTrudgill.

% stockert and Goetz-Scholl assign this interjectiolégadorus, but Leo and others include it in
Eunomia's lines, following P.
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EUN.
MEG.

MEG.
EUN.

MEG.
EUN.
MEG.
EUN.
MEG.

EUN.
MEG.
EUN.
MEG.

in rem hoctuam est.
ut quidememoriarpriusquamducam.
sed hidegibussi quam dareis, ducam:
guaecrasveniat,perendigorasferatur.
his legibus dareris? cedo!nuptiasadorna!
(147-157)

What is it, sister?
Something that will do you eternal good. Making
babies--
Gods grant it!

--iIs why | want you to get married.
You're killing mel

Why do you say that?
Because your words bash my brain, sister: you're
speaking stones!
Do what your sister orders you!

If you like, I'll do it.
It's in your best interest--

--that | die before getting married!
But if you wish that | marry some girl under these
conditions, I'll do it: Let her come in the front door
one day and be carried out the next. You want to
give me a girl under these terms? Then go ahead,
get the wedding ready!

In the next few exchanges, we find out tBahomia has in mind a lady of middling age

with a massive dowrynfediaaetas . . .maxima dots8-9). Megadorus then holds forth

on the evils of marriage at an older age and large dowries, and announces that he wants to

marry someone else (162-9). The following exchange results:

EUN.

MEG.

EUN.
MEG.

dic mihi, quaesoguis ea est, quams ducere
uxorem?
eloquar.
nostinhuncsenentuclionem exproximo
pauperculum?
novi, hominemhaudmalummecastor.
eiuscupiofiliam--
virginemmihi desponderiverbanefacias, soror!
scio quiddicturaes:hancessepauperem.haec
paupermplacet.
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EUN. di benevortant!
(170-5)

EUN. Please tell m, who is this girl you want to marry?
MEG. I'll tell you: You know that poor old man Euclio
next door?
EUN. | do--not a bad guy, | guess.
MEG. | want his daughter--
to be engaged to that girl, | mean. Not a word,
sister! | know what you'll say: she's poor. But |
like her, poor as she is.
EUN. Good luck to you.
This scene and its depiction of the brother-sister relationship warrant careful analysis.
The crux of most scholarly debate has been Megadorus' quick change from horror to
acceptance of marriage, which most scholars have seen as a flaw due to faulty translation,
or at least as an insertion for comic effécBut it has also been suggested that
Megadorus undergoes no real change of heart; he merely realizes that his sister's
suggestion will allow him to marry the girl with whom he is already infatu@tdde is
enthusiastic about the idea of having children--or, more literally, about the ideskinig
babieg(liberis procreandis 149). The possiblparaprosdokionn lines 172-3 €iuscupio

filiam--virginemmihi despondejifurther supports this reading. WhEaonomia

mentions marriage, he says, "You're killing me!" because it is sex he cares about, not

# | efévre's discussion covers all recent scholarship and he himself concludes that "in the original,
Megadorus does not bristle against marriage, but rather confides his intention to marry to his sister, in order
to ask her [opinion], due to the unusual combination of youth marrying age; or he gladly jumps at the
equivalent proposal coming from her. By introdudinggadorus' refusaRlautus creates the possibility

for inserting a satire on (married) women par excellencefévre, in fact, considefdegadorus'

conversion ginformlichesprodigium" (2001: 56-8).

# "BecauséMegadorus was already infatuated withaedria beforEunomia’s intervention, her advice to

her brother serves no function in the plot, but again is a contribution significant to the theme. The dialogue
betweerEunomia andegadorus' interest is not in marriage as such, but has its source solely in desire. In
terms of the categories of popular Roman psychology, he is motivated by irrational passion rather than by
customary duty which, &unomia makes clear, would enjoin him to contract an advantageous alliance"
(Konstan 1977: 314 = 1983: 41).
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marriage, and that allows him to be both enthusiastic about trendiojpposed to
marriage at first. When he realizes that marriage to the girl will fulfill his real desire, he
himself suggests the marriage.

Both explanations for Megadorus' behavior have ntademia superfluous to
the plot®® ButEunomia at least suggests the idea of marriage, iliégadorus has not
previously considered despite his apparent infatuation. She thus adds an important
motivation to the plot. An&unomia's influence on her brother is palpable, both in this
scene and later. Her initial misogyny is an act: despite entreaties, at the first sign of
resistance she becomes imperious, and orders her brother to do what she says, using the
imperative Heia, hoc face quod iabet soror248)? We do not get to see much of an
argument, however, becaugegadorus gives in. While it is true that he does not accept
his sister's choice of bride, he is ostensibly following her advice to marry. As a result,
she does not pursue the argument, but wishes him good luck (though perhaps angrily or
sarcastically). Furthermore, the relationgbgbweerthe two characters is the basis for
the comedy of the scene, and we should not underestitnatania’'s role in it.

In Act Four, Eunomia's ability to influence Megadorus is confirmed by her son
Lyconides' role.Lyconides enters and confesses that he rBbpegdria (the same girl
whom Megadorus loves), then askanomia to telMegadorus what happened. She says

she will do so, and is confident that she can persihBdmdorus to break his engagement

% ForLefévre, see n. 22 above; fgonstan see n. 23; als@nstan 1977:59: " there is nothing in particular
to motivate her intervention, but it suffices that we sense the influencelddrthe

% Ricotelli has noted this, too; contrafévre, who considefSunomia's self-condemnation to be

equivalent to any other misogynist remark made by men, saying that these jokes work independently of
who is speaking them (59). In this case, | think Liedévreovergeneralizes and obscures character
development.
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(687). After this short exchange, both mother and son exit, intent on speaking to
Megadorus togetheiLyconides entrusts his mother with breaking the news because he
thinks she will be an effective go-between, perhaps because of her tact.

In the endMegadorus agrees to IBhaedria marrizyconides, andeuclio most
likely agrees to use his gold to dower the FirThoughEunomia's part in the play is
small, she actually has a very important role: not only does she motivate the plot, she also
helps resolve the plot crisis. Her suggestion of marriage provides a convenient excuse for
Megadorus to make his move on the girl in the first place, and her intervention (albeit
offstage) is integral to the resolution; she ensuredMlegtadorus peaceably ends his
plans to marryhaedria. This point is notable because it argues ag@nstan's (and
other scholars’) tendency to wriEgnomia's character off axpendible. Furthermore,
her role in the plot argues against the stereotype oh#teonaeas blocking characters.
In this caseEunomia activehhelpsher son in his love affair and achieves the expected
happy ending via social integration.

Eunomia provides a model of appropriate matronly power by intervening when
necessary and opposing her brother's lust-based desires, as well as by being an agent in
the plot's resolution. But is she funny? She may or may not be. In her interactions with

both her son and her brother, she could play the straight man to their impassioned lovers.

7 This is the scenario that Nixon aKdnstan assume, but the end of the play is lost. Wkeanides
confesses t&uclio in Act Four, we learn thilegadorus has agreed to break the engagement (783), and
the wedding preparations have already been made (784). The text breaks off soon after, but, given that
both young people are citizens, we must assume that they get married, probably using the preparations
made byMegadorus.Euclio's use of the gold to dower his daughter is supported hattseinitial

statement that he has Eticlio discover the gold specifically for getting his daughter married (77).
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On the other hand, there are reasons to consider her comic potRit@klli believes
the humor would lie in the inversion of the power structure of the normal brother-sister
relationship, whild_efevre seems to assume that the misogynist jokes would be the
source of the audience's laughter. Both of these readings are possible. Just as with the
matronaein theStichus howeverEunomia's words need not be taken strictly at face
value. One source of humor may be the fact that her politeness is an act. In this case, she
is aneiron, pretending to be less than she is. Her switch to the imperative, which blows
her cover, thus might provoke a laugh. The audience's respdagadmia in this scene
depends in great measure on her brother's characterization. Interpretati@uyadbrus
have ranged from dirty old man to humanitarian Saget his interest ifPhaedria makes
him at least a little suspecEunomia'’s role as the voice of reason, therefore, could be
perceived in different ways. Megadorus is sympathetic to the audience, th@momia
may appear as an interfering old biddy. But if, like oderesamatores he appears
ridiculous, and is an object of the audience's derision,Eb@omia may have the
audience's sympathy. In fact, since she is working to unite the lovers, she is more likely
to be aligned with the audience, whillegadorus, as a blocking character, is not. As with
the Stichus humor may also arise at the portrayal of sibling relationships, which many in
the audience could recognize.

Most importantly, regardless of whether or not she is an active agent in creating
laughter, we cannot say tHatinomia opposes the "holiday fun.” In the first place, she

does not actually sto@egadorus from getting engaged to the young lady. And as it

% positive:Hofmann 8 Lefévre 2001: 102-3, 146-8. Negative: Moore 1998a: 16deastan 1983: 41-2.
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turns out, there is no room fitegadorus' love affair in the play's conclusion: he must
give upPhaedria so that she may be united witheithelescens We can see, then, that
Eunomia's role as her son's intercessor, while small, still contributes to the play's happy

ending, regardless of her relationship with her brother.

Cistellaria

Phanostrata, thmatronain theCistellaria, is another character who does not
receive any separate notice in commentatidsis true that her role is small, and she
appears in only a few scenes. But she is an interesting, and in some ways unique,
matrona In fact, she is enatronawith a past: as a young woman, she was raped by
Demipho, by whom she had a child. She abandoned the child and eventually married
Demipho, but only after he had married another woman and then become a widower.
Demipho's first child, byhanostrata, is Selenium, who is a courtesan in love with a
youth namedhlcesimarchus.Demipho's second daughter, by his late first wife, is left
unnamed, but is engagedAtcesimarchus.Alcesimarchus' father, an unnanmsshexis
trying to break upAlcesimarchus and Selenium.

In other respectfhanostrata is similar ®unomia. Whether she knows it or not,

she is actively helping to further the love affair betwatesimarchus and Selenium. By

Megadorus' characterization is discussed in depth in Chapter 3, pp. 172-6.
# Duckworth does namhanostrata among his positivatronae calling her "human and pathetic" (257).
Thamm, although he analyzes the scenes (58-9), does not address her characterization.
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finding Selenium and recognizing her as a legitimate daughter, she enables the couple to
be married. In this play, howevéthanostrata has a foRicesimarchus' father, the
unnamedsenexis actively trying to break up the affair, so that the son can fulfill his
betrothal to the other young lady. ThBfanostrata is assuredigt a blocking

character, but quite the opposite. LEkenomia,Phanostrata plays an important role in

the plot's resolution, as we shall see.

TheCistellariais badly mutilated in some parts, making it difficult to describe the
entire plot. The first two scenes of Act One (1-148) make it clear that Selenium is in love
with Alcesimarchus, as she confides to her friend and fellow-courtesan Gymnasium. The
third scene is a delayed prologue giverAoxxilium, who explains the details of the plot
(149-202). Act Two is mutilated after the first twenty lines, but in one of the more
coherent sectionglcesimarchus' father has come looking for Selenium, in order to make
her give upAlcesimarchus. While talking to himself, teenexspots Selenium's fellow
prostitute Gymnasium:

prohibetdivitiis maximis, dotealtili atqueopima
mulierculamexornatulam.quidemherclescita!
guamguanvetuscantherius sungtiamnunc,ut ego

opinor,
adhinnireequolam possum edwanc,si detursolasoli.

(305-8)°

She's keeping (me?) from the greatest wealthaadda big
and rich dowry. [But lo!] a decked-out little woman--she's

really nifty! Even though I'm an old horse, I think | could
make that little filly whinny, if | were to get her alone.

% |eo noted a lacuna followingpima305 andmulierculam306.
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In addition to being aenex amatgrAlcesimarchus' father seems most interested in
marrying his son to get possession of his daughter-in-law's dowry. The text breaks off
again after line 370, but ammutilated scene follows in whidlcesimarchus begs
Melainis to let him marry Selenium (492-535).

At this pointPhanostrata enters with her manserntamhpadio. Lampadio has
been searching fd?hanostrata's daughter and, after finding a lead, is showing
Phanostrata the house that belongs to Selenium's adoptive mother. In this scene,
Phanostrata is very anxious to hear about her daughter. She says, "Go on, my heart waits
to hear what happeneddeperge,quaeso. animuaudire expetit /ut gestares sit554-
5). Phanostrata is not happy to hear that the woman who adopted Selenium was a
prostitute (564, 573)Lampadio promises to investigate further, &mndnostrata begs
him to take careL@ampadio,obsecro, tura! 595-6).

In the next few scenesampadio tracks dowHlalisca, a maid, and proceeds to
interrogate her iPhanostrata's presendehanostrata plays "good cop"ltampadio's
"bad cop," and in fact,ampadio call#Halisca over by saying, "A good woman and a bad
man want you"ljonafemina etmalusmasculussolunt te705). Lampadio reiterates what
a bad piece of workalisca is fhalamers, erahaec etallida est727;nequanbestia et
damnifica728), butPhanostrata encouragdalisca to speak, and tellampadio not to
interrupt (734, 751). She coaxdalisca with kind words and gently impresses on her
the importance of the matter, saying, "I make you my partner in securing my salvation"
(sociam temihi adopto adneamsalutem745). In the end?hanostrata followslalisca

into Melainis' house to meet Selenium (773). In the final sdeamapadio informs
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Demipho about Selenium's discovery (774-81), and the epilogue assures the audience that
the business will be completed inside (782-7).

Although the incompleteness of the play limits the certaingngfconclusions, it
is clear thaPhanostrata is not an imperiaustrona She shows her concern for the girl
she abandoned, and treats the old sefdatisca very kindly, despite the fact that
Halisca is holding up the investigation. If we assume that the audience is most concerned
with the lovers being united, then they should be hopingfanostrata to find and
identify Selenium. In this sense, she should be more sympathetigltesimarchus'
father, who is trying to break up the lovers, and whoserexamator As we shall see
in the next chaptesenesamatoregarely stand at the top of the sympathy scale. At any
rate,Phanostrata is perhaps the nicest Plautiagong but also the least funny. Any
comic potential she might possess is contained in her interactions with her slave
Lampadio: she restrains his overzealous interrogation, which might provoke a laugh.
Nevertheless, as an active agent in furthering her daughter's love affair, she represents

another counter-example to the stereotypmaironaeas blocking characters.

Amphitruo
The Amphitruoand its residermnatronaAlcumena have already received a great
deal of scholarly attention. In fact, Alcumena's role has been the crux of a recent shift in

scholarly interpretation. Duckworth and most scholars after him considknatiena

% 1t should be noted here that in tBpidicus Philippa plays a similar role ®hanostrata. BiRhilippa,
while a mother, is not identified asratronabecause she is not married, and she will therefore not be
covered here.
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the embodiment of an ideal, faithful wife, and her battered innocence the basis for the
“tragic" element in the pla¥. One should keep in mind, however, that the very fact that
determines the "tragedy"--the audience's superior knowledge of the real situation--can
also be read as the superiority that is defined in theories of comedy. Perhaps this is the
basis on which recent critics have begun to readthghitruonot as tragicomedy, but as
farce, andAlcumena as bawdy slut rather than ideal wife.

The farcical interpretation springs from factors that might undermine Alcumena's
credibility as perfect wife, such as the references to her pregnancy and her interest in
sex® These readings have several problems. First, they assume derisive laughter at
Alcumena’'s expense. But as we shall see, the text does not support Alcumena's character
being an entirely passive object of laughter. Moreover, they put too much weight on the
pregnancy jokes. These jokes appear in the text, to be sure, but the context of the play
argues against the assumption that pregnancy equals infidelity. The audience knows the
whole story from the beginning, including the fact tAlstumena is pregnant with
Amphitruo's baby as well as Jupiter's. The fact of her pregnancy, therefore, does not
contradict her fidelity. Finally, it is ill-advised to pursue theories that rely so heavily on

costuming, for which we have no contemporary, extra-textual evidence.

% "The chaste, noble and patriotic sentimentalofimena sound thoroughgoman. . ." Puckworth 257)
"everything the Romans admired in a wif€e@al 1971: 22). For the most complete and up-to-date
bibliography onAlcumena as idealized tragic figure see Phillips.

# perelli feels thaflcumena's character iparodic,” meaning that the audience would laagher

because of her boldness, elite status, and adultery. Phillips suggests that the repeated textual references to
Alcumena's pregnant state would have been reflected also in her costume, creating a running "pregnant lady
joke." Christenson has pursued Phillips' line of reasoning, and arguéddhatena's costume would have

been so exaggerated as to represent her in terBekbfin's grotesque realism (2001). Finally, Phillips,

Segal 1975 an€@hristenson 2000 have descrit®ddumena as sexually insatiable and lust-driven.
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| do not deny the possility of a farcical reading or, indeed, the presence of
farcical elements in a non-farcical play. However, | think it is very important to define
what we mean by farce. Even Phillips &wtelli, who explicitly state that the play is
"farcical” or 'parodic,” tend to slip into using the word "irony" or "ironic." These two
kinds of comedy may be related, but they imply very different things about the
audience/play dynamic and the type of comedy involved. Farce is associated with
exaggeration to the point of being unreal, and relies on the audience's sense of superiority
(presumably in some moral sense) to produce derisive laughter at ridiculous characters'
expens€’ Irony also relies on the audience's superiority, but only in an intellectual
sense: the audience's superior knowledge allows them to laugh at the characters’
ignorance. However, irony also implies at least@nen, that is, a character whose
knowledge is shared with the audience. Importantly, this type of comedy is generally
more subtle and naturalistic, allowing the audience to engage with the charactefs more.

Another point worth emphasizing is that this play is not an anomaly. The
mythological nature of the play has been a red herring, and an excuse to isolate it from
other Plautine works. Segal's arguments for the play's normality, however, have provided
a good basis on which to re-integrate the play into the Plautine cBrpusl despite its
mythological content, the play embodies a very Roman set of social values. It is, in fact,

the most realistic play in terms of fighting spouses: there is no physical violence and no

% Bermel devotes a chapter to the inherent unreality of farce (18-34). He notes that farce “flouts the
bounds of reason, good taste, fairness, and what we commonly think of as sanity" (20). He further locates
the unreality in charactergho areunengaging enough to be brutalized for amusement, and in improbable
situations (22).Frye too associates farce witinrealism and irony with realism (50).

* Note that this differs from McCarthy's conception of a self-conscious dialogue between naturalism and
farce. | argue, rather, for a unified type of humor which is more naturalistic than farcical.
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scurrilous insults, but there are very real accusations of adusteprn). Perhaps

because the spouses' aggression is more subtle, it has been difficult for scholars to see the
humor in it. Recent critics, on the other hand, have taken the most primitive elements in
the play (i.e., sexual jokes and broad physical farce) and used them to explain the humor
to the exclusion of any serious or realistic themes. We need not place this play at either
extreme; there is the possibility of a reading that incorporates some of the realism but

also allows for humor.

The play begins with the longestPlautus’ prologues, delivered by Mercury. An
important theme emerges: Mercury's concern with establishing the morality of tHé play,
which appears in Mercury's playful use of the wdrdsum malum iustum andiniustum
(26-37) and concludes with Mercury's assuring the audience that Jupiten&ansas
much as anyone. This encouragement, while playful, sets the tone for the actors'
interaction with the audience, and guides the audience's responses throughout the play.
Mercury then announces that his play will be a tragicomedy (59, 63). The word
tragicomoediahas received much critical attention, and it is generally agreed that we
should not expect genuine tragedyBut Mercury's reassurance is not entirely a joke: it
is true that, at least at some points in the play, tragedy seems imminent. By emphasizing
the comic element, Mercury predicts the happy ending required by the genre. Both the

concern with morality and the reassertion of a comic ending will be continuing themes.

% Segal 1975.

3 Although Moore (1998a: 67-8) warns against taking didactic moralizing seriously, Mercury's purpose is
not toinstill good morals in his audience; rather it is to reassure the audience that the play's characters will
not offend the audience's morality.
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Mercury finally gets down to business and narrates the plot (97-140). Amphitruo
is married toAlcumena, but he has gone into the army, leailbgimena pregnant.
SinceAmphitruo's departure, Jupiter has taken a fan@&ldamena and has slept with
her, and she is now pregnant with twins, one from each man. Jupiter has disguised
himself as Amphitruo, and is inside witicumena now. This information is important
background for the play, and most scholars assum@hatius added it for the sake of
the audience's comprehension. But the phrasing Mercury uses and his ordering of events
may give us insight into how the plot would be received by the audience.

It is crucial that Mercury establishes right away #ilaumena is marriedhupta
99) and pregnant by her husbagdafida103). Jupiter is described as a paramour who
began to lovéAlcumena without her husband's knowledgméreoccepit . . . clam
virum 107) and borrowed the use of her bodsuramquesiuscorporis cepitsibi 108).

The mention of the husband, as well as the physical nature of their love, makes it clear
that this is genuine adultery. When Mercury says that Jupiter hasAltadeena

pregnant, he makes a special effort to remind the audience that she is pregnant with
twins, one from each fathemync deAlcumenaut remteneatisrectius /utrimque est

gravida, et exiro et ex summtove 110-11). By adding this detail, Mercury does two
things: he plays upon societal fears about paternity (a danger of female adultery) but at

the same time, he allays those fears--the audience knows exactly who the fatflers are.

% E.g., Moore, who says thaagicomoedias not "a separatgerio-comic genre, but a kind of one-sided

generic battle, in which comedy triumphs over tragedy in response to the desire of the audience, even when
the verses themselves are tragic" (1998a: 114).

* Fears about paternity and babies resembling their fathers are ided. 6.88-91 and 598-601;
CalpurniugFlaccusDeclamation2; Hor. Odes5.21-4;MacrobiusSatire2.5; SenControv 9.1.17, 1.4.12,
7.5.13-15. Cohen discusses such fears in the context of the Augustan law on adultery, 116.
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After Mercury mentions that Jupiter is sleeping with her right rethngus pater
nuncintus hic cumlla cubat112), he adds that Jupiter has also made the night longer so
that he might take his pleasure with her for as long as he wants. These details add a lurid
edge to the scenario, indicating the copulating couple's physical proximity as well as
Jupiter's lust. And it is only now that Mercury mentions that Jupiter has taken on
Amphitruo's appearance. As Christenson notes, his delay in giving this information has
titillated the audience and "made the affair seem all the more salaloBst"the
audience should feel some relief too--at Iédstimena is noknowinglycommitting
adultery. This point is made all the clearer a short while later, when Mercury gleefully
adds, "she thinks that he's her husband, when she's with an aduliéaatiim censet
virum suonessefuae cummoecho est34-5). These two lines encapsulate the
recurring theme of the play: there is actual adultery going on, but it is not committed
consciously byAlcumena.

If the first prologue provides background information, the second prologue
(delivered after some stage business between Mercur$@sid, the servant whom he
imitates) concentrates on the happy ending. This suggests that the real drama in the play
is process-driven; the audience knows the ending, but does not know how it will be
achieved. Though Mercury continues to describe Jupiter's dalliance in lascivious terms,
he also assures the audience that things will turn out all right in the end--while at the
same time emphasizing the trouble that will precede the happy ending. Mercury will fill

the entire house with deceit and insanégr@ris ambo egalos etdementiae ¢omplebo

“0 Christenson 2000: 160.
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atqueomnem Amphitruéamiliam470-1) so that Jupiter can enjoy himself longer.
Nevertheless, Jupiter will return the spouses to their former harmonious relationship
(deniqueAlcumenamuppiter /redigetantiquamconiugi inconcordiam475-6). Mercury
also confesses that, although there will be a fight between the spoaiseArphitruo
actutumuxori conciet /atqueinsimulabiteamprobri 476-7), Jupiter will turn uproar into
peace geditionem illtranquillumconferet478). Mercury then repeats tfdtumena is
pregnant with twins, one from each father, and tells the audience that they will be
delivered in one birth for the sake of Alcumena's hghonoris gratia486) but also--
importantly--so that no suspicion stuprumwill land on her and so that their affair will
be kept secregf ne insuspiciongonaturstupri / etclandestinaut celereturconsuetio
489-90)* He ends by saying that no one will blaAleumena fiemo idprobro /
profectoducetAlcumenael92-3), since it would be wrong for a mortal to take the blame
for the act of a god.

The first prologue ensured the audience's understanding of the plot; the second
ensures (or at least tries to script) their reaction. This prologue is in fact a prophecy--not
only of how the play will turn out, but also of the possible disturbance the audience might
feel. This raises the question of what exactly might upset the audience. Certainly,
concern for marital concord is not a feature of most Plautine prologuesRlautds’
plays in general. Plautirstuprumusually involves sex with an unmarried dfrend is

usually resolved at the end of the play. But siigorumis ongoing, geographically

“! These lines were bracketed by Leo, &iistenson follows, claiming that they are nonsensical and
follow awkwardly on the purpose clause (2000: 227). This is wrong, as we shall see.
“2 As in Aulularia 36, Casina82 and 887Poenulus99, Truculentus821.
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proximate, and involves female unchasterfésas the play develops, Alcumena's
adultery will also be connected with losspofdicitia, which is the result aftuprumin
later authoré? Moreover, the wordeditioemphasizes the mutiny of wife against
husband. These words, combined with Mercury's description of the previously happy
marriage, set an entirely different tone for this play than for others involving a married
couple. By giving the audience advance reassurance about the play's end, however,
Mercury also quells any worries that the adultery will destroy the marriage, and leaves
the audience free to wallow in the lasciviousness of the adultery. The same pattern of
salaciousness without moral consequence will surrédicaimena herself.
Mercury ends his second prologue by announcing that "Amphitruo” (i.e. Jupiter)
and his borrowed wifeufor usuraria498) are coming out of the house. Finally,
Alcumena herself enters, along with JupitAicumena displays clear disappointment at
the departure of her "husband," while Jupiter emphasizes his love for her and his duty to
the republic empublicam524). Mercury (disguised as the sl&@sia) begins as a
third-party eavesdropper to their dialogue, but eventually joins in their conversation.
Alcumena’s standing in this scene is difficult to interpret. Recent critics have
assumed that she enters as a sexually charged, grotesqué&fiferbaps because the
scene does not have the same potential for tragedy as later scenes, it has been easy for

recent scholarship to focus on its general lasciviousness. But the question is how we

3 Thoughstuprumin Casina201 involves a passing reference to a wife cheating on a husband, it is a
general saying and a joke that is clearly not to be taken seriously.

* Fantham 1991: 271-5.

“*"Alcmena’sdemeanour in this scene is more like that of the caricatured shrewish wife of bourgeois
comedy or even thlautinemeretrix . . Alcmena herself displays an active interest in sexuality that hardly
befits the idealized Romanatrond (Christenson 2000: 229).
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should placéAlcumena in the already-salacious atmosphere created by Mercury's
prologue. There are two issues at stake here: the first is Alcumena's sexuality; the second
is her relationship with Jupiter (which is mediated by Mercury), and its effect on the
audience.

The issue of Alcumena's sexuality is one that, in my opinion, has been over-
emphasized and misunderstood, especially at this point in the play. Her raciest comment
is her response to Jupiter's claim that he loves her:

experiri istucmavellem me quam nmnemorarier

priusabis quamectusubi cubuisticoncaluit locus.

herivenisti medianocte,nuncabis. hocinplacet?

(512-4)

| would prefer to get firsthand experience of that, rather than

having it told to me. You're leaving before the part of the couch

where you lay has warmed up. You arrived in the middle of the

night, and now you're offi
Although Alcumena'’s relationship with her husband is remarkably affectionate for a
Plautine couple, one could argue just as well that it is sensual rather than sex-crazed, and
in keeping with the general atmosphere of the play. It is notable to see a Plautine wife,

and especially a pregnant one, expressing any affection, let alone physical affection, for

her husband. However, the question is one of significance and degree: this affection

“¢ The translation i€hristenson's, slightly modified (2000: 232). About line Kliristenson writes, “that
she is thinking primarily of sex is shown by 513-4," and regarding those lines he clainii¢baténa is
an unabashesknsualist. . . not eveékicumena's obviously forthcoming parturition is allowed to curb her
sexual appetite.'Christenson's argument that the next lines prove the sexual meaeyuedbris weak.

In fact, if we want to pinpoint sexually-charged word in these lines, it woulddsgum But while the
mention of a bed (or even the constellatiotecfum experiorand a midnight arrival) might be slightly
risqué, it hardly suggests thalicumena is a sex fiend.
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need not be the sole defining feature of Alcumena's character, nor should the mere
presence of physical affection be taken for uncontrolled lust.

Turning to her relationship with Jupiter (whom she of course thinks is her real
husband Amphitruo), Mercury's asides shape how the spectators respond to the dialogue
between Jupiter andicumena. Twice Mercury comments on Jupiter's manipulation of
Alcumena. The first time he says, "He's a really clever con artist (after all, he is my
father)--watch how smoothly he'll charm the womanitr(is hicscitustsycophanta, qui
guidemmeus sipater. / observatote €eum>,quamblandemulieri palpabitur 506-7).

He repeats the wonghlparelater: "Isn't he doing what | said? He renders her meek by

his charm" facitneut dixi? timidampalpopercutit526). By making these comments,
Mercury reveals something about Alcumena'’s standing: in effect, he admits that Jupiter is
bullying her, even if he does so along with a little smooth talking. The audience laughs at
Jupiter's manipulation dlcumena, and Mercury's comments enhance that laughter.

Jupiter's superior standing is confirmed both by the irony of his comments and his
stance amilesgloriosus He remarks thailcumena must prefer Amphitruo to Jupiter
(511) and claims he loves her more than any mortal (516). These ironic remarks allow
him to play on the audience's superior knowledge as well as his own omniscience. In the
end, Jupiter quells Alcumena's complaining with patriotic sentiment: he tells her he must
return to the army, so that people don't say he puts his wife above thaestataikorem
praevertissalicantprae republica528). He also gives her a golden bowl that he
received because of his braveop yirtutem534). These military terms allow him to

adopt a noble posture, despite the fact that he has just committed genuine adultery (i.e.,
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stuprumwith a married woman) and borrowed another man's wife. Thus, the audience
might laugh at his pretensions of nobility, but unlike a typisiégsgloriosus he is not
joking about his own power.

In this scene we should not redtumena merely as a sex-starved or grotesque
character. The audience might have a laugh at her expense when Jupiter manipulates her,
or because she thinks that Jupiter is her husband; but if we allow a more subtle and
naturalistic irony (as described above, p. 47), then the laughter is not necessarily derisive,
nor does it preclude sympathy. In fact, it is probable that Alcumena's obedience to Jupiter
(whom she thinks is her husband) would be seen as a positive virtue.

The second act is very long, and its second scene covers almost 250 lines (633-
881). The scene begins with Alcumena's entrance and her voleptasandvirtus.

Her first four lines set up a fairly restrained view on pleasure: that it ispaneafes est
voluptatum in vitatque inaetateagunda633) and that good comes with bad

(voluptatenut maeror comesonsequatu635). She then relates this sentiment to her

own experience, concluding that she felt more pain at her husband's departure than
pleasure at his arrivaplusaegri exabitu viri, guam exadventuoluptatiscepi641).

Even given thavoluptascan mean “sexual pleasure,” Alcumena's moderate approach
should make us wary of using the ode to justify a too-sexual reading. She does not
unabashedly sing the praises of sex; she relalaptasto her husband, and she notes

that pleasure is hard to come by and tinged with grief. Again, we can read Alcumena's
characterization as sensual, and not sex-starved. It is also important that she emphasizes

her love for her husband, concluding her musings by saying, "I feel very alone, since the
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man is absent whom | love more than all othessetghuc mihi nuncvideor, quia ille
hinc abestquem eg@mopraeter omni$40). That is to say, evenAfcumena is singing
the praises of sex, it married sex she praises.

She concludes her aria in a military vein:

sed hoc me beat
saltem, quonperduellisvicit etdomumlaudis compos
revenit:
id solacio est.
absit,dummodo laudearta
domumrecipiat seferam etperferamusque
abitumeius animdorti atqueoffirmato, idmodosi
mercedis
datur mi,ut meus victowir belli clueat.
satis miesseducam.
virtus praemium esbptumum;
virtus omnibus rebuanteitprofecto:
libertassalus vitaes efparentes, patria @rognati
tutantur,servantur:
virtus omnia in ses@abet,omniaadsunt
bonaquempenestirtus.
(641-53)

But at least this gladdens me, that he has been victorious
and come home with a measure of praise. This is my
consolation. He may be absent, so long as he returns home
after getting glory; | will endure and endure again his
leaving with a brave and steady spirit, if only this profit is
given to me, that my husband is famed as a victor in war. |
should think that's enough for me. Bravery is the best
reward; bravery certainly goes before all other things:
freedom, health, life, property and family, land and kin are
protected and preserved by it: bravery holds all things in
itself, and all good things are present for one who has it.

Alcumena’s military panegyric may not be entirely serious, but it plays into Jupiter's own
description of his military bravery and nobility. Alcumena's odértas represents her

attempt to comfort herself after her husband's departure, as well as reaffirming her
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moderate attitude towards life’s pleasures and pains. Her hushistus s the good
that comes with the bad. Thus, this ode may be amusing, and it may even be racy, but it
is not necessarily an overtly sexual burlesque.

The audience's responsefticumena in this scene is different from that in the
previous scene. HeraAJcumena addresses the audience herself, without Mercury
mediating and without Jupiter manipulating. Alcumena's noble words would not cause
any offense, certainly, and in this comic context, her philosophizing should be taken as
amusing. Presumably the audience still feels some sympatAictonena, since she
seems to genuinely miss her husband. And they cannot judge her as an adulteress, since
she has no idea it was not her real husband who visited her. In fact, her affection for her
husband, her moderate takevamtuptas and her praise afirtus are positive virtues, and
her connection with the audience is strengthened by her ability to amuse the audience.

The next portion of the scene shows the real Amphitruo returning, along with the
realSosia. Amphitruo declares his love for his wife and his expectation of a longed-for
homecomingé&depol meuxori exoptatum credadventurundomum Quae memat,
guam contraamo. . .certeenim med illiexpectatunoptatoventurumscio 654-8), while
Alcumena expresses her surprise and her suspicion that he is testaigheid se volt
experiri, suomabitumut desideren662). But, she concludes, she will not take him back
unwillingly (haudinvita 663).

Amphitruo finally greetAlcumena, affectionately if formally: "Amphitruo
happily greets his longed-for wife . . . have you been well? Do | arrive welcome?"

(Amphitruouxoremsalutatlaetussperatamsuam. . .valuistinusqueZ2xpectatu
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adveni® 676-9). Alcumena's countenance is chilly, as indicatétbiia's remark that

he has seen dogs get a warmer reception (679-80). But Amphitruo continues his
affectionate greeting, tellinglcumena that he is happy to see her pregnant and
beautifully full (et quonte gravidam etguom tepulchreplenamaspicio,gaudeo681).
Amphitruo's genuine enthusiasm to get home and his affectionate greeting re-affirm the
marriage'soncordiawhich Mercury previously mentioned, and set the stage for comedy
whenAmphitruo's expectations are thwarted.

In fact, Alcumena responds by asking why he is acting as though he has not
already seen her, and why he is making fun of her. The dynamic of the rest of this scene
is fairly simple: Alcumena tells the truth and nothing but the truth, but Amphitruo, not
knowing about Jupiter's visit, believes she is lying and grows more and more d{itated.
This scene will take an ugly (or tragicomic) turn, however, when Amphitruo begins to
suspect his wife's infidelity.

Sosia will play an important role in this scene as the controlling character. He
makes asides to the audience on a regular basis, and shapes its response to the spouses’
fighting. He also participates in the dialogue and generally makes the situation worse by
encouraging Amphitruo. ThuSpsia takes the initiative in producing laughter and enjoys
the primary relationship with the audience.

Things start to heat up after about fifty lines:

AM. at pol quicertares

hanc esbbiurgare guae me hodiadvenientendomum
nolueritsalutare.

" As Segal notes, the scene bears some resemblance to theereiEchmivhere theprosituteErotium
mistakes one twin for the other (1975).
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SO. inritabiscrabrones.

AM. tace.
Alcumenaunumrogare tevolo.
AL. quidvis roga.
AM. numtibi autstultitiaaccessiautsuperasuperbia.
(705-9)

AM. Well, one thing's for sure, this woman is in a
guarreling mood, since she refused to greet me
today when | came home.

SO. You're stirring up a hornet's nest . . .

AM. Quiet.
Alcumena, there's one thing | want to ask you.

AL. Ask whatever you want.

AM. Whether you've suddenly become stupigust
arrogant?

Amphitruo, who has been merely puzzled until this point, now begins to get mean. While
superbiais connected with haughtxoresdotatae it is never openly used by a husband
to a wife elsewhere, nor is it appropriate: the audience knowAlthahena is not
actually haughty Stultitia, too,is a very harsh insuff. WhenAlcumena asks why he
asks that sort of question, he responds, "Because you used to greet me as chaste women
usually greet their husbandsit pudicaesuosviros quaesuntsolent712). Once again,
the previous happiness of their marriage is recalled, the better to emphasize the contrast.
In addition, we find out that Amphitruo considéisumenapudica which is another set-
up for her fall from grace.

At this point in the scene, Amphitruo may be angry, but he is not hostile. Both
Sosia and Amphitruo try to find an explanation by telldigumena she is crazgiavida

insania719,delirat 727) or sick impliciscier 729). These attempts at rationalization at
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least show that the two of them are trying to make sense of her behavior, rather than just
being antagonistic. That is not to say that the predicament is good. Significantly,
Amphitruo stops callin\lcumena uxor and starts calling henulierin line 728, and he
andSosia will continue to address her as such for the rest of the scene (739, 755). This
change in terminology signals that the situation is going downhill fast.

The situation is further exacerbated widoumena, in an attempt to make
Amphitruo remember the previous night, reminds him that he dined and slept with her
(immo mecuncenavisti et mecurcubuisti735). At the mention of sleeping with
someone, Amphitruo seems unnerved, answering, "What's th@titf ¢s? 735), but
still keeps his cool, and ironically suggests that they perform a sacrifice to Jupiter,
presumably to ward off evil influencélcumena responds with "Go to hellNgecapiti
tuo 741)--a very strong expression from wife to husb&nd.

The three characters wrangle about the details of her storplemuena brings
up the golden bowl that Jupiter/Amphitruo gave her. The real Amphitruo is further
perplexed, since he had been planning to give her just such aAlowimena sends for
her bowl from inside the house, while Amphitruo sends for his chest, which should

contain the bowl. WheAlcumena shows the bowl ®osia and Amphitruc&osia

“8 This use occurs in only one other instankEnaechmus addresses his wife as stugtidtg Men.110).

But Menaechmus' marriage is on the rocks from the beginning of the play. In this play, however, the
couple's good marriage makes the insult even harsher.

*n fact, it is one of very few occurrences wheme expression is used by a woman, and the only

occurrence where a wife uses it to her husband. Alth@gistenson (citingsratwick) notes thatvae

can be 'stronglyepudiative' . . . or an expression of anguish," he chooses to translate it as "Blast your
impudence!" (2000: 264). This expression, however, does not quite capture the verbal intensity of telling a
spouse to go to hell.
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accuses her of being a terribtiekstress fhaximapraestigatrix782)® Amphitruo then

finds his own box empty, at which point ev@osia's allegiance begins to waver. The

bowl scene is an important dramatic turning point. Because of his own self-doubt,

Amphitruo is forced to re-examine the stégumena has told, leading him to revive the

guestion of Alcumena's activities on the previous night.

Now the real trouble starts:

AM.
AL.

SO.
AM.
AL.
AM.
AL.
SO.

AM.
AL.

AM.
AL.

SO.
AM.

ain herinox advenissduc?
aio, advenienslico
me salutavisti, et ego te, esculumtetuli tibi.
iamillud nonplacet principium desculo.
pergeexsequi.
lavisti.
quid postquamavi?
accubuisti.
eugeoptime!
nuncexquire.
neinterpella. pergeporrodicere.
cenaadposita estgenavisti mecum, egaccubui
simul.
in eodemlecto?
in eodem.
ei nonplacetconvivium.
sinemodoargumentalicat. quidpostquam
cenavimus?

AL. te dormitareaibas;mensaablata estcubitumhinc

abiimus.

AM. ubi tucubuisti?

AL.

AM.
SO.
AM.

AM.
AL.

in eodenmlectotecumuna incubiculo.
perdidisti.
quidtibi est?
haec manodo ad morterdedit.
(799-809)

You're saying we came here last night?
Yes, and right away you greeted me

* Another unparalleled insult for a wife. The only otbecurence is used as a direct insult to the
prostitutePhronesiumTruc. 134).
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SO.
AM.

AL.

AM.

AL.

SO.

AM.

AL.

AM.

AL.

SO.
AM.

AL.

AM.

AL.

AM.
SO.
AM.
It is important that Amphitruo stresses Alcumena'’s agency. On itpesdidisticould
mean either "You've destroyed me" or "You've been destroyed."” But the usual
expression for "I'm dead!" igerii. If there was any doubt, Amphitruo clarifies when he
says thafAlcumena has literally "given him to death.” Wh&ligumena tries to
intervene, Amphitruo tells her not to even speak to Imenngeappella810), then
announces that he is dead because she has besmirched her chastity while he was away
(perii miserquia pudicitiaehuiusvitium mehinc absente esadditum810-11). Only now
does Amphitruo admit the fact of his wife's adultery, the most serious marital accusation

found in all ofPlautus. Even if husbands are attacking their wives on other grounds,

nowhere else is a wifglsidicitiacalled into question. This, then, is the suspicion of

and | you, and | gave you a kiss.
| don't like that first bit about the kiss!
Go on.
You took a bath.
And after | bathed?
You slept.
Oh, great.
Go on, ask away.
Don't interrupt. Go on, keep talking.
Dinner was served; you ate with me, while |
reclined.
On the same couch?
Yes.
This party doesn't sound good.
Just let her speakWhat happened after we ate?
You said you were falling asleep; the table was
cleared, and we went to bed.
Where did you sleep?
In the same bed with you, together in the bedroom.
You've destroyed [me]!.
What happened to you?
This woman has just killed me.
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stuprumthat Mercury prophesied, and it is a serious offense rather than a spousal
squabble. A philandering husband may annoy his wife, but he is not necessarily
committing legal adultery; a philandering wife, on the other hand, is a serious legal
problem, especially if she is pregnant. Whdtumena tries again, addressing himmas
vir, he denies that role: "Am | your husband? Don't address me by a false name, false
woman!" {ir egotuossim?ne meappella,falsa,falsonomine813).

In response t&mphitruo's claim that he is notvar, Sosia adds insult to injury,
remarking, "it's a sticky situation if a woman is made from a man/husbarudie( facta
est exviro 814). This remark may be an offhand insultSwsia's part, but it gets at the
psychological heart of adultery in a patriarchal, honor-based cultufendhitruo's wife
has committed adultery, he is metaphorically emasculated, hence his distress about not
being a mant: The interchange between Amphitrddcumena andosia is a real crisis
point in the play. When Amphitruo realizes that his wife has been unfaithful, he refuses
his own role as her husband, and unwittingly admits his own emasculation by cuckolding.
In addition, he questions Alcumenaglsdicitia, and will continue to do so for the rest of
the scene. The latter issue is unparalleled in any Plautine play, and constitutes a topic
serious enough to risk being un-furiy.

The spouses begin to fight in earnéddtumena, understanding that Amphitruo is

accusing her of adultery, retorts by asking how she has done wrong if she has "been with

*! Christenson notes that 8psia's mind, Amphitryon has just abrogated his masculinity when he ordered
Alcumena not to call him hesir" (2000: 271), but does not talk about the larger significance as it relates to
adultery. Cohen discusses adultery as it relates to male honor (111-120).

*2 | mean this in terms dfeatch's model (as described in the introduction, pp. 11-12). | will discuss the
implications of this model in more detail below (p. 72).
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her own husbandQuid egatibi deliqui, si, cuinupta sumtecumfui 817)> and claims
this accusation shames her lineagtu¢facinus quod tuinsimulasnostrogeneri non
decet820). Alcumena’s statement ups the ante of the fight, and connects her chastity not
only with the domestic home, but also with family honAlcumena, suspecting that
Amphitruo is thinking of legal action, says that if he tries to get her on a charge of
adultery, he will not be successftll 6i meinpudicitiai captas,capere norpotes821).
She even offers to bring in witnessess{es335) for her case, which indicates that she is
now thinking in legal terms. When Amphitruo refuses to believe her, she swears by Juno,
thematerfamiliaspar excellence, that she has been free fropudicitia(831-4). Itis, of
course, ironic thalcumena would swear by Juno, sinfsleumena is Jupiter's unwitting
mistress. On the other hand, the ironic oath demonstrates Alcumena's genuine sincerity.
At this point in the dialogue, it is worth asking whether the audience is laughing at
Alcumena or with her. Given the audience's knowledge of the situation, it is possible that
both types of laughter occur. Itis true that the audience laughs from a point of
superiority. On the other hand, the audience's laughter at Alcumena's unwitting perjury is
not the same as derisive laughter provoked by another character at Alcumena's expense.
It is important to note that thougkicumena perjures herself, she does it unwittingly, nor
has she misapprehended the situation through stupidity--after all, Jupiter looked like
Amphitruo when he visited her. At the very least, this portion of the scene demonstrates
thatAlcumena, far from being a tragic, passively suffering heroine, is willing to take

action. As soon as she understands that she is being accusedadititia, she defends

% Christenson, citinyarro and Adams, takesse curaliquo as "a genteel euphemism for sexual activity"
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herself vociferously and offers to bring in withesses. This agency, too, argues against the

audience laughing at her as a passive object, without any sympathy whatsoever.

Another round ensues, and Amphitruo brushes off Alcumena's oath, saying,

"You're a woman, you swear oaths brazeniglilier es,audacteriuras 836), which leads

Alcumena to reiterate that swearing oaths is perfectly appropriate for one who has not

done wrong and who is chaste. When Amphitruo accuses her of being honorable in

words only yerbisproba838), she responds with another defense of her honor:

non egallam mihi dotemducoessegquae doslicitur,

sedpudicitiam efpudorem esedatuncupidinem,

deummetum,parentumamorem etognatunconcordiam,

tibi morigeraatqueut munificasim bonis,prosimprobis.
(839-42)

| don't consider my dowry to be what is called "dowry," but
my chastity and modesty and controlled desire, fear of the
gods, love of parents, and harmony with kinsmen, so that |
am agreeable to you and helpful by means of my goods and
useful to honest people.

In response to this declaration, Christenson notes that despite "conventional values,"

Alcumena'’s often praised words should not be considered
outside their dramatic context. The audience will catch the
abundant ironies here, above all the fact that this pregnant
and sexually insatiablmatronawho vaunts her possession
of traditional Roman values is in fact entangled in a web of
adultery and deceit. P. is not caught in some sort of
dilemma here . . . but is merely exploiting his audience's
awareness of the real situation for humor at Alcumena's
expense’

(2000: 271).

% Christenson 2000: 274.
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Indeed, Christenson himself seems to be in a dilemma. He admits the very real fact of
Alcumena’s adultery, but still wants to focus on broad sexual farcélamehena as the
passive object of the audience's laughter. It is certainly ironi&tbatmena thinks she

has been faithful, but we should note again that her declaration is not based on stupidity,
for example, which might make her the object of derisive laughter. And, importantly,
Amphitruo is just as clueless Akcumena. In fact, Alcumena's knowledge of the
situation is in some sense superioAtaphitruo's--she has accurate knowledge of her
evening activities, even if she does not know her lover was Jupiter--thus Amphitruo is
also the object of the audience's knowing laughter. It may be better, then, to read this
scene as ironic, that is, as playing on the audience's superior knowledge. This reading
places both Amphitruo anlcumena in an inferior position, and allows the audience to
laugh at both of them--but still retain some sympathy. The real divide may be between
the mortal and divine characters: the audience shares its knowledge with Jupiter and
Mercury, who are trueirones Yet the audience may still sympathize wilcumena
andAmphitruo as mortals being manipulated by immortals.

Amphitruo is disturbed enough to threaten divorce. He Akksnena if, after a
witness confirms his story, there is any reason not to punish her by separation from
marriage Qumquidcausandicis, quin te hoanultemmatrimonio852). She says that if
she has done wrong, then there is no reasaeliqui, nulla causaest853). He and
Sosia then exit.

This very long scene, and especially its finale, deserves careful consideration.

First and foremost, the couple is not quarreling about any small matter. Amphitruo has
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accused his wife of adultery and is threatening divorce. Second, the insults hurled from
one spouse to the other are extraordinary. Insults sunfpasdicafrom a husband, or
vaecapiti tuo from a wife, are not found in any other Plautine husband-wife interaction.
Most other spousal fighting is indirect: @asinathe two spouses fight by means of their
slaves; ilMenaechmiAsinariaandMercatorthe insults are, for the most part, not hurled
directly but spoken to other characters. The most extraordinary aspect of this scene,
however, is the fact that there have been so many indications of the couple's previously
happy marriage and affection, something that we do not find in any other play with
fighting spouses. This fact alone is enough to make us take notice, and wonder if the
fighting might not disturb the audience. Furthermore, we have noteflitahena does

not takeAmphitruo's abuse lying down. She is willing to stand by her story, and even
brings up the idea of legal withesses first. While her defense of fidelity may be ironic, it
indicates that she is not merely the passive victim, eithamghitruo’s accusations

onstage, or of the audience's laughter. Finally, we must consider the length of the scene.
Broad farce is somewhat limited in its comic resources; if the joke were merely a padded,
pregnantAlcumena defending her honor, it would get old after the first hundredfines.

It seems as though there is a qualitative change in the type of humor from the first
part of the scene to the second. In the first part, Alcumena's behavior is explained as
being the result of delirium or possession, partly because there is no insinuation that she
has done anything wrong; her insistence on the truth is merely amusing to the other two

players. The comedy is simply that of misrecognition. But what happens after

* This is not to deny th&lautus can beat a joke into the ground. In the beginning of this play, for
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Amphitruo says perdidisti'? It is true that this phrase alone could be taken comically, as
in "You're killing me." But after that moment, things take a more serious tone within the
world of the play: Amphitruo an8osia are no longer amus&din fact, we must look to
the audience's laughter for the existence of humor. Are they still laughing, and if so,
what are they laughing at, especially when threats of divorce are being thrown around?
Their own superior knowledge is one explanation. They know more than any of the
characters do, and they laugh at bathphitruo's and Alcumena's distress. Laughter is
made all the easier because they know from the prologues that things will work out in the
end. Itis possible, however, that their laughter now has a slightly nervous edge given the
intensity of the fighting onstage. In fact, this is a perfect explanation for why Jupiter
shows up to give a third prologue.
After flattering the audience, Jupiter reassures them yet again:

nunchuchonorisvostriveniogratia,

ne hancincohatantransigancomoediam.

simul Alcumenae, quanair insontemprobri

Amphitruoaccusatyeni ut auxilium feram:

nam mea sit culpa, quadjometcontraxerim,

si id Alcumenaannocentiexpetat.

(867-73)

Now | come for your sake, so | won't leave this comedy

incomplete. | have come to bring helpAlcumena, whose

husband Amphitruo accuses her of wrongdoing, though

she's innocent: the blame should be mine, if he accuses
Alcumena about the thing that | arranged.

instance, the jokes betwe8nsia and Mercury (who looks lil&psia) run from line 330-462.
*|n fact, the contrast between serious and comic is made expWditimena and Jupiter's discussion of
serious versus joking behavior (see below, pp. 68-9).
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Jupiter adds that he will imitate Amphitruo and stir up the greatest deceit against their
householdif horumfamiliam /frustrationem hodiéeniciam maxuman874-5), before
bringing the thing out into the opere¢ fiatpalam876). He also repeats that he will help
Alcumena in timeif temporeauxiliumferam877) and even reward her with a painless
birth (879). Jupiter is obviously trying to comfort the audience and reaffirm Alcumena's
innocence’

Alcumena comes out fighting, and addresses the audience again:

durarenequeo iraedibusita meprobri,
stupri,dedecoris &iro argutam meo!
eaquaesuntfactainfecta reesseclamitat,
guaenequesuntfactaneque ego in madmisiarguit;
atque id mesusquedequehabituramputat.
nonedepol faciam, neque nperpetiaprobri
falsoinsimulatamguin egaillum at deseram
autsatis faciat mi illeatqueadiuretinsuper,
nolle esse dictguae in mensontemprotulit.
(882-90)

| can't stand to be in the house. To be accused of
wrongdoing, adultery, and shame by my own husband! He
claims that the things that happened, didn't really happen,
and he accuses me of things that never happenetiaeatd
didn't admit; and he thinks that | will consider this neither
here nor there. | won't, by God, and | won't suffer being
falsely accused of wrongdoing, without me leaving him or
him apologizing to me and his swearing in addition that
he's sorry he said what he said against undeserving me.

This soliloquy allows Alcumena a chance to plead her case and bond with the audience.

She lays out the charges in strong terpmslfrum,stuprum,dedecoy but sticks to her

> EvenChristenson has to admit this point: "Jupiter's address here réflaatss’ desire to control the
play's reception,” and "Jupiter focuseswimat might be an issufer some audience members" (2000: 277-
8; italics mine).
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story, and reiterates the fact that she knows what happened, even if Amphitruo denies it.
As we will see, her threat to leave is not an idle one. Later in the scene, she will
pronounce a divorce formula. In the meantime, Jupiter has remained onstage unnoticed.
Eavesdropping characters do have the potential to divert the audience's attention, but in
this case three factors suggest that Jupiter's presence does not necessarily distract the
audience: 1) he remains silent until Alcumena has finished her monologue; 2) he thus
does not make any side remarks that provoke laughter at Alcumena's words; and 3) his
unnoticed status does not last a very long time. In fact, after her monologue he prepares
to make peace with her:

faciundum est milud fieri quodillaec postulat,

si meillam amantem ad ses¢udeanrecipere,

guando ego quofici, id factumAmphitruonioffuit

atque illidudummeusamornegotium

insontiexhibuit,nuncauteminsontimihi

illius ira in hanc et male dictexpetent.

(891-6)

| must do exactly what she demands if | really want to keep

her in love with me: since what | did stoodAmphitruo's

way and my love affair just threw this business his way,

now his wrath against her and his harsh words come home

to me, though I'm innocent.
Though Jupiter may ironically protest his innocence, he does admit his guilt in bringing
trouble to an innocent couple. In the rest of the scene he follows through on his promise
to tell Alcumena everything she wants to hear. Yet she does not prove to be a pushover.
In fact, when she does notice him, she merely notes that she sees the man who accuses

her, and repeats the accusatiossdeccum video qui maiseramarguit stupri,

dedecoris!(897). Jupiter ironically addresses heursr, then asks why she is turning
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away from him. She answers him in a chilly tone: "That's how | am. | always hate to
look at my enemies'ite ingeniummeumstinimicossemperosa sunoptuerier900).
This insult is unparalleled in the extant Plautine corpus, just as the previous ones have
been. Jupiter tries to play dumiire{a,inimicos?901)--and she reminds him that he
falsely accuses her. He tells her she is too amgnyigiracunda903) and tries to touch
her. She responds:

potin ut abstineagnanum?

namcerto,si sissanusautsapiassatis,

guam tumpudicamessearbitrere epraedices,

cum ea tilsermonenmecioco necserio

tibi habeas, nisi sistultior stultissimo.

(903-7)

Can't you keep your hands off me?

Really, if you're sane or have any common sense at all, you

won't try to have any conversation at all--whether serious

or joking--with the woman you think and say is an

adulteress. If you do, you're stupider than | thought.
It is another serious insult when a wife calls the husband not only stupid, but the stupidest
man alive-stultior stultissimo FurthermoreAlcumena is getting her revenge for being
called stupid by the real Amphitruo (in 709). Remarks such as these could provoke
laughter at Jupiter's expense. He is attempting to manipulate her, but by rebuffing him,
Alcumena becomes the agent of producing laughter, rather than its object.

Jupiter tries to pacify her, telling her that he never really thought she was

unfaithful, but was testing her spirgidriclitor animum914) just to see what she would

do. He concludes by saying that he just spoke to her as a joke, for the sake of fun

(equidemiocoilla dixeramdudumtibi / ridiculi causa916-7). Alcumena will have none
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of it, and asks why he didn't bring the witness they had agreed on. Jupiter tries again,
saying that something said in jedictum pernocum920) shouldn't be turned serious
(seriopraevortier921). Alcumena parries by mentioning her hurt feelings, implying that
these, at least, are serious. Jupiter begs her forgivelaagsnjam jgnoscejrata ne
sied 924), andAlcumena answers:

egoistaecfeci verbavirtuteirrita;

nunc,quanddfactis meimpudicisabstini,

abimpudicisdictis avortivolo,

valeastibi habeagestuas,reddas meas.

iuben mi irecomites?

(925-9)

| have proved your words invalid with my honor.

Now, since | kept myself free of unchaste acts,

| want to keep away from unchaste words.

So good bye. Take your things and give me mine.

Will you tell my attendants to come with me?
Alcumena'’s order to separate their belongings is a clear sign of divdrcéact, these
words provoke Jupiter to swear an oatHPoyglicitia herself that his wife is chaste, and
Alcumena swiftly leaves her anger behind. ClearlyAlumena wanted was to have
her wifely chastity recognized.

Next Sosia appears and remarks upon how nice it is to see the couple made up

(tranquillos 958,in concordiam962). Jupiter reiterates what a gdddigens973) wife
Alcumena is, but after the others go inside he tells the audience that he really wants to

spend a little more time with his borrowed wife:

volo deludiillunc, dum cumhacusuraria

*® Rosenmeyer argues that for the formula to be bindilaymena would actually have to leave the house.
For the formula, cfCas.212 andCic. Phil. 2.28.69; McDonnell; and Watson 1965: 48.
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uxorenuncmihi morigero.
(980-1)

| want him [Amphitruo] to be distracted, while | amuse myself with

his borrowed wife.
Jupiter ends the scene as the controlling character. Despite his declared good intentions,
and his reconciliation witAlcumena, it turns out that he just wanted more sex. In the
end he succeeded in manipulating her, but she gave him much more trouble here than in
previous scenes.

After the ensuing scene, there is a large lacuna, but from the remaining fragments
the action is fairly clealcumena eventually comes out of the house, to be met by the
real Amphitruo. That he continues to accuse her is indicated by several lines:

AL.(a) exiuravisti temihi dixe periocum.
AL.(b) nisi hoc itafactum estproindeut factumesse
autumno,
noncausandico quinveroinsimulesprobri.
AM. cuius?quae mebsente corpuslgavit suom?
(frags. 7, 9 and 10)
AL.(a) You swore thayou spoke to me in jest.
AL.(b) If it didn't happen just as | say it did, | admit there is
no reason why you shouldn't accuse me of
wrongdoing.
AM. Whose [wrongdoing]? The woman who made her
body public property while | was gone?
Obviously, more confusion follows from the fact that Jupiter/Amphitruo has forgiven
Alcumena, while the real Amphitruo has not. That the spouses' fighting is no less fierce

is shown by the fragment spoken by Amphitruo. He has gone from caltngiena an

adulteress to implying she was a whore.
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Near the end, there is a scene where theAmphitruos meet face-to-face, from

which we have two lines spoken by the real Amphitruo and/or Jupiter/Amphitruo:

AM.(a) manifesturmhuncoptortocollo teneofuremflagiti.
AM. (b) immo egohunc,Thebanicives, quidomiuxorem
meam
impudicitiaimpedivit, teneo thensaurunstupri!
(frags. 15-16)

AM. (a) | have this thief red-handed, with his neck in a
noose of adultery.
AM. (b) Nay rather, Theban citizens, | have the man who
tripped up my wife irunchastity right in my home,
that storehouse of adultery!

These lines demonstrate tiahphitruo's concerns witimpudicitiaandstuprumhave
not yet been resolved, but we do not know what role, if Altgmena plays in these
scenes.

At any rate, we do not sédcumena again. Act Five resolves the plot when the
slave womarBromia enters and narrates the story of Alcumena's delivery, first to the
audience, and then to Amphitruo. The prologues' promises are conf&ktoedhena is
fine, she has delivered twins, and the birth was painless. Jupiter enters and addresses
Amphitruo.

primumomniumAlcumenaeusuramcorporis
cepi etconcubitugravidamfeci filio.

tu gravidam itenfecisti, cum inexercitum
profectu'sunopartu duogpeperitsimul.

eorum alternostro qui essusceptusemine,
suisfactis teimmortali adficietgloria.

tu cumAlcumenauxoreantiquam ingratiam
redi: haudoromeruit quam obemvitio vorteres;

mea visubactast facere. egodaelummigro.
(1135-1143)
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First of all, | borrowed Alcumena's body and by lying with

her, made her pregnant with a son. You also made her

pregnant, although you left for the army. She has borne

both sons in one birth. One of them, who was gotten by my

seed, will carry you to immortal glory with his actions.

Return to your former favor witAlcumena: She did not

deserve the blame for which you would divorce her; she

was coerced by my power. Now, I'm leaving for heaven.
Amphitruo accepts Jupiter's explanation, announces that he is going inside to his wife
(ibo aduxorem intro1145), and tells the spectators to appla@itumena is freed from
blame, and Amphitruo is re-united with his wife and child.

When analyzing this play, | argue that we should take the tkagecomoedia
seriously, not because actual tragedy occurs, but because potentially tragic situations
arise. In order to explain the play's humor in general, | suggest we return to Thomas
Veatch's theory of humor. Recall th&gatch was concerned with the violation of norms,
but allowed for offensiveness to occur if the perceiver was morally committed to the
violated norm. This is exactly the situation in &mphitrua the content of the play
grapples with more serious marital problems than other Plautine plays. After setting up a
previously harmonious marriage, the plot comes close to destroying it. It exploits
genuine adultery as a theme, and shows spouses fighting and threatening to divorce each
other. | have suggested that the prologues' repeated reassurances serve a purpose. By
emphasizing the happy end, and even acknowledging that the audience might worry at
certain pointsPlautus hopes to avert any offensive violation of norms.

This comic mechanism allows Alcumena's adultery to be sexy, but not offensive.

However, the humor here invites a far more sophisticated analysis than simply assuming

81



the audience's holiday spirit would allow them to observe adultery without any moral
compunction. The mythological setting, combined with the constant re-assurance of a
happy ending, allows for a relaxation but not total destruction of morals. This framework
allows for a portrayal of adultery which is fun enough to give the audience some
pleasure, but realistic enough to make them think twice about it.

Allowing more realistic socialtaictures into the play helps us define its comedy
better. As noted in the introduction, even those scholars who have read the play as
farcical orparodic cannot help using the word "irony." According to Northrop Frye,
irony "passes through the dead center of realism," while farce is so unrealistic as to be
non-mimetic, hence its penchant for madk&rye's definitions accurately reflect the
pendulum of scholarship on the play, but irony is a more compelling basis for the play's
humor. Jupiter and Mercury aegonesin the true Aristotelian sense of pretending to be
less than they areAlcumena and Amphitruo are more difficult to define as characters.
They are certainly natlazonespretending to be more than they are. But they are ironic
in the more general sense of the word, in that the audience's superior knowledge makes
their statements, as well as their fighting, ironic and therefore amusing. As | have
argued, however, if we allow either of them any measure of sympathy from the audience,
they are no longer simply the objects of the audience's derisive laughter.

In analyzing Alcumena's character, | think we can safely say she is Biteubis'
more complicatedhatronae In the beginning, we see her being manipulated by Jupiter

and committing adultery though innocent. As the plot unfolds, however, she holds her

* Frye 285, 290.
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own, and neither submits meeklyAmphitruo's accusations nor to Jupiter's flattery.

While Amphitruo threatens divorce, she is the one who pronounces the actual divorce

formula. And when Jupiter tries to flatter her into submission a second time, she makes

jokes at his expense. Thus we should not as®lomnena is the passive object of all

the jokes in the play. She and Amphitruo are equally clueless, and if the audience laughs

at their ignorance, it laughs at both of them. If we revise the characterization of

Alcumena as a nymphomaniac, and allow for more subtlety in her sensuality, we can see

that the audience would have some sympathy for her. She is a committed wife, and her

unknowing adultery is not allowed to besmirch her character, as even Jupiter assures us.
The Amphitruois a complex play filled with paradoxes and it will always provide

interesting fodder for scholarly analyses. Evemddoymena should not be isolated from

other Plautinenatronae Both because of her own identificatiomaaterfamilias and

because her relationship with her husband, we must include her character in order to

comprehensively describe Plautine marriage. Furthermore, we can see parallels with

other Plautinenatronae Like theStichussisters Alcumena is concerned about virtue

and about protecting her home and family. But, like the "b@atfonaewe will examine

next, she shows clear comic agency in her moral task. Unlike anynmdiremng

however, Alcumena's morality is put into question, even despite her own

ignorance/innocence. This fact is what makksimena unique, and allows her such

depth of characterization.

Conclusions
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What can we conclude from lookingRiautus' "goodmatrona& Several

features stand out. The first is that it is possiblarfatronaeto defy authority (or at

least construct their own version of authority) and still be perceived as "good," which
contradicts the usual logic that assumesresdotataeare automatically unsympathetic
because they oppose their husbands. Stiohussisters oppose their father, despite

critics' persistence in emphasizing their obedience. Whether their opposition is sincerely
moral or whether they are actively deceiving him, they do not bow meekly to their
father's will. In fact, they employ a clever rhetorical strategy to win the argument.
Eunomia, too, opposes her brother although she engages in rhetoric about a woman's
proper place. FinallyaAlcumena defies her husband and Jupiter.

These women are removed from accusatiorshwishness precisely because
they say and do the right things. In fact, the women's perceived humbleness about their
proper places and their appropriate morality has prevented critics from seeing that they
do actually oppose other characters. Another way to see the women's sympathetic
reception is in terms of comedy: they become agents of laughter, perhaps even
controlling characters, if only for short periods of tinldcumena makes the audience
laugh at Jupiter's expense when she rebuffs his advances, amatitheaein theStichus
may make the audience laugh at their father.

Aside from their inherent "niceness," these women also contribute to the plots of
the plays in various way€unomia andPhanostrata are most obviously agents in
resolving the plot crisiEunomia by assuring her son's marriage, Rimanostrata by

finding her daughter. In the case of thdularia, Eunomia may at first appear to be the
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blocking character, since she opposes her brother's love affair with the young lady.
Indeed, this play brings up an important nuance to Frye's notion of blocking characters:
there can be (and often is) more than one romantic plot. Usualiyatinenais blocking

an inappropriate love affair, and this distinction between appropriate and inappropriate
love affairs will become important in other playsunomia andPhanostrata further the
correct love affair, that of the young lovers. Therefore, it is clear that they are not true
blocking characters.

In terms of authority, creating laughter, and furthering the plot, we have seen that
thematronaeare not merelagelasts, blocking characters, or unsympathetic because they
defy authority. But this brings us to the difficult question of how these plays reflect the
society of the time and its morality. These plays, especially, are important for
desconstructing the idea of total inversion. We should first distinguish between status
inversion and moral inversion. Some of thatronaes behavior might be explained by a
status inversion: the women all oppose authority figures, such as fathers, husbands, and
brothers. Such opposition could represent an inversion of the expected power
relationship, and in Segalian terms, the reversal of roles would be funny.

| am not content, however, to explain the humor of the plays as entirely
Saturnalian. Since thessatronaeare moral, shouldn't they be interfering with the
holiday fun? As we have seen, that all depends on the plotStidneissisters do not
hang around long enough to see their husbands' debauchery, but their absence means that
they do not interfere with the revelry. In thalularia, Eunomia turns out to be the voice

of reason (and morality) in the play, and in this case, appropriate behavior intersects with
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comic justice: the appropriate couple is brought together at the end, and the old man is rid
of his lust-based engagement. In &raphitrug Alcumena, the unwitting adulteress,

does not prevent any holiday philandering from happening--she actually engages in it.
But the play's conclusion, in which the married couple is brought back to their former
concordia is another case where comic justice and morality overlap. From these plays, it
is clear that noall morality is opposed to comedy; furthermore, the slave-revel at the
conclusion of th&tichusdemonstrates that not all plays return to everyday morality at

the end. And, importantly, the morahtronaeare not getting in the way of holiday fun

or comic justice.

It is obvious thathe questions of audience and critical sympathy and morality are
intimately linked. When considering these questions, we should also consider whether the
moral characters are sympathetic or ridiculous. Moore has argued that deliberate
moralizing is humorous, and should not be taken seri§udBut there is a difference
between moralizing and morality. A moralizing character is all the more ridiculous
because he himself is not behaving according to societal normsStithessisters have
a more complex problem. They are moralizing about their duty in order to foil their
father, but, importantly, they are alactingmorally, and sympatheticallyAlcumena
moralizes, and she is an adulteress--but an unknowing adulteress. Since she does not
know that she is cheating, we cannot really say she is immoral. Thus, her character has

been read as both sympathetic and ridiculous. In short, morality is not automatically un-

% Moore 1998a.
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comic or unsympathetic. It can be, to be sure, but the gabddnaehave shown that

there is a range of possible audience responses.
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Chapter 2
"Bad" Matronae Casina, Asinaria, Mercator, Menaechmi

Scholars invariably describe Plautugbres dotataén negative terms:
domineering agelasts, shrews, objects of parody, and characters who oppose the holiday
fun of the Saturnalia. My first goal will be to show that the modern designation of
agelast is entirely unjustified: thixores dotataefar from opposing laughter, frequently
cause it. And to combat the notion that the audience's laughter is derisive, and directed
thematronae | will show that thematronaemake jokes at the expense of other
characters, and therefore direct the laughter not at themselves but others. In short,
matronaeare controlling characters more often than not.

As for the accusations of shrewishness, these must be considered within the
broader framework of Plautine marriage. It is true that Plautine characters make jokes
about marriage anuhatronae® and that these reflect a misogynistic sentiment present in
Roman society. But jokes are one thing; these women's actions are ahofhet, the
women's active roles as comic agents will complicate a superficial reading based solely
on patriarchal misogyny. And there are additional factors to be considered. The firstis
theuxor dotatas usual partner, treenex amator Curiously, while scholars must admit
that thesenex amatois comic, they see him as somehow sympathetic, or at least more
sympathetic than thexor.®> But thesenex amatomust be re-evaluated along with the

uxor dotata If she is funnier than many scholars have assumed, he is, if anything, more

' E.g., Duckworth 255; Segal 1971: 23, 25, 29 passim Moore 1998a: 159-6@chuhmann 197@assim
and 1978: 99-101Stérk 1990.

2 Asin.900;Aul. 154-7, 167-9; 1184-@&pid. 178-80;Men.127-34, 159Mil. 679-700;Rud.895-96, 905,
1203-4;Trin. 42, 58-65.
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ridiculous, and more apt to be the object of the audience's derisive laughter. The
possibility that the audience is laughing more at him than at her will become important
when addressing these characters' relative sympathy.

In this chapter, | will use the character of ther dotataas the basis for a re-
examination of marriage on the Plautine stage. | begin with her capacity as an agent of
laughter and controlling character in the four plays where she appeararia,

Mercator, MenaechmagndCasina This will lead to a re-evaluation of her relationship
with thesenex amatgrand of thesenex amatohimself. Since, perhaps surprisingly, the
senex amatds behavior is almost always punished, albeit in a comic fashion, this will
lead in turn to a re-consideration of the nature of Plautus' comedies. Far from
encouraging an all-encompassing holiday mentality, the plays reinforce some societal
norms. Thanatronaoften acts as a comic enforcer, but makes the audience laugh while
doing so. And finally, | will consider the satirical (i.e., more realistic) nature of Plautine
marriage, and its relationship to everyday life. The laughter provoked byatihenais
controlling laughter in Corbeill's sense: it has a direct impact on what is perceived as

acceptable behavior.

Casina
TheCasinais a play about married life. #enex amatoi_ysidamus§, is

competing with his son for a girl named Casina. Lysidamus' wife, Cleostrata, is trying to

% Duckworth 314Konstan 1983: 54; Tatum 88uhagen 432.
* The name is not Plautine, and is derived from the scene-heading of a fourth-century text, but in Leo's
edition and most of those following, the character is caliesidamus. The most recent discussion of the
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stop the love affair and help her son. Since the son and Casina are completely absent
from the play, the action concentrates wholly on the married couple and their slaves.
Although we have no explicit indication that Cleostrata is>ar dotata she has the
means to raise Casina, and her behavior is such that most audience members would
assume she was dowered.

Only in theCasinahas any critic been able to see mha&tronaas a justified,
comic heroine. Forehand's analysis (1973), in particular, follows an explanation similar
to those | will suggest for other plays: that Lysidamus is an unforgivably ridiculous
character whom the audience would rejoice in seeing humiliated. He implies that
Cleostrata's actions apestified by Lysidamus' foolish behavior and therefore acceptable,
and even makes vague suggestions about how this comedy relates to social norms. But
Forehand also suggests that @asinais exceptional in its portrayal of spousal relations,
a view that other critics have sharedivhile | agree with Forehand's analysis, | do not
agree that the characterization of Lysidamus and Cleostrata is as exceptional as he
believes. | will therefore begin with this play, and identify comic mechanisms and
situations that created Cleostrata's "justification.” | will use this analysis as a model for
other plays. As we will see, Cleostrata shares much with othgonae and Lysidamus'

behavior is no worse than any otlsenex amatos.

name and the manuscript tradition is foun®IiBryhim 91-2. For the sake of clarity | will continue to

employ the nameysidamus, rather thasenex

® Forehand classifidsysidamus' behavior as “foolish and inappropriate,” but finds him remarkable because
of his complete lack of self-awareness, which tends "to soften our disapproval of the objectionable deeds of
other old men (240-1). ButpntraForehandlLysidamus shows self-awareness when he speaks to

Alcesimus (515-9). Slater (70-6) and Moore (1998a: 179-80) also discuss the exceptional circumstances of
the play. Petrone, too (1989: 100), feels tifdautus takes great pains to justifieostrata's behavior. For
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The prologue of the play is a long one, and tells the audience everything they need
to know, from the background to the play's éndle find out that a married old man
(senex maritu85) lives in the house, and tlatoundling named Casina was raised by
his wife. When the foundling reached puberty,sbeeXell terribly in love with her
(amat efflictim49), and so did his son (50). Both father and son have commissioned their
respective stewards to ask for Casina's hand in marriage. Because Cleostrata recognizes
her husband's infatuation, she supports the claim of her son's steward. From the
prologue, we already know that the old man is his son's rival and will have to be
removed.

We meet Cleostrata early in the play. When her maid tells her that her old man
(seneX has ordered lunch, Cleostrata launches into a tirade:

St, tace atque abi; neque paro neque hodie coquetur,
guando is mi et filio advorsatur suo
animi amorisque causa sui
flagitium illud hominis. egoillum fame, egallum siti
maledictismalefactisamatorenulciscar
egopolillum probeincommodisdictis angam
faciamuti proindeut estdignusvitam colat,

Acheruntis pabulum,
flagiti persequentem
stabulumnequitiae.

(148-59)

Hush, be quiet and go away; today I'll neither prepare
anything nor have it cooked, since that man opposes me
and his own son because of his own whim and love-affair.
The scandal of that man! | will have my revenge on that

a contrary opinion, see Tatum, who believes that despite laugHipgidamus, we still "feel a wry

affection” for him (89).

® There are doubts about the prologue's authenticity. Critics agree that some parts are Plautine, some are
post-Plautine (selacCary andWillcock 97; Abel 55-61; Slater 57). While the prologue provides a
convenient summary, its authenticity matters little for our argument, however; even if the prologue is not
authenticCleostrata herself implies or says outright much of the same information in the next scene.
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lover with hunger, thirst, abuse, and payback. [I'll throttle

him rightly with nasty words and make sure he values his

life just as he deserves--that fodder for Hell, pursuer of

trouble and den of vice!
This is a striking introductionCleostrata already knows about her husband's love affair
and plans to stop it. Would the audience be upset by her dominance? It seems unlikely.
Cleostrata herself describes the father-son competition and shows herself to be on the
side of her son. Thus, we already see thatrtigeonais not blocking the youthful love
affair. And the audience, knowing that the old man must be defeated in the end, would
not be unhappy to see tl@leostrata was a strong character who could give them a good
show while getting rid of theenex

Cleostrata announces her intention to visit her neightyorhina (another

matrong just asMyrrhina herself comes out. Whéieostrata explains the situation,
Myrrhina's response is not supportive. She asserts that there is no such thing as private
property in a marriage (198-202), and coun€i#é¢ostrata not to fight against her husband
(noli sis tu illi advorsari204), and to let him have his love affaissmeamet205).
Finally she warn€leostrata to beware of divorce--her husband could tell her to get out
(ei foras,mulier212). The scene between the two women brings up some interesting
issues. The characters have been seen as embodying a dialogue between competing
notions of marriage, philosophically or legally speaKirighe most pertinent question is

whether the audience would sympathize wWityrrhina's lofty sentiments cleostrata's

legal rights. Given her philosophical bent, it is possible that Myrrhina would appear as a

"Myrrhina's sentiments about common property, for instance, are philosophical tenets that many authors
held about marriage (s@eeggiari 208-9, 365). Dees has suggested that the two women represent two
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moralizing rather than moral character. Given her alliance witbethexalbeit indirect,
Myrrhina may be less sympathetic merely because of her status as blocking character.

At any rateany doubt aboutysidamusridiculousness is quelled by his entrance.
He arrives singing about the splendor of love:

Omnibus rebus egamorem credet nitoribusnitidis

antevenire

necpotisquicquamcommemorari quod plusalisplusque
leporis hodie

habeat. . .

gui guomamoCasinamagisniteo, munditiismunditiam
antideo.

myropolasomnessollicito, ubicumque edepidum
unguentumunguor,

ut illi placeam; eplaceo, utideor. sed uxor mexcruciat,
quiavivit.

tristemastareaspicio.blande haemihi malaresappellanda
est.

uxor meameaqueamoenitas, quid tagis?

(217-29)

| think that love surpasses all things in its splendiferous
splendor, and you can't name one thing that has more savor
or charm today . . . Now that | low&asina, I'msparklier,

and | surpasspruceness itself ispruceness. I've been
bothering all the perfume-sellers; wherever there was a
nice scent, | put it on, so that she would like me. And she
will, I'm sure. But my wife torments me merely by living.

| see her standing there grimly. I'd better call that nasty
piece of work with some nice talk. O my wife and my
sweetness, how are you doing?

Lysidamus makes perhaps the most ridiculous entrance ceaeyx amatothe not only
sings the praises of love, he also announces outright that he has been shopping for

perfume. Men wearing perfume risk accusations of effeminacy, no matter what their

different kinds of marriageMyrrhina is simply speaking from the perspective of a woman magtied
many while Cleostrata, by demanding Has, shows that she is marristhemanu(113-4).
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age® The audience knows thaysidamus' lame attempts at sweet-talk will fail utterly,
givenCleostrata's temperament and knowledge about his infatuation.

In fact, Cleostrata immediately tells him to keep his hands off of her (229).
Lysidamus tries again, telling his Juno not to be so grim with her Jove (@Bf)strata

is not impressed, and tells him to leave her alamddme231). When he persists, she

rebuffs him:
CLE. obsecrosanurest?
LYS. sanugguomtedamao.
CLE. noloames.
LYS. Non potesimpetrare.
CLE. enecas.
LYS. veradicasvelim.
CLE. credo ego istutbi.
(232-4)
CLE. Really, are you all right?
LYS. I'm all right when 'm lovingyou
CLE. | don't want your love.
LYS. You can't help but have it.
CLE. You're killing me here.
LYS. | wish that were true.
CLE. | bet you do.

It is crucial to note thatleostrata seizes the opportunity to tugsidamus' dead-wife
joke to her own advantage. Instead of letting him make this remark as an aside, she
makes sure he knows that she knows, and uses her comic agency to make the audience

laugh at him, rather than her. She thus steals (or at least competes for) any audience

8 On perfume in invective, s&orbeill 163-4.Corbeill, in turn, cites Colin 10-13 for passages about
perfume. It is possible that the problem lies less in simply wearing perfume and more in wearing excessive
perfume in a public setting--bluysidamus is clearly doing the latter. (see line 240)
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alliance he created with his asideysidamus tries another pet nanteps235), but

whenCleostrata smells the perfume she is unable to contain herself:

Eho tunihili, canaculex,vix teneorquin quae decent te
dicam,
senectaetataunguentatus peras,ignave,incedis?
(239-40)

You good-for-nothing, grey-haired gnat, | can hardly keep

from telling you what you deserve. Are you walking

through the streets, drenched in perfume, at your advanced

age, you idiot?
She further asks, "Doesn't anything shame yoe&jyid tepudet243), accuses him of
being the most worthless old man of akiiexnequissimu245) and of being drunk and
wearing wrinkled clothing--a sign of his debauchery in brothels (244-49). She finally
tells him, "Go ahead, drink, eat, and lose your shirt at your pleasomaib(age, ulubet,
bibe,es,disperderem250). In other plays, we will see many more instances where
married men's debauchery is connected with financial loss. Here, it is not specified
whoseresLysidamus is wasting on food, drink, and perfume, but whether it is her own,
or whether she refers to joint prope@leostrata clearly feels it affects her.

Furthermore, as the controlling charact@eostrata uses her superior knowledge

to lord it over her ridiculous husband. She reproatie&lamus again for forgetting his
duty at his advanced age éenectaetate officium tuom nameminiss€59-60). Being
in love, it seems, is connected with forgetting one's duties to the state. Lyi@amus

protests, she says that they should both be working together to help their orfilyjoson (

nos oportebpitulari unico 262-3). Cleostrata's sentiments are clearly the more noble;
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helping one's children is presumably something the audience would approve, as is
remembering onewfficium Here again we cannot assume that everyday morality has
been overturned completely: since the audience identifieCAgtbstrata as a non-

blocking character, and with her ideas about raising children, social norms and comedy
correspond.

Cleostrata leaves briefly to confer wiithalinus, then returns. When she asks
Chalinus what her husband wants of her, he answers: "to see you dead on a blazing
funeral pyre outside'V{dereardentem te extrportammortuam353). Cleostrata says,

"I'll bet he does"¢redoecastorvelle 354), and_ysidamus, on the other side of the stage,
says thaChalinus is downright prophetic (355). Whghalinus, who is actually on
Cleostrata's side, begins the joke, the audience laughs because he is right. When
Cleostrata confirms it, she too gains the audience's attention for a moment, and makes
them laugh by re-affirming wh&halinus has said_ysidamus trumps both by getting

the last word in, and re-affirming the original statement's truth a second time. This
exchange clearly demonstrates the tenuous control of the comic agent.

But Lysidamus' victory is short lived. His attempts at controlling the laughter are
defeated by his own lack of self-control, and he makes a series of Freudian slips:

LYS. atque eg@ensuiaps te posse hoc nmapetrare,
uxor mea,
Casina ut uxomihi daretur; et nunetiamcenseo.
CLE. Tibi dareturilla?
LYS. Mihi enim--ah, non idsolui dicere
dummihi volui, huic dixi, atqueadeomihi dum
cupio-perperam.
iam dudumherclefabulor.

CLE. Pol tuquidem,atqueetiam facis.
LYS. Huic--immo herclemihi--vah, tandenmedii vix
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veram inviam.
CLE. Permol saepgeccas.
(364-70)

LYS. Butl did think that | would be able to prevail upon
you, dear wife, to marry offasina to me, and |
even think so now.

CLE. To give her tgou?

LYS. To me? Oh, | didn't mean to
say that. | meant "me" but said "to him," and since
| really want her for myself--God, | sure have been
babbling right now.

CLE. Yes, and you still are, too.

LYS. Forhim-- mean, for medammit, I've just managed
to get back on the right track.

CLE. You wander from it pretty often.

Cleostrata not only sees through his ploys but uses the slips to make joksis@nus’
expense. She has once again become the controlling character, and she bonds with the
audience through shared knowledge of the real situatipsidamus, still calling

Cleostrata his honeynulsa372) suggests drawing lots fGasina’s hand. Though he

does not like the idea, he comments:

Patiundum essiquidem me vivo meaxorimperium
exhibet.
(409)

We must endure it, since my wife wears the pants even
though I still live.

In other plays, too, we will see husbands confess their own laokpefium
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Lots are drawn an@lympio (representingysidamus) wins.Lysidamus is, of
course, elated that he will ha@asina. After everyone exitShalinus has a moment
alone onstage, and he reiterates the ridiculousndssofamus' behavior.

atque id non tamegrestam, vicissevilicum,

guam idexpetivisseopere tammagnosenem,

ne eamihi dareturatqueilli nuberet.

utille trepidat,ut festinabat miser;

ut sussultabapostquanvicit vilicus.

(427-33)

It's not so annoying that the bailiff won, as much as that the

old guy won out with so much effort that sl@agina] will

not be given to me, but rather married to him. How the

wretch trembled, how he pranced, how he jumped with joy

after the bailiff won.
Chalinus, as yet, is not awarelgfsidamus' infatuation, but he still makegsidamus the
butt of his jokes. And by addressing the audience, he persuades therhytsidaaus
as an object of laughter. Then he overhegssdamus brag about kissif@asina (467-
8), and realizes thatysidamus is infatuated. He also overhdarsidamus' plan:
Lysidamus will convince his neighbéitcesimus to aid him in his debauchery by
providing the house, and sending his wife (Myrrhina) over taLysidamus' house so
wedding preparations can be made. They will claim@atnpio is takingCasina to the
country, when in reality they will take her Adcesimus' empty house so thatsidamus
can spend time with her.

Olympio andLysidamus begin to talk about preparations for the wedding feast.
Lysidamus concludes by tellif@lympio not to spare any expense, but to buy generous

provisions argentoparci nolo, obsonatcampliter501). The association of love and

luxurious banquets will also be seen in ihercatorandMenaechmi Chalinus has been
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listening, meanwhile, and callysidamus a "most worthless old maségexequissime
496)under his breath. Aftedlympio andLysidamus exitChalinus steps forward and
announces that he cannot be convinced not to tell his mistress about this plan. He
concludes, "If the mistress is willing to do her duty, the case is aedsi(hnuncfacere
volt eraofficiumsuom nostraomnislis est508-9).

Act Three begins withysidamus trying to convince his neighbor to help.
Alcesimus reluctantly agrees to hélpsidamus, but remarks:

ALC. Attatae,caedundusu homoes;nimiasdeliciasfacis.
LYS. Quid meamarerefert, nisisim doctus <ac>
dicaculus?
(528-29)
ALC. Jeez, you're a man sorely in need sfreackdown.
You're acting altogether too delicate.
LYS. What use is being in love, if I'm not clever and
smooth-talking?
EvenAlcesimus acknowledges thagsidamus' behavior is ridiculous and warrants
punishment, and the audience already expects toyseamus' downfall. The two men
exit, presumably to make preparations for the wedding feast.

Cleostrata enters and announces that she knows her husband's plan. She
proclaims that she will not invitélyrrhina over, so that "those worthless waldthers
won't be able to have their libertyi€illis ignavissumigiberi loci potestas sityetulis
vervecibus34-5). When she sefAfcesimus she remarks:

sedeccumegreditur senaticolumen praesidiunpopli,
meusvicinus, meoviro quiliberumpraehibet locum.

nonecastowilis emptu estmodio quivenitsalis.
(536-8)

99



But look, here he comes, that pillar of the senate, that

bulwark of the people, my neighbor, who will provide a

location for my husband's free time. My god, that man isn't

worth the price of a grain of salt.
Cleostrata's sarcasm is not wasted on the audience--her acerbic remarks assuredly
provoke a laugh glcesimus' expense. In the interaction betw@&btgostrata and
Alcesimus, she is the controlling charact@icesimus expects her to ask for his wife's
help, but she refuses to do so. When he desperately tries to press the matter, saying,
"Don't you need a helper”Non ergo opugstadiutrice?547), she replies that she is fine
without one. Alcesimus leaves cursirlg/sidamus' name, and calling him a worthless,
toothless old goaniser . . hircusimprobus,edentulu$49-50) who has created
immense scandaflggitium maximun529). While this abuse is not directed at a present
character, it would still make the audience laugh asémex amator

Cleostrata re-enters and gloats about her victory over her "worthless old husband"

(nihili decrepitusvir 558). Upon seeing her husband approach, she concludes, "You
would almost think he was an honest man, if you looked at that grim &tagiqm
aspiciastristem,frugi censea$62). Cleostrata's ironic comment agsidamus'
appearance points up his own entrance, when he arrives boasting of his poor performance
in the courtroom:

Stultitia magnaest, meajuidemsententia,

hominemamatorernullum ad forumprocedere,

in eum diemguoi quodamet inmundosiet;

sicut egdreci stultus. contrivi diem,

dumastoadvocatusuidamcognatomeo;

guemhercle egditem adeoperdidissegaudeo,

ne menequiquansibi hodieadvocaverit.
(563-9)
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It's really stupid, in my opinion, for any man in love to go

to the forum [for business] on the day when his love-object
waits in prettiness. That's just what | did, stupid me. |
wasted the dalawyering for a certain kinsman of mine.

I'm happy that he lost his case, by God, since that means ['ll
never have to be his lawyer again after today.

The humor of this scene works on two levels. Assuredly, pateniin the audience
would laugh in recognition &tysidamus' complaints about the responsibilities of being a
good citizen. His excuse of being in love, however, adds a ridiculousIinaiglamus
then admits that his mind wasn't on his case (570-74). As in other plays, being in love is
connected with failure to focus on dutlyysidamus eventually notic&deostrata, and
hopes that she didn't hear him. But, as we find out in the next line, stzdid 676).
Lysidamus tries pet names yet again, calling nheafestivitas(577) and asks if
she has invitelyrrhina over. Cleostrata claims that she did invilyrrhina:
CLE. verumhic sodalistuos,amicusoptumus
nescioquid seufflavit uxori suae;
negavit posseguoniamarcessomittere.
LYS. vitium tibi istucmaxumumest,blandaesparum.
CLE. nonmatronarunofficiumst, sedmeretricium,
viris alienis,mi vir, subblandirier.
(581-6)
CLE. But that buddy of yours, your best friend, had some
sort of quarrel with his wife. He said that he
couldn't send her over, even though | asked.
LYS. That's your greatest fault, you're not coaxing
enough.
CLE. To coax other women's husbands is not a wife's job,
but a prostitute's, dear husband.

Cleostrata is willfully causing trouble between the two friends. She controls the

situation, and the laughter, when she turns her husband's accusation into a joke: she
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implies that he does not know the difference between a wife and a prostitute. After
Cleostrata exitsAlcesimus enters, and the two old men have a short but intense spat,
beforeAlcesimus agrees to send his wife over. This scene demonstrates the effectiveness
of Cleostrata's machinations and the credulity of the two men.

BeforeLysidamus can leave, the ma&drdalisca runs out of the house,
pretending to swoon with terror. She claims thasina has gone mad, and is threatening
to kill whomever she marries:

PAR. peromnisdeos etleasdeieravit,

occisurumeumhacnoctequicumcubaret.
LYS. menoccidet?

PAR. anquippiam ade attinet?

LYS. vah.
PAR. quid cumeanegotitibist?

LYS. peccavi:

illuc dicere,vilicum, volebam.
PAR. sciens de via isemitamdegredere.
(670-75)

PAR. She swore by all the gods and goddesses that the
man with whom she lay would die this night.

LYS. She's going to kill me?

PAR. (innocently) What does this have to do with you?

LYS. Oh.
| misspoke: | meant to say "him," the bailiff.

PAR. You're purposely leaving the main road for the back
alley.

Once againl.ysidamus is plagued by Freudian slips, &addalisca takes advantage of
the opportunity to make jokes about hifardalisca is without a doubt the controlling

character of this scene. Wheysidamus tries to take control of the situation, he fails

miserably:

LYS. atqueingratiis, quia non volthubet hodie.
namaquor non ego igerpetrem quodoepi,
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ut nubatmihi?illud quidemvolebam,
nostrovilico.
PAR. saepiculgyeccas.
(700-703)
LYS. Well, she will be married today against her will,
since she doesn't want to. Why shouldn't I get what
| arranged, that she marry me--I meant to say "my
bailiff."
PAR. You misspeak pretty often.
Paradalisca makes ironic remarks basetysidamus' lack of control, just &eostrata
did earlier. She shares her superior knowledge with the audience, and thus bonds with
them.

Act Four begins wheRadalisca enters and tells the audience that the two matrons
have decked oufhalinus to look like the bridelysidamus then enters, conveniently
announcing that he will accompany the wedding party:

namnovommaritum etnovamnuptamvolo

rusprosequinovi hominum moresnaleficos,

ne quiseamabripiat.

(782-4)

| want to accompany the new bride and groom to the

country, lest anyone steal the bride--I know how evil men

operate.
Lysidamus' words are ironic--he knows the evil that men do because he is one of them.
But he is still an object of ridicule, since he is the unwitting victim of preparations being
made by the other characters. The audience waits in suspense to see how the denouement

will bring together the cross-dressed "bride," the grumpy groom, the lecherous old man,

and thematronae After the wedding processio®ympio and Lysidamus are left alone
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onstage with Casina," and argue about who gets to enjoy her first. As they take her
hand, they note her big feet, her powerful chest, and her wicked elbow jab (843-53).
Nevertheless they take her inside for the wedding night.

The final act begins witleostrataMyrrhina, andPardalisca onstage, laughing
at their trick. Olympio soon comes out in terrible distress, ashamed of the scandal that

hasoccured pudere . .flagitium 876-8). Cleostrata approaches him, and asks about

Casina:
CLE. quid agitCasina?
satinmorigeraest?
OLY. Pudetdicere.
(896-7)

CLE. How'sCasina? Was she pleasing enough for you?
OLY. I'm ashamed to say.

The text becomes mutilated at this point, but it is clear@hahpio continues to stress
the shame and scandal of the situation. Further, he describes an unusual feature of
Casina's anatomy--an unidentifiable lump below the belt. After notingtingoly chin,
he ran for the door (929-32), but intentionally kept quiet so that the old man could drink
from the same cupu{ senex hoeodenpoculo, quo egbibi, biberet933). Lysidamus
has now lost all allies--even his own sl&@®ympio wants him to suffer.
Lysidamus soon arrives, just as distresse@lgspio:
maxumo ega@rdeoflagitio,
nec quidagammeis rebuscio,
necmeamut uxoremaspiciam
contraoculis, ita disperii.
<om>nia palamsuntprobra

omnibusmodisoccidi miser.
(937-40)
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| burn with hideous infamy, and | don't know what to do
about it nor how to look my wife in the eyes, I'm so dead.
All the disgraces are out in the open, and poor me, I'm dead
in every way.

Chalinus follows hot on Lysidamus' heels, brandishing a dilalinus calls to his lover
(amator955) and tells him "If you want to fondle me, now's your chanceifi¢tu si vis
subigitare meprobastoccasio963). Chalinus jokingly orderkysidamus back into the
bedroom (964), anddysidamus tries to run the other way--only to run into his wife.
Cleostrata, too, addresdegsidamus aamator(968), and the three instigators goad
Lysidamus:

MYR. quidagis,dismarite?

CLE. Mi vir, unde ho@rnatuadvenis?
quidfecisti scipioneaut quodhabuistipallium?

MYR. In adulterio,dummoechissa€Casinam, credo

perdidit.

LYS. occidi.

CHA. Etiamneimus cubitum?Casina sum.

LYS. i in malamcrucem.

CHA. nonamas me?

CLE. quinrespondetuo quidfactumestpallio?

(974-7)

MYR. How are you doing, twice-/ill-married?

CLE. Dear husband, where did you find
this get-up? What did you do with the staff and
cloak you had?

MYR. | think he lost them iflagrantedelicto, while he
was shaggingasina.

LYS. I'm dead.
CHA. Shall we return to bed? ['@asinal
LYS. Go to hell.

CHA. Don't you love me?
CLE. Hey, respond: what happened to your cloak?

° Thedis- in dismaritecan be either from the Gredks, meaning "badly" or the Latidis-, "twice."
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This play concludes by making teenex amatothe object of the audience's derisive
laughter. Aside from the shame that might come from age-inappropriate behavior, this
conclusion also imparts effeminacyltgsidamus. The cloak and staff are symbols of his
manhood, and he has been stripped of tifein.addition, the fact thathalinus is still
pursuing him sexually (albeit in jest) makes it clear ygidamus is being humiliated
by the threat of being a passive homosexual object.
WhenCleostrata threatens to send him back inside Wdtsina,” Lysidamus

recants, and admits his error as well as begging for forgiveness (1000-1002). He even
givesCleostrata permission to beat him, budMsgtrhina's promptingCleostrata decides
to forgive him--mostly because she doesn't want to make the play any longer (1006). She
announces that she is not angry, and he says he has the most delightful wife ever (1007-
8). Finally, she orderShalinus to givesysidamus back his cloak and staff (and thus his
masculinity). Chalinus does so, but ends the scene by saying:

mihi quidem edepahsignitefactast magnaiuria:

duobusnupsi, neutefecit quod nova@auptaesolet.

(1010-11)

A great wrong has been done to me: | married two men,
and neither one did what he should have for his new bride.

Chalinus thus gets the last word.
The epilogue ends by addressing theb® would be unfaithful to their wives:

Nunc vos aequomsbanibusmeritismeritammercedem
dare.

qui faxit, clamuxoremducetsempeiscortum quodiolet;

verum qui nommanibusclare, quantunpoterit, plauserit,

ei proscortosupponetuhircusunctusnautea.

19 On the significance of the cloak and staff SseCary 887-8 and Gold 24.
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(1015-18)

Now it is right that y'all give us the fee we deserve by

clapping your hands. Whoever does will always take

whatever whore he wants without his wife's knowledge; but

whoever doesn't clap loudly and to the best of his ability,

will have a bilge-water-scented goat substituted for his

whore.
This epilogue, a clear ploy to get applause, promises success to philandering men, and
might therefore be said to encourage the "holiday spirit." However, it is important to
note that this epilogue does not conflict with the overall message of the play. The play
mocks age-inappropriate and effeminate behavior; it does not say that adultery is in any
way wrong. What is ridiculed is neglecting duty, spending money on lovers' banquets,
wearing perfume, and generally losing one's self-control. For a married man, having an
occasional assignation with a prostitute was not a problem, nor was it a holiday
phenomenon; it most likely happened in everyday life. As | will argue in the final
chapter, it idlagitium, public scandal, that these plays discourage. Having a mistress in
secret, and without your wife's knowledge, may be the ideal and approved way to go
about the business.

The Casinashows similarities to the other three plays in this chapter, a fact that

disproves previous assertions about its exceptional ndtysedamus is rendered
slightly more ridiculous than the usisnexamatorbecause of his penchant for calling
his wife insincere pet names, but his declarations about love, and his competition with his
son, will be mirrored in th&lercatorand theAsinaria Moreover, we will see that the

situations renderingysidamus ridiculous and comically justifying his fall--namely, his

self-ignorance, neglect of duty, age-inappropriate behavior and luxurious spending--have
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clear parallels in other plays. In fact, the only thing that mhksislamus unique is his
combining effeminacy with age-inappropriate behavior: not only does he pursue his son's
girlfriend, he does so while wearing excessive perfume, and almost ends up married to
another mart® In this regard, we will see some parallels withMenaechmi

As for Cleostrata, critics cannot help but be impressed by her comic control, and
designate her clearly as the most sympathetic character in thé @Baywhile her "skill
in planning and execution" are exceptional, as Forehand Hdtescomic agency is not.
We will see othematronaeas controlling characters and agents for producing laughter.
Moreover, we will see many parallels in the types of insults used, botfatvtgnaeand
other characters. Words likequissimus senedecrepitusnihili, caputcanumand
flagitium hominiswill be repeated verbatim, and general insults about the husband's
ridiculous behavior will appear in every play. Equally important are the factors inducing
scholarly sympathy foCleostrata's cause: extreme ridiculousness on the part of her
husband and her appropriate concern for her son. We will see the same context in other
plays.

Another factor inCleostrata's warm reception may have beenhthdack of a
prostitute in this play. The prostitute, assumed to be more sympathetic than the wife, is
usually felt to provide an unfavorable contrast tortfagrona But, as | will argue, this

comparision is without basis. As we will see in khenaechmiboth wives and

1 For further analysis of the homosexuality and transvestitism in the play's conclusion, see Cody (esp. 471-
6), and Gold.

2 Moore, 1998a: 166-188assim Forehand 254.

3 Forehand 247.

10€



prostitutes act as controlling characters at the expense of the men with whom they are

involved.

Asinaria

TheAsinariaends with a bang: theatronaArtemona drags her husband
Demaenetus, who is in a brothel competing with his son for a prostitute's attentions, out
into the street. This "unhappy" final scene, combined with a perceived shift in
Demaenetus' character, has troubled crificEheir perturbation is based on the
unspoken assumption that the audience should feel sorry or disturbed\tteseena’s
abuse of her husband, and that the ending is therefore not comic. | hope to demonstrate,
on the contrary, that the play's ending is funny, and "happy" (that is, comically satisfying)
precisely because it delivers comic justice, which is in turn linked to the everyday social
norms of the community. Artemona, in turn, is a comic agent and a controlling
chraracter, and her actions are as comically justified as Cleostrata's wer€asithe

In the first scene of the play, we meet Demaenetus and hisLstereis. The
scene opens withibanus demanding an oath from Demaenetus on the wife whom he
fears perqueillam quamtu metuisuxoremtuam19), and threatening that, if Demaenetus
perjures himself, his wife will plague him for the rest of his yesicgi{d medergahodie

falsumdixeris, / uttibi superstesixor aetatensiet /atqueilla viva vivosut pestem

¥ Konstan suggests that the end restores Demaenetus to his sptesfaniliasthrough humiliation
(1983: 51, 1978: 218). Wright is less optimistic; he writes, "Without exception, the characters are as
unsympathetic as their actions are unedifying" (507). Slater agrees with Wright's pessimistic interpretation,
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oppetas20-22). Thus, it is established from the beginning that there is no love lost
between Demaenetus and his wife. Nonetheless, it is crucial to note the difference in
Libanus' and Demaenetus' attitudéghanus emphasizes that Demaendéasshis wife,
and makes jokes involving her death (40-2), while Demaenetus uses fairly mild insults,
calling her "pushy andnobliging” {nportunamatqueincommodan®2). This is
significant because it creates an initial impressioArtgmona’'s characterization that will
last until her appearance much later in the play.

Demaenetus eventually admits what he wants trdranus, but prefaces his
statement with a long monologue:

omnegsparentesl.ibane,liberis suis

qui mi auscultabuntfacientobsequiurt?

quippe qui magamicoutanturgnato ebenevolo.

atque ego me ithcerestudeo:volo amari ameis;

volo me patrisneisimilem, qui causa mea

nauclerico ips®rnatu peffallaciam

guamamabanabduxitablenonemulierem

nequepuduiteum idaetatissycophantias

struere ebeneficiis mezmeregnatumsuomsibi.

e0s malecretumspersequi morepatris.

nam mehodieoravit Argyrippusfilius,

uti sibi amantifaceremargenticopiam;

et id egopercupioobsequignatomeo.

volo amoriobsecutunillius, volo amet mepatrem™
(64-77)

All parents who listen to méjbanus, will indulge their
children, so that they will treat their son more like a friend.
And | am eager to do this myself. | want to be loved by my
family, | want to be similar to my father, who for my sake
dressed up like a sailor and stole the woman | loved from

finding hope for "the spirit of revelry and holiday" only in the epilogue and concluding on this basis that
the play is "not emotionally satisfactory" (68).

> The MSS. andlonius giveobsequellamwhich Leo keeps, but which some editors have changed to
obsequentiam None of these changes alters the sense substantially.

18 |eo brackets this line
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her pimp by deceit. It didn't shame him, even at his age, to

play tricks and to buy me, his son, for himself by means of

favors. Today my soArgyrippus asked me to help him

out with money since he's in love. | yearn to indulge my

son. | want to foster his love affair, and | want him to love

me as a father.
Demaenetus paints himself as an indulgent father, and places himself in the tradition of
other kindly helping charactet§.But he takes this idea too far. In the first place, his use
of obsequiunis suspect: a parent should not shasequiunto a child®® Moreover, the
behavior of Demaenetus' father is certainly not dignified. Giving money to a son to buy a
girlfriend might create sympathy. But stealing the girl himself, dressing up in a costume,
and proceeding by trickery all add a ridiculous element to the story. It is especially ironic
that Demaenetus remarks that it was not shamedugudui for his father to act this
way, since this is exactly the sort of behavior that should shame an older man. When
Demaenetus says he wants to adoptitbeesof his father, the audience should perceive

some irony”’ Following a father'snoresis generally a good thing. However, in this

case, thenoresare bound to lead to ridicule.

17 Cf. Periplectomenus in tHdiles Gloriosus Callipho in thePseudolusandMicio in the Adelphoe

Konstan labels these "avuncular role[s]" but notes that it is "extraordinary, even uniqu@ateatsanilias
should assume this role" (1978: 217, 1983:50).

8 Though | have translatebsequiunandobsequeras “indulge,” the word itself can have a negative
connotation.Hellegouarc'h suggests thaisequiuntonsists of submitting to another's desires without
guestion, and that it is generally pejorative (217). That depends on the status of those involved. In
comedy obsequiunis shown by children to parenBacch.459,Cist. 84) and by slaves to maste@aft.
418,Curc. 87, Epid. 348,Merc. 150, 158 Heat. Tim827). This is appropriateDccasionallypbsequium

is shown between those of equal rank, whether sl@es449) or free men (old men Andria 822,

Heaut. Tim.152). This is less appropriate. But nowhere else is it shown by a parent to his child. For
obsequentidrom wife to husband, sé&eggiari 238-41.

9 This is not to imply that Demaenetus isearon. Here | use irony in a more general sense, to mean that
the audience knows better than Demaenetus. The fact that Demaenetus' irony is unwitting suggests he is, in
fact, analazon
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Thus, Demaenetus' family history and relationship with his father are somewhat
suspect, though not necessarily damning in a comic situation. His relationship with his
own family, too, reveals some irony:

gquamqguamllum materartecontentequéabet,

patresut consueverunt: egmitto omniahaec.

praesertirguom is madignumquoi concrederet

habuit, mehaberenonoremeiusingeniodecet;

quom meadiit, ut pudentengnatumaequomspatrem,

cupidoesseamicaequoddetargentunsuae.

(78-83)

Although his mother keeps a tight leash on him, as fathers

are accustomed to do; | let these things go. Especially

since he thought me worthy to confide in, it is right to

respect his inclinations. Since he approached me as a

modest son should, | am eager for him to give money to his

girlfriend.
Pudenswith its implications of modesty and chastity, is not a word that one would
normally connect with a young man who is trying to buy his girlfriend fréema But
Demenaetus' construction of the situation reveals his lack of understanding. While he
acts as though his relationship with his son is close, he fails to see that his son was simply
asking him for money. Demaenetus' self-representation as the lenient parent also
backfires, because he admits that he lets his wife rule the roost. A few lines later,
Demaenetus sums up his relationship with his wife in one sentence: "I took her money,
and sold my control for a dowryafgentum accepi, dote imperium venddi). The

audience would undoubtedly laugh at the very common notion of a man being ruled by

his dowered wife. But when Demaenetus has admitted his own culpability, would the



audience identify his character as sympathetic? It seems urffikBlgmaenetus'
unrealistic portrayal of himself and of the situation suggests that he is aalazog a
character who is laughable precisely because he does not know what is going on.

Demaenetus' own construction of events is shown up by Libanus' more realistic
take. When Demaenetus explains that Libanus must defraud him to get the money,
Libanus replies, "How can | defraud you--you've got nothing in your pocket--unless
you've defrauded your wife?Tén ego defraudem, quoi ipsi nil est in manu, nisi quid tu
porro uxorem defraudaveri@4-5). Libanus provides a reality check for Demaenetus,
and confirms that Demaenetus has no real power. Demaenetus then tells Libanus to
defraud anyone he can, whether it be himself, his wife, or his wife's servant Saurea. The
scene ends when the two agree on a plan to deceive Saurea on the pretense of buying an
ass.

At the end of tk first scene, the audience already has its initial impressions of
both Demaenetus and Artemona. Artemona is not described as being particularly scary;
while Demaenetus claims that Artemonamgortunaandincommodathese are hardly
words that strike fear into the hearts of men. It is Libanus who implies she is fearsome--
to Demaenetus, at least. But Demaenetus is a coward, and while helping his son might
seem admirable, his delusions make him ridiculous, and suggest that the audience is
already laughingt him, rather than with him. As far as the audience is concerned,

Libanus may be the most sympathetic person so far--he is the clever slave, and by making

2 Konstan notes that the circumstance "casts some suspicion on the character of Demaenetus' sympathy for
his son . . . His desire for the boy's affection in place of respect is tarnished, because he does not have the
title to respect. He sold it, as he confesses" (1978: 217, 1983: 50-51). Slater notes, "When we learn that he
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asides to the audience and jokes at Demaenetus' expense, he is the comic agent
controlling the laughter in the scefle.

We do not see Demaenetus again until the last act of the play, and his re-
appearance corresponds almost exactly with his wife's first appearance. The middle
portion of the play concentrates on the slaves getting the money, with a few scenes
devoted to the young lovers' plight. On the other hand, two scenes following the initial
dialogue have some bearing on the audience's perception of Demaenetus' character.

At the beginning of Act Two, we meet Cleareleraand mother to Philaenium.
Demaenetus' claims to authority are further undercut by the effaoiperiumwhich
Cleareta exercises over her daughter. In the first scene, Demaenetus' son ARJyrippus
complains to Cleareta about not being able to see his girlfriend, claiming that "she does
these things by your order, she obeys your authority: you are her mother and her master"
(Tuo facit iussu, tuo imperio paret: mater tu eadem €td®). Cleareta responds with
the typically cool logic of aneretrix explaining that she is only doing her dutyficium
173) and that she cares about money, not love. She ends by suggesting that if Argyrippus
wants Philaenium to himself, he should engage her in an exclusive contract. Cleareta
adds that there is another man, Diabolus, who is ready to engage Philaenium on contract
if Argyrippus does not come up with the money. Cleareta's manipulation of Argyrippus

makes her the controlling character, and she makes the audience laugh at him. While

has lost the father's role to his wife, however, we suspect that he will not be any more successful in keeping
control of this play than he has been in keeping control of his marriage" (58).

2 glater, too, notes thatbanus gets the strong exit from this scene, and leaves Demaenetus trailing behind
(58).
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Cleareta'smperiumis not an entirely positive virtue (hence Argyrippus' accusation of
despotism), she does show the parental control that Demaenetus is unable to exercise. It
is ironic that Argyrippus, who suffers too litilmperiumfrom his father (and perhaps too
much from his mother), is arguing against Cleareta's effeiatiperium

In the third act, we see Cleareta interact with her daughter. Cleareta is enraged
that Philaenium is thinking about love, not money, and accuses her daughter of being
willful: "Are you so minded, that you are completely free from the authority of your
mother? An ita tu's anima, ut qui expers matris imperi sib83). Philaenium claims
thatpietaspropels her (507), to which Cleareta responds, "Is this keeping filial duty, to
diminish your mother's authority?M¢cinest pietatem colere, matris imperium minuere?
509). Cleareta continues to berate Philaenium, ending with a classic guilt-trip. She
suggests that while Philaenium is pining away and waiting for Argyrippus' money, she
will bring starvation upon her own mother (529). Cleareta's lecture seems to work, and
Philaenium ends the scene by saying, "You have raised an obedient daughter, mother"
(Audientem dicto, mater, produxisé4).

Cleareta's overbearing character vergeslommie Dearestbut there is no doubt
that she is a parent in charge. The fact that the ingrdriumis repeated in both scenes
with Cleareta, and that Demaenetus uses the word to refer to parental authority, cannot
help but invite a comparison between the two parents. Even if Cleareta is too harsh with

herimperium Demaenetus has maperium

% Havet Rev. Phil29 (1905), 94-7) suggested that this character should be identiflédtasus, the rival
who appears later in the play, and some scholars have followed this suggestion. Lowe is the most recent
scholar to defend the assignment of the linesrggyrippus (158-161), and | follow his arguments.
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At any rate, during the middle of the play we must assume that the audience is
waiting anxiously to see if Libanus and his fellow servant Leonidas can get the money
which will unite the lovers. In this reading, the slaves and the young lovers are on the
same team, and allied with the audience; Demaenetus is (presumably) on the team as
well; it has been implied that Artemona is not.

In the end, the two slaves are successful, but when they give the lover Argyrippus

his money, the audience finds out that there is a catch:

LI hic ineruntviginti minaebonaemala opergartae;
hastibi nos pactis legibus dare iussit.

AR. quid id est, quaeso?

LI noctemhuius et cenarsibi ut dares. ARiube

advenireguaeso:

meritissumceiusquae volet faciemus, qui hosce
amores

nostrosdispulsos compulit. LE. gatierin,
Argyrippe>,

patremhancamplexari tuom? AR. hadaciet
facile, ut patiar.

(734-39)

LI Here inside [this bag] there are twenty goodami,
gotten badly. [Your father] ordered me to
give them to you on one condition.

AR. Whatis it, pray tell?

LI. That you give him one night with her, plus dinner.

AR. Tell him to come, please.

We will do whatever that most deserving man
wants, since he put my love affair back together
after it was shattered.

LE. Will you really allow your father to have his way

with your girl here?

AR. This [bag] makes it easy.

Demaenetus' "sudden" change of character is revealed at a point when he is not even

onstage. The change itself reflects badly on Demaenetus; the deal was already set, and
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now he alters the terms. But the introduction of the twist is a dramatic necessity: the
initial romantic crisis, which concerns the money, has just been solved. The revelation of
Demaenetus' father asnex amatocreates a new crisis that must be solved. Obviously,
the solution will involve removing Demaenetus from his son's love affair. This solution

is made more difficult when we find out that Demaenetus has taken the initiative. When
Argyrippus repeats his order that the slaves should tell his father to go inside, Leonida
replies that Demaenetusabeadyinside (am dudumst intug41). He says that

Demaenetus entered through a back alley because he was afraid that his wife would find
him out fie uxor reciscat metuit43), and adds, "If your mother should find out about the
money . . . what could happen . .dé(argento si mater tua sciat, ut sit factum 744).

These last lines are explicit foreshadowing--but the suspense does not happen
because the audiencensrried about Demaenetus. Quite the opposite: his posture as a
helping character has just been removed, and he is now a blocking character. The
audience knows that he must be eliminated as rival, and they are looking forward to it.
Because they know how much Demaenetus fears his wife, they may even be anticipating
Artemona's entrance.

Act Four serves to heighten the suspense and provide some comic relief.
Argyrippus' former rival Diabolus is dictating his contract with Philaenium to his
parasite. The audience knows that Diabolus is no longer a threat to Argyrippus, so their
laughter is provoked by the absurd amount of control Diabolus writes into his contract.
At the end of the scene, the two go inside Cleareta’'s house, only to re-emerge seconds

later. Diabolus is enraged to find out he can no longer buy Philaenium's services:



sequerdac. gondiaecpatiarauttaceamEmori
memalim, quam haec non eiugori indicem.
antu® apudamicammunusadulescentuli
fungare uxori excuses te elicassenem?
praeripiasscortumamantiatqueargentunobicias
lenaeXsuppiles clandomiuxoremtuam?
suspendarmpotius meguamtu haectacitaauferas.
iamquidemhercle adllam hincibo, quamtu prope diem
nisi quidemilla anteoccupassite, effligesscio,
luxuriaesumptussuppeditare ypossies.

(810-19)

Follow me here! Shall | remain quiet about these things? |
would rather die than not tattle on this man to his wife. Do
you think you can do a young man's job with a girlfriend,
then excuse yourself to your wife and call yourself an old
man? That you can steal a whore for a lover and throw
money at her madam? That you can pillage your home
secretly from your wife? | would rather hang than let you
get away with these actions secretly. By God, I'll go right
now to that woman, whom | know you'll ruin if she doesn't
get the best of you, just so that you can have the money for
luxurious spending at hand.

Diabolus' motives are obviously suspect. But his accusations are telling. Most important

is his juxtaposition of youth and agaunus adulescenéindsenexn lines 812-13. This

is a clear indication that Demaenetus is engaging in age-inappropriate behavior; we will

see this accusation repeated, and the audience has every reason to agree that the behavior

is inappropriate and not fun or sympathetic, given that Demaenetus' behavior is blocking

the young lovers. In addition, Diabolus accuses him of stealing from the household.

Diabolus' accusations bring us to a problem; he is essentially accusing

Demaenetus of age-inappropriate behavior and stealing. These accusations involve moral

judgments that correspond with everyday norms. According to a theory that does not

2 Leo hasin tu?instead ofantu.
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permit everyday morality to enter into comedy, we should find breaking these norms
funny. However, Demaenetus has just lost the audience's sympathy by revealing himself
as asenex amator More importantly, with Diabolus out of the way, Demaenetus is the
only rival and blocking character to his son's romance. Demaenetus' age-inappropriate
behavior is there not sympathetic. Moreover, his role as object of ridicule argues against
his being "fun," in the sense of the audience identifying with his behavior.

Diabolus concludes by telling his parasite, "Go on, make trouble for him, stir up a
dispute, tell her that he is drinking together with his own son at his girlfriend's house"
(823-5). Two things are important here. The first is the explicit mention of stirring up
trouble. This statement is predictive, and guides the audience's expectations: they now
anticipate an exciting final act. The second important feature is Diabolus' specification
that the parasite should mention Artemona's son. As we will see, the son's presence will
be an important part of Artemona's concerns and will provide another charge against
Demaenetus, that of corrupting his own child.

The stage is now set for the final denouement. Act Five begins with a tableau of
Argyrippus, Demaenetus, and Philaenium. It is clear from the dialogue that Demaenetus
is sleazy and Argyrippus is miserable, while Philaenium grins and b&ar&rgyrippus
emphasizes his love for Philaenium (831, 845) but admitpibtsrequires him to
allow his father free rein (831). Demaenetus, on the other hand, begins by saying, "It
doesn't bother you, does it, son, that I'm lying with her@mguidnam tibi molestumst,

gnate mi, si haec nunc mecum acc@®®80). He insists that he still wants to be loved

% paceKonstan, who classifies the scene as "pathetic and rather touching” (1978: 220,1983: 54).
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and not feared as a father (835), but when his son cannot produce a smile on demand
(837-40), Demaenetus becomes distinctly unlovable. In reply to Argyrippus’ plea that he
would prefer his father to pick any other woman (845), Demaenetus replies, "But | want
her' (At ego hanc vol846). Finally, Demaenetus turns to a guilt-trip and says, "You

will endure this one day, since | gave you the power to be with her for a whole year and |
gave you the moneyiium hunc diem perpetere, quoniam tibi potestatem dedi / cum

hac annum ut esses atque amanti argenti feci copi#ira8). Demaenetus has finally

found his paterngbotestasbut he is now abusing it. Since Argyrippus is miserable and
Demaenetus is unrepentant, there is no hope for Demaenetus' character to be redeemed.
In fact, he must be punished.

Enter Artemona. We should recall that Demaenetus’ own comments before her
entrance are limited to two lines, fairly generic, and (as revealed above) rendered
untrustworthy by his own behavior. The slaves' comments, on the other hand, have
merely stressed that Demaenetus fears her and is dependent on her for money. While
these remarks are negative, they do not suggest that Artemona is particularly fearsome.

When Artemona does come onstage, she is eavesdropping and musically
accompanied. Both of these are generally taken as signs of a sympathetic chiaracter.
She is in shock after learning that her husband is unfaithful, and worse yet, corrupting her
son:

Ain tu meumvirum hic potare obsecro, cunfilio
et adamicamdetulisseargentiviginti minas

meoqudilio sciente idfacereflagitium patrem?
(851-3)

% On eavesdropping see Moore 1998b: 34-40 and Slater 134. On music see Moore 1999.
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Are you saying that my husband is drinking here with his
son, and that he has brought twemiyaeto his girlfriend's
house, and that this father is committing this outrage with
my son as witness?

Artemona may not be happy that her husband is at a prostitute's house, but she is more
concerned about her son.

The next exchange reveals that Artemona, rather than being fearsome, is actually
rather naive:

ART. atscelesta egpraeteraliosmeumvirum frugi rata
siccum,frugi, continentemamantenuxoris
maxume.
PA. at nunadehincscitoillum anteomnesminimi
mortalempreti
madidumnihili incontinentermatqueosoremuxoris
suae.
ART. polniistaecveraessentnumquanfacereteaquae
nuncfacit.
PA. egoquogquehercleillum antehadhominemsemper
sumfrugi ratus;
verum hoc facteeseostendit, quguidem cunfilio
potetunaatqueunaamicamductet,decrepitus
senex.
ART. hocecastorestquodille it ad cenamcottidie
ait sese ire adrchidemum,Chaeream,
Chaerestratum,
Cliniam, Chrememgratinum,Diniam,
Demosthenem:
is apudscortumcorruptelaeestliberis lustris studet.
(856-67)

ART. Butwretched me, | thought my husband was worth
more than the others: sober, honest, self-restrained,
and most loving towards his wife.

PA. But now you know that he is the most worthless
man of all: drunk, not at all self-restrained, and
most hateful towards his wife.

ART. By God, if these things weren't true, he would never
do what he's doing right now.
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PA. |too always thought he was an honest man before
now: but by this action he shows his true self, when
he drinks and whores together with his son--that
broken down old man!
ART. Thisis why he went to dinner every day: he says
he's going tArchedemus'Charea’'sChaerestratus’,
Clinas',ChremesCratinusDinias',Demosthenes":
He's really being a corrupting influence on his
children, and hot for brothels.
Because Artemona reveals her previous opinion of her husband, she seems pitiable more
than terrifying at this point. But two themes emedygemona's concern for her son, and
Demaenetus' age-inappropriate behavior. We should also note that it is the parasite, not
Artemona, who starts with the age-based insults by calling Demaelsetepitus
Artemona will soon agree.

At this point,Artemona’s characterization is questionable. She can be read as
ridiculous because of her naivete: she obviously had no idea what her husband was doing.
But her concern for her son is admirable, and as | have already argued, moral virtue is not
incompatible with sympathy. Given that Demaenetus is not winning any sympathy, she
is, at least, not wholly un-sympathetic, nor is she particularly fearsome.

The parasite suggests that Artemona order some mantagk Demaenetus off
home {ubereancillasraperesublimendomum868). But Artemona announces she
wants to make him miserablmiserumhabebo869), to which the parasite responds "He

will be, as long as he's married to yoita foreille, dumquidem cuntlo nuptaeris 870).

Artemona shoots back "l agre@gocensed70)?® This snappy comeback seizes the

% This translation follows Leo's punctuation of a full stop afgwcenseo Line 871 is a crux, making its
interpretation, as well as its connection to line 870, unsure.
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laughter from a bitchy-wife joke and re-allies the audience with ArterffoBg. agreeing
with the remark, Artemona does not confirm her belief in her own inheheatvishness;
rather, she asserts that she will make Demaenetus miserable in the future. She makes the
audience laugh at her no-good husband, and not herself. Furthermore, this comment
shows that Artemona, by seizing control, is becoming a comic agent in her own right.
Artemona then lists more offenses:

sumetiam ratehominem insenatu dareperamautclientibus

ibi laboredelassatunmoctemtotamstertere.

ille operaforis faciendolassusoctu <ad me=advenit:

fundumalienumarat,incultumfamiliaremdeserit.

is etiamcorruptugporrosuomcorrumpitfilium.

(871-75)
| thought that the man worked hard in the senate or for clients and
snored all through the night because he was exhausted from
working.

But he came home tired at night because he was glanagvork:

He plowed another's field, and abandoned his orgown.

He, already corrupt, further corrupts his own son.
Artemona's accusations have a clear moral/social duty embedded in them: they describe
the appropriate actions fompaterfamilias-going to the Senate and attending to clients--
but only to emphasize his neglect of th&niThe field metaphor is likely sexual, but it

may also be a general saying about attending to one's duties at home. Finally, Artemona

is still concerned with the corruption of her son.

71t is possible thatensedchas a political sense here, given the mentisenftusa few lines later. But

Lodge does not identify this lirees one in whicltenseds used in its political sensepfbprie” 1924: 251),
andcenseds frequently used simply to mean "think" (ibid. 151-2).

% Segal (1971:120) suggests that lines such as this "stress the lofty rank of the comic victim." It is unclear
whether Segal is making a class-based argument here. It is true that there are class considerations in
Plautine comedy, and possibly in this line. But the seriousness of the character's standing is certainly
doubtful, given that we have already seen Demaenetus' fall from grace.
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The parasite suggests that Artemona bash the man opsantyfesto opprimere
876), to which she replies that there is nothing she would rather do (877). The parasite
encourages her one last time:

PA. possis, si forte accubaamh tuom virum conspexeris

cum corona amplexum amicam, si videas, cognoscere?
AR.possum ecastor. PA. em tibi hominem. AR&rii!
(878-80)

PA. So, do you think you might be able to recognize your husband if

he happened to be lying on a couch, wearing a crown, and snuggling

with a girlfriend?

ART. Sure. PA. Well, there's your man. ART. I'm dead!
At this point we know that Artemona sees her husband. But the parasite's description of
his attire serves two purposes: it emphasizes the revelry going on inside, but it also adds
another note of ridicule to Demaenetus.

The action then turns to Demaenetus and Philaenium. Notably, only after
Artemona is onstage and eavesdropping do we see her husband hurling his most hurtful
insults. First he claims that nothing can induce him not to steslaafrom home as a
gift for Philaenium (884-6). This statement establishes that Demaenetus is sleazy enough
to steal from his wife. When Demaenetus steals a kiss from Philaenium, he remarks that
it is much sweeter than one from his wife, since her breath smells worse than bilge-water
(898-900).

While misogynist jokes and invective against women are certainly a part of Latin
literature, in this scene we have a different context than in other genres. The fact that

Artemona is eavesdropping, and thus aligned with the audience, combined with the fact

that Demaenetus' behavior is clearly not winning him any sympathy, suggests that
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Artemona belongs at the sympathetic end of the scale, while Demaenetus falls towards
the ridiculous end of the scale. Thus, an audience that would certainly laugh derisively at
Demaenetus' jokes in other contexts might be inclined to feel a little sorry for Artemona
having to hear them from her own husband. When Artemona remarks that Demaenetus is
"Iinvesting with interest"fa@enerato funditgtand that she will take revenge on him by
kissing him, she performs the same trick as before, and plays a misogynist joke off for
her own gain. By getting the last word, Artemona makes the audience laugh, and gains
the upper hand as well as the connection with the audience.

Argyrippus' presence also changes the reception of these misogynist jokes. He is

disturbed by his father's abuse:

ARG. quid ais, pater?
ecquid matrem amas?
DE. egone illam? nunc amo, quia non adest.
ARG. quid cum adest?
DE. periisse cupio.
(899-901)

ARG: What are you saying, dad?
Don't you love mother at all?

DE. [, love her? | love her now, when she's not here.
ARG. What about when shs here?
DE. | wish she were dead.

The audience would laugh at these jokes, but would also see that Demaenetus was pitted
against his own son. In fact, on the scale of the audience's sympathy, we see that
Philaenium and Argyrippus are higher, while Demaenetus is lower.

At this point, Artemona turns to revenge. She says, "Just you wait until you

return home. I'll make you know how dangerous it is to speak ill of a dowered wife"
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(sine venias modo domum, faxo ut scias / quid pericli sit dotatae uxori vitium g@2re

3). At this point, Artemona does not seem to be planning on confronting him until he
gets home. But when Demaenetus toasts his wife's death while throwing the dice (905),
Artemona decides (and outright says) that she can't take it anymore (907). The parasite
suggests it would be best to confront him face-to-facequlos invadi optumumS08)

and leaves.

The parasite's departure clears the stage, and now Artemona is, without a doubt,
the controlling character of the scene. Upon entering the house, she first turns on
Philaenium, and asks what Philaenium is doing with her husband. Philaenium quickly
protests that it wasn't her idea, and that Demaenetus is boring her to death (920-21).
From this point on, Artemona's wrath is focused on her husband. She repeats her phrase
"Rise up, lover, and go home&uyrge amator, i domuymmultiple times, and uses
Demaenetus' own words against him: she lets him know that she knows that she is hateful
to him, that her breath smells, and that he intends to stepalt@r This, again, allows
Artemona to use her superior knowledge to get the last word. By addressing her husband
sarcastically aamator, and repeating his insults back to him, she makes Demaenetus the
object of the audience's laughter.

It is very important to note that, in addition to becoming the controlling character,
Artemona has been the provocateuse of laughter, and not its object. She continues to
provoke laughter as she directs the action. For instance, when Deamaenetus is first
caught:

DE. nullus sum.
ART. immo es, ne nega, omnium pol nequissimus.
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(922)
DE. I'm no one!
ART. That's not true--you're the most worthless
man of all. Don't deny it.
Remarks of this sort leave no doubt that Artemona is willfully making jokes at
Demaenetus' expense. She is making the audience laligh abt at herself.

Further, Artemona is allied with the two lovers. When she accuses Demaenetus

of planning to steal hgralla, Philaenium and Argyrippus are quick to jump in:

ART. iam subrupuistpallam,quamscorto dares?

PH. ecastor, qui subrupturum pallam promisit tibi.

DE. non taces?

ARG. ego dissuadebam, mater.

ART. bellum filium.

(929-31)

ART. Haven't you already stolen my cloak to give to the
whore?

PH. Actually, he pronsed [me] that he wagoingto steal
your cloak.

DE. Won't you shut up? ARG. | tried to dissuade him,
mother.

ART. Good boy.

Artemona's alliance with the lovers argues for her sympathetic reception by the audience.
Especially with the slaves offstage, the two young people are the most sympathetic

characters, and Demaenetus is the character who is blocking their potential happiness. It
is clear that Artemona, by opposing him, is helping the lovers and amusing the audience.

The quarrel continues:

ART. istoscine patreraequomnmest morediberis largirier?
nilne te pudet?
DE. pol si aliud nil sit, tui me, uxor, pudet.
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ART: cano capite te cuculum uxor ex lustris rapit.

(932-4)
ART. Is it right that a father bestow such morals on his
children?
Does nothing shame you?
DE. Well, you make me ashamed, wife, even if nothing else
does.
ART. This wife is dragging a cuck8bout of a whorehouse by

his gray hairs.
Several points emerge from this exchange. The first is that Artemona'’s problem is not
with her son merelpeingin a brothel or having a girlfriend; it is with tpaterfamilias
encouraging and even conspiring in such behavior. The notion of age-appropriate
behavior becomes even clearer when she emphasizes that she will drag him by his gray
head of hair--an explicit reference to his age. Finally, we see Artemona get the last word
again--after Demaenetus makes a wife joke at her expense, she re-affirms her own power
as wife over him. Demaenetus begs to stay for dinner since it is already cooked, but
Artemona tells him, "Today you will sup as you deserve--on big trogadasfor cenabis
hodie ut dignus es--magnum mal@86). The wordlignusis apropos: Demaenetus is
certainly worthy of punishment--not only in Artemona's eyes, but in the eyes of the
audience.

The end of the play confirms the old man's ridiculous standing:

ARG. dicebam, pater, tibi ne matri consuleres male.

PH. de palla memento, amabo.

DE. iuben hanc hinc abscedere?
ART. i domum.

PH. da savium eéim prius quam abiis.

DE. i in crucem.

# Cuculusis used "destultohomine praecipueamatore” (Lodge 329) as Trin. 245. Artemona also calls
Demaenetusuculusat 923. It is also used by one slave insulting anoHens.280 andPseud 96.
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PH. immo intropotius:sequerdac me, mi anime.
ARG. egovero sequor.
(938-41)

ARG. | was telling him not to do you wrong, Mom.
PH. (to Artemona) Don't forget about the cloak!.

DE. (to Argyrippus) Won't you tell her to lay off?
ART. (to Demaenetus) Go home.

PH. (to Demaenetus) Give me a kiss on your way out?
DE. Go to hell!
PH. I'd rather go inside. (to Argyrippus) Follow me in, my love.
ARG. | am!

These are the last words spoken by the characters, and they are hilarious. Argyrippus and
Philaenium are gloating over Demaenetus' deserved comeuppance while Artemona drags
him out. The last line shows that the lovers are united--a typically happy ending. More
important, the lovers are united in revenge with Artemona, and Demaenetus is the sole
object of that revenge.

The epilogue of the play was apparently spoken by the whole troupe of actors.

hic senex siquid clam uxorem suo animo feoitp,
nequenovom neque mirum fecit nec secus quamsalient;
necquisquamest tamingenio duro nec tam firmo pectore,
quinubi quicque occasionis sstbi faciat bene.
nunc si voltis deprecari huic seni ne vapulet,
remurimpetrari posse, plausum si clarum datis.

(942-7)

Even if this old man had some fun unbeknownst to his wife,

he didn't do anything new or remarkable, or different than anyone
else.

Nor does any man have such firm willpower in his mind that he

won't do well by himself if the opportunity arises.

Now, if y'all want to save this old man from a beating,

We think it can be done, if you applaud loudly.



This epilogue is in great measure responsible for the solemn nature of past interpretations
of the play's final act. In the epilogue alone have most critics seen the holiday mentality
that they so crave. But that is because they have taken the epilogue just as over-seriously
as the play itself. This epilogue cannot simply conjure up the spirit of holiday revelry to
"save" an unhappy ending, nor does it contradict the general themes of the play. Like the
Casinas epilogue, it shows that male adultery is not a problem. But this play did not
argue against adultery per se; it argued against inappropriate behavior: making a
spectacle of oneself, as Demaenetus' father did; losing control of oneself, or being so in
love that one forgets one's self and duties; and playing the young lover when one is no
longer young. In fact, as in ti@asing this epilogue implies that visiting a prostitute is
generally acceptable when it is kept a secret. The epilogue does not imply that
Demaenetus was in the right; it implies that the holiday spirit will be most apparent in the
audience's ability to forgive and save a worthless and ridicsknex amatot”

| have argued thaheAsinaria'sdenouement is a masterfully-crafted
meting out of comic justice. Demaenetus' character is not entirely sympathetic from the
beginning, nor is Artemona an unsympathetic shrew. In fact, Demaenetus is rendered
ridiculous from the start by his self-ignorance and age-inappropriate behavior, which is
insulted by several characters, and in the course of the play he becomes unsympathetic by
his role as blocking character. These factors justify his downfall, and Artemona'’s role as

comic avenger, just as they did in thasina Artemona, on the other hand, shows

% \We may compare the epilogue to Bacchideswhere the troupe asserts that the two men would never
have gotten themselves into such trouBig(tium facereny had they not been worthless from the start
(nihili . . . abadulescentip(Bacch.1207-10).
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admirable concern for her son, and does not take revenge on her husband until he has
spoken his most hurtful insults in her hearing. Her alliance with the lovers and
Demaenetus' rivalry with his son further her connection with the audience. The last scene
therefore constitutes an ending which the audience would consider both just and
humorous. In fact, given the great pains that Plautus took to demonize Demaenetus in the
final scene, the beating of Demaenetus could be no more disturbing than the beating of a
pimp or other blocking character.

It is equally important to note that Artemona'’s active role as comic avenger
prevents her from being merely the butt of Demaenetus' abuse or the audience's laughter.
The dialogue of the last scene plainly demonstrates that she is the one controlling the
action and making the audience laugh, a phenomenon which has a clear parallel in
Cleostrata's control at the end of asina Artemona, like Cleostrata, "steals" the
laughter from her husband. Artemona furthers her son's love affair, just as Cleostrata did.
We should see Artemona, like Cleostrata, as a justified comic heroine.

The issue of age-appropriate behavior as presented in this play &aktha
should make us re-evaluate the relationship of Roman comedy and morality. Holiday
mentality does not equate with the removal of all moral judgments. The fact that other
characters generally make jokes at the expense sktiex amatodemonstrates that this
character is meant to be ridiculed by the audience. This, in turn, argues that the age-
inappropriate behavior described in the play itself is a moral judgment that exists

simultaneously in the world of the play and in the spectators' minds.
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In fact, even theorists like Frye and Segal imply that the ending of a comic play
restores a certain morality, or returns to a shared set of social norms. In this play, and
perhaps in general, critics have simply been too literal about readiegdbéthe play
as "the moral part." In thasinaria the dramatic action of the plot demonstrates that a
concern for the social norm of age-appropriate behavior runs throughout the play. Hence,
we cannot say that the world of Plautine comedy is devoid of all morality.

In fact, we should begin to ask if the play does not impart or reinforce some social
norms by ridiculing those who violate them. For what else casethex amatosignify
to the audience? Surely the audience does not identify with this ridiculous figure.

Rather, they hope that they are not him. And the plays do not merely suggest that the
men's behavior would be acceptable if they were not caught. The derisive laughter
emphasizes that the uncontrolled behavior in and of itself is not appropriate. The success
of the young lover's romance, on the other hand, does encourage license in love--as a vice
of youth, which even Cicero would later claim had to be forgiven.

This question of audience identification lies at the heart of assumptions about
sympathy. It is often assumed that the audience was exclusively or predominantly made
up of Roman men, and that they would identify with characters who were also men. But
even given that assumption, if we assume that in their holiday escapism these men want
to see themselves as young bucks, we must admit that they are not identifying with
Demaenetus--they are in fact identifying with Argyrippus. Argyrippus, in turn, is

perfectly allowed to frequent brothels, have a girlfriend, and be kind of stupid, because he

% E.g.Cael 42,Sen.12.



is young. Demaenetus' character, on the other hand, is not allowed to be overly

emotional or stupid, and is punished for his behavior.

Mercator

Compared to othesenex amataotuxor dotataplays, theMercator has received
relatively little scholarly attention. In the nineteenth century and beyond, it was
considered one of Plautus' less worthwhile plays, both because of its style and because of
its "obscene"” conterit. This is surprising, since the dialogue is some of Plautus' best,
and nothing in this play is any more obscene than usual. For our purposes, the play
demonstrates the character development of¢hex amatomost expansively, and
demonstrates how theor dotatas role fits in with other characters who joke about the
senex amator

The plot of theMercatorbears many similarities to that of tAsinaria both have
asenex amatoin love with his son's concubine, as well asigor dotatawho makes a
fool of her husband. But in thiercator, there are two sets of fathers and sons:
Demipho, the firssenex amatgrand his son Charinus; and Lysimachus, another old
man, and his son Eutychus--all of whom know each other. Charinus has bought a
girlfriend, Pasicompsa, in Rhodes and returned home with heruxbnelotataDorippa
is married to thesenex_ysimachus, while we never see Demipho's wife. Lysimachus at

first seems to show a little more sense than Demipho. Through a close reading of the

* For an excellent summary of nineteenth- and twentieth-century criticistefiege 1995: 9-13. For a
contrary view, sedlorwood, who thought it waBlautus' best play (53).
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play, however, it becomes clear that Lysimachus too has fallen under Pasicompsa's spell
and become senex amator

In theMercator, even more than in thisinaria, age-inappropriate behavior is
noted and ridiculed by a variety of characters, including Dorippa. But she does not have
much stage time, since she does not make her first entrance until about half-way through
the play. Thus, she has not received much critical attention. However, even passing
remarks tell us how her character has been read: Lefévre characterizes her as "lberlegen-
ironische,"” and Nixon's stage directions also indicate that her lines are to be spoken with
dry irony® Using "irony" to describe her comedy implies that she isiram, the one
who pretends to less knowledge than she has, and shares this knowledge with the
audience. And so she is: in her initial interactions with her husband Lysimachus, she
suspects him (but does not accuse him outright) of being in love with a prostitute, a
suspicion which the audience would recognize as justified. In order to understand her
role, however, it is necessary to examine the play's general treatmensehéxeamator
and to show how much time is devoted to makingsrees amatordeok ridiculous.

The first act of the play is notable for its lengthy expositions. The prologue is
delivered by Charinus (1-110). We learn that he has just returned from Rhodes, and that
he was sent there because he fell in love witteeetrix to whom he was losing his
father Demipho's moneyds patris43). Charinus tells us that his father Demipho
berated him, and related his own stern upbringing, in which work was its own reward and

he never had time to love (61-79). After the prologue, Charinus' slave Acanthio runs up

3 | efévre 1995: 34; Nixopassim cf. alsoEnk 150.
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urgently. Through him we find out that Charinus' father Demipho has boarded the ship
looking for his son and has seen the girl (181). Demipho asked who she was, and
Acanthio told him that Charinus had bought her as a maid for his mother (201). After
that, Demipho began to fondle the gsubigitare203-4). Charinus is now in a tizzy,
because he did not want his father to find out about Pasicompsa at all, and now he is
worried that his father will not believe such a pretty girl could be a maid (209-10), nor
does he feel it is right to lie to his father (209).

These two scenes provide quite a bit of information about preoniWe learn
about his stern upbringing, only to find out in the next scene that he has taken a sexual
interest in Pasicompsa. His status asr@ex amatois established, but so too is his
previously respectable behavior. On the other hand, he may have been lying. His goal,
after all, was to chastise Charinus' behavior. In fact, Demipho will soon contradict what
he told his son and remark that he has loved in his youth (264). It is impossible to know
whether the audience would find Demipho's character suspect. But, at any rate, the
rivalry between father and son has already been established, and we know the father is
destined to lose. We also know that Charinus is a good son--he left for Rhodes because
he did not want to cause trouble for his family, and now he is ashamed to lie to his father.

Act Two begins with Demipho's entrance. He has a long, bizarre monologue
about the dream he had last night, which involved a beautiful shefgaaboga capra
229) that was the object of his affectiobsife velle illi visus su@45). But the she-goat
caused no end of trouble: she devoured the neighbor's wife's dowry, upset the she-goat he

already owned, and was finally taken away by a goat kid. This dream accurately, if

13t



metaphorically, describes the plot of the play. Demipho has already discerned the
significance of the she-goat after his visit to the harbor:

atque ego illi aspicio forma eximia mulierem,

filius quam advexit meus matri ancillam suae

guam ego postquam aspexi, non ita amo ut sani solent

homines, sed eodem pacto ut insani solent.

amavi hercle equidem ego olim in adulescentia,

verum ad hoc exemplum numqguam, ut nunc insanio.

unum quidem hercle iam scio, periisse me;

vosmet videte ceterum quanti siem.

nunc hoc profecto sic est: haec illast capra;

verum hercle simia illa atque haedus mihi malum

adportant, atque eos esse quos dicam hau scio.

sed conticiscam, nam eccum it vicinus foras.
(260-71)

| saw there a really beautiful woman, whom my son had

brought as a maid for his mother. After | saw her, | fell in

love, not like a sane man, but just as crazy men do. | loved

this way once, in my adolescence, but | was never as crazy

as | am now. | know one thing--I'm done for. You'll see

what I'm worth. This is how it goes: that girl is the she-

goat. But, by God, that monkey and that goat-kid are

bringing me trouble, and | don't know who they are. But

I'll shut up, since my neighbor's coming out.
Here we see that Demipho is madly in love, and knows it. He himself admits that his
passion is more appropriate for youth than age (264), but that even in his youth he was
never as crazy as this (265). His statuseaex amatois confirmed, but his relationship
with the audience is debatable. Since he admits that his love is inappropriate to his age,
he maintains some self-knowledge and does not quite come ofiéazan But the
audience knows that he is already in competition with his son, which may make him less

sympathetic. Certainly, as the play progresses, Demipho's self-knowledge decreases and

his ridiculousness increases.
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Lysimachus enters, giving instructions to his slave and unwittingly playing out
Demipho's dream:
LYS. profecto ego illunc hircum castrari volo,
ruri qui vobis exhibet negotium.
DEM. nec omen illud mihhecauspicium placet.
guasi hircum metuae uxor mecastret mea,

atque illius haec nunc simiae partis féfat.
(273-6)

LYS. | wantyou to castrate that goat, who's causing you
trouble at the farm.
DEM. (Aside) | don't like this omen or augury! I'm afraid
that my wife will castrate me like that goat, and that
she will play the part of that monkey.
Though made unwittingly, Lysimachus' joke already puts Demipho in an inferior position
and makes the audience laugh at his expense. Demipho's fear of metaphorical castration,
combined with the prophetic dream, suggest to us that Demipho is in for trouble. After
the two old men greet each other, the scene focuses on Lysimachus making fun of
Demipho's ridiculous behavior. Their first exchange concentrates explicitly on

Demipho's age:

DEM. quid tibi ego aetatis videor?

LYS. Acherunticus,
senex vetus, decrepitus.

DEM. pervorse vides.
puer sum, Lysimache, septuennis.

LYS. sanun es,
qui puerum te esse dicas?

DEM. vera praedico.

(290-93)

DEM. How old do | sem to you?
LYS. Close to death, an ancient old man, pretty worn-

% Leo brackets 276.



down.
DEM. Your vision is skewed. Lysimachus, I'm a seven-
year-old boy!
LYS. Are you sane, saying you're a boy?
DEM. | am.
Lysimachus concludes that Demipho must be referring to the second childhood of
senility, but Demipho rebukes him, saying he's twice as potent as he ever was. This
dialogue sets the tone for the men's relationship throughout the play: Lysimachus will
continue to make fun of Demipho's age-inappropriate behavior, while Demipho will
feebly defend himself. Moreover, Lysimachus' jokes will have their expected effect on
the audience: Lysimachus is the controlling character in this relationship, and he will
continuously make the audience lawgibemipho.
Not that Demipho isn't already ridiculous. He finally, and cagily, admits that he is
in love:
DEM. hodie ire in ludum occepi litterarium,
Lysimache. ternas scio iam.
LYS. quid ternas?
DEM. amo.
LYS. tun capite cano amas, senex nequissime?
DEM. si canum seu istunitilum sive atrumst, amo.
(303-6)
DEM. Today | began grammar school, Lysimachus. |
already know three words.
LYS. What three?
DEM. "l love you."
LYS. Your grey head is in love, you worthless old man?
DEM. Whether my head is grey, red or black, imtove.
Lysimachus' insults parallel Artemona's in fkenaria both mention grey haic@num
caput)and decrepitudedécrepituy. Both characters also say that such behavior defines

anequissimus seneX he fact that Lysimachus, who is Demipho's contemporary and
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equal, uses these insults should make us recomsittenona'’s use of them. We cannot

now say that her description of Demaenetus originates solely from her unpleasant,

prudish, or sexually jealous nature. We must admit that both her insults and Lysimachus
are based on a more common conception of age-appropriate behavior.
In fact, Lysimachus repeatecrepitusa few lines later:

LYS. nam meo quidem animo vetulus decrepitus senex
tantidemst quasi sit signum pictum in pariete.

DEM. nunc tu megredo, castigare cogitas.

LYS. egonte?

DEM. nihil estiam quod tu mihi suscenseas:
fecere tale ante alii spectati viri.
humanum amarest, humanum autem ignoscerest:
ne sis me obiurga, hoc non voluntas me impulit.

LYS. quin non obiurgo.

DEM. at ne detaorem tamen
hoc facto ducas.
LYS. egon te? ah, ne di siverint.
(314-23)

LYS. In my opinion, a decrepit, little old man is about as
much use as a picture painted on a wall.

DEM. Now you're trying to chastise me, | think.

LYS. lam?

DEM. There's ndting you can be angry with me about:
Other respectable men have done it before me.
It is human to love, and it is also human to forgive.
Don't quarrel with me, please; my will doesn't
propel me in this matter.

LYS. I'm not quarreling.

DEM. Then don'think less of me.

LYS. Think less of you? God forbid.

Demipho's self-defense is the culmination of his behavior throughout this scene. He

began by claiming he was a child young enough to attend school, which was ridiculous



enough coming from a sixty-year-old m&nThat claim also showed that Demipho's
self-awareness from the previous scene was fading fast. However, his defense that "other
respectable men have done it,” and his plea that it is not really his fault, may be more
ridiculous still. Even his claim that "to love is human" is suspect. While this sentiment
might normally find a soft spot in the audience's hearts, Lysimachus' presence and
continual jokes make it unlikely. His sarcastic final remark, "Think less of you--God
forbid," makes the audience laugh all the more at Demipho's outrageous behavior.
Lysimachus departs, and Demipho announces his plans to go to the harbor and try to
persuade his son to sell him the girl.

After Charinus is bullied into giving up the girl and both defdarsimachus
comes to pick Pasicompsa up for Demipho. As we see Lysimachus' reaction to
Pasicompsa, itis revealed that he may not be as sensible as we previously thought.
Pasicompsa sweet-talks Lysimachus, repeatedly addressing mnseiseX503, 508,
525), and making provocative remarks about how it usually goes better for bad girls than
good ones (511). Lysimachus, for his part, does not seem immune to her charms. He
tells her not to ruin such pretty eyes with crying (501) and tries to comfort her. However,
Lysimachus still seems ahead of the game. He tells Pasicompsa that he is going to give
her a sixty-year-old sheep to tend and fleece. The sheep is obviously Demipho, and the
metaphor of fleecing sheep is one that is used of prostitutes getting what they want from

unsuspecting mefi. The fact that Lysimachus is able to see how Pasicompsa operates

* We find out fromLysimachus thabemipho is sixty (line 524).
% E.g., theBacchis sisters, addressing two old men, extend the sheep metaphor over many lines near the
end of theBacchideg1122-1139).
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shows that his wits are not entirely gone. The scene ends when Lysimachus tells
Pasicompsa that, though he is not her owner, she will stay at his house for the day since
his wife is away in the country. While this scene does not make Lysimaskus»xa
amator, it shows that his willpower is not as strong as we might have expected. We
should also consider that Pasicompsa is plying her meretricious'triideile she acts
helpless to get the old man's sympathy, he reluctantly resists her charms.

Demipho enters and confirms his own ridiculous statiseasx amator

tandem impetravi ut egomet me corrumperem:

emptast amica clam uxorem et clam filium.

certumst, antiqua recolam et servibo mihi.

decurso spatio brevgiod vitaerelicuomst

voluptate, vino et amore delectavero.

nam hanc se bene habere aetatem nimiost aequius.

adulescens quom sis, tum quom est sanguis integer,

rei tuae quaerundae convenit operam dare;

demum igitur quom sis senex, tum in otium

te conloces, dum potes ames: id iam lucrumst

quod vivis. hoc ut dico, factis persequar.

interea tamen huc intro ad me invisam domum:

uxor me exspectat iam dudwsurienglomi;

lamiurgio enicabit, si intro rediero.

verum hercle postremo, utut est, non ibo tamen,

sed hunc vicinum prius conveniam quam domum

redeam; ut mihi aedis aliquas conducat volo,

ubi habitet istaec mulier. atque eccum it foras.
(544-560)

At last I've achieved my own corruption! I've bought the
girlfriend and kept it from my wife and son. I've decided
to take up my old ways and please myself. With such a
short time of life left, I'll enjoy pleasure, wine, and love.
For it's only too just to treat myself well at my age. When
you're a young man, and your blood is hearty, that's the
appropriate time for taking care of business; at last, when

% As George notes, she is still presented as a passive object for possession, who must wheedle whoever
owns her. (83-5)
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you're old, you should give yourself free time, while you're

still able to love--for then, every day you live is profit. |

will follow up on what I've said with action. But

meanwhile, I'll look in on my home: my wife has been

waiting hungrily for me for a long time now. She'll do me

in with quarreling, if I go inside. But, be that as it may--I

won't go in. I'll drop in on my neighbor before returning

home; | want him to rent a house for me, where that girl

can live. But look--there's my neighbor.
This speech furthers Demipho's characterizaticdamon Pretending to be
philosophical, he now claims that old age is the right time for pleasure and love. This is
clearly in opposition to societal norms about old age. Demipho's wsewfis also
significant: old age can be the time for leisure, but Demipho perverts the meaning of this
word. Later in the play, we will see that even the ideatioimis still connected to men's
duties to the state. While Demipho's behavior can be classified as a Saturnalian role-
reversal, we should note two things. The first is his by now absolute self-ignorance,
which guarantees his status as object of laughter. The second is the fact that role-reversal
in and of itself may be funny but not sympathetic; as we saw iAdimaria age-
inappropriate behavior is not necessarily something that the audience is supposed to
identify with or forgive. They laugh at, and not with, the character. The fact that
Demipho is in competition with his son is also a factor: he is a blocking character, and a
ridiculous one at that. So while we can describe Demipho's behavior in terms of role-
reversal, we should also remember what this means to the audience. Finally, Demipho's

fear of his wife is worth considering. We have already seen that Demipho is misbehaving

and has good reason to fear his wife. Moreover, the earlier mention of castration is still



in the audience's mind. The audience is expecting Demipho to be castrated, at least
metaphorically, and they will expect a wife to arrive at some point as a comic avenger.

The next scene (562-87) shows more interaction between Lysimachus and
Demipho. Noting Demipho's eagerness to get inside, Lysimachus calls him a castrated
old sheep\ervex567), and accuses him of having bad breath and being a hairy goat
(ieiunitatis plenus, anima foetida, senex hirco569-70). We should note that the nature
of the insults has changed: they have gone from criticism based on age-inappropriate
behavior to more general insults appropriate to invective. The question is whether
Lysimachus is now jealous of Demipho, having seen the girl. If so, the dynamic with the
audience may have changed: they may laugh at Lysimachus' insults, but they may also
laugh at Lysimachus himself now that he too is in love. Lysimachus suggests setting up a
dinner to get Pasicompsa in the mood, and the two men leave to set it up. The fact that
the two are shopping together may indicate that they are now sharing an interest in the
girl. In his last line, however, Lysimachus warns Demipho that he must get Pasicompsa
out of the house soon, because he fears that his wife will come back from the country
(586-7).

Lysimachus' words prove prophetic. After a brief interval where the two young
men discuss the possibility of finding out more about Pasicompsa's birth, Dorippa enters
with her old servant Syra (667) saying that she has returned because of her woman's
intuition (ingenium668). While Syra carries their things inside, Dorippa makes an
offering to Apollo:

Apollo, quaeso te, ut des pacem propitius,
salutem et sanitatem nostrae familiae,
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meoque et parcas gnato pace propitius.
(678-80)

Apollo, | beg that you kindly give my household peace,

health, and propriety, and that you kindly spare my son.
Dorippa shows that she is a pious woman, and that she, like Artemona, has special
concern for her son. Moreover, since Dorippa's son has no love affair going on, we know
that she cannot be a blocking character. This suggests that her initial reception is
sympathetic. In addition, as | have suggested, the old men are already in a position to be
laughed at, and Demipho certainly deserves a comeuppance. Lysimachus, depending on
whether or not he is overtly in love with Pasicompsa, may also deserve some comic
justice. In fact, the audience will now be waiting for the fun to start, since they know that
there is a courtesan in Dorippa's house.

Syra returns, very agitated, and tells Dorippa that there is a hooker in the house
(mulier meretrix685). Dorippa goes inside to investigate, and Lysimachus enters,
announcing that he has hired a cook. Almost immediately, Dorippa re-enters. After he
greets Dorippa, Lysimachus asks how the country foigtici) are doing, and Dorippa
replies that they are behaving much more chastely than the city folk (714). She proceeds
to question Lysimachus mercilessly about the girl--who she is, whose she is, and what
she is doing inside. Lysimachus plays innocent, and whines:

LYS. non possum, ita instas; urges quasi pro noxio.
DOR. scio, innoxiu's.

(723-4)
LYS. I can't, you're pushing me so much; you press

me as though I'm guilty.
DOR. (Sarcastically) Oh, I'm sure you're not.
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After more blustering, Lysimachus claims that he was made an arbitcatex) (n the
girl's case (733). Dorippa is unconvinced:
DOR. iudex? iamscio:
nunctu in consilium istam advocauvisti tibi.
LYS. immo, sic: sequestro mihi datast.
DOR. intellego.
(735-7)
DOR. Judge? Oh, I'm sure. And now you've called her
into counsel with you.
LYS. No, it's like this: she was given to me for
safekeeping.
DOR. | see.
Dorippa has the upper hand in this scene. Her husband frantically tries to make excuses,
and squirms as Dorippa makes it clear that she does not believe him. Moreover, her
remarks, though brief, contribute to the ironic character that Nixon and Lefevre saw. Itis
worth noting that by reading Dorippa asearon, we must admit that she is sympathetic.
An eiron operates by pretending to be less than (s)he is. In this case, rather than
accusing Lysimachus outright, Dorippa feigns ignorance; by doing so, she shares her
knowledge (or at least suspicion) of the real situation with the audience and uses it to
torment her husband. This makes the audience laugh at the husband.

Things go from bad to worse when the cook arrives, and, in Dorippa’s presence,
proclaims the benefits of cooking for a lover: the lover will be occupied looking,
embracing, kissing, and chattingdere, amplecti, osculari, alloq@5), so the cooks
will take home most of the food. Lysimachus frantically tries to deny that he has ordered

the lovers' meal, but the cook will not be stopped.

COC. haecintuaest amica, quam dudum mihi
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te amare dixti, quom obsonabas?
LYS. non taces?
COC. satis scitum filum mulieris. verum hercle anet.
LYS. abindierectus?

COC. haud malast.

LYS. an tu malu's.

COC. scitam hercle opinor concubinam hanc.
(753-57)

COC. Is this the girlfriend who you told me you were in
love with, while you were shopping?

LYS. Shut up, will you?

COC. She's a fine piece of work. Maybe a little old. . .

LYS. Get the hell out of here, OK?

COC. She's not bad.
LYS. Butyou are.
COC. Really, I think she'll be a fine concubine.

Here we find out that Lysimachus is, without douldgeaex amator Hehasfallen in
love with Pasicompsa, and he has even shared that information with th& dodkis
interaction, the cook is the controlling character and comic agent: he makes Lysimachus
the object of the audience's laughter, while Lysimachus tries desperately to escape his
wife's wrath.

The cook continues to get Lysimachus into hot water. He reminds Demipho that
this cannot be his wife since he just said she was in the country. Moreover, he adds,
Lysimachus said he hated her like a snaleefas te odisse aeque atque angle)>

Lysimachus appeals to his wife, telling her he never said any such thing, but Dorippa

#tis, of course, debatable whether the cook is telling the truth asimachus' infatuation, and if he

really does not know whDorippa is. If he does know, he is feigniggorace and willfully getting

Lysimachus in trouble. If he does not, he is merely the unwitting agégsimhachus' destruction.

However, given that the cook has a distinct purpose, i.e., to get his pay, and that he makes a fairly pointed
nasty remark (aboltysimachus fearing his wife, 768) we should identify him as an intentional comic

agent rather than an unintentionally-harmful dimwit.

¥ Leo considers this line corrupt and bracletgue
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responds: "Do you deny it? It's clear you hate re@a(n negas? palam istaec fiunt, te

me odiss@63-4). The cook, ostensibly trying to make things better, tells Dorippa, "No,

no, he didn't say he hated you, but his wife, who's in the country" (765). Finally,
Lysimachus outright tells the cook that Dorippa is his wife, at which point the cook
suggests that Lysimachus is afraid of her (768). The cook makes Lysimachus squirm,
just as Dorippa did. Finally, after being paid, the cook leaves. At this point, Dorippa
cannot stand it any more, and she demands that Syra get her father (787-8). She leaves,
never to return.

Both Dorippa and the cook make jokes at Lysimachus' expense. Lysimachus, on
the other hand, cannot successfully direct the audience's laughter. It is still possible that
the audience would feel sorry for him, given that he is not the puffed-up and delusional
senex amatothat Demipho is. In addition, he is not the one who bought Pasicompsa.
Thus, his crimes are forgivable. But it is important to note that Dorippa, far from being
the lone and shrewish voice of morality, works in conjunction with other characters in the
play: Lysimachus himself condemned Demipho for exactly the sort of behavior that he is
now practicing, and the cook, too, makes Lysimachus the object of laughter. All of this is
to say that Lysimachus' behavior is not rewarded.

Lysimachus arrives cursing Demipho and Pasicompsa, and as he enters his house,
he suggests to his wife that they might as well enjoy the dinner he bought. Syra returns,
looking for Dorippa, and runs into Eutychus. Seeing Syra, Eutychus asks if his mother is
back. Syra replies: "Yes, and with good result for herself and her houselsald!" (

quidem salute ac familiai maxun8d1). When Eutychus asks what has happened, Syra



tells him that his father has introduced a girlfriend into the hame&éam adduxit intro

in aedis813), and that when his mother came back, she found her at advemiens
mater eam offendit dorBil4). Eutychus is concerned, and goes inside to check the
situation out. Before departing, Syra delivers a monologue on the double standard of

fidelity, which again implies Dorippa's innocence and Lysimachus' bad beffvior.

The final scene begins with Demipho trying to soothe Lysimachus, who is
worried about his wife. Before long, the two young men re-enter. Eutychus tells his
father that Dorippa has been pacifisddatan®62,placida et placat®65) and formally
addresses Demipho: "I announce to you that you have no girlfrigbiddricam esse
nullam nuntio966). Eutychus levels his accusations at Demipho:

EUT. nam te istac aetate haud aequom filio fuerat tuo
adulescenti amanti amicam eripere emptam argento

suo.

DEM. quid tu ais? Charini amicast illa?

EUT. ut dissimulat malus!

DEM. ille quidan illam sese ancillam matemisse
dixerat.

EUT. propteredgitur tu mercatu's, novos amator, vetus
puer?

LYS. optume hercle, pergdu>, egoadsistam hinc
altrinsecus.

quibus est dictis dignus, usque oneremus ambo.

(972-78)

EUT. Why, the improprigt of a man of your age, to seize
his son's sweetheart, when he's young, and loves
her, and had bought her with his own money!

DEM. What's that? She, the sweetheart of Charinus?

EUT. (to his father) How the villain dissembles!

DEM. But he said he had boligher as a maid for his

mother!

“* The monologue will be discussed at length in Chapter 3.
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EUT. So that was why you purchased her, young lover?
Eh, old boy?
LYS. A good point, by Jove! Keep it up, son, I'll station
myself on the other side of him! Let's both give
him a good load of the language he deserves!

Demipho's ridiculous and age-inappropriate behavior is made an object of derision. The
rest of the scene focuses on Demipho being insulted by Lysimachus and Eutychus.
Eutychus accuses him of injuring an innocent son (988) and concentrates on getting
Demipho to give Pasicompsa back to Charinus. Lysimachus returns to making fun of
Demipho, calling hintarva (980-81) and lecturing him on age-appropriate behavior.

LYS. temperare istac aetate istis decebat artibus.

DEM. fateor, deliqui profecto.

LYS. etiamloquere, larva?
vacuom esse istac ted aetate his decebat rfbxiis.
itidem ut tempus anni, aetatem aliam aliud

factum condecet.
nam si istuc ius est, senecta aetate scortari senes,
ubi locist res summa nostra publica?

DEM. ei, perii miser.

LYS. adulescates rei agendae isti magis solent operam

dare.
(982-7)

LYS. Atyour age, you should be governed by civility.

DEM. | confess, | was wrong!

LYS. Are you still talking, worm?
Your time of life should be free from obnoxious
behavior. For just as there are different years of life,
different actions befit different times of life. For if
this situation were acceptable, and old men went a-
whoring in their advanced age, where would the
most important affairs of state hang?

DEM. I'm done for.

LYS. Young men ought to be busy doing those things.

“l Leo brackets this line.



Here, Lysimachus makes the connection between age and civic responsibility explicit.
When Demipho repents, and says he only want his son's forgiveness for the injury,
Lysimachus sarcastically says: "Beg him to overlook the delectations of your hot young
blood!" (ora ut ignoscat delictis tuis atque adulescen8@d). Eutychus threatens to tell
Demipho's wife, but decides not to in order to shorten the play. It is agreed that all will
go inside and discuss their business, and Eutychus reassures his father once again that his
mother is not angry.

The epilogue is delivered by Eutychus:

immo dicamus senibus legeranseo,

priusquam abeamus, qua se lege teneant contentique sint.

annos gnatus sexaginta qui erit, si quem scibimus

si maritum sive hercle adeo caelibem scortarier,

cumeo nos hac lege agemus: inscitarbitrabimur,

et per nos quidem hercle egebit qui suom prodegerit.

neu quis quam posthac prohibeto adulescentem filium

quin amet et scortum ducat, quod bono fiat modo;

siquis prohibuerit, plus perdet clam qua si praehibuerit
palam.

haec adeo ut ex hac nocte primum lex teneat senes.

bene valete; atque, adulescentes, haec si vobis lex placet,

ob senum sercle industriam vos aequom est clare plaudere.

(1015-26)

Before we go, | move that you pass a law for old men to
keep and be restrained by. Whatever sixty-year-old, be he
married or single, takes a whore, if we find out about it, we
will treat him in accordance with the law, and we shall
think him foolish; and by our doing, whoever goes through
his own property will be a pauper. Nor shall anyone
prevent his adolescent son from loving and whoring, so
long as he does so within due bounds; if anyone does stop
his son, he will lose more financially than if he had
provided the money in the first place. Let the law hold old
men starting tonight. Good-bye , be well, and you young
men, if you like this law, it's only right that you clap loudly,
for the sake of the old men's enthusiasm for trying.
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The epilogue emphasizes the same themes that have been prominent in the rest of the
play: age-appropriate behavior, especially when it comes to having love affairs, and
money. Any man who does not behave in an age-appropriate manner is fostghg,

as has been amply demonstrated by the action of the play. In this regard there is a clear
intersection of social norms and comic justice. Demipho's punishment at the end
parallels Demaenetus' in tAsinaria it is deserved, comically just, and funny to the
audience. Further, this prologue, like the others, puts a high value on being discreet.
Once again, the threat is contingent on being found out.

In theMercator, age-appropriate behavior is a constant theme. The fact that
multiple characters make fun of Demipho shows that insults about age are not solely the
prerogative ofixores dotatae in this play, we see a young man, an old man, and a cook
making jokes at theenex amatds expense. From this play, we can better define how
morality intersects with comedy. The holiday spirit can forgive vices--as long as they are
age-appropriate. The young man who bought a girlfriend gets to keep her, and even if
Charinus is extreme when it comes to emotions, he is forgiven precisely because he is an
adolescent. The old men, however, appear ridiculous when they try to pursue love
affairs. Lysimachus is punished when his wife comes home unexpectedly. The cook
makes things even worse, but Lysimachus eventually learns his lesson. Demipho, on the
other hand, needs the final taunting in the last scene to admit that he was wrong and
return to his proper place as a responsible old man. Thus, societal norms about age are

enforced rather than overturned. This enforcement occurs not only at the ending, but
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throughout the entire play: Demipho's ridiculous behavior is a continual butt of jokes and
source of the audience's laughter.

As | have shown, Demipho's and Lysimachus' status as objects of derision should
make us question the assumption that Dorippa would be unsympathetic. She is no
different from other characters who make jokes at the expenses#drthe amatores
Her behavior may be moral (she is concerned about her son and her household), but it
also fits in with the comic lesson of the play. We should not assume that the audience

would react differently to her than to any other character making jokes.

Menaechmi

Leaving plays about married life, we now turn to a play about escaping married
life. TheMenaechmimay be the play that inspired Segal's Saturnalian nfodeid it is
certainly the play that best fits a model associating prostitutes with pleasure and wives
with duty. The Menaechmus who lives at Epidamnus has an unhappy marriage, and we
see his relief when he escapes from his wife into the arms of his favorite prostitute. His
wife, an unnamedhatrong could be the least sympathetic married woman in Plautus.
However, we need to examine the play in the same terms as thepaithdotataplays.
The Menaechmi are neenes amatore# fact, one is addressedaulescen$l35).
Yet, while age-inappropriate behavior is not the issue at stake, other behavior makes
Epidamnian Menaechmus a ridiculous character. Because of thisattenahas scenes

similar to those between tsenes amatoreemd their wives. We should be careful not to

“2 Segal (1969) treats this play in a separate article.
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read Epidamnian Menaechmus too easily as the primary character with whom the
audience identifies, nor should we assume that his wife is entirely unsympathetic.
Finally, the play can show us something about the contrast between wives and prostitutes
onstage and how the audience's reading of the situation might differ from the characters'.
We know from the prologue that two brothers were separated as toddlers and
brought up in different towns: one in Epidamnus, one in Syracuse. Syracusan
Menaechmus is on his way to Epidamnus to find his brother. In addition, we learn that
Epidamnian Menaechmus haswor dotata(61). After a monologue by the parasite
Peniculus, Epidamnian Menaechmus makes his entrance, arguing with his wife:

Ni mala, ni stulta sies, ni indomita imposcu@mi,
guodviro esse odio videas, tute tibi odio habeas.
praeterhac si mihi tale post hunc diem
faxis, faxo foris vidua visas patrem.
nam quotiens foras ire volo,
me retines, revocas, rogitas,
guo ego eam, quam rem agam, quid negoti geram,
quid petam, quid feram, quid foris egerim.
portitorem domum duxi, ita omnem mihi
rem necesse eloqui est, quidquid egi atque ago.
nimium ego tehabuidelicatamnuncadeo ut facturus
dicam.
guando egdibi ancillas, penum,
lanam, aurum, vestem, purpuram
bene praebeo nec quicquam eges,
malo cavebis si sapis,
virum observare desines.
atque adeo, ne me nequiguam serves, ob eam industriam
hodie ducam scortum ad cenam atque aliquo condicam
foras.
(110-24)

If you weren't troublesome, stupid, uncontrollable, and
mad, you would hate what you see is hateful to your
husband. If you act like this to me after today, I'll make
sure you return to your father as a divorcée. For, as many
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times as | try to go out, you hold me back, call me back,

and ask me where I'm going, what I'm doing, what business

I'm transacting, what | did while | was out. | feel like I've

married a customs agent, since | have to tell you whatever |

did and whatever I'm doing. I've kept you too delicately;

now I'll tell you what I'm going to do in future: since |

supply you well with maids, food, wool, gold, clothes, and

purple dye, nor do you lack anything, you'll watch out for

trouble if you're smart, and stop spying on your husband.

And furthermore, so you won't be spying in vain, I'll take a

whore to dinner and go out on the town for your trouble.
This passage introduces the Plautine marriage in a way that has been taken as the norm:
loveless, verbally abusive, and generally unhappy. There is no doubt that most married
men in the audience would chuckle at Menaechmus' complaints, and think of their own
wives' bothersome habits. Aside from the initial insults, the bulk of Menaechmus'
complaints focus on his wife's questions when he goes out. Obviously, Menaechmus
feels that his wife is questioning him because she suspects his activities, and that he
should not have to be answerable to her. He implies that a good wife should
unqguestioningly accept his comings and goings. This is a male fantasy, with which most
married men in the audience would probably agree. Menaechmus' complaints, however,
have been privileged to an astounding degree by modern critics for reading the rest of the
play® Plautus' audience's reaction to this soliloquy was most likely based less on a

profound philosophical conception of marriage and more on personal experience, and the

audience's allegiance will change in the course of the play.

3 Modern critics tend to useorigeraas the sole characteristic on which to judge a marriage, as discussed
on p. 3. Williams has the most thorough articlermrigera andTreggiari distills Williams' discussion

into three pertinent ideals: that of faithfulness to one man, that of wifely obedience, and that of the eternal
marriage-bond (230). However, she expands greatly on the meaning of these ideals (232-61).
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Another important issue is that of economic resources. Menaechmus feels that he
has done his duty by providing his wife with goods, some of which are luxurious, some
of which are not. | will return to the question of money and luxury in the next chapter.
The essential component to recognize is that, in Menaechmus' own definition of
marriage, he fulfills his duty merely by providing his wife with goods. However, since
the audience already knows that his wife isigar dotata his claim of providing her
with goods may seem questionable.

At any rate, the audience would likely sympathize with Menaechmus at this point,
especially given that he is the center of audience attention. But this relationship changes
very soon. After hearing Menaechmus' rant, the parasite Peniculus, as yet unseen by
Menaechmus, comments:

illic homo se uxori simulat male loqui, loquitur mihi;

nam si foris cenat, profecto me, haud uxorem, ulciscitur.

(125-6)

That man over there pretends he's abusing his wife, but he's

talking to me; if he dines out today, he punishes me, not his

wife.
This comment changes the audience's focus, and perhaps their view of Menaechmus. By
making this joke, and keeping himself as an unseen observer, Peniculus allies himself
with the audience, and invites them to observe Menaechmus through his own eyes--as a
meal-ticket. Peniculus will become the controlling character, and his constant presence
will provide cues for the audience's reaction to Menaechmus.

Menaechmus then addresses the audience directly, asking where the "married

lovers" @matores maritil28) are. He frames his interaction with his wife in military
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terms, and asks the audience if they will not congratulate him on his valiant fight (129).
He then producespalla* and announces that he has stolen it from his wife and is
bringing it to his whore (130), saying, "This is a fine, noble, charming, and artfully done
deed!" poc facinus pulchrumst, hoc probumst, hoc lepidumst, hoc factumstifzbye
But in the next breath, he admits that piadla is being carried straight to financial loss
(ad damnum deferetdr33).

Menaechmus' own logic is important for understanding the limits of inversion of
social norms. Importantly, he admits that he is bringing financial ¢tzsarfun on
himself by visiting a prostitute--clear indication that, though holiday morality may have
lifted some constraints, it has not eradicated all social definitions, even within the world
of the play. The association of prostitution waimnumis found all over Plautus and is
admitted by prostitutes themselves. But it is not at all a fantasy; the audience should have
no trouble believing that real prostitutes' goals are financial. None of this is to say that
Menaechmus is less funny. But it is important to remember that even at this point in the
play, we cannot say that all definitions of right and wrong have been suspended or totally
inverted.

Peniculus reveals his presence, addressing Menaechradglescen$135).
This is the only time we see a direct reference to Menaechmus' age. It is uncertain
whether Peniculus is making a joke by calling him a young man, but it is certain that

Menaechmus is notsenex. A younger age is also suggested by Menaechmus' apparent

“ Sadashige(95-105) has an interesting analysis gfaftas function in this play. In her reading, the
garment serves not only as a marker of gender, but also as a marker of female identigfla tiedineates
thematronas standing. Thus, its transferenc&totium blurs the women's identities.
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lack of children. Menaechmus then shows offgakta to Peniculus, comparing himself
to a picture of Ganymede:

MEN. dic mi,enumquantu vidisti tabulam pictam in
pariete
ubi aquila Catameitam raperet aut ubi Venus
Adoneum?
PEN. saepe. sed quid istae picturae ad me attinent?
MEN. age me aspice.
ecquid adsimulo similiter?
PEN. quisistestornatus tuos?
(143-6)

MEN. Tell me, did you never see a picture painted on a
wall, where the eagle was seizing Ganymede or
Venus seized Adonis?

PEN. Often. But what do those pictures have to do with

me?

MEN. (putting on thealla) Just look at me.
Don't | look just like them?

PEN. What kind of get-up is that?

Menaechmus is unwittingly comparing himself to a passive homosexual
(Ganymede), or a passive heterosexual (Adonis), which is only the beginning of jokes
about his effeminacy. From indications in the next scene, it seems likely that
Menaechmus actually puts on the woman's cloak and wears it until he gives it to Erotium.
In fact, Menaechmus' cross-dressing will be a running joke throughout the play.

Menaechmus then demands that Peniculus smell the cloak, to which Peniculus
replies: "It's best to sniff the upper part of a woman's garment, for from that part the nose
is tainted by an unsavory odosummum olfactare oportet vestimentum muliebre/ nam
ex istoc loco spurcatur nasum odore inutii7-8). When Menaechmus accuses

Peniculus of being too daintily disgustddstidig, Peniculus replies, "So | should be"



(decetl69). This interchange is rife with satiric implications. The associations of nose,
smell, and oral sex make "smelling" the lower portion of a woman suggest cunnffingus.
By showing his disgust, Peniculus announces the social implications of Menaechmus'
action--Menaechumus is not only ridiculous, but risks accusations of improper sexual
behavior. Menaechmus may be funny because he is prancing around in a woman's
garment, but he is crossing the line of social respectability. Peniculus draws the
audience's attention to this fact and makes Menaechmus the object of laughter.
Erotium now enters, addressing Menaechmus as her sweetmaanrt (il81).
Menaechmus, overwhelmed by emotion, cannot contain himself:
MEN. ut ego uxorem, mea voluptas, ubi te aspicio, odi
male.
ERO. interim nequis quin eius aliquid indutus sies.
quid hoc est?
MEN. induviae tuae atque uxoris exuviae, rosa.
(189-91)
MEN. | hate my wife so much when | see you, darffg.
ERO. Yet meanwhile you can't help wearing her clothes.
What's this?
MEN. My wife's castoffs and your cast-ons, my
love.
The comment about hating one's wife is one that we have seen alreadgsmerea
The audience laughs at this joke, but even if Menaechmus has regained their alliance, he
does not retain control of the audience's laughter. When Erotium indicates that he is

wearing thepalla and makes a joke about it, he is again made the object of laughter.

Peniculus then tells him to either take off gadla or dance (195-7), another joke

5 On these associations, sRiehlin 26-8.
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implying effeminacy”’ Both these remarks encourage the audience to laugh not only at
Menaechmus' cross-dressing, but also at the implications it has for his sexuality.
Though Peniculus and Erotium band together as comic agents who make fun of
Menaechmus, it is Peniculus who primarily controls the audience's laughter. While
Menaechmus romances Erotium, Peniculus makes asides to the audience. These are of
the utmost importance for interpreting the audience reaction to both Menaechmus and
Erotium. Peniculus, for one, doesn't believe that Erotium is sincere, saying: "A prostitute
is sweet only so long as she sees something to gredyéefrix blanditur, dum illud quod
rapiat videt193). Peniculus' main focus is Erotium's financial motives. For instance,
when Menaechmus presents ffatla to Erotium, she responds enthusiastically:
ERO. hoc animo decet animatos esse amatores probos.
PEN. qui quidem ad mendicitatem se propemgtrudere.
MEN. quattuor minis ego emi istanc anno uxori meae.
PEN. quattuor minae perierunt plane, ut ratio redditur.
(203-6)
ERO. That's the spirit that should inspire real lovers.
PEN. (aside) --at least those who are eager to be
impoverished.
MEN. | bought that there cloak last year for my wife--it
cost me four minae.
PEN. (aside) Four minae lost forever, when the account is
figured.

Peniculus forces the audience to focus on the financial nature of the transaction between

Erotium and Menaechmus, and his reckoning of accounts reminds the audience that

“¢ On reading this line, one cannot help but think of Frank Burns' inept compliments to Major Margaret
"Hotlips" Houlihan on the television serib$*/A*S*H .
" As Corbeill 129 notes. For a more general analysis of dancing in invectiv@pgesill 135-9.
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prostitutes are equivalent to financial I85<Peniculus' presence and remarks take away
from the "romance" between Erotium and Menaechmus. By exposing Erotium,
Peniculus must also cast light on Menaechmus' credulity. Despite Menaechmus' belief
that Erotium lives to be obliging to himar{a vivis meis morigera morib@9€2),
Peniculus' comments show that this is not the real situation. The audience, then, would
be forced to reconsider "romantic” relationships with prostitutes and women who were
morigerae

A final consideration in the scene is Menaechmus' own role as ammoiless
gloriosus Upon entering he claims that Erotium must judge a contest: there will be a
battle proelium of drinking at her house, to see who is the better wager otebator)
in her legion(legio 184-7). Further, when he presentsyh#éa to Erotium, he claims
that his theft rivals that of Hippolyta's girdle and that Hercules never had such danger
(200-202). These claims, already ridiculous, would be rendered even more so by
Menaechmus' effeminate attire and questionable sexuality.

Erotium agrees to provide dinner, and the two men decide to drink while the cook
shops for provisions. The first act, then, presents Epidamnian Menaechmus as quite a
ridiculous character. While he begins the play in alliance with the audience, Peniculus
quickly takes over the role of controlling character. Erotium, when she is not
manipulating Menaechmus, allies herself with Peniculus to make fun of Menaechmus.
This puts Menaechmus at the bottom of the sympathy scale. Menaechmus' effeminate

behavior is the equivalent ofsenex amatds age-inappropriate behavior in terms of

It is of course ironic, tha®eniculus, himself a source @démnum should be concerned about
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provoking audience laughter: it is funny because it is ridiculous, a fact that is clearly
indicated by other characters' remarks about it.

The next act begins with the arrival of the Syracusan Menaechmus. The comedy
of errors begins when the cook happens upon Syracusan Menaechmus and mistakes him
for Epidamnian Menaechmus. Next, Erotium enters, and before she sees Syracusan
Menaechmus, she reveals her true feelings about Epidamnian Menaechmus:

sternitelectos,incenditeodores!munditia

inlecebraanimostamantium.

amantiamoenitas malost, nobis lucrost.

sed ubi ille est quem coquos ante aedis esse ait? atque

eccum video.
qui mihi est usui et plurimum prodest.
(353-8)

Set the couches out, and light the incense! Neatness

is an enticement to the soul of lovers.

Kindness is a trap for the man in love, but a profit for us.

But who does the cook say is at the door? Oh, | see.

It's the very man who is useful and most beneficial to me.
In these lines, Erotium frankly acknowledges Menaechmus' role as financial benefactor
to her house, as well as her own manipulation of him. These lines confirm the insincerity
of her earlier endearments to Menaechmus, already noted by Peniculus.

Erotium approaches Syracusan Menaechmus and his slave Messenio.
Menaechmus is suspicious, and gives his wallet to Messenio to see whether the prostitute
loves him and not his monegajbo utrum haec me mage amet an marsup@856).

Because Erotium has already gotten something from Epidamnian Menaechmus, she does

not ask for anything from Syracusan Menaechmus: she offers him her services for free.

Menaechmus' financial well-being.
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After a while, Menaechmus decides to go along with everything she says and see what
happens (418-20). Erotium then escorts Syracusan Menaechmus into her house.

The next scene begins several hours later, when Peniculus enters and announces
that he has been ditched by (Epidamnian) Menaechmus (446-65). Immediately after this
monologue, Syracusan Menaechmus enters from Erotium's house, assuring her he will
take thepalla to the embroiderers. The fact that Erotium is evidently already asking her
benefactor to improve upon his gift reminds the audience that she is using Epidamnian
Menaechmus as a source of financial gain. As Peniculus remains to the side,
Menaechmus announces:

prodi immortales, quoi homini umguam uno die

boni dedistis plus, qui minwsperaverit?

prandi, potavi, scortum accubui, apstuli

hanc, quoius heres numquam erit post hunc diem.

(473-6)

Immortal gods, to what man have you given more when he

hoped for less? | ate, drank, had a whore, and walked away

with this cloak, whose owner will never see it after today.
He concludes: "I've never done so well at so little expemsiofe nusquam bene fui
dispendiod84). Syracusan Menaechmus, unlike Epidamnian Menaechmus, is not
deluded about the nature of his relationship with Erotium. He knows that the relationship
with her is financial, a trade of goods for services, and rejoices in the fact that he got a
freebie. In fact, he takes advantage of her by appropriatingatizefor himself.

Peniculus confronts Syracusan Menaechmus, who of course doesn't recognize

him or understand why Peniculus is angry. Peniculus tries to remind him of the events of

his theft of thepalla from his wife (509), to which Menaechmus responds that he has no
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wife (509-10). When Peniculus reminds him that he put opdha, Syracusan
Menaechmus is incensed:

vae capiti tuo!

omnis cinaedos esse censes, tu quia es?

tun med indutum fuisse pallam praedicas?

(512-4)

Go to helll Do you think everyone's a passive homosexual,

just because you are? Are you telling me that | was

wearing women's clothing?
Syracusan Menaechmus is obviously not the type of man to wear a dress and is outraged
that anyone would suggest the idea. The audience has quickly found out that Syracusan
Menaechmus shares none of Epidamnian Menaechmus' effeminacy or lack of financial
sense. Peniculus, frustrated by his unsuccessful attempts to get dinner, exits and
threatens to tell Menaechmus' wife about his affairs (518-19).

A maid then comes in from Erotium's house and tells Syraddsamaechmus that
Erotium wants him to take a bracelet to the jeweler's. She reminds him that he stole the
bracelet from his wife's jewelry box long ago (531-2), and asks him to have some
earrings made for herself. Menaechmus asks for the gold to make them, but when she
claims she will pay him back later, he refuses the task. Once again, the prostitute's (and
her maid's) financial motives are demonstrated, as is Syracusan Menaechmus' monetary
acumen. Furthermore, the mention of the bracelet shows that Epidamnian Menaechmus
has been stealing from his wife for quite a while.

At the end of the third act, it is worth asking how the audience would respond to

the contrast between the two Menaechmi. Epidamnian Menaechmus, true to his town's
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name?® deludes himself about his relationship with Erotium and continues to pour his
household resources into his relationship with her. Syracusan Menaechmus, on the other
hand, has no household (we have already found out he is unmarried), but does not spend
anything, and in fact steals some valuable items from Erotium. It is uncertain whether we
are meant to admire Syracusan Menaechmus' superior emotional and fiscal 1Q, or
whether we should recognize that his good fortune relies in part on the previous
investments of resources made by his look-alike brother. But because Epidamnian
Menaechmus has been portrayed in a ridiculous manner, and because he has almost never
been the controlling character, it is unlikely that the audience feels much sympathy. His
brother, on the other hand, has not done anything ridiculous, and has been the controlling
character of the misrecognition scerfes.
At the beginning of Act Four, we meet thmatrong who enters with Peniculus

and speaks in a typical fashion:

egonehic me patiar frustra in matrimonio,

ubi vir compilet clanculum quidquid domist

atque ea ad amicadeferat?

(559-61)

Shall | suffer a marriage wherein my husband steals
whatever is in the house and takes it to his girlfriend?

We should note that theatronas complaint is fiscal. She is not upset about her husband
seeingthe prostitute, but about his stealing her property to give to the prostitute.

Peniculus, playing much the same role asAthiearids parasite, eggs her on, saying that

® At least to d_atinophone's ear. The Greek naEgidamnos would sound like the Latiamnum
"financial loss."
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she will catch him drunk, garlanded, and taking her own sfzdéa to the embroiderer's
(563-4). The two spot Menaechmus and step aside to ambush him. The audience waits
to see what will happen next.

Epidamnian Menaechmus now enters, grumbling about how business kept him
stuck in the forum and made him late for lunch with Erotium (571-99). Menaechmus,
like a waywardsenex amatomprivileges pleasure over businéssie is afraid that
Erotium will be angry, but hopes that the stgbatia will placate her (600-601). This
means he has just admitted to the theft in his wife's presence, although he does not know
it. Peniculus and theatronastep out of their hiding place and the scene now focuses on
the interaction between Menaechmus, his wife, and Peniculus. His wife tells him he will

pay interest on the thefté illam ecastor faenerato abstul&®4) but Menaechmus plays

dumb:
MEN. quid illuc est, uxor, negoti?
MAT. men rogas?
MEN. vin hunc rogem?
MAT. aufer hinc palpationes.
PEN. perge tu.
MEN. quid tu mihi
tristis es?
MAT. te scire oportet.
PEN. scit, sed dissimulat malus.
MEN. quid negotist?
MAT. pallam--
MEN. pallam?
MAT. guidam pallam--
PEN. quid paves?

MEN. nil equidem paveo.

* each notes a similar contrast between the two characters, BgtiagusatMenaechmus' "ability to

control his fate in the adventure" (39) Her use of "control" has none of the modern scholarly implications,
since her article pre-dates Slater @utbeill.

*L Cf. Lysidamus' rant itCas.563 ff., where he gloats about losing his client's case and justifies his actions
with a defense of being distracted by love.
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PEN.

MEN.
MAT.
MEN.

MAT.
PEN.
MEN.
MAT.
PEN.

MEN.
MAT.
MEN.
MAT.
PEN.
MEN.
PEN.

nisi unum: palla pallorem incutit.
at tu ne clam me comsss prandium. perge in
virum.
(606-11)

What's the matter, wife?
You're asking me?
(pointing to Peniculus) Do you want me to
ask him?
Get your paws off me.
(tomatrong Keep it up.
Why are you mad at me?
| think you know.
He does know, but the bastard is
pretending.
What's the problem?
A cloak--
Cloak?
A cloak that someone--
What are you afraid of?
I'm not afraid of anything.
Except one thing: theloak makes you pale.
You shouldn't have eaten lunch secretly from me.
(to wife) Keep at the man!

In this scene, Peniculus is still the controlling character to a great degree, but the scene

also alternates between dialogues: Menaechmus and his wife fight, then Menaechmus and

Peniculus fight, and so on. In the interactions between Menaechmus and his wife, she is

the controlling character. She knows that he has stolen the cloak, and will make him

squirm until he admits it. Her superior knowledge of the situation gives her a bond with

the audience that Epidamnian Menaechmus does nothateus the scene plays out in

*2 |t might be argued thAtlenaechmus is playing theéron, since he pretends to be ignorant of his own
actions. However, it is crucial to note that he is not a smart person pretending to less knowledge: the
previous scenes have established that he is not very bright. Also, the alli&erecolus and the wife
against him clearly shows that he is the object of audience laughter.
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a fashion parallel to what we have already seen betwsemex amatoand his dowered
wife.

There is an interlude wherein Peniculus lambasts Menaechmus for lying and for
dining without him (610-19), and then Menaechmus and his wife start up again:

MAT. ne egamecastor mulier misera.
MEN. qui tu misera es? nexpedi>>

numquisservorum deliquit? nam ancillae ut servi

tibi

responsant? eloquare. impune not erit.
MAT. nugas agis.
MEN. tristisadmodum es. non mi istuc satis placet.
MAT. nugas agis.
MEN. certefamiliarumaliquoi irata es.
MAT. nugas agis.
MEN. nummihi es irata saltem?
MAT. nunctu non nugas agis.
MEN. nonedepoldeliqui quicquam.
MAT. emrursumnunc nugas agis.
MEN. dic, mea uxor, quid tibi aegre est?
PEN. bellusblanditur tibi.
MEN. potinut mihi molestus ne sis? num te appello?
MAT. aufer manum.

(619-627)

MAT. God, I'm a miserable woman.

MEN. Why are you miserable? Explain to me.
One of the slaves did something wrong, didn't they?
The maids or slaves talked back to you? Tell me.
This won't go unpunished.

MAT. You're talking crap.
MEN. You're too gim. | don't like this.

MAT. You're taking crap.
MEN. You must be angry with one of the house-slaves.
MAT. You're talking crap.
MEN. You're angry with me, then?

MAT. Now you're not talking crap.

MEN. | didn't do anything wrong.

%8 Leo deletes these lines.



MAT.

Ah, youre back to crap.

MEN. Tell me, dear wife, what's bothering you?

PEN.
MEN.

MAT.

(to wife) The lovely man sweet-talks you.
(to Peniculus) Can't you not bother me? I'm not
addressing you, am |?

Get your hand off me.

Menaechmus, instead of merely playing dumb, now constructs the implausible scenario

that his wife is upset about something the servants did. Butdlrenas stalwart refusal

and censorial posture make it clear that his story is not working, and that he is the one

under pressure. The audience is laughing at him, because his wife makes jokes at his

expense.

Menaechmus and Peniculus continue quarreling because Menaechmus claims

(truthfully) that he never meant to ditch Peniculus, while Peniculus rubs it in that he has

told Menaechmus' wife everything. Thmatronafinally accuses him outright, saying "a

certain MenaechmusMenaechmus quidagd9) took thepalla from the house. Finally,

Menaechmus more-or-less admits he did it:

MEN.

MAT

MEN.
MAT.

PEN.

MAT.

sed egoallam non condonavi, sed sic utendam dedi.
equidem castauam nechlamydem ddoras nec
pallium
cuiguam utendum. mulierem aequom est
vestimentum muliebre
dare foras, virum virile. quin refers pallam domum?
ego faxo referetur.
ex re tua, ut opinor, feceris.
nam domum numquam iibis, nisi feres pallam
simul.
eo domum.
quid mihifuturumest, quitibi hanc
operam dedi?
Opera reddetur, quando quid tibi erit surruptum
domo.
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(657-64)
MEN. But | didn't give it, | only lent it.
MAT. Really, | don't give away your shor cloak for
anyone to borrow. It's right that a woman lend
women's clothing, and a man lend man's clothing.
You will bring my cloak back home, then?
MEN. I'll make sure it is brought back.
MAT. For your own good, | think--for you'll never get
inside the house, if you don't bring it back
immediately.
I'm going home.
PEN. What will | get, since | helped you?
MAT. The favor will be returned, when something of
yours is stolen from your house.
Thematronasucceeds in making her husband admit his behavior and her dominance of
the situation begs the question of whether a woman on top is anything that would disturb
the audience. In this case, Menaechmus' previous ridiculous behavior, as well as the fact
that both his wife and the parasite conspire to make him the butt of jokes, suggest that the
audience would have no problem laughing at him. And it should be noted that the
comedy of this scene is not the type based on misrecognition. Though the wife's
discovery was based on Peniculus' mistake, the interaction between husband and wife is
based entirely on what Menaechmus really did and shows a certain amount of comic
justice. Finally, we should note that tmatronamakes a joke about women's and men's
clothing, tapping into the general derision about Epidamnian Menaechmus' penchant for
women's dresses.
But audience sympathy is ever-changing. Aftemiagronaexits, Menaechmus

is left alone onstage and crows over his victory. He is not displeased that his wife has

locked him out, because he thinks that he will soon be locked in happily with Erotium
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(668-71). He plans to get the original cloak back from Erotium and buy her a new one.
At this point, the audience may be waiting to find out what will happen (672-4). They
know that Syracusan Menaechmus has already taken Epidamnian Menaechmus' place at
Erotium's table and in her bed. In addition, they may know better than Menaechmus that
Erotium will not be so cheerful at letting him have the cloak back, since she has already
given it to Syracusan Menaechmus to be embroidered.

Erotium at first welcomes Menaechmus with open arms. But when he asks for
the cloak, trouble ensues. Thinking that she has already given it to him, Erotium accuses
him of setting her up and trying to cheat her (685-6). She then emphasizes that it was
given as a gift (688-9), and tells him that he is no longer welcome in her house. Of
course, Erotium herself no longer possessepdhlia, since she gave it to Syracusan
Menaechmus. Nevertheless, we may see an element of comic justice in Epidamnian
Menaechmus' thwarted expectations. Erotium is not only upset because she does not
have the cloak; her insistence that pladla was given as a gift also emphasizes that the
pallais now hers, and that he should not be asking for it back. Thus, Menaechmus sees
that Erotium is a fair-weather girlfriend who does not want to give back her gifts. Itis
quite possible that the audience could still feel sorry for him, but it is just as possible that
his reception is the result of his beingadazon unable (or unwilling) to see the truth
about his relationship with Erotium. Epidamnian Menaechmus bewails the fact that
neither his wife nor his mistress believes what he says, and decides to consult his male

friends (699-700). He then exits.
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With Epidamnian Menaechmus out of the way, the comedy returns to mistaken identities.
The next scene involves theatrong her father, and Syracusan Menaechmus. The
matronaapproaches Menaechmus in a tizzy, reproaching his audacity and his strange
attire. He, puzzled, insults her back, accusing her of being a bitch like Hecuba (714-16)
and crazy like Deianira (755). In addition to his financial prowess, Syracusan
Menaechmus shows hearty courage and does not cower in the presenceatfdha

In fact, though she is a stranger to him, he has no problem reviling and insulting her. In
this scene, he is the controlling character, and he makes the audience laugh at the
matronaby cracking jokes at her expense.

Soon her father, whom she has summoned in the meantime, arrives. He
approaches Syracusan Menaechmus, who, of course, does not recognize him.
Menaechmus seems to think that thatronais accusing him of having broken into her
house and stolenglla. Menaechmus denies everything, and whemtagonadeclares
that he looks sick (828-9), he decides that since they think he is insane already, he will
now actreally insane. For the rest of the scene he terrorizen#tenaand her father,
calling on Bacchus to save him from the rabid bitelbipsa femina cani837) to his left
and the bald goahircus calvus838) to his right. He chases them both offstage, feigning
a mad rage, but decides he had better leave before they come back (880). In this scene,
too, Syracusan Menaechmus is the controlling character, provoking the audience's
laughter by terrorizing theatronaand her father.

The father-in-law comes back with a doctor, and Epidamnian Menaechmus re-

enters, complaining about his life (900). Another misrecognition scene follows, and yet
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another when Syracusan Menaechmus' slave Messenio runs into Epidamnian

Menaechmus. Eventually, the two Menaechmi meet (1090), review their life stories, and

discover that they are twin brothers. Syracusan Menaechmus shows Epidamnian

Menaechmus thpalla (1139) and explains how Erotium took him for Epidamnian

Menaechmus, and the two brothers share a laugh. The slave Messenio is freed, and it is

agreed that Epidamnian Menaechmus will hold an auction to sell his belongings before

joining his brother in Syracuse. The epilogue consists of Messenio reading off the

auction list:

auctio fiet Menaechmi mane sane septimi.

venibunt servi, supellex, fundi, aedes, omnia.

venibunt quiqui licebunt, praesenti pecunia.

venibit uxor quoque etiam, si quis emptor venerit.

vix credo tota auctione capiet quinquagesies.

nunc, spectatores, valete et nobis clare plaudite.
(1157-62)

Menaechmus' auction will be a week from tomorrow
morning. Slaves, furniture, land, house, everything will be
for sale. They will be sold however we can, for ready cash.
Even the wife will be for sale, if any buyer comes for her.
He'll get nearly 500 from the whole auction.

Now, spectators, good-bye and clap loudly for us.

This epilogue, unlike some others, cannot be said to restore socialhdmrfact, it

descends deep into fantasy, which allows Epidamnian Menaechmus to leave his town and

sell his wife in order to join his brother. He escapes any moral consequences of his

actions and frees himself of the social bonds that kept him in Epidamnus. This fantastic

ending shows that everyday morality and normality do not always come through at the

> Cf. the epilogue to th8tichus which ends with a slave-revel.
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end of a play. But because of this fantastic element, we should not take the suggestion of
selling the wife too seriously. It is true that it plays off of the unpleasant character
described by Syracusan Menaechmus in the latter part of the play; but it does not change
the fact that the wife's domination of Epidamnian Menaechmus is funny because of
Menaechmus' own ridiculousness, and because he deserves the browbeating.

In other ways, the play is similar to the others in this chapter. Though he is not a
senex amatQrEpidamnian Menaechmus is a ridiculous character: from the moment he
puts on thepalla, he is accused of effeminacy by Peniculus, Erotium and (indirectly) his
own brother. Epidamnian Menaechmus' effeminacy is the equivaleseoka amatcs
age-inappropriate behavior. The fact that these behavior patterns are the butt of other
characters' jokes, and the object of the audience's laughter, shows us again that even in a
holiday world some behaviors are discouraged. Even if we revive the question of the
Greek setting for a moment and assume effeminacy is a vice associated with Greeks, this
fact makes Menaechmus' behavior no less ridiculous. The audience's laughter still
reinforces a Roman standard of sexuality, not a Greek one. The audience is not expected
to laugh forgivingly at charges of effeminacjnaedushood, oros impurum

Epidamnian Menaechmus is ridiculous and is neverah&alling character.

Syracusan Menaechmus is always the controlling character and enjoys the results of
Epidamnian Menaechmus' attempts to have fun. He gets the better of Erotium, the
matrong and thematronas father. He does not delude himself about financial

transactions and would never consider wearipgli, because that is the mark of a
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cinaedus His competence is the perfect foil for Epidamnian Menaechmus'
incompetence.

The comic nature of the play can tell us something about what is funmytteel
and what is not. If we assume that Syracusan Menaechmus is the most
sympathetic/funny character, we can see that it is not a problem to use a prostitute's
services or to steal her possessions. Nor is it a problem to abuse one's wife verbally when
she gets too uppity. But it is not as acceptable to delude oneself about a relationship with
a prostitute, dress in women's clothing, or steal from one's own household, as Epidamnian
Menaechmus does. The audience can laugh at both these characters, but its laughter is
derogatory in one case and sympathetic in the other.

Returning to thenatrong this play demonstrates that audience sympathy is
mutable, and that there is a continuum of audience sympathy along which all characters,
including female ones, should be judged. In her interactions with her own husband, the
matronais in charge, and she makes her husband the butt of jokes--as do other
characters. But when Syracusan Menaechmus takes over, he shovasrdr&aup and
makes her the object of laughter. Thatronas standing is relative, but she is not
automatically the least sympathetic character in the play. Even if we admit that the
Syracusan Menaechmus wins out in the end, we should not assume that the audience
would feel sorry for Epidamnian Menaechmus when his wife abuses him.

A final conclusion we can draw from tiMenaechmtoncerns the nature of the
relationship between a wife and a prostitute. Previously, critics have been content to read

this relationship exclusively through Epidamnian Menaechmus' eyes. But, as | have
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argued, the audience would not necessarily identify with Epidamnian Menaechmus. In
fact, his own reading of his relationship with Erotium is incorrect. He believes that she
lives for his love; the audience, on the other hand, sees her financial motives, encouraged
by Peniculus' remarks. Epidamnian Menaechmus' interpretation of his marriage must
also be suspect, given his general incompetence. His financial analysis of his
responsibility is undercut by the fact that he is stealing from his own wife and household.
His wife's view, on the other hand, should be taken a little more seriously. Even her
father, who re-affirms that a wife should not worry about drinking and whoring, agrees
that stealing from the house is a problem. And Syracusan Menaechmus, who behaves in

a somewhat questionable manner otherwise, does not steal from his own wife.

Conclusions: Husbands

TheCasing Asinaria andMercator clearly demonstrate that tsenex amatois
a ridiculous character. He is laughed at by other characters, and the jokes made at his
expense inspire the audience to laugh at him as well. When a character's wife makes these
jokes, this does not change their impact; she merely participates in a general trend.
Contemporaries, friends, parasites, and slaves make derogatory comments about men's
age-inappropriate behavior. Further, the insults are similar regardless of character: grey
hair, decrepitudajequissimus sengand animal terms such @srvexandoves Finally,
thesenex amatds ridiculousness is emphasized by the fact that he is almost never a

controlling character. He makes jokes at his wife's expense (as do other characters) and
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for those moments has the audience's attention; but in the overall scheme of things, he is
there to be laugheat, not with.

Despite his ridiculous actions, the audience does not necessarily hate or despise
him. After all, these plays are not tragedies. Different audience members would have
different reactions to theenex amator A young male audience member might be
harshest, since he is unable to see his inevitable old age, while an old man might
sympathize most. A middle-aged man would fall somewhere in between--either hoping
that he himself did not appear that way or thinking about men he knew wheenes
amatores The women in the audience would certainly find this character amusing, and
possibly familiar. Prostitutes, especially, would be most likely to have seen an older man
who wanted to play the young buck. Importantly, even if the audience regasgséxe
amatorwith varying degrees of sympathy, no audience member wabéshim. No
audience member wants to be the old man so unaware of his own age that he looks like
an idiot. Even if the audience members laugh with recognition ("I know I'm not like that,
but Quintus sure is!") they do not put themselves irsémex amatds shoes.

Thesenex amatds status as object of ridicule is significant for Roman
conceptions of age. This topic is a large one, and has been the subject of two recent
books® from which | will draw a very general picture of old age in later literature. In
scientific and moralistic literature, old age is portrayed as a time when physical pleasures

were dulled; while elegy might grieve at this loss, philosophical texts encourage their

* parkin andCokayne.
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readers to treat it as a blessing rather than a tuGenerally, old men were expected to
serve the republic with their wisdom, although there were some writers who encouraged
the idea of retiremenbfium).>’ These texts present an ideal of old age in which sexual
(and other) desires subside, leaving an older man free to devote his energies to cultivating
wisdom, enjoying intellectual pursuits, and using his age and experience to help the
state®

The reality was, of course, different. Cicero himself married a woman quite a bit
younger than he, as did Cato. These acts, however, could be justified in the context of
marriage as an institution for producing legitimate children; a man's reproductive years
far outnumber a woman's, so it was socially defensible for a man to marry a much
younger woman (ostensibly) for the sake of childferHowever, this logic defends an
older man's right to marry rather than sexually pursue young women in extra-marital
affairs. Satire and invective, in fact, brutally mock lecherous but impotent old men and
sluttish old womer’

Plautine comedy participates in the same ideology of old age as do the later
texts® Merely describing theenex amatés behavior as an inversion of the typical

behavior does not adequately describe the audience's response to the character. The

* See especiallgic. Sen.12.39-18.66Cokayne 115-16Parkin also summarizes Roman images of age
(57-89).

*"E.g., Cicero an®®lutarch for public participatiorOpkayne 94-103) and Seneca for retirem@ukéyne
104-111).

| concentrate here on the positive qualities associated with old age; for the negative aspedisysee
59-90.

* Cokayne 122-7Parkin 193-202.

® Cokayne 120-2 and 134-52.

6 Cokayne briefly notes this aspect in t#ercator, and concludes that the role of #&nex amator
"underlines how an elderly respectable father and citizen was expected not to behave" (PEIK20).
includes comedy and invective in the same comic function (87).
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audience is not laughing at the incongruity in a neutral way; it is laughing derisively at a
ridiculous character. That laughter reinforces societal norms by making age-
inappropriate behavior its object and discouraging the spectators from acting in such a
way. Moreover, this reinforcement is not a result of re-integration at the end of the play,
but is a phenomenon occurring throughout.

If audience memberatasize themselves in an escapist romance, they must do
so through the young couple. The older men in the audience can re-live their youthful
experience and pretend that they are the young bucks hotly pursuing their girlfriends (or
rescuing them from pimps). In the plays, the sons, unlike their fathers, do not get
punished; in fact, they usually get the girl. While the young men's behavior is also
ridiculous at times (it tends toward melodramatic whining), the other characters in the
plays do not make nearly as many jokes at the young men's expense as they do at the old
men's. The young man's love affair, therefore, is tacitly privileged over the older man's
love affair. The successful love affair is the holiday escape, but it is still a socially
acceptable one. Young men who drink, dance, and whore are not the most upstanding
citizens, but their youth gives them license--even according to Cicero. Thus, the plays
allow young men to behave in a manner that is questionable, but still age-appropriate.

If youth is the time to party, then older age is the time for duty. In all of the plays,
there is an explicit link between foolish, love-struck men and the neglefftadim
Demipho, Lysidamus, and Menaechmus come back from the forum complaining of their
work there, and admitting that they have not performed their duties adequately. Far from

letting the audience escape the workaday duties of life, the monologues of these
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characters emphasize the tediousness of it. The men in the audience would laugh in
recognition of the description, and might sympathize with the old men complaining about
it. But, importantly, the men's rejection of their dutnad rewarded in the end. Their
negligence is part and parcel of their unsuccessful love affair.

Social noms hold true for effeminate behavior as well as age-appropriate
behavior. Other characters make jokes at the expense of Epidamnian Menaechmus and
his habit of wearing his wife[galla, and his own brother explicitly links this behavior
with pathic homosexuality. In tHéasing too, Lysidamus wears perfume and is pursued
by another male in the play's conclusion, and these effeminate behaviors are clearly
meant to be objects of the audience's laughter. Effeminacy, just as age-inappropriate
behavior, is fair game for ridiculous laughter and is not necessarily a forgivable "holiday"
trait.

It may be argued that the Greek setting affects the audience's perception of the
characters, especially given the general connection between Greeks and effeminacy. But
the Greek setting is irrelevant to the play's reproduction of Roman social values. Even if
the characters' effeminate behavior is somehow more expected because they are supposed
to be Greek, that fact does not change the clear intent of the other characters' jokes: the
effeminate behavior is the object of derision, whether it is "Greek" or not, and these
characters are presented to the audience as negative examples, whether of Greekness,
effeminacy, or both.

A final factor to note is the men's attitudes towards money. Men in love arrange

luxurious feasts in thBlercatorandCasing and they steal from the household in
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AsinariaandMenaechmi Loss of emotional control is thus linked with financial
incontinence. While other characters do not joke about this behavior as much as
effeminacy or age-inappropriate behavior, it is still a topic to be laughed at. And it is the
men who are spending the money, rather than the women. This will become important
when analyzing the plays' relationship with contemporary discourse surrounding luxury,
which | will discuss in the next chapter.

All of this is to say that the plays enforce morals on a selective scale: young men
misbehaving are rewarded; old men misbehaving are punished. Young men's sexual
activities are permitted, but effeminate behavior is not. And luxurious spending is
associated with characters who are rendered ridiculous by other behaviors. In sum, even

if the plays allow some escapism, they also reinforce expected roles in society.

Conclusions: Uxores Dotatae

Theuxor dotatais the natural partner of tlsenex amator Far from being a
blocking character, she furthers the love affair of the young couple in every play that
contains a romance. Nor is she an agelast. But her comic role can be read in different
ways. In the traditional scholarly view, these women on top are clear examples of
holiday inversion. This is based on the assumption that women were expected to be
obedient and docileopsequenandmorigerg, which the imperioumatronaeare
obviously not. The inversion of the women's roles causes laughtefacto The other

explanation for these women's comic roles is parody: though it is not stated, this implies a
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greater degree of realism, in that it assumes an exaggeration or distortion of normal
behavior. But this explanation requires that the women be the objects of laughter.

Even the inversion explanation can be exploded. In the first mlaseguenand
morigeraare only two virtues associated with ideal wives. Susan Treggiari has suggested
that many other virtues were ideologically prized in a Wifélost of these virtues (such
as chasitity, fidelity, modesty) are not inverted in these plays. More precisely, we should
describe the inversion as one of power: in the "normal” (or idealized) power structure of a
marriage, the husband makes the decisions. So we must distinguish between inversion of
power structure and inversion of some ideal qualities. Further, if we accept the
explanation that thmatronaeare parodic characters, we must admit that this is the
comedy of exaggeration, that is, that it plays off of some realistic feature. We must then
ask how exaggerated they are, or, to put it another way, in what ways they are realistic.
Finally, we must admit that even parodiatronaeare no more ridiculous than their
husbands.

| have argued that these women's roles as controlling characters argue for a more
nuanced view of their comic potential, and against their being automatic butts of jokes.
That is to say, even if the audience may laugh at role-reversal or exaggeration, it does
not automatically laugh derisively at thatronae or especially at their relationship with
other characters. This is not to deny the presence of misogynist and anti-wife remarks:
as we have seen, not only $enesbut also other characters make bitchy-wife and dead-

wife jokes. The audience would laugh at these jokes, and at these moments, they would

% Treggiari 232-261
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be laughincat the women. However, these are momentary instances, whereas the
women's role as controlling character is a more general phenomenon. Since the women
are such active agents in producing laughter, there are grounds for placing them more
towards the sympathetic end of the scale and less towards the ridiculous. Finally, while
we should not put too much stock in the "winner," we should still consider that the
matronaeare not the scapegoats of comic punishment in the conclusion.

Allowing the matronaeto be something less than totally inverted and totally
ridiculous should make us re-examine the basis of their comedy. In the next chapter, |
will consider the content of theatronaés complaints about their husbands, which reflect

more realistic expectations in marriage than have previously been conceded.



Chapter 3
Conclusions: Marriage in the Time of Plautus.

In the last chapter, | discussed the comic mechanisms surrounding Plautine
marriage, particularly thexor dotataandsenex amator | concluded that the comedy
involving spouses is not based entirely on holiday inversion, and in fact reinforces social
norms and age-appropriate behavior. But a larger problem lies in understanding marriage
as a topical feature of Roman Comedy: namely, its relation to the events of contemporary
Rome. Some have suggested that Plaukesesdotataeare aparodic reaction to real
events that gave women more financial and even political power; others have denied any
relationship between Plautus' women and reaf lifnd even astute critics such as
Treggiari andsruen have been surprisingly uncritical when u$tfagtine men's
complaints (especiallylegadorus' speech in theilularia) to assess the position of real
uxoresdotataeas pampered wives or representatives of women's luxurious spénding.

In this chapter, | will re-examine the relationship betwekutine marriage and
society. | will again use thmatronato focus the discussion, by examining the content of
thematronaes complaints, as well as other characters' complaints akorgsdotatae.
| will examine three general areas of topical interaction: financial, social, and
familial/domestic. By expanding on the relationship between marriage, money, and
social expectations, we may more accurately assess what these characters can tell us

about contemporary marriage, or at least representations of it. In fact, as | shall argue,

! Reflecting changes: Schumann 1977, 1@&@nal; Gruen 144Treggiari 329-31Llinas 89. Unrealistic:
Duckworth 284-5Stérk 69;Petrone 1976: 45 and 1977: 20yristenson 2001: 259.
2 Gruen andrreggiarilocc. citt.
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Plautine comedy is a useful source for exploring the conflicting ideals and expectations
surrounding marriage and its gender roles. | will explore points of contact between the
plays and contemporary legal and social conditions, as well as be@leegime marriage
and later representations of married life.

Because we have virtually no contemporary historical evidence for Plautus' time,
we are reliant on later authors for informatidrivy, our main historical source, was
writing nearly two hundred years later. Legal sources range from late imperial jurists
such aslustinian, to quotations froAwulus Gellius'Attic Nights While it is true that we
must be cautious about using these later authors' constructions of the past as historical
documents, we have little choice if we are to attempt historical inquiry. We must either
choose to rely cautiously on the later documents, or say nothing abalieve the
former is preferable to the latter. Thus, my first step will be to attempt a reconstruction

of the social and legal circumstances that would have affec@é@naein Plautus' time.

Legal backgroundmanus, dgsand money

Because so much interpretation of thatronaeis tied up in their relationship
with money, we should re-examine the circumstances surrounding this topic. The
following excursus is meant to lay the foundations for interpreting whahétw®naeand
their husbands say about money. | am less concerned with the truth or falsehood of any
characters' assertion than with general plausibility. That is to say, | am interested in

whether the characters' interactions about money have a demonstrable relationship with
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contemporary historical circumstances (insofar as we can reconstruct them from later
sources).

When analyzing marriag@Jautine scholars tend to focus on the issuaarius
(legal control)® The assumption is that a woman mardachmanuwould have no legal
claim to her property, while one marristhemanuwould have some claim. The reason
scholars have focused amanusrather than the dowry itselld9 is simple:manusis
mentioned in the Twelve Tables, wherdasis not, and it is safest to focus on laws that
were likely extant at Plautus' time. Unfortunately, the question of whether a given
marriage icummanuor sinemanuis not one that can be definitely proved from the
textual evidence.

For our purposes, the isso@nuss irrelevant for dowry, at least for the duration
of the marriage. In the Ciceronian period, a dowry became entirely the husband's at the
time of marriage, whether the woman vimsnanuor not? And since the legal drive
away from this tendency appears only much fateseems likely that the Ciceronian
rule, or something close to it, applied at the time of Plautus. But the dowry is absorbed
into the husband's property only during the marriage, and this rule does not preclude the
woman from recovering her dowry after the marriage dissolves. When discussing dowry
as it pertains t®lautine plays, | suggest we focus on the idea of a dowry as an asset

potentially recoverable by the woman. A®ggiari neatly puts it, the dowry is "legally

% For instance, Dees, Slater 79, and Watson 1967: 31 @aslieg Petersmann 94 angbgt-Spira
2000b: 164-5 ofstichus Vogt-Spira 2000a: 23-4 on the relation of Gr&ekeiato Romammanus

* Treggiari 325Cic. Top. 23.

® Treggiari 325-6.
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his and potentially her$."It is exactly this potential that would still allow a married
woman to be concerned about "her" property, whetheranuor not.

As | already mentioned, the Twelve Tables (at least what we possess of them) do
not mention dowry at all. But they apparently mention divorce and, more relevant to our
discussion, the division of property after divorce. Cicero says that afteny divorced
Volumnia, he did so according to the Twelve Tables, by taking her keys and telling her to
take her thingsillam suamsuasressibi habereiussit exduodecintabulis,clavisademit,
exegi).” This divorceformula, and variants of it, are mentioned in Pladtde only
guestion, then, is whether the personal propeey (nentioned in the divorce formula
includes thalos Watson suggests that originally this was not the casegstsemply
meant personal items and clothihdgut he also acknowledges that the clause should not
be taken literally and that its primary intent was "“to show that a divorce was intéhded."
Although we cannot say definitively that the womaaSsincluded hedos this scenario
is possible.

Watson's picture of fifth-century Roman law is as follows (emphasis mine):

Dowry was a recognized social institution. Yet there was
no mention of it whatever in the XII Tables, and we know
only thatcautionegei uxoriaeandactionesrei uxoriae

only came into existence very much later. We are entitled
to conclude that there wene specific legal rules on

dowry. Things given to the husband as dowry simply
became part of his general assets, and were in no way

® lbid. 365.

"Phil. 2.28.69.

8 As, for example, wheNyrrhine warnsCleostrata to beware of her husband telling her to geout (

foras mulier) in Cas.212. Rosenmeyer has discussed this and other examples of the divorce formula on
thePlautine stage, while McDonnell concentrates specifically on women's use of the divorce formula.

° Watson 1965: 48.

1 bid.
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distinguishable from his oth@roperty. . .if the husband
died first, all his estate (including dowry) fell to be divided
in the ordinary way. Ithe husband divorced his wife for a
matrimonial fault, neither she nor anyone else could
demand the return of the dowry; if the husband otherwise
put away his wife he had to pay a severe penalty to her
irrespective of whether or not she had received a d&wry.

| agree with Watson's assessment. But we must keep open the possibility of legal
development between the time of the Twelve Tables and that of Plautus. There is one
further piece of evidence that pertains to marriage, pertaining more to Plautus' time:
Gellius' statement on the divorce@drviliusRuga, which took place around 230 B.C.E.

Memoriaetraditumestquingentisfereannis posRomam
conditamnullasrei uxoriaenequeactionesnequecautiones
in urbe Romaut inLatio fuisse,quoniamprofectonihil
desiderabatunullis etiamtuncmatrimoniisdivertentibus.
ServiusquoqueSulpicius inlibro, guemcomposuit de
dotibus,tum primumcautionesei uxoriaenecessariassse
visasscripsit, cunmSpuriusCarvilius, cuiRuga
cognomentunfuit, vir nobilis, divortium cumuxorefecit,
quialiberi ex eacorporisvitio nongignerentur . .2

It is handed down to memory that for nearly 500 years

after the founding of Rome there were neither actions nor
guarantees for a wife's property in Rome dratium,

since it was by no means wanted, and also there were no
marriages broken up at that time. E&arviusSulpicius,

in the book he wrote about dowry, said that guarantees for a
wife's property first seemed necessary on the occasion
whenSpuriusCarvilius, whose&eognomerwasRuga, a

noble man, divorced his wife because she could not bear
children due to some physical defect.

% Watson 1975: 38-9.
2 Aulus Gellius,NA 4.3.1.



The case is fairly simpleCarviliusRuga divorced his wife because she could not bear
children. But because she had not done anything wrong, f@ers@jsSulpicius
suggests that she was not liable to legal punishment. Further, this feeling extended to her
property, and the fact that she was not at fault suggested the need for protecting the
property of wives divorced for no faultreggiari rightly notes:

Gellius specifically states th&erviusSulpicius Rufus,

Cicero's contemporary, in his book on dowry said that

Ruga's divorce showed thedutionesei uxoriae

(guarantees for a wife's property) were needalpicius is

decisive on such a point. It is significant that the property

guaranteed as recoverable in the event of a divorce is called

the wife's. During the marriage, it was presumably called

dos as it certainly is from now on . . .whereas before the

husband had a right to retain the dowry, subject to certain

sanctions, by the second century the wife had a right to

have the dowry restored to Hér.
In later law, a woman who was divorced without fault could recover her déwry.
Between 230 B.C. and legal codification of this recovery, it seems likely that the notion
of the dowry apotentiallythe woman's still existed.

| suggest that this is the legal background against which we shouldPtaatine

marriage: there were not yet any written laws about dowry, as far as we know, but these
plays were without a doubt written after 230 B.C.E. The fact that there was a notion
(legal or otherwisey of dowry as a recoverable asset, combined with the lack of a written

law, perfectly explains the behavior of tineoresdotatae The husband might

technically have been in charge of the dowry; however, if divorce was as easy as the

131991: 325.
14 bid. 325-6.
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plays make it seem (or even if nSthe wife would have every reason to compel her
husband not to squander a dowry that she would legally get back. In short, | argue that
thePlautine couple is reflecting a real and contemporary legal problem: the tension
between the husband's legal right to the dowry during marriage, and the wife's ability (if
not legal right) to recover her dowry.

A further aspect of dowry worth exploring is its function, a topic even less well
attested than the dowry itself. Scholarly opinion is divided on the relationship between
dowry and the maintenance of a wife, but some scholars assume continuity between
Plautus and later lawt5. We know that, bylpian andDiocletian’s time, the dowry was
meant not only for women's maintenance but also for the household af ldgeve
shall see, the dowry's use will be another point of tension between husband and wife. Let
us now return to the plays themselves, which are intimately connected to the

contemporary concerns of dowry, luxury, and spending.

Money luxuriaanddamnum
Having established a likely relationship between the wife and her (potential)

property, | will now examine the larger issue of women and spending. Plautus’ plays are

% Dixon has convincingly argued, for example, that Polybius' wording regarding dowry settliements
highlights the gap between the men's legal ownership and the women's notional possession (1985: 160-63).
18 Divorce was apparently always available for men, though usually for an offense on the part of the wife,
and was relatively common, if not encouraged, by the time of Cicero (ibid.).

Y Treggiari assumes that the dowry carried with it a duty to keep a wife in a manner commensurate with
the dowry based oRlautine evidence (331) but admits that juristic evidence for the connection between
dowry and maintenance is relatively late (332). However, she concludes that "the basic responsibility of
supporting the wife was the husband's and he was expected to use the dowry" (338). Dumont (36-40)
agrees, and notes the correspondence between later jurists' opinitsnahd0 and 801-2. Gardner and
Watson baldly state that a wife had no legal claiméintanence (Gardner 68; Watson 1975: 31).

8 Dumont 36, 40.
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roughly contemporary with theex Oppia, a sumptuary measure passed in 215 B.C.E.
and repealed in 195 B.C.E. Our information about this law comes primarily_fuyta
account of the debate surrounding the law's repeaf:is supposedly reportingalerius'
speech in favor of the repeal and Cato's speech against the repeal (34.118)x The
Oppia forbade women to wear gold and purple, and to ride in carriages. But the law's
relationship to Rome's wartime economy is debatab@ulham (1982), in particular,
emphasizes that the law did nakeanything, and suggests that it was not even really
aimed at women because they could not technically have any property of their own.
Rather, the law tried to curb elite men from competing indirectly through women. This
interpretation is important, because it highlights the gap between the stereotype of
women as conspicuous consumers and the actions of the women (and men) thémselves.
Plautus' plays obviously participate in the contemporary discourse about women
and luxury. But understanding how these ideas are used on the comic stage is important
for interpreting the plays' relationship with their audience. As we have seen in the
previous chapter, men's complaints ahowresdotataeare not always borne out by the
characterization of the women themselves. The same applies to men's complaints about
women's luxurious spending. | will first examine what men say, and how this reflects

upon contemporary concerns. Then, | will examinenth&onaés own attitude towards

9 Even the terms of the law are debatedZitham's view, althoughivy wants to imply that the law co-

opts private funds for public use, the wording of the law itself describes only a prohibition on possession.
However, scholars such as Pomeroy Abhdecherli-Boyce followLivy's lead and assume the law was
confiscatory.

% As Culham points out, in 210 the women voluntarily gave funds from their dowries to give a golden bowl
to Juno.
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money. As we shall see, the male and female characters express conflicting notions
about money, marriage, and luxury.

As we have seen in thfaulularia, the old marMegadorus is upset because his
sister is trying to make him marry a well-dowered woman of middle age. He himself
would prefer to marry the young lady next door, who happens to be poor. In atizzy, he
has a long tirade against women with dowrikkegadorus' speech has been linked to the
Lex Oppia, and even cited as the paradigm for Plautus' views of wdrdemvever, the
relationship between that law and this speech is considerably more problematic than
previously recognized. There are two issues at stake: first, the content of the speech, and
secondMegadorus' characterization.

Megadorus begins by saying that the rest of the richer oetar{opulentiores
479) should marry thendowered daughters of poor m@agperioruntilias . ..
indotatas479-80), and that this would make the city more harmoniou@ fiatcivitas
concordior481) as well as creating less ill wiihyidia 482). As for the women, they
would fear trouble more than they dibag malamremmetuantguammetuuntmagis
483), there would be less luxurious spendsunfptust84), and things would be better
for the majority of the population (485).

Megadorus then constructs a theoreticalr dotata

nullaigitur dicat: "equidemdotem ade adtuli
maioremmulto quamtibi eratpecunia;
enim m(ijhailr(iquidemaequomspurpuramatque aurum

ancillas,mulos,muliones pedisequos,
salutigerogpuerosyehicla quivehar."

2 E.g.Schuhmann 197Culham andrreggiari,locc.citt
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(498-502)

Then no woman would say: "I brought you a dowry much
greater than the money you had. So it's right that | be given
purple, gold, maids, mules, mule-drivers, footmen,
messenger boys, and carriages | can be driven in."

This portion of the speech corresponds most conspicuously witlext®ppia: purple,
gold, and carriages were the items prohibited to women. But our analysis must not stop
here. First, we must note that this is a man speaking for, and in fact constructing, a
woman? In actuality, ndlautinematronasays anything of the sort. Certainly, men's
conceptions of dowered women might run along the linesMbegtdorus describes, but
this is not straightforward historical evidence for women's spending.

The next and longest portion kfegadorus’ speech lists the items on which the

dowered woman spends money.

nuncquogquevenias, pluplaustrorum iraedibus
videasquamruri, quando adillam veneris.

sed hoetiampulchrumestpraequanubi sumptugpetunt.
statfullo, phrygio,aurifex,lanarius;
cauponegatagiarii,indusiuarii,

flammarii, violarii, carinarii;
stantmanuleariistantmurobatharii,
propoladinteonescalceolarii;
sedentarisutorersdiabathrarii,
soleariiastantastantmolocinarii;
petuntfullones,sarcinatorepetunt®
strophiariiastantastantsemulsonarii.

iam hosceabsolutosenseascedunt petunt
treceni, cunstantthylacistae imtriis
textoredimbularii, arcularii.
ducuntur,daturaes.iam absolutoxenseas,
cuminceduntinfectorescorcotarii,

Z\Wyke has discussed the rhetoric of adornment to define women.
% |eo brackets this line.
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autaliguamala cruxsempetest,quaealiquid petat.
(505-22)

Now, go where you will, you may see more carriages
among the houses than in the country when you go to a
farm-house. But this is even light, in comparison with when
they ask for their expenses; there stands the scourer, the
embroiderer, the goldsmith, tiollen-manufacturer,

retail dealers in figured skirts, dealers in women's under-
clothing, dyers in flame-color, dyers in violet, dyers in
wax-color, or else sleeve-makers, or perfumers; wholesale
linen drapers, shoemakers, squatting cobblers, slipper-
makerssandalmakers stand thestainers in mallow color
stand there; hairdressers make their demands, botchers their
demands; bodice-makers stand there; makers of kirtle take
their stand. Now you would think them got rid of; these
make way, others make their demands; three hundred duns
are standing in your hall; weavers, lace-makers, cabinet-
makers, are introduced; the money's paid them. You would
think them got rid of by this; when dyers in saffron colors
come sneaking along; or else there's always some horrid
plague or other which is demanding somethitrgn§.

Riley)

This portion ofMegadorus' list mines a different comic vein than does the
previous portion. Though it follows the theme of luxurious spending and feminine
adornment, the main source of its comedy is not necessarily misogyny. Its items do not
in fact correspond to tHeex Oppia as we know it. In fact, what it represents is a
husband's handling (or underestimation) of household expenses. Given that the
household described is elite, at least some of these items are necessary for keeping up
appearances. If the women are doing the ordering but the men are paying the bills, the
men might not understand the relationship between the interminable bills, feminine attire,

and their own reputation. In fact, given that running the house was the job of the

matrong it is entirely possible that the man would have no idea how to do it.
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The men in the audience could laugh at this speech for various reasons: one
reason is certainly that they identify with the stereotype about women's luxurious
spending. But there are other reasons as well: because they recognize the feeling of
paying multiple bills for orders they have not placed, or because they too define women
through their puzzling obsession with attfrer (if they are not elite) because rich people
spend their money on such ridiculous items. But the women in the audience could laugh
too, because they have heard their husbands complain about bills they did not understand.
Finally, there is the possibility that the audience laughs simply at the outlandish
exaggerationlists of this sort ara comic device used as far back as Aristophanes. In
short, the humor of this speech does not depend entirely on misogynist factors.

We should also ask hoMlegadorus' characterization contributes to the audience's
reception of his speech. Some scholars have taken him as a kindly old man or a stern
Catonian figure--and have also assumed that these would be sympathetic to the
audienceé® Others have suggested marenced readings. Moore, for instance,
analyzedMegadorus' tirade as a parody, whdlenstan emphasizédegadorus'
guestionable motives and suggests Megiadorus decries dowered women because he is
in love with a penniless young thifY.In fact,Konstan argues that tieulularia as a

whole reinforces cultural notions about the necessity of a dowry, andégaidorus

% Cf. Wyke, loc. cit; Sashadige also discusses women's clothing as identity (105).

% Humanitarian: Uber denGegensatrerKlassenstellt [Megador] derethischerGesichtspunkt: Man
solle mit rechtschaffeneMenschergemeinsam&achemachermrmoresboni sindwichtigeralsjede Mitgift”
(Hofmann 1977: 8)CatonianLefévre 2001: 102-3, 146-8.

% Moore 1998a: 161-4. See also his chaptenetatheater and morality, in which he argues that
moralizing characters are always suspect (67-BO@nstan 1983: 41-2
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speech "runs exactly counter to the role of the dowry in the entireplagegadorus’
character is therefore at odds with the play's ultimate goal of uniting the young-lovers-
the point being that iMegadorus is rendered ridiculous by his exaggeration and suspect
by his motives, then his tirade, while funny, does not support his claims, or the claims of
others who voice such opinions. His role may, indeed, be a par@jtarfian morality.
While his rant against female luxury confirms the existence of a certain stereotype about
women's spending, at the same time, the credibility of that stereotype is undercut by
being put in the mouth of a ridiculous character.

In theMenaechmitoo, we hear men's opinions on women and luxury. While
reproaching his wifeMenaechmus claims that she has nothing to complain about, since
he provides her with maids, food, wool, gold, clothing, and purple dyed gloéimdo
egotibi ancillas,penum, lanam, aurumyestempurpuram /benepraebeoneque
guicquamegesl20-2). Later in the play, her father repeats this sentiment: "since he
keeps you in gold and clothing, and provides you rightly with maids and food, it's better
to keep a sound mind [than get upseqigndote auratam etvestitambenehabet,
ancillas,penum fectepraehibet,meliussanamest,mulier, mentenrsumere801-2).

The items in thélenaechmare slightly different from those in tiaulularia.

The gold and purple are the same, and are luxury items. Maids and food, however, are
not. Maids, though obviously not a feature of the poorest households, are not necessarily

luxurious, and both maids apénus(provisions) serve the interests of the house, and not

2 \bid. 2.
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only thematronas whim?® The gold and purple may have been added as a topical joke,
since there may have been actual dowries that included them, but the other items are
more neutral. Furthermore, this list is not nearly as exaggeraMegasiorus'. The
speakers' standing is also different thdegadorus' in théulularia: whenMenaechmus

first addresses his wife, he most likely receives a sympathetic ear from the audience. The
matronas father, too, has an entrance that establishes him as a relatively likeable
character. The implications of the speeches are also slightly differémegadorus’

speech women expect luxury; in thlenaechmimen insist on it. And whil®egadorus
rejects the idea of spending money on these itBfaeaechmus accepts them, albeit
grudgingly. But though the characters differ in their presentation, all agree on one thing:
marriage is defined by financial duty and benefits. When men talk about marriage, it is
an economic relationship they describe.

The women, however, have different views. Some reject the financial definition
of a marriage entirely. THstichussisters tell their father that they married husbands, not
money Qonargento . . sedviro 136). Alcumena, too, rejects the traditional definition of
dowry and redefines it in terms of virtuésgph 839-42). Furthermore, moatrona

(dowered or otherwise) ever asks for gold, purple or carriages. In fact, prostitutes are the

% penusis later defined bgcaevola as "things to eat and drink used byéterfamilias his wife,

children, and their attendants and anima®&IjusNA4.1). It is clearly meant to serve the entire
household, rather than just the wife (Dumont 2993gpgiari 389-90). Maids who came with the dowry,
while technically belonging to the wife, often performed services that benefited the household, such as
cooking or watching the children (Dumont 38geggiari 375). This differs from the retinue of slaves
described irAul. 498 ff., and even by Catbi¢y 34.3.9). Finally, we should note that prostitutes have
slaves and maid3iruc., Men, Pers.etc.
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women who demand luxury iterfis Matronaeare most concerned about economizing
household resources rather than spending them on clothing or je@é&tgstrata

expresses frustration with her husband's debauchery and perfume buying, telling him,

"Go ahead, lose your shirt!tlisperderem,Cas. 247). Dorippa’s complaint is

specifically in response to her husband's announcement that he has hired a cook, and she
says that no financial losdgmnun will surprise her after thisMerc.784).

When the women do mention their dowry, it is used as a demand for better
treatment, not for luxury goods. In tMercator, for instance, when theenex
Lysimachus has just announced his expenditures on a lover's banquet, Bisnpifa
says:

miseriormulier menecfiet, necfuit,

tali viro quaenupserimheumiseraemihi.

em quoite ettua,quaetu habeas;ommendesiro

em quoidecemtalentadotisdetuli,

haecut viderem,ut ferrem hasontumelias.

(700-704)

There never was and never will be a woman more

miserable than me, since | married such a man--poor me!

Just see the husband to whom you're supposed to entrust

yourself and your belongings! Just see the man whom |

brought ten talents of dowry, just so | could see this, and

suffer abuse!
Dorippa cites her dowry--but only to imply her husband's mismanagement of it. Her
expectation based on a large dowry is framed in terms of propriety, not luxury. She

implies that the real problem is her suffering abtisedm haontumelias/04).

Artemona, too, mentions her dowry in response to her husband's insults, and makes no

® Truc.51-6;Men.524-7, 539-42. It should be noted, however, that these requests are usually for gold in
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financial demands whatsoevéysjn.898). Cleostrata's complaints also center on respect:
she says she is badly marriedalenupta Cas.172), and despised at honaegpicatur
domil84). Finally, theMlenaechmmatronacomplains of being taken for a joke

(ludibria habeor 782). We can see that, in the eyes of the female characters themselves,
dowry is cited as grounds for better treatment, and not for spending more money.

We should note, however, that men, and not women, are the big spenders in
Plautus' plays: husbands are either pillaging their wife's personal belongings (as in the
MenaechmandAsinarid) or spending the money on prostitutes or luxurious lovers'
banquets (as in thdercator, Casing andStichu$. This is why we must be very careful
not to take a statement likdegadorus' too seriously. Although the notaim that wives
demand luxury, wives themselves do not ask for luxury. In fact, the wives understand the
relationship between a dowry and household economy. Their husbands, who constantly
attempt to spend money on banquets, prostitutes, and gifts for prostitutes, do not. Hence,
Plautine comedy has a more complex relationship with the contemporary discourse on
luxury than is usually conceded. The humor does not consist solely in men maligning
women's luxury; it is acted out in the men's spending as well. The men's spending, in
turn, must be read in the context of their ridiculousness. Thus, an analysis must not stop
at the men's jokes, but must incorporate their characterization and the women's own
words and actions. We see that the stereotype of women's luxurious spending is not

supported, buproblematized by the comic context.

the form of jewelry, or for clothing.

19€



Flagitiumand Propriety

If Plautinematronaedo not expect luxury, what do they want from their
husbands? Leaving the question of love for later, we may note first that wives do not
expect fidelity from their husbands. Not anatronaever tells her husband to stop
seeing prostitutes. The wives merely want their husbands to have a certain type of
relationship with prostitutes, one that avoids scarfidi{ium) and excessive financial
loss @amnun.

Recall that, in the last chapter, we saw how the plays madeies amatoa
target for the audience's derision. The men's age-inappropriate and foolish behavior is
derided by multiple characters, and exactly this behavior constitutdaghieim that the
wives complain of. On the other hand, thatronaés own concerns are family-oriented:
raising childrer®. keeping household expenses reasonable, and avoiding scandal.

A tipsy lenain theCistillaria offers an insightful look at the expectations of
matronae While herdrunkeness may make us wary of her credibility as a character, we
must keep the context of the play in mind. Tdmais offering earnest advice to the
young prostitute Selenium, and she is giving her advice as one woman in the profession
to another. She is not trying to justify anything to the audience, and she certainly has no
reason to dissemble:

decetpol, mea Selenium,

huncesseordinembenevolentis inter se
benequamicitiautier,

% We have already seen all the instancemaronaeshowing appropriate motherly conceborippa

prays to Apollo for her son's well-beiniglérc. 680); Artemona is more concerned with her husband
corrupting their son, which she mentions several tirhsi(851, 867, 875, 932) than with the fact that her
son is sowing his wild oatleostrata says that she and her husband ought to help their on§ason (
262). Finally,Phanostrata is very concerned to find her long-lost daugbitgt) (
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ubiistasvideassummogenerenatassummatignatronas,

ut amicitiamcoluntatqueut eamiunctambenehabent inter
se.

si idemistudnosfaciamus, is idenmitemur,ita tamenvix
vivimus

cuminvidia summasuarumopumnosvoluntesse
indigentes.
nostracopia nilvoluntnospotesse
suigueomniumrerumnosindigere,

ut simussupplices.

eassi adeasabitumguamaditummalis,ita nostroordini

palamblandiuntur, clamsi occasiousquanest,
aquamfrigidam subdolesuffudunt.

Viris cumsuispraedicanhossolere,

suagpaelicesesseaiunt,euntdepressum.

(Cistellaria 22-37)

It is fitting, my Selenium, that our kind make good use of
goodwill and friendship among each other. But when you
see those women born from the best stock, those creme de
la creme, thenatronae—how they cherish friendship and
how well it is joined among them! But if we should do this
same thing, if we should imitate them, we can scarcely live
with such ill-will. They want us to be dependent on their
resources. They want us to be able to do nothing from our
own resources and that we be in need of their money, so
that we come to them as suppliants. If you dare approach
them, you prefer the exit to the entrance, since they are
coaxing to our kind in public, but in private meetings (if
there is ever occasion for them) they pour cold water on us.
They accuse us of making their husbands a habit, they say
we are concubines, and they are out to get us.

There are three main points | want to draw fi®yna’s speech: 1) that there is a
concern for financial resources on the part of lmo#netricesandmatronae 2) that
matronaeare aware of prostitutes at all (and vice versa); and 3) that there are different

types of relationships with a prostitute. If we com@gyea’s statements with the plays
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we have already examined, we will find her characterizatiomatfronaeandmeretrices
surprisingly accurate.

Regarding financial concernSyra captures an important fact: bathtronaeand
meretricesare competing for the same financial resources. This is borne out in plays
where a man’s involvement with a prostitute leads to pilfering of household items.
Without doubt, in thélautine world prostitutes are associated with financial loss. So,
while it may be a drunken exaggerationyra’s part that thenatronaewant the
prostitutes to be financially dependent on them, it is clear that the two groups of women
are invested in the same limited household resources. As we have seen, the wives’
reaction to this plundering is uncharitable, to say the least, and this mayimédtze
thatSyra is describing.

Turning to the second point, it is generally assumednla&tonaeare ignorant of
prostitutes and their function, and thus sexually jealous and frustrated by their inability to
control their husband’s infidelity. Contrary to this description, wives seem well aware of
prostitutes and their function. We have already $deanstrata’s snappy comeback in the
Casing when she tells her husband that it's a prostitute's job, not hers, to coax other
women's husbands (585-8}leostrata acknowledges the existencmefetricesand
shows insight into how their role differs from that of a wife: it is the dutyroéeetrix
not amatrona to be coaxinglflandg.*

Finally, Syra makes the curious statement thanth&ronaeaccuse the prostitutes

of being accustomed to their husbands, and call fhegtices By being indignant at the
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accusations, she implies that this is not true. She may be trying to defend the prostitutes'
roles, and pinpoint the men as agents, or she may be saying that the accusations are
entirely untrue. But her use sblereimplies that the idea oépeatedlyisiting a
meretrix(as opposed to once in a while), is the basis for the wives' accusations. Her
objection to the wordoaelexsupports the idea that customary habit is the problem. A
paelexis a concubine, a rival to the wite. Though the terms for prostitutes are a
slippery semantic area, it is clear that there are differing relationships with prostitutes:
hiring an unnamed hookesqortumducerg differs from having a long-standing
relationship, whether with a higher-class prostitatergtriy, a girlfriend émicg or a
concubine ¢oncubinapaele}.® Syra's version of the wives’ accusations, then, tells us
much: the wives object to their husbands’ having long-term relationships with
prostitutes, rather than just visiting them.
According to a later commentary on Horace, even Cato the Censor agreed with

this sentiment:

Catonetranseuntguidam deornice; cumfugeret,

revocavit elaudavit. Postea cunfrequentiuseum

exeuntem deodemlupanarividisset,dixissefertur:

adulescens, edge laudavi,tamquanmhucintervenires, non

tamquam hichabitares?

A certain man came out of a brothel while Cato happened

to be passing by. When Cato saw the man, he called him

back and praised him. But later, when Cato had seen the
man exiting the same brothel fairly often, they say he

3 Treggiari notes that there is in later Roman literature a clear contrast between proper deportment for
wives and prostitutes, but uses examples such as Martial and Horace (314).

% A paelexis "a mistress installed as a rival or in addition to a wife" (Adams 1983: 355, citit_bje
andTreggiari considers paelexas the female equivalent adulter (264).

* Adams 1983: 325-7, 348-50, 355.

¥ pseudoAcron onHor. Sat.1.2.31-2.



addressed him: "Young man, | praised you because |
thought you visited this place, not because you lived there."
Cato at first praises the young man for finding the appropriate outlet for his lust. But
upon seeing that the man visits the brothel too often, he chastises him for living there.
Cato's criticism can be read in two ways: either because the man is too lustful, or because
he is confusing a brothel with a home. It is the latter confusion that seems to upset the
wives ofPlautine comedy.
Given that adultery was triangular, i.e., it reflected on both spouses, a husband's
having apaelexis the closest he can come to committing legal adultery on hisiwife.
The wives couch their complaints in exactly these terms: they say their husband has a
long-term mistressafnmica paelex concubina or meretriy. In theMenaechmifor
exampleMenaechmus and his wife both refefEmtium asamica® In theMercator,
too, Dorippa and her son refer Rasicompsa as a mistreamica paele}y numerous
times, and clearly differentiate her frons@rtum
One aspect dbyra's speech is not borne out in the plays: the face-to-face meeting
of matronaeandmeretricesn private. In the entirBlautine (and erentian) corpus, only
once do we seeraatronacome face-to-face with a prostitife. Moreover, there is a

distinct discomfort with placing the prostitute in the domestic space. It seems that the

® Treggiari 264.

% Erotium is described adenaechmusimicaby her cook (300), his wife (561, 652, 741), and
Menaechmus himself (599). She is referred tmesetrixby Peniculus (193), and later bjenaechmus
(906) andMessenio (1134). She is callecortumby Peniculus (170) anByracusatMenaechmus (475,
1142).

% In the last act of thasinaria
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mixing of matronaeandmeretricesviolated some basic principle of Roman
categorizatior?®
TheMercator, especially, brings together the themes we have been discussing. In
Demipho's dream, certain events foreshadow events in the play: two she-goats
(representing a wife and a courtesan) will fight if they are in the same house (231); and
the pretty little she-goat (i.e., the prostité@sicompsa) will devour the dowry of the
wife of a monkey (i.e., his neighbbysimachus, 239-241). The themes of domestic
space (specifically the problem of having a wife and a courtesan in one house), separate
spheres for wife and prostitute, and the improper expenditure of money will be central to
the play.
In the first place, the play clearly dichotomizes the roles of a wife and a prostitute,

and does so in terms similar@eostrata's remark. The young n@marinus claims that
no one will believe such a pretty girl Basicompsa could be a maid (210). Later, his
father makes the same suggestion. First he claimP#satompsa's looks are out of
keeping with the householddn nostraformamhabetdignam dom@95), and that she
will not be able to perform chores (396-400). He continues:

quiailla formamatremfamilias

flagitium sitsi sequaturguandancedat pewvias

contemplentconspicianbmnes nutent,nictent,sibilent,

vellicent,vocent,molestisint; occentenbstium:

impleanturelegeorummeaseforescarbonibus.
atqueut nuncsuntmaledicentebominesuxori meae

% This is true in later literature. In Terencatielphoethe old marDemea expresses shock at the idea of a
prostitute and mother together in one houseretrix etmaterfamiliasuna in domo!%747). In the

Hecyra themeretrixBacchis is distinctly uncomfortable at having to go into the house to meet her ex-
lover's wife (788-89). In thBhilippics Cicero accuse&ntony of mixing prostitutes and mothers--
including his ownmateramicamimpuri fili tamquammurumsequebatu(2.58); and in the context of
general debauchergcorta intermatresfamiliag2.105).
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mihiqueobiectenienociniumfacere. nam quideost
opus?....

egoemeromatrituae

ancillamviraginemaliqguam normmalam, formanala,

ut matremaddecetamilias,autSyramaut Aegyptiam:

eamolet, coquetconficietpensumpinseturflagro,

nequeproptereamquicquamevenietnostrisforibusflagiti.

(405-17)

Because it would breed scandal for such a beauty to be the

attendant of a wife and mother; when she passed through

the streets all the men would eye her, ogle her, nod and

wink and whistle, pinch her, accost her, annoy her; they

would serenade the house and scrawl my doors black with

their love ditties. And worse still—people are so

slanderous nowadays—they would charge my wife and me

with pandering. What good is that? . ..

I'll buy your mother some big lusty wench, a good one,

though not good looking, such as befits the mother of a

family--some Syrian or Egyptian. Shiegrind meal, cook,

spin, take her thrashings--a maid like that will bring no

disgrace to her house. (trans. Nixon)
In short,Demipho claims that beautfo(ma) is incompatible with working in the
household, and that beauty can taimaterfamiliaswith accusations of scandal
(flagitium) and pimping lenociniun). DespiteDemipho's discreditable character (he
really wants to sequester the girl for himself), we should consider his remarks seriously,
precisely because he is unwittingly revealing his own intentions. By listing these erotic
activities, he is actually looking forward to his own relations with the girl. But the fact
still remains that erotic activity conducted in a household is inappropriate, and reflects
badly onDemipho and his wife.

More importantly, his so@harinus makes the same assumption--that beauty is

incompatible with work--and he has no motive for remowagicompsa from the house.
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Both men assume thetrmais incompatible with household work and with a
materfamiliasDemipho has specified a certain dichotomy between the rolaatobna
andmeretrix and the separation of the domestic and other spheres: presumably, a wife is
not expected to be beautiful any more than she is expectedlarnoa When the two

spheres come too close together, the sphere of prostitution infects the sphere of marriage,
and bothDemipho and his wife risk being accusegfiphood(lenociniun).* This

concern with bringing prostitution into the house, already articulated in the beginning of
the play, will recur several times.

When we tun to the other married couple, we see the play's theme repeated.
Lysimachus' wifeDorippa, returns from the country, and her slave runs out to warn her
about a woman in the housaylier inaedibus 684). In respons®orippa merely asks,

"What, a woman?"quid mulier? 685). But whesyra claims it is aneretrix Dorippa’'s
puzzlement turns to disbelief--she says, "Are you serio¥&tbfeserio?685). The

idea of a prostitute inside the house is what really ups@ippa. Syra further specifies

that the woman is a mistressicg, and a kept womarpéeley. Lysimachus re-enters,
and remarks that he has hired a cook (the audience knows this for his lovers' feast with
Pasicompsa), and we see tBaimipho's prediction has come true: the pretty little she-
goat Pasicompsa) is devouring the dowrnyLgsimachus' wife.

WhenLysimachus seedorippa, he knows he is in trouble because she has seen

the woman in the housen(llierem inaedibus707). Lysimachus tries to defend himself,

¥t is uncertain whethébemipho and his wife could actually be prosecuted for this offense. In later law,
an owner who pimps his slaves is liable to this chddyigign D.3.2.4, 2-3). But even assuming legal
continuity, we must imagine thBemipho does not intend to sh&asicompsa. It is possible, however,
that the mere presence of other suitors for a slave could suggest this charge. Siggsiso
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butDorippa's suspicions are confirmed when a cook impliexbappa is the
concubinathatLysimachus has been talking about. The teomcubinalike paelex
implies a kept woman, rather than a casual prostitute. At this painppa cannot stand
it any more:

nonmiror si quiddamnifacisautflagiti.

necpol egopatiar, sic m&uptam tam male

measque irmedis siscortaobductarier.

Syra,i, rogatomeumpatremverbismeis

ut veniat ad méam simul tecum.
(784-88)

No extravagance or enormity of yours, sir, surprises me.
Good heavens! | won't endure such a dreadful married life,
and have sluts introduced into my own house in such a
fashion! Syra! Go to my father and ask him in my name to
come to me with you at once.

(trans. Nixon)

It is very important to notBorippa’s concerns: they are financial and propriety-oriented.

She at no point says that the actual fact of her husband's infidelity upsets her. She is most
concerned about the financial logsahnum that her husband incurs (probably based on

her observation of the preparations for the feast), and abdilagiteim that ensues from
bringing prostitutes into the housa éedig. Her demand th&yra get her father shows

that these are concerns serious enough to warrant outside intervé&udigopa then

exits into the house.



Lysimachus runs aftddorippa, and the old slav&yra is left alone onstage. She
then delivers a monologue that addresses the sexual double standard applied to men and
women.

ecastotegeduravivont mulieres

multogueiniquiore miseraequamviri.

nam isvir scortumduxit clamuxoremsuam,

id si rescivituxor, impunestiro;

uxor virum si clam domagressastforas,

viro fit causagxigitur matrimonio.

utinamlex essetadenguaeuxori estviro;

namuxor contentaest,quae bona&st,unoviro:

qui minusvir unauxorecontentusiet?

ecastofaxim, siitidem plectantuniri,

si quis clamuxoremduxeritscortumsuam,

utillae exigunturquae in seulpamcommerent,

pluresviri sintvidui quamnuncmulieres.
(817-829)

My god, women live under a harsh law, and one that is
much harsher to them than it is to men, poor things. For if
a man takes a whore unbeknownst to his wife, and the wife
finds out about it, the husband goes unpunished. Butif a
woman even sets foot outside the house without her
husband knowing about it, there's cause for the husband to
divorce her. If only the law were the same for man and
wife! For a good wife is content with one husband; why
should a man be any less content with one wife? ['ll
warrant that if husbands were punished the same way,
whatever man took a whore without his wife's knowledge,
just as those women are divorced who bring fault upon
themselves . . . more men would be alone than women are
now!

This monologue is quite astounding for its time in that it even questions the

double-standard inherent in Roman marri&galor is the comic context such tiyra

“0 As Moore notes (1998a: 164-5), “The speech does provide a striking introduction of the wife's
perspective into a theatrical genre that is more often than not antagonistitrémae"
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is apt to be the object of the audience's laughter. But it brings us back to what women
expect from a marriage. A good wife is expected to have one husband; and while a
husband can philander, a wife cannot. Importantly, the idea of meeting a prostitute
secretly comes up again, and the wife's unhappiness is predicated on her discovery of the
husband's assignation. Sfra can acknowledge the double standard onstage, we can
assume that it made sense to the members of Plautus' audience. But rather than reading it
as a proto-feminist statement calling for legal equality, we must situate it in the context
that we have already seen: it simply points out that women, having discovered their
husband's adultery, can do nothing. It is most likely a call for discretion on the husbands'
part. Discrete, offsite adultery is what the other plays have also suggested, and what the
matronaeexpect. Moreover, this limitation is perfectly in line with the societal standards
of the time: an accepted (and explicitly acknowledged) double standard would not

encourage women to expect fidelfty Discretion, on the other hand, is a virtue more

broadly applicable than fidelity.

At the play's conclusion, we skegsimachus' an@®orippa's sonkEutychus, try to
make peace for the couple. He repeats the accusations, saying his mother is very mad
(irata) that his father not only brought his mistress into the haose(ig but also
brought her face-to-facel oculog with his mother (923-4)Eutychus makes the same
distinction thatSyra did: he says that although the father brougkbauminto the house

(923), his mother thought it was a long-term girlfrieachica925). The problem, again,

“! See Cohen, esp. 112-13, on the Roman double standard.
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is the idea of a long-term girlfriend, already a potential rival to the wife, being installed in
the home.

TheMercatorbrings together the themes discussed so far: financial concerns,
propriety, and dowry. The abuse of money is a problem in and of itself, but the play also
highlights thematronas concern for social propriety, or to put it another way, avoiding
scandalflagitium). Nor isDorippa the onlynatronato complain aboufiagitium: the
Menaechmmatronaalso complains about her husbariidigitia (720). Cleostrata, the
matronaof the Casing claims her husband is a "scandal of a méagi¢iumillud
hominis151). TheAsinaria’sArtemona, too, describes Demaenetus' behavitacase
flagitium (853). The concern with propriety plays into the same comic mechanism
discussed in Chapter 2. The wives accuse their husbands of making themselves publicly
scandalous--and so they do. Thus, the women do not ask for fidelity but discretion.
Moreover, the women's status as comic agents should lead us to conclude that their
demands are not meant to be the object of laughter.

What is the larger function of these "unruly women" who guard agéag#ium?
| have argued that theatronaeare not mere inversions, anti-types, or objects of derision
presented for men's enjoyment. Rather, they are funny, yet moral, agents. As | suggested
in the introduction, previous scholarship has reducedtiteonato a single value: that
of beingmorigeraor not. But that distinction is not useful, and thatronaeshould not
be separated into "bad" or "good" categories. In fact, they are all "good", that is, they all
act in accord with contemporary social norms. Moreover, by providing models of

behavior which run against the socially accepted ideology of neanmerg these
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women provide more than just a momentary lapse, meant to reaffirm the normality of the
prevailing order. In deconstructionist terms, their unruliness widens the discursive field,
so to speak, and provides a new and competing model of feminine béfaRlantus’
characters widen the definition wfatrona far from reducing it to the single quality of
morigera they show a multifaceted definition of the role. If these women are not
morigerae then they are faithful, chaste (for the most part), modest, and competent to run
a housé® Conversely, the women who are ostensibtyigerae(such a€rotium) are

not trustworthy.

Concordia(?): Plautus' Unsentimental Family Ideal

Finally, let us turn to the question of h&®autine marriage relates to "real”
marriage. It was in 1986 thRiawson, writing about Roman marriage, called for more
work to be done on the subject, and especially for a closer examination of the conflict
between ideal and practi¢e. Her call has been answered by historians of family history.

Despite the undisputed function of marriage as an institution for producing legitimate

“2 This analysis is similar to what Davis and Rowe suggest. Davis, discussing the role of women on top in
early modern Europe, suggests that the "ambiguous woman-on-top of the world of play made the unruly
option a more conceivable one within the family" (145). Rowe, a film theorist, analyzes female characters
as comic agents who reverse the gaze of the viewer, and make a spectacle of the spectator (12), an act
which she considers a powerful tool for change. She concludes: "When men make jokes about women,
they assert their already-existing social power over them. When women make jokes about men, they
invert--momentarily--the social hierarchy." (19) While neither of these theorists works on antiquity, their
observations nevertheless have relevance for the topic.

“ By my admittedly feminist reading of tmeatrona | neither intend to over-optimistically accentuate the
positive, nor to deny the misogyny inherent in Roman culture. | do insist, however, that we consider the
polyvalence oPlautine comedy. Every senatorial man in the audience, even if inclined to laugh at the
matrong would also be forced to laugh at the excess ofdinex amator As second-class citizens bound

by patriarchal norms, prostitutes might laugh all the more witiméhteonae and at thesenex amator

And slaves and non-elite members of the audience would certainly laugh from a position of class--perhaps
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children, and its wide disparity from the modern Western ideal of romantic love, it is
agreed thatoncordia spousal harmony, was a prized quality in a marffage.
Furthermore, scholars now acknowledge that genuine spousal affection was not
uncommon, and that emotional support was something expected from family mé&mbers.

Treggiari points to the exiled Cicero's letterJ &yentia as sincere demonstrations
of affection and pain at separatinThose letters, of course, were written before Cicero
divorcedTerentia and marrieBublilia, a much younger woman. The reasons for
Cicero's divorce are debatablelutarch consider§erentia's neglect the most plausible
reason for the divorce. However, he notes Tresentia accused her husband of being
smitten by the charm&i09 of a young lady; whil&iro claimed that Cicero re-married
for money, because he had many débt®ixon suggests that part of the reason for
Cicero's decision waberentia's willfulness and even deceptiveness in managing family
finances® At any rate, there is clearly some financial negotiation after the divorce,
involving how muchTerentia will pay to their son as an allowante.

Control of money, use of dowry, reasons for marriage, and possible infatuation
with a younger woman--all familiar themes from comedy, and (apparently) from life.

Cicero's letters td erentia make his change in affections clear, but only by means of their

for them, all of the concerns of tRéautine couple would seem like the ridiculgesogatives of people
with too much time and money.

“Rawson 26.

* Treggiari 251-3; Dixon 1992 86, 105-6.

“¢ Dixon 1991: 104-6; Dixon 1992: 26-7, 83-90eggiari 241-51.

“" Treggiari 253-255 ofram 14.1, 2, 3, 4 Treggiari also notes that Cicero had ulterior motives, but still
believes the letters were relatively sincere.

“8 Vit. Cic. 41. Plutarch adds thantony accused Cicero of throwing out the wife with whom he had grown
old.

%1986: 103-4.

* Ibid. 106-11.



brevity and brusque tone. Cicero, as a public figure and Roman male, could only speak
as such. He could not cdlerentia names, or speak frankly about what happened. As for
Terentia herself, we hear her voice in only one sentence of Plutarch's report.

The comic stage, on the other hand, gives us both sides of the story (albeit
through a skewed, male-authored perspective). Sadly, most authors of Roman family
history ignore comedy. But comedy, with its twin requirements of norm and challenge-
to-norm, is the perfect means by which to see the conflict between ideal and practice.
Concordiais the ideal norm that lies behind the challenging paradigm which Plautus
constructs, and it is clear tHalautine marriage engages with the same idea of spousal
harmony anatoncordiathat later texts will. Separating Plautus' plays into those
involving "good" or "bad" marriages misses the point. The plays do not create the
"sentimental” idea of family that Dixon describes. On the contrary, Plautus' plays have a
comic, and perhaps more realistic, relationdacordig that is,concordiais the
background against which the plays impose another paradigm.

Even in the two plays that are most obviously concernedasiticordia the
Stichusand theAmphitrug we do not see perfect marriageshlcumena, because she is
unwittingly committing adultery, displays fidelity but not chastity. In$tiehus despite
the sisters' admirable virtue, their newly-returned husbands apparently ignore them in
favor of a banqueting and cavorting with slaves. In the plays thaxgrésdotatae

againstsenesamatoresconcordiais still a central focus, even if it is not demonstrated in

*! In theAmphitrug the wordconcordiais used explicitly, as well as being implied by the characters'
actions. In thétichus the sisters discuss an ideal marriage in terms of martial concord (101, 124-5, 140,
284); say that wives should becias(44), stick through good and bad (124-125); and conclude that an
unwilling wife is like an enemyhostisuxorinvita (83).
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quite the same way. Both spouses have expectations about the marriage: the only
problem is that they cannot agree on the terms. The women want their husbands to leave
their clothing and dowry untouched, not to establish long-term relationships with
prostitutes, and, most of all, not to bring them inside the family home. The women also
want the husbands to recognize that it is not their job twdye&la The husbands, on the
other hand, want total financial control and unquestioning obedience.

Even if womanly subjection to thgaterfamiliaswas aCatonian ideal, there was a
conflicting expectation that a woman should be competent to run the house and manage
the finances. Furthermore, as we have seen, disputes about money were inevitable given
the gap left by the laws governing the use of dowry during the marriage and its recovery
after the divorce, and the gap between women's power over "their" money and men's
control over the household. Finally, the plays complicate the ideal that sex and marriage
were separate issues: although a man could philander, legally and socially speaking,
Plautus' plays show how indiscrete adultery could bring disastrous results to the
household.

Plautus' humor plays upon the difference between idealmecbrdiaand more
realistic demands on marriage. It also serves an important social function. for its
audience--that of a reality check. For all tbamcordiawas extolled, one suspects that,
like most virtues, it was easier said than done. However, the satirical critique inherent in
Plautine comedy ultimately may have contributed to the goal of meoitabrdia For
everymatronawho worried about looking like the unerigerawives onstage, there was

a husband who worried about looking like #emex amatoor the effeminate
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Menaechmus. For any spectator who had read who was sentimentalizing his relationship
with a prostitute, th€lautine prostitute served as a warning.. As in modern times, the
publically private world of comedy made the spectators feel better about their own, un-
ideal lives, while at the same time exercising a controlling laughter that urged spectators
to follow social norms.

Importantly,spectatorial reaction is based on an inherent comparison of self to
stage. Whether one laughts and separates oneself by a feeling of superiority, or laughs
with, and connects oneself with the character, one still recognizes the essential form
being portrayed. This, then, is the naturalisrRlaiutine comedy. Far from presenting a
Saturnalian inversion of everyday morals, it reproduces the norms of the community
while simultaneously exaggerating them. The characters serve as an expression of the
Roman imaginary? that is, the abstract ideological space in which the individual can see
himself. Plautus' plays, moreover, portrayed relationships recognizable not only to
Plautus' contemporary audience, but to later Romans such as Cicero, Horace, and
Quintilian. The fact that these plays spoke to an audience so diverse in time and place is
a testament to their essentiRdmanness" and to their value, both as beginning of truly

Latin literature and asociohistorical source.

%2 use this term both in itsacanian sense (to describe the individual's relationship) aAtthtssserian
sense (to describe the larger society).
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Appendix: Evidence for Greek Wives Onstage

Introduction

There is no extant female role in Greek New Comedy that clearly corresponds to
the Romamatrona Nevertheless, some scholars have assumed a corresponding role,
often based on conflated Greek and Roman evidencmyself am convinced of the
Romanness of Plautus' plays andtronae however, for the sake of those who are
skeptical about thRomanness of the marriages in the Roman plays, this appendix will
examine the evidence for the existenca gfrotomatronain Greek New Comedy—both
in Menandrean plays and in those fragments of other authors which are useful. Since the
matronaherself is variable in age and socio-economic class, | will include all evidence
that suggests the appearance of married women onstage. My goal is to demonstrate the
problems with assuming a Greek equivalent to the role ah#teonabased on the
Greek texts.

| will examine several aspects of the Greek evidence. The first is simply when
and if married women appear onstage. The assumption thatnpattonaeappeared
regularly onstage must be analyzed in terms oMbeandrean plays and other
fragments, rather than in terms of conflated Greek and Roman New Comedy. The second

guestion is what (if anything) we can say about the characterization of these women,

! Married women have not been covered extensively, but have been included in surveys of female
characters. The most extensive existing survey, that of Post, is a good starting point, but it does not focus
exclusively on New Comedy. It also conflates Greek and Roman New Comedy. Webster (1960), too,
makes liberal use of Roman adaptations when survéérgandrean plots, though he is not specifically
concerned with women's roleBantham (1975), who specifically addresses women's roles, is especially
brief about the roles of married women. Citing oMignander'$lokionand its Roman adaptation, she still
confidently asserts that there is a Greek equivalent to the Rmataona Others who assume the
equivalentFraenkel 4166Grimal 86-7;Stark 70, 73Schuhmann 1977: 53.
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especiallyregarding their relationship with other characters. This question is more
difficult to answer given the sparse afetontextualized nature of the evidence. The
final, and most difficult, question is how these married women would fit into the plots of
Greek New Comedy.

In order to answer these questions, | will treat several types of evidence.
Menander provides the most secure evidence simply because a whole play and several
large parts of plays are available for analysis. But evéfeimander's intact plays there
is only one sure example of a married woman onstage. Therefore it will be necessary to
adduce fragments, both bfenander and of other authorSestimonia and plot
summaries, too, will prove useful, as will titles that show feminine endings. Adapted
plays, when we have sufficient evidence from Greek and Roman authors, will be
included. Finally, I will examine later authors who discuss the charactstsr@ndrean
comedy.

My end goal is twfold. First, | want to demonstrate that the connection between
the married women in Greek comedy and their Roman successors is tenuous, at best.
Second, | want to suggest that, at least based on the Greek evidence presented here,
Plautusmatronaeare a distinct, original, and Roman creation. The plays of Terence,
though important for the ultimate question of adaptation, will not be treated here, as they
fall outside the scope of this dissertation.

Before embarking on this survey, it is necessaryyasaord about the simple
termguné. This is the most basic word for "woman" but can also be used in a variety of

other settings. Standing alone, it can be used to mean "wifat"dant also be
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strengthened by adding the adjective "marrigninégamet@ The vocativgunaiis
especially important, since | will be examining quotes containing this vocative as
possible evidence for married women onstage. Unfortunately, the vocative form is
especially flexible, and covers a wide range of semantic meanirgpaiadinguistic
registers. Drawing from other dramatic genres (tragedy, bucolic poetry and mime), we
can get a sense of its many uses.

Gunaican obviously be used as an address from a husband to a wife. We see
many straightforward uses of this in tragédBut it is also used to address a woman who
is a complete strang@rln terms of social statugunaican be used as an address from an
inferior to a superior: messengers and heralds regularly address wogueraids
Choruses, too, usgunaito address queens, suchdsssa andClytemnestra. On the
other hand, choruses use the same term to address women who were of higher status but
are now slaves, such as Cassanéinalromache antiecuba; and even to address
nurse€ From tragedy, too, we can see tjanaialone does not give aspciolinguistic

context; it can be used in a very hostile situation, as a term of pity, or between friendly

2 For instance, Agamemnon @ytemnestra, Jason Medea, Oedipus tdocasta, anddmetus toAlcestis.
% This is particularly apparent in Euripidesitagnorisisplays:Orestes tdphigenia before he recognizes
her,IT 483, 496, 542 and 548|enelaus to Helen, pre-recognitidtel. 557, 563; post-recognition, 779.
lon to unrecognize@reusalon 238, 244, 255, 263, 289, 309, 329, 333, 372, BdMmetus to his new
bride (actuallyAlcestis),Alc. 337; Orestes tain-recognized Electr&lec.1106. InTheocritus, too, a man
addresses an unknown womargasai(ld. 15.73).

* To the chorus leader Bacch.1033; toDeianira inTrach 193 and 366; ttocastaOT 934; toHecuba,
Hec 504, 508 and 518; tdecuba,Tro. 237.

® To Atossa,Pers 156 and 623; t€lytemnestraAg. 17, 351, 1407. These women are also addressed by
the chorus abasileig making it clear that they are roy&ers 623 Soph EI. 988).

® To enslaved noblewomen: Cassanéwg,1296:AndromacheAndr. 117, 141, 3024ecubaHec 106,
Tro. 573. To nursefrach 880,Med 136.
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acquaintanceS.Finally, it should be noted thgtinaican be used as an exclamation,
usually of lament, when the woman is not actually onstalgethe dialogues of
Theocritusldylls we seegunaiused as an address between older married women who
already know each other, and in otfideocritean poemgunaiis used as an address to a
mistress. In a mime oHerondas, a cobbler addresses his female custorgena#’
And in Menander himself, two women of approximately the same age, one just-married
and one a courtesan, who do not know each other, address each gtheids

From this brief survey, it is clear what a problematic tgumaican be. In and of
itself, it can meamvomanor wife. In its vocative form, it can be used in the most
intimate situations (husband to wife or lover to mistress) and the least intimate (between
strangers); as a friendly greeting or a hostile address; from a man to a woman or between
two women. In situations where there is a clear context, it is usually obviougumauv

should be translated, whether as "wife," woman," "ma‘'am," or "lady." But, importantly,
most of our evidence for Greek New Comedy consists of fragments without any context.
It is therefore imperative that we do not assume every instargeenafin a fragment is

referring to a wife onstage, or indeed to a wife at all.

" For exampleHermione andAndromache are clearly hostile to each other, but address each ajheaas
(Andr. 207, 237)Teucer to Helen after he announces how much he hatelddie82, 84); Ajax address
Tecmessa agunaiwhen he is ordering her arour®.(93 and 685).Gunai expressing pity is usually
accompanied by other words, suchdasténegunai(chorus taHecuba,Tro. 573 to Medea Med 357),
talaiphréngunai(chorus torecmessadj. 903);polla talaina (chorus to Cassandrag. 1296). For an
example of a friendly interchange, geegeus tdMedeaMed 703 and 720.

8 Alc. 463;Med 1274;Eur. El. 497 (in the exclamation of the dying Agamemnon as reported by the
chorus).

° As address between womenidh 15.12.; from lover to mistress iid. 2.132 and 3.50.

1 Mimiamb7.70 and 79.

1 Epit. 859 and 866.



Menander's Plays

| will begin by examining the only intact role for a married womadtamphile in
Menander'€pitrepontes.In this play,Pamphile has recently and legally married
Charisios and is living in his house. He, however, has abandoned her because he has
discovered that she was raped before the marriage, and is pregnant as a result of that rape.
Charisios is living with his frien€hairestratos while he decides what to 8amphile’'s
fatherSmikrines threatens to remove her from the house because he is concerned about
Charisios' behavior (he has been frequenting a brothel, 8dyghPamphile does not
wish to be removed (656-7, 715-16). The play centers around what will happen to her:
there is the possibility that she will be sent back to her father's home, or divorced. In the
end it turns out tha€harisios is the one who raped her, thus solving any problems with
the marriage.

At one point in the play, the courteddabrotonon call®amphilenumphé-bride
(873). This is a telling description Bmphile's situation. It designates her status as
newly married: that is, it implies both her married statdher young agePamphile's
actions in the play show her struggle to negotiate her own role as wife. Her father
Smikrines announces his intention and his right to Rdw@phile away from her new
home (657-8), but when he attempts to persuade her to leave her no-good husband,
Pamphile tells him that he is not acting like a father, but rather a maespo{éS 16).
Pamphile is determined to keep her status as wife, despite her father's attempts to remove

her from the house.
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My point in discussing?amphile is to show that shenista character who
translates easily intoraatrona She is newly married, and must fight to establish herself
as a wife, rather than a daughter still under her father's céntimladdition, her role in
the plot is still essentially that of a raped maiden; the plot's resolution depends on her
marital status being proved (in this case simply because her rapist is the same man she
marries) so that her child can be legitimate. This is not the rolentitednaeplay in
Roman adaptationd?amphile's role suggests that when married women appeared on the
Greek stage, they did not necessarily have the household standing and experience that
Plautus’ Romamatronaedid. This evidence coincides nicely withpe's (1998) theory
thatMenandrean plots concentrate on uniting the family in a marriage legitimate under
Solonian law. If this is the chief concern of ienandrean plot, there is little room for
already-established wives, outside of recognizing long-lost children.

We do occasionallgeeolder married women on tiMenandrean stage: in the
Epitrepontesfor examplewe see the slav@yros speaking to his mute wife. Bup@to-
matronawill be neitherjust-married, nor mute, nor a slave. She will have been married
for some time, at least long enough to establish herself as head of the household (the
equivalent of anaterfamiliag, she will have opinions as strong as Rommeatronaedo,
and she will play a significant role in the plot.

In some cases, scholars have assumed a character correspondimgatvdhe

based on their own line assignments. Even ibyskolos the most intadvlenandrean

21t could be argued that this situation applies tontia¢ronaein theStichus However, thosenatronaedo
not have to fight to establish themselvesnatronae-they are explicitly identified as such. In addition,
their father's goal is to re-marry them for financial reasons, perhaps reflecting the Roman comfort with
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play we possess, a role has been assumebgiratos' mother despite there being no
textual evidenc&® The lines in question occur at the beginning of Act Three, when
Knemon leaves his house and tells his old slave-wdirarche not to open the door for
anyone until he returns. He then encounters a group of worshippers coming back from
the shrine of Pan. In an asi#@emon complains about the crowd while an unnamed

speaker makes preparations:

A,
IM\ayywv, mopetov BatTTov: 1on Tebukéval
Nuas €oet.

KNHMON
TOUTL TO Kakov Ti PovleTal;
OXA0OS TLS® dmay’ €S KOPUKAS.

A.

avtAet, Mapbevi,
Havés: owwi, dacl, ToUTH TG Be@
oU O€l TpooLéval.

I'ETAY

v AL, ameonbnTé ye.
o Hpdklets, dndlas: kadnpeba
XPOVOV TOOOUTOV TEPLILEVOVTES.

A.
€vTPET
dmavTta 8 MUY €0TL;
I'ETAY
valr pa Tov Ala
TO yoUv mpdPaTov: pLkpov TEOMKE ydp.

A.

financial motives for marriage and divorce, whereas here the father wants to Ranagveile to the

paternal home because of her husband's bad behavior.

B The papyrus cast-list does not contain the paBostratos' mother, brnott considers this an
"omission" (1979: 182-3) despite the fact that it is unparalleled for a speaking role to be omitted in this
way. Ritchie assigned some linesSostatos' mother by way of conjecture, and curiodsiyott has
adopted this practice, saying, "This character's intervention in the dialogue during this scene is an
attractively bold conjecture of modern scholarship for which, however, theoensitten evidence the

cast list and marginal or interlinear part-assignations oBttener papyrus"Arnott 1979: 250; italics
mine). In my opinion, boldness is not preferable to textual evidence.
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TAAav
oV TEPLPEVEL THV ONY OXOANV. dAN™ eloLTe:
Kavd mopxeLpa, XEpripas, BulipaTa
TOLELTE. TTOL KEXNVAS, EUPpoVTNTE OU;

KNHMON
KAKOL KOK®S amoloLode!

SPEAKER A
Hurry, Plangon! By now the sacrifice
Should have been over!

KNEMON (aside)
What's the meaningf
This devilry? A horde! To hell with them!

SPEAKER A
Play Pan's hymrRarthenis. They say one shouldn't
Approach the god in silence.

GETAS

By Zeus, you've
Arrived here safely!Heracles, how tedious!
We've been kept waiting such a long time!

SPEAKER A
Everything ready for us?

GETAS

By Zeus, yes -- at least
Thesheeps. The suspense has all but killed
It!

SPEAKER A

Poor thing, it can't wait for your convenience!
In you all go! Prepare the baskets, watekes.
What are you staring at, you imbecile?

KNEMON
You filthy scum, to hell with yodf
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Ritchie andArnott assign the lines of Speaker ASostratos' mother. This is completely
without textual basis. The reason behind the line assignment may be the context. In an
earlier line,Sostratos tells us that his mother is fond of making offerings, and plans to do
so today (268-71)Sostratos' mother does end up in the shrine of Pan. At the end of the
play, Gorgias apparently leads the two brides-to-be olingimon’s house and into the
shrine, andsostratos says, "Mother, receive theméfer,dekhoutautas867). Even this
later line does not guarantee the mother's appearance: characters often address other
charactersvho are offstag€ In theSamia too, we find a parallel situatioArnott
assignNikeratos' wife a role as a mute character, even though there is no secure
evidence for her presence onstdye.

Returning to lhe scene itself, we must consider the context. The band of
worshippers is undoubtedly the one tBastratos' mother is leading. Betwéaremon
and the cook's mention of a large groakhlos405, 432) andetas’ mention of "the
damned women'k@kistai405), we know that there is large band of women involved in
the procession. But the fact that she is addre$damggon, usually a young woman's
name, suggests that this is a group of young women, or at least a mixed group. But,
while it is likely thatSostratos' mother is present in the group, textually speaking, there is

absolutely no reason to assume that she is the speaker, especially given her conspicuous

4 430-43. The translation &rnott's, as will be all translations bfenander unless noted.

5 About this scenéArnott states, “"Clearly his mother receives them, but whether in the original production
this would have been imagined only as taking place behind the door of the shrine off stage, or visible to the
audience, wittSostratos' mother standing at the entrance to the shrine, cannot now be established" (1979:
329).

18 Arnott 2000: 13. In that playikeratos mentions his wife twice, though we do not see her (204 and 418).
Nikeratos later enters addressing his wife (421), but the rest of the scene makes clear that she is not
onstage, and th&tikeratos was addressing her while she was inside the house as he walked out the door.
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absence from the cast list, or that she is singled out in any way. The speaker could be any
one of the women involved in the procession.

From theseMenandrean plays, which are the two most complete, | hope to have
established that the mere mention of a female character, and even a direct address to her,
is not equivalent to her appearancstageas a character. This caution is especially
important when examining the evidence for married women, for whose roles we have so
little data that it is tempting to take any fragment we can get. Yet scholars have persisted
in assigning such characters as mute roles, especially in the less intact plagspi§he
for instance, is a story about deceit: the plot involves an old man's attempt to fake his
own death in order to stop another old man from marrying his nAscett lists the
daughter and another young woman (involved in a different plot) as possible mute roles
despite there being no textual evidence. There is also no plot-based reason that we
should see them; they are discussed at length as part of the scheming betwieen the
man and his slave, but the action of the play focuses on the men's trickery, not the women
themselves. After the plan is formed, for instance, the old man remarks that he must tell
his wife and daughters, but there is no reason to think we see this dialogue.

There are other clear examples of women mentioned who do not appear onstage.
We have only to look at the Corinthian mother mentioned in the prologue to the
Perikeiromengwho is only part of the background narration and not an actual character.
Another parallel situation exists in tbyskolos where the daughter's mother, who is

mentioned, is never actually seen. Assigning mute roles implies that these characters are
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singled out in some way. But, even if we assume that the character is onstage in a large
group, asSostratos' mother may be, we have no reason to think that this character is

given an individual identity. Nor does just any third-person mention imply a character's
presence. Examples such as these should serve as reasons to be extremely cautious with
the fragments, which abound with third-person mentions of women.

The nextMenandrean play | will examine is tig&eorgos This play is not very
well-preserved: it consists mainly of one large (87-line) papyrus fragment, which
preserves a dialogue between two wonidilinna andMyrrhine. Arnott listsMyrrhine
as "an old woman whose present marital status is uncertaifPhalintha as "an old
woman, perhapslyrrhine's former nurse” Philinnais addressed bylyrrhine as "dear"
(phil&) and "little old lady" gradion), while PhilinnacallsMyrrhine "child" (teknon.*®
These terms make it very likely thRahilinna wasMlyrrhine's nurse, butlyrrhine's own
status is more difficult to determine. From a conversation betigehine and the
slaveDaos, we find thaiyrrhine has a sorGorgias, and a daughter, whom an old man,
Kleainetos, plans to wed. After the slave leakdgrhine confides irPhilinna that the
daughter is already pregnant. Thus, it is clearNhathine is a mother; but the question
of whether she has a husband is left unanswegenlgias is working as a hired laborer
for Kleainetos, apparently becauseWfrrhine's and his own povertywhich suggests
that the family may be lacking a breadwinffer! would cautiously assigdyrrhine the

role of a single mother. But this means that, socsdlaking, she may fit into the role

7 Arnott 1979: 103.
8| ines 33, 54 and 25, respectively.
9 Arnott 1979: 78.
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of a widow or old woman, rather than a wife. We cannot identify hepest@matrong
simply because we do not have enough of the play to confirm her marital status or her
behavior at any point.

The finalMenandrean play | will examine is an extended fragment of the
Kitharistes in which we find several third-person references to married women. In the
opening, the old maRhanias is speaking with a second charad®&anias is bragging
about his daughter, who is a freeborn citizen of a Greekalgythera. kai poleds
Hellénidos36-40). The other speaker then asks him why he did not bring his wife and
property {i gar ouk égageentauthaéngunaikakai ténousian?y, to whichPhanias
responds that he does not know where on earth shekisifl’ hopougésestin) though it
has been a long tim&( khronbnontdn macrom2-45).Phanias goes on to conjecture
that it may have been a shipwreck; the two men are walking to market and apparently
walk offstage at this point. Directly afterwards, another married man comes on stage.
Speaking about his son, he admits that the son has inherited his own spendthrift ways,
and that he cannot blame this on the mother. Thus we have two married men mentioning
their wives, one missing, one (presumably) present. Unfortunately, we hear nothing more
about these women. The last third of the play is completely lost, and the papyrus
summary is so badly mutilated that it provides more questions than answers. The words
philtat gamoy métera andlathrai appear at line ends, without much else to support
them (1-26). Because the extant fragments show two fathers talking about the coming

marriage of their children, thgamoucould refer to this or either of the old men's current

% AsArnott notes, "It would be a neat irony Kfeainatos finally turned out to l@orgias' real father,"
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marriages. Thehiltaté could refer to a beloved daughter or beloved wife. mbeera
at least, must refer to the wife of one of the old men. But as usual, we have no direct
evidence for the appearance of these women onstage.

Analyzing the (more or less) intadienandrean evidence, we have been unable to
confirm that there was a role corresponding to that of the Roma&tona The plays
with the mostontext have shown us just-married or mute wives, but no established,
individually named wives. Other roles assigned to wives have been without textual basis.
We have not seen any indication of the feisty personality or individual agency that
characterize®lautinematronae The most promising evidence has besmrhine in the
Georgos but the mutilated state of that play has made it impossible to determine her

marital status.

Fragments

We must now turn to the fragmenkdenandrean and otherwise. | will carefully
review the evidence contained in these fragments, and attempt where | can to construct
some context for where wives might appgaGiven the problems with third-person
mentions, the twanost trustworthy types of evidence are direct quotes containing a
vocative, and summaries of individual plays. InMenandrean corpus, out of over two

hundrediragments which refer to women, there are only four fragments that indicate the

considering thaGorgias already thinks of him as a father (1979: 117).
2| use both EdmondBragments of Attic ComedyndKassel-Austin'$oetaeComiciGraeci Edmonds is
more concerned with providing dramatic context, but is thus more speculétissel-Austin (hereafter K-
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possible presence of a married couple onstage. Other authors add three further citations,
bringing the total to seven, and | shall address these seven fragments first.

There is one papyrus fragment that is clearly a conversation between a husband, his wife,
and their son:

ZMIKPINOY T'YNH (?)
TTEPUE XLTWVIKOOU yvvaLKe'Lov OLTTAY
e]Kme[Te valp oap’ T]VLK e&eweuﬂouev
TPOS TT]V E&vmy oe T 76T alTotoav Tékva
].veoTl d\a 70 BePappéve
]77 €éxovoa xpupartos dbuoLy
mépLE 10]Sovs Tour |éow O¢ TopdUpas

2MIKPINHY (?)
nJon kavTos EUPAETL o€, Tal,
InTar karpos ws wap® EATidas
dInpt Aapmadndopov
JvTos Umepaywviov

2TPATOIIHANEZ
]7L, piTep, aAka Tl
dvopaltos O vopide kaiell

].ets TOV XpdvoVr éNlcacd Te
v 1 Toxn
ov]pporov
TATU]XNUa, Tal,
v]apovpérn

JAa yvwpion
EkBa]Awr Tékva
Jas daveis
JAapelv [

Ja maldio]
Jkadw.[

I«
XMIKPINOY I'YNH

A) are more precise regarding textual and grammatical commentary. Because of this, | will use K-A's text,
but cite the fragments with both numbers.
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toper elow devplo kal yap Mooyiwy
dvep, €vhdd’ éoTl.”

SMIKRINES' WIFE (?)
Half of a woman's dress that's folded double--
It cloaked your body when we sent you [to]
[That] foreign lady who then wanted children.
lis| ], but with the dyed
] having a shade (?pf green]
[Around each side,] and crimson in between.

SMIKRINES (?)
] now I too look at you, my son,
] time has [ ] beyond our dreams
| [say (?)], aorch bearer
] being in great distress
STRATOPHANES
] mother, but what
name (?)that | usually call . . .

*%k*%x 23

SMIKRINES' WIFE

Let's go inside here.Moschion, you see, (?)]

My dear, is there.
Thesequence of vocativemgter pater, pai) are sure proof that the mother, father, and
son are onstage and speaking to each other. Further, the mother is describing the identity
token(s) she left with her son as a babyat this is a recognition scene is confirmed by
the remainder of the fragment, in whiSlratophaneasks ifMoschionis his brother.
This fragment is the most convincing piece of evidence for an older, established wife

onstage. Unfortunately, while the presence of the husband and wife is clear, the tone of

their conversation and their relationship is not.
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ThreeMenandrean fragments seem to be from a husband addressing his wife. |
will begin with the one that is attached to a named plagreia. A papyrus fragment
gives us the summary of tiéereia, but the first section is in a badly mutilated sfate.
This is particularly unfortunate, because the background information and plot both seem

quite involved. Arnott summarizes:

These disconnected phrases do not permit any secure reconstruction
of oursummariser's version of the plot antecedents and early stage
action of theHiereia, but the information provided by the virtually
complete text that follows . . .enables us to infer or guess that the

title figure was raped as a young girl a generation ago and bore a son
who was brought up by a female neighbor. Later on, either before

or after she began to serve the goddadsele as priestess or healer,

the title figure married a man different from maper, had a

daughter by him but was widowed some time before the stage action
of the play began. The female neighbor, who may have been single
or married when she began to foster the priestess's child, either was
already or later became the mother of a son and daughter of her own.
When the staged action Hiereia begins, all these children have

grown up and the man who committed the rape has been suffering
probably from a psychosomatic illness and visited the priestess as a
patient hoping for a cure . %,

The intact text that follows confirms that the romantic plot involves the neighbors' real

son and the priestess' daughter, as well as the neighbors' foster daughter and the son of an
old man. The neighbors' son sends his mother to talk to the priestess about arranging a
marriage, but while the women are talkit@quson dedn gunaikén 55) the old man

becomes suspicious, which apparently creates a plot crisis (the text breaks off again at

% Text and translation taken frofrnott, who assigns the lines to tBéyonioi(2000: 264-9). K-A also
attribute it to theSikyonioj and thus include it as a complete play instead of among the fragments. The
papyrus was originally designatedRisSorbonnéZ2 (=P. Ghéranl, frag. 22 Edmonds).

“ Arnott considers lines 292-302 too mutilated to provide a sensible translation.

% Ox. Pap 1235 = Men. test.K-A = Men. 635 Edmonds Arnott 2000, lines 618-25.

# Arnott 2000: 621.
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this point). Nevertheless, the play ends with a triple wedding: the priestess marries the
old man, the neighbors' daughter marries the old man's son, and the priestess' daughter
marries the neighbors' son.

The mention of women talking does not firmly establish that this action happens
onstage. But it is certainly possible that we see the mother and son talking before she
goes off to arrange the marriage. In fact, another quote, \laisbel-Austin attribute to
theHiereia, also mentions a mother speaking:

epyov els TpLK)\LVOV Gvyyevaag clomeoety

ov AaBwv TT]V KUALKOL TFpOJTOS‘ OLpXETOLL AOYoU TTaTNp
Ka TAPALVETAS TETWKED, clta U7 SEUTepa
cita Tnois 1Tapa>\00\6|, TLS, cita Papidwros yépov,

™BiSos TaThp, Emelta ypads kakotoa diltaTor.®

. to fall onto the couch of relations.
Where my father, first taking a glass, began to talk, and after
toasting, drank. Then mother spoke sectimel) some nurse started
chattering, then a loud-voiced old man, then the father of . . .

This fragment exemplifies a common problehe action is narrated after the fact by an
unknown speaker, but this narration does not guarantee the presence of the mother
onstage at any point.

The fragment of this play that does address a woman is not easy to assign to a

particular character.

ovbels oL avbpumov Beos odet, ylval,
ETEPOU TOV ETEPOV” €L yap EAKEL TLvA Beov
TOlS KUpPdAols avBpunmos €ls O PBoUAeTal
O TOUTO oWV €0TL Pellwr Tob Beov:

A" €07l TOAUNS Kal Plas TavT  Spyava
evpnuér’ avbpumols avaidéoLy, Poon,

. ) 2 o L 27
els kaTayéloTa 76 Pl TETAACTPEVA.

% Men. Hier. fr. 186 K-A.
2 Men.fr. 245 Edmonds = Memier. fr. 188 K-A.
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Wife/woman, no god will use one man to save
Another. If a man by clashing cymbals

Can lure the god to do just whHat wants,

The one achieving this is mightier than

The god! But these are tools of reckless folly
And violence, devised by shameless men, Rhode,
And forged to make a mockery of life.

Arnott takes Rhode to be the name of the neighbor who fostered the priestess’ child, and
adds: "These words were presumably addressed to her by a husband who disapproved of
attempts by the priestess to heal sick visitors at the shri@ghele. It is true that
gunaicould be addressed to a wife. But there are other possible readings, given the
generic nature of the wogliné Rhode could be the name of the priestess for all we
know, since the fragment is cited without any context and we have no c&5t-list.
The name Rhode appsan another fragment in which a woman is being directly

addressed about wifely behavior:

TOUS THS yapeTis Opovs vmepPaiels, yovat,

TNV avkiar: mépas yap NUAELos Bupa

Elevbepla yuralkl vevdpLoTal Blou:

TO 8" EMLOLOKELY €lS TE TNV OOV TPEXELY

&TL Nodopoupérmy kuvés ot Epyov, Posn.*

You leave the bounds, ma'am, proper to a married woman; namely,

the foyer of the house. For the front door is decreed as the limit for

the life of a free woman. To chase and run into the street is the

province of a barking dog, O Rhode.

This fragment may or may not belong to thiereia, and may or may not refer to the

same Rhod& Regardless of whether the two fragments belong to the same play, the

% Arnott 2000: 637.
# Cf. lon 1454, whereCreusa addresses the priestess offstageHaratiotusHist. 5.72.3, when
Cleomenes addresses the priestess on the Acropolis.
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latter fragment still has some interpretative problems. The second Rhode fragment seems
more secure in that it talks specifically about married women. But we do not know who
is speaking the lines. It could be a husband addressing his wife, but it could also be
anyone else addressing a married woman. Even if it is a husband, which most have
assumed, the precise nature of his reproach is debated. Some feel that he criticizes his
wife's chastity, while others feel that the main criticism is that his wife took a private
fight out into the street. Both of these readings must be based on the sense of
loidoroumenén While the image of the barking dog does imply that the husband is
criticizing some feature of his wife's behavior, we should not ignore the significance of
the geographical reference. Telling a woman that the house ends at the front door
embodies the very Athenian (as opposed to Roman) desire to keep women within the
oikos® Finally, given that we have no context, we cannot say whether the character

speaking these lines is credible; his or her reproach might be undeserved.

% Men.fr. 546 Edmonds =Merir. 815 K-A. The text cited is frortobaeus. The alternate version, found

in Dionysius ofHalicarnassus, has slightly different wording but entirely the same sense.

3 Edmonds tentatively assigns this fragment ta-tezeia (785) but his hesitation is entirely reasonable
given that characters' names are repeated with great frequency. K-A note that these two passages are the
only two to mention the name Rhode, but they must mekteirander only, because there is another
fragment of Philemon that mentions a Rhode (see beBarhme-Sandbach feel that the repetition of the
names is "not an adequate reason for assigning this fragment also to be from that play" (715).

% Despite others' reading the passage asnldreparumpudica,” K-A feel the passage is "deore

litigiosa quaeneforasquidemproferreiurgia vereatur" (388). They are in agreement v@ibimme-

Sandbach who opine: "Note that this fragment does not say that a married woman will not go outside her
house, but that she will consider her house ends at the front door, and therefore not continue the private
business of quarrelling with her husband so that it goes on in the street" (715).

% This issue is controversial, and | do not mean to suggest that Greek women were totally s@aktted.
chapter (105-25), nicely covers the scholarly debate, as well as very reasonably noting the gap between
ideology and practice. We should note, however, that ideologically, there are differences. The idea of
women's quarters is Greek, and the idea that women should stay inside is nhowhere mentioned in Roman
comedy, nor do we find reproaches comparable to this one. Meth@echmifor instance, thenatrona

follows Menaechmus out the door to abuse him, and, though he criticizes her behavior, he does not
reproach her for taking the fight outside.
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To make matters more complicated, the name Rhode is also used in a fragment
that clearly refers to a courtesénGranted that the prostitute Rhode is not the same as
the courtesan Rhode, it is important to note that this name, unlike some others, does not
automatically indicate a certain character type. In fact, we find a similar situation with
the nameNikostrate:

dyabiis yuvaikés éotw, @ NikooTpdn,

U1 KpelTToV elvalr Tardpos dAN’ UTKooV:

yurny 8¢ mk@o dvdpa kakér éoTr péya.®

It is the mark oa good woman, ®likostrate, not to be more

powerful than a man, but rather subservient. It is a great evil for the

woman/wife to rule the man/husband.
At first glance, this appears to be a straightforward quote from a husband giving his wife
advice about marriage. But, as with the Rhode fragments, we do not know who the
speaker is, and we find that the naNikostrate refers to a courtesan in another
fragment® Obviously,Nikostrate does not have to be the same person in the Philemon
andArchedikos fragments, although the two authors were contemporary. But in this

case, both quotatiomm®uldrefer to the same woman, who is a courtesan. Although

Stobaeus (the source of this quotation) explicitly lists it as "advice about marriage"

3 Athenaeus guotes a line from Philemd?fgsma"Rhode drank a cup of unmixed wine. She toasted
you" (Emer 1 Podn/ kupplor dxpdrtou: katacéoely’ Upas dvw. Phil. fr. 84 Edmonds =PhiPhas.fr.

87 K-A). Athenaeus further comments that the Jataseieins used for making toasts at drinking parties
(entois potoig. The line clearly suggests a description of a symposium. A wife would not have been
present at a drinking party, nor should she have been drinking at all. Further, the falch#imés the
model for Plautudiostellaria (in which no wives appear, though they are talked about) makes it difficult
to imagine what place a wife would have had in the plot.

% Phil. fr. 132 Edmonds = Phifr. 120 K-A.

% "very early this morning | took curvijikostrate, called "Darkvhirler" because she whirls around in the
darknes$ (Nwkootpdtnr 7w’ fyayov mpéiny obddpa / ypumiy, okoTodiimy émkarovpévmy, | 6T

Stvov ot per dpyupodv év T@L okdTwi Arkhedikosfr. 1 K-A and Edmonds)Athenaeus, quoting from
Arkhedikos, explicitly states that this is spoken by a house-stéketé&3 talking about courtesans
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(gamikaparanggelmatg the saying is just as believable if it is a generic statement about
the superiority of men to women. Given the flexibilityamférandguné it is possible
thatStobaeusimply took a more generic statement (spoken to a courtesan) and applied it
to marriage.

Both the names have the same curious association with advice about married
behavior and with a prostitute. While there is a plausible explanation fiNifkbstrate
fragments, the Rhode quotations are more puzzling. Certainly, names of these character
types may simply be less clearly defined than those of other character types, and they
may be able to designate any woman. Nevertheless, the puzzling collocation of
statements about marriage combined with names that are given to courtesans shows that
Rhode andNikostrate cannot be names that designate only married women or prove
beyond doubt the presence of married women onstage.

Another fragment about spousal harmony contains atiwacthat is frustratingly
ambiguous:

otk €0 hoyil[n]v mAovT[o]v, & KA\ . .
avopos [o]uovoi[a]v kal yuvaikos . [

¢k ToU [bL]Aely O[] vT[ ]s opovoll

émav O pev OA[LBSO]uevos olkad|

mave’ , 1 [y]v[vn 6€] punbapov Ta [ I
aA\nv opoT[ip]os €ls TO ko[ Is
kaTd[palbe T[n]v pérLTTAY, w[s ovder el
EEwber, AN ] TavTo Taxy 8

oAU * [T]O yap €[io]evexbev a] ]
émav ' davaykaobévTes avbpamol|

oulG[ow a]iTols €kdtepos [ ] [ ]
motav k[a]T[a Ad]yov ovolav cwoeler dv

(hetairideg. Edmonds assigns the fragment to middle comedy, while K-A list the author as 3rd- /4th-
centuryB.C.E.
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. 37
TO 60 [ ] aovTeTa aywopeoTL

You're wrong about wealth, Kle[ ]. Harmony between husband

and wife is [?]. From love and not from harmony . . . when he

[comes (?)] home afflicted, and the woman nowhere . . . but equally

honored in common . . . Consider the bee, how it . . . nothing from

outside, but . .. swiftly the same thing . . . when two people are

compelled . . . they live together, each for himself . . . how,

reasonably, can they save their estate?
Here, as in previous fragments, we have a statement about married lifd)iohe
concerns the agreemehb(monoid between spouses. Because of the mention of living
together $unzbeih it seems certain thanérandgunéhere refer to husband and wife.
But the identity of the speaker is impossible to know since the addressee's name is lost in
the lacun&® The emphasis on mutusmonoiamakes it difficult to know which
spouse is speaking, or even if this is a dialogue between spohseesdvice could also
be given by a third party. Edmonds reads the last line as containing a second-person
address (/ouare bothering"), which would be a stronger indication of a dialogue
between spouses.

Even if we accept that it is a dialogue, the import is unclear. The notion of a good

woman being like a bee appears in ®&monides andenophor™ Xenophon is
especially similar, since he is talking about the separate spheres for men and woman, and

the appropriateness of women staying inside and men working outside. Our fragment has

the same concern. But this still does not show which spouse is speaking. It could be a

3 Apollodorusfr. 13A Edmonds #Apollodorusfr. 14 K-A, from a 2nd-centur.C.E. papyrus. It is not
known whether it i?\pollodorus ofGela orApollodorus ofCarystus.

¥ Edmonds assigns these lines to a wife addressing her hugleandmos, whiléVilamowitz suggested
aKleaineté, a woman's name.

¥ Semonides 7 (Campbel¥en. Oek.7.32-7.



rebuke from a husband to a wife, or from wife to husband. As we will see below, women
did give advice to their husbands. At any rate, we must admit that this fragment, while
tantalizing, does not provide sure evidence for a married woman onstage.

The nextMenandrearragment which may include an address to a wife comes
from the playOrgé for which we have no plot summary. The quotation is hard to
interpret not only because of this lack of context, but also because of its mythological

theme:

KalTol Véog ToT’ eyevéunv Kayoﬁ yfjvaL

GAN" ovUK e?xouunv TEVTAKLS TT]S‘ NUEpaAs

TOT '+ dAAa VOV, o0d¢ X)\aVLS etyov: aA\a vov.
oUBE pipor elyor: dA\a viv. kal Pdidsopal

Kal TrapaTL)\of)uaL M Ata, kal yevﬁcouat
KTnGLTmTog oUK dvBpwTos, €V O)\L'Y(;J XPOvw*
KA s Ekclros KaTESouaL Kal Tous Aibous

ouTaEaTraVTag ov yap olv THY YAy povnv. 40

| was young once, woman, and | didn't wash myself five times a day

then; but | do now. Nor did | have a fancy cloak. But | do now.

Nor did | wear perfume. But | do now. And I will dye my hair and

pluck my hair, by Zeus, andnlill becomeCtesippos, not a man,

and like him, | will eat stones all at once, and not just earth.
In introducing this quotatioAthenaeus provides us with the mythGQiesippus, who
sold his own father's tomb to support his luxurious liingiven the reference to his
youth, the person speaking these lines is presumably an older man in some heightened
emotional state that prompts him to imagine himseGt@sippus. It is tempting to see in
this quote a prototype of tleenex amatoin Roman comedy, but that is not a certain

reading. Unfortunately, the tergunairenders this fragment as ambiguous as the others.

This could just as easilye the speech of an old man taking his anger out on his servant.

“0 Men.Org. fr. 363 Edmonds = MerOrg. fr. 264 K-A.

23€



Further, we don't know much about the woman herself, why he is telling her this, or what
her role in the plot was.

For the sake of thoroughness, | will include three quotes from Philemon that show
the difficulty of interpreting the worduné

cauThy émawvels Gomep AoTuddpas, yovar®

You praise yourself, ma‘am, likestydamus.
) LEV XeNSOY TO BEpos, & yivat, Aarel™®
The swallow chatters only for the summer, woman.

ToLouTos O Blog €oTLv avbpwmou, yiral
s , N , , 44
cudbparropecd’ éxdatTor’ i) Avmovpeha.

That's how a mortal's life is, woman: we are less knowing than
suffering.

Any of these fragments could be taken as reproaches to an unruly wife. In the first case,
Photius cites the line to tell the storyAdtydamas' boastfulness; in the second, a
scholiast to Aristophanes is referring to the talkativeneBsgaftors; in the third,
Stobaeus is talking about the pains that are part of human life. But none of these authors
indicate the character speaking or being spoken to, and thegwoéts so ambiguous
that we should not assume these are quotes from a husband to wife.

The last quotation | will address seems to be spoken by a woman talking to her
husband. It comes fromMenandrean play without a plot summary, called

Epangellomenaos

“! Athenaeus 4.165e-166a.

“2 Phil. fr. 190 Edmonds = Phifr. 160 K-A. Note that this fragment appear$imtius andSuidas with
moté instead ofytvai, but the sense must be the same since the pronoun is feminine.

* Phil. fr. 208 Edmonds = Phit. 154 K-A.
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TO OOV TATELVOV AV OU OEIVUNVT), KAAOV

EEw dbavelTat, LN drep av 8 alTos TOLRS

TATELVOV AUTO Kdl TLORS év unodevi,

olkelos 0bUTOS KaTdyelws vopileTar.®

If you honor your estate, dear husband, it will look fine to the

outside world. But if you yourself put it in the rank of nothing, the

family property will seem laughable.
Finally, we hear a married woman speaking for herself. But we are left frustrated if we
want any information about the wife's character, age, or role in the plot. Some scholars
have assumed that this is a wife speaking negatively to her hu§bBadl. while the
content of the quotation is some sort of suggestion to the husband, we do not know its
tone. It could be friendly advice, not-so-friendly criticism, or a sharp rebuke. It could be
delivered gently by a younger wife, or more forcefully by an older one. And, as with the
husbands' reproaches, we do not know if it is justified by the surrounding action. So,
while this fragment shows clear evidence of a wife onstage, her characterization is
unclear.

The preceding quotations comprise all of the (directly spoken) fragmentary
evidence we have for onstage dialogues between husband and wife, and each of the
fragments is questionable for one reason or another. Those that clearly indicate a married
couple onstage, such as the unidentified papyrus fragment and the wife's address to the

husband, do not give us much characterization or age. The quotes addrgssedatice

almost all ambiguous because of the generic nature of the word, nor do they tell us what

“ Phil. fr. 145 K-A.

“** Men.Epang.fr. 160 Edmonds = MerEpang.fr. 124 K-A.

“ K-A cite this as Virum abuxorecompellari.” The choice of verb is telling: whitempellarecan mean
simply "address," it is much more frequently used with a negative connotation, in the sense of "rebuke,"
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sort of character is addressing the woman. Note that thdragiyent which gives any
indication of the wife's age is the fragment referrinGtesippus; if the speaker is
addressing his wife, she is presumably an older woman, though given Greek marriage
practices we would not expect her to be as old as him. But here the vgcaiarenust
be treated with caution; as indicated earlier, this term is extremely flexible. Even
assuming that he is addressing his wife, we must admit this fragment tells us more about
the husband's character (or at least his state of mind) than the wife's. Thus, while these
fragments confirm the onstage presence of married women, they tell us little about their
characterization. Because we cannot say anything about the women's tone or behavior,
we cannot call thermroto-matronae

| will now turn briefly to other direct quotes that might refer to married women.
The first in this category is the vocative use of the word "mother.” We have two

instances of this; the first Menandrean, the other is from Philemon.

ATOAEL |LE TO yévog un )\éy el d)L)\ELg EPé,
HiTep, ed) EKATTOL TO yevog ols dv ThL dbvoel
aya@ov UTApXML UNSEV OlKeLoV TPpoooV,

¢keloe kaTapetyouoLy, €is Ta pmpara

Kal 7O yévos, dplbpotoiv Te Tous mAmmoLs 6ooL.
ovdéva 6° €yols Loely av otd’ eimety 6Tl

OUK €lolL TATToL. TOS yap €yévorT AV TOTE;

el pun Aéyewr 8" éxovol ToUTOUS SLd TLra

TOTOU peTABOANY 1) dbidwy Epnplav,

Tl TOV AeydrTor €lol duoyeéoTepoL;

Race destroys me. If you love me, mother, don't speak about clan to
each person. For those who are good by nature but have no home,
flee there, and they count how many ancestors they have. You
couldn't recognize anyone nor could you speak to someone for
whom there are no ancestors, could you? Even if they aren't able to

“reproach," "abuse" or even "accuse." | suspect that the connotations are made easier due to the mental
picture ofuxoresdotatae
* Men.fr. 835 K-A.
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say because of some geographic dislocation or paucity of friends
why are they any more ittanned than those who do speak?

ETEKES e, PNTEP, KAl YEVOLTO OOL TEKVWY
P2 e \ ’ ’ ) ’ 48
dmots, Gomep Kal dikalor €oTl oot.

You bore me, mother, and you should have the profit of your
children, just as is right.

We can assume that both these lines are spoken by adolescent or young adult characters,
though we have no sure indication of gender. They would both fit in with a foundling
plot, in which the speaker is addressing his/her real or adopted mother. The first quote,
especially, would suit a character who had been abandoned and did not know who his
parents were. On the other hand he/she may be concerned about the lineage of his/her
prospective love-object. The latter quote, with its emphasis on @pési3, suggests a
prostitute speaking to her greedy pimp of a mother. Hence the difficulty with lines
addressed to "mother": the title does not always equate with biological motherhood, and
prostitutes could be mothers too. Thus, these quotes do not confirm married women, let
aloneproto-matronag onstage.

Finally, two fragments must be examined, which contain vocatives that auld b
addressed to married woman in charge of a housethedgroinaandkuria.

Unfortunately, we do not have much context for them:

kuplar ol bacot Selr Aéyelr dAAA KEKTNPEVNV, TOV O
KEKTNILEVOY T AéyeoBal avTL ToU BeomdTOU . . .
PV kuplav.

They say that one must not say "mistress"” but rather "she
who owns," but one must not say "he who owns" instead of
"master” . . . but Philemon says "mistress".

8 Phil fr. 156 Edmonds = Phifr. 144 K-A.
“ Phil.fr. 223 Edmonds = Phifr. 190 K-A.



Presumably this fragment is describing how a slave should address his or her owner, and
those who actually owned the slaves were most likely to be adults and heads of
household: in th®yskolosthe slaveGeta does refer to the mother of the house as
kektémen&

A papyrus fragment indicates thagspoinacould also be used for a younger
woman. The first column of the papyrus preserves a number of half-lines:

] frTov, & 8éomowva, o¢

ple Tov maTépa TE® TOUTOVL
]évTa Tor TOV yeyordTwy
Jv, ©s éoike, TpaypdTwY.
]T6s éoTwv ) paTny
JrouTovt pev ol Opd.

v xaipe ToMNG, Paisipe.>

.. . less, mistress, you,

[m]e and your father. this. ..
of what has happened . ..
... as it seems, of things. . .
is he (?) or in vain

| see that very man. . .

Hello, Phaidimus.

If the father mentioned is the father of the woman addressed, she is most likely a young
woman rather than an older, married head of the household. The following columns
show a dialogue betwedtikeratos, who is angry because of something he has just found

out, and his daughter, whom he addresses by the votatigater so presumably the

* Men.Dysk.412.

*! Adesp. 103Hr. b Edmonds Fr. adesppapyr. 1017 K-A =P. Ghoranll = P. Sorbonne7Z. Arnott

excludes this papyrus froMenandrean authorship (2000: 418-19). The punctuation of the text is
questionable. Edmonds assigns the first four lines to a servant, and the last two to a maiden, presumably
the daughter of the house, while K-A decline to punctuate.
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daughter is the same as thespoina Thus, the only use of this address we see is for the
young woman.
A final quotation seems to indicate a woman onstage simply by its content:

TPELS LOVOUS OKWOANKAS ETL TOUTOUS O€ |1 Eaoov
KOTAYAYELV.

Only three threads left; let me spin these out.

Spinning is an exclusively female activity, and one that wives were supposed to do at
home. But since the title of the playHsntikos("The Man fromPontus”), and we have
no plot summary, we have no idea who this woman is. It could be an old maid, or a slave
woman.

This concludes our summary of fragments by or to a married wohafe have
seen that the evidence is difficult to interpret. The most certain fragments are: that
showing a mother, father, and son onstage at the same time, and suggesting the mother's
participation in aranagnorisis the husband addressing his wife; and the wife addressing
her husband. The other fragments are not secure. Even the fragments that securely
identify a wife's presence onstage cannot tell us much about her characterization without

their context.

Testimonia and Titles
The next category of evidence for married women on stage is testimonial

evidence. For examplBonatus tells us that iMenander'?Andria, the husband talks to

*2 Epigenedr. 1 Edmonds.
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his wife the way he talks to his freedmarmgrence'Andria (senexta cumuxore
loquitur ut apud Terentium cunfiberto).> Looking at the first scene dkrence's
version, we can see that the freedrBasia’s role is not characterized very strongly: he
plays the straight man while the old nfaimo proceeds with the exposition of the plot.
If we do want to infer anything about characterization fidomatus' statement, the wife
in Menander's version must have served much the same function.

A testimoniumwhich gives us more information is that@drnutus; because of its

textual problems | have included an apparatus:

TPOS O€ TO OTL TAPACKEVATTLKOY €0TLY AKPOATOV TO
mpootptov, ¢ketvd (T ANEEavdSpos & Tov Noupmriov) édnoiv, 6TL
&Te pév mapackevdoal 8el, TOTE TAPACTKEUACOEY, €av 8¢ (oL
TEPETKEVATILEVOL TEPLTTOV TpooLpLdleabal: TouTo 8¢ Kal
Mévavspov eidévat: év yap T4 EmikApew Stkalopévor Tov

T Ardpos kal THS yuralkos kal Tob woldlov dSikd{orTos ovk
EBNKEY OUBETEPW TPOOLILOV BLA TO TNV €VVoLay TPOUTTApX €LV
TTob ardpods, dpoilnws 8¢ kdv Tpos THY yurdika Ldla
Stereyopeba. T

7 ff. Sua 7O 7. €lv. Wp. T. avdpds post Wiaeyopeba transp.Kayser. Tob
ardpos autdelendumaut inTob Tawdos mutandumessecensetFinkch. Tob
avdpods. opolws 8¢ KAV mp. T. yuv. <THr> 18lar Slaleydpecba Seguerius.
opoilws ToU avdpos mp. T. yuv. i8lal Siaieyopévov Wilamowitz. Tob avdpos
<kal THS yuraikos. dpolmws> 8¢ kdv < * ** TGL dudpl mpooljllor olk €Bnke
TOL> TpOS THY yuv. 8lal diaieyopévwlr Graeven.

Regarding the prologue that is intended to prepare the audience, he
(Alexander) says that we should prepare them when it is necessary,
but if they have already been prepared then a prologue is
superfluous (and thalenander knew this. In thepikleros when

the husband and wife are being judged and their child is doing the
judging, he KMenander) gives a prologue to neither, because

* It is necessary to mention that Edmonds attributes other New Comic fragments to women. These
attributions are in no way supportable from the content of the fragments, and in order to make this survey
as brief as possible, | shall not treat those fragments here. They ar./de8, 328, and 806 Edmonds.

> Donatus ad'er. Andriav. 13.

*Rhet. Gr.1.359.21S = Merfr.163 Edmonds = Men. test. 128 K-A. The apparatiius is a shortened
version of K-A's. Note that the MS has\cydpcba for the final word, but Edmonds has corrected it to
dLaieyopeba in his edition.
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goodwill already exists for the husband. Itis just as if we are
speaking with the wife in private/apart (?).

This fragment attests to the existence of a husband, wife, and son, and the fact that the
child is making a judgement on his parents, but does not illuminate the actual staging
clearly. The number of emendations attests to the difficulty of interpreting the corrupted
end of the text. The main logical difficulty stems from the fact@mahutus says

Menander gives a prologue to neither persaméteroy which implies one of two, after
mentioning three characters. It would make sense, for instance, if the staging included
husband and wife being judged in front of the son. But it would also make sense if there
were only two characters onstage at this point. Perhaps this iSimkgh wants to make

the goodwill €unoig apply to the son, rather than the husband; if the wife is for some
reason onstage separatetligi), he may be envisioning the father and son in a separate
scene. The reading dialegois also a problemiilamowitz andGraeven both change it

to agree with the husband, rather than making it apply to the audience. According to this
reading, the staging could represent a private conversation between the husband and wife.
On the other hand, keeping the verb in the first person implies either that the wife is alone
onstage at some point, or that she addresses the audience apart from other characters so
that the audience feels as though it is havit@jexa-tétewith her.

We should concentrate on what this fragment can and cannot tell us. We know
that there is a matter of dispute between the husband and wife, but we do not know
whether the actual dispute is brought onstage or not, beCauasetus only mentions the
point at which it is being decided. Further, the nature of the spouses' discussion is not

certain: it may be a deliberative matter, or it may be the more heated fight we see in
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Plautine comedy. Finally, the staging surrounding the dispute, and its resolution, is not
clear from the fragment. Nevertheless, the fragment gives evidence that there was a wife
onstage, whether she was talking to her husband or the audience, and shows that she was
old enough to have a grown child. But we cannot know for certain how to relate this
information to thematronaeof Roman adaptations since we cannot characterize the wife
merely from this fragment.

A further quotation mentions husband-wife, but has the problem of also
mentioning Euripides:

avopL wpos ywvdika Kal TaTpl wpog uLlov Kal BepdmovTL Tpos
deoméHTNY, N TA KATA TAS mepimatelas, pracpovs mapberwy,

UTTOPOAAS TALOLWY AVAyVOPLOOUS OLd TE SAKTUALWY KAl OLa
depatwr: TavTa ydp €0TL SYTOU TA CUVEXOVTA THV VEWTEPAY
kopwdlar & wpos dkpov fyayer Evpimions.>®

Husband against wife, father against son, servant against master, or

circumstances involving changes of fortune, violations of virgins,

substitutions of infantsecognitions by rings and necklaces. These,

of course, are the themes which constitute the New Comedy, and the

treatment of which Euripides brought to perfection. . .

(trans. Edmonds)

It is possible that the husband-against-wife theme appeared in New Comedy. But there is
also the danger that the author is conflattugipidean plots with New Comic plots. |If
we comparéMenander (at least what we know of him) to Euripides, we find that the
majority of spousal animosity lies on the side of Euripides--one need only thin&dsa

or Helen. Further, what is meant by "husband against wife" is unclear. It could just as

easily refer to the dispute betweamphile andCharisios in thé&pitrepontesas to an

* phil. fr. 224A Edmonds = Phifr. 153 K-A (fromSatyrus Life of Euripide$.
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unhappily married couple, as we see in Plautus. We should therefore be cautious about
using this fragment to reconstruct women's roles in Greek New Comedy.

The same caution applies when analyzing a particular pagrDglot, that
consists of a forty-four-line monologue spoken by a woman who is trying to convince her
father not to re-marry héf. This fragment has been assigned to both Euripides and
Menander on stylistic ground$.However, | believe that the length of the monologue, as
well as its tone, argues for a tragic context, whether the author is Euripides or not. We do
not find any female monologues of this length in the exXt#nandrean plays. Thus, as
with thetestimonium above, we should not assume it is evidence for comic wives
onstage?

| will now turn to play titles and plots that might imply the presence of married
women on stagePollux cites a play calledHai> Philadephoj "The Girls Who Loved
Brothers," which Edmonds compares to Plaustishus® But the article is uncertain; in
the manuscripts dPollux, we find botrentois PhiladelphoisandentaisPhiladelphais
while Kassel-Austin cite the play merely Bhiladelphoi We possess no plot summary,
and the fragments are so small as to provide no plot information. While it is likely that

the play involves two brothers marrying two sisters, it impossible to determine when the

" P. Didot 1 =P. Louvre7172 =adesppapyr.fr. 1000 K-A =Nauck 953 (Euripides) ¥oerte 1

(Menander).

% Arnott andGomme-Sandbach exclude the fragment fenander. For a complete bibliography on the
subject, see K-A.

* petrone 1976 discusses this monologue as a possible model for Etctus With both these
testimonia, | do not mean to imply that Euripides or tragedy could not have influenced Roman Comedy;
however, this appendix is intended to address only the question of whether thegeotdsiatronaein

the Greek New Comic plays that were adapted by Plautus.

% Men.fr. 502 Edmonds = Meric. 394 K-A =Pollux 10.94.
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marriage takes place: it could be background information from the distant past, or the
marriage could complete the play.

Articular ambiguity is also a problem wibidymaiDidymoi (Twin
Sister¢Brother9.®® However, the fragments tell us more about the plot, and we have one
guote which suggests that a marriage is (or has already been) involved:

CUNTEPLTATNOELS Yap Tpipwr’ éxovo’ épol
womep KpdtnTl 700 Kvvik® mob™ 1y yuvn).
L

kal BuydTep EEEBwK’ Ekclvos, ws €dn

3 PN ’ \ ’ ’ ¢ ’ 62
avTos, €Tl welpdl Sous TpLAkord MILEPAS.

You'll walk around and wander with me,

like the wife of the Cyni&rates once did. . . .

And he gave away his daughter, and he said that

it was a trial run of thirty days.
But the future tense gumperipate@oes not tell us about whether the marriage has
taken place or will take place; it merely tells us that the wifely wandering will occur in
the future. The second half of the fragment is more vexing: it speaks of a father giving
his daughter away in marriage, in the past teteegbter'eksedoke But we do not
know what relationship this fact has to the title characters or the wife addressed in the
first half.

The final play in this trio of evidence is thabrioi, for which we have the

beginning of a papyrus summary:

N 8 Umdbeots: Svo mévmTes AAMo[V] . . . Blov "Tuppor Gknoav
k[al] SLovpas adeAdds éyn[pav] kowvomoinoduevor m[acav]

8 Men.fr. 117 and 118 Edmonds = Mdn. 114 K-A.
62 .
Ibid.
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dpa kar T Umapéur. [bLlo]moves 8¢ kaTda YRV Kal KaTd
OdhatTav Epyalfop . . .2

This is the plot: Two poor brothers . . . make a life for themselves

onImbros and marry twin sisters, sharing everything in common.

They work very hard on land and sea . .
This fragment leaves no doubt that a marriage is involved, and comparing it to the other
summaries from this papyrus, it seems that the marriage took place fairly early on, or
could even have been completed long before the play began. But due to the loss of the
remaining summary, we do not know how much of a role the women played in the plot.
One fragment suggests that the speaker is seeing a man Dameds after a long
while:

8L 8oou xpovou o€, Anpéa BENTLOT, ey

How long it's been, frienBemeas, since. I've . . . you.
A second fragment is clearly the address of a child to his/her father, since it contains the
vocativepater® Given thaDemeas is usually an old man's name, and given the
presence of a child (though most likely fully grown), I am inclined to think that the twin
marriages are a background ev&nThe old man may even be one of the brothers. In
any event, the fragments do not give us any sure evidence for women on stage.

Comparingmbrioi, Didymoi andPhiladelphoigives ample demonstration of the

frustrating nature of the evidence. While all three of these plays involve twin or sibling

® Ox. Pap 1235 = Menfr. 246 Edmonds = Menmbr. fr. i. K-A.

% Men.fr. 246A Edmonds =Merimbr. 191 K-A.

% Men.fr. 247 Edmonds = Menmbr. fr. 191 K-A.

% Cf. the prologue of an untitled, anonymous play, which mentions the marriage of two brothers named
Demeas an&osthenes, but says that sixteen years have passedasiespf(. 103A Edmonds =adespfr.
papyr 1008 K-A =Pap.Argentor53). Arnott excludes this fragment from tMenandrean corpus on the
basis of style (2000: 416-17).
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double marriages, the differing relationship of these marriages to the plots is shown even
by the meager evidence for each play. Further, the marriages do not guarantee the
presence of wives onstage. It is precisely for these reasons that we should exercise
extreme caution in comparing these Greek plays to a play suchStictines In that

play, we do see the wives of two brothers who have been away on business for several
years. But we have no firm evidence for a Greek precedent.

Some titlesmply not a double marriage, but a single woman. | will discuss here
only those titles with the possibility of indicating a married woman. The first, and most
promising title, isApoleipousa"The Woman Who Left¥ That this could refer to a
married woman is shown by another fragment:

"améATe” ey N yurn Tov dvdpa AéyeTal, "dmémepe” o€ 6
avnp TNV yuvvdikd. obTw Mévavdpos.

It is said that a woman "left" her husband, but that a husband "sent
away" his wife. So it is iMenander.

Thus, the titleApoleipousacould refer to a runaway or divorcing wife. However, this
does not mean that the wife in question is the equivalentnaftieona As we saw in the
Epitrepontesit is possible that the wife is just-married. In addition, other plots involving
women of questionable status, suclPaskeiromenér Misoumenossuggest that the

crisis point of a woman leaving her established home is a mark of a plot involving
younger women. In fact, the women in these plays are not in a legal marriage, but in a
common-law marriage. Th&poleipouseacould refer to a woman who left either a

legitimate marriage, or a more questionable situation. The same problem is found with a

¢ Diph. fr. 17 EdmondsApoll. Gelafr. 1 Edmonds (Fr. 1 K-A), andApoll. Car.fr. 4 K-A.
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title such a#\pokleimen&"The Woman Locked Out¥. While it seems likely that the
locking out was the result of a quarrel between the woman and her live-in lover, that is no
guarantee that they were married.

Pyrrhais a title that seems promising, but there are several women by that
name’™ As a wife, this could refer to the wife Beucalion, or the wife of Promethefls.
Another reading takes the name as the one that Achilles adopts when he dresses as a
woman. Edmonds also considers the possibilityPlyatha is an adjective, used to
designate a red-haired woman. Thus, we have another case where tbeltitiedicate
a married woman onstage, but there is no other information to support the reading.

Another title, Androphonoseither means "Man-killer" or "Husband-killef."If
we take theanéras "husband" we seem to have a plot that verges on tragedy. However,
in another fragment, the courted@nathaina is described asdrophonos® So the title
Androphonogould be another play about a specific courtesan. A final adjectival title to
examine isAischra or "The Ugly Woman™® This could refer to an ugly wife, since we
do have quotations complaining about them. But, as we have seen, even these third-
person quotes do not guarantee the presence of the woman onstage. The ugly woman
could also be a potential bride, rather than an already married woman. The multiple

plays with the titleEpikleroswill also be discussed below.

% Men.fr. 994 Edmonds.

® posidippudr. 1 Edmonds Posidippusdr. 2 K-A.
™ Diph. fr. 68 Edmonds.

™ Cf. EpicharmusPyrrha and Prometheus

"2 Batonfr. 2 Edmonds.

™ Philippidesfr. 5 Edmonds r. 5 K-A.



Adaptation
A final category of evidence, and by far the most vexed one, is the set of plays for
which we have Greek and Roman evidence to compare. In terms of intact plays with
matronae there is only one play of this natufglenander'Sunaristosa("Ladies
Lunching") has long been identified as the original for Pla@istellaria, based on a
comment ofFestus as well as similarities between the fragments of the plays. But in
instances such as these, we must be very careful not to conflate Greek and Roman
evidence. In this case, theatronain Plautus' play should not be assumed to have a
Greek counterpart without sure evidence. The Greek play does have women's roles, but
none of the fragments confirm the presencemb#omatrona the names preserved on a
later mural aréhilainis,Plangon, andPythias’™ Philainis andPythias are certainly
courtesans anéllangon is almost certainly a young dfrlObviously, none of these roles
corresponds to matrona
Another fragment gives evidence for women speaking, but the content of their
speech argues against their being married:
Woman A:dv €7t melr pot 8¢ TLs.
Woman B: aA\" M BapBapos

dpa T Tpameli) Kal TOV OLVoV WXETO
P ’ 3 EI ~ 77
apac’ ad’ MuoOv.

Woman A: Would someone give me a drink?
Woman B: But the foreign woman took the wine and the table
from us when she went away.

™ Euphronfr. 2 Edmonds.

™ Men. Sunaristosafr. ii. K-A. For another analysis of the fragments, Saamm.

" These roles have clear correspondence to the roles of Selenium, Gymnasium, and Gymnasium's mother
in theCistellaria. See als&€haritonidis et al. plate 5.1, 71-2, and 41-2.

" Men.fr. 449 Edmonds = MerSunaristdsafr. 335.
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Given the lack of context, one may wonder whether these lines should be attributed to
women; given the title, however, let us assume that theykagsel-Austin tentatively

assign this line t@hilainis, partially based on tikdautinelena’s reference to drinking.

This line assignment makes sense, since a courtesan would be associated with symposia
and drinking. And, since the association of old women and drinking is one that goes back
to Aristophanes and continuesNtenander, we can guess tiRdilainis is the equivalent

of the olderdlena The second reference is to a foreign wontébérbaros) It is

difficult to know who this might be; it could be a young woman of the type who will turn
out to be a citizen. It could also be another courtesan, or a person that we never actually
see. But again, this fragment does not provide evidence for a married woman.

That the Greek version ends in marriage is confirmed by another fragment:
AoTELOV TO UM

ouvdayely yuvdikas punoe detmvidewr dxlov,

G\ olkooiTous Tobs ydpovs memounkévar.’™

It's better not to invite women nor to give dinner to a crowd, but

rather to celebrate the wedding at home.
This fragment, along with a mention of a women's marketgfassems to imply that
there were women onstage in this play. InGstellaria, too, Selenium is found to be a
citizen and united with her beloved. It seems sure that both plays involved a young

woman and a courtesan; that both involved the young woman's romantic involvement

with a young man and eventual discovery of her citizenship; and that both involved a

® Menfr. 454 Edmonds = Merir. 340 K-A.
" yuvatkela dyopar TOV TOHTOV 00 TA OKEU TA TOLADTA TLTPACKOUOLY . . . €V TAlS ZUVApLOTOOLS
Mevdavspou 70 évopa (Pollux 10.18 = Menfr. 456 Edmonds = Mersun fr. 344 K-A).
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courtesan, who is the adopted mother of the young woman. Gidtetlaria, the
matronais the biological mother of the young woman, and it is possible that in the Greek
play the girl's mother makes an appearance. But we do not have any fragments showing
her involvement, and we cannot assume she appears. In factCistélearia the
matronaPhanostrata appears for only a short while, looking for her grown child. This
scene could have easily been added in, even if there was no corresponding scene in the
Greek original. In conclusion, the fragments of $umaristésaprovide no sure
evidence of a character corresponding to th&hainostrata appearing onstage, and the
plot of the Greek original is not such thatatjuiresher presence.
Another play for which we have corresponding Greek and Roman evidence is the

Plokion Aulus Gellius preserves many fragments when compadviagander's version
to Caecilius' version, and among these fragments there are references to@eNites.
prefaces the lines for his audience:

Dehinclectio adeum locum in queonaritus senex supexoredivite

atquedeformiquerebaturguodancillamsuam, nonnscito puellam

ministerio et facidaudilliberalii, coactusratvenundaresuspectam

uxore quaspaelicem . .%

The reading had arrived at the place where an elderly husband

bewails his marriage to a wealthy and ugly wife, because he has

been made to sell her servant-girl, a sufficiently capable and not ill-

looking maid whom she suspects is his concubine . . .

Gellius also mentions that the old man has marriespikieros® The first quotation

cited concentrates on the wife's physical ugliness:

ONA2.238.
81NA2.23.14.
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ém’ apdoTépav pLv’ e1T'LK>\npog M Ka)\h
ue)\)\a KaGEUSnGELV KaTEpraGTaL ueya
kal mepponTov Epyov. €k TiS olklas
eéeBa)\e TV Auvmotoay nv EBOU)\ETO

w OL’ITOB)\E’IT(;JOL TI'OLVTES‘ cls 10 prBU)\ng
TPOCWTOV, 1) T evvaOTog olo™ M yurn
déoToLva Kal TNy oq;w v ékTnoaro
6vos €v mLONKos, TOUTO 0N TO Acydpevor
€oTiv. OLwmav PovAojLal Thv VOKTA TNV
TOAGY KOLK(BV apynyov. otpol prBf))\nv
)\aBELV eu Exkatldeka Ta)\aVTa TI'pOLKOL Kal
™y pw’ exovcav Trnxewg T €oTl TO
d)pvayua TS VTOOTATOV |La TOV Ala

Tor OAUPTLOVY Kal THY Abnvav, oudau®s.
TALBLOKAPLOV BEPATTEVUTLKOY 8€ Kal AdYou

. o - s . .82
Tdylor amxbo: mes 6¢ TIS AV dvTeLodyol;

That lovely heiress will sleep on both nostrils; she's done a great and
wondrous deed. She threw the girl out of the house whom she
wanted gone, so that all would look towa@ebyle's face, and my

wife would be well known as the one in charge. And the vision that
she's established is an ass among apes, as they say. | wish to remain
silent about the night that began the many troubles. Dear God, to
think that | gotCrobyle with eleven and a half talents of dowry and

a cubit of nose! And how can | put up with her snoring? By

Olympian Zeus and Athena, no way! And I've lost that little girl,
cleverer than | can say. How could anyone replace her?

Gellius compare€aecilius' version of this speech, in which the man claims that even if
he kept silent, there would be evidence enough from his wife's looks and aitéions (
uxor forma efactisfacit, si taceamtamenindicium), and claims that while he waits
eagerly for her death, he is a living dead megoMmemortuus intewvivos. He also
concentrates more on her actions themander'd aches did: he says she beats him by

wailing, begging, opposing and quarrelimg plorando,orando,instandoatque

obiurgando mebtudii).

8 Men.fr. 402 Edmonds = MerPlokionfr. 296 K-A.
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Gellius continues:

idemille maritus senex cumlterosenevicino colloquens etixoris
locupletissuperbiandeprecansaecait:

I'EPON.  éxw & émikAnpov Adjlar: ovk €lpnkd ool
ToUT ; €T’ dp’ oUxi; kuplar THs olkias
KAl TOV dypodV Kdl TOV ATAVToV dVTLKPUS
ayoper,” AToANOV, (S XAAETOV YXAAETOTATOV.
dmaol 8" dpyaiéa’ oTiv, ok €Ol OV,
ul@ TOAU paAAov, BuyaTtpl.

B. TpayL dpaxor AEYELS.

I. cb olda.

The same old husband, speaking to a neighbor, bewails his rich
wife's arrogance thus:
Old Man. | have a beast of an heiress for a wife. Didn't | tell you
that? We chafe at her being mistress of the lands and
everything else, Apollo, the worst of difficulties! But
we're all sacrifices, not me alone--my son has it worse,
and my daughter.
Speaker B.You're talking about annwinnable situation!
O.M. | know it well.
Gellius then provide€aecilius' equivalent interchange, which we find has been
expanded to include a remark about the wife's bad breath Ceuailius' adaptation
matters little for the question at hand: does this speech indicate the wife's presence
onstage, either in thidenandrean original or i@aecilius' adaptation? Certainly not.
Even in PlautudVostellaria Simo complains about his wife without the audience ever

seeing he?? We may look to thésinariafor insults similar taCaecilus': in that play,

when the husband is telling the prostitute about his wife, his wife is eavesdropping; but

8N.A 2.23.12 = Menfr. 403 = MenPlok. 297 K-A.
# Most.695-6, 700-709.
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this situation is unparalleled in other Roman Comedy. Based on the speech alone, we
should not assume the onstage presence of the wife in the Greek original.

The one piece of evidence that suggests the wife's presence is the mosaic in the
House ofMenander orMytilene. These mosaics show scenes from segahndrean
plays, and even identify the act or scene from which they are drawn. There is a mosaic
for thePlokion, which names the charact&sobyle,Moschion, and.aches. As the
publishers of the mosaics note, there is a physical correspondence between the
description we have just read and the character portrayed in the mosaic: she is described
by the authors as "a married woman, ugly, though not necessarily very old, remarkable
for her long nose, and especially talkatif®.The authors are working off &ollux's list
of masks, and want to identifgrobyle adPollux's "Chatterbox.”" Other authors have
wanted to identifiCrobyle as a courtesanlena, based on the ma&k.However, it
seems most likely that she is the wife about whahes is complaining in the two
fragments.

The main question is wheth€robyle's presence in the mosaic is an indication of
her presence onstage, in the plays. This question is made more difficult by the fact that
the mosaics are dated to the later third cen@uBy, and it is not known whether
Menander's plays were being put on or not, though the publishers assuMerthatier's
play were still well known at that tinfé. For two other mosaics, we have well-preserved

plays which we can compare: tBamiaand theEpitrepontes.In both these cases, the

& "Une femmemariée Jaide mais pasiécessairementésagée remarquable par son lomgz, et
spécialemenbavarde” Charitonidis et al. 71).

8 \Webster 1956: 85.

8 Charitonidis et al. 12, 104-5.
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scenes pictured in the mosaics correspond to those found in the plays. Thus, there is a
precedent for assuming that the scene portrayed was one that was contained in the play.
In fact, the publishers reconstruct two possible scenarios for this "rich and dominating
woman.® In the first,Laches is reproachin@robyle for forcing him to sell his slave; in

the second, which the authors think is more lik€lsgbyle is imposing her plans for
marriage upon her son, and the father is defending*him.

Given the scenes which correspond to other plays, it is proGabisle appeared
onstage irMenander'$lokion However, the publishers of the mosaics, in constructing
a scenario for this "dominating woman," have takaches' complaints too much to
heart. Their perception of her role has undoubtedly been affected by the image of
shrewishmatronaein Roman adaptations. In the first place, it has been shown that the
connection betweematronaeand their Greek models is far more tenuous than has been
assumed. We should be especially careful about analzotyle's characterization--
that is, her tone and behavior--fromwamspeaking, unmoving mosaic. Even combining
the mosaic with her husband's words, we have seen in Roman comedy that it is not a
good idea to characterize wives simply according to their husbands' statements.

We should exercise even more caution with fragments that complain about
women's ugliness or behavior, and have no pictorial evidence accompanying them.
These may be spoken about characters who never appear onstage, and they may be
spoken by characters whose credibility is low. Nevertheless, they are fairly common. |

present two examples:

8 "Une femme riche etominatrice," ibid. 32.



atoxpov yuvdlk' €ynpas dAla mAouoiav:
KABEVS® dNdAs fidews pacoperos.®

You've married a woman ugly but rich; go to sleep kneading away.

... QY old’ 6 maTnp EGLANCEY OUBETWTOTE
map’ MS TOv dpTov N KUwV ov AapBdvet,
HéAava 8' oUTwS WOTE KAl TOLELY OKOTOS.

[a girl] . . .whose father never loved her, and from whom the family
dog wouldn't take bread, so dark as to create night from day.

The idea of the ugly woman, and the rich but bossy heiress, bring us closest to the
idea of theuxor dotatain Plautus. But was there a Greek equivalent to this character?
Certainly, the same cultural logic was employed in Greek and Roman sayings: Marrying
a woman with money is a bad idea because she will have power ov&r lyothe first
place, this logic is directly opposed to women's legal standing, at least in Gregk law.
Further, similar cultural logic in Greek and Roman plays, especially espoused by male
characters, does not guarantee how this woman appeared, or that she appeared at all, in
the Greek originals.

Here | would like to address the complications that arise when translating an

epiklerosinto anuxor dotatg in terms of the very real differences in legal procedure and

% Ibid. 33.

% philippidesfr. 28 Edmonds ®hilippidesfr. 29 K-A.

°! Diph. fr. 92 Edmonds.

% 1t should be noted that aside from remarks abpikieroi there are general sayings about marrying

women with money (e.gAnaxandridedr. 52.4-6 K) or women with a large dowry (Alexi$anteisfr. 146

K., Antiphanedr. 146 K, Plut. Mor. 13f-14a).

% \ogt-Spira discusses the literary representation and legal status of Greek dowered wives (2000a: 21-6).
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standing which we find in Greek and Roman law. Culturally speakingpititeros

differs from anuxor dotatain terms of age, source of money, and legal standing.
According to Athenian law} a woman became a@pikleros'if a man died leaving

behind him no sons but only a daughter or daughters, and if he had not married the
daughters to men whom he adopt&d Theepiklerosautomatically became liable to a
legal mechanism callegpidikasia which was a procedure allowing her nearest male
relatives (legally ranked in a certain order) to claim the right to marr¥f hEhis
mechanism took place even if she was already married; in that case, the nearest male
relative could still claim her hand and force the dissolution of her marriage, and
according tdsaios 3, this was not uncommdn.

If the daughter is unmarried when her father dies, we must assume that she is
fairly young. In theAspis for instance, we see just such a situation: a young woman
(koré becomes ampikleroswhen her brother dies, and as part of the plan to prevent her
from marrying an older man, another character fakes his own death so that his daughter
will appear to have become apikleros® But, despite the legal implication that an
epikleroswas young, thepikleroidiscussed in thBlokion andEpiklerosfragments were

old enough to have grown children. It seems that the lalegikiierosstuck with a

% | will discuss theepiklerosin terms of Athenian law simply because it is the most coherently described
legal system. Somdenandrean plays are set in places other than AthenBetiileeiromenegfor instance,

is set inCorinth--but there is no way to know whether other laws treategiaterosdifferently. Further,

it is debatable whether such plays actually employ foreign legal mechanisms or whether they follow
Athenian law despite their foreign settin§chaps treats the isolated evidenceefukleroiin other legal
systems (42-7).

® Harrison 132.

* |bid. 10-11, 132.

" Ibid. 11.

% Men.Asp.141, 348.
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woman regardless of her aeOn the other hand, we must be cautious about
reconstructing plays with the titEepikleros Given the evidence of thiespis it seems
possible that these could refer to younger women as well as older ones. This is a clear
difference from theixoresdotataewe see on the Roman stage, most of whom are old
enough to have grown childré®.

Another factor to consider is the Athenian concepiuméia In Athenian law, a
woman had to have a ledalrios-a guardian/legal representative. Kugeia of an
unmarried woman transferred from her father to her husband upon marriage, although the
father retained some control over his daughiterst any rate, it was difficult if not
impossible for arepiklerosto be legally independent, given the legal pressurievimate
marriage and the necessity df@ios This is equally true of a woman's inheritance:
there is no evidence that the law gave her any special rights over her own'fidney.
Roman law, too, a woman hadudor, a legal representative. However, the main
difference here lies in the fact that in Greek law, a wonkamies not only represented
the woman, but actually had control of the dowry; whereas in Roman law, as far as we
can tell, theutor was a representative, who did not necessarily receive the rffdney.

A Romanuxor dotatais very different from aepikleros legally speaking. In the
first place, her father can be alive and well, as we see Méhaechmi The source of

her money was downd(9 rather than a legal inheritance. The issue of dowry in the

% Schaps (25-6) also discusses the range of agepifderoi

1% The possible exception is theatronain theMenaechmiwhose age is uncertain.

%L Harrison 30-1.

1% The woman never had any possession of the money. It either belonged to her husband or her children.
Schaps describes the dowry as being passed frokutéi of one family to another (27, 106-7).
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time of Plautus is complicated, and has been discussed in Chapter 3. It should suffice to
say that Roman law made it much more plausible for a woman to recover her dowry for
herself, and thus have some legal control over it, than Athenian law did. Because of this
fact, it is fair to say that, culturally speaking, the "threat" of a woman with money was
more realistic in Roman law than in Athenian law.

All of this is to say that we should be extremely cautious with plays involving
epikleroi whether in the title or elsewhere. We do not possegspeech which is
spoken by aepiklerosherself. We have only other characters' descriptions. Even if we
admit that the same cultural logic exists in the Greek and Roman plays, the actual legal
mechanisms differed. In addition, the age oépiklerosis more flexible than that of an
uxordotata In short, despite the similar cultural logic behind sayings akmkikeroi
anduxoresdotatae we should not assume absolute equivalence between the two, either
as legal entities or as characters in a play. Nor should we assume that mentions of

epikleroiare equivalent to their presence onstage.

Later Reception dflenander

As a final consideration, | think it is worth examining the many later
commentaries oNenander's style and characterization. These general statements are
valuable for reconstruction of cultural history, since they reflect what people defined as
"typical" characters iMienander. They come from many different times and places, yet

they show a remarkable consensus on the types of charactévietizatder was known

1% pixon discusses the gap between the legal necessity of a tutor and its actual effect on their financial
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for. In Rome, courtesans seem td\benander's best-known female characterad
writes:

dumfallax servusduruspater,improbalena
vivent etmeretrixblanda,Menandroserit.

As long as the deceiving slave, harsh father, wicked lady-pimp,
and coaxing courtesans shall lisdenander will exist®

If Ovid himself is not conflating Greek and Roman types, it seems that there was a Greek
equivalent for théenaas well as theneretrix But nomatronaor materfamiliasis
mentioned.Quintilian, on the other hand, does not even single out female characters
when discussinylenander's style:

. . .necessestsecunduntondicionencontroversiarunplures

subire personapatrumfiliorum, <caelibum>maritorum,militum

rusticorum divitum pauperumirascentiundeprecantiummitium

asperorum®

. . .[he] necessarily takes on many different characters according to

the requirement of the discourses--those of fathers and sons, of

bachelors and husbands, soldiers and farmers, rich and poor, angry

and begging, gentle and brusque.
While the last three pairs consist of adjectives in the genitive plural, and thereby could
theoretically be applied to women as well as men, it seems unlikely that we can infer any
particular type of female character from them.

An unknown scholiast tBionysius ofThrace did note women, but was

describing both Aristophanes' akténander's character types:

control (148-150,168-70).
102 Ov. Am.1.1.17-18 = Men. test. 90 K-A.
105 1nst. 10.1.69 = Men. test. 101 K-A.

264



TOUTEOTL PLHOVPEVOUS yurdikas véas 1) ypaldas 1) dedolkoTas
i opyLlopévovs drdpas.'®

i.e., imitating women young and old, men fearful and angry.
But while men are defined by their emotional traits, women are simply classified by age,
making it difficult to draw conclusions about character types. In the second c€rfilyy

Hermogenes mentioned Menander when he talked about the "simple style™:
Tapa TG Mevdvdpw pupta av clpols TolauTa Kal yuraikas Acyotods
Kdl VEAVLOKOUS €perTds Kal [Layelpovs kdl mapbBévous BpumTopéras

’ 9 10
Kdl TLrds AANOUS.

In Menander you may find innumerable examples: women speaking,
young men in love, cooks, coquettish maidens, and so on.

Here, at least, we see women mentioned, but | do not think we shoulgutedas
designating anything more than women in general. Finalhgnius, a grammarian from
the fourth century, writes:

KeKAELoBaL Tols UTOKpLTALS TO B€aTpovr, (va pun Tpayepoos

cloeAbov Haoibdnr pipiontar Ty E€okeilacar €is dANOKoTOV

EpoTa, PNd al kepedds Tas wapd Mevdvdpy Tekotoas.'®

the actors were locked out of the theater, for fear that a tragedian

should go in and imitatBasiphaé, or a comedidenander's newly-

delivered mothers.
In Libanius' time, it seem#$/enander was most known for his raped-virgin plots.

A final consideration is the general toneMénander's plotsPlutarch is well-

known for saying thatlenander was just the right kind of dinner entertainment because

he got husbands "in the mood" with his morally-appropriate eroti¢fsflutarch is

1% Men. test. 152 K-A.

97 p| 2.3 = Menfr. 942 Edmonds = Mertest.116 K-A.
198 Men. fr. 941 Edmonds = Men. test. 127 K-A.

1% Moralia 712c.
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describing affairs with prostitutes, however, and does not address any husband-wife
relationships portrayed onstag®vid also implies thavlenander is appropriate reading
material for young persons:

fabulaiucundinullaest sine amor®enandri,

et solethic puerisvirginibuslegi. ™

None of cheerfuMenander's stories lacks love,
and he is usually read by boys and young women.

EvenPsellus, an eleventh-centuyE. grammarian, describb®enandrian comedies as
megaloprepé™ All of this is to say that, despite the few mentions of quarrelling
spouses, married strife did not strike later critics as an overwhelming theme of

Menandrean comedy.

Conclusions

We have seen that married women do appebteinander's playfamphile in
the Epitrepontesas well as two unnamed women speakers who appear in fragments. In
addition, we have quotes that may be spoken from husband to wife. But the sum total of
these fragments is seven out of thousands. More important than their small number is
their lack of characterizatiorPamphile alone provides a character with context; the rest
do not tell us anything.

Plot summariegestimonia, one mosaic, and dialogue frepikleroiplays

mention older wives, and suggest that quarreling spouses were a part of some Greek New

10 Oy, Tr. 2.369-70 = Men. test. 92 K-A.
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Comic plots. But the summaries aedtimonia are frustratingly vague about the actual
staging, and even thepikleroiplays should be treated with extreme caution and not
assumed to be the equivalent of Romaaresdotatae

The conclusions we can draw are few. But it is better to have a clear picture of
what we do not know: we do not know that there was a character equivalenatmaa
Aside fromPamphile, we do not know how the married women who did appear were
characterized, how old they were, or how much stage time they had. We have some idea
of their roles in the plot: we have a secure connection between a married woman and an
anagnorisis and thePlokionmosaic suggests that the mother is somehow involved in her
son's betrothal. While the latter plot is one that will appear in Roman comedy as well, we
should still keep in mind that the mother's appearance must be based entirely on the
evidence of one late mosaic, and that we have no extant dialogue for her.

Given all of these facts, we may cautiously suggest that the role of married
women, while present in the Greek texts, was expanded gred®abys-? In
addition, the evidence we have seen for the Ramatnonaesuggests that they are not
mere copies of their Greek predecessors, and that they reflect distinctly Roman

conditions and legal standing.

" Men. test. 161 K-A.

112 Because this dissertation concerns Plautus, | will not address the quetsarifarmatronaehere.
Moreover,Terentian adaptation is its own phenomenon and would require a separate method of analysis,
since Terence is generally felt to remain truer to his Greek originals than Plautus.
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