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ABSTRACT

Latin Morphosyntax E volution from 200 BC. to 1000 AD: Was Hrotsvitha
Able to Imitate Terence Successfully?

Lidia Cuccia
Hrotsvitha von Gandersheim, a German nun who lived at the end of the tenth century,
wrote six plays explicitly saying that she was trying to imitate the style of the Roman
playwright Terence who lived during the I century B.C.

Language evolved dramatically during the twelve centuries that separate the lives of the
two writers. In fact, a variety of descendant languages was sprouting up all over Europe as a
consequence of the process of fragmentation of the mother tongue into the Romance
languéges that was already well on 1ts way by 476 AD.

One of the biggest changes undergone by the language dunng this process is the
restriction of word order which during the Latin era seems to have enjoyed a great degree of
freedom but with the time became more restricted in its possibilities. By the end of the
VIIT* century, the declension system had collapsed into only two cases (Nominative and
Accusative) doubtlessly playing a role in restricting the word order freedom.

In this thesis, I concentrate on Hrotsvitha’s Calimudus and on Terence’s Andria to
explore and compare thoroughly the word order of some elements of the sentence, mainly
the possessive adjective-head noun relationship, the # - verb relationship in subordinated
clauses, and the patterns used with the mfinitives. I take into account the structure of the
Romance languages to underline the direction the language was taking and to draw my
conclusions. To complete my study I focus on the genef:ﬂ organization of plays, the
colloquialisms and the adverbial expressions (whiéh are much reduced i Hrotsvitha’s
Callimads), as a sign of the restrictions that confronted the writers of Medieval Latin when

they attempted to imitate the street language of Archaic and Classical times.
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Chapter 1
Introduction

Hrotsvitha von Gandersheim —also spelled Roswitha, Hrotswitha, Hrosvitha, and
Hrotsvit (among other forms) - was probably bormn between 930 and 940, and died about
1002. She was an extensively trained and highly educated nun at the Monastery of
Gandersheim who devoted her life to studying and writing. She was a very productive
author; her output included poetry, biographies, history and plays. This thesis is intended to
concentrate on Hrotsvitha in her role as a playwright since in the preface to the collection of
her six surviving plays, she declares:

7, the strong wice of Gandersheirn;, hate not besitated to imitate in my writings a poet ubose works

are so widely read, ny object being to glorify, within the limits of my poor talent the landable dhastity

o Qhristian wigins m that self-sane form of composition which bas been used 1o describe shaneless

ads of lientious wonen”

The poet she is referning to is Terence, the elegant literary craft n‘lah wh6 arrived in
Rome as a slave but soon after was granted freedom by his master, the senator Terentius
Lucanus, due to Terence’s refinement and wit. He wrote six plays mspired or translated from
the plays of the Greek playwright Meanander, the first of which is the object of study in this
§vork. It is enutled Andiia. Terence was bom 1n Carthage at the end of the II century B.C
and was lost at sea at the age of 30°. |

There Bas been, and still there 15, a controversy conceming the question of whether,

and to what extent, Hrotsvitha was able to successfully imitate Terence. Although there are

authors that find some Terentian elements in her plays, most scholars find very little or

! Gollancz 1966: xxvt

? There is much comroversy onthe life of the poet: binh date, circumstances in which he amived in Rome and also about his writing.
However, it is not the aim of this thesis to focus on this subject. For more information on this subject see Barsby 2001: 1-6. see also Shipp
2002: 16-24



none’. However, the comparative studies undertaken until now concentrate in the content of
the stores, the characters, the politics and spirituality, context and identities. A study that
focuses on the comparison of the language used by the two authors, specifically on their
morphosyntax, is yet to be done. This thesis is meant to start filling in the existing void in
the linguistic area by systematically comparing certain aspects of the syntax of Terence’s
Andha o that found in Hrotsvitha’s Calimacbus.

Latn underwent dramatic changes from Terence’s day, when people who spoke the
language in the streets were mostly illiterate, to Hrotsvitha’s times, when Latin had become
the language of the elite —panticularly the Christian religious elite. In the writing of Christian
authors at this tume there appears to be a willful effort to follow the rules of the De
orthographia, a book written by Alcuin between 796 and 800. This book was meant to cope
with all the varieties of descendant languages that were sprouting up all over Europe as a
consequence of the process of fragmentation of the mother tongue into the Romance
Languages. This process was well on its way by 476 A.D-the year of the Roman Empire
Fall- thus, De orthographia helped the students who, by the VIII* century, where already
studying Latin as a foreign language®.

One of the biggest changes undergone by the language in its transformation and
division mto the Romance Languages is the restriction of word order (mentioned above) that
formerly enjoyed a greater degree of freedom but became restricted in the ways now familiar
to use n Romance. In my thesis I compare thoroughly the word order of some elements of

the sentence, mainly the possessive adjective-noun relationship, the # clause word order and

* For further infformation on this point see Tarr 2004: 55-60, and Talbot 2004: 147-158 both in Brown, McMillin and Wilson 2004. See also
Wilson 1987, Giovini 2003 on his discussion about all Hrotsvitha’s plays and especially 123-145 on Calimachus; Blom 1966; Haight 1965;
and Pascal 1985.

# (1. Alessio 2007



the patterns used with the infinitives, contrasting what we find in these two plays of Terence
and Hrotsvitha, and always striving to take into account the structure of the Romance
Languages in drawing my conclusions. To complete my study, I focus on the general
organization of the two plays, their length, the division into scenes, the colloquialisms and
the use of conjunctions and adverbial expressions. In general, there is a reduction in number
of the use of these latter elements in Hrotsvitha’s Calimadms and, as a consequence, and in
sharp contrast to what we find in Terence’s Anda, the story unfolds unidimensionally,
revealing the restrictions that the writers of Medieval Latin faced when trying to imitate the
lively street language of Archaic and Classical umes. However, there is an overaching
quésﬁon to how much Hrotsvitha’s lack of success i imitating Terence is due to changes n
the language and how much to her evident shortcomings as a playwnight. We must be very
careful when considering Hrotsvitha a medieval playwnght since she is uying to imitate
Early Latin. If we db consider her as a representative of ‘the writers of Medieval Latin® we
must also ask to what extent we should do so. These are questions which cannot be
answered in the current work but could be deal with in future works. In this work I

concentrate in the evidence present in the data and draw my conclusions based on my

findings.

1.1. Relationship between the Possessive Adjective and its Head Noun

I compare the relationship between the possessive adjective and its head noun,
which in the Romance languages nohmlly involve having the possessive immediately
followed by 1ts head noun, as in (1), unless there is an adjective that modifies the noun which
then may intervene, as in (2).

(1) a.Yv. Lamia figha
b. Port. Minba filba



c. Sp. Mi bya
d. Fr. Ma flle
‘My daughter

(2) a.It. La mia bella figha
b. Port. Minha boita filba
c. Sp. Mi bella bya
d. Fr. Ma bdle fille
‘My beautiful daughter

In Latin we can find a great range of possibilities: the possessive adjective and its
head noun can constitute either continuous constituents, as in (3) or discontinuous ones, as
in (4), of the possessive nominal phrase. These two types of construction can appear with
the possessive adjective either pre-posed to the head noun, as in (3.1), or (4.1), or post-
posed, as in (3.2) or (4.2). Either the possessive adjective or the head noun can be placed in

sentence final position, or of course, they may occupy some non-final place in the clause’.

(3.1) Andr.4.1.658
Cha. Saor tn cona’ tua voluntate es.
Cha. I see. You were compelled of your own free will.

(32) Andr. 5.5.969
Pa. { Glycerium mea} {sucs parentes} reppenit.
Pa. My Glycerium has found her parents.

(4.1) Andr. 2.2.347
Cha. mea {quidem}®{ herde} {@rte} {in dubio} uitast.
Cha. By Hercules’! Mylife is at risk for sure.

(42) And. 1.1.80 |
Si. gut tumdllamanmabant forte, tta ut fit, filium
{perduxere} { dluc serm} {1t wna esset} meum.
Si. It so happened that her lovers of the time, as young men do, took my son along
to keep them company.

> For more on nominal phrase word order see Devine & Stephens 2006: 314-376 and 563-575.
¢ Elements between these brackets {} indicate one construent.

7 - - . - - .
Barsby 2001 omits the expression but I consider 1t wnportant so I have wranslated n.



I study all possessive adjectives dividing them nto three groups, the first group is
MEUS and TUUS; the second part is SUUS, and the last part is constituted by NOSTRI and
VESTRL. In all cases, it is clearly stated that Hrotsvitha’s use of these syntactic patterns was
much closer to the word order which we find in the modem Romance languages than it is to

the Archaic Latin of Terence’s A ndia.

1.2. Ut Clauses

Ut is a subordinating conjunction that both Terence and Hrotsvitha uulize in their
texts. It can introduce a subordinated clause of purpose, comparison, doubt, consequence,
reason, indirect command, wish or permission; it can also function as a temporal adverb.
Both authors construct sentences with this conjunction and with the variety #... 7e for the
negative construction. However, n the text of the more archaic playwright we find a variety
m word order that is not present in Hrotsvitha. The conjunction stemming from # did not
survive in any modern Romance languages known to me, but all the conjunctions that fulfill
these functions are in first position and always immediately followed by the subject and the

verb; see for example, (5) or only the verb, when the sentence shows pro-drop, as in (6).

(5) Fr. Nous awns tout fait pour qu’il retourne a la maison.
(6) a. It. Habbiar fatto ttto perche ritormassi a casa.
b. Port. Fzenos tudo para que witasse para asa.
c. Sp. Hicins todo para que wlera/wliesé a asa.
“We did everthing for him to come back home.

Hrotsvitha constructs all her sentences in the modem Romance fashion, while in

Terence we find # clauses with 2 1n first position, but also in second or hidden first position

8 Spamsh has two forms of the imperect tense of the subjunctive mode. They are completely interchangeable.



as well as in other positions. We will also have occasion i the discussion below to look mnto

the position of the verb in relation to ut.

1.3. Division and Development of Scenes, and Vocabulary

It is perhaps when we try to compare the everyday language of Hrotsvitha’s
Calmuados with the use of such language in the presentation and the development of scenes
in Terence’s Andria that we find the most evident difference between the two authors. 1
choose the word ‘evident’ because we do not need to make a deep analysis of the language in
order to see that the dialogue among characters in Calimadous is very straight forward, and
that they give us the idea of being in a vacuum. Rarely do we know where the characters are
going. It is seldom made clear whether there are other people in the scene, or how much
time goes by between one scene and the next one. Hrotsvitha makes her characters speak
only what is necessary to permit the audience to follow the main story. There are no
greetings or goodbyes, practically no references to what characters are going to do next, so 1t
is very hard to imagine the setting of the scene by reading the phy.

On Terence’s part, it is evident by the way he divides the scenes that what causes the
change of scenes is the change of characters (their amval or departure). By contrast, in
Cdlimadus we can see that this is not the case. The length of the scenes is also very
unbalancec-i- some scenes are incredibly short while another takes up half of the play.

Another interesting aspect to consider is that there are no mnstances of characters
overhearing others, interruptions or cue last words said by characters when they are going to
be interrupted —because they are not. Neither do we find the expressions said by a character
when another character 1s :;pproaching, as we find so frequently in Terence’s plays. The

exclamations used for the expression of self pity or for threats are very different between our



two authors, too. There is also difference in the use and meaning for the same words

between the authors. I develop these ideas in chapter 4.

1.4. Closed Categories and Infinitives
1.4.1. Closed Categories

Due to the lack of creativity and the unidimensionality in Hrotsvitha’s narrative,
there is in general an absence of time and space references. Because of this limitation, her
text feels like it is missing a great number of time and place markers and exclamations,
interjections, indechnable words, and many of the devices used in colloquial language. The
consequence of this frugality of the language is probably one of the most important
contributions to the dryness of her style. I discuss it brieflyn 5.2.1.

Not surprisingly, it is when we turn our attention to the use of prepositions that we
find most of the coincidences between the two authors. Of course, as I explain below, the
reason why the nun is, apparently, rather faithful to her model is not because of her
determmation but because prepositions are probably the most stable particles in the language
since Indo-European times. In fact, the difference in usage between Terence and Hrotsvitha
are almost the same as between the former and the modem Romance languages. I go over

the two plays and present a statistical analysis which compares the data from both texts.

1.4.2. Infinitives

In the modern Romance languages the use of nfinitive is mostly reduced to four
patterns: 1t can be part of a verbal phrase preceded by a verb that defines the subject on
which 1t depends, or by both the subject and verb, as in (7); it can be preceded by a

preposition within a verbal phrase, in which case the preceding verb, with or without subject,



defines its dependency, as in (8); it can also be used as the subject of the sentence, as in (9);
moreover, it can be found as the verb of a subject within a direct object too, as in (10).
However, in Terence we find 15 different pattems and some other constructions where the
definition of the subject of the infinitive 1s not so straight forward, or where the subject 1s
omitted as in (11). Shipp’, in his commentary of Terence’s Andria points out the fact that

“(the) omissions of the subject are typical examples of the economy of spoken language.”

@ ) +(DO) +V +Inf. + (Complement)
a.lt.  (Lui/Le) d ha fatto sofrire molta
b.Sp. (Ella/El) nos ha bedbo s ufrir mudra
c. Port. (Elbi/Elba) muito nos fez sofrer.
d.Fr. (I/Elenws a fatt beascoup souffrir.

‘He/ she made us suffer a lot™.

(8) (S) +V +Prep. + Inf. + (Complement)
a. It. (I9 Ho dinenticato & parlare con Mana.
b. Sp.(Yo) Me dudé de bablar cn Maria.
c. Fr. J'ai audié de parler avec Marie.
d. Port. (En) E squea-me de falar omMana.
I forgot to talk 1o Maria’

(9) Inf. as S of the sentence + V + Complement.
a. It. Fumare fa mile a la salute
b. Sp. Fumar es milo para la salud
c. Fr. Fumer fait md a la santé.
d. Port. Fumar é muu para a saside.
‘Smoking 1s harmful to your health.

(100 () + DO +V +Inf.
a. Iv. (Ig) L bo usto piangere.
b. Sp. (Y9) Lo be usto Horar.
c. Fr. Jelai u plenrer.
d. Port. Eu o u chorar.
‘I have seen him cry.

9

2002:120
1¢ Please, notice the difference in order of the adverb 7zato in Portuguese and beaucagp in French. They are a residue of the much freer Laun
word order. In Spanish and Ttalian 1t is possible to place the word as the first constituent like in Portuguese.



(11) Andr. 24450.

DA. ait riminm paree facere sumptum
DA. He says you'r being too tight-fisted.

In the sentence above it is possible to determine the subject, and subsequently make
the wranshation because of the context but the subject is omitted. There are many cases of
this type in Terence’s Andia where the reference to the verb is outside the sentence, and
others where it is difficult to define its referent. This contrasts sharply with Hrotsvitha’s
constructions where the infinitive is always very easily connected to its referent be it a verb
or a subject.

Finally, also in Chapter 5, I compare the use of infinitives by the two authors and
draw my conclusions, taking into consideration, as always, the relevant information regarding
the modern Romance languages that I have mentioned above.

Chapter 6 is devoted to some observations on work that still should be done in the
future and to the suggestion on studies to be undertaken in the future based on my findings.
My suggestions are based on the evidence of the data and the conclusions drawn.

This thesis is mtended as an examination of certain aspects of the diachronic
morphosyntactic evolution of the Latin language through the centuries, particularly with
respect to the oral language. By comparing the the texts of our two authors it will be shown
that by the X century the new syntax had influenced Hrotsvitha’s writing so much that even
consciously trying to imitate the archaic style of her model she was caught in the modem

patterns of construction.

The thesis concludes with the bibliography used to build it up.



CHAPTER 2 - Possessive Adjectives
2.1. Introduction

One of the many changes arising in the course of the evolution of Latin
morphosyntax concerns the relationship between possessive adjectives and the nouns they
modify. It is a fact that Archaic, Early and Classical Latin word order was relatively free and
that with the collapse of the declension system much of this freedom disappeared. This
collapse, together with ‘the increase of use of prepositional constructions”, reduced to two
(from the classical language’s five) the case endings by the eighth century”’. As regards the
possessive adjective-noun relationship, we can say that in most Romance languages both
elements are to be found next to each other, the possessive adjective always before its head
noun. As an exception to this evolution, in Italian we find vocative expressions such as Figlio
ma!> My sonl; A‘Dio ma’s My Godl; ‘Mamma nial> My mother); and in the accusative 2 asa
mia’ meaning ‘at home’, French ‘ez 70i™. In Spanish, the expressions in the vocative exist
but the construction takes the possessive pronoun instead of the adjective: “{Madre mial*
Mother (of) minel; jHzo mia!* Son (of) minel; Dias mie: God (of) mine!..

In this chapter I compare the use of MEUS and TUUS i Terence’s Andriz and in
Hrotsvitha’s Calimadhus. 1 also compare the constructions to the Modem Romance languages
mn an attempt at finding how far (or near) Hrotsvitha was from both earlier and later ways of
wnting ‘Latin’. We know that by the time she was trying to imitate Terence, most of the

‘Romance languages had reached the morphosyntax they have today. Wé would also like to

see how much mnfluence the Modern Latin languages had on her language, if any. It is true,

1 We cannot say at present which one of the two processes contributed to the development of the other. For more details on the subject
see. Palmer: 1954; Rosén:1999

1 According 1o Palmer (1954:160-6) the reduction of the case system was largely due to fakered phonology, which lead to, among other
things, to confusion of case ending vowels {interchange of » and oand ¢ and ¢ and fatlure 1o pronounce final consonants- mainly—-mand -<)
1 Also *a casa sua’ ‘a casa loro’, meaning “at his/her home’, ‘a1 their home’ and in French ‘chez o7, ‘chez sov’, meaning ‘at your home” and
‘at her/his home’.
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her mother tongue was German, but it is also true that the spoken language of the religious
institutions of the time, and until many centuries later, was Latin, the language spoken an
written in Rome, which was of course itself very heavily influenced by the early Italian of the

time.

2.2. Methodology

I concentrate on first and second persons singular from Section 2.3 to 2.4; I dedicate
Sections 2.5 to 2.8 to possessive adjectives for the third persons singular and plural, and I go
over the analysis of first and second persons plural from Section 2.9 to 2.12. I have chosen
to divide up the discussion in this way to check whether the patterns vary or not according
to the persons to which they refer.

If we assume that word order was free, we should be able to find the possessive
adjective and the noun it modifies both next to one another in the sentence, and separated
from one another by other words- that is; possessive phrases should have both continuous
and discontinuous elements. We should be able to find both of these two types of
construction with, additionally, the possessive adjective both pre-posed and post-posed to
the noun it modifies. In addition, we should find both the possessive adjective and the
modified noun in sentence final and in non final positions in the sentence. Finally, the last
variable I analyze is whether these constructions have gue ‘and’ attached to either element.

The chart in the next page illustrates the possible sequences separated according to

the variables I have just mentioned:"

1 ] always use MEUS 1o make reading easier but this form implies all the cases of MEUS and TUUS.
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GONTINUQOUS GONSTITUENTS | DISCONTINUOS CONSTITUENTS

Patterns without que |

PRE-POSED

1. (.)MEUSN## S-final 3. (.. )MELUS......... N## S-final

. (.)MEUS N... ## Not S-final 4. (.)MEUS...N....## NotS-final

POST-POSED

5. (.. )NMEUS ## S-final 7. (- )N......MEUS## S-final

6. (.JNMEUS...## Not S-final 8. (.)N..MEUS... ## NotS-final

Patterns with gue

PRE-POSED

9. (..JMEUS=que N## S-final 13. {...)Meus=que...N# # S-final

10. (..)MEUS=que N...## Not S-final 14. (...)Meus=que...N...## Not S-final
POST-POSED

11. (...JN=que MEUS # # S-final 15. (...) N=que...Meus# # S-final

12. (...)N=que MEUS... ## Not S-final 16. (...) N=que...Meus...## Not S-final

In order to make an accurate comparison between the two writers, I not only analyze
the structures listed above, but I also consider the grammatical case in which these pairs
appear. I analyze the surroundings where they are found as well as the words that separate
possessive from noun and vice versa. I consider the words in between the discontinuous
constituents by category and quantity as well. I consider any major break in sense or clause
structure, such as an editor might indicate with a colon or semicolon, as being the equivalent
of the end of the sentence. I use Barsby’s translations for the sentences from Andna. 1
translate the sentences from Berschin’s edition of Calinuchus. 1 will limit the exemplification

to one sentence per author for each pattern.

2.3. MEUS-TUUS: The Cases
2.3.1. Nomunative Case

The chart in the next page illustrates the frequency of the above predicted patterns

the nominal case found in both authors’ plays:
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Pattern Terence Hrotsvitha
1 1 2
2 4 0
3 0 0
4 2 1
5 0 0
6 1 1
7 2 0
8 0 0
9 0 0
10 0 0
11 0 0
12 0 0
Total 10 4

Pattern 1 {(...)MEUS N ##} is present only once in Terence and twice in Hrotsvitha but

the general environments show no especially close structural similarity:

Terence Hrotsvitha
1. N+P1 ## 2.V+P1 ##
3.P1##

1. Andr. 4.1.649-51
Pa. (...) ab! nescs quantss in nulis worser miser
quantasque bic suss corsilis mibi conflat sollictudines
meu’ carnufex.

Pa. (...) Ah!'You don’t realize the torments of misery that I'm suffering and the
agonies that this despicable slave of mine has contrived for me by his schemes.

2.Cali. 6.126

Calimadms: Pereor mist me adinet tua industria -
Gah. 1 die if you don’t help me through your efforts.

3.C4d 319

Drusiana: Mea pulchnitudo?
Dru. My beauty?

It 15 mteresting, though, to see that the exchange before the above one, Hrotsvitha
constructs an, apparently, identical phrase but mnstead of using the possessive adjective she

uses the genitive pronoun.
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Cil. 3.18

Drssiana - Tui puldmitndo
Dru. Your beauty.

Notice that Hrotsvitha could have wntten Tua puldmituda, however, she constructs
the phrase in a non-agreeing (in case) fashion. This is common practice in Calimudus as we
will see.

Pattern 2 {(...)MEUS N....##} There is a significant fact to consider regarding
this pattemn: it is very productive in Terence. In fact, it is the most productive of all patterns
in the nominative case; he constructs five sentences out of eleven in this way. Nontheless,
there is not a single example of this pattem to be found in Hrotsvitha. As the chart below

shows, the environments are varied.

Terence Hrotsvitha
1. ##P2+Pron. 0
2. PerfPart+P2+V 0
3. Pron.+P2+V 0
4. Sb.Conj.+P2+N 0

1. Andr. 2.2.353-4
Da. tuo’ pater modo me prébenckt: ast tibi ux orem dari

Hodse; ttem alia multa quae ronc non est narands loos.

Da. your father stopped me just now. He says that today he will give you a wife, as

well as many other things that are not to be told now and here.

It is cunious to see that the one pattern that would become the universal pattern in
the modern Romance languages was totally avoided by Hrotsvitha when using it as a subject.
Why did she not use it> Was its use already as widespread dunng her time that she avoided

using it so as to make her style look older? Was she well aware of what she was doing? If we

look at her next sentence we will be more bewildered than before as she builds a structure 1
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have never come across in Andna: she keeps the same Pattern 2 but instead of constructing
with a possessive adjective she uses a genitive pronoun which, as in the #4 prddmito example

mentioned above, does not coincide in case with the noun it modifies.

Cali. 9.16.21
Androrsdus. (). Quis auderet aredere? queiste praesumeret sperare ut hunc+ quem oninangsis
ntertum uitsss mors it - et imertumabstulit < tui miseratio ad wtamexaiare - ad wriam
dignaretur reparare?
Andro. (..) Who would have believed, who would have presumed to hope that a
man who intended (such) reproachful vices would raise from death and through your
mercy would come up to life having the dignity of making amends?
This sentence is not classified into the charts as it does not meet with the
characteristics listed above (since it does not contain a case form of TUUS, w4 itself being a

case form of TU instead). There are other instances of this construction in her work and 1

analyze them taking into account the case of the modified noun.

Terence uses pattemn 4 {(...) N MEUS... ##} twice and we find it once in

Hrotsvitha without coincidence m environment.

Terence Hrotsvitha
1. ##P2+NPhr. 3. ##P4 +Prep. Phr
2. Pron+P4+V

1. Andr. 5.6.969

Pa. Glycerium mea suos parentis repperic
Pa. My Glycerium has found her parents.

3.Cal 3.1.21

Calimadous - Sermo meus ad te Drusiana, praecordialis amor
Cali. My speech (goes) to you Drusiana, love of my heart.
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Pattern 6 {(...) MEUS N...##}, as pattem 4 above, is used by both authors

without coincidence in environment.

Terence Hrotsvitha
## MEA +four constituents tN+V Sb.Conj. +ME A+ {Prep. Phr.} +N +Adyv.
Andr. 2.2347

Pa. Mea {quidem}”{ berde} { certe} {in dubio} vitast.
Pa. By Hercules, my life is in fact moving two ways.
Cali 3.1.22

Calimachus - A dbuc non reppen ocasionem iraseends: quia quid mea inte agat dilectio- forte
' Cahi. Until now I have not found a reason to get angry, since you may blush up to
confess what my passion causes you.

Terence uses pattem 7 {(...)N...MEUS # #} twice in Andria but instances of the

same pattern are not to be found in Hrotsvitha’s Calinudus.

Terence Hrotsvitha
1.Ad).+ N +V.Phr. + TUA 0
2.Pron.+ N +V + MEA

1. Andr. 2.1.306
By. Ab quarto satinst te id dare operam qui istum amovem ex aninp aimoweas{twyf, quam id
logs quo mage lubido frustra incendatur tua!
By. Oh! How much to set about banishing that from your heart than to say thmgs
which only inflame your desire to no purpose!

Possibly Hrotsvitha avoided the construction because the spoken Latin of her time

had been influenced by developments which were similar to those which appear, from the

15 Elernems between these brackets {} mdicate one constituent.
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data of the modem Romance languages, to have been taking place during the development
of those languages. See for instance the two next examples:
It. <...newre d two desiderio brucda m wino
Sp. ¢... miertras tu anbelo se quema en wno
‘...while your longing burns in deception’
The two of them are grammatical. However, it would be ungrammatical to say:
It. *...mentre d desiderio brucia inwno tno’

Sp- ... mentras anbelo se querma en en wno tw’
*_..while Jonging burns in deception your

Neither of our authors uses patterns 3, 5, 9, 10, 11, 12, 13, 14, 15, or 16 in the plays
we are studying. There 1s, however, an additional construction in Terence that 1s not

repeated by Hrotsvitha: the possessive adjective without its head noun.

Andr. 54933
Oha. Carte meast.

Cha. She must be mine.

Of course, if we look at the line above we know that mea is referring to filiam since
Chremes is answering to Crito who just said i filiani. Although Hrotsvitha could have
repeated this pattern, she never does in Calzmudws. This 1s a point to remember since in the
Romance languages there is exactly the same rule: a possessive must be a pronoun in order
to stand by itself; never an adjective. In French: ‘cst mu fille* ‘It 1s my daughter but
‘Certamnenent c'est la menne*: ‘Certamly it's mine’; never * ‘Centammerrent cest na’: * ‘Certainly s
my’. Likewise, m Spanish & 7z bja* It is my daughter but ‘Genanente es (la) mia: ‘Certainly
s mine’ but not * ‘Giertanente es n1* “Certainly i's my’. The only difference is found mn

Italian where there is no disunction: € 2z figha* It is my daughter and ‘Centarere é ma’.
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‘Certainly 1’s mine’, the reason being that in Italian the disunction between possessive
adjectives and possessive pronouns can only be made through syntactic analysis.

As we can see by the exposition above Hrotsvitha coincides in the use of some of
the patterns with Terence, although the grammar surroundings are not the same in any of
the cases. However, she never used pattem 2, the standard pattem of modem languages, nor

does she use pattern 7. Both patterns are the most used by Terence.

2.3.2. Accusative Case
The following chart illustrates the frequency of the various structural pawems I
introduce in Section 2.2, now for accusative case noun phrases, in both authors. In it we can

see that the two patterns Hrotsvitha makes use of are the two most frequent patterns used

by Terence.
Pattern Terence Hrotsvitha
1 1 0
2 6 2
3 0 0]
4 7 5
5 0 0
6 3 0
7 2 0
8 2 0
9 0 0
10 0 o]
11 0 0]
12 0 0
Total 21 7

Pattern 1 {(...) MEUS N ## } There is only one example of this_pattern and 1t is

found in Terence’s A ndia.

Terence Hrotsvitha
Perf. Part. +P1 0
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Andr. 42.684-5
My, uamubi ubr ent, ircentum tibi amabo et mecim adducum
tuom Pamphilum: modo tu, arime m, nols te macerare

My. Wherever he is, I'll make sure I find your Pamphilus for you and bring him back
with me. Just don’t torment yourself, my darling.

Pattern 2 {(...) MEUS N... ##} i the accusative is to be found seven times in
Terence’s play but only twice in Hrotsvitha’s. None of the environments where Terence
includes his is reproduced in Hrotsvitha text. She only uses one environment for the two

sentences.

Terence Hrotsvitha
Prep.+P2 +Prep. 6. V+P2+V (2 umes)
Sb.Cony.+P2 +Prep.
##P2+N
Sb.Con}. +P2 +Perf Part.
Inter+P24+Pro

AW

2. Andr. 4.1.646

Cha Hen e miserwm qui tuom animum ex animo specta ned!
Cha What a fool I was to judge your character by my own!

6. 2.1.4

Calimadhus: O utinam wluissetis meam passionem compatiendo mecum partiri-
Cali. I wish that you would share my pamn by suffening with me.

The most peculiar fa&l have come across in this case is that even though Hrotsvitha
does not produce many sentences with this pattern she does something similar. However,
mnstead of using possessive adjective with her accusative noun she uses the nominal adjective
(genitive pronoun), possibly (?) to shape her phrase as close as possible to Terence’s

construction.
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If we take an impressionistic first look at the following sentences, we will be tempted
to classify them with this pattern but as soon as we take a closer look we can see that this is

not the case.

Gali. 2125
Calirachus - Inde non anor si spsamad mei amorem attrabere potero

Cali. I don’t care if I can attract her to my love.

G 23.15
Cilimachus - Quia mibi wstri avx ilivmsubtrabitss- ispsamadsbo eiusque animo mei
amorem blandimentss persuadebor

Cali. Since you refuse to help me, I will go to her in person and I will persuade her
of my love with my charms and feelings.

CAi 813

Andronicdhus Hoc decet tui sanctitatem: ut non oblsuscarss i te confidentern
Andro. It is proper to your holiness not to forget those who trust you.

Gili 9.16.15

Toharmes: O Onriste myndd redermptio e pecatorum propiciatio: qualibus ladbem praecorass te
talem clebrem ignoro- expaeo tui benignam clementiam: et demertern pacientiarr: qu
pecartes runc paterno nmore tolerando Mlandirss, munc tusta seweritate aastigando ad poerntentiam
ogrs:

John. Oh Chnst! Redemption of the world and buyer of our sins, I don’t know
which praise I must sing to celebrate you. I fear your good merci and your merciful

patience; one moment you protect the sinners and another you condemn themto a
punishement of fair seventy.

I consider the phrase ‘twi benignam dementian’ as being like pattern 2, except for the

use of the genitive of the pronoun, since the adjective does not discontinue the idea but is
just qualifying the noun making, consequently, a ﬁominal phrase.

| There is not a single construction as these above to be found in Terence’s Andria. A

useful question to investigate in this area would be just what her conception was of the

difference between possessive adjectives and pronouns, and why she uses them mn the way

she does.
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Pattern 4 {(...) NMEUS ... ##} in the accusative case is used by Hrotsvitha five
times, which is a similar frequency to that seen in Terence’s Andria when we observe that in
his text, which is 64% longer than Hrotsvitha’s Calimadus, Terence uses it eight times.
However, none of the environments offered by Hrotsvitha for this pattemn is the same as
those of Terence. Nevertheless, if we look at the patterns closely, we could say that this fact
shows the firm determination of the nun to imitate his model: there are three examples of
pattern 4 preceded by a coordinating conjunction in Terence and thex;e are two
subordinating conjunctions followed by pattem 4 in Hrotsvitha. They are all followed by a
preposition. Moreover, there are three examples of pattern 4 preceded by a verb in Terence

and there is one in Hrotsvitha.

Compare:
Terence Hrotsvita
1. CCorj.+P4+Prep.Phr. 8. ShCwy +4P+ PrepPhr.
2. Adv.+P4+V 9. ##P4+Ad).
3. Adp:+P4+CCony. 10. ShCom.+P4+ Prep.Phr.
4. C.Conj.+P4+Sb.Conj. 11. V+P4+Adj.Phr.
5. CCon.#P+V 12. N+P4+NegPar.
6. V+4P+Sb.Conj.
7. V+P4+N.Phr

As we can see, sequence 1 is similar to, though not identical with, sequence 8 and 10;

the same happens with sequences 7 and 11.

7. Andr. 4.1.655

Pa. 1o etiamy, quo tu mirat’ sas aerumnas meas,

nec postulabat muc quisquam ux orem dare.

Pa. On the contrary. You have no idea about my problems. This marrage was not
taking place; nobody was asking me to take a wife. :

8. (4l 8.1.10

Dorarus- Propter Drusianae emsque qui naxta sepulorwm il 1acet- resusatationem apparut-
quia nomen meum i bis debet gorian v
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God. I came in sight to resucitate Drusiana and the one who lies next to her grave,
because my name must be glorified in them.

Pattern 6 {(...)MEUS ...N... ##}, which Terence uses two times in the same

number of different environments, is not present in Hrotsvitha. This is an important feature

to be considered when comparing the two authors, since, as we will see, it is in the split

patterns where Hrotsvitha has the least productivity.

Terence Hrotsvitha

1. Adv.+TUUM +V +N 0
2. Sb.Conj. + TUUM + ut clause + N

2. Andr. 23376-9

Da. st id suscenseat munc quia non det 11t v orem Chrenres,

psu’ sibi esse vmiri” udkatur, neque id wnisiia,

P’ quamtuom {u {sese} babmt} animum ad nuptias perspexerit :

Dalf he flew into a rage now at Chremes’ refusal to give you his daughter, before
having established your attitude towards the wedding, he would feel that he was
putting himself in the wrong, and rightly so.

Terence uses pattern 7{(...)N... MEUS# # } twice. The first construction listed is

not very unusual for him since he readily places elements from a single constituent far from

each other in the sentence. However, I have never come across such a great separation in

any of the constructions of Hrotsvitha.

Terence Hrotsvitha

1. V +N +Vphr +ut clause + MEUM 0
2. ## +N +V.phr + MEUM

1. Andr. 1.1.80-1

St. g tumillam armabart forte, ita wt fit, filium

{perduxcere} { illuc seorm} {t wa esset,} meum.

Si. It so happened that her lovers of the time, as young men do, took my son along
to keep them company.
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Pattern 8 {(...)N.... MEUS...## } is found two times in Terence; both times in

different a environment. As with the last example involving ‘discontinuous constituency’,

this pattern is also absent in Hrotsvitha.
Terence Hrotsvitha
1. ## N +pron + TUAM +V 0
2. Adv. + N +V + TUUM +
Sb.Conj..
1. Andr. 21.324

By sponsam {hic} tuam armt.

By-He’s in love with the woman who’s engaged to you.

Neither Terence nor Hrotsvitha use pawterns 1, 5, 9, 10, 11, 12, 13, 14, 15, or 16.
From these results it is easy to conclude that Hrotsvitha must have looked closely to the way
Terence wrote and tried to imitate the best she could. However, we must also recognize that
n her time the tools she had to study were not very developed, and so, while she may have
come to conclusions with the elements she had, those conclusions were not necessanly very
accurate. She repeated as much as she could the most frequent patterns in Terence and
avoided the ones she did not find in his texts. Nontheless, here, as in the nominative case
data, we find a possessive adjective without its noun in Terence; a construction that is not
imitated by Hrotsvitha in Calimadous.

Andr. 4.1.635

ha (...) guor meam tbi?
Cha (...) Why give you my gul?

Besides that, Terence presents a construction I have never come across m
Hrotsvitha: the possessive adjective functioning as the subject of the mfinitive, which 1s

rather unusual.
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Andr. 4.1.675

Da. ego, Panphile, boc tlbi pro seruitio deben,
conar: maribw’ pedibu’ nodesque et dies,
apitis peridum adire, dvam prosim tibi;

tuom {st, H{si qud} {practer spemy} {ewerit, {mi} zgnoscere}
Da. It is my duty, Pamphilus, as your slave, to strive with might and main, night and

day, and risk my neck in order to serve your interest. In return, if anything goes

wrong, it 1s for yu to forgive me.

If we cast an overall view at his analyses we will see that the constructions we find in
Calimachus are, if not identical, similar to those of Andhia, especially those in pattern 4. What

is missing in this case is a single construction where the possessive adjective is post-posed,

be 1t as a continuous or discontinuous constituent.

2.3.3. Ablative Case

For the Ablative case we find a striking number of coincidences in the use of
patterns between Terence and Hrotsvitha as far as frequency is concemed, but coincidence
stops there, as environmental patterns are all different. However, considering the length of
each text 1t is noticeable that Hrotsvitha uses the ablative case with possessive adjective more
frequently than Terence. Another fact to be noticed is that Terence places a preposition
before these patterns five times out of ten while Hrotsvitha does so only one time out of
seven. Moreover, she also uses prepositions twice to make use of the pattern while Terence
never makes use of this construction.

The chart on the next page illustrates the frequency in both authors:
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Pattern 1{(...)MEUS N # # } Terence presents two instances of this pattern, which

15, however, absent in Hrotsvitha’s Calimudbus.

Terence Hrotsvitha
1. N+P1 0
2. Prep+P1
1. Andr. 2.2.370
Cha liberatw’sum bodke, Dare, tua opera.

Cha I'm freed today, Davos, thanks to you.

Pattern 2 {(...)MEUS N....## } 1s the pattern used more frequently than some of
the others we have seen by both authors —Terence four times and Hrotsvitha three times-
but as we can see on the chart, environments in which they are used do not precisely

coincide.

Terence Hrotsvitha

1. Prep+ P2+ N 5.5b.Conj. + P2+P2
2.Prep+P2 + N 6.P24P2 +prep

3. Prep+P2 +V 7.V+P2 +prep
4.## P2+ CCon).
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4. Andr. 5.1.843
Da. meo praesidio atque hospiti’

Da. You're in good hands, mine and our visitor’s.

5.Cal 9.163

Calimadhus - 1deo ne noreris, e pigriterss, lapsum erigere, muerentem consolationibus attollere, quo
tuo monitu, tuo magisterio, a gentili in dmistiamem, a nugace in castum, transmutats
wrum, twoguie ducaty senmiam armpiens writalis, Wwm X ta drinae Praeconinm ProrisSiovs.
Cali. Therefore, don’t delay, don’t be sluggish to straighten the fallen man, lift with
consolation him who is grieving; with your teaching and your mastery transforma
man who was a pagan into Chnistian, from a frivolous one mnto a chaste one, let me
take the way of the truth and live by the promise of the Divine Proclamation.

Pattern 3 {(...)N MEUS # # } is found only once in both our authors.

Terence Hrotsvitha
Pron.+P3 V+ (ad).phr)P3

And. 3.2.502

Da. guasi tu duas factumid consilio meo.
-Da. You are as good as saying it was all my plan.

Cali. 9.13.8
Calimads: Nam rareum confundor cordeteruis contristor arxio gemor doleor super grau

impietate mea:
Cal. Since I am confused, saddened and repentant, I am anxious, I cry, I feel pain
because of my extremely bad impious deed.

In the above sentence 1t is to be noticed that the adjectival phrase is part of the same

pattern since super gau is directly modifying impietate mea.

Pattern 5 {(...)MEUS...N # # } Here again, there is one instance for each author
but surroundings do not precisely coincide. Moreover, there are three constituents separating
the noun from the possessive pronoun in the example from Andna and only one constituent

separating the noun from the possessive pronoun in the example from Calzruds.
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Terence Hrotsvitha
Adv.tMEO+{Pro} (VI [Adv]+N N+ MEA +{V.Phr} +N

Andr. 1.1.152-3
Si. {...) prope adkest quom alieno more wendunst mibi:
soe e meo {me} {wwere} {imerea} modo.”
Si. - The time has almost come when I have to adapt my life to suit another’s. In the
meantime let me live in my own way.

Cai 4189

Drusiana- Eb beu donine Iesu Christe: quid prodest castitatss professionemsubiisse: cumis anmers

mea {deceptus est} spetie?
Dru. Oh Lord Jesus Chnist what is the benefit of having undergone chastity if this
man has been deceived by my appearance? ,

Pattern 6 {(...)MEUS ...N.. ##} As with the example above, in this pattern we
find that there are several constituents intervening between the noun and the possessive
adjective in the example from Terence, but only one in the example from Hrotsvitha.

Terence Hrotsvitha
Pron+TUO +{Adv.} {N} {Ad)Ph} +N+V Prep+ MEA +{V.Phr} +N +comp.
Andr. 54921

Cr: ego istaec mowo ant arod non tu tuo {m} {ralum} {aequo animo} feres!
Cr. Is it any concemn to me? It’s your problem: can’t you handle it without losing
your temper?

Cal. 7.1.19
Caltmadns - (...) Nuncinmea {sitymest} potestate, quantislibet inunis, te wlimlacessere

Cali. Now she 1s let down in my power. I may lacerate you as much as it pleases me.

Pattern 7 {N...MEUS ## } There are no examples of this pattem to be found in
Hrotsvitha’s Calinadous. (It has already been mentioned above that the nun never postposes

a possessive to its head noun and splits the constituent at the same time.) Only one example

1s found in A ndvia.
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Andr. 41,646

Cha beu e miserum qui twom arirmwmex animo {specau} meo!

Cha What a fool I was to judge your character by my own!

Pattern 10 {(...)MEUS=que N... # # } is only found in Hrotsvitha’s Calimachus. She
constructs this pattern twice although the pattem is not once to be found in Terence’s
Andra.

Cili 3.1.17
Calmadis - Mea Drusiana: e repellas te armuntern: tuoque amore cordeternuss iberertenz sed

Cali. My Drusiana, do not reject your lover who is attached to you by his heart but

consider his love in exchange.

For the construction of the ablative case Hrotsvitha distinguises herself from
Terence. She innovates with this pattern that is not used by Terence even once in his A7dna.

Also for the ablative case both our authors coincide by not using patterns 4, 8, 9, 11
12, 13, 14, 15, or 16.

If we tum our attention to the sentence below, we find another innovation from the

nun: the nominal adjective nstead that a possessive adjective:

Calr3.1.20
Drusiana: L enocinia tua paru pendo tuique lasauamfastidio- sed te ipsumperntus spemor
Dru. Your dirty and lascivious games move me to aversion; I reject you from my
Mnermost.
Here we are apparently in presence of pattern 14. However, the use of the genitive
pronoun instead of the possessive takes this example out of the classification.
Another innovation by Hrotsvitha in the ablauve case is really the fact that she uses

one noun that is modified both by a possessive and a genitive noun. This pattern is nowhere

1o be found in Terence’s Anda.
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CalL 9.6.15

Idharmes: Nonmea, {sed} Christi virtute paruit:

This sentence is to be analyzed as ‘Non nea urtute sed Christ wrtute which means: ‘Not
by my virtue but by Christ’s virtue.” As we can see in Hrotsvitha’s construction, she has the
word urtute modified both by the possessive 72z and by the name (hristi in the genitive. In
English or any Romance language we can find the equivalent of this construction but with a
possessive immediately followed by the noun: ‘Not by my virtue but Christ’s’. Sp. No por mz
untud sino la de Cristo. We can find the construction with a possessive pronoun, though never
in first position, but at the end: ‘By Christ’s virtue, not mine.” Sp. Por la urntud de Cristo, n0 la
ma.

If we take an overview of the examples in this case, we can see that there are almost
the same number of examples —nine in Andria and ten in Calinuchus; a very high frequency
for the nun if we think of the length of her play. However, the intention of Hrotsvitha to be

faithful to Terence’s style is evident: she uses mostly the pattermns he uses and tries to avoid,

not always successfully, the ones he does not.

2.3.4. Vocative Case

'The vocative case is very simple to analyze; its use is restricted to address a person.
Therefore being just a call, it is placed outsxde the phrase. Consequently, the surroundings to
patterns in this case are not very vanied'®. This restriction explains the reason why the use of
this case in both texts can be found almost in the same environment; the only difference
worth mentioning is the use of the verb in the mdirect speech in the pattern surroundings in

Terence. This topic is analyzed 1n the chapter devoted to colloquial language.

16 of. Emout et Thomas: 1964 §7, §8, §9, §30, 31, 32 and §166
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There is no need to illustrate the frequency of the use of this case in both plays with
a charts since only one example is found in Terence with pattern 2, and only two examples

are found in Hrotsvitha with pattem 1.

Terence Hrotsvitha
##4P24V 1. ##4P2+V
2. Pron+P2+V.
Andr. 1.1.133-4
St. adowmit; naﬁammdzeranmnplatzw

“‘mea Glycerium,” inquit “qud agis? (...)”
S1. He ran forward, grasped the woman round the waist, and said “My dear

Glycerium, what are you doing? (...)

2. G4l 9.21.10
Calimadbus- Sospitatss auctori grates+ quai te mea Drusiana resurgere dedit in laetitia- quae
gau aiministitia die fungebans extrenu
Cah. Thanks to God who protects you, who gave you back to life in happiness after
you, my Drusiana, had died in extreme sadness.

2.3.5. Genitive Case

The Genitive case is used only once by Terence - Pattem 5 {(...) MEUS... N##}
while in Hrotsvitha we find 1t four times. She constructs one sentence with Pattern 1 {(...)
MEUS N# # } two sentences with pattem 2 {(...) MEUS N...## }), and one with pattern
5{(...) MEUS... N##}). - |

The chart on the following page illustrates the frequency in both authors:

30



Pattern Terence Hrotsvitha
1 0 1

2 0 2

3 0 0

4 0 0

5 1 1

6 0 0

7 0 0

8 0 0

9 0 0

10 0 0

11 0 0

12 0 0
Total 1 4

Pattern 1 {{(...) MEUS N## }
Terence Hrotsvitha
0 N+P1 (twice)

The sentence below repeats the same pattern with the same surroundings twice.

Cali. 9.135

Calinadhus - Audbssti miseriammeae perditionis- noli dongare medelam tuae

miserationis-

Cali. You have heard the pan of my perdition: do not delay the remedy of your

compassion.

Pattern 2 {(...) MEUS N...# # } is represented only Hrotsvitha’s Calinndhus by the

following sentence while there are no mstances of this pattern in Terence’s A ndra.

Terence

Hrotsvitha

0

N+P2 +N

Cal 9.13.13

Calimadhus - O utinam reserarentur secrdla meorum viscerum latibula- quo interra
armanttucknen quam patior doloris perspiceres- et dolenti condoleres-

Cali. Oht If only I could open the innermost secrets of my heart so that you could
see the bitter pain I am suffenng and you could share with me!
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Pattern 5 {(...) MEUS... N# # } Interestingly enough the surroundings where this

pattern is found is almost identical in both plays:

Terence Hrotsvitha
CCon).+TUAE +V+N Adj.+TUAE +V+N

Andr- 15296

Pa. *{...) bona nostra haec tibi permitto et tuae {mando} fide[].”
Pa. I entrust these possessions of ours to you: I commit them to your faith.

Cili. 236
Ama- Intende frate ea ipsa quamardes: sancti Ioharous apostoli aixzﬁmmseada tolamse
quo minus tuae {consentiet} vanitati-
Friends. Understand, brother, she in person for whom you bumn has followed the
teachings of St. John Apostle; she devoted herself completely to God; in such a great
way that not even Andron, the very Christian man, has been able to change her mind
untl now; event less will she consent to your foolishness.
Probably in this case more than any other we can see that the freedom of order in
Hrotsvitha is really confined. Of all the constructions she uses, these are the ones where

pattems repeat themselves over and over. Not only does she repeat herself, but also in

pattern five the surroundings are almost identical to those of Terence.

2.3.6. Dative Case

The dative case appears only five times in Terence with patterns 2, 3, 4 and 6.
Although Hrotsvitha has four instances of the same case, only pattemns 1, 4 and 6 are present
n Calinadhus, and their contexts of use are definitely different.

The chart on the next page illustrates the frequency in both authors:

32



Pattern Terence Hrotsvitha
1 0 1
2 2 0
3 1 0
4 1 1
5 0 0
6 1 2
7 0 0
8 0 0
9 0 0
10 0 0
11 0 0
12 0 0
Total 5 4

Pattern 1 {(...) MEUS N# } is found only in Hrotsvitha

Terence Hrotsvitha
0 pron+Pattern 14 #

Cal. 6.1.7

Fortunatus Si placabis munenbus- dedam illud tuis usibus-
Fortu. If you silence me with money I will give her to your use.

Pattern 2 {(...) MEUS N...## } is only found in Terence

Terence Hrotsvitha
V+Pattem 2+Pron | O
V+Pattem2 +V

Andr. 33.534-5
Ohr. dliquot me adsermnt, ex te audstum qui atbant hodse filiam
meammbere tno gnato; id uso tune an li sanant.
Chr. A number of people have come up to me to say that they've heard from you

that my daughter is manrying your son today. I've come to see whether 1t is you who
have taken leave of your senses or they.

Andr. 5.4.943-4

Pa. egon buit” menoniam patiar me ae
wluptati obstare, quorm ego possim in bac re medicani nibi?

33



Pa. Shall T allow my happiness to be spoiled by his forgerfulness, when the remedy is
in my own hands?

Pattern 3 {(...) MEUS.... N# } is present in Terence but not in Hrotsvitha.

Terence Hrotsvitha
N+{ut clause} +TUO 0

Andr. 5.1.828-31

Ohr. (...) perplisti me ut homira adidesceninlo

in alio oaupato anore, abborrentt ab re uxonia,

Sliamut daremin seditionem atque in ingertas ruptias,

e’ labore atque e’ dolore gnato {ut medhcarer} tuo.

Chr. You persuaded me to promise my daughter to a young lad involved in another
love affair who had no intention of taking a wife, condemning her to squabbling and
an unstable marriage, all so that your son could be cured through ber pain and her
suffering.

Pattern 4 {(...) NMEUS... ## } is found once in each play.

Terence Hrotsvitha
Pron+P4+V Phr. V4P4+V
Andr. 3.5.616-7

Pa. (...) uden ne consiliis tuts

mserum inpeditum esses

Pa. Do you realise that your schemes have entangled me in a web of misery?

Cili. 8.1.8

Ioharmes- Dorire Iesu anr iuxta id lod dignatus es servis tuis mumfestani
John. Lord Jesus, why have you deigned to manifest (yourself) in this place to your
servants?

Pattern 6 {(...) MEUS...N... ## } There 1s one instance in Andna and two in

Hrotsvitha. Amazingly enough, Hrotsvitha construction has the same surroundings as
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Terence’s example. However, the words that separate the components of the patterns do not

coincide.

Terence Hrotsvitha
$b.Cony. +tMEO+S b.Conj. +N +VPhr. Pron+TUAE +V+ N+5b.Conj.
Sb.Conj.+TUIS +V.phr+N +V.phr

Andr. 15260-3

Pa. 1ot ne inpedunt curae, quae meumarniyum diworsae trabunt:

amor, misericordia bui’, rgptiarum sallictatio,

turm patry” pudr, quas e tam leri passus est aniro usque adbuc

quae meo {quonue} animo Libiturst facere

Pa. There are so many concems weighing me down and pulling my heart in different
directions-love, pity for her, anxiety about this wedding, and on the other side
respect for my father, who has up to now has been so generous and allowed me to
do whatever took my fancy.

Cal. 3.5.2
Drusiana: (...) quo pacto, qua dementia reris ne tuae {cdere} nugacitati- quae per mulium

a legalis thoro un me abstimn?
Dru. (..) by which agreement, by which insanity do you believe that I will give up to
your absurdity when I have held back from my legal husband’s bed for a long time?

For the dative case, both authors coincide by avoiding constructions with patterns 5,

7,8,9, 10, 11, 12, 13, 14, 15, and 16.

2.4. Conclusion

Taking a panoramic look at both the set of pattemns and at the environments in
W}liC}.I they appear, 1t can be clearly seen that the difference between the productions of the
two authors is noticeable. It is true, there seems to be the desire on Hrotsvitha’s part to
imitate the Terentian constructions, but her Latin has probably been heavily colored by

Medieval Latin, and as a result of this we find that:
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1. She never presents discontinuous possessive phrases with the possessive adjective
post-posed while in Terence there are nine out of twenty one examples of this
construction.

2. 'The greatest distance between a possessive and the noun 1t modifies in Calinudus is
three words (and that only once) and the words involved are really short (“in te
agar’). In addition, these three words make one constituent. In very striking contrast
in Andna we find complete subordinated clauses in between nominal possessive
phrases that have as much as six words, and as many as four constituents.

3. Hrotsvitha uses the TUOque + N construction (Pattern 10) that is nowhere to be
found in Terence’s Andra.

4. She never uses the accusative possessive as subject of an mfinitive.

5. She uses the nominal possessive (genitive) with nouns non agreeing in case (twice
with nominative and four times with accusative) absent in Terence.

6. She uses a noun modified by two possessives: possessive adjective and Genitive
Noun.

7. She never uses a possessive without its noun as we find in Terence.

8. Of the 80 examples I compare there 1s only one case of identical construction i the

_vocative case. I mentioned above (in other words) that the conventionalization of
gxteting'and calling to a person has led to a limitation of the range of options which
explains the similarity in construction between the two authors.

The chart on page 38 illustrates the frequency of the different patterns regardless of
the case i both authors. I count the number of occurrences writing the sentence final first
and then the not-sentence-final and mark the count of both groups with the number of

mstances in bold.
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As we can see, two of the most frequently used patterns by Hrotsvitha are 1
{(-)MEUS N##} and 2 {(..)MEUS N...##} both of them the standard pattem for the
modem Romance languages, even though she seems to have restramned herself from using 1t
with the most common case form, ie., with the nominative and accusative which, as
mentioned above, were the only two extant cases by the VIIT* century.

The other most used pattem by Hrotsvitha is 4 {(...) N MEUS ...##} which
interestingly enough she uses to make her characters express their strongest feelings. With
the exception of ‘sertss tuis’ in the dative case, the rest of them are in the accusatve. I
mention in the introduction that the possessive post-posed to its head noun is used also 1n
Italian in the vocative to express strong emotions: Figlio me”: ‘Son of mine! Dio mid/: ‘God of
mine?. If we analyze the sentences where this construction is used by Hrotsvitha we can see
that the reason why she is using this form is the same: she wants her characters to convey
strong emotion. Thus, Drusiana calls Calimachus off starting her sentence by ‘Lenocnia ma’;
God appears in front of St. John and Andronicus to tell them that ‘nonen newn?’ “my name’
must be glorfied in them. St. John answers with the same passion and wishes that noren
tuwrr? “your name’ may be sanctified and blessed for centuries. And finally Andronicus, m
total despair and pam, begs St. John to bring béck to life his beloved Drusiana, who is sull
laying dead with the words ‘Drsianam meant.

Analyzing the circumstances %ﬁhen Terence’s characters use this construction we
notice that only one time out of the nine are strong feelings implied or expressed. This is
when Pamphilus tells how Chrysidis begged him to take care of Glycerium, and for that she

calls for ‘tngerivern tuom’. All the other occurrences show no strong emotions or feelings.
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On the matter of discontinuous constituents and post-posed possessive adjectives, it
is evident that Hrotsvitha was aware of the fact that Terence could both separate the
possessive adjective from its head noun and postpose it to the noun, and so she did both
things, but never at the same time. If we take a look at the chart again we can see that the
possessive adjective in Hrotsvitha never appears post-posed to and discontinuous from its
head noun. For her it was enough to either postpose possessive adjective or move it away
from the head noun, as Terence could do. That sufficed, in the mind of the nun, to satisfy
her desire to imitate the poet’s style. Did she not notice what she was failing to do? Was 1t a
too bold a construction for her to imitate fully, or was she afraid that people of her time

would find understanding the Terentian construction impossible?

Pattern Terence Hrotsvitha
1 4 7

MEUS N: 2 ' 18 22 7 14
3 2 V]

MEUS...N 4 9 11-33 7 7- 21
5 2 2

MEUS...N 6 6 8 4 6
7 5 0

N..MEUS 8 2 7-15 1 1- 7
9 0 0

MEUS=que N 10 0 0 2 2
11 V] 0

MEUS=que ...N 12 0 0 0 0-2
13 0 0

N=que MEUS 14 0 0 0 0
15 0 0

N=que .. MEUS 16 0 0 . 0 0

Total 48 32

To finish with a little statistics, let us take a final look at the chart above: Calirudns
presents 32 instances of possessives, while there are 48 constructions in Ardha. To this we
should add the constructions that I had not anticipated in my hypothesis: Terence constructs

a sentence with a possessive adjective functioning as the subject of an infinitive, and another
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with a possessive adjective without its head noun while Hrotsvitha constructs a sentence
with a noun modified by both a possessive adjective and a noun in the genitive case; she
constructs an apparent patten 14 in the ablative but instead of a possessive adjective she
writes a possessive pronoun. She also apparently constructs pattern 2 four times, but she
writes genitive pronouns instead of possessive adjectives in one construction with a noun in
the ablative case and the two others with the noun in the accusative. With these additions
the number of constructions results in 40 in Hrotsvitha’s text and 50 for Terence’s.

There are 1003 verses in Andia and 427 m Calirudws; that is 64.5 % more verses in
Andria. To have the same frequency of possessives in both authors, Calimadbus should
present 21 examples. Nonetheless, there is no reason why we should expect any text to have
the same frequency of some element as another. What is important to see is how both

authors construct their sentences.

SUUS
2.5. Introduction

In this part of chapter, I continue analyzing the use of possessive adjectives but, as I
stated above, I concentrated on the third persons plural and singular. Unlike in the case of
the two first persons singular, there is a notable difference between the frequency with which
the two authors construct sentences nvolving third person possessive p-rono.uns. The nun
uses the third person possessives only five times, the third person involved is always
God/Jesus (with the exception of one reference to the devil), and the only person who
utters these sentences is St. John. Moreover, she deviates again from Terence’s patterns with
two of her constructions. Terence, on the other hand, puts these possessives in the mouth of

almost all his characters, and they refer to characters that are not present in the scene. This
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will be discussed in chapter 4 where the point will be made that Hrotsvitha does not make
reference to facts or characters that have not been shown in the scene. Terence, unlike
Hrotsvitha, encourages the audience to use their imagination to envision events off stage.
The nun’s story does not depend on events that are not presented on the stage. Terence’s
characters need regular reference to third parties as there is a lot of setting of the scene that
the author skillfully manages in order to let the spectators know who the characters are,
where they come from, and what their interrelationships and feelings towards one another
are. This of course requires a great mastery of the language, involving tenses, subordinating
conjunctions, time markers of all kinds that Hrotsvitha did not have mastery over. I use
SUUS in the pattern to indicate any of the forms in the paradigm of the third possessive

adjecuive.

2.6. The cases

2.6.1. Nominative Case
Of all the instances of SUUS m Terence’s Andra, there is only one in nominative
case. It 1s pawem 7 {(...) N...SUUS##} and the surrounding is the following:
{(--)V+pauem7# # } . There are no occurrences of nominative in Hrotsvitha’s Calinuchus.
Comparing this number of occurrences with those of MEUS and TUUS we can see
that they are drastically reduced: A ndia presents only one instaﬁce in the nominative — the:re '
are a total of eleven instances in all the cases for pattern 7-, but there is none in Calirmads.

Andr. Prologue. 22

Cantor. (...) deh)inc ut quuescart porvo moneo et desinant

ruledicere, malefacta {re} { nosant} sua.

Cantor. So I am warning them from now on to hold their tongues and stop their
slanders, or they will be forced to acknowledge their own shortcomings.
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It is worth noticing that the only instance of nominative in Terence’s A ndria for this
possessive is to be found in the prologue spoken by the Cantor. No one of the characters

makes use of this construction in the whole play. Likewise, it is absent in Hrotsvitha’s text.

2.6.2. Accusative Case

There are 9 mstances of the use of SUUS in the accusative case in Terence’s work

and there is only one in Hrotsvitha’s. The patterns are as follows:

Pattern 1 {(...) SUUS N# # }
Terence : Hrotsvitha
V+P1 0

Andria 2.3.392

Da. (...) nec t1 ea cansa nirweris

haec quae facss, re is mutet suam sententiam.

Da. But you musn’t for that reason alter your present behaviour or he may change his
mind.

Pattern 2 {(...) SUUS N..##}

Terence Hrotsvitha
1. V+P2 + Neg. V 0

2. Pron+P2+V

3.N+P2+V

4. Pron+P2+C.Conj.

1. Andria 44773

Da. “Chremes st positsm puerumn arte aedis adent,

suam gnatam non dabit” :

Da. “Chremes won’t give his daughter in marrage if he sees a baby lying on the
doorstep.”
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Pattern 4 {(...) N SUUS...## }

Terence Hrotsvitha
1. V4+P4 + prep.phr. 0
2. Pron+P4+N

2. Andria 1.5.241

Pa. quid? Chrenres, qui denegarat se commassurum mibi
gnatam suam wxoremy.. )¢
Pa. And what about Chremes? Having refused to trust me with his daughter’s hand

(.)?

Pattern 5 {(...) SUUS... N## }

Terence Hrotsvitha
Pron+SUA +ut clause +N 0

Andria 4.1.625
Cha boanest credibile aut menorabile
tarta wcordia irmata quolquam ut siet
ut malss gandeantt atque ex tncomemodks
alterins sua {mr comparent} commodas
Cha It’s unbelievable, unimagimable! That a man can be so morally deranged
As 10 delight in another man’s misfortunes
And seek his own gain from another’s loss.

Pattern 6 {(...) SUUS ...N.... ##}

Terence Hrotsvitha
0] - Pron+ SUAE +N+N+V
Cali.9.24. 4

Ioharmes- Sed licet modllum wusturm, vodlum misericordia vrrenivet digrurm, nemanem tarven spreat-
remimemsuae {gatia} pietatis pnud- (...)

John. But although he did not find any just, anyone worth of his mercy, he did not
reject anybody; he deprived no one through the grace of his piousness (.. .)
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Pattern 7 {{(...) N... SUUS## }

Terence Hrotsvitha
V+N +ut clause +SUUM 0
Andr. 1.2.188

Si dumtenpus ad eam rem tulit, stu animum {ut expleret} suom;

1 bic dhes aliam atam defert, alios mores postulat.

Si. While the time was appropnate for such things, I allowed him to satisfy his

desires. But today bnings another life, demands another way of behaving.
Pattern 13 {(...) SUUS=que....N...# # } Pattens with gue attached either to the possessive
adjective or the head noun (labeled from 10 to 16 in section 2.2) are Hrotsvitha’s patterns. It
has been seen that she even constructs apparently similar patterns using pronouns in the

genitive instead of possessive adjectives. This is worth noticing since Terence, her model,

does not construct a single sentence with these patterns.

4l 9.13.5

Ioharmes: Recedanus: suumaue {diabolo} filium relinguanus-

John. Let’s go back and let’s leave his son to the devil.

None of the authors have any other example within the predicted patterns but they
both construct other ones: Terence constructs a sentence with a possessive adjective without
a noun. However, the reader can easily determine the noun by the context. In her
Cilinudhus, Hrotsvitha never constructs a sentence with similar characteristics to Terence’s

below:

Andr. 5.4.932

O (...) suamnre esse atbat?
Chr. Did he say that she was his daughter?
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Not to see a similar construction in Hrotsvitha is a somehow surprising, since in the
modermn Romance languages possessive pronouns can be used by themselves. Moreover, if
we turn our attention to Italian syntax, the absence of this construction is even more
striking, for in that language the possessive adjectives and the possessive pronouns are
identical in form. Thus the only way we can determine the category of a given form is by
analyzing the sentence structure, as mentioned above. Given its use in modern Romance
languages, particularly Italian, an early version of which presumably influenced medieval
Church Latin strongly, one might ask why Hrotsvitha did not use this pattern. Was its use
too widespread already? Did she find it too modem for its use to be in keeping with her
desire to imitate Terence? We would need to look into other texts of the period and

compare their usage to definitively answer these questions.

Hrotsvitha constructs, again, a sentence where she seems to be using pattern 13, but
the que 1s now attached to a personal pronoun in the genitive case that modifies a nominal

phrase in the accusative, rather than to an agreeing form of the possessive adjective.

Cal1.9.24.6
Iohannes: (...) sed se ipsum omribus tradidit suique dilectam animam pro omvibus
[,lit' .
John. (...) but even though everyone let him down he offered his extraordinary soul
to everyone.

None of the authors constructs sentences with patterns 3, 8, 9, 10, 11, 12, 14, 15, or

16 in the accusative case. This 1s the only point in which the two authors coincide.
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2.6.3. Ablative

There are only two instances of constructions with ablative in Azdna: they are both
examples of pattern 2. Terence presents a third construction in the prologue with an
unpredicted pattern: a possessive adjective without a noun to be modified. There is one

construction in Calirados. It is pattern 5.

Pattern 2 {(...) SUUS N ##}

Terence Hrotsvitha
1. adj +P2+pron 0
2. Adve+P2+V

1. Andr 4.1.- 649
Pa. (...) ab nescs quartis m nalis wrser miser
quantasquie bic suis consiliis nibn conflabit sollictudines
ey’ arnufex.
Pa. Ah! You don’t realise the torments of misery that I'm suffering and the agonies
that this despicable slave of mine has contrived for me by his schemes.

Pattern 5 {(...) SUUS......... N##}

Terence Hrotsvitha
0 $b.Cony.+SUO+V phr+N
Cil. 9.24.10
Iohannes- Ideo tn bomgrum non ddectatur perditione: quos suo {enpios} { memirat} pretioso
sanguine-

John. For that reason, he does not rejoice in the perdition of men; since he
remembers having bought them with his precious blood.

In the sentence above the only word that is not part of the nomunal phrase is the
verb memzrat because suo pretiaso sangune is qualified by enpios that goes with gues just as pretioso
does. Pretiso should also be considered part of the same nominal phrase, since it 1s

modifying the word sangise.
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2.6.4.. Dative Case

There is only one instance of dative in Andria in pattern 8 {(...)N...SUUS... ##}

but none of any type in Calimadns.
Terence Hrotsvitha
V+N +N +SUO 0
Andr. 1.2.175
Da. mirabar boc si sic abiret et eni semper lenitas
wrebar quorsum ewideret.

2.6.5.

qus postquam audserat non datum i filio {wxorem} suo,

U quUOIgHA TSt Erbum fectt, neque id aegre tulst.

DA. T was surprised if it could end this way. The master was so calm, and I’ve been
afraid all the time where that was leading, Ever since he heard that his son’s wedding
was cancelled, he hasn’t said a word to any of us or been at all upset.

Genitive Case

The authors do not coincide in their use of the genitive case.

Terence Hrotsvitha
CConj. +SUI +N+N 0

Andr. 5.3.879

2.7.

St. adeqn] inpatenti esse arino ut praeter dunum
morematque legem et sui {wluntatern} patris

tarren hanc habere studeat amm summo
Si. How can he be so headstrong as to defy social custom and the law and the wishes
of his own father? He’s derermined to have this woman whatever the disgrace.

Unpredicted Constructions

In Cainudus, we have a construction that we do not find in Andia; 1t 15 the

combimation of a personal pronoun in the genitive with the head noun i another case. In
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the next example the other case is the ablative. As stated before, this pattemn cannot be

classified according to the scheme we have been using above.

Cal 9.31. 14

2.8.

Iohannes: Nam qui superbit imidet et qui inudet superbit- quia mens inada dum alienam
landem nec patitur andire et in sui comparatione perfectiores anibit ulescere: dedignatur subia
digrioribus- et superbe conatur preferni comparibus:

John: For he who takes pride envies and who envies takes pride due to his envious
disposition while he suffers to hear the glory of others and he vilifies in the
comparison of his accomplishments and the ones of others; he scomns and devalues
the deserving people and arrogantly ties to place himself before his equals.

Conclusion

As we can see from the chart below, the coincidence which is more frequent

between the two authors are the patterns they do not use: 3, 9, 10, 11, 12, 14, 15, and 16.

Hrotsvitha constructs sentences using patterns 5 and 6 just like her model, but the details of

the cases in which she does do not coincide with those seen in Terence’s: Terence makes use

of patten 7 in the nominative case while Hrotsvitha never does. Terence constructs

accusative phrases with pattems 1, 2 (four times), 4 (two times), 5, and 7 while Hrotsvitha

only constructs accusative phrases making use of patterns 6 and 13. There are two

constructions in the ablative with pattern 2 in Andria while for the same case in Caliradms

we find only one with pattern 5. Hrotsvitha does not present any of the predicted patterns in

the dative case or the genitive one while Terence makes use of pattern 8 for the dative and

of pattem 6 for the genitive.
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Pattern Terence Hrotsvitha
1 1 0

SUUS N: 2 6 7 0
3 0 0

N SUUS 4 2 2 0
5 1 1

SUUS...N 6 1 2 1 2
7 1 0

N...SUUS 8 1 2 0 0
9 0 0

SUUS=que N 10 0 0 0 0
11 0 0

N=que ...SUUS 12 0 0 0 0
13 0 1

SUUS =que...N 14 0 0 0 1
15 0 0

N—que ...MEUS 16 0 0 0 0

Total 13 3

Summanzing;: in Hrotsvitha,

1. We find pattem 13, which is unattested in Andia Exactly as it is the case with the
MEUS-TUUS evidence.

2. A pattemn similar to pattern 13 is found, which, however, shows a pronoun in the
genitive modifying a direct object in the accusative, another use unknown from
Terence.

3. There is an apparent pattern 2 which cannot be classified as such because the pronoun
is in the genitive and the noun it modifies is in the ablative case.

It 15 worth mentioning that the constructions Hrotsvitha innovates with combiming
the genitive pronoun with the noun in a different case could be the seed of what today exists
in most modern Romance languages: due to the great productivity of the possessive n the
third person, especially in Spanish, where 1t refers to six possible persons (s% sus possessive
adjective serves d, dla, Usted, elles, ellas, Ustedks), the possessive su can create great confusion.
Thus most people use the genitive construction de usted, de d, de élla, de ustedes, de ellos, de dllas

to avoid it
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Likewise in Italian it is very common to hear & kg, d lei, or di Lei instead of sug sua,
suat or sue. However, 1t is not usual to find this construction er first and second person since
the forms for them are unequivocal (2 72s for Spanish and 74, me, 730, mei for Italian).

For French the same alternative construction exists but with preposition 4. It is used
for all persons: 4 i, 4 tor, @ b, 4 elle, 4 wus, & nows, etc).

Now, if we count the occurrences of this construction in Hrotsvitha with the first
and second person and éompare to the ones with the third person in this section of the
chapter, we can surely asses that the evolution towards this genitive forms was already well
under way and Hrotsvitha could not help being influence by it.

It is evident in this part of the analysis that Hrotsvitha did not have the linguistic
tools to analyse the language of Terence closely enough. She could only imitate based on
conclusions she had drawn as a result of her studies of the language and the readings she
must have done. -

In the next part of this chapter I analyze the possessives for the first and second

persons plural. After that, I will be 1n a position to state my final conclusions on this aspect

of my study.

NOSTER and VESTER

2.9. Introduction

To finish with the senes of possessive adjectives, I deal now with the possessive
adjectives corresponding to the first and second persons plural. The number of occurrences
of these possessives i1s much smaller than that of the other two groups: there are, in total,

only eleven occurrences in Terence and two in Hrotsvitha. Of the eleven examples 1n A ndra,
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there are two that do not follow any of the patterns we have established, and only one of the
two examples in Calirudns falls in any of them. Due to the small amount of data existing in
these two plays, I will not concentrate on the context in which the patterns since there is not
a single sentence that can be compared to any significant degree of detail between the
authors. I use NOSTER meaning any case of the possessives adjectives NOSTER and

VESTER. When a case is not mentioned it 1s because there are no instances of it in the texts.

2.10. The Cases

2.10.1. Accusative Case

There are five constructions involving the accusative case. The number of
occurrences in this case in patterns 1 and 2 is the same as we found in this case for SUUS.

There is one instance of pattem 1 and four of pattemn 2 in Andra. There is none in

Calimads.

Pattern 1{(...)NOSTER N ##1

Andr. 4.3.716
My(...) & vestram fidem!
sunmvam bormm esse evae putawanm burc Parmphilum,
A nowm, amatorern, urumm quods loco
Daratun wnamex eo runc misera quem apit
laborem!
My. Heaven help us! I used to think Pamphilus was the perfect answer for my
mustress, a friend, a lover, a husband, ready for all occasions. But now look what
distress he’s causing the poor girl!

Pattern 2 {(.. )NOSTER N.. .##}

Andr. 3.3.538

Si. per te deos oro et nostram amicitiam, Ghrenes,
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quiae cepta a parus cimaetate adcreut simul,

perque wrncam gnatam tuam et gatum menn,

quoi{u)s tibi potestas swrmm seruandt datwr,

ut me adbewes in bac re atque ita uti nuptiae

Juerant fisturae, fiarz. o

Si. I beg you in the name of the gods, Chremes, and for our friendship, which began
when we were young and has grown stronger with age, and in the name of your only
daughter and my son, whose salvation rests entirely in your hands, to support me in
this matter and allow the wedding to take place as planned.

2.10.2. Genitive Case

There 1s only one instance of the genitive case in Andria. The pattern is 5 {(...)N
NOSTER # # }

Andr. 4.3.737

My. eo quid agas ral irtelligo; sed si quid est

quod mea gpera opus sit whis afut tu plus dks,

manebo, ne quod vostrum {remorer} commodum.

My. I haven’t a clue what you are up to. But, if there’s anything in which you people
need my help, since you know best, I'll stay. I don’t want to impede your progress.

2.10.3. Dative Case

For the dative case there is one instance in Andria and one in Calimachus the patterns
are different.
Pattern 4 {(...) NOSTER ...N... # # } is found in Terence.
Andr. 2.5.419

By. nunc nostrae {timeo} parti quid bic respondeat.

By. I'm dreading his reply on our account.
And n Hrotsvitha we find pattern 3 {(...) NOSTER.. N ##}
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Cali 5.1.18
Andronichus: Marmoreum in praxino sepuldmum babetur in quod furus ponatur seruandique
arra sepuldr Forunator nostro {rdinquatur} procuratori-
Andro. There is a marble grave near here; the corps is to be place there and the grave
is to be taken care by Fortunatus, our keeper.
Pressumably, Hrotsvitha tnies to reproduce Terence’s construction in her use of

pattern 5 in the genitive and pattern 4 in the dative. Both present the possessive adjective

separated from the head noun by a verb.

2.10.4. Vocative Case
There is one occurrence of the vocative case in Andnia in Pattern 1 {(...) NOSTER
N##).

Andr. 5.2. 846

Da. (...) o noster Chremes!
Da. (...) our friend Chremes!

2.11. Unpredicted Constructions

The constructions listed below cannot be classified within the chart with the patterns
we have established. Both authors have instances which do not fall in any of those pauemns.
The following two constructions by Terence are more examples of what we have seen when

discussing MEUS: an adjective without a noun to modify.

Andr. 4.4.765

My Vostn.

My. Your master’s.
Da. quoifu)s nostri?
Da. Which master?
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It is interesting to see that the question uttered by Davus expresses the same
problem I point out while dealing with third person possessives about the confusion
conceming who the possessive is referning to. In this case is not with the third person
singular but the first plural. Of course, here Terence probably wrote these lines to amuse the
audience, since Davos, the slave, is trying to indirectly inform Chremes that the baby is
Pamphilus’, but he makes believe he does not want him to know. That’s why when Mysis
says Vst meaning ‘belonging to your household’ he keeps on asking ‘Quoius nostri” He
wants Chremes to have no doubts about Pamphilus® fatherhood. Finally, in Qdmnd’/w we
find another instance of Hrotsvitha’s oft-repeated construction involving the genitive

pronoun combined with a noun in the accusative case.

Cal. 2.3.15
Cilimadms: Quia mibi vestri auxilium sublrabitis- ispsam adbo eusque amimo et
armorem Wandirmentis persuadebor
Cali. Since you refuse to help me, I will go to her in person and I will persuade her of
my love with my charms and feelings.

2.12. Conclusion
Taking a quick look at the chart on the next page, we can see that there are not many
elements to compare as far as noster and wster are concerned. The only coincidence in the big

picture is the use of one possessive construction in the dative, but patterns do not coincide.
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Occurrences of Noster Vester in Terence’s Andria and Hrotsvitha’s Calimachus

Pattern Terence Hrotsvitha
1 2 0

NOSTER N: 2 5 7 0
3 0 1

NOSTER...N 4 1 1 0 1
5 0 0

NNOSTER 6 0 0 0 0
7 0 0

N...NOSTER 8 0 0 0 0
9 0 : 0

NOSTER=que N 10 0 0 0 0
11 0] 0

NOSTER=que .. N 12 0 0 0 0
13 0] (0]

N=que NOSTER 14 0 0 0 0
15 0 0

N=que...NOSTER 16 0 0 0 0

Total 9 1

2.13. Conclusion on all Possessive Adjectives

Of course, if we put together all occurrences of all possessive adjectives in Terence’s
Andria and Hrotsvitha’s Calimadhus , we can see that there is a very steady coincidence in the
use of certain patterns. It is in the general overview that we can see the coincidence, the
determination of the nun to imitate Terence as mentioned above. The chart below illustrates
this idea.

We can also see that some constructions Hrotsvitha imitates are very much like the
standard construction of Romance languages. This is the nominal phrase with apparently
discontinuous constituents, but generally separated by a qualifier of the noun, which meaﬁs,
of course, that the construction is in some sense continuous. She also, apparently, imitates
Terence by separating the nominal possessive phrase with a verb (as we have seen above),
although we must bear in mind that the patterns do not comncide in the surroundings where

they are found.
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There are other elements that should not be overlooked. For example, the fact that
Hrotsvitha avoids two of the most frequently used patterns in Terence: 1 {(...)MEUS
N##} and 2 {(..)MEUS N...##}, in spite of the fact that they are both the standard
patterns for the modern Romance languages. She avoids them in the most common cases:
nominative and accusative, probably because by her time they were already established as the
standard colloquial —and thus ‘modem feeling- patterns. We should not forget that by the
eighth century the only two declensions still in use were precisely nominative and accusative.
It cannot be a coincidence that they are exactly the ones she avoids, probably, to make her
style look older, and thus more like Terence’s.

The biggest coincidence between authors is the patterns they avoid using: Terence
uses patterns 1 to 8; Hrotsvitha uses 1 to 6. This means they coincide in six patterns,
although in general the constexts in which the patterns appear are all different. The only one
that coincides is in the vocative case and as pointed above, this case being used to address a
person and almost always outside the sentence restricts the possibilities of vanety of its
surroundings.

As for pattemns 7 and 8, it is worth remembering that they are discontinuous
constructions with the possessive adjective post-posed. I had pointed out this absence of
construction in the previous part of the chapter.

Finally, 1t has been established that the two authors have constructions of their own
that are not within the pre-established patterns and which do not coincide with these
constructions m th¢ other author. Terence constructs

1. a phrase where the possessive adjective in the accusative is the subject of an
nfinitive;

2. phrases where the possessive adjective stands without the noun to be modified.
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That is to say that Terence conceives the use of the adjective with the function of a
pronoun and, probably here, if we really want to find some similarities between the to
authors, is where we could find some coincidence: Looking at Hrotsvitha’s construction of a
noun modified by both a noun in the genitive and a possessive, probably, some could argue
that it is an imitation of Terence’s possessive without a noun. Nonetheless, we should
wonder if the use of the same form for possessive adjectives and pronouns was already
common in the Latin of the X™ century (as it is in modern Italian, where, as mentioned
above, the distinction between categories can only be established through the analysis of the
structure of the sentence).

Hrotsvitha on the other hand constructs sentences where

e there is a nominal pronoun in the genitive modifying a noun in another case
(accusative, nominative, ablative);

e pattern 13 {(...)N=que MEUS...##} is buit with a nominal pronoun in the
genitive mstead of a possessive adjective.

In order to summarize and close this argument, I would like to list the following facts:

1. Hrotsvitha never presents discontinuous possessive phrases with the possessive
adjective post-posed while in Terence there are 12 out of 27 examples of these
constructions.

2. 'The greatest distance between a possessive and the noun it modifies in Calinuds is
three words only once and they are really short “in te agav”. All the others involve
separation by only one word, generally a qualifier. By constrast, in Andia we find
complete subordinated clauses that have as many as six words in between the

possessive adjective and the head noun.
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4.

5.

6.

7.

Hrotsvitha uses the construction with gue attached to the possessive or to the noun
before the possessive four times although this construction is nowhere to be found
n Terence’s Andria.

She constructs them using a possessive pronoun in the genitive to modify a direct
object in the accusative, another unknown use in Terence.

She never uses the accusative possessive as subject of an infinitive.

She uses the nominal possessive (genitive with nominative, dative or accusative
noun) absent in Terence.

She uses a noun modified by two possessives: possessive adjective and Genitive
Noun.

She never uses a possessive without its noun as we find in Terence.

Many of the constructions that look Terentian could very well be influenced by the

Romance languages.

10. Of the 100 examples I compare there is only one case of identical construction. This

involves the vocative case which, as I mentioned above, concems a formula to

address the listener, and thus does not offer many choices as to construction.

As we can see in the chart on the next page, there are more differences than

coincidence between the two authors, and most coincidences found i Hrotsvitha’s

Calimadous are with Modem Romance Languages rather than with Terence.
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Occurrences of all possessive adjectives in Terence’s Andria and

Hrotsvitha’s Calimachus

Pattern Terence Hrotsvitha
1 7 7
MEUS N: 2 29 36 7 14
3 2 1
NMEUS 4 12 14- 50 7 7- 21
5 3 3
MEUS...N 6 7 10 5 8
7 6 0
N...MEUS 8 3 9-19 0 8
9 0 0
MEUS=queN 10 0 0 2 2
11 0 0
MEUS=que .. N 12 0 0 0 0-2
13 0 1
N-que MEUS 14 0 0 0 1
15 0 0
N=que.. MEUS 16 0 0 0 0 1
Total 69 31
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CHAPTER 3 - Ut Clauses
3.1. Introduction

Ut is a subordinating conjunction that both Terence and Hrotsvitha utilize in their
texts. It can introduce a subordinated clause of time, reason, consequence, indirect
command, purpose, comparison, or indirect wish, among other funcions”. Both authors
construct sentences with this conjunction as well as with the related form ... 7e in the
negative constructions. However, in the text of the archaic playwright there is a variety of
word order that is not present in Hrotsvitha.

The rather universal conjunction which served so many functions in Latin has
branched off into different conjunctions that fulfill these functions in the daughter
languages. They always take the first position and they are invariably followed immediately

by the subject and the verb (5) or only the verb when the language is pro-drop (6).

(5) Fr. Nous awns tout fast pour qut il retourne a la naison.
(6) a. It. Habbiar fatto tutto pur che ritornassi a asa.
b. Port. Fizenos tudo para que wliasse para asa.

c. Sp. Hiamos todo para que wluera a casa.
We did everthing for him/her to return home.

Hrotsvitha constructs all her sentences in the modern Romance fashion, while
Terence we find ut clauses with # in first position, in second or ‘hiciden’ first position, n
third and even in fourth position. We will also Jook nto the position of the verb in relation
to #t. Of the 118 sentences contamning # , #t (...) ne and ne clauses that I analyze mn

Terence’s Andna there are 71 with u in first position; 30 in second position or first ‘hidden’

17 For further information on ¢ in Terence see Bennett: 1982:106-115, also 142, 189-90, 255-263, and 297.
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position; 4 in third position; and 3 in fourth position. The 27 clauses analyzed in Hrotsvitha’s

Calimadous have ut exclusively in first position.

3.2. Ut Position

In the following lines I illustrate what I have stated in 3.1 with some examples from

Andria. 1 have also highlighted the verb in the clause to pave the way for the other aspect of

my argument, which follows shortly. The {} indicates grouping into a constituent. I only

indicate the ones necessary for my discussion.

3.2.1, First Position

Andr. 1155

Si. quod plengue ormes faciunt adulescortnls,

[ut {arimum} {ad aliquod studisem} adiungant, ant equos

alere aut cunes ad wenandum aut ad plhrlosophes),

horun ille ril egregie practer cetera

studebat et taren onmia haec nediocriter.

Si. — he behaved as all young lads tend to do, involving themselves in some pursuit
like breeding horses or hounds or studying philosophy. However, he didn’t pursue
any one of these things in particular but all of them in moderation.

According to this translation this s should be at the beginning of the sentence ‘u

and should be transhted into “as’

Andr. 25431

By mmmbq[utpmbocnnbmhz det maluny.
By. I'll report back; bad news for him means bad news for me.

Andr. 1.1.135

Si(...) tumilla, [ut comsuetwm facle amorem cerneres],

reseait se m enm flens quam farriliariter!

Si. She fell into his arms and wept. It was such an intimate scene—you could readily
see that they were lovers.
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3.2.2. Second Position

In the following sentences the # is in all cases in second position if we count

constituents, but if we count words, it is in third position. Notice that in all the cases the first

position is taken by a prepositional phrase.

And. 11357

And.

St. ego postquam te em, [ {a parwlo} ut semper tibx

{apud e} { iusta et demrers} fuenit serutus]

sas. fed [{ex serw} ut esses bberus](...)

Si. Ever since I bought you, when you were a small child, you know how just and

kind I have been to you as a master. You were my slave, but I gave you your
freedom (...)

3.3.547-9

Chr. sedsi ex ea re plus nalist quam commods
utrigque, id oro te [ {in commune} ut consulas],
quasi st illa tua sit Pamplilique ego sim pater
Chr But if it is going to cause them both more harm than good, I beg you to look to
our common interest, as if she were your daughter and Pamphilus my son.

3.2.2.1. Hidden First Position

If we take a closer look at the # clauses with the conjunction in second position that

do not fall in any of the categories stated above, we can see that the word preceding # 1s

always m that initial position for emphasis. In other words it has been fronted for focus.

2 Position: Fronting for focus

Andr. 5.3.879

Si. adeqn] mpoterti esse [ armmo ut praeter aunm

morem atque legem et sui wltatem patris]

tarren banc habere studeat com summo probrg]!

Si. How can he be so headstrong as to defy social custom and the law and the wishes
of his own father? He’s derermined to have this woman whatever the disgrace.
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What can be seen in the sentence above is that @z has been placed in first position
to place stress on the personal willfulness of the young man, as against collective morality. In
modemn Romance languages aninmo must have preceded or followed summo probra Probably,
this would have been also the order of a phrase without any sort of emphasis in the language

of the time.

3.2.3. Third Position

Andr. 1.1.168-70

St. runc twonst gfficum{ {has} {bene} ut adsimules ruptias],

perterrefacias Dawom, obserwes filium

qud agat, quid arm illo consili aaptet.

Si. Now it is your job to maintain the pretence of the marriage, scare Davus off, and
keep an eye on my son’s doings and on any plan the two of them conceive.

Andr. 22349

Da...) id paves [ne ducas w dlang; [ {tn} {astem} ut ducas].
Da. You are in panic in case you have to marry her, and (to Charinus) yo’e in one in

case you can’t.

Andr. 2.6.456

Si. ego/ {istaec} {recte} ut frant] udero.
Si. T will see that it’s put nght.

3.2.4. Fourth Position

Andr. 1.1.157
St1. et nunc id operamdo, {ut per falsas ruptias
wra oburgandh causa sit, st deneget):
st scleratn’ Dawo’ siquad consil
habet, [ut consurmat runc quorn ril obsirt doli);
quem ego credo rmanibu’ pedibu ' que obrixe onmia
Jacturum, [{ mugs}{ 1d} { adeo mibn} ut incommodet
quam ut obsequatur gnatg.
Si. And that’s my purpose now with this pretended marnage, to create a valid reason
for rebuking him if he refuses. At the same ume, that rascal Davus will use up
whatever scheme he has now when his tnicks can do no harm. 'm sure he’ll strive
with might and main, doing everything he can—and that more to annoy me than to
serve my son’s interests.

62



Andr. 4.2.705

Da. [dies{biq n2 ut sati’sit] wereor

ad agenckim, ne wcwom esse me e ad narrandum credss,

Da. I'm afraid itll take me all day to carry 1t out, so you needn’t think I've the time to

explain it.

If we go through all the examples above and focus on the position of the verb in the
ut clause we can conclude that Terence basically has two ways of placing the verb: when ut is
in first position or in hidden first position the verb can be separated from the former but if
ut 1 1n any other position the verb follows # immediately. We can explain this fact more
simply as follows:

1% Position ##wm ...V

2" Position  ##[ ] 4 ... V (orhidden first position)

Other Position ##[ 1,0 1, mV

In Hrotsvitha’s Calimachus, # is to be found only in first position. Some examples

follow:

Cal. 6.13

Fortunatus- Conpus adbuc trtegrum nuner [ut reor]- quia non languore exesum sed leu [ut
experiebare febre est solutuny-

Fortu. The body remains mtact so far, as I believe, because she has not been
consumed by disease but she was taken by light fever.

Cali. 9.2.13

Andvonichus- Ideo ambo [ut wideo] rovte sunt consunpti- ne gfectum adbrinistrarent scdlers
Andro. So, as I see, both were consumed by death before they executed the heinous

crime.

This sentence has the same word order of modem Italian and Spanish.
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33. tta...ut
Another factor pushes Hrotsvitha further away from her model: in Terence, the

main clause occasionally contains i anticipating the #2 clause as in the examples below while

in Hrotsvitha’s Calinudhus ita is never found®.

Andr. 1.1.146-9

Si (..) e illud sechilo

negare facum ille mstat facwm denique
ita tum discedo ab illo, [ut qui se filiam

neget daturumy.

Si. I strenuously denied that this was the case. He insisted that it was the case. In the
end we parted with the understanding that he was withdrawing his consent to his
daughter’s marriage.

Andr 54949
Pa. o de uxore, ita [ut possedi], rl mutat Chrenes?.

Pa. As for my wife, given 'm in possession, I presume Chremes has no objection?
3.4. Ut .. non Clauses

Andr. 2.3.394

DA. (...) patri dic wlle, ut, quom <dit, tibi e trasa non queat.
DA. (..)Tell your father youw're willing, so that he can’t nghtly be angry at you
whenever he chooses.

We find # non only once in Andria while in Calzmacdhus which is almost half its length,
we find four examples.
CGah. 813

A ndronidms- Hoc decet tut sanctitatens [ut non obliuscaris m te confidenteny-
Andro.- It is suitable to your holiness not to forget the one who trusts you.

1 There are some w2z constructions in other plays by Hrotsvitha but the particle is always placed immediately before ue
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3.5. Nullus-nulla

As in the example above, in the next sentence, Hrotsvitha detaches herself from her
model constructing sentences which express negation not with 7e, as m Terence’s usual
pattern, nor with 7o, which is rare in Terence but is her more common pattern, but rather

through the use of m4lus and rdla.

Calt. 9.13.23-4
Calimadms-  Displicet omne quod fea, in tantum[ut nullus amor, nulla wlptas sit wend:
risi renatus in Chmisto mevear in melius transnutan]
Cali- All T have done displeases me so much, for no love, no pleasure is to be lived if
I have not been rebom in Christ, may I deserve change for the best.

3.6. Ut ... ne Clauses
There are two purpose clauses introduced by # ... 7ein Andna.

Andr 1.5.259

Pa. (...) aliquid facerem [ut boc ne fagereny.
Pa. (..) I would be doing something else so as to avoid doing this.

Andr. 4.2.699
Pa. si potenit fieri [ut ne pater per me stetisse credat]
Pa If it's possible to convince my father that it’s not my fault that the wedding’s
called off, that’s what I wish; (...)

Y “as sometimes even in Cicero; ne was mn ongin simply a

According to Shipp
negative particle (...); it became a subordinating conjunction by the reduction of # 7 1o 7e.
In Cdinudwms there are two similar constructions to be analyzed of which one

follows:

Cals 1.1.17
Calimadus- A cedarrvs in seoretiora loaa: ne quuts supererens® interrumpat dieenda:

Cah. Let's get mto a secret place, lest someone coming mterrupts what is to be

© Shipp, G.P.: 144: 2002
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said.

The use of 7e here is the same as in Terence: subjunctive of purpose; the only
difference is the word order which is exactly as the order of Romance languages except of

“m secretiora Joea” which should be “in loa secretiora”

3.7. Different uses of Ut in Hrotsvitha
I stated in 3.1 that # introduces subordinated conjunctions of various types. I also

argued that # is always in first position in Hrotsvitha’s Calimudus. The following examples

support my argument.

3.7.1. Ut — Temporal Subordinating Conjunction

Cab. 2. 1.1
Amict Aapwm et [ut commiata irricem compassion  patianur quicgid wnicnque
NOStrHm TS que eventu foriunae mgeratur
Friends. It is equal, what fortune may hold for one of us alternatively; once it has
been informed to one another, we may endure the sorrow together.

3.7.2. Ut - Subordinating Conjunction Introducing Reason

Gt 5.1.21
Iohannes- Dewez [ut tumuletur bonorificg]- (...)
John. It is proper that she should be buned honorably. (.. .)

3.7.3. Ut - Subordinating Conjunction Introducing Consequence
CGidi 6.1.2

Cilinadus: In e [ut & montuamne facias wdere]-
Gali. In this: that you make me see the dead.

Cal. 9.13.1
Calimadbus - (...} « Calinuche movere [ut vivas]! »
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Gaki. (...) “Calimachus, die so that you may live!”

3.7.4. Ut - Subordinating Conjunction Introducing Indirect Command

i 9.7.3
Andronicus: Verum age iam beate Joharmes, quod acturus &+ fac [ut resuscitetur Calimadhus:
qno soluatyr buiusmods ambiguitatis nodus]-
Andro. Then, blessed John, now do what is to be done: resuscitate Calimachus so
that the knot of this ambiguity can be solved.

3.7.5. Ut - Subordinating Conjunction Introducing Indirect Purpose

Gii 9.11.7
Ioharnes Quae dementia- quae insania te deepir- [ut wstis praesumeres fragmentis alicuus
wrisriam conferve debonestatis]?
John. What craziness, what insanity made you believe that you could take unfair
advantage of the chaste by dishonoring them?

3.7.6. Ut - Comparative

Cal 9.12.12
Iohamnes: Num tplic iforwmio adeo infdlix effeaus e [ut nefas quod wlssti perficere
posses]¢
John. Now, were you so unhappy in your triple calamity as to be able to accomplish
the crime you wanted t0?

3.7.7. Ut - Subordinating Conjunction Introducing Indirect Wish
Calr. 9.20.21
Andromdns (....) Qus auderet coredere? quiste praesumendt sperare: [t bunc, quem crimanoss

mtentum uttis mors invenit: et imentum abstulit- wa mseratio ad utam exctare ad wniam

dignaretnr reparare]?
Andro. Who would have believe? Who would have presumed to hope that a man
who ntended reproachful vices would raise from death and through your mercy

would come up to life having the dignity of repainng?

3.8. Conclusion
As we can see from all the examples analyzed above, Hrotsvitha was well aware of all

the semantic possibilities of the 2 and the  (...)ne subordinating constructions, and m fact
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she used it in most possible ways; what she did not dare or was not able to do was to place 1t
with different word order as Terence used to do. There is a possibility, as stated above when
discussing possessive adjectives, that she was not able to keep the freedom evident i
Terence, but it is also possible that she chose to keep a.mther modem order as she wanted
her audience to understand her writings easily.

Going through all her sentences, we can see that not a single # clause alters the #-in-
first-position-order. We can also see that the verb governed by # enjoys a much freer
situation. This should not lead us to believe that Hrotsvitha succeeded in imitating her
model, since in most Romance languages even today, and especially in poetry and in refined
prose, the order within the subordinated clause is characterized by a greater degree of
freedom. Thus, we can affirm that in regard to #¢ clause word order, Hrotsvitha writes with
Laun words utilizing Romance language word order. In this, she clearly distinguishes herself

from Terence.
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Chapter 4- Division and Development of Scenes
4.1. Introduction

It is perhaps when we try to compare Hrotsvitha’s Calimadhus with the presentation
and the development of scenes with Terence’s Andia together with the everyday language
used by the different characters that we find the most evident difference between the two
authors. I choose the word evident because we do not need to make a deep analysis of the
language in order to see that the dialogue among characters in Calimadoms is very straight
forward and that they give us the feeling of being in a vacuum. It is only logic that this
should be the case as Terence used the street language that was spontaneous, colloquial and
varied in idiolects in order to imitate the many characters that represented the different
layers of society so that he could create the right atmosphere and the appropriate dramatic
effect. By contrast, Hrotsvitha most probably used the Latin spoken and read in the
monastery, which was the Latin from the Bible and other religious books of her day, as
argued i previous chapters.

The language of Terence was the typical language of Conedia Togata, easy to imitate
for an artist who must have observed people around him to later create his characters®. On
the other hand, we know that the religious people in the monasteries spoke Latin until last
century, but we must bear in mind that the language had evolved enormously, and by the
10* Century almost every Romance language had already shapéd Latin iﬁto a form that was
closer to the languages we speak today than to Terence’s Latin of the II century BC. The
Latin of the monasteries was influence by the Romance languages that were spoken in much

of Westemn Europe. Thus, we could say that by Hrotsvitha’s time there were already two

¢ See K arakasis: 2000
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kinds of Latin interacting: the spoken and the written. Of course, we can argue that the lauer
was strongly influenced by the former.

In addition, we must bear in mind that the playwrights of Classical Rome who wrote
in verse and with very sophisticated language, just as the writers of the Greek Tragedy, and
later on, the writers of opera lyrics, all had access to natural language resources which were
simply not available for Latin in medieval monasteries. In that setting the lexicon, among
other things, was largely reduced to vocabulary needed for the treatment of livurgical and
religious matters.

In Hrotsvitha’s plays it is rarely stated where the characters are, if there are other
people in the scene, or how much time has passed between one scene and the next.
Hrotsvitha makes her characters speak only what is absdlute}y necessary enable the audience
to follow the mam story. Contrary to what we find in Terence’s and other Roman plays,
there are no greetings or goodbyes, practically no references to what characters are going to
do next, so 1t is very difficult for a reader to imagine the setting of each scene by reading the
ply”.

In a way this style could be considered as the first sprouts of modern movie plots,
where it is often not explained to the viewer what the characters are about to do, or where
they are about to go, but almost a}ways the audience still understands. The difference
‘between the two genres is that when watching a movie, the viewers have lots of visual ai'dsV
that help them place the scene. They can see the place, all the characters that participate or
witness the scene, and the non-verbal communication among characters — all things that in

Hrotsvitha are not even indicated. Moreover, the lack of dramatic skill on Hrotsvitha’s

3 For more mformation on stage conventions in Terence time see Barsby 2001:6-12
22 Much has been said about whether or not Hrotsvitha’s plays were produced but that is not a poimt I will discuss here. However, even f
the answer is negative, we must say that the lack of information to the reader is evident.
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part is evident by the way she divides the scenes. We knoyv that what causes the change of
scenes is the change of characters (their amival or departure), but in Cilinudms we can see
that this is not the case: the two first scenes should have been one, the third and fourth
should be scene 2 and scene 4 should have been two different scenes, one with Drusiana’s
soliloquy to God and the next one should have been reserved for Andronicus’ lament
exclusively. The length of the scenes is also very unbalanced: the first scene in Hrotsvitha’s
has 9 lines, and the second 27, the two first scenes adding up only 36 lines. In these two
scenes, we get to know that Calimachus loves Drusiana who is marmed to Andronicus, and
they both keep chaste. In Andria, by contrast, the first scene is the longest of the play; it has
205 lines. In these lines Terence tells the audience all it needs to know to get them involved
in the story. I will develop this idea somewhat further below.

Another interesting aspect to consider is that there are no mnstances of characters
overhearing others, mnterruptions or cue —indicating last words said by characters when they
are going to be interrupted —because this never happens. Neither do we find the expressions
typically uttered by a character when somebody is approaching, as we find so frequently m
Terence’s plays. The exclamations to express self pity or threats are very different, too. There
is also difference between Hrotsvitha and Terence m the use of vocabulary as we will see
below.

This uniformity in the way they speak makes the characters impersonal and defaced.
They all use the same words; there are no differences in spéech between sinners and
virtuous, between men and women, between messages directed to celestial beings or those
directed to the object of the most abject passion. As a result of this lack of subtlety m the
choice of words, together with the absence of character description, the nun’s style ends up

being as impersonal as that of religious treatises. Her characters are so dry and deprived of
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personality that it is impossible for the reader to believe them, or feel any sort of emotion
regarding them.
I analyze the different aspects I have just mentioned following the order they are

presented in Calzmchus so as to make the reading easier.

4.2. Scenes, Characters and Language
4.2.1. Scene 1

In the first scene in Cadinudhus it can be seen that there is no signs on which to
imagine the background while in Andria, with Simo’s first exchange in the opening scene
Terence gives us the clear idea that they are outside the house and from the dialogue
Terence puts in the mouths of his characters we can easily picture the scene: slaves taking
things inside, indicated by Simo saying ‘Vas istaac intro auferte: abite” “You, take those things
mto the house’. We can also see Sosia among the other servants coming towards his master

when he is addressed: ‘Sasiz ades durr pands te wla” ‘Sosia, stop here: I want a few words with

>

you'.

Thus, in less than two lines, Terence has successfully set the scene. We can picture
the house from outside; we can imagine the slaves taking some objects mside as well as Simo
Calling for Sosia, and the latter walking towards his master.

Nothing similar happens in Calirmads, although Hrotsvitha uses the same formula in
her very first line: Calimadbus says ‘Pauds ws, anid wlo’. However, we do not know where
Calmadbus and his friends are, or how long they have been together. We could assume they
are in the street because Calimds says: ... Vs itenm sequestrant aliorum a cllegio” “In the
meantime, 1 will take you from the presence of others.” From this we may assume they are n

a public place, but which? The idea of the public place is reinforced by ‘A cedarnus in seoetiora
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loca, ne dliquis supereniens interumpat dicenda.” “Let’s go 1o a secret place lest somebody who
comes interrupts what is to be said” As I said above, unlike in Andia, we do not know
whether, when Calimachus utters the first sentence of the play, he was already with his
friends, or he was arriving and that was his greeting statement. Nothing is explamned or
evident.

Another noteworthy point is that although the word fnends’ is in the plural, we do
not know how many characters there are present in the scene; apparently only one speaks
with Calimachus, as we cannot assume thﬁt they answer to him in a chorus. This doubt
remains unresolved, for if we go back to Pauds s, amia wlo’, we might think it possible that
ama is in the genitive singular. However, all translations I have come across show ama as
plural vocative, presumably since it 1s difficult to see how the genitive singular could be
construed in such an utterance.

On the other hand, his fn'ends' mnvite him to participate in their conversation #ostro
clloguio’ and ‘nobis est sequendum, “it is for us to follow’. Probably, Hrotsvitha tried to make
the scene livelier by adding more characters, but she was not able to handle the conversation
among all of them. She did not even identify Calimachus’ friends by their names, while all
the characters in Andria do have a name, even the ones that are never in the scene, and only
refered to. The scene in Hrotsvitha ends with the friends’ exchange ‘Ut libet’, ‘As you like’
which is line 9. It is a really short scene, but 1t is not unlike Hrotsvitha to create such scenes,

as we will see.

4.2.2. Scene 2
In the next scene Calimachus explains to his friends his love for Drusiana. Although

the scene has 27 lines, the conversation Calimachus has with his friends does not descnbe
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Drusiana through Calimachus® eyes. Most of the scene goes lost in a guessing game of the
friends trying to understand who Calimachus® object of love is, instead of descnbing the
woman or narrating the circumstances in which Calimachus fell in love with her. All the
reader knows by the end of the scene is that Drusiana is ‘Rem puldram, rem wmstam’
‘Something beautiful, something charming’. And that she is mamed to prince Andronicus
and has been baptized: “..et lota baptismate’. This lack of description of Drusiana’s feminine
qualities coincides with the fact that in scene three, when Calimachus is in front of her and
explains why he ldves her, all he can say is ‘42 puldmito’ “Your beauty’.

In Calimachus description of Drusiana, we can easily feel the stiffness of the
language and the lack of experience in the life outside the monastery on the part of
Hrotsvitha. Moreover, there are no exclhamations or interjections; neither do we come across
parenthetical expressions or interruptions, so typical of speech filled with emotion, and so
frequent in Terence. This lack of expressivity makes Calimachus a very poorly developed and
not credible character, for he 1s supposed to be a lustful, willing-to-sin-character, who,
however, for some reason speaks to the object of his passion using the words that a pious
man uses when speaking to God®.

It is important to remember that the word puldham has the same root of the Spanish
words puloro, clean —a synonym of immaculate-, prdir, to polish, and the Italian word prdito,
clean and pulire, to clean™. It is very suggestive that Hrotsvitha would chioose such a word to
describe a virgin. However, she uses wmsta the same as Terence uses to descnibe Glycerium.
If we compare the above to the way Simo describes the two women to Sosia; Chrisydis

‘egrega forma atque aetate miegra’ ‘distinguished look and in the prime of life’ meaning fully

2 The reader could argue that Hrotsvitha does not use other words because she does not want to offend her pious audience but if this was
the case she should have never conceived the idea of necrophikia.

# According 1o Ernouwt and A. Meillet: 1979 the word pddber did not stay in the Romance languages and it was replaced by the words bdlis
and formosis but if this s true 1 find it very strange that all three Janguages adopted the same word later on and with the same meaning.
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developed; and then Glycerium ‘.. addescertnlam form...> ‘the look of an adolescent’
interrupted by Davos’ emotion: ‘Bam fortassé < That could be good’ and he goes on: ‘et udiy,
Sasia, adeo modesto, adeo wnusto, ut ... rabil supral ‘And the face, Sosia, so modest, so beautiful,
nothing could be better and he goes further yet “... quiz et fomu prager cteras honesta ac
liberals... ‘because her look was more honest and freer than the others’. In these lines
Terence serves himself with anacoluthon to express the enthusiasm of two men towards the
beauty of young women. This could not be more different that the words of Calimachus,
even though he is burning for his beloved, according to his friends: *..ez ipsa quamardes’. We
do not know if Hrotsvitha chose the word ands to remind the reader that that kind of
passion is condemned to afterlife bumning in hell or because it is the only way she can
express how Calimachus feels towards Drusiana. Not once 1s an anacoluthon to be found
Caliradous, although it is a very effective and common literary device to express strong
emotions.

Again, i this scene in Calimudus, we have no idea of where the characters are, and
nowhere in the play is there any kind of explanation on how the characters know each other.
Thas 1s very different from Andna, where Terence skillfully goes on with the same first scene
and makes Simo praise Sosia, while reminding him that he has granted him freedom,
probably to let the public know what the relationship among them 1s, and what kind of story
they share. .

On the other hand, still m scene one, Simo explains abdui the false wedding he 1s
organizing for his son, but in a way that the story unfolds in three dimensions: the ‘present, |
the future, and the past. He explains to Sosia how he feels about his son, while the audience
gets to know what Pamphilus is like, and what the feelings the two of them have towards

one another are. The whole past, in all its many layers (life before Chnsidys funeral, her
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death, what happened during her funeral and after as well), and almost all the important
characters are presented in the first scene. At the same time Terence has the characters
discuss future events in a way that, already from the very beginning, permits the audience to
start having feelings for all of the characters, and, indeed, to begin taking sides regarding the
conflicts to come.

4.2.3. Scene 3

Calimachus’ exchange almost at the end of the previous scene ...ipsam adibo eusque
anirmo mes anovemn andimentis persnadebo’ ‘T'll go to her in person and I will persuade her of my
love with my charms and feelings’ suggests that the place where the scene takes place is not
far from Drusiana’s. However, we do not know whether Drusiana is by herself or with
somebody else. It is only in the fifth scene that the reader gets to know that there are
witnesses to the conversation (I explain this point in 4.2.5).

Once 1n front of Drusiana, Calimachus explains why he loves her but all he can say 1s
‘ts puldhrito’. Nothing else is stated by Calimachus about the reason of his love for Dmsiana.
Later on when he expresses self-pity, he does not say the very common in Terence ‘Me
misero’ but “Pro dolor’, another very Chnstian expression, like the one in the end of the scene
‘Pro a@uma@ue horinum fide?’ ‘In the name of God and the men’s faith?. It is very different
from the Pdlax, and Herdes repeated over and over in pre-Christian Andra.

b4

The opening line in scene 3 is‘semo meus ad te ..., ‘my speech to you...” when
Calimachus tries to talk to Drusiana about his love. It is worth remembering that the word
sermp n Romance languages 15 only used to mndicate the speech of a prest during the

religious service (sern in Spanish, sermon in French, semone in Italian). The word 1s nowhere

1o be found in Andria; when people refer 1o speech or conversation they use different words,
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Le. line 45 Sosia asks Simo ‘guin tu uno wrbo dic quid est quod me wlss.”, “Why don’t you tell me n
a wor(i what you want me to do?’. Further down in the same scene, in Terence, Simo tells
Sosia that he will tell everything to him by saying e praedico titi”. And on line 22 even further
Simo tells Sosia *...a pringpio audkes’, <. first, lister’. The word ser is not found in Andna.
However Drusiana uses the word wru in the scene when she calls Calimachus off because
she finds his words are mixed up with full devilish deception ... werbu crmmiscers, quern sertio
Dlerm diabolica deceptione’(3.5.2).

Unlike in Anckia, where the audience gets to know all the details on how Pamphilus
and Glycerium met, the circumstances in which Calimachus and Drusiana met are unknown
to the reader. Neither do we know who Calimachus or his friends are: their social status,

their age or any other information that would help build the characters.

4.2.4. Scene 4

The fourth scene begins with Drusiana by herself praying for her death. The
language she uses to God before her death: “. .. zrende quem patior dolorem’ “. . .see the pain that
I suffer (4.1.11) is exactly the same language Calimachus uses to talk to her: ‘Pro dolor!
(3.1.12). That 1s to say that the passion a man feels for a woman is expressed with the same
language a person uses to speak to God in Hrotsvitha’s usage.

In the same scene, anci mmediately after Drusiana’s words -to God, Andronicus
appears complaining about the death of his wife and the reader is left with a number of
questions: Where was he? Was he a witness of the conversation between the two or has he
just arrived? How much time has gone by between the death of his wife and the moment he
finds her dead? The reader cannot answer these questions until later on as the story unfolds.

As for the words used in the scene we find, here again, some differences: He does not say
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ne msero), as it is so common in Andria, but ‘nmbi iforsmato’ which is a very unlikely
expression in Terence. In Andria the word fortuna(s) is found three times but never with the
prefix . It is as unlikely as his ‘Corg, sanasmpue Idharnmen adww’, 1 run to ferch St. John. If

we compare how people are summoned in A ndria we find a very different set of expressions:

Andr. 3.2.512
Da. (...) iampnius se e Parrphilo
graudamdoct esse: inerttunst falsum runc postquam udet
ruptias domi adparari, missast ancilla ilico
obstetniemaccersitum ad eam et puerum ut adferret simul.
Da. Some time ago she said that she was pregnant by Pamphilus; this has been sown
to be false. Now, when she sees wedding preparations being made at home, she
immediately sends her maid to summon the midwife and bring a baby at the same
time.

Andr. 3.3.546

Ohr. (...) accersi iube.
Chr. (...) bave her fetched®.

'The word advoco does not appear in Andria.

4.2.5. Scene 5

At the beginning of the scene there are no ndicators of where St. John and
Andronicus meet and there are no greetings. However, this lack of niceties 1s jusufied
because the latter is crying. Nevertheless, the way St. John asks if Drusiana is dead is very
Chnistan: E stne homine ecuta? “‘Has she been depriveci of her humanity?” By contrast, Terence
has his characters refer to death using the verb nwrior on 1.1.105 Simo tells Sosia that ... .this
neighbor, Chrysis, dies’ “...Chnyss, udna baec movitur . In the last scene, when Crito tells how
he knows Glycertumy’s origin, he tells that the man“&ho took care of the girl died he uses the

same verb ‘.. is i mortuost.” (5.4.923).

%% Chremes refers to his daughter.
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As for the funeral, the word used by Terence is always fiuss, fineral while Hrotsvitha
uses fms but also exequias, a word never used by Terence. Both words are still in use in the
Romance languages. Of course we find a difference on rites in the celebration of funerals,
since pagan Chrysides is burned, while Drusiana is buried according to Christian rites.

Sull focusing on the vocabulary, we can see that the words ‘tears’” and ‘weep’ are
repeated in Terence and in Hrotsvitha’s plays, although the latter spells them with ¢ while
the former, in keeping with Archaic Latin practice, with a ‘w’. Compare Terence 1.1.109
Nomwmmguam conlacmabat.”“Sometimes he wept’, and on 1.1.126 Hinc dllae laowme..” “That’s
why the tears? In this word again we see the influence of the phonological evolution mn
Hrotsvitha: on 5.1.1 St. John asks Andronicus ‘Cur fluswat lacrimae? and on 5.1.6:

Iohannes- Multum discormenit: st pro bis fundantur lacrime: quorum arimas credimus lactart in

requie:
John. It is very mconvenient that someone should shed tears for the souls of whom

we believe rejoice in peace.

Because of this phonological evolution the word ‘tear’ in Spanish, Portuguese and
Ttalian is spelled with 7 ligrinm, lagrinu and lacima.

It is also in Andhia’s scene 1 where the word paxsu is used by Pamphilus and if we
compare its meaning in this context with the meaning given by Hrotsvitha we can easily see

that n Terence’s times it meant ‘mistake’ while Hrotsvitha uses 1t with the same meaning 1t
has today in our Romance languages: ‘sin, to sin’ Ital. pecato, peccare, Sp. peaadb pecar, Fr. péd,

pédber. exc.
If we tumn our attention to Calimadbus” plot, 1t is only when Andronicus tells St. John

~that he heard Drusiana praying for death, that we learn that he has been a witness.
Nonetheless, we do not know how much he has heard. We suppose he must have heard
everything, because to St. John’s question as to the reason for her prayers, he answers that

he’ll explain Jater on, when he is less sick with grief. Compare to Davus ... at ego binc e ad
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Jorum ut cvreniam Pamphilum, ne de bac re pater inprudentem opprimat.” <....1 am off to the forum

from here; I will meet the unaware Pamphilus so that his father doesn’t take him by surprise
on this subject’ (1.3.226).

At the end of the scene, St. John invites Andronicus to celebrate the funeral and he
points out that they have a marble grave near there (5.1.18) Marmoreum in proxino sepuldmum
babetur. ..’ at least there is some reference to where the two men are headed. However, the

- reader does not participate in the funeral and in the next scene we find Fortunatus and

Calimachus suddenly together.

4.2.6. Scene 6

In this scene, when Calimachus meets Fortunatus there have been no previous
ndications that Calimachus is going to see him or visit Drusiana’s grave. As in earlier scenes
discussed above, there are no words of greeting here; the two men start their conversation
with the important part of the story, and when they do go to the grave, the reader is left with
some unanswered questions such as: Where are they? How did they meet? Did they know
each other before this encounter? Moreover, in scene 5, Andronicus’ announces that
Fortunatus shall guard Drusiana’s grave. Then why does Fortunatus say ‘let’s go’ if he is
guarding her grave? Why is he far from it? And, how far do they go?

As for the language, all the sentences uttered by the two men follow the Romance
languages’ word order except for the end of one uttered by Fortunatus (4.1.3) «(...) sed leu ut
experichare febre est solutum’ where the words leu and febre should be one continuous
constituent. i.e. leu febre or febre leu.

Now, for this scene and the next one I would like to add something that has no

direct relationship to the study I am carrying out, but which I feel compelled to mention: In
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her preface Hrotsvitha tells the readers that she writes her plays so that people will not have
to read the lascivious pagan author, but nowhere in Terence is to be found a conception of
love more perverted than we find at this point in Hrotsvitha’s play. Hrotsvitha conceives of
necrophilia. Where did she read about this? I dare say that her repression was so great that
she may have dreamt of having some man take her without her being responsible, and this
desire mspired her for the scene. This scene, even though the act was not accomplished, 1s

the most perverted I have come across reading classical comedy.

4.2.7. Scene 7

In this short scene I would like to discuss two facts that are very telling, but at the
same time samewhat contradictory. First of all, that all the sentences follow the Romance
word order, and that the vocabulary is such that any person with good knowledge of a
Romance language and some linguistic skills can understand the general meaning of the
scene. At the same time, we find a sentence which is nearly an exact copy from Andna.
Andr.2.1.310

By. age age, 1t lubar.

By. All nght, all right, as you like.

This 1s very much like Calimadus’ phrase: 7. 1. 15

Fortunatus- (...) Abutere ut Libet-

Fortu. (...) Abuse as you like.

The above is another example of the phonological change u>r* mentioned in 4.2.5.

2 Here again I would like 10 add a comment on the developmem of the story. According to what has been going on untl now, Fortunarus
has just answered to Calimachus requirements, vet in this scene, Calimachus accuses him of tatking him into this atrocious did. There 1s
some incoherence m the plot.
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The other coincidence with Terence in this scene —unlike scene 5- is that all references to
dying are expressed with different forms of the verb nworior just as in Andria. However, we
should mention that the word is still used in most Romance languages. Ital norte, norre, Sp.

nuerte, nonir, Fr. nort, mounir, Port. morte, murrer.

4.2.8. Scene 8

On the subject of the regional diversity of Latin Adams explains:

Already in the last certuries BC in lizerary texts we find a coneept of regional winiation
wdll deloped (...), along with a uew that the Latin of Rome bad prestige wbereas the
Latin o Romans sudb as rustics night ewen be comical’’.

The importance of this scene is that here we can see clearly that unlike Terence, or
many other playnights contemporary to him, who has different idiolects according to social
class, age and sex”®, Hrotsvitha uses the same expressions for both sexes. It is difficuk to say
the same about social class, because we do not know anything about the social background
or the status of Hrotsvitha’s characters. St John calls for Jesus saying ‘Donzre Iesn...” just as
Drustana does in scene 4 when she asks for death. Likewise, when God appears in front of
Andronicus and St. John, the saint describes him with the same adjective Calimachus
describes Drusiana in scene 2 and 3. The only difference is that he uses the superlative for
God. ‘Eae musibilis Dess nobis apparet usibilis, in puldbernimi sinlitudine inenss.” There! The
invisible God makes himself visible for us in the beautiful appearance of a young man®’

- Of course Hrotsvitha could not be familiar with the regional varieties of Latin the
way Terence was, neither Wés she able to differentiate socialects since. the Latin she was

familiar with belong to only one class: the religious community.

77 2007:2

8 For more on idiolects 1 Terence see E. Karakasis 2005:5 & 101-120.

™ We wonder here whether the nun describes God as a beawniful voung man to make him more appealing 1o the nuns since all the images
of Genesis that have been painted from the very early davs of Chnistianny show a white hawred and white beard old man.
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4.2.9. Scene 9

Scene 9 1s the longest scene of all in Calimudus. In fact 1t takes half of the play, and 1t
is the most distant from Terentian style of all. It is in this scene where all the miracles take
place: the appearance of God talking to St. John and Andronicus, Calimachus, Drusiana and
Fortunatus’ resurrections, the re-infestation of Fortunatus wounds, and with these events all
the praises to the Lord and the condemnation of the sinner.

It is in this scene where the amount of Christian religious words is overwhelming:
cadlistis gratiae (the word gtia appears in Andna but 1t 1s always referred to people while in
Hrotsvitha it is always celesual), anstricor, g, dole, patior doloris, dolerte conddlers, paeniter,
trasnutan, diunae, benedhcta, redemption, peccatorum, resusaiet, among others.

It is also here where we get to know that Andronicus has heard the entre
conversation between Drusiana and_ Calimachus, because when he and St. John see the
bodies next to Drusiana’s, he explins ‘Comecto quid sigrafucer. Is ipse Calimadbus Drusianarm, dwm
wure, dhate amaat, quod illa acgre ferens in febrem prae tristitia madit et mortem ut wriret irutaut.” ‘1
know what 1t means. This 1s Calimachus who loved Drusiana illegally when she was sull
alive; she suffered for this, she was taken by the fever as she invited death to come.” (9.1.21).
Please, note that here again, the construction takes the modem Romance order”.

Regarding the coherence of Hrotsvitha’s plot, it 1s difficult to believe that in medieval
times a2 man would d;scretely witness another man trying to seduce his wife instead of
coming forward to her rescue. Moreover, further in the same scene, Andronicus expresses

his surpnse because Calimachus has seen his resurrection announced by the Divine Voice,

while his accomplice has not. n boc tarren dlud est & muxime adnirandum, ar buius que prasumm

3¢ T must say that although this word order in Spanish and Italian is still found, it is very literary and not the first choice of speakers.
However VS order is the rule in subordinated clauses. Some rules apply but as this is not the objective of this work T will not go any further
with the explanation.
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wlat resusatartio, mags quam eius qui corsensit, dvuna sit we praestiata....” (9.2.16). How does he
know this? What are the signs the reader is left without? This kind of information gap is not
found in Terence where everything is clearly explained through the dialogue among
characters or through soliloquies to the audience.

At this pomt it is worth noting that althought, as previously mentioned, there is a
great number of words that have to do with Christianity, when Calimachus tells that the
snake has bitten Fortunatus, Andronicus uses the same expression uttered by Sosia when
Simo tells him about Chrysis” death in Andia 1.1.105 ‘O faaumbere!”. It seems as if the nun is

trymng to give some Terentian flavor to her all Christian Medieval composition.

4.3. Conclusion

As we can see from the above, Hrotsvitha is far from imitating Terentian style in her
Calimachus: None of the elements analyzed show anything in common with the Roman
playwright. The length of the ply is less than half, the division of scenes does not follow
that of her model, the language is very different, although it is sull Latin, and the plot is very
far from the Terentian conception of playwriting. In Andria, we find the very first seeds of
modemn TV sitcom. Characters are funny, and each one of them has their unique
charactenstic. They make mistakes, there is confusion and misunderstanding, the narrative is
colorful, all quite unlike what we find in Hrotsvitha’s Calimadus. The story n Andha starts
years before the actual play begins, when Glycerium was taken away by her uncle and when
Sosia was bought as a slave during his childhood. The time references are precise, and yet
not indicated as something crucial, they appear casually and naturally when they are needed,
lending more reality and solidity to the plot. Hrotsvitha’s Calimudbus is a succession of scenes

that have no foundation in past events. The few past events referred to during the play are
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past within the ply besides being incomplete and vague. However, the reader is not left
wanting for more. Her characters and dialogues are so bland that we do not care to know
more about them. The story is a straight line, no twists or tums, no mntrigues as in A ndia.
There is no emotion or credibility. The plot is so simple that it can be summarized in a few
lines without leaving any detail unsaid: Calimachus is in love with Drusiana, a Chnistian
virgin who keeps chaste even from her husband. After he confesses his lustful love to her,
she prays for death and dies. Calimachus, sick with passion, wants to take her even though
she is dead. God prevents him by killing him and Fortunatus, the accomplice, right before
the deed. Finally, Drusiana’s husband, Andronicus, and Iohanneg, the saint, go to visit
Drusiana’s grave, and they find the three dead bodies. God appears for a few seconds to
answer their questions, Calimachus is graﬁted resurrection and is transformed nto a devoted
Christian, Drusiana comes also back to life by the grace of God and Fortunatus, after being
resurrected and rejecting virtue, gets his wounds re-infested and dies again to bum in hell.
But Calimachus” soul has been gained to the glory of God. End of the play. No details were
left unsaid.

Evidently, the objective of Hrotsvitha was not to give us a vivid development of the
story or an accurate description of characters but to praise the virtue of her chaste and
Christian characters, and to wamn the audience against the lascivious thoughts which would
condemn them to hell. But if her goal was to imitate the pagan author 'I;erence, as she

claimed, her work is far from satisfactory.
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CHAPTER 5 - Closed Categories and Infinitives
5.1. Introduction
5.1.1. Closed Categones

As we have seen in the previous chapter, Hrotsvitha did not have the rich creativity
or the wealth of resources needed to make her plays as varied and lively as Terence had done
twelve centuries before her. We have already discussed the vocabulary and the lack of depth
in her unidimensional narrative, as well as the absence of time and space references. These
words and expressions are one of the close category groups that I discuss below.

As a result of the limitation on the part of the nun her text seems to be lacking a
large mumber of references to time and place, as well as exclamations, interjections,
indeclinable words, and very many devices used in colloquial language.

In what follows, I will present evidence conceming the use of infinitives, time and
place markers, as well as prepositions in our texts. I go over the two plays and provide some
statistics comparing the use of these elements in both texts. Not surprisingly, it is when we
tum our attention to the use of prepositions that we find most of the coincidences between

the two authors.

5.1.2. Infinitives

In 'Romance languages the use of the infinitive is mostly reduced to several patterns:
(1) infinitives can be preceded by a verb that includes the subject information or by both an
explicit subject and the verb; (2) infinitives can be preceded by a preposition; (3) infinitives
can also be used as the subject of another verb; or (4) mfinitives can be found as the verb in

a sentential direct object.
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However, in Terence we find 15 different surface patterns, as well as some other
constructions where the absence of a higher verb, its distance from the infinitive or even the
presence of more than one verb makes it difficult to conclusively determine the structure of
the clause (see example 5). This does not happen in Hrotsvitha’s Calimachus where the
further distance between the infinitive and its referent is only one constituent apart as in (6).

(1) a.It.  (Lw/Le) aafatosofrire noto
b.Sp. (Ella/El) nos ha bedbo sufrir nucha
c. Port. (Ehi/Elha) muto nos fez sofrer.
d.Fr.  (I/Elenous a fait beancoup souffrir.
He/she made us suffer a lot™.

(2) a. Iv. Ho dimenticato & parlare con Mana.
b. Sp. Me be oludado de bablar cn Mana.
c. Fr. J'a cublse de parler a Mare.
d. Port. Eu esqueze de falar com Maria.
I forgot to talk to Maria

(3) a.It. Fumare fa nile a la salute.
b. Sp. Fumar e rmulo para la salud
c. Fr. Fumer fait mal a la sare.
d. Port. Fumar e ruin pra a sand.
Smoking is harmful to your health.

(4) a. It. L o usto piangere.
b. Sp. Lo be usto Horar.
c. Fr. Jela u plenrer.
d.Port. Eu ou chorar.
I have seen him cry.

() And: 1.5.253

Pa. nam quid ego dicam d patres ab

tartarme ren tam reglegentter agere!

Pa.And my father, what am I to say of him? Think of his handling a matter
of all this consequence in that off-hand way!

1 Please, notice the difference in order of the adverb m4t0 in Portuguese and heuwaup n French. They are a residue of the much freer Latin
word order.
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(6) Cili. 3.1.25
Drusiana: Quid meorm s Calimadbe { sermonibus} agere wherenter adraror
Dru. Why should you want to have conversation with me, Calimachus; 'm
strongly astonished.

In the example (5), we cannot determine the higher verb for agree because there is no
higher verb. We can define the subject of the infinivite as being patre because of the context.
Unlike Terence, Hrotsvitha never constructs a sentence with an infinitive that refers to a
subject or a verb outside its limits in her Caltrudwss. In the example (6) the infinitive is only
one constituent apart from its referent and it is the subject of the sentencial direct objet of
the verb wss.

Another important aspect of infinitives is that in Latin there were six different types
of infinitives: The Active Infinitives: Present: anure, Perfect: amuusse, and Futare: anuturum,
and the Passive Infinitives also Present: anurn, Future: anutum i, and Perfect: anutum esse,
while in Romance languages known to me there is only the Present infinitive active. In this

section, I compare the use of infinitives by the two authors and draw my conclusions based

in part on the elements of the Romance languages which I have mentioned above™.

5.2. Closed Categories
5.2.1. Time and Place Markers - Indeclinable Forms

There are a number of indeclinable forms- that are non existent in Hrotsvitha’s
wnting, due to her namative style. We have already gone through the way she presents her
scenes. Unlike Terence, she does not need some time markers, since they are needed only to

unfold the stonies in different directions and along different ume dimensions, which

2 Bennert 1910:367-427 explains very well the different functions of infinitives in Early Latin and he exemplifies in detail all of
them with data from different authors.
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Hrostvitha does not do. Thus am tum postquam, mirmguam, interea, postridie, and denigue she
does not use anywhere near as much as her model does.

Compare the richness of this exchange:

Andr. 1. 1. 144

St. wnt Chreres postridie ad me damitans:

mchgrum facinu”: comperisse Pamphbilum

pro uxore babere banc peregrinam ego illud sedulo

negare Jaaum ille istat facwm denique

ita tum discedo ab illo, ut qui se filiam

neget daturum

Si. Cremes came to me the next day making a temble fuss. It was outrageous, he

said. He’d discovered that Pamhilus was treating this foreign woman as a wife. I

strenously denied that this was the case. He insists that this was the case. In the end

we parted with the understanding that he was withdrawing his consent to his
daughter’s mamiage.

In just six lines and only one exchange, all these expressions regarding time and place
make the dialogue natural, nch and credible. There are two time markers that place us
exactly where we need to be. On the contrary, there is not a single sentence in Hrotsvitha’s
Calmmadms 1o which we can compare it. The best example is the one on 7.1.14 when
Fortunatus tells Calimachus that he can take Drusiana’s corpse because it does not look as a
cadaver and her imbs have not yet decayed. In this case, as in all the others, the reader is left
without knowing if Drusiana is sull uncorrupted by death because she died a few minutes
ago, or because she is the object of a miracle. ‘E ae conpus: nec faces aadawercsa, nec menra sunt
tabida; were ut liber.”

Likewise, Calinuchus text lacks place markers that we find so frequently in Andna:
quorsum, b, ubn, tum, inde, as well as expressions typical of colloquial conversation such as si;

1, ta, tam, etis, bem, em item, mumthat make the exchanges among characters livelier. Such

expressions are repeated over and over again in Terence’s dialogues.

89



5.2.2. Prepositions

It is when we tum our attention to the use of prepositions that we find most of the
coincidences between the two authors. However, this coincidence is not due to Hrotsvitha’s
skills in imitating Terence.

Prepositions have existed for millennia and some of them have come down almost
untouched and unmodified from the Indo-European language until today. Not only have
they survived but they contnibuted to the whole evolution of Latin to the Romance
languages. Because of their great versatility, they can be found in many syntactic positions,
functioning not only as prepositions, but also as prefixes and preverbs. They occur in both
pre- and post-position. Some of them have become adverbs. And even though some of
them have been phonologically modified, their semantic load is intact”. Thus, we could
argue without reservation that the use of the prepositions on Hrotsvitha’s part is the result
of following the general trend, rather than her desire to imitate Terence. Nontheless, the nun
managed to modify things here too: Terence uses 15 prepositions of which Hrotsvitha uses
10. On the other hand, in her Calinuds she uses 6 that are not present in Terence’ Andrna.
The chart in the next page illustrates the number of prepositions in both plays:

References:
* Prepositions only found in Terence

** Prepositions only found in Hrotsvitha

** For more information about prepositions see Baldi (1999) & (1979), Coleman (1991), Cousin (1944), Emout and Thomas (1964), Gaeng
(1984), Janson (2004), K lausenburger (2000),Lapesa {1985}, Lehmann (1983), Lofsted (1959), Meillet (1928), Norberg (1980), Palmer
(1954), Rosén { 1999), and Théoret (1982)
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In Terence: In Hrotsvitha:

1. ab(s) -ac- 1. aab-

2. ad- 2. ad

3. am(e) - 3. ante-

4. apud* 4. (me)(te)cum —

5. (me){te)cum — 5. de-

6. de- 6. ex

7. ex 7. i

8. m 8. inter-

9. inter intro- intw’* 9. mxat*

10. ob* 10. per-

11. per 1. post*™

12. praeter* 12. prae*™*

13. pro- 13. pro-

14. propter- 14. propter**

15. sin- sine- 15. sin- sine

16. usque* 16. sub**
17. super*
18. ultra**

For this subject, besides looking into Calimadbs, 1 looked into all Hrotsvitha’s plays
and the chart in the next page shows her complete use of prepositions.

Looking at the chart in the next page and casting a superficial glance at Spanish,
Itahan, French, and Portuguese prepositions, we can say without error that the prepositions
the nun did not use or used very rarely are the ones that do not exist in these languages
anymore: abs, ac, apud, pracier, usque, as well as ex, intra, mto, and ob, which are found as prefixes
but not as prepositions. In the case of prepositions, I studied their development from Indo-
European to the Romance languages — I looked mto their evolution and change, and how
they replaced the nominal case system as it collapsed. I did not compare bare case clauses
against prepositional clauses between the two authors or how each one of them constructed
the sentences with them. I would like to do that at a later stage of my research. However, by
casting a general glance at the way prepositions have survived through millennia, we can
easily argue that the similarities between Hrotsvitha and Terence 1n this area are more the

consequence of the language’s evolution, than they are due to the success of the nun.
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In Terence’s Andria In Hrotsvitha’s Chalimachus In all Hrotsvitha’s plays

1. a0 1. all 55

2. b4 2. ab 11 184

3. abs 8 3. abs O 0

4. a2 13 4. ac 0 10

5. ad 58 5. ad 31 134

6. amfe) 6 6. ante 1 8

7. apud* 7 7. apud O 1

8. cum 17 8. cum 4 49

9. mecum 3 9. mecum 1 12

10. tecum 2 10. tecum 1 13

11. de 18 11. de 4 30

12. ex 26 12. ex O 34

13. m 85 13. in 44 292

14. mnter 21 14. inter 1 1

15. mntro 5 15. inwo O 0

16. inw'™* 4 16. i’ O 0

17. juxta O 17. juxta** 5 16

18. ob* 8 18. ob O 4

19. per 63 19. per 23 33

20. post O 20. post** 3 10

21. prae 1 21. prae** 5 19

22. practer* 8 22. praeter* O 0

23. pro 9 23. pro 5 8

24, propter 7 24. propter*™* 1 3

25. sin- sme 2-3 25. sin- sine 1-5 1-15

26. sub O 26. sub®* 1 16

27. super O 27. super*™ 2 6

28. ultra 0 28. ulra™* 1 14

29. usque* 4 29. usque O 6
Total of used prepositions 22 Total of used prepositions 20 Total of used prepositions 25
Prepositions only used by Terence: Prepositions only used by Prepositions used by Terence but

abs, ac, apud, ex, intro, intu), o, Hrotsvitha in Calimachus: never used by Hrotsvitha in her
pradier, usque a, juxta, post, sub, super, ultra plays: als, intro, iraat’, practer

5.3. Infinitives

Limitations of time and space do not allow me 1o go through each case thoroughly m
this context, I present an overview of the subject, together with the conclusions I have come
10, focusing on the issue of word order. 1 set out to look into the subject, assuming that

nfinitives can be defined with respect to a verb that I will call the governing verb (GV).
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Subjects - which, as we know, in the case of an infinitive are in the accusative case, can be
pre-posed or post-posed, as, of course, can be the Governing Verb. In all cases the verbal
phrase can be made up of continuous or discontinuous elements.

I also assume that some infinitives can be defined by both elements at the same time,
in which case I define the construction as having a double marker. And, taking into account
the facts discussed above about the Romance languages, I also predict that subjects can be a
nommal phrase. I do not take into account whether or not any of the consttuents is
sentence final. The following chart shows the possible patterns and the number of instances
of every pattemn in each author. Patterns 1 to 12 are the ones I had predicted and 13 to 16

are the non-predicted ones.

1- Accusative Subject + infinitive

Terence Hrotsvitha
20 2

2. Accusative Subject + ...+ infinitive

Terence Hrotsvitha
31 . 7

3- GV+ Infinitive

Terence Hrotsvitha
36 20

4.- GV+ ...+ Infinitive

Terence Hrotsvitha
19 7

5.- Infinitive + GV

Terence Hrotsvitha
23 N 13

6.- Infinitive+. ... + GV

Terence Hrotsvitha
7 0

7. Infinitive + Acc.S

Terence Hrotsvitha
3 0 ]
8. Infinitive + ... + Acc.S

Terence Hrotsvitha
6 0
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9. Double marker with Acc. S

Terence Hrotsvitha
8 3

10. Double marker with Nom. S

Terence Hrotsvitha
4 0

12. Constructions with Nominative S

Terence Hrotsvitha

8 0

11. Constructions with indeclinable form as Subject

Terence Hrotsvitha

3 0

13- GV+ GV+ ... +Infintive - The two GVs here modify the infinitive
Terence Hrotsvitha

0 2

14.- GV+ Infinitive + Infinitive - The GV serves modify both infinitives.
Terence Hrotsvitha

2 0

15.- Accusative Subject Sphit by the infinitive

Terence Hrotsvitha

1 0

16. Implied or uncertan subject

Terence Hrotsvitha

14 0

Total 194 54

The first fact 1o take into consideration when making this type of statistics is the
length of the works we are comparing. In the case of these two works we have 1003 lines n
Andria and 427 i Calimadous. We should then find a about 40% of the number of infinitives
n the latter. However, we find only around 25%, as Terence constructs sentences with
infinitives 196 times while Hrotsvitha constructs sentences with only 54 infinitives in her
Calinuds. This difference 1s not surprising if we take a look at the table above and see how
limited the use of patterns is i Calinuads.
1. Of the 54 mfinitives in Calrmads, we find 17 present infinitives passive, 2 future
finitives passive and the remaining 35 are present infinitive active. Terence on the

other hand constructs 19 sentences with perfect infinitive active, 2 with future
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infinitives active, 34 with present infinitives passive of which three are archaic forms
—all of which disappeared in the Romance languages- and the remaining 141 with

present infinitive active. The chart illustrates these facts:

Type of mfinitve Terence Hrotsvitha
Present mfmnitive active 141 35
Present infinitive passive 34 17
Future infinitive active 2 -
Future infinitive passive - 2
Perfect infinttive active 19 -
Perfect infinitive passive - -
Total 196 54

2. Of all the instances of infinitive in Terence’s A ndhia, there are 14 constructions with
subject implied or uncertain; in Hrotsvitha’s Calinudus all the constructions are easily
analyzed.

3. Fromall the patterns found, there are 15 patterns constructed by Terence 8 of which
we find repeated i Hrotsvitha. That is to say that she avoids, or, in any event, fails
to use 7 of Terence’s pattems.

4. The two most used patterns in Hrotsvitha are 3 and 5, with 20 instances the former
and 12 instances of the latter (from a total of 54 instances of infinitives in the whole
play). Once we realize that pattern 3 is practically the universal pattern used with
mfinitives in the Romance languages, we can argue that the frequent use by the nun
lwas likely to have been more influenced by the emerging Romance languages of her
time, thaﬁ it was by that of Terence. Moreover, this pattern is not the most used in
the pre-Chnsuian author, who constructs only 36 sentences with it. That is a big
difference 20/54 vs. 36/196. As for pattemn 5 —also used regularly until not long ago
n Romance languages- the difference is 13/54 i Calimadous vs. 23/196 i Andha.

This clearly shows by what the nun was influenced.
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5. 'There are no constructions with Nominative Subject in Calimacdhus while in Terence’s
Andria this construction is found 8 times.

6. Hrotsvitha never separates constituents if the GV or the S is post-posed. She
postposes without separating and separates without altering the regular order of the
Romance languages. This is exactly the same as we have seen when discussing
possessive adjectives.

7. 'The nun never postposes a Subject to an infinitive.

As we can see in the case of infinitives too, Hrotsvitha was closer to the Romance

languages constructions than to Terentian Latin.

5.4. Conclusion

As I mentioned before, this is a work in progress. I plan to go over the facts listed m
this chapter and analyze them more closely in future work. Nonetheless, based on my
findings, it is evident that elements such as time and place markers in Calirmdous are not as
frequent as in Andna, because the narrative style and the dialogue construction are very
different from one author to the other. The only closed category that has similarity between
the two authors is the one of prepositions, the reason being the stability of these small
particles. As for infinitival constructions, it has been seen that the pattemns used by
Hrotsvitha'are closer to the Romance language patterﬁs than the Terentian ones. The
pattemns from Terence which she sezs to be successfully imitating are the ones sull used

today.
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CHAPTER 6 — Further Research

As stated in the previous chapters, this is a work in progress. There are many topics
towards which I would like to direct my further studies. On the subject of possessive
adjectives, we have seen in 2.1.3.2 that Hrotsvitha avoids using Pattern 2 (which is the
universal patten in modem Romance languages) in the accusative. Instead, the nun
constructs her phrases using a genitive pronoun with an accusative head noun. It would be
interesting to look mto other texts of the same period to determine whether these
constructions are a creation of Hrotsvitha, or a common feature of the language of her ime.

On the same topic, it has also been seen that 1n Italian the only way to distinguish a
possessive adjective from a possessive pronoun is by word order, since they look exactly the
same, although they have different functions. The questions that stem from this fact include:
(a) - Was this the beginning of the fusion of possessive pronouns and adjectives in Early
Italian? (b)- How long did the process take? and (c) - Why did it take place only in Italian?

Another imnteresting aspect to research is the fact that for the ablative construction
Terence uses prepositions more frequently than Hrotsvitha (2.12.3). The question to ask 1s
whether Hrotsvitha was avoiding the prepositional construction because she was aware of its
modemity (since we know that prepositional constructions ended up by totally replacing the
bare case constructions as the language evolved).

It has also been menti-oned in 2.22.2 that, unlike Terence, Hrotsvitha never
constructs a sentence with a possessive adjective without a noun. In my earlier discussion, I
mentioned how strange this seems, since the modern Romance languages allow the use of
possessive pronouns by themselves. Moreover, f we turn our attention to Italian syntax, the
absence of this construction is even more peculiar (for the reasons stated above). Then one

might ask why Hrotsvitha did not use this pattern. Was its use too widespread already? Did
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she find it too modem too imitate Terence? For answers on this topic we should, again, look
into the texts of the period and compare.

On the matter of prepositions I did not compare bare-case constructions vs.
prepositional constructions between the two authors or how each one of them constructed
in both cases. Based on my following argument, I would like to further study the subject.

The prepositional system taking over some of the functions of the nominal system;
there was a period of redundancy, in which Hrotsvitha’s life time falls, where case endings
and prepositions were used at the same time. However, the prepositional constructions were
not made up of nominal phrases without case marking: during many centuries the paradigms
of the nominal system were such that they could not be avoided. ie. there was not an
invariant noun form that would fit everyone of the many syntactic functions as we know
them today in most modem Indo-European languages. Already n Early Latin each
preposition took one case —except for m, sub, subter, and super that could take accusative and
ablative™. The best kept cases were the nominative, which functions as subject, the
accusative, which functions as direct object, the dative, functioning as indirect object, and
the genitive indicating possession. By the III century B.C. all the other cases had begun to
collapse. Of the eight cases reconstructed for Proto-Indo-European, six were still used n
Classical Latin (the ablative and instrumental having merged early in Italic). Emout and
Thomas expl:;in that the vocative being just a call plac;:d outside the phrase was left outside
the sentes of cases, although in the end it was associated with the nominal case. Together the
nominative and vocative made the group of asus rea: while all the others (accusative, dative,
genitive, and ablative) made the group of asus obigi. While the former nevef act as

complements, the latter always do. As we can see, even disregarding preposttions, there was

34 cf : Kennedy, B H: 1976, 143
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already more than one option to express the same idea within the bare-case construction.
Boundaries in use of cases were not always fixed since there was some overlap in the
functions of the cases; e.g, the ablative expressed duration and distance, as could the
accusative. There was a genitive of quality as well as an ablative with the same function. The
dative offered an alternative to the genitive of possession. The accusative of movement
coexisted with the ablative of separation. Finally, even the accusative and the nominative had
some points in common, since the accusative of exclamation and absolute accusative were
often very similar in use to nominatives *.

This overlapping of functions occurred without the intervention of prepositions.
However, at the same time, in this period of transition, prepositions were already in use to
~ disambiguate case uses. With all this evolution taking place, and remembering that by the
VIII* century the cases had been reduced to two, I would like to further study the texts
contemporary to Hrotsvitha in order to better understand the nature of her usage of these
types of constructions, thus putting me in an even better position to assess her relationship
with Terence’s in terms of style.

As for infinitives, I would like to further study the importance of word order m
Terence constructions. In chapter 3 it has been determined that the position of # in the
clause indicates different degrees of focus in the elements within that clause. Following this
idea, I would like to explore the hnpo@ce of word order in infinitival éonstruction as a
way of casting some more light on the matter of Latin word order, which has been until now
claimed to be mostly free. In this thesis, it has already been seen, although this was not its
main objective, that Latin word order has its restrictions. By exploring this hypothess, I

would like to contnbute to the better understanding of the evolution of Latin morphosyntax.

** ¢f: Emout et Thomas: 1964 §7, §8, §9, §30, 31, 32 and §166
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CHAPTER 7 - Conclusions

In her Calinadus, Hrotsvitha did not succeed in imitating her model, Terence. The
mnfluence of the syntax of the emerging Romance languages is so evident in the way she
constructs her sentences that one must look upon her Latin language as some sort of hybnd
Neo-Latin dialect.

In chapter 2, it was stated that her construction of possessive nominal phrases is
closer to those found in the Romance languages than to those found in Archaic Latin. I have
demonstrated that although she tries to imitate Terence, her linguistic awareness is not
sufficient to allow her to succeed. It has been seen that she separates her possessive adjective
from its head noun, but only keeping the Romance language order, and when she inverts the
order, she keeps the two elements side by side. In other words, she never separates
constituents m an inverted order. When she separates constituents she never places them
further than a constituent apart. She never uses a possessive adjective without 1ts head noun,
but she constructs possessive nominal phrases with genitive pronouns (Le., without agreeing
n case with its head noun). She detaches herself even more from the Terentian style by
attaching que to the possessive or to the noun before, although this construction is nowhere
o be found in Terence’s Andria. She also avoids the two most frequently used patterns 1
{(..)MEUS N##} and 2 {(.. )MEUS N...## }, both of them the standard pattern for the
modem Romance languages, with the most frequent case-forms, nohminative and accusative,
probably because by her time they were already established as the standard pattemns,
although Terence also uses them.

The biggest coincidence between authors is the patterns they avoid using: Terence
uses patterns 1 to 8; Hrotsvitha uses 1 to 6. This means that they coincide 1 six patterns,

although the details of the context of usage are all different. The only one that comcides is in
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the vocative case and, as pointed above, there are not many optional structures to address a
person.

In chapter 3, it was determined that although Hrotsvitha was well aware of all the
semantic possibilities of the # and the  (...)ne subordinating constructions, she did not
dare or was not able to modify the word order as Terence used to do. It was also seen that
she used 7ullus/milla in certain negative contexts which are not to be found in similar use in
Andna. In addition, the verb within the # constructions enjoys a much freer distribution.
This freedom of the verb is not a sign of Hriosvitha’s success i imitating her model, but a
charactenistic of most Romance languages, which allow this type of construction, especially
n poetry and in refined prose.

In chapter 4 the discussion on division and development of scenes has also assessed
the existing gap between the two authors. None of the elements analyzed in Hrotsvitha
comncide with those of the Roman playwright, neither the length of the play nor the division
of scenes. Hrotsvitha’s language, although sull Latn, is very different from Terence’s. The
plot and the development of the scenes, the depiction of characters, etc. are all very far from
Terentian conception. Calinudus’ vocabulary 1s enormously reduced compared to Andria,
and it 1s filled with new Christian terms, and with words which, while they already existed n
Terence’s times, now have a new religious meaning. Although the nun copies some of the
sentences exactly as in Terence, the overall result is far from the Roman playwright’s style. In
Andbia there is humor, variety of idiolects to better depict the social levels of the different
characters, but in Calimads all exclamations sound like celestial ones. The confusing and
amusing situations in Andia provoke laughter in the audience, while the dryness of the

dialogues n Calmadous leaves everyone untouched.
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In chapter 5 it has been demonstrated that Hrotsvitha’s narrative lacks the color and
liveliness found in A ndra not only because she does not use colloquial language, but because
there is no depth in the way she develops the story. We have seen that this fact is mostly
evident for the absence of indeclnable time and place markers so frequent in Andna. This
lack of colloquialisms, this inability to tell a story unfolding different layers of time, and the
uniformity of characters speech leave the reader unable to feel any emotion and leave the
play with no credibility or interest. Evidently, Hrotsvitha’s play was intended to encourage
Chnstian practices.

As for prepositions it has been pointed out that the similarities between the two
authors depend more on the stability of these small particles than the linguistic skills of the
nun, since she uses only the ones that would survive in the Neo-Latin languages, and avoids
the ones that have disappeared: abs, ag apud, pracier, usque, and ex, #niro, into, and ob (which are
found as prefixes but not as prepositions in Spanish, Italian, French, and Portuguese).

In the same chapter a general overview of the use and word order of infinitives also
revealed that Hrotsvitha’s syntax was much closer to that of the Romance languages than to
that of Archaic Latin. As pointed out above, she uses present infinitive active 35 times out of
54, not only because it was also the most used type of infmitive by Terence, but because it is
the only surviving infinitive in the Romance languages. As for the patemns she uses, we
established that the two most frequent ones in Hrotsvitha are those of category 3 and 5.
When we realize that pattern 3 is practically the universal pattern used with infinitives in the
Romance languages, we can argue that 1ts frequent use by in Calimacdms was more influenced
by the language of Hrotsvitha’s times than by Terence. |

As I mentioned before, this is a work in progress. I plan to go over the facts listed in

umt 6 m order to study them more closely. Nonetheless, based on my findings 1 can say
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without doubt that I agree with Arthur J. Roberts who said “Terence and Hroswitha both
wrote plays, each wrote six, and there the similarity ends™*

I cannot say that Hrotsvitha succeed in imitating her model but I can very well say
that she used Latin lexicon and morphology mixed with Romance syntax. I would like to
conclude this agument with my last thought: If Hrotsvitha had not mentioned in her preface

to her plays that she was imitating Terence, nobody would have ever thought of connecting

the two authors in order to find similanties.

3% Robens: } cited 1n Tarr 2004:55
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