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1 Introduction

In 1991 J.-Ph. Garnaud published a new critical edition of Achilles Tatius’
novel Leucippe and Clitophon, some thirty years after E. Vilborg’s previous
one.! Garnaud’s text is furnished with a brief introduction, a readable critical
apparatus, and a facing French translation with footnotes. However, the edi-
tor’s critical assumptions and textual choices still deserve some reflections.

2 The sources (I): The manuscript tradition

For sake of convenience, the most significant manuscripts containing the text
of Achilles Tatius’ novel are listed below:

a-family (in Vilborg’s notation):

W Vat. gr. 1349 (XII century)

M Marc. gr. 409 (XIII century, in.?)

D Vat. gr. 914 (XIV century), books [-IV
B-family:

V Vat. gr. 114 (XIII century, ex.)

G Marc. gr. 607 (XV century)

E Ambr. gr. 394 (XV-XVI century)

" Garnaud 1991 (I have not seen the revised and corrected edition of 1994). All informa-
tion concerning the manuscripts and their relationships are set forth concisely and
quickly (Touwaide 1993, 3*) almost reticently (Donnet 1993, 295). Previous edition by
Vilborg 1955 (commentary 1962).

% Colonna 1994, 179-181 did not give up his former hypothesis of a more ancient date for
this manuscript (second half of the XI century).
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In addition to these, one must consider F (Laur. c.s. 627, XIII century), a
codex mixtus which, in the case of variants, is found agreeing (frequently in
error) 149 times with WMD, and 160 with VGE. It provides us with more
than two hundred special readings: Vilborg paved the way in his text for 14
of them,® whereas Garnaud does not seem to share the same confidence in
the (pretended) virtues of F.*

Garnaud also had at his disposal two manuscript sources unknown to the
former editors of Achilles — they are the Sinaiticus gr. 1197 (XVI century;
containing books V to VIII) and the excerpta from the Olomucensis M 79
(XV century) — whose ‘legcons significatives’ only are said to have been re-
corded in the apparatus.’ Unfortunately, from such an idiosyncratic selec-
tion® (and the scanty information provided in his prefatory ‘Notice’), the
positions relative to the whole stemma codicum of both manuscripts cannot
but remain uncertain.’ In any case, their contribution to the text of Achilles is
hardly to be praised.®

3 Vilborg 1955, Ixvii and Ixxi n. 1 (special readings); Ixx (‘F represents a third branch of
our medieval Achilles Tatius tradition [...] F is...probably to be regarded as an early
Byzantine 16pOwoig of the text’). ‘Kritisiert wird...hauptsidchlich, daB Vilborg, der
selbst mit der friiheren Uberschitzung der Florentiner Handschrift F brach...immer noch
zu hoch bewerte’ (Plepelits 1980, 64). A number of cases involving variants of F are
listed and partly discussed by Alberti 1979, 47-50; according to him, the textual tradition
of Achilles is tripartite, but with some degree of contamination (‘tre rami si, ma contami-
nati tra di loro”).
Possibly a wiser attitude. I have counted: 1,1,2 (c®otpa F: cdotpd 1€ cett.); 1,7,1 (tov
tnmov F: Km tov nmov); 2,1,2 (Kaunag [whence Jacobs kaundg] F: xdivxag); 2,37,1
(Fokev givar F: oke pdiddov eivan [according to Vilborg this is the reading of the o-
family alone, whereas B reads éowcévai]). In three cases out of four F does not have a dif-
ferent text, but only a shorter one. Vilborg (1962, 37, ad loc.) tentatively explains
KdAvkag (2,1,2), which does not make any sense here, with a misreading of uncial letters;
kaurog in F, then, could be either a genuine reading of a less corrupted source, or come
from an intralinear (marginal) annotation or even by conjecture.
* Garnaud 1991, xxiii.
® As a matter of fact, in the apparatus we find many special readings (about 80 for the
Sinaiticus), mostly irrelevant, and a few cases where the Olomucensis (see below, n. 7)
or the Sinaiticus (I have counted 10 occurrences) in turn agree with one or more other
manuscripts.
For the stemma codicum one must resort to Vilborg 1955, Ixxii. From a different source
(Hagedorn-Koenen 1970, 55-56) we learn that the Sinaiticus belongs to the B-family;
readings from the Olomucensis are rarely mentioned in the apparatus, but it seems to be
somewhat akin to V (and R = Vat. gr. 1348, see Guida 1981, 8-9).
8 Where the readings of the Sinaiticus (Sin.) diverge from those of WMD VGE F, Gar-
naud chooses to follow this manuscript five times, but — significantly — his text is by no
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We have a number of discrepancies between Garnaud’s apparatus and
that of Vilborg’s edition (a few examples are mentioned in this paper, pas-
sim), and in such cases we are left to guess who is telling the truth, if anyone.
Generally, our judgment rests on the a priori assumption that each new edi-
tion should improve our knowledge of the manuscript evidence; otherwise, it
is obvious that only the results of a fresh examination of the manuscripts
(older editions of Achilles Tatius are better left out) could definitely settle
the matter, something I do not propose to offer in this paper. But we can
usefully spend a little time performing a sort of ‘triangular’ check against the
samples from WM V F (book 1) and W (books 3, partially, and 8) provided
by C. F. Russo in his review of Vilborg’s edition.” Not surprisingly, in many
places Garnaud agrees with Russo against Vilborg (e.g. 1,3,2 = p. 5,1 Vil-
borg; 1,3,4 = 5,14 etc.). Somehow surprisingly, in a few places Garnaud
agrees with Vilborg against Russo, for example:

1,12,4 = p. 14,24 Vilborg (F): tolavtevpevog (Russo, who had the
manuscript collated on his behalf by A. La Penna),'® tokavtodpevog
(Garnaud Vilborg, same reading as WG)

8,19.3 =p. 161,28 V. (W): Topw (Russo), tfj TOpw (Garnaud Vilborg)

Even more surprisingly, a number of readings in Vilborg’s apparatus are
seemingly confirmed by Russo, though only in an indirect way, through his
silence on possible errors made by Vilborg:

means different from that printed by Vilborg: 5,24,1 (Bvcdvwv Sin. [Commelinus, Vil-
borg]: Buscdvamv cett.); 6,1,1 (ropdoyng Sin. [Jacobs, Vilborg]: nopdoyoic; see below n.
24); 7,12,1 (o0t0D Sin. [likewise R = Vat. gr. 1348, whence Vilborg]: avtod); 8,2,3
(nepiavron Sin. [Hercher, Vilborg]: pepiavtor pgv); 8,9,4 (kdv 1ol yopvasiolg dopduey
Sin. [according to Vilborg W alone reads av]: xav...éopduev M VG av...8opducy W).
We may consider these as mere orthographic variants or easy conjectures. Conca 1995,
133 singles out the reading of the Sinaiticus ovtov (5,9,3: duowtov cett.), stressing its
potential value as evidence of an idiom familiar to us from the Late Greek (for statistics
on singular and plural usages see Fabricius 1962, 54-58). Similar variants found in
Achilles’ manuscripts are listed by O’Sullivan 1980, 131, s.v. épavtod; add 8,5,3 (avtod
G: gpowtod cett.) and 8,14,1 (avtdov G [adtov according to Vilborg]: duantov).

% Russo 1958, who wrote it in order to demonstrate — perhaps not too generously — that
Vilborg’s apparatus is marred by a number of imprecisions.

191t is more than an irrelevant detail, since VGE have todavtevdpevog, and it could be of
some interest to know the actual reading of F here.
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1,1,7=p. 2,19 V. (M): dodovpevot (Vilborg), sidovuevot (Garnaud)

1,5,4=p. 7,2 V. (W): kpovopdriov (Vilborg)," kpovopdrov (Garnaud)

1,14,1 =p. 16,10 V. (M): ynpfito (sic Vilborg), &xpfito (Garnaud)

8,17,5 = p. 160,8 V. (W): ebodov (sic Vilborg), ebBoviov in all manu-
scripts according to Garnaud

3 The sources (II): The papyri

The number of the papyri of Achilles Tatius has noticeably increased since
E. Vilborg published his edition in 1955."> In particular, Garnaud could take
advantage from the text of IT* as newly reconstructed by W. H. Willis
(1990), who was able to join together the fragments from P. Col. inv. 901
(formerly known as IT* itself) with those from P. Rob. inv. 35. This papyrus,
which is longer than the others" and diverges in so many places from the
manuscripts, seems thus to support the theory that the textual tradition of the
Greek novels has been somewhat fluid over the earlier centuries, at least (as
in our case) as far as wording and word order are concerned.'* On the other
hand its antiquity (early III century, being very close to Achilles’ time) al-
most invites us to think of it as an authoritative source on matters of textual
criticism for our novel."’ As it turns out, the new IT* more vigorously than

" <Alle pagine 7 e 8 [references are to Vilborg’s pages] tutto bene’ (Russo 1958, 585).

12 All listed in Garnaud’s ‘Notice’ (xxiii-xxv) and Willis 1990, 75-76. Besides IT* (see
below in the text), the ‘new’ papyri are II° = P. Oxy. 3836 (3,21-23,23), II" = P. Oxy.
1014 (4,14,2-5), and a few fragments (P. Oxy. 3837 [8,6,14-18,7,6], formerly H6) from
the same papyrus manuscript as I1'. A dating to the III or even IV century would better
suit I = P. Med. 124 (Cavallo 1996, 37 n. 61).

3 1t covers 3,17,2-3,25,6, but only (approximately) a half of the original text is preserved.

4 E.g. West 1973, 17; Reardon 2004, xiii: ‘patet tales fabulas...a posterioribus minoris
aestimatas esse quam quas opus esset accurate exscribere.” The variously explained
(Conca 1969, 649 n. 1) transposition of the section 2,2-2,3,1-2 in IT' (P. Oxy. 1250) is it-
self revealing of some perturbation in the ancient tradition.

15 See Laplace 1993, 43 n. 5. The text of the manuscripts dpi&ovtar 8¢ cov 00dénm TPdG
t00t01¢ E1epot dioyihor (3,24,4) is in my view preferable to doiEovron 8¢ Soov 008émm
Erepot Sroyihior mpdg tovro in IT*, with hiatus (see below, n. 23). The vulgate text duo
3¢ 1f €0 dyo (Tpocdym Jacobs) TOv Mevélaov 1@ otpatny® (3,24,1) was suffering from
an illicit hiatus until IT* has offered the key for its emendation: dua 8¢ ¥ 1® otpatny®d
t[ov Mevéhaov dyo (suppl. Willis). Likewise, the hiatus affecting éroiun i (8,7,1,
codd.) is avoided in the text of IT' &rofun tiic vote[plac (scil. Yotepaioc: Reeve 1971,
525 n. 2) &ic, which, unfortunately, is not satisfactory with respect to the plot as we know
it: Leucippe says that she is ‘ready’ (§tofun) to undergo the ordeal in the cave of the pan-
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before raises the question whether the medieval manuscript tradition should
be regarded as sound enough (or, in more pragmatic terms, to what extent we
might confidently rely on it). An answer, even a tentative one, requires a
thorough study; this, however, would go out of the scope of the present arti-
cle, and so I shall content myself with a very general consideration, namely
that the fragmentary nature of the papyrus’ source should be properly ac-
knowledged as having a limit in itself, thus warning one not to misjudge the
amount of valuable evidence such an ancient tradition can afford."

4 Making a critical edition

It is generally assumed that the textual tradition of Achilles Tatius calls for
an eclectic approach.'” What is most conspicuous in Garnaud’s edition, how-
ever, is that whenever the text of one branch of the tradition cannot be
proved transparently superior to that of the other, the preference is constantly
— but silently — granted to the a-family.'® As a result, this particular conduct
sometimes leads to an objectionable text: for example, it is hardly a good
idea to follow WM, which omit xatd xépog ékdrepov (3,13,7), if we con-
sider that the same expression is found later in the text (8,6,5, by the consen-
sus of all manuscripts)."”

pipe ‘on the following day’ (tfig Votepaiag), but ‘the ordeal in fact takes place three days
later (8,7,6; 8,15,1)” (Parsons 1989, 68).

16 1 Castiglioni’s words (1931, 575): ‘teoreticamente, io sono sfavorevole alle preferenze
per la tradizione frammentaria nei confronti della completa...perché s’ingenerano nei
testi veri squilibrii.” For examples of good and improper use of the papyrus’ evidence see
below § 6, my notes on 1,14,1 and 6,5,2, respectively.

'7 Dérrie 1935, 70: “utriusque stirpis testimonia adhibenda sunt ad textum constituendum.’
R. M. Rattenbury 1937, 365 expressed some doubts about the correctness of Dorrie’s col-
lations in the case of Heliodorus; a number of years later, in his review of Vilborg’s edi-
tion, Dorrie himself felt bound to admit some inadequacies in his 1930’s dissertation, due
to partial unavailability of first-hand data (Dorrie 1959, 428 n. 1).

'8 Vilborg, instead, came to the opposite conclusion of a slight (average) superiority of the
B-family after a comparison between the two on a random sample from Achilles’ text
(Vilborg 1955, xlvii—xlix).

19 Likewise, the text of VGE mc0d¢ 8¢ ool pgv xpvool meviikovta Tic dwkoviog KTA.
(4,6,2) is in my view preferable to the more contracted (perhaps too much contracted)
xpLoOT pev mevrikovta, thg dtakoviag kth. (WM).
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As a consequence of this assumption, Garnaud’s text comes out to be
rather different from that of Vilborg, and even the vocabulary of our novel
has undergone noticeable changes. We may appreciate this with a glance at
the verbal forms; some are new to Achilles (most of them are compounds):*

aypdopar (7,14,4: Rypimwocar WM éEnypiwoar VG)

avamiéon (2,17,3: dvémkevoey WM dnémievoey VGE F)

Sominto (3,21,2: Swmintor II' WM F [“perhaps rightly’: O’Sullivan
1980, 90, 5.v.] Siekmintor VE[-tetv G])

gkpwviw (8,14,2: EEcpdvnoey WM éEgBomoev VG)

gvapinu (1,19,2: évapfike WD [oR according to Vilborg][def: O’Sulli-
van 1980, 137, s.v.] émagfike cett. [VGE F])

gwévo (7,3,3: évévevov WM Enévevov VGE)*!

éneicépyopar (7,13,1: éneicépyetor WM [‘prob. wrongly’: O’Sullivan
1980, 121, s.v. eicépyopar] eicépyeton VG)

nopakadélopo (3,10,5: mapakadéleton WM E mapaxadehdet VG F [see
Vilborg’s apparatus ad loc.])

npomoréopar (4,15,1: mpomorovpéviiy WM nuprorovpévny VE[-vn G])

cvvnyopém (7,10,1: cvvnyopodviec WM cuvayopevoviec VGE)

vrontive (8,16,1: vronivovoav WM [“perhaps rightly’: O’Sullivan 1980,
419, s.v. dYnoteivo] vroteivovsav VG vropévovsay coni. Vilborg)

Below are listed the verbs that have been lost to the new text of Achilles, in
addition to the above mentioned Swekninto (3,21,2), ékPodw (8,14,2),
gEayprdopan (7,14,4), mapoaxadeddo (3,10,5), and cuvoayopevw (7,10,1):

amedo (2,14,10: dypedeton WMD dlicdetor VGE F)
amoppéopon (8,10,9: ppetton WM dmopipeitor VG)

2 The following list is meant to be representative, and does not purport to be complete; I
have checked for references LRG and O’Sullivan 1980. We should reckon among the
‘new’ verbs also Steknaio (3,22,2: diekmoioot 1), absent from Garnaud’s apparatus ad
loc. (‘I1* longe abest a textu recepto’) but defended by Laplace 1993, 48—49.

2! Perhaps évévevov was introduced by assimilation to the preceding dvedpov (dvedpwv 8&
Nuiv Tokva kol GAAiAolg évévevov), but in such cases one should admit the possibility
that the writer was pursuing a particular effect, like TOv porydv g€éxhéyac (WM Edeyog
VGE) oV 10V deopdv £EAvcog kal Thig oikiag éEanéotehag (6,8,1).
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Sudyo (6,4,2: dyaydv WM Sidyov VE)*

ey (8,5,4: dupyoounv WM die&ney VG)

gloOpdokm (8,6,7: ékbopmv WM [‘wrongly’: O’Sullivan 1980, 121, s.v.
gloOpdokw] eicbopav VG)

kotaéaivo (5,17,6: EEave WM katéEave VG)

npoontdccopat (5,8,2: nepurtvédpevoc WM mpoontvédpevoc VG)

ouvadpoilo (3,24,1: cuveppunicévar IT* cuvnBpoichar codd.)

ovvoprdlo (6,4,2: aprdler WM cvvoprdlet VE)

5 New conjectures

New conjectures by the editor himself are few.

2,19,6: 6 Zdtvpoc... v dvoléy mepatol kai, ®g edpe duvathv, TV
Khewd ve émemeikel, kol the xdpng cvvedviog, undeév dvumpa&or tf
[képn] téxvn

ve Garnaud: t¢ codd.  ante v Kiewd t¢ lacunam statuit O’Sullivan 1980, 401 s.v. 1¢

[6py] del. Jacobs

A similar emendation (ye for t€) has been proposed by Jacobs in 6,19,4:
epboet ye (te codd.) &v domovdog.

2,35.,4: moiq Spidtepov - Epnv - 6 L Tapakdyov HOVoV oTyeTol, Kol 00K
anoladoat Sdwot 1@ erhodvTi
nolq (sic) Garnaud: mot WM VE nfj G né¢ F Vilborg

Garnaud writes here an adverbial moiq; elsewhere in Achilles molog is always
accompanied by a noun.

3,25.,5: &vbeic 8¢ xai dvapudoac tov Spviv TH copd xheter 10 ydouo
ive ydpaty, émi tov Nethov oUtog tntatot To Epyov gépav

Kheler Garnaud: kai eig codd. [ IT* kol kheloag Hercher kAgloac Castiglioni
ymive: yotvo W (Russo 1958, 585)

22 Possibly a misreading of uncials; in 3,8,3 WM exhibit the corrupted dyayov for & &&
Aydv (W™ VGE).
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5,23,2: guedde <uic> 1f Acvkinnn mapéce Synua
<nic> add. Garnaud tfj Agvkinny VGE tff Melitty WM 1 Mehit Vilborg

It is a quite startling coincidence that, contrary to their respective habits,
Garnaud’s suggestion is built upon the text of VGE, whereas Vilborg’s 1
Melitn is a slight modification of the reading of WM.

6,17,3: kol yap Gv vOv £pd tod KatapdTtov ToVTOL HOrKoD, UéEXPL eV
oD TOV 010€ POVOV Kol 00 KEKOWMVIKEY ETép®, Exel THY YoynV &1’ adtdv
¥yet Garnaud: ndoyetcodd.  JxetII°  Pdoket Gaselee Vilborg (‘fancifully’: O’Sullivan
1980, 342, 5.v. mdoym)

The expression mdoyel TV yoynv is vigorous, though syntactically harsh;
anyway, &yel is preferable to Béoket in Vilborg’s edition (the hiatus seems
tolerable: see Reeve 1971, 522 [4(a)] and below, n. 23).

8,8,13: dote, dmotépog dv dmoddvy 0vTog, MG potde 1 O povede, dikny
dedokmg o dédokey

GmoBdvy ovtog Garnaud: dmobdvor obtoc WM adtdg dmobdvort VG obtog dmoddvy Co-
bet, Vilborg

Hiatus in the Greek novelists is a matter that has been largely overlooked
until the fundamental study by M. D. Reeve (1971) made scholars aware of
it. But, as it stands, when we come to the treatment of problematic hiatuses,
we easily see that substantial agreement is lacking; moreover, scholarly atti-
tudes in this respect sometimes are neither perspicuous nor even consistent.”
This leads us back to our starting point. In my view, it would be wiser not to
allow here a hiatus (Garnaud, after WM), which is avoided in the B-family

2 Reeve’s views are shared by O’Sullivan 1980 (‘I’auteur [O’Sullivan] a une tendence
peut-&tre excessive a pourchasser 1’hiatus, bien que celui-ci ne puisse étre éliminé en-
tierement, a ce qu’il semble:” Vian 1981, 349) and Reardon 2004, xiii—xiv (not even
Char. 4,6,4 dwagBeiper avtod escapes his treatment, pace Slings 1997, 109). A brief men-
tion for two recent contributions on textual criticism of Greek novels: Renehan 2001,
234-235, having pointed out that ‘the avoidance of hiatus is by no means absolute’
emends <dppo> émi in Longus 1,7,1; the suggestion made by Dawe 2001, 295 & aibpiag
oM (ToMfg codd.) aipvidiov dyAvg mepiyeiton (Ach. Tat. 3,1,1) seems unnecessary.
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(Cobet Vilborg).** Moreover, under these circumstances the explanation
offered by Garnaud for the insertion of tig (a marginal reading from the Pa-
risinus 2913 [= P in Vilborg’s notation]) in 7,6,5 is striking: to get rid of an
unpleasant hiatus affecting Vilborg’s text (Garnaud 1991, 192 n. 1; perhaps
he is merely echoing a suggestion by O’Sullivan).”

6 Miscellaneous

In this section I shall comment on a number of passages of some interest.

1,13,6: dAAo ocot, tékvov, Tpoceddkmv mhp avdyor GAAL toDTo pev
goBecev M movnpa Toyn peto cod, dvdmter 8¢ oot SGdaC KaKMV. O
novnpag TanTng dadovyiag

novnpo. ToHm WMD Garnaud: ¢0ovnpa THyn VGE Vilborg

The right epithet for Tyche is @Bovnpd (‘jealous’), not movnpd (‘evil’), see
5,7,9 pot td®v v 1@ mpocodn® @nudtov §eOévnoev 1 Toyn and 3,23.3
£p06vncé pot daipwv Tig Thg kabapdg ndovic (where dainwv Ti¢ is substan-
tially equivalent to 9 Toyn).”® The corrupted movnpd (WMD) has arisen
from the reduplication of movnpag in the following line.?” This is confirmed
by the circumstance that the same a-family shows a similar error (3,4,6):

b4 / / € \ ~ / ~ / / bl \
Eviol OE...TPOGPAYEVTEC DTTO TOD KOMOTOC T METPQ OeAvdnoay...Enel
ovv 10 Tholov Sieddon. ..

SieMdnoav WM Garnaud [deest D]: diepOeipovio VGE F Vilborg

?* Jotacistic variants in the case of verbal terminations are pretty frequent: see especially
2,34,5 Gmo0dvor (WM VE F drobdver G); 3,25,4 dmoddvy (IT' WMD VGE Gmofdvet
F); 7,9,8 dmo0dvy (WM VGE dmofdvot Sinaiticus).

5 Laplace 1993, 51 n. 37 rejects the text of ITI* as reconstructed by Willis (3,23,3) dmd
Topov dmode]dnunkdta ‘en raison de I’hiatus qu’elle [Willis® restoration] créerait.” In
Plutarch’s genuine writings ‘auslautende Langvokale und Diphtonge vor vokalischem
Anlaut sind unbedingt verpont’ (Ziegler 1951, 933).

%6 <Jealous’ Tyche: Char. 4,1,12 (Ttyn Pdoave...&p0évnoac). Tyche in the Greek novels:
Alperowitz 1992, 75-87; in Polybius: Walbank 1956, 16-26. In 8,4,4 the manuscript tra-
dition is split between tfic Toyng (WM Garnaud) and tod daipovoc (VG Vilborg).

27 O’Sullivan 1980, 362, s.v. novnpd; see also Jacobs 1821, 466, ad loc.
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where dieA0Onoav, which is rather oddly used in reference to persons
(‘Quelques-uns...se briserent sous la force du flot contre le roc et mou-
rurent’), has been influenced, in the way of an anticipation, by the following
d1el00m, more properly said of the mholov (diaAd® meaning ‘break up a
ship’: LSJ, s.v. 2).

1,14,1: &ypatd pov t® ddpw TpLEAOV
&ypato W Garnaud: éypfito M [ynpfito sec. Vilborg, qui in textum recipit éypfito ex
Salmasii coniectura] ypficOm D ypficbar VGE  [deest F] (X. Cyn. 1,2 &xdpn 1®

Sdpw xai &xpfito)

The form €yparto (which can be regarded either as ‘Ionic’ or as belonging to
the Koine)®® is poorly attested in the late Hellenistic and early imperial litera-
ture;” moreover, it seems to be not quite in place in Achilles’ language,
since it rests upon a feeble manuscript evidence and elsewhere the consensus
of all manuscripts and IT* is on &ypfito (3,20,7).%°

When coming to the description of the hippopotamus in book 4, we read
(4,2,3): kepoAn meprpepric, o0 opkpd. The form opkpdg — ‘Attic’ rather
than ‘Tonic’ here, if such a distinction is worthy to be drawn®' — is unparal-

\

8 Tonism: Phryn. Praep. Soph. fr. 366 De Borries: ypfiton: oi Attikof, oi 8¢ “Teveg ypdta
kol éypdro. In inscriptions from Ionia ypficOau besides ypaoOar (Scherer 1934, 72); He-
rodotus (1,187; 2,159 alibi): ‘der bei der Benutzung der Hdt.ausgaben gewonnene Ein-
druck einer morphologischen Einheitlichkeit dieses Verbums nur illusorisch ist’ (Rosén
1962, 122). — Koine: ‘ypdopat...frequently contracts to o in the papyri of Roman and
Byzantine periods’ (Gignac 1981, 368); Cronert 1903, 223 n. 2. In Attic ‘the spelling
xpacbat is a very rare variant attested only in the Hellenistic period’ (Threatte 1996,
522). In New Testament ‘Cijv ¢ ypficBar hanno come in greco classico 1 in luogo di o’
(Blass-Debrunner-Rehkopf 1982, 91).

See especially D.H. 4nt. Rom. 4,26,5 (11, p. 49, 4 Jacoby): 1 6TiAn...ypappdtov &ovea
YapaKTApag...0lg 10 mohadv 1| ‘EANGG &xpfito (&xpdto codd.: see Jacoby 1874, 34);
Josephus 4J 19,105 (IV, p. 228, 21 Niese): Aowdopioig e &gparo katd tod Tatov (to be
emended to éypfito according to Schmidt 1894, 472-473). In the fragmentary pieces of
the cynic writer Teles the spelling ypdc6at is unanimously attested only pp. 37, 7 and 38,
9 Hense.
In 7,13,1 pvijun yop adtfi (Leucippe) tod moAddxig mopa S6Eav ceododar... v éAnida
npovéével dmoypficbar (corr. Cobet) tff TOyy, the manuscripts read, respectively,
anoypfitar (WG, def. Reeve 1971, 523 n. 1, with different interpunction: v §Anida
npov&ével. Amoypfitat [Leucippe] tf Toxm), dndypnte (M) and droypficot (V).
31 <Attic’: Schmid 18871896, I, 580, not belonging to the Koine: Moeris s.v. (¢ 38 Han-
sen): oUIKpOV ATTIK®G, WKpOvV kowdv. Mayer-G’schrey 1898, 4 n. 1 (absent from
Parthenius); Blass-Debrunner-Rehkopf 1982, 91; Hernandez Lara 1994, 177. — lonism:

2!

=]
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leled in Achilles’ text, but Vilborg was perhaps overzealous in rejecting it
for a (brilliant) emendation by J. Jackson:** kepot| mepipepiic, 00C uKkpov.
A certain fluctuation between opkpdc and pukpdc is neither unusual nor a
problem in itself,** and a comparison with Longus (whose text is, among the
novelists, the most suitable for our purpose because of the recent editions by
M. D. Reeve and J.-R. Vieillefond)** will confirm this assumption. In
Longus pucpdg is unanimously attested eight times, once opucpdc.® In three
passages the Laurentianus and the Vatican manuscript diverge from one
another;>® from a methodological perspective it is interesting to observe that,
in these cases, the editors too behave differently, according to their respec-
tive critical guidelines: thus, Vieillefond chooses to follow the Laurentianus
(oukpde 2,1,2; 8.,4; wkpds 2,38,1), Reeve instead writes everywhere pkpdc,
with no regard for any particular manuscript authority.*’

Just for sake of curiosity, now I shall briefly review a few unexpected
special readings that stand out in Garnaud’s apparatus:

3,12,1: koBdpoiov 10D otpatod (WM VE F edd.), kabdpoiov 100 Aaod
(G)38

Riist 1952, 19-20 (‘beide Formen echt ionisch sind”). Everywhere pikpdc in the Lucianic
treatise De dea Syria, written in lonic (13 = IIL, p. 5, 28 Macleod; 6,1; 6,7; 16 =p. 7, 25
[after word-ending -g]; 7,27; 20 = p. 10,19; 29 = p. 16,16 [conj.]) and in the lonic inter-
mezzo Vit. auct. 14 (II, p. 35, 12 M.; ‘une tirade qui est un bon paradigme scolaire
réunissant toutes les particularités dialectales:” Bompaire 1958, 633).

32 Jackson 1935, 53 n. 1. Vilborg 1962, 80: ‘cpucpdv would be a highly improbable form in
A.T.” The presence of opikpdc here seemed unproblematic to Sexauer 1899, 3 (listing
this occurrence under the heading: ‘Jonismen’), among others.

33 See Schmid (above, n. 31); Dirr 1899, 9; Ghedini 1926, 21, Deferrari 1916, 5. In
Lucian’s Apologia 13 pikpd and cuucpdtntt oceur in the same sentence (111, p. 373, 19—
22 Macleod).

3 Reeve 1986% and Vieillefond 1987. Longus’ text rests on two fundamental manuscripts:
Laur. c.s. 627 (= F of Achilles Tatius) and Vat. gr. 1348 (=R, in Vilborg’s notation).

3 Mpde: 1,16,2; 2,12,1; 33,2; 3,7,3; 9,2; 23,5; 25,2; 30,3. Spkpde: 1,7,2.

3% Sukpdc in the Laurentianus alone: 2,1,2 (after word-ending -c); 8,4; in the Vaticanus
alone: 2,38,1. I have not taken into account the occurrence 1,19,3, where Reeve
(Hirschig) reads pkpod, Vieillefond (Hercher Dalmeyda) opwkpod, both silently. See
also Asser 1873, 32 (unreliable); Valley 1926, 18 (fairly complete).

37 Vieillefond 1987, lvii-lviii; Reeve 19862, xiii: ‘rarius peccat V [the Vatican ms.] quam F
[the Laurentianus ms.], sed saepius quam cui continuo pareatur.’

3% [Lucianus] Asin. 22 (11, p. 288, 21 Macleod): kaBapiopudv 10d otpatod; also Gr. Naz. Or.
15,3 (PG 35, 913c¢): tdv peto Xp1otov Ztéeavog. .. tavtog tod Aaod kaddpoiov.
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4,4,7: 0adpaiov (WM VGE edd.), étednew (D)*°

5,17,3: oyoivoiwot (codd. Garnaud), yoivi&l (marginal reading from the
manuscript Lond. Old Royal 16 D XVIII [= A in Vilborg’s nota-
tion])*’

6,12,4: €lte éo1i kai K6dpov (Mevdvdpov G) evyevéotepog eite Kpoicov
nhovolwtepog. The variant Mevdvdpov cannot be explained here but
because of the presence in the same context of the similarly sounding
@epodvdpw at the end of the preceding paragraph, and of
Oépoavdpov a few lines later (6,12,5).

1,14,3: &ym 8¢ oot OV povéa, TOV Avdpopovov Emvnodunv
oot WMD Garnaud: cov VGE Vilborg

The dative pronoun oot is defended by O’Sullivan,*' but the genitive is in
my view recommended by the internal parallel &y® v Gvépopdvov cov
kotepiAnoa (7,5,4) in a similar context, namely a para-tragic lamentation.
O’Sullivan proposed an analogous emendation to X. Eph. 3,54 & @u\tdtn
pot (pov in the codex wunicus Laurentianus [= Achilles’ F]) mooc®v
ABpoxduov yoyn, but there with the support of other examples in Xeno-
phon’s novel.**

2,7,4: €€ dmmolic yohovsd pov TV Xy
£€ émnolfic WMD Garnaud: émnoAfic VE Vilborg émi mold G F (émi moléog FP° sec.
Vilborg)

3% Not mentioned in Vilborg’s apparatus and unparalleled in Achilles. Té0nmo is well at-

tested in Philo, Parthenius (2,1); Plutarch (Admatorius 19,764f; alibi), Lucian (Cat. 16:
étefnewy, explained by the scholiast ad loc. [p. 49, 12 Rabe] with £0adpalov; alibi),
Aclian (see Schmid 1887-1896, 111, 222).

Vilborg prints yoivi&, following the editorial ‘vulgate’ (‘the form in -ot is hardly right’:
O’Sullivan 1980, 397, s.v. oy0tvoc). The termination is characteristically Ionic; oyotvoiot
is an Herodotean word (2,68,8), then in Arrian, /nd. 3,4. — As far as pretended Ionisms
are concerned, it is perhaps not unworthy to note that in G alone we find the uncontracted
gyxéer (2,23,2, &yyel cett.) — ‘lonic’ (Lindemann 1889, 36: ‘concedendum est... solutas
formas [ee/eet] longe prevalere’) and also not unfamiliar to the Koine (Blass-Debrunner-
Rehkopf 1982, 143) —, but elsewhere the same manuscript alone reads mepippet (2,11,5,
nepippéel ceit.), so as to demonstrate the intrinsically unreliable, volatile nature of such
spellings.

*' O’Sullivan 1978, 325.

*2 0’ Sullivan 1986, 80.
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[a.] Garnaud opts here for the prepositional form &£ émmoAfic (WMD),
which is ‘un-Attic’ according to the ancient rhetors; as a comparison, Helio-
dorus has the ‘Attic’ émumoAfig (like the B-family in Achilles), even if it can-
not be overlooked that his style is throughout comparatively higher.*’
[.] While commenting on 2,3,2, Dorrie remarked that one is faced to the
choice between the ‘Attic’ feminine v Sppoxa (V F) and the more vulgar
masculine form tov Sppaxo (WM GE II' Garnaud Vilborg).* [c.] In the
manuscripts of Achilles we read ddun four times (2,15,2 [bis]; 4,5,2 [bis]),
only once the ‘Attic’ doun (2,38,3, probably by assimilation to the preceding
hapax do@paic); elsewhere (4,4,8) both douriv (WMD Garnaud) and 08prjv
(VGE Vilborg) are well attested.”” [d.] In 4,19,3, the tradition is split be-
tween dotéov (WMD Garnaud) and the ‘Attic’ dctodv (VGE Vilborg); ex-
cept that, in this case at least (but, possibly, not only), the distinction drawn
by the atticising rhetors does not seem to be fully true to the literary praxis.*

Atticism is a complex matter to deal with, and those above are only a
few scattered examples somehow related to it (one serious shortcoming,
among others, is that we did not take into account IT*, which is very interest-
ing to this respect).” From the editor’s point of view, it is difficult to take a
clear-cut decision between ‘Attic’ and ‘un-Attic’ variants here, because it

# Pollux 4, 189 (I, p. 257, 13 Bethe): émmoliic tetp®odau, alibi. Phryn. Praep. soph. 66,18
De Borries: Attik@dg pév dvev tfig 68 mpobéocwg, ol 8¢ éfemmolijc Myoviec dmhovifncoy
and t0d éCaipvng xal élemitndes; Ecloga 98 Fischer (ol dpyoiot); see Luc. Soloecista 5 (1,
p. 169, 1-2 Macleod). Diodorus Siculus writes §& émmoAfig (Palm 1955, 107).

* Dorrie 1935, 83; Phryn. Ecloga 33 Fischer (1} 3peoé...onlokdc Séov, odk Gpoevikdc)
and Praep. Soph. 96,24. Tov Sueaxa is defended by Conca 1969, 663 as difficilior, with
reference to LSJ.

4 Phryn. Praep. Soph. 97,21 <dou>" 10 100 o pdvov, kai od Sid 10d . Tdvav 8¢ 810 T0d
d; Pollux 2,75-76 (1, p. 106, 14—16 Bethe) points out that 43, though commonly re-
garded as to be koAdv 10 Svopa, is lacking adequate evidence in Attic prose; 0] is de-
fended, instead, by the Antiatticista (see Schmid 1887-1896, I, 207). According to
Schmid, Aelian and Philostratus are consistent in using the ‘Attic’ form (II, 143; IV,
209); among the novelists, Chariton has dopr (1,8,2; Hernandez Lara 1994, 165).

46 Moeris s.v. (0 27 Hansen): dotodv Atticde, dotéov EAnvucdc. Remote from the praxis:
Thackeray 1909, 44: ‘The rule as regards 6otéov dotodv in LXX is that the contracted
forms are used in the nom. and acc., the uncontracted in the gen. and dat.” (e.g. Ge. 2,23
t0Dt0 VOV doT0dV €Kk 1OV dotéwv pov). According to Giangrande 1953, 61 dotéov in
Eunapius V'S 7,6,9 (480) is a Herodotean reminiscence.

47 <Several times I1* has an Attic form...or construction...where the vulgate substitutes a
late or trivialized equivalent” (Willis 1990, 78): for example, IT* (Garnaud) has the Attic’
form kokebv (3,21,4) instead of kovAedv (codd.), one out of the few ‘reine Jonismen’
listed by Sexauer 1899, 4.
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involves a comprehensive, full-detailed picture of Achilles’ ‘Atticism’ or
‘classicism.”*® But, on the other hand, it can be positively stated that the edi-
tor’s attitude towards the manuscript tradition is far from being irrelevant to
a more precise appreciation of the Atticistic colour in our novel.*

2,37,6: yovauki p&v odv vypov v 10 cOM v Tai GUUTAOKOTS, HoABaicd:
8¢ ta yeidn mpdg ta pidjuato. kol did todto pev Eyet [scil. | yovi] to
oAU KTA.

yovaiki corr. Hercher, Vilborg, Garnaud: yovauéi WM VGE F [deest D]

and only a few lines later (2,38,2):

yovauél pév yop mavto émimhaoto, Kol T0 ppoTe Kol To oyfjuote” Kov
gtvon 86&n ko [scil. 1 yovi] KTk
yovonEl WM Garnaud: yovoiki VGE F Vilborg (Hercher) [deest D]

Possibly the requested subject for &yet (2,37,6) might be supplied ad sensum
by the preceding plural yovai&l (WM VGE F): Hercher’s yovaiki, then, is
unneeded.”® Otherwise, for sake of consistency, one is expected to choose
the singular yovaiki also at 2,38,2 (VGE F; ‘necessary in view of the follow-
ing 86&n:” Vilborg 1962, 65).

8 The only extensive study about style and language is Sexauer 1899 (outdated, following
in Schmid’s steps), whose conclusion runs: ‘Er [Achilles] bemiiht sich, attisch zu
schreiben...Daneben erscheint eine lange Reihe spiter Ausdriicke...sowie Spétes und
Ungewohnliches auf dem Gebiet der Grammatik...” (pp. 76—77); so we have a descrip-
tion of the generic type ‘NN. is an Atticist, but occasionally he uses constructions from
the contemporary language,’ criticized with reason by Hult 1990, 17 (with valuable re-
marks on method). From the comparative approach of Zanetto 1990 we learn that, despite
of some traces of ‘coerenza stilistica,” a novelistic style (a consistent set of stylistic ten-
dencies common to the Greek novel as a literary genre) cannot be defined; on the con-
trary, we have to do with (more or less) sophisticated works, with a marked individual
character.

4 Again, we observe that Heliodorus, Longus, and Chariton all write the ‘Attic’ kpOpo (see
LRG I, 72, s.v.), Achilles (8,17,9) alone, instead, the ‘un-Attic’ quasi-synonym
reln06tog (Melcher 1905, 17; Hernandez Lara 1994, 58; 133); the latter, however, is
admitted by the ‘moderate’ classicist Pollux (6, 209 [II, p. 52, 17 Bethe]).

0 Wackernagel 1926% 93: ‘wenn nicht so sehr von einer Mehrzahl, als vielmehr von der
Gattung als solcher, also von einer abstrakten Mehrheit die Rede ist, kann der Singular
oder Plural stehen.’
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6,5.,2: mAfi0o¢ 1@V mavvuylldvimy Tpocéppeev
npocéppeev WM Garnaud: cuvéppeev VGE Vilborg

The verb npoopéw (WM) is used twice elsewhere in reference to persons,’’
but here cuppéw (VGE) is supported by many external parallels™ and by
another occurrence in Achilles (8,3,1), which is very close to the passage
quoted above: 8yhog cuveppin (cuveppinkev M) T@v &v 10 iepd Tapdviov.
And, if further evidence was needed, we could add the text of IT* (3,24,1 =
col. IV, 20-21): mold cuveppunkévor poofog (suppl. Willis: ‘a great abomi-
nation has streamed together’ [udcog = pucapodg dvdpac]). Here the medie-
val tradition reads instead mold cvvnOpoicOar Anotipiov, and, questionably
enough, in Garnaud’s text both sources are mixed by overlapping them into
the spurious oAV cuveppLNKEVAL ANGTHPLOV.

The deliberations of the president of the judges (0 mpdedpog TV
dwaot@v) at the court of Ephesus are summed up in a long, articulated sen-
tence (7,12,1):

” ey ) A / \ ~ / ) A

£00&eV 0DV 0UTQ JACKOTNOAVTL GLV TOTG TOPESPOLS OVTOD

[a.] Bdvatov pév uod xatoyvdvor kato tOv vopov, O¢ ékélevoe ToOV
avtod katemdvta dvov tebvdva,

[b.] mepl 8¢ Mehitng kpiowv yevésOor dsvtépav &v tolg Pacdvolg TV
Oepanovidov,

’ \ ) 7 \ ~ / 5 ’ o \

[c.] Oépoavopov O emopocat Tepl TOD ZMGHEVOLS EV YPAUUACLY, 1| LNV
ovK eidévar Tl yéyove,

[d.] xape 84, o¢ dn koarddikov, Bacavicdfivar mepl tod MeMtny T
POVE cuveyVOKEVOL.

In this case, too, Garnaud does not refrain from accepting at face value the
text of WM, which omit 8¢ (double underlined) after @épcavdpov in the

1 Ach. Tat. 3,13,5: oi dmATton mpocéppeov; 7: kal innelg (mhefovg add. VGE Vilborg) mpo-
oéppeov. See also Josephus 4J 14,93: moAhoi & ApiotoPodre...tpocéppeov; [Lucianus]
Amores 8: 8v’ 1) 1peig npoceppincav; Mayer-G’schrey 1889, 25.

2 Hld. 4,19,1: moAt®dv gig mAfBog cuppedvinv; 7,3,1: Tod TAiove. ..cuppuévtog (Neimke
1889, 53 [nr. 69]); X.Eph. 5,13,1: cuvéppet 8¢ dmav 10 mAfifog; D.S. 20,82,5: cuvéppst
novtoaydBev mAfbog; 34/35,6,1: cuvéppeov gig Pounv ot dyhot, D.H. 4Ant. Rom. 9,25,1:
Sylov ovveppunkdtog; Plut. Crass. 28,3: cvveppunkog Oyhov; Ael. VH 12,58:
cuvéppet...t0. A0, "Oyhoc and mAf0og are to be regarded as synonyms: Giangrande
1991, 59 n. 26.



ON THE TEXT OF ACHILLES TATIUS 127

colon [c.], but the particle (VG Vilborg) — in response to those in the other
cola (simple underlined) — is needed for a correct balancing of the sentence
as a whole.

8,5,9: 0 8¢ Tdotpatog Kol €meddkpuey, & mote [10] Kota Agvkinany
gyeydvel <t0> dpapa

According to Vilborg, Garnaud (in their critical apparatuses) and O’Sullivan
(1980, 99, s.v. dpapa), the transposition of T was fathered by Jacobs. I have
found it first in Gaselee’s text, whereas I have failed to detect any trace of it
in the editions of Salmasius, Jacobs, Hirschig, and Hercher.”> The latter,
reworking a suggestion by Hirschig, proposed to read: 0 8¢ Zmdotpatog kai
gneddkpuev, Ondte [10] katd Agvkinmny &yeydver<v> [Spaua]; such an ob-
trusive emendation is neither recommendable in itself nor needed here, but it
is probably not as farfetched as it seems, insofar as an interpolated dpapa
(added by a second hand in the manuscript A = Ambr. F 128) can be found
in Josephus 4J 20,79 (IV, p. 289, 11 Niese): o0 unv 6 "I{dtng katemidyn [t0
dpdpal.

7 Conclusion

We may subscribe to the view that, in the case of Achilles Tatius, ‘si tratta
piu di scegliere che di emendare.”> In the present paper, I have briefly dis-
cussed on general topics and individual passages in Achilles’ novel from the
standpoint of textual criticism, in order to gain, as far as possible, a deeper
insight into the ratio of the editorial choices that affect it in a positive or
negative way. I am well aware of the fact that my discussion is far from be-
ing fully exhaustive and, moreover, I have raised many questions while of-
fering few solutions; but there are two main conclusions that can be drawn

33 Gaselee 19692 400-[401]-402 (silently); Jacobs 1821 (not even in his Animadversiones,
ad loc. [p. 936]); Salmasius 1640, 473 (with the ‘Byzantine’ paroxytone dpdpua);
Hirschig 1856, 116, 22-24 (0mdte [10] kata A. éygydver [dpaua]); Hercher 1858, 193, 4—
5. — ‘The MSS put the article before xotd. This would be possible only if &ygydver could
mean “was discussed” vel sim. [so Jackson’s (1935, 105) évevdel], which I doubt seri-
ously’ (Vilborg 1962, 127); for the opposite view, ‘I see no good reason for bracketing
and changing the person against the consensus of the MSS., which are with Jacobs’
(Walden 1894, 9 n. 1).

5% Russo 1958, 587.
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from it with some confidence. First, we have seen that the editor’s critical
assumptions about the manuscript tradition (and the papyri) have a signifi-
cant bearing on the definition of the expressive style of the author at its sur-
face level. Secondly, that by paying greater attention to linguistic and
rhetorical-literary features internal to the text itself, one is granted a useful
criterion which, when applied to problematic cases, might potentially lead to
valuable accomplishments in the textual criticism of Achilles’ novel.
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