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The Originality of Terence and his 
Greek Models 

Walther Ludwig 

I T IS REMARKABLE what different judgements about the poetical 
achievement of Terence can be found in modern scholarship. 
One finds him represented sometimes as a mere translator and 

adapter, sometimes as an original poet worthy to stand beside Me­
nander himself. The best representative of the first view is Jachmann, 
who saw Terence's independence at work only in contaminatio.1 

But the main tendency in Terentian scholarship of the last few dec­
ades has been to go in the other direction, to emphasize the origin­
ality of Terence as a poet and to discover that in remodeling the 
Greek comedies he created a new kind of drama and that he added 
important new elements of his own, even when he lost some of the 
beauties of his Greek sources. Norwood was the most extreme in 
this line-he granted Terence the liberties of a Shakespeare using 
Plutarch-and therefore his views have not been accepted by the 
majority of scholars.2 But a considerable number of German and 
Italian Latinists also depict Terence as a Roman poet in his own right. 
Some prominent exponents of this view are Erich Reitzenstein, 
Haffter, Buchner, Paratore and Bianco.3 There are divergencies, but 
on the whole they share a view of Terence remodeling and reworking 
the Greek comedies according to his own artistic ideals. Terence, in 
their view, aimed at a more realistic drama, avoiding the comedy 
of typical scenes and characters, eliminating actors' addresses to the 
public, shortening unrealistic long gnomic reflexions, strengthening 
the colloquial language and attempting to give his figures individual 
features. Likewise, according to these critics, he despised coarseness 

1 See G. ]achmann, RE 5A (1934) 598-650, s.v. P. TERBNTlUS MER. 
l! See G. Norwood, The Art of Terence (Oxford 1923). 
3 See E. Reitzenstein, Terenz als Dichter (Leipzig 1940); H. Haffter, "Terenz und seine 

kiinstlerische Eigenart," MusHelv 10 (1953) 1-20, 73-102; K. BUchner, Humanitas Romana 
(Heidelberg 1957) 35-63, and Terenz, Die Komodien (Stuttgart 1960) vii-xxvii; E. Paratore, 
Storia del teatro latino (Milano 1957) 161-192; O. Bianco, Terenzio (Roma 1962). 
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and vulgarity and deepened noble and humane sentiments, trying 
to show to his audience the right values. I may confess at the outset 
that I regard this picture in its essential points to be wrong and 
distorted, although I do not deny that some useful observations have 
been made; but, in my opinion, they have not been properly eval­
uated. On the other hand, I am not a close adherent of Jachmann, 
although there are several points upon which we would agree. 

There seem to be three main reasons for this great range of opinion 
about Terence's originality. First, we lack complete agreement 
about the nature and extent of Terence's departures from his lost 
Greek originals, and in some cases it will never be possible to deter­
mine them with certainty. Second, even if we agree about a specific 
alteration made by Terence, it is still often difficult to state its motive. 
And finally, classical scholars often seem in the case of Terence more 
emotionally involved than usual. Those who see in him a highly 
original poet sometimes accuse their opponents of a romantic phil­
hellenism, while they in their turn seem not entirely uninfluenced 
by a certain determination to vindicate the independence of Latin 
literature at any price, or even by a nationalistic Italian pride in the 
Roman past. Nevertheless we should not give up before the problem 
of the originality of Terence, as scholars like Beare and Duckworth 
are rather inclined to do.' The problem is and will remain important 
for the development of Roman literature. It can be solved only by 
taking into consideration the relation of Terence's plays to his Greek 
models, and this relation is by no means in every case so impossible 
to determine objectively that we must restrict ourselves to a neutral 
non liquet. Although we do not have space here to discuss in detail 
all relevant arguments, I should like to touch on certain points which 
seem to me of special importance. 

It has always been noticed that Terence in choosing his Greek 
models was influenced by definite characteristics of his own interests 
and tastes. He limited himself to Menander and his follower Apol­
lodoros of Karystos. He was careful about a certain morality, keeping 
within the bounds of what the Roman meant by decorum. A lovesick 
old man, who perhaps becomes his son's rival for a hetaira, is not to 
be found in his plays. His senes are all quite respectable, well-inten­
tioned and serious fathers, who are as sincerely concerned as their 

'See W. Beare, The Roman Stagel (London 1955); G. E. Duckworth, The Nature of Roman 
Comedy (Princeton 1952). 
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wives for the happiness of their children. His slaves do intrigue, but 
are not too unscrupulous about it. He did not enjoy presenting 
frivolous meretrices. The respectful prostitute aroused his interest. 
He avoided the low and the fantastic, putting on stage domestic 
affairs such as could happen every day. He also preferred an action 
rich in characters, if possible with two pairs of lovers and a corres­
pondingly double happy ending. There is normally a moving recog­
nition of someone long lost. Finally, he is attracted not least by 
psychologically subtle delineation of humane and sensitive characters, 
by the representation of problems of interpersonal relations and of 
those concerning the proper behavior by the older generation to­
wards the younger. 

But it would be rash to suppose not only that these interests 
determined the choice of his models, but that in adapting the Greek 
comedies he deliberately emphasized and expanded these elements 
and thus was working on his own in the direction we have described. 
It can easily be shown that the opposite was often the case. 

For three of his six plays Terence used a second Greek original. 
As he himself explains in a prologue,s he was convinced that it was 
not enough to translate a good Greek play in order to write a good 
Latin one, and so took the liberty, where he thought it in place, to 
work scenes or parts of scenes from a second Greek play into the 
primary model, the practice called contaminatio. What considerations 
guided him in the choice of his secondary models? 

In the Adelphoe he inserted a scene from the Synapothneskontes of 
Diphilos, in which a young man appears who has just stolen a girl 
out of a brothel and who now has the leno, who pursues him with 
insults, brought to reason by the blows of his slave. In Menander's 
Adelphoi the carrying off of the girl was only narrated, probably by 
the young man, and the lenD appeared on stage later to negotiate for 
the damages.6 Terence thought it fitting to substitute a lively slap­
stick scene in place of the narrated event. Thus he strengthened the 
part of the lenD and introduced a cudgeling scene, both contrary to 
the intentions which guided him in the choice of his primary model. 
He evidently found that thus enlivening the Adelphoe, otherwise 
distinguished by its ethical and psychological interests, would not 

S Cf. Bun. 7f. 
t See O. Rieth/K. Gaiser, Die Kunst Menanders in den 'Adelphen' des Terenz (Hildesheim 

1964) 30f. 
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harm the play. His intentions therefore entail a certain compromise. 
On the one hand he wanted to get away from the traditional and, in 
his view, vulgar jokes of a Plautus to the cultivated and meaningful 
drama of Menander; on the other hand he apparently felt that you 
could have too much of a good thing. In his opinion the play could 
only gain by a bit more color. He overlooked or chose to ignore the 
fact that the omitted narration of Aeschinus contained an indication 
that Aeschinus was stealing the girl not for himself but for his brother. 
Such an explanation however was extremely important for the under­
standing of the speeches of the two fathers, since only thus does a 
proper judgement of the attitude of the mild Micio and the strict 
Demea become possible, and this is the whole point of the play. 

In the Eunuchus we can observe an analogous situation. Here 
Terence inserted monologues and dialogues from Menander's 
Kolax.7 The proven sure-fire types of the parasite and the miles 
gloriosus were meant to enliven the action even more (perhaps be­
cause the dramatist had indifferent success with the more staid 
Hecyra). In Menander's Eunuchos in place of the parasite there stood 
only a slave, in place of the miles a less colorful rival. Both roles were 
less prominent there. So in the second act of the Eunuchus Terence 
inserted an effective bravura scene from the Kolax, the entrance 
speech of the parasite Gnatho. But this also shifted the emphaSis of 
the scene. In Menander a slave had brought Pamphila, the girl to 

whose recognition the play leads, across the stage to the house of the 
hetaira Thais. This an event full of consequence for the whole drama, 
for it is in the house of Thais that the rape will take place, because of 
which the happy ending of the play is seriously endangered. Pamphila 
appears on stage only in this scene. She does not speak a word. But 
although two slaves carry on the dialogue, she remains by her very 
silence the center of attention. In Terence the parasite upstages her. 
For the sake of a momentary comic effect the careful disposition of 
the action is somewhat obscured. 

At the end of the Eunuchus the soldier and the young Athenian 
agree to share the hetaira Thais. The parasite draws a commission. 
Such arrangements occurred in Menander's Athens. But this can not 
have been the conclusion of the Menandrian Eunuchos. It is in con­
tradiction not only to the goal of the external action of this play, but 

1 See W. Ludwig, "Von Terenz zu Menander," Philologus 103 (1959) If, and Gnomon 36 
(1964) 159. 
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also to the completion of its inner dramatic development. Thais has 
revealed herself in the course of the play-contrary to what one 
would have expected first-as a bona meretrix. She has solved all 
difficulties and behaved in a truly humane fashion. As a reward she 
has got a rich old Athenian as a patron and is finally united with the 
young man whom she loves. For her then to be treated as an article 
of merchandise is irreconcilable with the external and internal 
structure of the Menandrian Eunuchos. Terence's ending seems to 
have been composed in imitation of the Kolax, where the hetaira was 
not free but the property of a leno, and where such an arrangement, 
in which the parasite too gets his cut, suits excellently the young 
man's repeatedly emphasized lack of money and the wealth of the 
proud and stupid officer. Terence may have added this conclusion in 
order to gain one final comic effect. That is, the miles is led around by 
the nose once more through the agreement (his share will consist 
mostly of paying the bills) and the lucky parasite is the only real 
winner. For the sake of such effects Terence has destroyed the unity 
of the play, which he had maintained so far. He has weakened the 
unconventional theme of the bona meretrix, which he had chosen, 
by adding two traditional comic types. 

A quick look to the Andria: the origin of the parts which concern 
Charinus, the second lover of the play, is controversial. I follow the 
view of those who regard these passages not as an independent 
addition by Terence but as essentially a borrowing from the Perin­
thia.8 In any case, Terence preferred in this play too the fuller double 

8 At present the majority of scholars seem to regard Charinus and Byrrhia as an original 
addition of Terence (see H. Marti, Lustrum 8 [1963] 61f). The main argument is the com­
mentary of Donatus on Ad. 301, has personas Terentius addidit fabulae-nam non sunt apud 
Menandrum; but the analogous remark on Ad. 977, et id extra praeceptum Menandri, cuius 
comoediam transferebat, shows that with "apud Menandrum" he may be referring only to 

the Andria. The schol.rec. (ed. Schlee, p.169) states that the negotium Charini et Philomenae 
has been taken from the Perinthia and there is no evidence that this statement is pure 
fantasy. With his confession in An. 13f, quae convenere in Andriam ex Perinthia I fatetur trans­
tulisse atque usum pro suis, Terence should have had more in mind than the changes in I 1 

and 14. Surely, there is some prejudice in this view: if the CharinusJByrrhia parts should 
be a free invention of Terence, they would be unique in all his comedies and would show 
a creative power which he never displayed elsewhere and which would be at variance with 
his usual artistic methods. The phrases which describe his procedure in the prologues of 
the Andria, the Eunuchus and the Adelphoe are similar (cf An. 14 fatetur transtulisse, Eun. 
31f non negat personas transtulisse, Ad. 10 locum sumpsit sibi). Thus it is highly probable that 
he used comparable procedures in these plays too, and we are justified in looking in this 
direction for an explanation. It is enough if the testimony of Donatus to An. 301 does not 
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plot and chose as primary model not the coarser Perinthia but the 
psychologically refined Andria. He took from the Perinthia only what 
seemed to him suitable to enliven and enrich the Andria, for instance 
the motif of the drunken midwife, although this involves a slight 
inconsistency in her character. 9 

Thus Terence chose in each case a psychologically complex 
Menander playas his primary model. But he enriched it and streng­
thened its farcical elements from cruder plays of Menander and 
Diphilos, doing some damage thereby to the balanced organization 
of his primary models. If one observes this compromising tendency 
of Terence, one is in no danger of accepting the widespread idea that 
he is responsible for a fundamental humanizing and deepening of his 
models and that his use of contaminatio was guided by a humane 
aesthetic ideal.10 

Further consideration of the way in which Terence combined parts 
of a second Greek play with his primary model may save us from 
another error. It is frequently assumed that contaminatio was often 
in effect a dissolution of the primary model and meant a new con­
ception of the playas a whole. In the Adelphoe, to be sure, no one 
could fail to see that only one or two scenes were replaced by the 
scene from Diphilos. But in the Eunuchus a fundamental remodeling 
of the middle part has been generally assumed. In my opinion the 
additions from the Kolax are limited to four separate scenes.u There 
are no elements which would give the action an essentially new 
direction. Only the conclusion, about which we have already spoken, 
does not fit into this picture. Here Terence actually made a decisive 
change and destroyed the original conception of the play. But here 
too he was influenced not by a new conception of the playas a whole, 
but rather by the desire for an effective conclusion, which led him 
into the denouement taken from the Kolax. The earliest play of 
Terence, the Andria, is the most deeply affected by contaminatio. The 

exclude this view. On the other side, scholars who take the passage of Donatus at its face 
value are sometimes influenced by their wish to advance Terence's underestimated 
creativity. I should be more inclined to believe them if their attempts to discover similar 
instances in Terence's works had not failed. 

t On An. I 4 cf. also Gnomcn 36 (1964) 155. 

10 See K. BUchner, "P.cit. (supra n.3) xxiv; the contamination of Terence "ist ... bezogen 
... nicht zum wenigsten auf die poetische Gerechtigkeit und sein humanes Kunstideal"; 
xxvi, "wie Uberhaupt hat Terenz hier humanisiert und ethisiert." 

11 See the articles cited in n.7. 
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working in of the second lover involved a consistent alteration of the 
whole plot. But an analogous plot with two lovers was probably 
already to be found in the Perinthia, and Terence was generally able 
to insert scenes from the Perinthia at corresponding places in the 
Andria and so had to compose independently only the short final 
scene, in which Charinus is informed of the happy solution. 

In no case was a radical alteration of the construction of the primary 
model necessary in order to work in the desired parts of the secondary 
model. Terence was able to get by with a few omissions, the addition 
of suitable transitions, retouchings to remove obvious contradictions 
and similar devices; and in this he succeeded quite well. The additions 
are far more carefully inserted than in Plautus, where marked in­
consistencies and contradictions often become apparent. 

Terence altered his originals in still other ways. The listing of a 
few examples suffices to show that it is misguided to explain these 
alterations, as has been done, from principles such as "progress 
towards realistic drama," "humanising and ennobling of the charac­
ters" or "a will to the universally valid."12 The desire for compre­
hensive syntheses and the wish to find deep meanings everywhere 
have often led to exaggerations and forced interpretations, or to the 
overlooking of contrary instances. 

When Terence omits the name of an Athenian suburb and instead 
writes in his regionibus, it is certainly paying too much honor to this 
modification to see in such an avoidance of a reference too specifically 
Greek a search for the universal.13 Naturally Terence left out 
Greek place-names and customs which meant nothing to his public, 
as far as he could do so without harm to the intelligibility of the 
action. Unlike Plautus he consciously avoided for the most part 
allusions to anything specifically Roman. It was his principle to keep 
the Greek milieu of the plays except for certain details which seemed 
to him pointless and could only make comprehension more difficult. 

Thus, for instance, it was a specifically Greek custom to cut one's 
hair short as a sign of mourning. Apollodoros, the author of the 

18 For the idea of the "Weg yom unrealen Theater-Spiel zum realistischen Schauspiel" 
see H. Haffter, op.cit. (supra n.3) passim; O. Bianco, op.cit. (supra n.3) favors "1a rappresen­
tazione di una umanita buona e semplice" (p.Zl) and "un aureola di pura nobilta" (p.llS); 
K. Buchner, op.cit. (supra n.3) 50. likes "die Richtung aufs Giiltig-Allgemeine" in Terence. 

13 Cf. Haut.63 and Men. fr.lZ7 Koerte/Thierfelder ·AA17u,; H. Haffter, op.cit. (supra n.3) 
8lf: "Abschwachen des Allzugriechischen," "vom Spezifischen weg zum Allgemeinen." 
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original of the Terentian Phormio, had a barber report to the young 
men waiting in his shop that he had just cut the hair of a poor and 
beautiful girl who had lost her mother. The young Antipho decides 
to visit her and falls in love at once with the girl, who at the end of 
the play is fortunately recognised as the daughter of a well-to-do 
citizen-and they live happily ever after. In Terence, too, the young 
men are sitting in the barber's shop, but the barber as narrator must 
disappear, to eliminate the non-Roman custom of cutting the hair 
in mourning. Instead Terence has a weeping young man enter who 
has just seen the unfortunate girl and describes her with emotion. 
The barber will probably have told the story without tears. Terence 
then would have also sentimentalized the scene. But it is certainly 
out of place to speak on that account of a deepening of emotional and 
spiritual content.14 In terms of the rest of the play this change, though 
it makes the scene itself more moving, creates difficulties later, 
because the agitation of the weeping young man is more than his 
merely intermediary role calls for. IS The spectators' interest in him 
is aroused and in his further connection with the poor girl, an interest 
which is not satisfied later on. For the young man immediately dis­
appears into the wings, and, as in Apollodoros, only Antipho matters. 

There are other instances of a certain sentimentalizing. This ten­
dency however is not in undisputed command. Thus, to take one 
example, Terence does not allow an unhappy lover to think, as in 
Menander, of suicide, but only of emigration.I6 A feeling for the 
limits of Roman common sense seems to have been at work here. 

Still another tendency becomes apparent when we consider the 
negro slave girl who appears in the Eunuchus. Terence added her as 
a mute part, certainly for no other reason than that the audience 
would like to see this exotic figure. I7 He sometimes kept minor figures 
on stage longer than in the original, or had them appear earlier. IS 

In these cases he gives them a few unimportant lines; otherwise they 

14 cf Phorm. 91f and Apollodoros fr.16 K; H. HafIter. op.cit. (supra n.3) 82. "eine Steiger­
ung des seelischen Gehaltes. des Pathos. und gerade dieses Beispiel soIl uns warnen, 
gleich an eine Verminderung der inhaltlichen Substanz zu denken, wenn Terenz das 
Allzugriechische abstreift." 

16 This was seen by w. Schadewaldt, Hermes 66 (1931) 1 n.2 (= Hellas und Hesperien 
[Ziirich/Stuttgart 1960] 472). 

16 Cf Ad. 275 and Donatus ad loCo 

17 See A. Klotz. WurzJbb 1 (1946) 7f. 
18 Cf Philologus 103 (1959) 18 n.l and 31 n.3 for Bun. ill 1-2 and IV 2-4; in Ad. II 3-4, 

Sannio seems to be an addition of Terence. 
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stand around rather purposelessly. His aim was to enrich the appear­
ance of the stage. 

But the playwright gives evidence of a more creative ability when 
he transforms a narrative monologue into a dialogue by introducing 
a second person, as he apparently sometimes did.19 There he en­
livened the scene with poetical talent. But once, on the contrary, 
he eliminated a highly effective dialogue. The case in point is the 
dialogue of the matrona Myrrhina and the hetaira Bacchis in the 
original of the Hecyra.20 It was in this dialogue that the decisive 
recognition took place. The reason for the elimination of this scene 
and the substitution of a short narration of the event is difficult to 

see. Scholars have supposed that Terence wanted to avoid recognition 
on stage as too worn a theatrical motif.21 But this is improbable. 
Terence knew very well that comedy to a certain degree consisted of 
conventional topoi and that all depended on their variation in the 
particular situation.22 The recognition scene in the Hecyra was quite 
unusual. Nevertheless Terence eliminated it. Why has he introduced 
the parasite and the miles gloriosus into the Eunuchus, why has he 
added a beating on stage to the Adelphoe, if he was in principle against 
typical comic figures and scenes? And why has he, contrary to Plautus, 
generally chosen recognition plays? One might consider another 
motive: perhaps the meeting of the respectable wife of a citizen with 
a prostitute, who saves the desperate lady, offended Roman morals. 
Roman meretrices seem to have had a worse social reputation than 
their Athenian counterparts. And it has already been noticed that 
Terence had a respect for proper behavior.23 Regard for Roman 
morality seems to have been at work, too, at the end of the Adelphoe, 
where the strict father Demea comes off better than in the original, 
in which the mild and humane Micio apparently was preferred.24 
So in the Hecyra regard for Roman decorum seems to have worked 
against his general preference for dialogues. 

But he was consistent in his refusal of a prologue in the form of a 
narrative monologue and gave the exposition always in dialogue. 

19 Cf Sosia and Simo in An. I 1 and Antipho in Eun. III 4/5 (but this figure may have been 
in the original already, see Philologus 103 [1959] 32 n.1). 

20 Cf Donatus ad Hec. 825 and my discussion of the problem in Gnomon 36 (1964) 156f. 
21 See H. Haffter, op.cit. (supra n.3) 88f, and O. Bianco, op.cit. (supra n.3) 59£. 
22 Cf Eun. 35f[ 

23 See pp.170f above and Haut. 30ff. 
USee O. RiethJK. Gaiser, op.cit. (supra n.6) passim and esp. 121-31. 
6--G.R.B.S. 
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Although he could find such a form of exposition already present in 
Greek plays, he certainly sometimes substituted a dialogue of two 
persons for a Greek prologue spoken by a god. Expositional material 
which he could not use here he skillfully distributed later in the play.25 
One reason for avoiding exposition by monologue surely was that 
after a long personal prologue, which he regularly used for intro­
ducing the play, a second long speech could have been boring. 
Further, the suspense was heightened when the audience was not 
informed by a god about the final solution (but at the same time 
certain dramatic ironies were necessarily lost). It is not impossible 
that the prologue-god was eliminated also to avoid a fantastic and 
unreal theatrical device.26 

But other instances which have been adduced to show the greater 
realism of Terentian drama often need correction. It is true that we 
have less breaking of the dramatic illusion in Terence than in plautus 
(perhaps even less than in Menander),27 but Terence too kept the 
unreal convention of the speaking of asides which are not to be heard 
by the interlocutor but by the audience. And it is surely wrong to see 
in Terence's treatment of gnomic reflexions an attempt at greater 
realism.28 Terence did not at all avoid gnomic sentences; on the con­
trary he liked them in rhetorically brilliant form. Perhaps he cut off 
longer reflexions, but obviously not because of an inherent unreality 
of the scene, but simply because his public would not have favorably 
accepted too much philosophy. 

Let me now remark briefly on the problems of Terence's trans­
lating from the Greek. Scholars have often attempted to show the 
special way Terence translated by a comparison between the few 
existing Greek fragments and their Terentian counterparts. But one 
should not try to discover in each slight deviation an important 
artistic principle, and the wish to balance each loss by an equivalent 
gain has sometimes prevented a just evaluation. Comparison of one­
line fragments needs a cautious critic who does not burden our small 
material with too heavy deductions.29 But there is another way to 

25 Cf. for a good analysis of this method w. Schadewaldt, op.cit. (supra n.15) 484-94. 
26 According to H. Haffter, op.cit. (supra n.3) 15-18. 
21 Haffter, op.cit. (supra n.3) 18-20. 
28 Haffter, op.cit. (supra n.3) 84-86. 
29 A good illustration for the case in point is the comparison between An. 483f, post 

deinde quod iussi ei dari bibere et quantum imperavi, date, and Men. fr.37 Ka~ T£rrttpwv I cbwv P.£T/r. 
TOVrO, q,u..Ta.TT}, TO v£orr,ov. The midwife Lesbia is speaking. She comes from the house 
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investigate the translating of Terence, not yet adequately applied. 
Papyrus discoveries have brought rather extensive fragments of 
Menandrian comedies to our knowledge. Although no play which 
served Terence as a model has yet been found, a general comparison 
between lVlenandrian and Terentian style has become possible. For 
instance, the relative frequency of colloqUial and rhetorical elements, 
of stereotyped and individual expressions can be observed.30 It 
seems that Terence used more rhetorical figures than Menander. 
With them he aimed at stronger effects, sometimes at the price of 
specific nuances. He used more interjections; the intent was vivid 
colloquialism, but the result occasionally yielded a sort of cliche. On 

of Glycerium, who has just given birth to a child, and is giving instructions to the maid. 
G. Jachmann, op.cit. (supra n.1) 617, has remarked that Terence has chosen a general 
statement instead of a realistic detail; cf G. P. Shipp, ed. Andria 2 (Melbourne, New York 
1960) p.23: "Would these instructions have sounded strange to Roman ears?" One could 
add that the reason for the double expression quod iussi et quantum imperavi is the elaborated 
style of the verses (bacchiac tetrameters). Philologists have tried to get more out of it. 
H.Oppermann, Hermes 69 (1934) 274, wrote: "Entscheidend ist die Atmosphare der 
Wochenstube ... diese riihrende Stimmung, in der die schwerste Stunde des Weibes mit 
allen Schmerzen und Gefahren nachzittert ... und diese Stimmung ist auch in der 
Darstellung des Terenz festgehalten .... Wenn ein entfernter Vergleich erlaubt ist, 
fiihlt man sich bei den Worten der Lesbia an die riihrende Einfalt jener Mariengeburts­
szenen erinnert, wie sie mittelalterliche Marienleben zeigen ... der Vergleich (ergibt), 
dass Terenz ... das Vorbild in eine allgemeine Sphare umsetzt, dabei aber die wesent­
lichen Stimmungselemente bewahrt .... " E. Reitzenstein, Terenz als Dichter (Leipzig 
1940) 59f, was even more imaginative: "Bei Terenz sind diese Dinge, die die Handlung 
aufhalten, stark gekiirzt. ... In der Doppelung der Ausdriicke des Befehlens spricht sich 
das Selbstbewusstsein dieser 'Frau Doktor' aus .... 1st es zu kuhn zu vermuten, dass auch 
hier von Terenz ausser der Kurzung zugleich eine Umzeichnung der Gestalt der Hebamme 
vorgenommen worden ist? Dass sie bei Menander mehr die weise Freundin war, und dass 
sie diese Zuge geradezu mannlichen Berufsernstes erst durch den lateinischen Dichter 
bekommen hat?" K. Buchner, op.cit. (supra n.3) 50f, saved the poet finally: " ... seine 
Formulierung bedeutet nicht nur einen Verlust an LebensftilIe, sondern auch einen 
Gewinn: seine Worte sind das Muster einer Erinnerung an eine wiirdige Anweisung, wie 
sie sich in bedeutender Lage gehort. Die Hebamme gibt nicht erst an der Tur formlos 
ihre Befehle, sie erinnert nur an die, welche sie im Hause gegeben hat. Dabei legt sie 
Gewicht auf die Reihenfolge 'jetzt zuerst'-'danach anschliessend' und betont mit Unter­
schied in den Verba des Befehlens, was sie zu trinken gegeben geheissen, und scheidet 
davon scharf das Quantum. So ist's bei Terenz feierlicher, wiirdiger, giiltiger .... " We 
are not insensitive when we dispute such interpretations. Terence has cut short nothing 
which retards the action. His phrasing is not shorter but less realistic. And it is a fallacy 
to regard an unspecified statement as being more significant because it is more general. 
We are here not dealing with philosophical judgements but with a poetical presentation 
of events of every day life. 

30 The first step in this direction was made by J. Straus, Terenz und Menander, &itrag 
zu einer Stilvergleichung (Diss. Bern 1954, Zurich 1955). 



180 THE ORIGINALITY OF TERENCE AND HIS GREEK MODELS 

the whole we must be careful not to attribute to Terence what 
should be attributed to differences between Greek and Latin or to 
the traditional language of the Roman stage. Only from this back­
ground can the specific character of the Terentian way of translating 
be investigated. 

But this kind of translating was at any rate a great achievement. It 
meant the creation of a new literary language in Latin with a purity, 
refinement and flexibility of diction that had not previously existed 
and that was capable of expressing complicated psychological pro­
cesses. Even if Terence was stimulated by the urbane colloquial 
language of aristocratic Roman circles, the step to definite formation of 
a literary style was still a major one. It was brought about in the 
process of dealing with the texts of Menander and attempting to 
transpose the natural language of the Greek comedies into an appro­
priate Roman form. 

Furthermore, Terence put before the eyes of the Romans in this new 
literary language subjects which had not been represented in Roman 
literature before. The psychological subtleties and problematical 
human situations of Attic comedy were reproduced with an under­
standing and a sympathy previously unknown. The Terentian con­
ception of hum anum is in my opinion such a reproduction of an anal­
ogous Greek idea. The term has neither been deepened, compared 
with the meaning of the corresponding Greek words, nor has it been 
filled with a specifically Roman mentality. But Terence was the first 
to open Roman comedy to this conception.31 With all this he helped 
unlock new realms to the Roman spirit, and this intermediary 
function is certainly not to be underrated. 

Finally, Terence took an independent view of the question how 
Greek plays should be adapted in detail. On the one hand he strove, 
in reaction to the liberties taken by Plautus, for a closer imitation of 
the originals. On the other he kept to his own judgement and con­
sidered it his task not only to make the Greek plays accessible to the 
Roman spirit, but also as far as possible to improve them as stageplays. 
He worked, however, not by inventing new plot threads, and only 
occasionally by adding characters or freely rewriting speeches and 
dialogues. Terence found in the Attic comedies such a completely 
formed tradition of the well-made play that he knew his own attempts 

31 See S. Prete, 'Humanus' nella letteratura arcaica latina (Milano 1948); W. Schmidt 
Gnomon 28 (1956) 589-601. 
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could not, as a rule, compete with it. As long as this reservoir was not 
exhausted, it probably seemed to him pointless to offer necessarily 
weaker creations of his own. He was able in general to confine 
himself to enriching the plays with additional Greek material where 
it seemed suitable. He hoped in this way to combine the advantages 
of two Greek plays. Where he found occasion to alter his models 
with inventions of his own, the result was normally not an essentially 
new creation. The changes are mostly of the sort that would be con­
sidered today as falling in the province of a director or producer, who 
does not feel bound to strict adherence to the script. 

The tendency of his changes was especially towards a richer visual 
element, livelier plots and stage business, increase in suspense or 
emotional effect, regard for Roman morality or even simply con­
sideration for the limited knowledge of his public-tendencies which 
sometimes worked against each other but to a certain degree con­
verge in the basic aim of adapting the comedies in such a way that, 
while sticking as closely as possible to the Greek comedies, they might 
also be more effective on the Roman stage for the Roman public. 

It is striking that precisely in his earliest play, the Andria, he made 
his most independent contribution with the invention of the libertus 
Sosia,32 and that the contaminatio is more extensive and more conse­
quential in this play than later. One might imagine that Terence 
would have proceeded to freer and freer reworking of the originals. 
The contrary was the case. Terence deliberately bound himself in 
the course of the six years of his productive career closer to his models, 
even though he never adopted the principle of the absolute fidelity 
which his literary opponent Luscius Lanuvinus maintained. While 
the latter regarded addition from a second Greek playas well as 
independent interpolations as spoiling and defiling the beauty of the 
Greek original, Terence allowed himself alterations of this kind. But 
he willingly limited his liberties in reworking-a fact which can only 
be explained by his belief in the value of the Greek works which he 
wanted to bring to the Roman public. 

Terence's deliberate adherence to his Greek models is basically 
different from the way in which Plautus used the Greek originals as 

32 Only L. Gestri would transfer the Andria to second place. H. B. Mattingly, Athenaeum 
NS 37 (1959) 159, agrees with the communis opinio in regarding it as Terence's first play. 
For a defense of the orthodox chronology compare now D. Klose, Die Didaskalien und 
Prologe des Terenz (Diss. Freiburg/Br. 1966). 



182 THE ORIGINALITY OF TERENCE AND I-llS GREEK MODELS 

raw material for his own creations, as well as from the way later 
Roman poets emulated the exemplaria Graeca. Terence was surely 
not the Virgil of Roman comedy, as Benedetto Croce has called him,33 
and the picture of his literary development is totally distorted if we 
see him as a Latin poet who used the Menandrian comedies with the 
same liberty as, for instance, the Greek Apollodoros. The funda­
mental difference between Terence's achievement and that of a 
creative poet in the specific sense of the word (who may be very much 
indebted to literary predecessors) should not be obscured. of course, 
we do not deny the kind of creativity which was necessary for the 
translating itself, nor do we see his activities restricted to the trans­
lating. But a warning against common misrepresentations of his 
poetical achievements may not be useless in order to gain a better 
view of the kind of originality which he did display.34 

UNIVERSITAT FRANKFURT AM MAIN 
February, 1968 

33 See La Critica 34 (1936) 422f (= B. Croce, Poesia antica e moderna I [Bari 1943] 29f). 
3' I have to thank Professor M. Wigodsky of Stanford University and Professor W. M. 

Calder III of Columbia University for correcting my translation. 


