
 

 

TERENTIUM INTERPRETARI 
PUNCTUATION AS AN EXEGETICAL 

PROBLEM IN A. DONATUS’ COMMENTUM 

CARMELA CIOFFI 

Interpunction, with its system of signs, was used with accuracy relatively 
late: it had to wait for the arrival of the Carolingian period. In antiquity, a 
common reader, who had in his hands any manuscript (whether in prose or 
in verses), was required to make a strong exegetical effort. For that reason, 
the “distinction” plays an important role in the field of exegesis. 

This article aims to analyse all the occurrences where A. Donatus 
discusses the meaning of Terence’s verses, focusing on the interpunction. 
In many cases, the commentator underlines the complexity of making a 
sure choice and refers to alii and quidam. Glosses of this kind offer an 
insight into the ancient discussion of punctuation while also contributing to 
the debated and important theme of the “lecture in antiquity”. In addition, 
strictly philological and linguistic problems are entered into more deeply, 
also in the prospective of an editorial work. 

1. General introduction to A. Donatus’ commentum 

Aelius Donatus’ so-called Commentum to Terence’s comedies has not 
survived in its original form. Indeed, the famous grammarian, Aelius 
Donatus, originally composed a whole commentary to Terence; his 
Commentum was later “dismembered”, however, and written into the 
margins of the individual Terence manuscripts themselves. During this 
phase, the Donatian exegesis was extended from interpolations of a 
different nature. Probably in the 9th cent. A.D., someone reunified the 
scholia—creating a sort of commentum continuum, to be transcribed as an 
independent work. The modern Donation tradition derives from this later 
reunification. Although the new commentary preserves the Donatian 
matrix, something of Donatus’ original work has inevitably been lost, and 
something “non Donatian” has been added. 
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This problematic situation does not preclude, but certainly limits, the 
possibility of gleaning general and absolute conclusions about the 
exegetical method of Donatus.1 

2. A. Donatus and the interpunction: from the ars to the 
commentary 

Due to the decay of the Latin language and literary culture occurring in the 
4th Century A.D., scholars felt the need to distinguish texts as a way to not 
only preserve them, but also make them better understood. This period 
was actually the age of many codices distincti, including Terence’s 
Bembinus.2 According to Kauer, the author of the punctuation in the 
Bembinus must have been a Ioviales,3 who we will deal with later on. In 
fact, the meaningful pauses put in by Ioviales do not always match those 
suggested by the more famous Aelius Donatus in his Commentum.  

But, if we want to understand what Donatus meant by distinctio—how 
many types of distinctiones he admitted and how he valued them—we 
need to consider an important passage from his Ars grammatica.  

Ars Maior (Holtz 612, 2 = GL IV 372, 15 K)4 
Tres sunt [omnino] positurae vel distinctiones, quas Graeci θέσεις 
vocant, distinctio, subdistinctio, media distinctio.  
distinctio est, ubi finitur plena sententia: huius punctum ad summam 
litteram ponimus.  
subdistinctio est, ubi non multum superest de sententia, quod tamen 
necessario separatum mox inferendum sit: huius punctum ad imam 
litteram ponimus.  
media distinctio est, ubi fere tantum de sententia superest, quantum iam 
diximus, cum tamen respirandum sit: huius punctum ad mediam litteram 
ponimus.  
 

                                                           
 

* I would like to thank Professor R. Jakobi for reading this paper and giving me 
interesting suggestions. 
1 SABBADINI (1893: 4–15) and ZETZEL (1975: 335–354). About the possibility of 
separating the original exegesis from the later one, cf. KARSTEN (1907: 1–44; 192–
249; 274–324; 403–439) and KARSTEN (1912). Interesting observations can be 
found in LINDSAY (1927: 194), related mainly to Carolingian interpolations. 
2 It must be mentioned the codex Florentinus Laurentianus XXXIX, 1 (= 
Mediceus) of Virgil, corrected by Asterius, cf. AMMANNATI (2007: 227–239). 
3 KAUER (1900: 56–114); PRETE (1950: 25–48). 
4 HOLTZ (1981: 612). For a recent contribution regarding the interpunction in the 
antiquity, cf. SCAPPATICCIO (2012: 126–129). 
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Ars Maior, Liber III, p. 395  
Amphibolia est ambiguitas dictionis, quae fit aut per casum accusativum, 
ut siquis dicat “audio secutorem retiarum superasse”; aut per commune 
verbum, ut siquis dicat “criminatur Cato”, “vadatur Tullius”, nec addat 
quem vel a quo; aut per distinctionem, ut “vidi statuam auream hastam 
tenentem”. 

In his Ars, Aelius Donatus lists three different types of punctuations: 
distinctio, subdistinctio and media distinctio. The first one is graphically 
shown by a dot at the top of the line and marks the end of a sentence; the 
second one in the lower third of the line and is like our comma; the media 
is placed in the midst of the line and would only be used to let the reader 
take a breath.5 

No matter how strict he sounds in the Ars as he defines the three modes 
of punctuation, the Donatus of the Commentum uses distinguere and 
subdistinguere quite freely, as if they were interchangeable. 

In addition, as R. Jakobi points out,6 Donatus uses only the first and 
second kinds of punctuation in the Commentum, but never the third kind. 
The reason is clear: only the first two are clearly related to the meaning of 
the text, while the media is dictated by a merely performative need. R. 
Jakobi actually writes that the perspective of our exegete only responds to 
the need to give “Empfehlungen für einen dem Sinn entsprechenden 
Vortrag”. 

Here I will discuss a number of scholia associated with the problem of 
punctuation, taking my cue in particular from the commentary to 
Terence’s Andria. The main purpose of this paper is to understand:  

(1) What problems Donatus finds and how he solves them; 
(2) Whether such problems have also been identified by modern 

exegetes/editors and how they have solved them. 

3. The distinctio in the commentary to Andria 

a.) An. I, sch. 118. 1 (= p. 80. 11 W)7 
118. 1 INDIGNUM FACINUS C. P. deest “se”.  
                                                           
 

5 For general and specific reflections about this passage, cf. PARKES (1993: 13); 
GEYMONAT (2008: 15); MÜLLER (1964: 74); BRIGNOLI (1956: 162); HODGMAN 
(1924: 403–417); LUQUE (2006: 386–389). 
6 JAKOBI (1996: 16–18). 
7 I quote the Terentian text using the edition of KAUER-LINDSAY (1902); regarding 
the Donatian text, I quote the text from WESSNER and the apparatus on the base of 
the edition I have been working on. 
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118. 2 Et incerta distinctio. 
118. 3 INDIGNUM FACINUS distinguendum, ut per se intellegatur “indignum 
facinus”: et ipse dolet corrumpi Pamphilum. 
 
118. 2 incerta A ] mira K: incertaque  
118. 3 distinguendum AK ] subdistinguendum  
 
vv. 144–145 Venit Chremes postridie ad me clamitans: 
indignum facinus; comperisse Pamphilum  
pro uxore habere hanc peregrinam 

When Chremes, the father of the girl Pamphilus should marry, learns that 
the boy has had a relationship with Glycerius, he flies into a rage and runs 
to vent to his anger to Simo, Pamphilus’ father. Simo tells Davus about 
Chremes’ scene. 

The exegetic problem encountered by Donatus as well as by modern 
editors is how indignum facinus must be intended. There are three options: 

(1) It is possible to think that indignum facinus is a parenthetical 
exclamation of Simo, to be graphically expressed in following way:  

Venit Chremes postridie ad me clamitans 
(indignum facinus!) comperisse Pamphilum 

(2) It is possible to think that indignum facinus depends on clamitans 
implying the verb esse: in which case it is an exclamation made by 
Chremes himself, inserted in an indirect statement; 

 
(3) It is possible to think that indignum facinus depends on comperisse 

with a proleptical value with respect to the phrase pro uxore habere 
hanc peregrinam. 

Scholium 118.3 clearly shows that Donatus prefers to take the phrase as 
the accusative of exclamation in the oratio obliqua and not as a subject of 
comperisse, even if it is not so clear who ipse is (Simo or Chremes?).  

The et (= etiam) would suggest he means Chremes, because Simo has 
already expressed regret for Pamphilus’ conduct. Luckily, this conclusion 
is substantiated by Eugraphius, who writes without a doubt: pulchre ex 
persona soceri “indignum facinus” dictum est, ut et ipse doleat 
Pamphilum esse corruptum […]. From the way he quotes verse 145, we 
can argue he made indignum facinus depend on comperisse.  
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Even for modern editors, this issue is not so easily settled. Spengel8 
favours the third option, explaining that: “Da aber nach clamitans eine 
Äußerung des Chremes weit passender ist als des Simo, wird es richtiger 
als Objekt des Verbs genommen wie unten 854”. These words suggest that 
Spengel, considering indignum facinus an exclamation uttered by Chremes 
(and not Simo), sees no other option than to make it depend on 
comperisse. 

Ashmore,9 despite preferring to adhere to Donatus’ suggestion in the 
text, in the comment believes that a better punctuation and interpretation 
would be the following: clamitans (se) indignum facinus comperisse, 
Pamphilum etc., and therefore our third option. 

Shipp10 thinks it would be better to regard the phrase as an accusative 
of exclamation (which creates a few problems, as it is in indirect speech), 
of which we would have quite a few parallels (the most interesting being 
Phor. 613). 

These two scholia lead us to make another, different comment as well. 
Indeed, if we read the scholium 118.2 and 118.3 below, the first one says 
that the punctuation is uncertain, while our scholium lays down a very 
accurate choice of punctuation. According to R. Jakobi, such contradiction 
is accounted for by it being a trace of the double edition of the 
Commentum of which we have clear cues in the Phormio. And, also 
according to R. Jakobi, the two notes about distinctio respond to two 
different needs: 118.3 would retain the original interpretation, while 118.2 
is merely the clarification made by an anonymous copyist who is 
reflecting on the text. 

 
TABLE OF THE EDITORIAL CHOICES RELATED TO vv. 144–14511 
 

 (1.)12 (2.) (3.) 
1888   SPENGEL 
1902  LINDSAY  
1908  ASHMORE (in textu) ASHMORE (in comm.) 

                                                           
 

8 SPENGEL (1888). 
9 ASHMORE (1908). 
10 SHIPP (1939). 
11 I will quote only a selection of editions because my aim is first of all to show the 
divergency of choices regarding the interpunction. To have a satisfactory overview 
of Terentian editions, cf. POSANI (1990: 67–71). Recently in Halle I have consulted 
also the edition made by AARON (1988): his choice consists in putting a colon after 
indignum facinus. 
12 Cf. supra. 



Carmela Cioffi 

126 

1939  SHIPP  
1954  PRETE  
1990  M. R. POSANI  
2001   J. BARSBY 

b.) An. I 2, sch. 17. 5 (= p. 90. 3 W) 
SIVI autem distingue; est enim modo “sivi” permisi, cessavi. 
 
v. 188 dum tempus ad eam rem tulit, sivi animum ut expleret suom 

We are now in scene two, act one. Simo asks Davus about the rumour that 
his son has a lover. But he seems to stop talking at once. In the end, he 
does not care so much about the past, because, insofar as the times have 
made that sort of attitude lawful, Simo has granted it to him; what matters 
is that he changes that attitude now. 

There are two options here: either, as Donatus seems to suggest, 
punctuating after sivi, thus leaving out eam rem, or making ut….expleret a 
completive, depending on sivi. Again, modern editors disagree:  

 
TABLE OF THE EDITORIAL CHOICES RELATED TO v. 188 
 

 Dum tempus ad eam 
rem tulit, sivi, animum 
ut expleret suom 

Dum tempus ad eam 
rem tulit, sivi animum 
ut expleret suom 

1888 SPENGEL  
1902  LINDSAY 
1908 ASHMORE  
1939  SHIPP 
1954  PRETE 
1990  M. R. POSANI 
2001  BARSBY 

 
Spengel (and eventually Ashmore as well) thinks that sivi cannot take 
what follows because, in Terence and Plautus, completive clauses are not 
introduced by ut. Hence ut…expleret should be understood as a final 
clause.  

Although this “law” can be valid with respect to Plautus (Pl. Mil. 54: at 
peditastelli quia erant, sivi viverent),13 the same is not always true as 
regards Terence. Even if Terence uses the regular form sino + subjunctive 

                                                           
 

13 Cf. etiam Mil. 1084; Cas. 206; Poe. 375. 
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in Eun. 739, in Hec. 590 (haud facies, neque sinam ut qui nobis, mater, 
male dictum velit),14 the completive value of the subordinate ut…velit is 
put in question. The problem is whether the subordinate depends on facere 
or on sinere (and clearly whoever excludes this kind of construction in 
Terence, at l. 590 of Hecyra, interprets neque sinam as an incidental: haud 
facies, neque sinam, ut…). 

c.) An. V 4, sch. 23. 1–23. 2 (= 251. 11–12 W) 
ITANE VERO OBTURBAT si subdistinguit, interstrepit accipe, sin distinguit, 
evertit intellegas. 
ITANE VERO OBTURBAT potest “itane vero” subdistingui et sic cum 
comminatione inferri “obturbat” 
 
23. 1 si] sed K: sic B: similiter F: om. C || subdistinguit] distinguit F || 
interstrepit] intresctripit C: om. T || sin] si non Klotz || evertit] avertit q 
23. 2 OBTURBAT] OB B Θ: O K || vero itane ita B || comminatione] 
comunicatione Θ || inferri om. T  
 
vv. 925–927: SIMO: Fabulam inceptat. 
CHREMES: Sine. 
CRITO: Itane vero obturbat? 
CHREMES: Perge. 
CRITO: Tum is mihi cognatus fuit, qui eum recepit […] 
 
CH. Perge CR. tum] A: perge […] um b, CH. perge tu CR. Bentl. edd. 
aliquot  

We are at the end of the play: Crito tells the true story of Glycerium, 
explaining that the girl is an Attic citizen for all intents and purposes. Of 
course, Simo does not take the story so well and, at first, even thinks he 
has been deceived again, which is why he keeps interrupting Crito’s 
explanation. Textually, there are no macroscopic problems in Terence, 
except when Chremes and Crito take turns in speaking: the tum betrayed 
by the manuscripts is amended to Bentley’s tu and therefore attributed to 
Chremes.  

This case is interesting because the different punctuation seems to 
affect the meaning. We should admit, however, that what Donatus means 
is not so easily understood; it is therefore helpful to look deeper into the 
two scholia.  

                                                           
 

14 BLERY (1965: 137–138) strongly disagrees with who admits the construction 
sinere ut  subjunctive in Terence. The question is still vexata: it can be sufficient 
to note that the OLD (1968: 1770, 6b) quotes both the passage from Andria and 
that from Hecyra as proof for the construction sino ut + subjunctive. 
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There are two apparent options for punctuation here: either distinctio 
or subdistinctio. And the only part of the text that seems to be open to such 
punctuation comes after vero. In the first instance, therefore, the verb 
obturbare would mean inter-strepere, a verb, documented by Christian 
texts, which means inter-loqui, inter alia strepere, intersonare. Thus, we 
should translate it as: “So, are you trying to interrupt me?” These words, 
moreover, as suggested by the second scholium, should be said in a 
threatening tone. 

If we opted for distinguere after vero, on the other hand, obturbare 
would mean evertere, a verb that we could translate, in this case, as “turn 
down”, or “frustrate” (cf. OLD 1968: 647). So, we could translate the 
Latin text as follows: “So? Are you turning down <what I am saying>”. 
Clearly, here obturbare would no longer be threatening, it would simply 
acknowledge Simo’s annoying attitude. 

The unusual exegesis offered by Donatus as regards these lines is not 
immediately intelligible, and some editors, such as Klotz,15 decided to 
emend 23.1 sin in si non. In this way, the option is whether to punctuate 
after itane. Despite the economy of this emendation, it is not necessary 
because the scholium, as transmitted, is meaningful and presents an 
internal coherence. In fact, the following scholium (23.1) is focused on the 
subdistinctio. It is therefore more logical that one of the two alternative 
possibilities listed in 23.1 is the subdistinctio. 

Such a reflection is extremely interesting and impacts the lexicon. 
Even more notably, though, modern editors seem to have no doubts about 
Terence’s text: everyone punctuates after obturbat.  

d) An. IV 3, sch. 5. 3 (= p. 213.20–214.1 W) 

TERENCE DONATUS 
vv. 719–720: verum ex eo nunc 
misera quem capit laborem! 
 
 
laborem] γ, schol. D: dolorem  Don. 
(sed cf. schol. D «vel laborem 
secundum Donatum») 
 

DOLOREM “dolorem” distinxit 
Probus et post intulit separatim 
quod sequitur 
 
dolorem] dolore Θ || distinxit] 
dixtinxit A: destruxit Θ: restenixit p: 
aliter distraxit s. l. q2 || Probus 
Umpf.] probe codd. 

 
In this passage, the punctuation suggested by Donatus is not a problem: it 
is clear that a punctuation mark must be placed after dolorem, and a 
second sentence must be made to start from there. Terence’s editors 

                                                           
 

15 KLOTZ (1865). 
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unanimously make such a choice. This scholium prompts us to consider 
two things unrelated to punctuation: the history of the source and textual 
criticism. 

Punctuating after dolorem is suggested by the widely-known Valerius 
Probus.16 It is a fairly “extraordinary” case, because Donatus never 
mentions his sources, but, from several clues, as well as from the well-
known general phrases alii, quidam dicunt …etc., we know that he 
assumes an earlier exegesis.17 

Valerius Probus is mentioned nine times, twice with regards to 
interpunctio. Some people18 think that Probus even made an edition of 
Terence, but not everyone shares this opinion. The issue is compounded 
by the fact that, in the famous Anecdotum Parisinum,19 there is no 
reference to Probus’ philological work on Terence’s texts:  

qui (sc. Probus) illos in Vergilio et Horatio et Lucretio apposuit, ut <in> 
Homero Aristarchus 

In any event, the second instance can be found in Act One of the Eunuch 
and is worth analysing:20 

Eun. I 1, sch. 1. 7 (= p. 278. 15–17 W) = fr. 48 VEL. 
NON EAM NE NUNC QUIDEM “non eam” Probus distinguit; iungunt qui 
secundum Menandri exemplum legunt. 
 
vv. 46–47: Quid igitur faciam? Non eam ne nunc quidem 
Quom accersor ultro? 
 
= MEN. fr. 137 (K–A.) 21 
 
ἀλλὰ τί ποήσω; 
 
TERENTI EDITORES 
Quid igitur faciam? Non eam, ne nunc quidem 

                                                           
 

16 RE VIII A (1955: 195–212) and RE XXIII (1957: 59–64). 
17 Cf. KARSTEN (1907: 167–175). 
18 For the edition of Probus’ fragments and other related observations, cf. STEUP 
(1871: 185); AISTERMANN (1910: XIV); SCIVOLETTO (1959: 119); ZETZEL (1981: 
46); JOCELYN (1984: 464–472); TIMPANARO (2001: 31–105); VELAZA (2005: 57).  
19 JOCELYN (1984: 464–472). 
20 Cf. WESSNER (1905: 21–22). 
21 KASSEL-AUSTIN (1998: v. VI 2, p. 112); VAHLEN (1907: 212–215). For the 
compared analysis of both of the Terentian text and Menander’s fragments, cf. 
NENCINI (1891: 18–50). 
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Quom accersor ultro? Bentley  
Quid igitur faciam? Non eam, ne nunc quidem, 
Quom accersor ultro? Prete 
Quid igitur faciam? Non eam ne nunc quidem 
Quom accersor ultro? Aschmore Goold (prob. Vahlen) 
Quid igitur faciam? Non eam? Ne nunc quidem 
Quom accersor ultro? Probo Fleckeisen Umpfenbach 

We are at the very beginning of the Eunuchus: having been turned down 
by a girl, Phedria now receives an invitation from her. The doubt the play 
opens up with is the typical one of the tragic hero when faced with a big 
choice: what should he do? Not showing up even if invited? The parody is 
shameless.22 

There are many levels of problems in scholium 1.7. In verses 46–7 of 
the Eunuchus, Donatus gives us two different punctuation options: the first 
one, recommended by Probus,23 consists in separating non eam from what 
follows, making it a completely independent interrogative sentence; the 
second one, based on Menander’s text, joins non eam to what follows.  

Firstly, we do not have Menander’s text, so any interpretation would 
be built on slippery ground. All that we know is that, here, Terence is 
translating Menander’s Eunuchus and that in Menander the interrogative 
clauses were two, not three. Most of Terence’s modern editors choose not 
to separate eam by making it an interrogative clause apart from 
quom…accersor ultro; Probus’ punctuation met some success with 18th–
19th century editors only.  

Both Horace and Persius, who clearly reference this passage by 
Terence, produce one single interrogative clause, with no ambiguity 
whatsoever. 

Hor. Sat. 2,3,261–263:24 […] et haeret 
invisis foribus: “nec nunc, cum me vocet ultro, 
accedam?” 
 
Pers. 5,172–3:25 quidnam igitur faciam? Nec nunc, cum accersor et ultro  

supplicet, accedam? 

It is clear that, for the Terentian text, the choice of punctuation does not by 
any means change the meaning, and, moreover, any ambiguity sounds 

                                                           
 

22 For the later revisitations of these lines, cf. BARSBY (1999: 46). 
23 It is worth citing WESSNER (1921: 161–176) and DORN (1906: 1–22). 
24 BAILEY (1995). 
25 KISSEL (2007); KISSEL (1990: 735–736).  
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deliberate. The fact that Horace and Persius meant it as one single 
interrogative clause responds more to a matter of sensitivity than to a 
linguistic requirement. With the text suggested by Probus, the firing of 
questions would make Phedria’s first lines edgier.  

But let us return to the scholium we started from, because we should 
stick to a more strictly philological aspect. Donatus’ tradition unanimously 
gives the variant dolorem and, in doing so, agrees with one of the two 
branches that Calliope’s draft is divided into, i.e. .26 

One of Terence’s most interesting manuscripts is certainly D:27 as 
many of his manuscripts, it has not only the text of the plays, but also 
marginal notes inspired by Donatus’ Comment. Just next to dolorem in 
verse 270, D writes vel laborem apud Donatum. This annotation is 
upsetting because, in Donatus, as noted above, the attested reading seems 
to be dolorem. W. M. Lindsay28supposed that the copyist of D had at his 
disposal a more complete Donatus’ commentary than the present one. This 
suggestion is hardly provable if based on too few traces. Although 
Wessner29 did not give convincing reasons to explain the attribution to 
Donatus of the reading laborem,30it is not impossible to justify without 

                                                           
 

26 This information is not in itself surprising, nor does it enable us to draw any 
conclusion: not only is it just a piece of evidence, but in such cases the potential 
horizontal transmission of the variants would contaminate any consideration. For 
the Terentian tradition cf. GRANT (1986: 136–159); PASQUALI (1952: 354–373); 
PRETE (1951: 111–134); WEBB (1911: 55–110). 
27 D = Victorianus-Laurentianus XXXVIII 24, IX/X cent. The manuscript is 
avaible online: www.bml.firenze.sbn.it. For the description see MUNK OLSEN 
(1985: 608–609). About the value of scholia containing excerpta from Donatus’ 
Commentary and the aroused querelle, cf. WESSNER (1927: 443–448) and LINDSAY 
(1927: 188–194). 
28 Lindsay thoroughly developed this hypothesis, but it first was highlighted by 
JACHMANN (1924: 89, note 20): Hier (= AN. 720) las Probus dolorem, wenigstens 
möchte man das aus Donats Mitteilung, dass Probus dolorem durch Interpunktion 
vom folgenden abgesetzt habe, entnehmen. Aber die Tradition bot auch laborem, 
es erscheint bei Eugraph. (Rec. ) und war ehemals, wenn auf die von 
Umpfenbach mitgeteilte Glosse in D Verlass ist, als Variante bei Donat mitgeteilt, 
und zweifellos ist laborem dem familiären Ton der Rede hier angemessener; ob 
Probus es als Variante bot ist ungewiss. In der handschriftlichen Überlieferung nun 
hat  (und vermutlich auch der hier fehlende Bemb.) an dolorem festgehalten, 
während , die Recension die sich unter den erhaltenen am weitesten vom Text des 
Probus entfernt, das richtige laborem bietet, vermutlich aus dem Vulgattext. 
29 WESSNER (1927: 443–448). 
30 WESSNER’s explanations for the other apparently superior scholia of D are still 
valid; the unique case badly handled was the reading vel laborem apud Donatum 
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trotting out the ghost of a more complete commentary.31 Indeed, we do not 
know from which part of the commentary the annotation was taken (the 
commentary itself or the lemma). However, and above all, the annotation 
concerns a reading retraceable in the Terentian tradition. 

For example, the copyist of D (or of an earlier stage) transcribed 
Donatus’ notes on his exemplar, taking them from the present 
Commentary. In this Commentary, however, above the reading dolorem, 
someone annotated vel laborem, such that both varients coexisted. At this 
point, the copyist of D, finding in the Commentary at his disposal both the 
readings or only laborem, could easily have attributed it to Donatus, 
distorting our view! 

To conclude, there is not enough evidence to support Lindsay’s 
suggestion. 

4. Terentium Distinguere: Ioviales and Elio Donato 

As we said before, Terence’s Bembino is dotted with notes; in this specific 
case, the author of the meaningful pauses in the text must have been a Ioviales. 
In 1900, R. Kauer32 dealt with the punctuation choices made by Ioviales in an 
article called Zu Terenz, often agreeing with him: “Da wir im Bembinus eine 
vortreffliche Interpunktion von der Hand des Ioviales besitzen, deren inniger 
Zusammenhang mit der antiken Praxis mir aus inneren Gründen zweifellos 
geworden ist, bin ich demselben fast überall gefolgt”. 

In his edition of Probus’ fragments, Aistermann33 claims that, when the 
punctuation made by Ioviales in the Bembino matches the one recommended 
by Donatus, it must be attributed to Probus. The reason, he theorizes, is that 
Probus is somehow related to the review  of the plays—a review that 
Ioviales always went back to when he annotated the Bembino. I think it 
would be interesting to see to what extent Donatus differs from Ioviales. 

a.) Ad. I 1, sch. 20. 2 (= p. 17. 14–17 W) 
SEMPER PARCE AC DURITER “semper” licet incertam distinctionem habeat, 
tamen recte additum est, quia vel “ruri agere” voluptatis est vel “parce ac 
duriter se habere” virtutis. 
 

                                                                                                                         
 

indeed. Wessner argued that it would be completely unlikely for the copyist of IX 
to have the most extensive draft of the Comment. cf. GRANT (1986: 66–67). 
31 It is worth noting that the noun laborem produces automatically the gloss 
dolorem and vice versa. 
32 KAUER (1900: 56–114). 
33 AISTERMANN (1910: 37–39). 
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vv. 44–46: […] ille contra haec omnia 
 ruri agere vitam, semper parce ac duriter  
 se habere […] 

We are in Adelphoe v. 45: Micio compares his life to his brother’s: he is a 
city man, while his brother is a countryman. Donatus points out that the 
semper is ambiguous here: either his brother spent his entire life in the 
country, or maybe he never had any fun. Donatus has no opinion regarding 
these alternative readings, unlike Ioviales, who instead construes the 
semper along with parce ac duriter. Ioviales’ choice is adhered to not only 
by Kauer, but also by most of Terence’s editors. 

b.) Ad. II 2, sch. 5 (= p. 48. 4–6 W) 
ILLE VERBERANDO USQUE incerta distinctio est: vel “verberando usque” vel 
“usque defessi”. Et est “usque” adverbium: significat enim aut “diu” aut 
“multum”. 
 

vv. 211–213: Numquam vidi iniquius 
certationem comparatam quam haec hodie inter nos fuit:  
ego vapulando, ille verberando, usque ambo defessi sumus 

In this scene, we find Syrus and Sannio. Syrus asks Sannio to explain what 
happened with the master because he has heard there has been a row. 
Sannio confirms the rumour and adds that both became extremely tired 
(ego vapulando, ille verberando, usque ambo defessi sumus). Donatus 
points out that usque may be joined with verberando as well as with 
defessi sumus. In either case, it would act as an adverb, meaning “for a 
long time” and “a lot”, respectively. Most modern editors choose to 
punctuate after verberando to keep the two gerunds parallel, and this is 
also the punctuation preferred by Ioviales.  

The interesting aspect is the lexical dualism found by Donatus: usque 
meaning either “for a long time” if joined to verberando or as “a lot” if 
joined with defessi sumus. But if the first meaning is not problematic, the 
second one can be baffling, because the other adverbial attestations would 
imply something like omnino (cf. OLD 1968: 2110). 

 
TABLE OF THE EDITORIAL CHOICES RELATED TO vv. 213 
 

  verberando usque,  
ambo defessi sumus 

verberando, usque  
ambo defessi sumus 

1891   STAMPINI 
1902   LINDSAY 
1908   ASHMORE 
1964   DZIATZKO-KAUER 
19761   R. H. MARTIN 
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c.) Ad. II 3, sch. 4. 1–2 (= p. 123. 9–14 W) 
4. 1  SI QUAM FECERE hoc distingue et separatim infer “ipsi expostulant”.  
4. 2  SI QUAM FECERE IPSI EXPOSTULANT sensus manifestus est, sed obscura 
sunt verba et eorum collocatio et distinctio. Nam incertum, utrum “si 
expostulant” intellegendum sit an “si quam” pro una parte orationis 
accipi oporteat. 
 
vv. 594–5: nisi si me in illo credidisti esse hominum numero, qui ita putant,  
sibi fieri iniuriam ultro, si quam fecere ipsi, expostules 
 
expostules A] expostulant  Don. Sch. Bem.: expostulent  Pris.  
 
Pris. Inst. XVIII (= GLK III, p. 245) 
nisi si me in illo credidisti esse † numero hominum, qui ita putant,  
sibi fieri iniuriam ultro, si quam fecere ipsi, expostulent 

The punctuation suggested by Ioviales raises no problems because it must 
have been based on a specimen with the correct reading i.e. expostules. 
For Donatus, the sentence is not easy to handle. 

Firstly, it is necessary to explain the meaning of expostulare, which 
here must be construed as “asking for damage”. Secondly, we must ask 
ourselves whether expostulant is Donatus’ actual reading or if it is instead 
a corruption that happened while passing down the text. Donatus’ exegesis 
of such passage assumes that the manuscript he was consulting had the 
reading expostulant and not expostules. Otherwise we cannot see why he 
should suggest a punctuation after fecere, making ipsi expostules 
syntactically independent. In addition to Donatus, those who added the 
scholia to the Bembinus34 too must have read a text with expostulant. 
Indeed, this section of the text is paraphrased as in reatu ferunt. 

Ambiguity is created only by reading expostulant. In this case, Donatus 
says that the meaning is clear but the syntaxis obscure. He then recognizes 
two possibilities: either to connect si with exspostulant or with fecere. In 
the latter case, it is probable that he intends putant and exspostulant to be 
asyndetically coordinated.  

This interesting problem raises a question: did Donatus have no 
manuscripts that mentioned the far better reading exspostules? Or is our 
view distorted by not having a full comment at our disposal? 

                                                           
 

34 MOUNTFORD (1934: 98). The Bembinus shows the correct reading. 
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5. A textual or exegetical problem? 

Likewise, the following example illustrates an instance where Donatus’ 
choice of punctuation is made on an already corrupted (or at least 
problematic) text, is AN. prol. vv. 11–12:35 

non ita sunt dissimili sunt argumento et tamen  
dissimili oratione sunt factae ac stilo 
 
non ita dissimili sunt]  (sunt om. E) Don. in lemm. (bis, sed in pr. comm. 
Habet <<ita non sunt. Ergo “ita” subdistinguendum>>, in alt. <<“ita” 
pro valde>>), Eugr. edd. pler.: ita non dissimili sunt Thierf., non ita sunt 
dissimili Ritter || et] Eugr.: sed  (set G,  n. l.), Don. Ritter 

The above quotation is taken from the prologue: Terence is forced to 
defend himself against the detractors, explaining to what extent his Andria 
and Menander’ s Perinthia differ.  

The most problematic point concerns the grammatical value of ita:36 
some editors (Shipp,37 for example) think that ita must be connected with 
the adjective dissimili and translated as “not very different”. W. Lindsay, 
however, absolutely disagrees with this interpretation.38 In 1907, he ruled 
out any chance that Terence or Plautus used ita with adjectives or adverbs 
other than tam, despite this being proven by Cicero’s Latin and generally 
by Umgangssprache, as well as by Terence.39 

So, it is worth finding out which reading Donatus meant to support.  

11. 1 NON ITA DISSIMILI SUNT AR. ordo: ita non sunt. ergo “ita” 
substinguendum. 
11. 3 NON ITA DISSIMILI SUNT AR. “ita” pro valde.  

In scholium 11.1, he states that the (logical) order of the words is ita non 
sunt, and therefore a comma must be placed after ita. With this comment, 
Donatus suggests two things: (1) that the order of the words in the 
manuscripts he was consulting was actually non ita sunt; and (2) that the 
fact he puts a comma after ita means that he gave ita an explanatory value 
(broadly causal and not intensifying). In the second scholium, Donatus 
makes credible the possibility of an intensifying value of ita. 

                                                           
 

35 Cf. POSANI (1960). 
36 TLL ad vocem “ita”, (520–521). 
37 SHIPP (1939). 
38 LINDSAY (1907: 100). 
39 LINDSAY’s emendation of ita in tam at Ad. 984 is not unanimously accepted. 
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It is clear, at this point, that matching scholium 11.2 with 11.3 is 
complicated: 11.3 might be merely a later addition by someone who had 
no problems construing ita as valde or tam. Donatus’ evidence, even if it 
cannot have a discriminating value for Terence’s text, is interesting in 
many respects: both for his exegetic method and because it implicitly 
seems to rule out any chance of ita having an intensifying value. Now, 
some editors who construe ita as nam find the anastrophe annoying, so 
they invert it to non ita. Donatus must not have found that special ordo 
particularly problematic; he accepted the betrayed text, even if he 
paraphrased it. 

 
TABLE OF THE EDITORIAL CHOICES RELATED TO vv. 11–12 
 

 (1.) Non 
ita sunt 
dissimili 

(2.) Ita non 
sunt dissimili 

(3.) Ita non 
dissimili 
sunt 

(4.) Non 
ita 
dissimili 
sunt 

(5.) Sunt 
dissimili 

1833 RITTER     

1888    SPENGEL  
1902    LINDSAY  
1908  ASCHMORE    
1951  THIERFELDER    
1954    PRETE  
1965    SHIPP  
1990    POSANI  

2001    BARSBY  
 

6. The distinctio beyond Andria: other interesting cases 

a.) Eun. II 2, sch. 1. 5 (= p. 315. 17–19 W):  
HOMINI HOMO QUID PRESTAT alii distinguunt “quid praestat stulto 
intellegens”, alii “stulto intellegens quid interest”, quia sic veteres 
loquebantur. 
 
vv. 232–233 Di immortales homini homo quid praestat! Stulto intellegens 
quid interest! Hoc adeo ex hac re venit in mentem mihi 

Donatus provides two optional readings of vv. 232–233: one would consist 
in punctuating after intelligens, creating a sentence with a very contrived 
structure, with as many as two hyperbatons and one polyptoton. 
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The second punctuation option produces syntactic structures that 
Donatus no longer sees as usual for him but still admissible in the 
language of antiquity. Even if he does not tell us which specific 
constructions or structures he relates back to antiquity, it can be easily 
guessed. As a matter of fact, if one punctuates after interest, as all editors 
do, then one must accept the personal construction of the verb interest. 
Additionally, this punctuation creates remarkable syntactic ambiguity 
around stulto. Now, the personal construction of interest is actually a 
classical affectation, also found in Terence, Lucilius, Cicero and Gellius. 
Thus, Donatus must certainly be speaking of that when he speaks of “sic 
veteres…”.  

The second problem raised by the second punctuation concerns stulto, 
which everyone (both editors and commentators) takes to be an ablative, 
sacrificing the parallelism with the previous homini. Indeed, instances in 
which interest is constructed with a dative are few and unclear. The TLL 
only provides the following passages in support of a construction with a 
dative clause—but clearly they are both too weak: 

Sen. Nat. 1,10: Quid illis et nobis interest nisi exigui mensura corpusculi? 
 
Apul. Met. 11,27,3: Quamquam enim conexa, immo vero inunita ratio 
numinis religionisque esset, tamen teletae discrimen interesse maximum. 

Unfortunately, we do not know whether Donatus thought it was a dative or 
an ablative. We therefore cannot know whether, under the label of 
“ancients’ language,” he also included the construction of interest with a 
dative—not least because we have no certain evidence of such a 
construction. 

7. The performative aspect of the distinctio 

At the start of this paper, we said that Donatus unfailingly matches 
punctuation to the meaning of the text. This does not mean there are no 
circumstances in which the punctuation breaks the flow of speech, which 
may come in a wide range of nuances, depending on the way it translates 
on a performative level. Let us see an example from Andria. 

a.) An. II 1, sch. 32 (= p. 127. 20–21 W) 
NUPTIAS EFFUGERE EGO ISTAS M. QUAM TU A. interposita distinctione vultuose 
hoc dicitur, hoc est cum gestu. 
 
v. 332: nuptias effugere ego istas quam tu adipiscier 
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This is a very funny moment of the play, in which Carinus begs Pamphilus 
not to marry Chriside, not knowing that Pamphilus is in love with another 
girl. Such a line deserved to be emphasised, so Donatus not only advises 
that a pause should be made after malo, but that the line vultuose should be 
spoken too and emphasised by gestures. Some parallel passages (cfr Ad. 
III, v. 430) show that vultuose would mean that uttering a word with 
deliberate emphasis would take longer, and reference is made (more to the 
point) to specific facial expressions, as in Apul. Met. 3,13 (ed. 
Zimmerman): Non enim laeta facie nec sermone dicaculo, sed vultuosam 
frontem rugis insurgentibus adseverabat. 

8. Conclusions 

The distinctio for Donatus is an essential part of the exegesis both on the 
linguistic side and performative side. With strategic interpunctions, he 
tried to solve embarrassing syntactical ambiguities (Ad. II 3, sch. 4–1–2); 
through the punctuation he suggested the exaggeration of some words, 
with the aim of making the Terentian Witz more understandable. Clearly 
the punctuation is above all a subjective fact and there is not often a 
definite solution: two or more solutions can be acceptable with regards to 
the same passage. In some cases, the different possibilities allow us to 
reconstruct the Donatian dialogue with earlier Terentian exegetes. 

Unfortunately, the state of the transmitted text and its history 
significantly limits anyone who consults Donatus in an effort to 
understand Terence. 

Partial or complete editions 

AARON 1988 = V. B. AARON: A new critical edition of Terence’s “Andria”. 
Ph. D. diss. Michigan 1988. 

ASHMORE 19082 = S. G. ASHMORE: The Comedies of Terence. Ed. with 
introd. and notes by S. G. A. Oxford 1908. 

DZIATZKO 1884 = C. DIATZKO: P. Terentii Comoediae. Lipsiae 1884. 
A. FLECKEISEN: P. Terentii Comoediae. Lipsiae 1884. 
KAUER–LINDSAY 1902 = R. KAUER – W. M. LINDSAY: P. Terentii 

Comoediae. Oxford 1902. 
KLOTZ 1865 = R. KLOTZ: Andria P. Terenti. Mit krit. und exeget. 

Anmerkungen v. R. K. Leipzig 1985. 
R. H. MARTIN: Adelphoe. Cambridge 1976. 
PRETE 1954 = S. PRETE: P. Terenti Afri comoediae. Heidelberg 1954. 
SHIPP 1939 = G. P. SHIPP: P. Terenti Afri Andria. With introduction and 

commentary by C. P. S. Melbourne 1939. 
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SPENGEL 1888 = A. SPENGEL: Die Komödien des P. Terentius von A. 
Spengel. Berlin 1888. 

THIERFELDER 1972 = A. THIERFELDER: P. Terentius Afer. Andria. 
Textbearb., Einl. u. Eigennamenverz. v. A. Th. Heidelberg 1972. 

UMPFENBACH 1887 = F. UMPFENBACH: P. Terentii Comoediae. Weidmann 
1887. 
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