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TEXTUAL NOTES ON ACHILLES TATIUS*

ABSTRACT
This paper contributes to the textual criticism of Achilles Tatius’ novel Leucippe and
Clitophon by proposing a number of alterations to the text of the most recent edition of
the complete novel (Les Belles Lettres) (Paris, 1991).
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Achilles Tatius’ novel Leucippe and Clitophon was last edited by Jean-Philippe
Garnaud (1991). This edition has become the standard point of reference, displacing
the—until then—standard edition by Ebbe Vilborg (1955).! Garnaud had more textual
sources at his disposal (two additional manuscripts and four papyri) than Vilborg;
moreover, Vilborg introduced into the text many emendations, a practice which
Garnaud’s edition avoids. The two editions also differ from each other considerably
as a result of the editors’ disagreement in their assessment of the value of the main
manuscript families: Vilborg gave preference to the f-family, whereas Garnaud to the
o-family, which contains what may be the oldest surviving manuscript of the novel
(W, twelfth century).? But the case for systematically preferring one family of
manuscripts over the other is not strong.? Furthermore, important divergences between
some papyri and the medieval manuscripts of Achilles* suggest that a fixed form was
probably lost early in the novel’s tradition.

* 1 am grateful to CQ’s anonymous referee and to the Editor for a number of useful comments.

' Editions: E. Vilborg, Achilles Tatius. Leucippe and Clitophon (Studia Graeca et Latina
Gothoburgensia 1) (Goteborg, 1955); J.-Ph. Garnaud, Achille Tatius d’Alexandrie, le roman de
Leucippé et Clitophon (Les Belles Lettres) (Paris, 1991); S. Gaselee, Achilles Tatius (Loeb
Classical Library) (London and Cambridge, MA, 1917, revised 1969). T. Whitmarsh, Achilles
Tatius: Leucippe and Clitophon Books I-II (Cambridge, 2020) includes a new edition of the novel’s
first two books. See J. O’Sullivan, ‘Notes on the text and interpretation of Achilles Tatius 1°, CQ 28
(1978), 312-29, at 312 for older editions of Achilles Tatius, among which F. Jacobs, Achillis Tatii
Alexandrini De Leucippes et Clitophontis amoribus libri octo (Leipzig, 1821) stands out for providing
a foundation for subsequent editorial work.

2 MS M, of the a-family, was dated by Vilborg to the thirteenth century, but an eleventh-century
date has also found support: Garnaud (n. 1), xxi n. 53; C. Consonni, ‘On the text of Achilles Tatius’,
in S. Byrne et al. (edd.), Authors, Authority and Interpreters in the Ancient Novel: Essays in Honour
of Gareth L. Schmeling (Groningen, 2016), 112-30, at 112 n. 2. In Vilborg’s notation of manuscript
families (not used by Garnaud), o= WMD, B=VGE. R (Vat.gr. 1348), also of the B-family, was
regarded by Vilborg (n. 1), xxvi as perhaps the best manuscript of Achilles Tatius, but features
only occasionally in Garnaud. Vilborg (n. 1), Ixxii expressed caution about F (a manuscript which
at times agrees with o, at times with ), but makes significantly more use of it than Garnaud.

3 Consonni (n. 2), 116; Whitmarsh (0. 1), 76.

4 These concern the text of the new I1* (P.Rob. inv. 35+ P.Col. inv. 901, probably third century
A.D.), which offers a different text from that of the medieval manuscripts in many places, and the
different order of certain chapters of Book 2 (2-3) in IT' (P.Oxy. 1250, also third century) and the
manuscripts; Consonni (n. 2), 115-16.
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348 NIKOLETTA KANAVOU

For all the above reasons, and despite the general quality of Garnaud’s
edition,> Achilles’ text can profit from more textual critical work. Admittedly the
richness and the complexity of the manuscript tradition of Achilles’ novel make the
prospect of a definitive edition seem hardly attainable. In many cases editorial work
on Achilles’ novel does not consist in correcting errors but in selecting among possible
variants,® a process which is further reflected in commentaries,” and is to some extent
affected by personal interpretative and aesthetic tastes. However, a reading of
Garnaud’s text reveals possibilities for editorial improvement at several places, a
selection of which is put forward in the present paper. Garnaud’s text and critical
apparatus are used as the basis of the discussion; the translation of the passages
discussed follows Whitmarsh.®

1.4.3 Aevkr) Topeld, 1O AEVKOV €iG LEGOV EPOVIGOETO KO EULETTO TOPPUPALY, Olo €1g TOV
Erépovta. Avdin Pamtet yuvi-

ofaw post €ig transp. Vilborg || ofav MD VGE F : olov W || Av8in post Béumtet transp. D || Avdin
MD VE : -8io W F

‘Her [sc. Leucippe’s] cheeks were white, a white that blushed towards the middle, a
blush like the purple pigment used by a Lydian woman to dye ivory.” Clitophon alludes
to the impression made on him by Leucippe’s beauty the first time he set eyes on her.
The meaning of this phrase must be similar to that of the Iliadic lines g &’ 61e tig T’
EAEQPOVTOL YUVN olvikt umvn | Mnovig e Kaewa ... (4.141-2). Vilborg (n. 7), 22 and
recently Whitmarsh (n. 1), 139 rightly see the Ionic form Avdin, preserved in the
majority of the manuscripts, as suggestive of the Homeric provenance of the simile.
The reading of the manuscripts oiowv €ig 1Ov €éAépavta is preferred by Garnaud (and
previously by Gaselee), but is grammatically unsustainable.” One way to improve the
text is to revert to Vilborg’s emendation eig olov tOv €Aé@ovto.'® In this case,

5 On the merits and shortcomings of Garnaud’s edition, see further G. Anderson’s review (CR 42
[1992], 439); Consonni (n. 2). Regrettably Garnaud, unlike Vilborg, does not provide a stemma
codicum; a stemma would usefully express the editor’s view of the manuscript tradition (including
the position in it of the two manuscripts [Ol. and Sin.] that Vilborg did not have), a view which
materially affects textual choices.

¢ Consonni (n. 2), 127, citing C.F. Russo’s review of Vilborg’s edition (Gnomon 30 [1958],
585-90, at 587).

7 Vilborg offered support for his editorial decisions in Achilles Tatius, Leucippe and Clitophon:
A Commentary (Goteborg, 1962). The partial commentaries by Whitmarsh (n. 1) and T.F. Carney
(Leucippe and Clitophon — Book III [Salisbury, 1960]), and the full commentaries of K. Plepelits
(Achilleus Tatios, Leukippe und Kleitophon [Stuttgart, 1980]) and, to a greater extent,
G. Yatromanolakis (Ayilléwg Adebavdpéwg Tatiov, Asvkinmn kol Kiewropdv [Athens, 1990])
also tackle textual issues; Yatromanolakis further prints a text (without critical apparatus) based on
Vilborg’s but with several individual editorial choices. Concern for textual matters is also often
exgressed in the lemmata of J. O’Sullivan, 4 Lexicon to Achilles Tatius (Berlin and New York, 1980).

Whitmarsh’s translation of the novel, which is based on Garnaud’s text (but occasionally orients
itself towards other readings), can be found in T. Whitmarsh and H. Morales, Achilles Tatius,
Leucippe and Clitophon (Oxford, 2001). As far as English translations of the novel are concerned,
in addition to Gaselee’s (n. 1) and Whitmarsh’s (this note), there is also J.J. Winkler’s
translation in B.P. Reardon, Collected Ancient Greek Novels (Berkeley / Los Angeles / London,
1989), 175-284, based on Vilborg’s edition.

° As shown in detail by Whitmarsh (n. 1), 139, who notes the unsatisfactory sense of the phrase
(‘one does not dip dye into ivory’) and the use of Bdntewv ‘dye’ with instrumental dative elsewhere
in Achilles Tatius (2.11.4, 3.7.3). Cf. O’Sullivan (n. 1), 314: ‘olav ... Bémtel ... may safely be
regarded as nonsense’.

10 Cf. R.M. Rattenbury’s review (CR 6 [1956], 229-33, at 232, where for ‘1.6.4 read ‘1.4.3").
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Bomter would be taken to mean ‘dip into’ (cf. 3.15.4, in the context of Leucippe’s fake
sacrifice: eito AoBov Eipog Bémrer kot g kopdlog kod Siekvoag 10 Eipog ig Ty
KGTo yootépo priyvuct). But O’Sullivan’s emendation ofq tig tov €édé@avtal!! is a better
option. Its main advantage is the ensuing syntactic analogy with the Homeric parallel:'? tig
... yovn in both passages; oig (Ach. Tat.) and poivikt (Hom.) as datives of instrument; the
syntactical separation of the three terms in agreement, tig ... yuvr ... Avdin, which seems
eccentric for prose, invokes the syntax of the Homeric model (tig ... yuvn ... Mnovig N
Kéewpa). O’Sullivan supported this emendation with parallels from this novel: tg ¢
£00ft0g 00 mhpepyov £lxev 1 mop@Upo T Boghy, GAL ofov puBoroyovot Tupiot
700 TOWEVOG £VPELY TOV KOVa, T Kod uéypt 100100 Bdntovcty Agpoditg tov mémlov
(2.11.4; cf. 3.7.3 6L olte 1OV moPedV O GOV EAEOV dpoiviktov Ty, Npéuc ¢
w0 €pevbel BéPomtar). As O’Sullivan explained, the corruption must have emerged
from a misreading of oiq tic: ‘a scribe having difficulty in reading oiq tig as written in
his exemplar might readily have plumped for oo €ig with Bémte under the impression
that it gave adequate sense.” A variation of O’Sullivan’s proposal is Whitmarsh’s oig
nplotov EAépavto;'? the phrase mplotodg €réog ‘sawn ivory” has good parallels (it is
used in Homer and Lucian as a comparison for light-coloured skin and teeth), but
nplotov seems palacographically more difficult here than O’Sullivan’s tig tov.

1.8.2 0¥k dxovelg t00 Adg Aéyovrog

101g & €y &vTl TLPdG dMo® KokdV, G KeV Gmovieg

TEPTOVTOL KATO VUGV, EOV KOKOV GLPOYOTAVIES;
ot yuovouk®v mNdovr, Kol £oke T TOV LeEPHVev QUOEL KOKEWvOL Yop MOovii
POVEVOLGLY OSNG.

yuvouk@v Gottling : xokdv codd.

‘Do you not know the words of Zeus: “I shall give mankind a bane in exchange for fire,
wherewith all | Might rejoice in their hearts, embracing their bane?”!'* Such is the
pleasure provided by women, which has similar properties to the Sirens: women too
kill with the pleasure of their song.” This is part of Clinias’ rant against the female
sex (Clinias is Clitophon’s cousin and adviser in erotic matters, but unlike Clitophon
he prefers boys as lovers to women). Gottling’s emendation—adopted by Vilborg,
Garnaud and Whitmarsh—indeed gives an appropriate sense, but it is worth asking
whether the reading of the manuscripts can be salvaged. If we read ot kKokdv H1dovn
(meaning ‘this is the pleasure that comes from evil things’),'> the pronoun would refer
to the offering of the female human as a gift by the gods, which is the theme of the
Hesiodic quotation; the pleasure derived by men from this gift, says Clinias, is similar
in nature (2owce) to that offered by the Sirens,'® who use the charm of their song to

Vilborg’s other suggestion (following Wifstrand), to delete €ig and read moppupav, otow ... Bomtet, is
more invasive and provides a less satisfactory sense. The same is true for Q. Cataudella’s proposal of
the frequent formula otov £i (‘Note critiche al testo di Achille Tazio’, in Studi in onore di Luigi
Castiglioni, vol. 1 [Florence, 1960], 171-7, at 171-2).

"' O’Sullivan (n. 1), 314-15. This emendation was preferred by Yatromanolakis (n. 7), 576.

12 Thanks go to CQ’s referee for pointing out the details of this analogy.

13 Whitmarsh (n. 1), 139, who in his text prints: ofon teig Tovi xégovta Avdin Bémtel yov.

4 Hes. Op. 57-8.

15 Cf. Vilborg (n. 7), 25. T.W. Lumb’s b kadv, 18ovi (‘Notes on Achilles Tatius’, CQ 14
[1920], 147-9, at 147) missed the point.

' Whitmarsh (n. 1), 151 suggests that we intuitively understand fj with (implicit) 78ovfj and @icet as
a dative of respect, even if the proximity of tfj and @Ooetr makes it hard to dissociate one from the other.
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lure men to their deaths. For xoxdv ndovn, cf. Joseph. AJ 1.74 0pdv & ovk €vdid6vTo,
AL oy vp®dG VIO ThHg NBoVig TV Kok®v Kekpatnuévous. Instead of assuming an error
emerging from dittography (as Vilborg did), we may posit a deliberate rhetorical repetition
(ko ov-kokdv-koxov) at 1.8.1-3, matching the emotionally loaded tone of the speaker’s
attack against womanhood.

4.4.5 6 8¢ 1L AV Lopotépmv 181, T0VT® TEPPAALEL, KVKA® THV Gypov TEpLopiyEag, Kol O
oV AvekovPloe kol dpekev Gvw ddpov deomd.

Aopotépav Lumb : adpotépwv MD VGE davépotépav W

‘Anything more dainty that it [sc. the proboscis] spies, it encompasses by wrapping itself
tightly around this prey, before lifting it up in its entirety and offering it up to its [sc. the
elephant’s] master as a gift.” Clitophon and Leucippe have eloped to Egypt; at the river
Nile, they watch the hunt of a hippopotamus and listen to an Egyptian’s description of
another exotic animal, the elephant. The digression regarding elephants refers to this animal’s
eating habits, as well as to special food, which the elephant chooses to save for his master.
The nature of this special food has puzzled editors. Aopotépwv ‘delicious’ is an old
suggestion (Lumb [n. 15], 148), which was adopted by Garnaud in the place of Vilborg’s
ofpotépwv  ‘more delicate’, an emendation proposed by Jacobs. Cataudella’s
afpo<to>tEpov ([n. 10], 174), a comparative form of &Bpwrtog ‘inedible’, is unattested.
However, there seems to be no need for emending the reading of the manuscripts
adpotepav (W’s avdpotépmv must be a corruption of this reading). The adjective 0:dpdg
is used elsewhere to describe rich meat and fish (iy60g 6” adpove, Alexis, fr. 175 K.~A.),
as well as ripe fruit (kopnog 6:dpde, Hdt. 1.17).17 Hence it is appropriate here as a designation
of good-quality food.

4.14.3 10 8¢ Vdwp HdN TopTy, Kol @yKAVTO HEV ol Afvor Tovto60ev oidovoat, O 8¢ 1oBuog
£nexMblero, mévto 8¢ fiv donep BdAocsO.

Gykdvto ITP° W : gxovto M éykodto VG drodvio E mvikwvron TT7%

‘The water was now on them [sc. the enemies]: the lakes swelled, tumescent on every side,
while the isthmus was submerged, looking everywhere like a sea.” Clitophon witnesses a
clash between the Egyptian army and the gang of the Boukoiot (‘herdsmen-bandits’),
which the latter win with the help of a stratagem: their scouts open the dyke that held the
waters of the Nile, flooding the enemies’ path. The swelling of the lagoons and the flooding
of the isthmus described in the present passage is the result of the opening of the dyke.
Garnaud’s wyx@vto has replaced Vilborg’s dykovvto. Garnaud’s apparatus criticus informs
us that he is following editions of the papyrus in printing the pluperfect dryx@vto as a
correction from the perfect.'® Unfortunately, the grammar in Garnaud’s text and apparatus
criticus is confused. The verb dykdopou, -ovpon ‘swell” in the third person plural becomes
@ykovvro in the imperfect, dykwvto in the pluperfect. Vilborg’s dykovvto (VRG) may gain

7 Cf. Steph. in Hp. 1.9 a8p& 8¢ 10 (6 6dpotépar 8¢ ixOg kad Adyovo. kai dptog: dpotéin 58
Spvig Kol kp€ato Kol T TOLoDTO.

'8 Line 14 ovkovto] "o’; M. Gronewald, ‘Ein verkannter Papyrus des Achilleus Tatios (P.Oxy.
1014 = Achilleus Tatios IV 14, 2-5)’, ZPE 22 (1976), 14-17. The text in both P.Oxy. 1014 (edited by
A.S. Hunt) and the edition of Gronewald (who first recognized the papyrus as coming from Achilles’
novel) is written unaccented. Vilborg’s apparatus criticus also has ayk@dvto (W).

https://doi.org/10.1017/5S0009838822000155 Published online by Cambridge University Press


https://doi.org/10.1017/S0009838822000155

TEXTUAL NOTES ON ACHILLES TATIUS 351

some appeal from the following €nexAtleto (also an imperfect form),'” but we should rather
follow the combined testimony of IT” and W, correct the accent and print Gykwvro.

5.3.2 €idig 0OV dunyovov 10 TUXELY, cuviiOnoy €mBovANV, ANCT@Y OUOTEXVOY <EYAov>
GUYKpOTHOOG, Gte BoAdoolog dv AvBpwmog, kol cLVOEuEVOG aDTOlG G ST TOIETY ...

Oxhov add. Schmidt

‘Realizing that consent would not be forthcoming, he [sc. Chaereas] arranged a plot:
assembling a band of bandits who shared his trade (he being a man of the sea), he
arranged what they had to do.” The Egyptian fisherman Chaereas desires Leucippe,
who does not return his affections; he thus conceives a plan for her abduction, which
—according to the transmitted text—includes putting together a band of robbers,
‘who share his art’. The reading of the manuscripts at this point is awkward.?® Both
Vilborg and Garnaud adopted Schmidt’s <dylov> to complete the deficient syntax
(cf. 8.16.5 Anotdv 6xAog). This reconstruction, however, would make Chaereas one
of the robbers, which is not what the context suggests (he is presented at 4.18 as a
fisherman who fights against the BoukoAot, that is, ‘herdsmen-bandits’); and it would
leave the following phrase (Gte Ooidooiog dv) unexplained. Litinas’s Glels t@v
opotéyvov, instead of the usually printed Anotdv opotéyvmv <éxAlov>, improves the
sense of the passage, and is a convincing construction in view of the parallels.?! Still,
it seems that we ought to keep ‘robbers’ in the passage, especially in view of the similar
phrase kelevel Anotag €n’ avtv cuykpotioon (2.16.2). To achieve this, we could read
Anotag v opotéyvmv. The sense would be that Chaereas formed a group of robbers
out of his fishermen colleagues (0potéyvwv would refer to Chaereas’ and his men’s
shared skill of fishing); in other words, he picked some men out of his fellow fishermen
to take on the role of robbers. Chaereas’ men are indeed later described as robbers
(8.5.1; cf. 2.17.3 Anotdg GMels, the abductors of the hero’s half-sister, Calligone).
It is conceivable that Anotog t@v was corrupted into Anot@v under the influence of
the genitive plural immediately following. O’Sullivan ([n. 7], s.v. cuykpotém) reported
Scaliger’s Anotiplov Opotéyvwyv, a similar structure to the one proposed here but
palaeographically and grammatically more difficult.

5.15.5 nictevcodv pot, KAertogpadv, kodopon d@elov nduvéuny Sei&on 10 mop- dperov elye v
OtV OOV TQ KOWV® <t0> 100 €pWTog TP, v, 6ol TeptyLBeion Katépreta

elyxe Gottling : €lxov codd. || w0 add. Jacobs || ©Op Géttling : mupi codd.

‘Believe me, Clitophon, I am on fire! I wish I could show you this fire of mine. I wish
the fire of love shared the nature of normal fire, so that I could have inflamed you by
embracing you.” This is the Ephesian Melite addressing Clitophon, with whom she
has fallen madly in love, during their sea journey to Ephesus (a trip to which
Clitophon agrees, assuming, falsely, that Leucippe has perished). The reading of the
manuscripts 8qpelov elyov is preferable to Gottling’s dgpelov eiye, which was printed
by Garnaud, as it follows naturally from d@elov nduvéuny of the previous sentence (on
the rhetorical repetition of 6@elov with verbs of the same person, cf. 2.24.3 dpehov

' Thus Gronewald (n. 18), 17.

20 Cataudella (n. 10), 174 offered support for it, but Xen. Ephes. 4.6.5 (koi £kéotote dponpdv v
EMIKEWEVOV Th TAPP® EVA@Y GpTovg EvEPole kol V8wp mopelye), which Cataudella cites, is not an
exact parallel.

21 N. Litinas, ‘Achilles Tatius, Leucippe and Clitophon 5.1.3°, Mnemosyne 53 (2000), 347-9.
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£uewag &v Bulavtio- pehov €nabeg Torépov voum v UBpwv).22 However, the full
version of the manuscripts, printed by Vilborg (dpekov €iyov v adtiy @OV 10
Kow® 100 €pwtog mupl, tva cot tepyvbeica kotepre€o ‘T should be of the same
nature as the common fire of erds, so as to envelop and burn you’), is unsatisfactory,
as this mOp is then said to be of a nature that spares lovers locked in embrace (viv 8¢
TpOg 101G GAAOIG ToVTO pOVoV TO mUp 1dlav VAnv €yel kol €v Tolg mEpl Tovg
£pOoToG GUUTAOKOIG AVOKOLOUEVOV AG&Bpov TV GUUTAEKOUEVOV
@eidetan),?® which is not what Melite wants. Overwhelmed with desire for
Clitophon, Melite wishes to literally become all fire, so that she can inflame her lover
with the same desire (casting herself, we might think, as Zeus to her lover’s Semele).
The emendations adopted by Garnaud, which introduce a comparison between the
fire of erds and the xowov nop, that is, fire in its literal sense, improve the sense of
the passage, but are quite invasive. There is another way to improve the text while
retaining the readings of the manuscripts: O’Sullivan (n. 7), s.v. kowdg proposed to
eliminate 100 €pwrtog (presumably as an incorrect scribal gloss) and to read Ggelov
glyov v oty @Oy 1@ Kowv@® mupi, or, alternatively, to replace 100 #pwtog with
oUk €pwrog. The former option seems preferable in terms of style. But perhaps the
sense of the passage is further improved if we posit?* that 100 €pwtog was displaced
from the previous sentence, in which case we might read: dpeiov ndvvaunv detéon
10 TOp <100 EpwTog>+ BPelov £lxov TV oVTHY GUCY T Kowd mupi, tva cot
nepyubeico kateprego ‘I wish I could show you the fire of erds. 1 should be of
the same nature as the common fire, so as to envelop and burn you.’

6.2.6 £80Eev 0OV TH MeAitn 10 VOV dvoyopelv, dtow 8¢ v koA Bfitorn T mpdg OV BvSpar kol
yévnton oL TG OpYNG €V YOARVY, TOTE HETIEVOL. KOl O HEV 0VTWG EMPOEEV.

6nton Cobet : 07 codd.

‘Melite thought it best if he [sc. Pasion] departed for now, and returned when matters
with her husband had been sorted out and his anger had been calmed. That is what
he did.” Melite’s husband, previously thought to be dead, reappears, and Clitophon
ends up in prison as an adulterer, but escapes with the help of Melite and the guard
Pasion. In the present passage, Melite gives money to Pasion and sends him away,
until she calms the anger of her husband. Cobet’s 6njton (passive aorist subjunctive),
which is preferred by both Vilborg and Garnaud, may seem to allow for a smoother
syntax than the unanimous reading of the manuscripts 67 (active aorist subjunctive),
given the resulting syntactic parallelism with the following sentence (yévnton to Thg
Opyfig €v yoAnvn), but an emendation is not needed.?> 6fy would have Melite as its
subject and give her a greater share in the action: she will calm things down with her

22 A verb of the third person is used in a third consecutive utterance, SpeAdv o€ kév Opd ViKicog
{iﬁgmsv; but the focus of the meaning remains on the same (the second) person: 6@eldv oe.

3 On the ‘usual fire of the god Erds’, i.e. fire as a common attribute of this god, cf. 2.3.3 "Epaq 8¢
Kol Atdvucog, d0o Blonot Beol, Yoy KATOGYOVTES EKUOIVOVGLY E1G BVOLGYVVTIOV, O UEV KOolmV
bty 1@ cuvABet mupi, 6 8¢ 1OV oivov Umékkompa eépwv (of course, koiwv and Vrékkoio are
meant metaphorically).

24 As suggested by CQO’s referee.
25 As noted by Plepelits (n. 7), 69, who further pointed out that change of subject is not unusual in
Achilles Tatius.
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husband, then Pasion (subject of dvoympeiv and petiévor) can return. This is exactly
what she does at 6.9—11.2¢

6.17.3 Koi yop 6v vOv €pd 100 KaTepEtou T00ToU LoLY0D, LEXPT UEY oDTOV O1SE HOVOVY Kol 00
KEKOWMOVNKEV £TEP®, EYEL TNV YUYV €T 0OTOV-

¢ye1 Garnaud : méoyet codd. Jxel IT : Booker coni. Gaselee

‘If she feels passionate about that accursed adulterer for the time being, that will last
only as long as she knows him alone and has slept with no one else.” The speaker of
these lines is Sosthenes, the servant of Melite’s husband, Thersander, who has
imprisoned Leucippe (whom fortune has also brought to Ephesus). Sosthenes speaks
to his master, who desires Leucippe, about the maiden’s obsessive love for the
undeserving Clitophon. €xet is Garnaud’s emendation of mdoyel, the unanimous
reading of the manuscripts. Garnaud was not the first editor to reject the transmitted
nédoyel. Vilborg, following Gaselee, printed Booket,?” a reading weakened by the
testimony of IT® (Jxe1).28 On the other hand, Garnaud’s éyet Ty yuyiv én atov
(‘elle a I’ame fixée sur lui’) is an odd construction. There are two better possibilities
to choose from. One is to restore the reading of the manuscripts (with v yoymnv
functioning as an attribute/accusative of respect), which is reinforced by the following
close parallel: Rdikel pev Ayopéuvov ... €n’° a0td 8 TooxeL TV Yyuynv AxAles,
koi mépag ovk fv (‘Agamemnon did him an injustice ... so Achilles’ soul suffered
to no end on account of him [sc. Agamemnon] or this [sc. his unjust treatment by
Agamemnon]’, Procop. Gaz. Decl. 7.3.7-9);?° we would then have to replace adtov
with a0t® in the prepositional expression,’? but the mixing of cases is a much easier
palacographical mistake than the misreading of a verb. The other possibility! is to insert
an adverb such as xox@dg before €yet (that is <kokdc> €xel v Wwoynyv €’ 00TV ‘she
is distressed about him’), which is made attractive by parallels such as 1.6.6 (&nnew
gyov TV Yuxiv Kokdg), 6.5.5 (¢yd pev ovv obtwg gixov thy yuymv xoxdg) and
6.11.2 (1] 8& Mehitn kokdg iye TV Yoynv).

8.1.5 kol 0 pev €nt T TANYN HoA’ GKOV GVOKPOy®Y GUVEGTEIAE TV YEPC KOoi 0UTOG
€nooato-

woA’ dxwv Herscher : polokov codd.

‘In consequence, Thersander gave an unmanly shriek at the blow and withdrew his
hand, and was thus stopped in his tracks.” Melite’s husband, Thersander, while trying
to hit Clitophon, inadvertently hurts himself and cries in pain. Garnaud adopted

26 Note the verbal similarity between yévitou t& tig Opyfig €v yovn and the description of the
outcome of her efforts at 6.11.1 €yeyover 8¢ uepwrepos.

27 Gaselee offered the odd-sounding translation ‘she sends her heart out to pasture on him’. Cf.
Winkler’s more abstract rendition ‘her soul is shaped by him alone’.

28 Vilborg (n. 7), 114 admitted in his commentary that the reading Béoker ‘was seriously affected
by the papyrus’. The papyrus (P.Mil. Vogl. 111 124), originally dated to the second century A.D., is now
thought to date from the third or early fourth century A.p. (Consonni [n. 2], 115 n. 12).

29 Cf. the translation of P. Maréchaux (Procope de Gaza. Discours et fragments [Paris, 2014]): ‘La
faute incombait & Agamemnon ... Or, Achille en souffrit dans son ame, et il n’y eut plus de limite.’

30 A point made already by Peerlkamp (recorded in the apparatus criticus of Vilborg’s edition).
Plepelits (n. 7), 69 preferred méoyel €én” ovt®, and so did Yatromanolakis in his commentary
([n. 7], 687), although he printed Boéoxet €n’ adTdv in his text.

31 Proposed by CQ’s referee.
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Herscher’s pod’ dxwv in the place of the reading podoxov (Vilborg printed pdio
Gxwv). The parallel at 6.7.8 (Onekotioopon kol pdhe Gkwv)3? and Vilborg’s defence
([n. 7], 124-5) suggest poA’ dxwv dvoxpayov (translated by Garnaud as ‘en criant
involontairement’)33 as a possible construction. Schmidt’s pod’ dAyav ‘feeling great
pain’3# also yields an acceptable sense. However, there is arguably no need to replace
the reading poAoxodv. Used adverbially to refer to the tone of voice, it conveys a
perfectly appropriate meaning (‘he gave a weak cry’; cf. Plut. 7i. Gracch. 2.5
£vedidov tovov poloxov ‘he gave out a soft key-note’).3> Whitmarsh’s translation
(‘“Thersander gave an unmanly shriek at the blow’) is more aligned with the reading
of the manuscripts, which was preferred by Plepelits ([n. 7], 70) and seemingly also
by O’Sullivan ([n. 7], s.v. pokokdg, M, Ov).

8.11.3 0082 £1dov 10 mapdmoy ufte modiy unte Evov fikewy eig Owhiay xa®’ dv Aéyeig
Kopov.

‘I permitted no man at all, whether citizen or foreigner, to approach me for the purpose
of a relationship during the time you mentioned.” This is Melite’s affirmation to her
husband, who accuses her of having committed marital infidelity during his absence, that
she let no one, citizen or foreigner, approach her during that time (technically true, as
she only became intimate with Clitophon after her husband’s return). Both Vilborg
and Garnaud print the transmitted o08¢ €idov, although both syntax (a verb of
perception followed by an infinitive) and meaning are odd. Vilborg (n. 7), 136 doubted
the manuscript tradition and proposed to read 008¢ eimv (= imperfect of €dw ‘allow’),
although he did not adopt this reading in his text; there is no relevant note in Garnaud’s
apparatus criticus. However, it is the sense of €iwv, not €18ov, that is reflected in
translations: ‘je n’ai laissé aucun citoyen ...” (Garnaud); ‘I never allowed anybody ...’
(Gaselee); ‘I permitted no man at all ...” (Whitmarsh); ‘I never allowed any man at all
...” (Winkler). An earlier emendation (008¢v’ €ioico = past tense of €4w)3¢ is in the
same direction. The text here should probably be emended in favour of o0d¢ elwv,
which gives better sense than 008¢ £iov and is not too distant palacographically
from the reading of the manuscripts. The form €iwv is paralleled at 3.13.6 (there a
third-person plural); the hiatus after 008¢ is allowed.”
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32 <1 shall keep out of her [sc. Leucippe’s] way (though with extreme reluctance)’ (transl.
Whitmarsh); these words are spoken by Thersander.

33 Cf. “he could not repress a cry’ (transl. Gaselee); ‘[he] groaned involuntarily’ (transl. Winkler).

34 Recorded in the apparatus criticus of Vilborg’s edition; he deemed it as ‘palacographically equal’
to pod” dxov ([n. 7], 125).

35 Of a servant of Caius (Tiberius’ brother), who helped train Caius’ voice by using a sounding
instrument to produce the right pitch.

36 J. Jackson, ‘The Greek novelists: miscellanea’, CQ 29 (1935), 52—7, at 56. O’Sullivan’s sugges-
tion ([n. 7], s.v. o0d€) of 0¥ or ovdéva followed by <mepr>eidov is more difficult.

37 See M.D. Reeve, ‘Hiatus in the Greek novelists’, CQ 21 (1971), 514-39, at 522.
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