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PaMmPHILE REGAINS HER VOICE: ON THE NEWLY PUBLISHED
FRAGMENTS OF MENANDER’S EPITREPONTES*

In Memory of Eric W. Handley

In ZPE 182 and 183 Cornelia Romer has published some welcome new fragments of the Michigan papy-
rus containing lines of Menander’s Epitrepontes. For details of the fragments and their location I refer the
reader to her publications.! The new fragments, albeit small, help our reconstruction of the end of act three
of Epitrepontes and the beginning of act four. They come, therefore, at a dramatic moment of the play, when
Smikrines is bent on extracting his daughter Pamphile from what seems to him an irreparably damaged
marriage, and Pamphile is equally determined not to give up on her marriage to Charisios so quickly. The
publication of these new pieces came, unfortunately, after I had completed my edition of the play (London
2009) so I had no opportunity to incorporate the new evidence in my treatment of these lines. This paper
contains suggestions on the interpretation of the new evidence where I think the editio princeps leaves
room for further development; I hope to publish a full commentary on the lines as now restored in a future
contribution.

Lines 692-702

In ZPE 183 Romer published a small fragment which fills a gap in the previously known Michigan frag-
ments from lines 692 to 7022, thus bridging the gap between acts three and four. The first letter of xopo®
is duly visible after line 701. The first five lines of the new piece (692—-696) serve only to confirm what
we already knew or successfully conjectured from other sources for these lines.? From 697 to the end of
the act, however, the new fragment does indeed supply new readings for the left half of the lines. I give a
supplemented version of these lines and discuss divergences from the editio princeps after that. The newly
read letters are in bold type:

Text
(ZMIKPINHY)
vty pev €get, v & énfeloater AaBov 697
¢xelvog e00Vg olc] Eavtov dnhadi. [exit] 698
(XAIPEZTPATOY)
[r&]E Sratérpamtfon] ToOuOV, [M]g £nol SokeT 699
[Sro]kovntéov S€ k]ot mopev[téov] 700
[¢¢’] fjv &ty On[v] Empér[erdy éoltli pot] [exit. End of Act 3] 701
Translation

(Smikrines:)

... he’ll keep her and bring the other woman

back home with him without a moment’s hesitation, he will! [exit]
(Chairestratos:)

Oh dear, that’s really messed up my plans, it seems.

I must perform my service and be on my way

on the undertaking which I’ve been sent on. [exit. End of Act 3]

* My thanks go to Professors Alan Sommerstein and Rudolf Kassel for helpful critical remarks on this paper.
1 ZPE 182, 2012, 112-120 (P.Mich. 4752); 183,2012, 33-36 (P.Mich. 4805).
2 Not 690701, as Rémer takes from Sandbach 1990.

3 See my edition for details.
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Select commentary

698 After e000g Romer prints &[AX] éovtov dnhodn ... letting Smikrines’ sentence tail off without a
verb (aposiopesis, she says). In her opinion Smikrines goes on to say the next three lines 699-701 (down to
the end of the act) and does not give them to Chairestratos, as Koenen—Gagos and I did. There are several
objections to this. Romer’s reconstruction leaves Chairestratos on stage at the end of the act, unprecedented
in Menander. Secondly, the aposiopesis in line 698 is awkward, as we have no idea what verb should be
supplied. In addition dnAadn is usually the last word in an utterance, which it would not be in Smikrines’
speech if he had really cut off this sentence before getting to the verb. Thirdly, Smikrines has not been sent
on any errand (¢téyOnv); it is by his own volition and on his own initiative that he has come knocking on
Charisios’ door now in order to extract his daughter from her marriage. Chairestratos, on the other hand,
seems to have been sent on an errand as he enters (possibly in line 631) to find Smikrines ranting on stage.#
Chairestratos returns at the beginning of act five, probably from this very errand. Koenen—Gagos suggested
that he had been dispatched by Charisios to buy Habrotonon from her owner, now that he thinks she is
the mother of his child. Now Sommerstein has confirmed this reconstruction with further arguments.> It
seems, then, that lines 699-701 are spoken by Chairestratos, confirming that he is now on his way to com-
plete the job he has been given (probably by his friend Charisios). He speaks the lines after Smikrines has
left the stage into Charisios’ house to speak with Pamphile inside. When Chairestratos now says ‘I must be
on my way’, Menander has neatly cleared the stage at the end of the act, as is his wont.

In line 698 (Smikrines’ last line, if T am right) Romer’s version lacks a verb governing €owtdv, as we
have seen. She is right that there is no room for a verb between £000¢ and €owtdv. She supplies GAN to fill
the gap; Gronewald suggests €ig (apud Romer), a preposition going with g¢orvtov. But the expression is not
ideal; with ei¢ we would expect éoxvtod, if anything, but the final nu is clear. og on the other hand, with the
accusative, meaning ‘to/to the home of” someone, gives appropriate sense and syntax. On the photograph
supplied by Romer it seems to me that @g is sufficient to fill the gap between sigma and epsilon; omega is
also a wide letter. With this supplement Smikrines’ sentence is completed with suitable sense and the sen-
tence is allowed to end with an appropriate flourish dnAodn.

700 [SrarJkovnréov. Romer supplements @plovntéov with [Bad]nv at line end to fill out the required
number of metrical positions. There is, in my opinion, space for more than just two letters before -ovntéov
which we can read in the new fragment. Moreover, I see absolutely no ink traces where Romer makes out
Inv at line end. Siokovéw seems to me, therefore, both palacographically and semantically preferable to
opovntéov. Chairestratos has been sent (by Charisios?) on an errand (lines 7001 are quite explicit on that
point) and here he tells himself that he ‘must do this service’. Note that Chairestratos appears to use the
same verb in line 642 which begins Siok[o]ve[. He may at this point be explaining his mission to Smikrines
(or the audience). diakovém has long alpha. Finally T would submit that the minimal ink traces before
-ovnteov match kappa excellently.

Lines 786-800

In ZPE 182 Romer published two additional fragments (H and I) of the Michigan papyrus giving further
letters in the second halves of lines 786—823. She divided her edition of these lines between the speeches of
first Smikrines, then Pamphile. I will follow suit. The following is my suggested text now for lines 786—792
(17 of the new fragment)®, incorporating R6mer’s readings and supplements, revised where I see fit. Again
I give the newly read letters in bold face. Where the manuscript has scriptio plena (lines 786, 787, 795)
I give the elisions necessary for metre.

4 Note Swax[o]ve[t- in line 642, indicating some ‘service’ to be performed by Chairestratos, with my note below on line
700.

5 “Menander and the pallake’, paper read at the Nottingham conference ‘Menander in Contexts’, July 2012, London
(forthcoming).

6 T omit the rest — lines 8—15 — as they do not add substantially to our knowledge of these lines; at the end of line 796 we
still cannot decide whether dpyeton or Gteton is preferable. The new fragment seems to have J.etaf .
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Text
XMIKPINHX
[yovoik’ éntBo[viov AJordopion kaf[ert]épay, 786
[ So]Bodet 6™ ai[tov]pévn pév o[dv Enlav 787
[éc Ta]¥t évéykaloBon], petéxovoa & [EE Toov, 788
[andv]og Pracet’ [eik]dtog ka[vey Klokdv. 789
[Gpo 8] 1001 aTfi mopopdBiLdv mote 790
[font olxvBpondlovoa, vouBetods’ det, 791
[yape]tiig €xovon oyfipe kotakekAoouévn(s] 792
Translation
Smikrines:

... a woman attacking you with insults and shameless,
who will badmouth you. She’ll demand that everything

be held in common, and that she gets equal shares;

she’ll lead a comfortable life, no doubt, untroubled.
Consider this point: you’ll end up being an encouragement
to her, with your scowling face and constant criticism,
presenting the figure of the broken-hearted housewife.

Again, to save space, I concentrate only on those places where I differ from, or comment on, Rémer’s editio
princeps. For other details the reader is referred to her paper as well as editions of the previously known
fragments.’

787 o[dv dnjov Furley: o[08¢]v (= o[08¢ €]v) Romer. Romer’s construction of aitovuévn pev 00dev /
elg tat’ évéykocBon, ‘without being asked to contribute anything to this household’, is not without dif-
ficulties. First, the passive sense of aitéw is less natural than a middle; after it one would expect pn with
the following infinitive (unde £€v); finally, it is questionable whether the scribe would have written 00dév for
000¢ gv. For my suggestion it is essential that there is enough room in the gap for four letters. I have calcu-
lated as well as I can with the available photograph, by comparison with &BeAtépav in the previous line,
how much space is available, and it seems to me that Romer has underestimated the space. In ¢eAtépov
we can just see the left edge of beta and the right edge of the second epsilon: this is equivalent to four let-
ters. In the next line we can see omikron and a trace after that and, on the other side of the gap, nu. That
also leaves four letters, so is strictly comparable to the above line, in my opinion. Incidentally one can
see that the fragments are not quite aligned properly in the photograph mounting. The fibres of fragment
I curve noticeably to the left at the top: the top half of fragment I should be bent outwards from fragment
H somewhat (making the gap larger). My suggestion restores good sense to middle aitovpévn and gives a
good first limb to the pev-6¢ construction: Habrotonon will demand that Charisios’ income be pooled, then
demand equal shares with Pamphile. I.e., although Pamphile is the wife, she, Habrotonon, will be on a par
with her economically.

789 [&mdv]wg Furley: kodds Rémer: obtwg Merkelbach. kaddg seems too short for the space. Koenen—
Gagos assumed 4 or 5 missing letters at line beginning. Furthermore koaA®¢ ... Kol GVeL KoK®V iS uncom-
fortably close to tautology. I therefore suggest a different adverb giving the sense that Habrotonon will
have an easy life in the position envisaged by Smikrines: something like dnovog, ‘trouble-free’, pohoxdg,
‘easy’, ‘comfortable’, or perhaps Aounpidg, ‘brilliant’.

7 Gro =M. Gronewald, ZPE 66, 1986, 1-13 and cited (from letters) in K-G; K—G = L. Koenen and T. Gagos, Menander
Epitrepontes. Neue Michigan Fragmente von Akt III-IV. Unpublished lecture handout (Seminar-Tischvorlage), August 21
2002; A. Martina, Menandri Epitrepontes Rome 1997; W. Furley, Menander Epitrepontes, London 2009; Au = C. Austin,
Marriage on the Rocks: Pamphile in Menander’s Epitrepontes, Acta Antiqua of the Hungarian Academy 48,2008, 19-27; Ar =
W. G. Arnott, Menander’s Epitrepontes in the Light of the New Papyri, in D. L. Cairns, R. A. Knox (edd.), Law, Rhetoric and
Comedy in Classical Athens. Essays in Honour of Douglas M. MacDowell, Swansea 2004, 269-292.
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789 Fr. I has scriptio plena here (xoil); oxwv at line end is clear, so a single long syllable is needed
between kot and kok@v. The krasis of kot Gvev is rare (once in Aristoph. Ekkl. 525) but I can think of no
plausible alternative.

790 [6pat 8¢] ot (Gronewald) seems preferable to Romer’s €o1 8¢ 1001, which involves a very harsh
accusative of respect (I assume): ‘you will be in this respect’; 1001’ taken like this is also awkward with
the following mopopvB10v. The eye and ear naturally assume 100t goes with mopapdBiov (not the case in
Romer’s reconstruction; she omits toVt’ in her translation).

790 1 keep Romer’s adtij, ‘to her’ (sc. Habrotonon), but one could also read o0, ‘you yourself will
be ... .

791 But Romer’s €om) from 790 goes very nicely at the beginning of this line (where she has det from
Merkelbach).

792 xorakekAaopuévn[g] Furley: kotokexk[d]oupnévng Romer. The new fragments show that a perfect
participle passive stood at line end, and, with a little imagination, one can now see that this is compatible
with P.Oxy. 3533, which has oynua followed by a punctuation mark, then xotokex..[.8 So, combining the
two papyri now, we have the indisputable letters kotokex...uévn[ (assuming no variants). Romer suggests
reading xoraxex[[S]Joppévng with the meaning ‘bored to death’ (116). Palaecographically, this entails read-
ing the letter after kappa in P.Oxy. 3533 as an erroneous delta: it does indeed look like a delta, but it could
also be alpha or lamda (possibly after correction). There is only a minimal trace of what Romer thinks might
be a first mu of -ppévng. The proposed meaning ‘bored to death’ seems problematic to me both in context
and with reference to the usual meanings of kotokontw. True, Menander uses the verb twice in the active
voice in Samia (285, 292) to mean ‘bore to death’ (by speaking too much), but we nowhere find this verb in
the passive with the sense ‘bored to death’. And Pamphile in this situation is not bored to death, but worried
to death! The imagined ménage-a-trois with Habrotonon is likely to make her deeply insecure, but hardly
bored. Romer might have noted Dysk. 398 kotokékoup’ £yo, ‘I'm quite exhausted’, but this is said by Sikon
the pdyeipog after dragging a reluctant sacrificial animal along a path. Does Smikrines want to say that
Pamphile will be ‘exhausted’ here? By itself, one would expect the expression YoUETHG KOTOKEKOUUEVNG
to mean rather, ‘a battered wife’, as xotokOnT® normally means ‘cut down’, ‘cut in pieces’, ‘destroy’; if it
ever had a metaphorical sense like our ‘cut up’ (= upset) it might suit, but there would still be the alpha/delta
in P.Oxy. 3533 to contend with. According to Romer the delta was written here erroneously, but the scribe
certainly did not cross it out or cancel it with a mark.

Handley proposed xotokekAeévng (= -nuévng), ‘in the position of a housebound woman’ (quoted by
Romer). Here one can say that the sequence -kAe- can be squared with P.Oxy. 3533 on the assumption that
the alpha/delta letter was meant to be lamda; there is a little extension to the left descender of this letter
which seems to have been added afterwards. Perhaps this was the scribe’s way of correcting his erroneous
delta to an alpha or, indeed lamda. The letter after that might well be epsilon, with a section of the left arc
rubbed off. But the sense is perhaps less than ideal in the context of rivalry between Pamphile and Habro-
tonon: it’s what goes on in Charisios’ two homes which is at stake, not whether Habrotonon can come and
go, whereas Pamphile cannot. Nor did Greek males typically see being housebound as a problem for the
married woman. We may think the ancient Greek wife’s position intolerably restricted at home, but the
ancient Athenians certainly did not. It is not likely that the greater mobility of a prostitute (such as Habro-
tonon) was generally perceived as an advantage in life style. On the contrary, the security, financial and
otherwise, of being firmly ensconced in a home was considered desirable for a woman. One can compare
Demeas’ description of Chrysis’ insecurity if he ejects her from his home in Samia (390-398). A further
objection is the proximity of kotaxexAelévng to éhevBépoun (two lines down) in this construction: would
Smikrines not be contradicting himself?

So, to my suggestion: kotokekAaouévng]. As mentioned above, the letter after the last kappa in
P.Oxy. 3533 looks most like delta but might be alpha or lamda. After that come traces which are hard to
identify but look most like the left half of theta or epsilon, with a section of the left arc missing. I believe the

8 Romer rightly says that the letters -npoort- are badly damaged in this papyrus.
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traces are compatible with alpha, possibly after some correction by the scribe. As an hypothesis I suggest
he initially omitted the lamda and wrote kexoo-, then corrected the mistake by slightly changing the alpha
to lamda and the sigma to alpha. Romer suggests that the minimal trace before .uevn[ in the new fragment
is another mu. I suggest that it is the top right corner of sigma.”

I take kotokekAoouévn[c], from xotoxAcw, to mean ‘broken in spirit’, ‘downcast’, ‘despairing”: see
LSJ sv. II. In addition to the examples quoted by LSJ, see especially Euripides Hipp. 764766 &0’ dv
oy 6ty Epd/tov dewvdn epévag Appodi/tag vocmt kotekAdoOn, rendered ‘Wherefore a dread malady
of unhallowed passion from Aphrodite broke her soul’ by Barrett.1 A more literal rendering would be
‘For this she (sc. Phaidra) was broken in spirit by a dreadful malady from Aphrodite’. For the perfect par-
ticiple passive kotokexAoouévog denoting a mental state, see further Dion. Halicarn. De compositione
verborum 18 p. 79.10 Usener—Radermacher (ot pev tomewvdc, ot 88 KutokekKAUGUEVHG, Ot & GAANY TveL
aloybvny kol dpopelov éxovoag eEnveykay TG Ypapdc); Aesop Fab. 2859 Chambry (¢Aéncov ue TOV
korokekAoopevov); Com. Adesp. PCG vol. VIII 137.2 (008¢ kotoxekAoouévog [or -uévog. Of a man:
‘degenerate’, ‘effeminate’ LSJ] mtAdytov nomoag Tov tpéymAov nepirotely); Hippokr. Prorrhetikon 1.71.5
(tovg v mupetd KouoTddel KotakekAaouévoug); Hesychius glosses OnAudpiddeg (Aristoph. Th. 131)
with 10 xotokekAaouévov; ie. an effeminate, ‘weepy’ manner. I suggest that Smikrines is pointing out
to Pamphile that if she is constantly getting at Charisios with angry looks, scolding words and a generally
abject (or distraught) appearance (ofjuo kotokekAoouévnc) that will act as an incentive and encourage-
ment to Habrotonon: if she sees her rival upset and on the defensive, that will boost her confidence.!!

Lines 801-823 (speech of Pamphile)

For these lines the new fragments H, I and J of P.Mich. 4752 give more letters from the second half of
these lines. Apart from these, we have the already known fragments A and B of the same manuscript (first
‘published’ in the hand-out of Koenen—Gagos) and P.Oxy. 3532 fragments 1 and 2. Dirk Obbink kindly sent
me high-quality digital images of P.Oxy. 3532 to work with in connection with the Epitrepontes edition;
now Cornelia Romer has kindly made available to me the images she has of the Michigan fragments; for
P.Oxy. 3533 I have used the image available at the website of Papyri Oxyrhynchi. In the following text |
have not distinguished between the readings of the various manuscripts, but give an amalgam of all known
readings, with dots under letters in one or more manuscript whose status is uncertain. Here I have not
printed readings from the new fragments in bold face, as the situation is complicated. Readers are referred
to Romer’s publication for more details.!2 Since there are still significant gaps at some points in these lines,
the restorations should be regarded with all due caution.

Restored text

[8eT, mdte]p, Euny yvouny Aéyew nenAolouévny] 801
[fikiota] néviev, 81t Tod’ fyel cuueépe[w,] 802
[Gel & apleAd kot yop @povely el [Evdikog] 803
[t6 v’ 18]wov, 1 T ebvol’ dvéprotd 1 évvloetv] 804
[to0t01lg oe neibBecOolt] & poAlov éndlyeton.] 805
[émel 8¢ oo, mém[<mya,] Avmnpov Soket, 806
[yvvoiko] undev Ndknkuvioy TUYEV 807
[6Ahog 0°] apaprovcog édpev. devtepolv,] 808

9 As an alternative I tried to retain the sequence -xd¢ in P.Oxy. 3533 with a line such as youetfic &xovoa oyfino kbt
¢kdedopévng, ‘having the appearance of a wife then of one betrayed’ (or ‘given away’) but the clear reading of both fr. H of
P.Mich. koroke[, and P.Oxy. 3533 at this point (kotokek-) tells against this.

10 w. S, Barrett, Euripides Hippolytos, Oxford 1964. Thanks to A. Sommerstein for the reference.

L1 1 considered the following possibilities but found them less appropriate either palacographically or semantically:
KOTOKEKOUUEVNG — KoTokGunt (this seemed to me second most likely), KoToKeKopUEVTIG — KELPOUOL, KOTOKEXPNUEVNG —
Kooy pam, kGt ékdedopévng — éxdidmut, katokekviouévng — kotakvilw (cf. Aristophanes Plut. 973), kotoxekoopévng —
KOTOKOLO, KOTUKEKAGUEVNC — KOTOKOAVULLOL.

12 And to Furley 2009 for detailed information about the already known fragments.
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[taioypov] mopd TovToL Y™ aftiov TodTov Ti0n[g] 809
[GAN 00]dev oioypov: &v OAtyolg evpi[o]k(e]ton 810
[taxptBég: ol moAAot [3¢] O yeyovog [w]ovov 811
[{o]act kai Aéyovoy, g ue Tiveton 812
aroydv éninpocbe tlfilg dAnbelog S[AIne. 813
“o[v]yetv 8¢ O€l 10010V 6" GO0V ¥' 'OviicTuov 814
O uev yop eimog dptiog, odoypdv i [poy 815
é[olfixag. “Gnodeid odtog” elt’ odth) [phylo 816
816t 10d10; THTEpov NAB[ov] edmopod[vrt név] 817
GVVELTVLYNOOVS', &V &[rolpog & [At, uniétt 818
ot Tpoidmp’; “Gromov” ov pev Mgl GAN [Eya] 819
kowavdg NABov to[® Bilov kali] thg To[xnls. 820
éntoikev; olow tovt[o]. Aowmov mg Aléyeic] 821
“80” oiklog olkobvO’ v’ [éxletvng drydue[vov,] 822
npocéyovt’ ékelvn waA[Aov] aicBdvlowd] v’ [¢]v.” 823

Critical apparatus!3

801 8¢l Fu: 0b Au: @ al. memhoopévny Tu: némhoxdg pe yop Gro

802 ftikioto Fu: diel mepl or &y mepl Gro: Oet mept Au

803 el &’ Au: T kel or 0 un W agérn Gro  Evdikog Fu: ebnopog K-G: o0 kokn Gro

804 10 & 1dwov (v’ Fu), 1dKelov, toikelov Gro: 10 BéAtiov, 10 kaiplov K-G 11’ ebvoli K-G  dvépiotd
1 évvoely (vel puev voetv) leg. et suppl. Fu: [Jvepiotapévn Ro: vrepiotapévn Gro, Ar: toptotopévn
K-G, al.

805 tovto1g Fu: xpnotoic Au: toxéwme, teAéwg Gro 8¢ Fu: 00 K-G: y'0 Au  éndyeton K-G

806 ¢mel 0¢ Fu: mpwtov 0¢ Ro: vikawy e K-G, Au  ndmmmo K-G  Avmnpov POxy 3532 leg. Fu:
dvvarrov al.: [6lotl mapodv PMich. leg. R6

807 yvvoaxo Fu: W évdpo. Ro: 1) Ty e K—G: 11n S160 Gro: vovi St Au  tuyetv RS: toyny edd. priores

808 &Alog O Fu: md&: tog Ro: kdpag e.g. K-G: avtdg Gro: ndpvag Au

809 toioypov Au: t@v pot Gro, K-G,R8  1i0ng Fu: 110e1] P. Mich.: étiBeig leg. et suppl. RS

810 G&AX ovdev K-G  evpioketot RO: evpfioeton (sensu pass.) possis

811 taxpiPéc Bathrellou: dxpiféc K-G  fin. RS

812 Toowot Gro: 6 pact Tu  fin. Ro: tewveton 11

813 tfig &. uovng Ro: 6Ang Fu

814 ouyetv Tu fin. leg. et suppl. R6

815 o Ro:0Tu fin. leg. et suppl. RO

816 ¢ofikog Ro: dofikag Tu  fin. leg. et suppl. RO

817 ebmopodvtt pev Fu: ednopwtate RO

818 unxéti Fu, al. R6

819 leg. et suppl. Fu: mpotdw; pow tov edpevodvid pot Ato RO

820 fin. leg. et suppl. R6

821 Aéyeic Fu: al. RO. (quae fin. del suppl.)

822 fin. leg. et suppl. RO

823 fin. leg. et suppl. Fu: exewer PMich., ekewvn P.Oxy. 3532: éxeivn toig Bodo..[ RO

Translation
Father, that I tailor my opinion artificially
to what you think most advantageous, is out of the question.
I must be plain. For I am entitled to think independently
about my lot, and goodwill calls for uncontentious words

13 See above n. 7 for key to abbreviations; R6 = C. Romer in ZPE 182; Fu = Furley in this publication; Tu = E. G. Turner,
The Oxyrhynchus Papyri, vol. L, 1983; Bathrellou = Bathrellou apud Au.
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and that you should rather be persuaded thereby.

Since this matter, father, seems a painful topic,

let us leave a wife who happens to have done no wrong,
and other girls who have, out of this. Your second point:
the shame he’s caused. You say it’s all his fault.

But there’s no shame. The real truth will out among

a few. People at large only see what’s happened

and then they say that he’s taking revenge on me
because beforehand he’d completely missed the truth.
“I should run from him as much as from Onesimos”?
That remark of yours just now is a truly underhand
blow to me. “He’s had it.” Well, should I leave him

too therefore? Did I come to share a fortunate person’s
fate and when that person falls, should I no longer

take thought for him? “Impossible!” you say, but I
came as his companion in life and fortune.

He’s stumbled? I'll shoulder that. On your last point:
“He’ll have to keep two households forced by her;

and you may see him paying her more attention.”

Selective commentary on the new readings

804 1] 7’ ebvor’ Gvéprotd p €vv[oglv. Before the new discovery we read guvota.. piotaypevy. Editors tried
gbvolo moptotopévn (involving a split anapaest) or ebvol vreplotopévn (a rare verb of questionable
sense). Now the new fragment fills in the gap with Jvep..[ about which, as Romer says, there is ‘little doubt’.
This effectively rules out both Umepiotapot and nopictouct. Romer says the only letter which might
conceivably be read differently is the rho, which might be a rubbed phi. But the rho is confirmed by both
Oxyrhynchus texts; Turner prints the rho in P.Oxy. 3533 without even a dot. Unless we are prepared simply
to reject the combined evidence of the manuscripts, I see no alternative to a sequence of letters involving
éprotd, ‘disputing/disputable things’ or dvépioto, ‘uncombative’ or ‘uncontentious’ (i.e. words). We find
¢p1otd in Soph. El. 148¢ -- 10lg duvartolg ovk €p1otd -- TAGH, ‘endure these things — one cannot fight
with the powerful’ 14 gvepiotof occurs in an uncertain construction in PMG 925e.18. dvépiotog is not
even listed in LSJ but it is defined by several ancient lexica (Hesychius, Suda, Photius, Lexica Segueriana)
as being equivalent to d@iloveixkntog, ‘not fond of strife’ (LSJ), or perhaps ‘uncontentious’, ‘not acrimoni-
ous’. Eustathius uses the word in his commentary on the lliad (2.622.18 and 4.630.6) as does a scholion
on Lukian 54.8.1. One might surmise that Pamphile is saying something like ‘goodwill requires we (‘I’
or ‘you’?) avoid using acrimonious language’, or more colloquially, ‘I would prefer not to argue with you’.
Metrically, dvépioto is marginally preferable to av épiotd (for example), as it avoids word-divide in the
double short. T assume that P.Mich. had scriptio plena for ebvoio, then dvepioto. That would account for
the gap of approximately one letter between fragments B and H. After that I propose W’ évvoely as giving
a tighter construction than the equally possible pev voetv. Pamphile means, I suggest, that she feels obliged
by ‘goodwill’ (filial respect) not to answer her father’s fighting language with equally acrimonious words.
évvogw is almost z.z. for the deliberation of an orator. The infinitive in this line and the next, I propose,
depends on éraryeton at the end of 805. For what it is worth, I believe the small traces at the end of line
804 in P.Oxy. 3532 are consistent with nu; previously they had been taken for the eta of some compound of
-totopévn. avépioto, if accepted, needs then to be added to our dictionaries; but it is a perfectly reasonable
verbal adjective from £pilw, is documented in ancient lexica with the appropriate meaning, and, above all,
it accounts for all letters now read in the three sources.

14 L ines 219-220. For text and interpretation see P. Finglass, Sophocles Electra, Cambridge 2007. The paradosis is 16.5¢
101 duvortolg ovk épiotd tAaBely, ‘but those things cannot be waged with the powerful so that one should come into conflict
with them’ (Jebb).



On the Newly Published Fragments of Menander’s Epitrepontes 89

805 ‘And that you should rather be persuaded thereby (by these things)’. Most of this had already been
read by Koenen—Gagos, except for tovtolg which I suggest refers to the dvépioto of the previous line
(i.e. Pamphile’s measured arguments). I would also be happy with ypnotoig (Austin) in its place. Where
P.Oxy. 3532 quite clearly has JepaAdov Romer now reads JepowoAlo[ in the new fragment, which she
reconstructs as neifecBoli ] éuol uadhov érndlyet. There are two serious objections to this. For one thing
we have an intolerable ‘split dactyl’ in ugiAAov €n-. This is enough to indicate that something is wrong with
the line. Handley writes ‘In the third metron, as throughout Attic drama, the break bllb is scrupulously avoid-
ed both after long anceps and after short’.15 Secondly, in my opinion, R6mer has misaligned the letters she
reads in the new fragment. What we have in fact is ].euoAA..[ which agrees with POxy. 3532. The crossbar
of epsilon before mu can, in my opinion, be clearly made out, thus distinguishing the letter from omikron (as
had been read previously in P.Oxy. 3532). Before that there is a minimal ink trace bottom right, compatible
with delta but not e.g. theta or tau. I suggest therefore, that we read &¢ rather than te (Romer: t° €uot).

806 Avrnpov dokel. Already in 2009 I suggested this reading of P.Oxy. 3532 instead of what previous
editors had read as duvartov doket. Now the new fragment of P.Mich. gives us Joutapovdo[ according to
Romer, which she reconstructs as tod1o, momno, col mopov dokel. She omits this line in her translation
and also fails to gloss her reconstruction in the commentary, pointing to the alleged disparity between the
readings of the two manuscripts and suggesting that Pamphile is using deliberately veiled language to mask
the truth of her situation from her father. Nevertheless, we should be able to understand her words. I think
in fact that P.Mich. here, too, confirms P.Oxy. 3532. I take -ot- as equivalent to ypsilon in P.Oxy. 3532 by ita-
cism. There are further examples of this in line 812 (tetveton for tivetan), line 807 (-keiav for -kvia), 696
(yewwoxkew for yvwokewv) and others. The alpha in -mop- is by no means clear; I suggest eta is possible.
I conclude that the new fragment confirms pi and rho in -w.pov and that the reading in both manuscripts
is Avmnpov. Pamphile means that since this is a delicate matter (the rival sexual relations between herself
and Charisios and Habrotonon and Charisios in the putative ménage-a-trois) it is better if they simply leave
out that aspect in their discussion. Smikrines had harped on this topic in his speech lines 793-96. At line
beginning Romer suggests ntpdtov 8¢ but I do not think it is strictly necessary for a tp@tov to precede
devtepov in line 808, nor is TpdTov ¢ happy, as the regular expression is TpOTOV UEV.

807-808 Pamphile is alluding, in my opinion, to herself and other girls/women (i.e. Habrotonon).
Smikrines had gone on about the unfair competition which will obtain between Pamphile and Habrotonon
both competing for the favours of Charisios. Pamphile wishes to drop that subject as it is unsavoury. At the
same time, she asserts her own innocence in line 807 and alludes to ‘others’ errors’ in 808. At this stage of
the play Smikrines thinks he knows Charisios has had an illegitimate child by Habrotonon (645-46), and
presumably he has told Pamphile about that in the lost portion of his speech. In 807 P.Mich. now clearly
has Tuyglv at line end; one might consider another itacism here for toynv (going grammatically with
ndwmkviav) but comparison with POxy. 3532 shows that -ew here, too, is more likely.

809 tobtov tifn[g; It seems to me that there is no room for an epsilon augment between the two words
as Romer supposes (¢1i0e1¢); likewise, the word break in the double-short -ov éti- again runs counter to
normal prosody. One might consider writing a thematic ending 110¢€1¢ (cf. Eupolis Bapt. fr. 88.4 KA, where
Goettling conjectured T10¢1¢ for ms. neifeic) but it is perhaps easier to assume another itacism here (like
éxetvel in 823) on the scribe’s part for original tiOng.

812813 I suggest that 6[A]ng is better than Romer’s puéig, and matches what I can see of the ink traces.
In context, the subject of tivetot must be Charisios rather than Onesimos. Pamphile is saying that her mari-
tal situation appears (to the many) to be the following: they think Charisios is punishing her by going off
with Habrotonon because he ‘was completely wrong about the truth’ i.e. when he married her. He thought
he was marrying a virgin wife, but in fact she was already four months pregnant and gave birth to a baby
five months after their marriage. When Pamphile says that ‘the exact truth is established in a small (private)
circle’ she means that the story of her rape at the Tauropolia and ensuing pregnancy actually exonerates
her of the charge of infidelity, but can only be aired among a small circle of trusted people. And, by typical

15 E. W. Handley, The Dyskolos of Menander, London 1965, 67.
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Menandrean irony, her words can be understood by the audience on another level: the truth is really that
Charisios raped his own future wife at the Tauropolia, and this truth will ‘out’ by the end of the play.

814 doov vy’ 'Oviyoipov. The reference is to Onesimos’ denunciation of Pamphile’s alleged extra-marital
relations to Charisios (the fuse which sets off the drama; see lines 422-23 and, no doubt, the lost prologue).
Smikrines means that Pamphile should now shun Charisios (because of his taking up with Habrotonon) as
much as she should Onesimos (for his denunciation of her).
eomopmtat®. Do we know that Charisios was ‘very well off” when he married? Does Pamphile mean she
married someone ‘very well off”? There seems to be more point to the simple antithesis edropotvtt and
amopog in the next line. Romer says there are traces in the papyrus which match her reading, but they look
terribly faint to me in the picture, and open to other interpretations.

819 The key point here is that pué tov (in any reconstruction) is now shown to be impossible. There is
space for two letters (at least) between the fragments B and H of P.Mich., as shown by the preceding and
following lines. On B one reads pot[ and on H now Jov, so one cannot simply connect these letters into
ud tov. A reexamination of P.Oxy. 3532 shows that the letter after paro is likely to be pi not nu. One can
take the preceding mu with mpotdop’ (middle, cf. Thuc. 1.17; Lys. 33.7) rather than the active npoidm, and
supplement Gronov after it. Then, after -ov in fragment H Romer read the letters evpevovl. I suggest that
the first letter here is sigma, not epsilon (one can see no crossbar, only left arc) and the last but one phi
(the downstroke is not visible at all, but the surface of the papyrus is very rubbed here; the circle is clearly
visible and could be omikron vel sim.): cU pev e[c] suits. I suggest that Pamphile is here picking up on
Smikrines’ earlier dig at her that ‘one virtue lies in always avoiding an impossible person (or ‘an impossible
situation’)’: ui’ €otiv Gpetn Tov dromov eevyewv del (line 704).16 It seems that Pamphile is saying ‘You
may say it’s mad (or ‘he’s crazy’) but I came as companion in [sc. his] life and fortune’ (i.e. ‘in his life’s for-
tune’). Charisios (who is eavesdropping on the present speech) refers to this remark later in lines 919-920:
gimev ... / [npoc] 1oV motépar, kowmvog ke Tod Plov, ‘she said to her father that she had come as [my]
companion in life’. This formulation makes it likely that Pamphile in lines 819-820 here had expressed
herself positively and not as a question (0Ox &y / kotvavog NABov ...; vel sim.). With this new reconstruc-
tion, one perhaps needs to reconsider the question of tOov drtomov versus tétonov in line 704. Perhaps better
sense is to be had with the neuter form in 819 ‘you say it’s misguided’ (rather than ‘he’). Romer supple-
mented po TOv eduevoDVTAE pot Ala: but, apart from the impossibility of pé tov here (as explained above),
the expression tOv edpevodvtd pot Alo. would be unique in the language of devotion.

821 Aléyews. The first letter can, it seems to me, equally well be lamda as Romer’s alpha. I think Pam-
phile is coming to the next point in Smikrines’ ‘case’ against Charisios as a husband.

823 mpooéyovt’ ékelvy uaA[Aov] aicBav[ow] v’ [&]v. The first point is that PMich. has exewet not
€KEVOILG, as some have thought. So there is no disparity between the two sources here: P.Mich. simply has
another itacism for éxetvy (i.e. Habrotonon). After éxewet the traces in PMich. are well consistent with a
partially rubbed mu; after that alpha-lamda do not need to be dotted. Then, after the break between frag-
ments B and H, oioBav are also clear. I suggest an optative with v as the most idiomatic expression for
Smikrines here: ‘you’ll probably notice’, ‘you may well notice’, with cicBdvopon governing an accusative-
with-participle construction, as is normal. The gamma is still visible after some minimal traces, as is an
ink trace at the end of the line: hence y* &v rather than e.g. 60 ye at line end (with indicative aicBdvn).
Smikrines’ use of aicOd&vopon appears to be picked up by Pamphile in her rejoinder in line 830 (still
incomplete). The end of this line is not necessarily the end of the quote from Smikrines.
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16 Qur sources give two different versions of this gnome, one with tov &tonov, which here in context would point in the
direction of Charisios as the ‘impossible man’, and another in Monostichoi 464 Jikel, with tétonov (= 0 &tomov), ‘the impos-
sible situation’; see my note (2009 p. 211).



