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Abstract

The aim of this thesis is to explore the relationship between Achilles Tatius’ novel
Leucippe and Cleitophon and the Platonic corpus. I have searched for Platonic
allusions of various natures and purposes and grouped them into thematic chapters. I
have also compared instances of similar uses of Plato in contemporary authors in
order to classify both the individual cases and the place of Achilles Tatius’ novel in its
literary environment, including the intended readership.

InInyinuoducﬁon1qu@znguedthatﬂuoughtheconﬂﬁnaﬂonin}ﬁs“mnksof
philosophy and literary excellence Plato was an extremely important figure to the
Greeks of the second sophistic. However, despite the increasingly influential opinion
that Greek novel readership was not dissimilar to that of other works, the possibility
that the Greek novelists used Plato in a more than cosmetic fashion has been relatively
neglected. The uses of Plato on which I have concentrated are the employment of
Platonic names as allusions to their namesakes; Platonic narrative technique as the
model for the dialogue form and open-endedness of Leucippe and Cleitophon with
the integration of this technique into the broader question of the discrepancies
between the beginning and the end; the allusion to a particularly famous passage of
the Phaedrus in the name of the heroine; the repeated allusions to the Phaedran flow
of beauty, their purposes and the light they shed on the characterisation of Cleitophon;
and the Phaedran scene-setting, indulged in by many other writers, which Achilles
Tatius uses in two significant passages.

The conclusions I have reached are that Achilles Tatius uses Plato far more
extensively and imaginatively than hitherto realised; that such an intimate engagement
can shed light on other issues, such as psychological characterisation and the question
of humour; that Achilles Tatius wrote something of an “anti-Platonic” novel; and that
his work displays many similarities with other works whose sophistication is less in

doubt.



Introduction

In this thesis I shall argue that, since the practice of alluding to Plato was an important
part of much of the writing of the second sophistic, it is pertinent to investigate
whether the Greek novelists, whose readership was probably identical, if not similar,
also indulged in this literary and philosophical game. I shall concentrate on Achilles
Tatius’ Leucippe and Cleit&phon and attempt to establish that this novel displays a far
more involved and complicated relationship with the Platonic corpus than previously
realised. I shall do this by building on allusions which have been noticed, by arguing
for the presence of other uses, and by comparing instances of similar engagements
with Plato in contemporary authors. As well as having a bearing on the literary and
intellectual texture of the novel, with the implications for its readership, this approach
will involve the consideration of other questions, including humour, characterisation
and the place of Leucippe and Cleitophon within its genre and its wider literary
environment.

In this Introduction I shall focus on the position of Plato in the second
sophistic; the reasons behind his popularity, including the philosophical and cultural
background; some ways in which this popularity is manifested in writers who were
roughly contemporaneous with Achilles Tatius; the question of who might have read
the Greek novels and what they might have expected; what work has been carried out
with respect to Plato and the Greek novel; and some comments about procedure.

First, however, I shall define some terms for the sake of clarity.
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I.1 “The Greek Novel”

Although this thesis is chiefly concerned with Achilles Tatius’ Leucippe and
Cleitophon, 1 shall from time to time refer to “the Greek novel” and “Greek novel
conventions”. It is therefore worth briefly setting out what I mean by these phrases.'
By “the Greek novel” I mean principally the five extant works of fiction in prose by
Chariton, Xenophon of Ephesus, Achilles Tatius, Longus and Heliodorus, as well as
any fragments which can, with more or less certainty, be attributed to works which
share certain features with the extant novels, among which the romantic element is
paramount.” What I shall take as “Greek novel conventions” are well adumbrated by
Bowie:

Boy and girl of aristocratic background fall in love, are separated before

or shortly after marriage and subjected to melodramatic adventures

which threaten their life and chastity and carry them around much of the

eastern Mediterranean. Eventually love and fortune prove stronger than

storms, pirates and tyrants and the couple is reunited in marital bliss.’
There are, of course, exceptions, and the matter is complicated by the fact that we
have lost much material. “Thus it is often claimed that mutual faithfulness is a
characteristic and so a convention of the Greek novel. Yet Callirhoe marries another

man, Daphnis is initiated into love’s mysteries by Lycaenion, and Cleitophon famously

"Reardon (1991), ch.1, Holzberg (1996), and Swain (1999b) all consider the question of genre.
* Whether and to what extent Xenophon used Chariton and Heliodorus Achilles Tatius and so on are
debates of long standing. The question of allusion between these texts themselves and others is one
that would need (o be addressed if one wanted to deal with the “genre question” in more detail.

*(1985), p.684.
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succumbs to Melite. Are these, then, manipulations of a convention, or did the
convention not exist at all? It does seem that Chariton, Longus and Achilles Tatius
respectively are trying to create some sort of effect by playing on the reader’s
expectations and emotions, and so the former option seems more convincing. This
leads to the point that a generic convention can be in force even if no author ever
abides by it. There does not need to have been a whole string of rigidly formulaic
novels before writers could toy with the basic template, for a writer could beget
certain expectations in his reader merely by the type of story he was writing. A love
story between two youths, therefore, could rely on a host of previous literature of
various genres to induce the belief that they would be faithful.*

I do not mean to imply by the above that the Greek novel should be studied in
isolation, although this has sometimes been the case. For nothing is ever written in
1solation, and as Bowersock puts it: “Prose fiction needs to be considered in a broad
context”,” and: “It (sc. the explosion of fiction in the Roman empire) is a part of the
history of that time”.® Attempting to identify what the Greek novels offered their
readers is one part of putting them in their context. Another is comparnng the
practices of contemporary writers of fiction in order to locate a novel in its literary
environment. I shall accordingly refer not only to other novels when dealing with
Leucippe and Cleitophon, but also to authors such as Lucian, Dio of Prusa, Plutarch,

Philostratus and Alciphron.

* Given the popularity of Homer in the second sophistic (see p.11, n.33), the archetype of the
Odyssey would have been important, despite the more advanced age of the protagonists.
*(1994), p.15.

® Ibid., p.22.
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1.2 Plato in the Second Sophistic

A thesis concerning the responses of the authors and readers of the second sophistic
to the Platonic corpus requires some comment on the place of Plato within that
period. Fortunately any modern reader of second sophistic literature will know how
important Plato was to those writers and, presumably, readers. The extent of Plato’s
influence, whether it be profoundly philosophical or merely stylistic, is quite often
plain for all to see, and De Lacy states that:
He (sc. Plato) is second only to Homer both in the frequency of
allusions to him and in the variety of contexts in which these allusions
occur.”
and:
The case for a fairly general first-hand knowledge of Plato is made even
stronger by the observation not only that verbal reminiscences of Plato
are fairly common in second-century writers, but that many of them are
unlabelled.®
In fact it seems that “just about every dialogue receives some notice, sooner or later,
in the work of one or another second-century writer”.” I shall first briefly consider
why Plato was so popular and then give some examples of allusions to his corpus in
the works of writers who were roughly contemporaneous with Achilles Tatius in

order to convey some impression of what they expected of their readers.

7(1974), pA.
8 .
Ibid., p.6.

? Ibid., p.7. See also Branham (1989), pp.67-8.



1.2.1 Middle Platonism: The Philosophical Backeround

Middle Platonism is the name given by modem scholars to the period in the Platonic
tradition which fell between 80 BC and 250 AD.' This, conveniently, is also the
period within which the Greek novelists, with the possible exception of Heliodorus,
are generally thought to have been operating.'" Although it is not wise to see Middle
Platonism as a single, unitarian tradition,'? it is possible to make some generalisations
concerning its nature, the practices of its adherents, and the place that Plato
subsequently came to hold in the collective Greek consciousness of the second
sophistic. Middle Platonism is generally described as having begun with a significant
change in the Academy early in the first century BC, when Antiochus broke away
from Philo of Larisa. Although there is some debate concerning the precise date and
nature of the split owing to the limited available evidence," it was, in the final
analysis, far from the disaster that one might have expected. For from this precarious
position Platonism came to be the dominant pagan philosophy within the next three
centuries.

The reasons for this are manifold and can not fully be covered here, but an

aspect of Platonism which did enable it to supersede its major rivals was its “Protean

' Dillon (1993), p.xl.

" For the chronology of the five extant Greek novels I follow what seems to be the prevailing
orthodoxy which is to be found, among other places, in Bowie (1985), p.684, Swain (1996), pp.423-
425, and Reardon (1989), p.5. Lightfoot (1988) is persuasive in debunking the theory that Heliodorus
must have written after AD 350. Bowersock (1994), Appendix B, arguing that he did, is convinced,
but not convincing.

12 See Opsomer (1998) in particular for this.

¥ See Glucker (1978), with Sedley (1981), Tarrant (1985), Dillon (1996) and Barnes (1997).
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quality”."* One branch of, admittedly rather extreme, syncretism was advocated by
Antiochus himself who held that there was no real difference between Plato and the
Old Academics, Aristotle and the Lyceum and Zeno and the Stoa.” While not all
Platonists held this view, and in the period under consideration there was, to be sure,
a great deal of inter-school rivalry and polemic, there was also a large amount of
borrowing and absorption as different philosophies tried to cope with the problems
posed by the others. Platonism was particularly adept at this, indeed:

Throughout the Middle-Platonic period ... , we find philosophers

oscillating between the twin poles of attraction constituted by

Peripateticism and Stoicism."
Peripateticism was especially prone to the plundering of the Platonists as it was more
or less a fixed system centred on the copious leamed writings of its past scholarchs,
and from the middle of the first century BC these works were the focus of many
scholars’ attention.'” Platonism lacked this secure foundation, something which,
ironically, was more of an advantage than a disadvantage, for Platonists from the very
beginning had been engaged in the quest for what Plato had meant, and anything

which could assist them in this was eagerly grasped.'® So it was that many Aristotelian

ideas, including logic, ethics and a large part of his metaphysics, were taken over by

' Gottschalk (1990), p.1174.

'* Barnes (1997), pp.78-81, surveys the evidence.

** Dillon (1993), p.xl.

17 See Gottschalk (1990).

¥ That is not to imply that it was always easy for Aristotle’s readers to understand his writings, as

the need for commentaries demonstrates.
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Platonism from Antiochus on. Technical vocabulary, comparatively little of which was
bequeathed by Plato in his writings, was also appropriated. In short, Platonism was
able to filch the components with which it could build its own philosophical system.

However, no amount of borrowing would have been successful had there not
been the founding stones represented by the writings of Plato. In the Middle Platonic
period these became central to the cause for two main reasons. The fracturing of the
Academy coincided with, and may well have been facilitated by, the loss of the
physical institution in Athens which had been the centre of the school.”” The result
was that there no longer existed an official succession of scholarchs based in a single
establishment who could make ex cathedra pronouncements. Rather Platonism
fragmented into persuasions propagated by private tutors in various parts of the
Roman world. Platonists had to look elsewhere for their authority, and where better
to look than Plato’s works themselves? Second, in the light of the new dogmatism
partly heralded by Antiochus it had again become proper to look for anything that
Plato might have to say in his works, rather than using them to prove that it was
impossible to say anything.

Several factors point towards increased attention being paid to the Platonic
corpus, of which the writing of commentaries is one. The earliest extant example 1s
the Anonymous Theaetetus Commentary, the aim of which was “to vindicate Plato’s
authority” and,

The strikingly new feature, however, and the one which points most

strongly away from the Antiochean Academy and towards the new era

' See Lynch (1972), p.198, and Glucker (1978). Gottschalk (1990), however, emphasises that the

evidence is not as conclusive as far as Aristotle’s school is concerned.



of Platonism, is his way of pursuing this quest. It is done by devoting

the closest possible attention, page by page, to the ipsissima verba of

Plato’s text.”
Sedley outlines the methods of this particular commentator,”’ and we see in his
commentary two factors which became central to Middle Platonism: namely the
promotion of Plato as principal authority, and arguments for the consistency with
which it was necessary to credit him if it was ever going to be possible to extract a
coherent philosophical system from his works. It was, moreover, not only Platonists
who were concerned to elucidate Plato’s writings. Plato’s authority became so great
that, allied to the syncretism which was pervasive in one form or another during this
period, members of other schools felt the need to address his corpus.”” At 3.65

Diogenes Laertius describes the job of the Platonic commentator:

’ A} ~ ~ ~ ~ A
"Eori d¢ 9 éEnymaic alrol T@v Adywy TormAn: modorrov wev yap éxdidatar
A} e’ 9 A [ <4 ~ ’ " ’ e’ ’

X0 O TI 0TIV €kagTov TV Aeyouévwy' EmeITa, TIvos €iveka AEAexkTal,
’ \ ’ " 2 2 ’ ’ \ b > ’

ToTepa KaTQ TpomyoUuevoy 7 €v eixovos wépel, kai {el) €ls CoymaTwy

Al ”"n 3 kL4 ~ N A ’ A} a\ ’ b ) 9"\

KaTagKeuny 7 €ig eleyxov Tol mpoadialeyouevou' To O€ TpiTov, €i opbidg
’

AéAexTat,

Whether this describes what Platonic commentators should do, what they had done,
or both, with the former stemming from the latter, or even how the reader is to tell
whether the commentary he is reading is a good one, the fact that such a description is

included in the entry for Plato shows how prevalent the commentary industry must

2 Sedley (1997b), p.129, who dates this work to the late first century BC, pp.117-8. Tarrant (1983)
agrees.
' bid., pp.122-9.

22 Adrastus the Peripatetic, for instance, wrote a celebrated commentary on the Timaeus.
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have been.” It also, with 3.63-4, shows that Plato’s works were considered to be in
need of elucidation. This was partly because Plato was thought to have deliberately
obscured his meaning in order to hide it from the uninitiated,” and must also have
been a result of the demand of those who wanted to read Plato and find out what he
meant. The point to be stressed here is the fact that commentaries were written at all
exhibits that a significant part of Platonists’ attention was now focused on the
interpretation and elucidation of the Platonic corpus. This development must have
made reading the Platonic corpus more appealing and seemingly worthwhile to the
layman. He need not have read the commentaries; all that is required is that he was
aware that Plato had something to say and that it was a good idea to find out what.

The reader of Plato was catered for in the classification of the works and the
production of orders in which they were to be read. Aristophanes of Byzantium 1s
known to have arranged fifteen of Plato’s dialogues into trilogies (D. L. 3.61-2). But
the entire corpus, as we have it, does not seem to have been readily available outside
Academic circles until after the time of Antiochus, that is, when there was no
Academy. Tarrant makes a strong case, with inconclusive evidence, for Thrasyllus®
being the man who can be solely credited with the edition, arrangement and

classification of the Platonic corpus.”® He also provided an introduction. It is in fact

2 There nothing similar in the entry on Aristotle.

2D. L. 3.63: "Ovéuact d¢ kéxpmrai moikidoig Tpog To ) ebatvomroy elvar Tog apabéot Ty mpaypateiay.
2 d.36 AD.

2¢(1993). He also thinks, rather worryingly for modem scholars, that Thrasyllus may have indulged
in shadier practices as well. Seebalso Dillon (1989) for examples of textual tampering. That this sort

of thing went on only emphasises how important the authority of the Platonic texts was.
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debatable to what extent Thrasyllus’ input was vital in the whole process,”’ but what
is unquestionable is that work was carried out by him and others on establishing the
proper order in which Plato’s works were to be read. According to Albinus at
Prologus 4, Dercyllides, a-largely mysterious figure whose dates are impossible to
establish, agreed with Thrasyllus with regard to his first tetralogy. Theon of Smyma,
who shows a large debt to Thrasyllus in his extant Expositio Rerum Mathematicarum
ad Legendum Platonem Utilium, also arranged the corpus into tetralogies.”® Albinus
himself had his own views, as expressed in his Prologus. Platonists, it seems, were
concerned to ensure that Plato’s works were read in what they considered to be the
correct order. At the very least this shows that the Platonic corpus was being read,
and presumably by significant numbers of people.

Evidence which points towards the popularity of Plato in philosophical terms,
but which is not necessarily conducive towards proving that the works of Plato
themselves were widely read, is provided by the handbooks of Platonic doctrine which
were compiled. We possess Alcinous’ Didaskalikos and the De Platone et eius
Dogmate of Apuleius.”” They had predecessors: the survey of Arius Didymus is a
known example. Dillon argues that there must have been a substantial number of such
works, stretching from possibly before Arius Didymus to Alcinous and beyond.” The

purpose of these books is not quite clear, whether they were intended for beginners,

" Hoerber (1957), for example, argues that Thrasyllus was only responsible for the division into
(etralogies.

¥ Tarrant (1993), ch.3.

* The authorship of the latter is debated, but Harrison (2000), ch.5. considers it to be Apuleian.

30 (1993), p.xxVii-XxX.
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“for those who have sat through their (sc. Apuleius’ and Alcinous’) lectures™" or for
teachers. A possible objection to the general trend of my argument that the Platonic
corpus was widely read in the second sophistic could be that someone wishing to
learn the doctrines of Plato would have read these handbooks and not the dialogues or
letters. But this would involve such a person ignoring the final sentence of Alcinous’
Didaskalikos:

But at any rate what has been expounded here gives one the capability

to examine and discover subsequently all the remainder of his (sc.

Plato’s) doctrines.*?
This would seem to indicate the hope that the reader of the Didaskalikos would
subsequently read Plato’s works and goes some way to obviating the objection that
such works were written to satisfy a demand which outstripped the production of
Platonic texts. Such a handbook would give the reader who wanted to know what
Plato thought the opportunity to receive a brief overview, perhaps before committing
himself to further study, ahd certainly with far more ease than reading the whole
corpus. Nevertheless we find here an interest in Platonism which was great enough to
lead to the production of such books. Such an interest itself must surely have come

about as a result of the popularity of Platonism.”

* Ibid., p.Xiv.
 Ibid., p.48.
3 Papyrological evidence too indicates Plato’s popularity, certainly in comparison to other
philosophers. According to the Leuwen Database of Ancient Books (1998) there are 48.5 papyri of
Plato from the second century AD, compared with 5.3 of Aristotle. The totals for Homer from the

same century are 275 for the Iliad and 80.5 for the Odyssey. This kind of evidence, however, is

notoriously temperamental, as shown by the figure of 148 for Philodemus for the first century BC.
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A large part of Plato’s popularity in philosophical circles and beyond can be
explained by the literary value of his works. Plato’s works have the advantage over
Aristotle’s extant works, for example, of being relatively dramatic, and their dialogue

form can only have aided their reception. Indeed, after providing two potential

candidates for the first writer of (philosophical) dialogues, Diogenes Laertius goes on
to state that:

3 ~ a ’ m 4 b 7 A ”‘\\ A} \ ~ a ’ ”"n ¢/
OKEl 0€ ot aTwy akpiBwaas To €i0o¢ Kal Ta MpwWTEIL DIKAIWS aY (OTTep

ToU kaAAous oUTw kal Tis elpéaewe dmodépeatar. (3.48)
Although he is addressing an ardent Platonist, there is no real reason to doubt the
sincerity of this opinion and, despite the fact that we have access to far fewer sources
than Diogenes, we should not be inclined to think that his sentiments would have been
controversial. The literary worth of Plato’s works may go some way to explaining the
popularity of Platonism itself. According to Swain:

Part of the reason why Platonism became dominant on earth during the

High Empire is surely its possession of core texts that were classics of

Athenian literature and were, therefore, crucial elements in the

formation of Hellenic identity.™
Indeed, during the second sophistic there was a trend towards revering the classical
past and its writers, and Plato was one of these. His place as a classical Athenian
author guaranteed him a large readership in a time when Greeks wanted to recall the

glorious days of their past and fondly imagine that they were reliving them.” Plato’s

(1997), p.174. See also Russell (1973), p.63.

* See, for example, Bowie (1974) and Swain (1996).
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place in the canon was cemented by his fusion of literary excellence and profound
philosophical thought.

The above argument that the literary appeal of the Platonic dialogues, coupled
with their classical status, helped to make their philosophical content popular does not
contradict, or form a vicious circle when combined with, the argument that it was the
growing strength of Platonism which made Plato’s works popular. Rather the whole
situation is best understood as process of mutual cause and effect: Plato’s works were
the centre of attention of what became over time the most important, and indeed,
dominant philosophy; the increasing importance of Platonism led to the increased
reading of Plato’s works; Platonism came to dominate in part because of the appeal of
its core texts; classical texts such as those of Plato were read widely by Greeks during
this period. It was their philosophical content allied to their literary value which
resulted in the importance of Plato’s works during the second sophistic and in the fact
that they were second only to Homer in terms of what they meant to their readers.

1.2.2 Plato in Second Sophistic Literature

We can infer how important philosophy in general was to the Greeks of the second
sophistic from the works of a writer such as Lucian, who was more or less a
contemporary of Achilles Tatius. He is generally, although by no means always, in a
satirical mood when he deals with philosophers or their beliefs, but this should not
tempt his reader to assume that his audience, or indeed he, necessarily had a

) . ) ) . . 36 .
contemptuous view of philosophy and its adherents in their various forms.™ In fact

% Cf. Jones (1986), p.32: “The prominence of philosophy in his work is due not only to his reading
or to the demands of his audiences but also to the fact that the society and the culture of the day

swarmed with philosophers as much as with sophists.” and ch.3. in general. Jones concentrates on
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humour is a reasonably reliable indicator of the regard in which something is held, for
jokes do not work if their targets are obscure, and Plato and the Socrates portrayed
by Plato receive their share of the attacks. A good collection of such instances occurs
in the course of Lucian’s utterly ridiculous journey in his Verae Historiae. After he
has arrived at the Isle of the Blest, he describes the place and then enumerates the
famous men he saw there. Socrates is described as adoleaxoivra (VH 2.17) and
unwilling to give up his ironic attitude, Diogenes is quite the reverse of what he had
been when alive, the Stoics are still on their way up the steep hill of virtue, Chrysippus
is stll insane and the Academics cannot come to a decision as to whether such an

island exists or not. Plato and his philosophy, inevitably, form one of Lucian’s targets:
[Datwy 0 wovos ol mapijy, GAN" éléyero aitoc év 17 dvamiadfeioy on’
avTol oAel oiKel yowievos TN moAITelg Kai Tolg vouois oic auvéypaley.
(VH 2.17),”
and:
ai 0€ yuvaikés eigt maai koval kai oldeic $Bover TH TAmaiov, AAN eiai mepi

To0T0 wahiora MatwvikoraTto (VH 2.19).%°

Lucian’s attitude towards contemporary philosophers, whereas my focus is on his use of the founding
writings of one of the schools.

" Cf. Luc. Vit.Auct. 17, where the Platonic philosopher explains to the buyer what his way of life is:
OIk® pév épnavtd tva oA avarmiaoag, xoduar 0¢ molrreig Eévy kai vopoug vouilw Tole épols.

*¥ Cf. Plat. Rep. 457c-461e. The same joke is repeated at Luc. Symp. 39, where it is put in the mouth
of Ion, the Platonic philosopber, whose remarks are even more amusing in the context of the

. M ~ Al ’ \ . > 3 5 LY ~ I4 1 .
marriage celebration: mepi yapwy épd Ta €ikoTa. To wéy olv GpicToy Wy un Octofar yapuwy, aAAd
’ ’ A ’ ~ . r ~ € ~ M A 6 ~ ”"n 0‘ ) eT"V. e; Be‘
meifopévoue ITAaTwv kai ZwkpaTer maidepaoTely: pLovor yolv oi ToioUtor amoteAealieiey av moos apeTm)
~ A ’ 4 A A ’ a ~ . Ay 7 b ~ N f\, [4 é/‘\:(IJ C";)AOU E}ir)ﬁLEV
€T kal yuvaireiov yapou, katd Ta [AaTwyr dokolvra rowag elvar expny Tag yuvaikasg, g €5

(sce Branham (1989), pp.112-3, with n.51, p.246), and also at Luc. Vit Auct. 17, where the Platonic
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These digs are obvious enough. A more subtle jibe is to be found in the preface to the
work, where Lucian states quite baldly that he is going to tell a pack of lies in parody

of those who obviously have done so without admitting it. He is not too critical.

however:

’ N 3 . 7] ~ ’
TOUTOIS 0UY evTUxwY amadiy, Tol Yevoacar ey ol odidpa Tols dvdpac
) ’ [ 3/N ’ " ~ \ ~ ~
éueplapmy, opdv 70m alvybec by ToiTo Kal Tois d1hododery vmaypoupévorc

(VH 1.4).

Plato’s “noble” lie is the target here, as well as his potentially sinister attitude towards
falsehood as medicine. There is no signal that Lucian is poking fun at Plato; the reader
will have had to, and would have been expected to, work it out for himself.

As well as by his humour Lucian provides other indications of the importance
of Plato and the prevalence of his works. The final case to be heard in Bis Accusatus,
for example, is brought by Dialogue against Lucian himself for the dishonour he
alleges he has done him. Dialogue claims that Lucian has brought him down from the
heights:

" € ’ 2 * -~ \ A ¢/ ) ’ ’ ’

evfa o ueyas €v ovpav LZevs mryvov apua eAavvwy dépetai, kaTacmaoac
k4 \ b A 2 ¢ f\\ ’ A b ’ € A} ~ ~

avTog 'Y)a’)’) Kata ™y CU,LIOCL TTETAUEVOY KAl avaﬁawom’a UTTEp Ta, V(OTA TOU

obpavol (Bis Acc. 33).
This echoes Socrates’” description of the procession of the immortal souls in Plato’s
Phaedrus at three points:

0 wev O uéyas Nyeuwwy év olpav®y Lele, éhalvwy mryvov apua (Phdr.

246e4-5);

philosopher is telling the buyer about his doywaTwy: ”Axove O 10 wéyiatoy, 0 epi TV yuvaIkdy pot

5 ~ ~ r ~ 14
dokeT™ umdepiay alrdy pumdevos elvar wovou, mavti 0¢ petetvar TG BovAowévy Tob yaLov.
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axpay émi v imoupavioy aida mopebovrar (Phdr. 247a8-b1);

értaay émi T4 Tol otpavol vrre (Phdr. 247b7-c1).
The fact that Dialogue’s speech contains a rough quotation and two verbal echoes of
the Phaedrus suggests that it was the most recognisable example of its genre and the
best known. Plato’s name is not mentioned, which indicates that the allusions would
have been all the more apparent to Lucian’s audience. Indeed, Lucian himself explains

how allusions to philosophers work in his Piscator:

¢ \ b ~ 2 ’ \ {4 ARt tr A [ {4 A
ol 36 ETTAIVOVTT KAl ’}’V(UPICOUU'IV €KaogToY TO av@og 0961/ Kal tap oTov Kal

omws avelekauny (Pisc. 6).
He goes on to elaborate, in a strenuous defence against some irate and potentially
murderous philosophers, that whereas it seems that the man who makes the allusions
is the one being praised, in fact it is the authors to whose work he is alluding.
Although it is not mentioned, we may presume that the members of Lucian’s audience
would have praised themselves for spotting any allusions in much the same way that
they admired the alluder for making them.

Later in the same piece, when Plato wonders who should conduct the
prosecution of Frankness (Lucian’s alias here) on the behalf of the philosophers in

front of Philosophy herself, Chrysippus replies:

\ A} 14 ’ ~

>0, @ [MAdrwy. 7 Te yap peyardvoia BavpaaTy kai 9 karidwvia dervds
\ ~ Ay t/ ’ A A

"ATTikn) kai To Kexapigwévoy kai meifloUs peoToy M TeE gUVETIS Kal TO

akpiBés kal TO émaywyoy év kalp®d TV amodeibewy, mavta Talta goi
ablpoa mpoceaTiv (Pisc. 22).
A more ringing endorsement of Plato’s works it would be hard to find, and it is

perhaps significant that Lucian, whose alias is destined to win, makes Plato decline the
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role of prosecutor in favour of Diogenes. It is as if Plato could not be seen to lose.
That said, it seems that Lucian does not let Plato off the hook without deriving some
humour, for in his refusal Plato says:

oU yap O kaAdous év TQ mapovTi kal dewéTynTog duyyeadikis 6 Kaipog,

ara Tivog éAeykTikiig kai Sikavikye mapaakevijc (Pisc. 23).
This could be read as insinuating that Plato’s works possess more style than content,
and we are perhaps to interpret Plato’s disavowal of forensic competence as a dig at
his Apology in which Socrates is portrayed making his famously unsuccessful defence.
One clear example of the importance that the Platonic corpus came to possess
is the treatment of the Phaedo almost as a holy work. In Lucian’s Lover of Lies

Eucrates describes how on the seventh day after his wife’s death:

éyw weéy évralfa ém e kAivng Homep viv ékeiuny mapauuboiuevos To
mévboct dveyivwokoy yap To mepl Yuxie Tob MAaTwvoe BifAiov éd" mouxias

(Philops. 27).”°
It seems to have been the natural thing to do and enhances the impression that Plato’s
works, as well as being well known, were accorded a special status. According to
Philostratus VIS 1.7 the Phaedo was one of the two books which Dio took with him
on exile. And given that Plutarch describes Cato the Younger as also reading the
Phaedo in the face of death (68.2), it is even perhaps supposed to be a cliché here,
which only reinforces the point.

Apuleius is another roughly contemporary writer of fiction from whose work
the significance of Plato in this period can be gathered. From the outset it might be

objected to the use of Apuleius as an example that his work is bound to show the

3 That this is the Phaedo is confirmed by D. L. 3.58: ®aidwy m mepi Yuxi.
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influence of Plato because he was a Platonist. His usefulness, however, is not negated
by this, for he is hardly likely to have been the only novelist in the second sophistic
with an interest in philosophy. This search for Platonica in the Metamorphoses has
been relatively extensive and varied, ranging from serious allegorical interpretations to
humorous perversions.* While some of this perhaps goes too far,* it is undeniable
that Plato was important for Apuleius and that he expected a degree of knowledge in
his readers.*

One could list countless examples of Platonic references, of whatever type, in
the literature of the second sophistic,” and so I have dwelt on some illustrations from
fiction to show that it is not just philosophical writings that contain references to Plato
which demand something of the reader and have a purpose beyond imitation for its
own sake. For Plato formed a significant part of the background of Lucian and
Apuleius’ works and, so we can infer, was a fundamental part of their readers’
“cultural make-up” too. By alluding to Plato’s works, and other classical authors as

well, writers at once displayed their learning and enabled their readers to pride

40 E.g. Kenney (1990a) and (1990b) for the former and Anderson (1982) for the latter. Schlam
(1970), De Filippo (1990) and Holzberg (1995), pp.81-3, are other examples. Cf. Cameron (1969).

“ Kenney (1990a), p.20, admits that “A. (sc. Apuleius) does not manage to integrate the Platonic
duality into the story (sc. of Cupid and Psyche) with perfect smoothness”, and (1990b), p.195-7,
elaborates on the problems with his scheme. But is this the fault of the author or of the interpreter?
At least Anderson (1982), p.158, n.52, is more honest.

“2 One area in which we can be more than normally certain that a Platonist such as Apuleius did
have Plato in mind is in his use of Platonic names, and I shall deal with two examples in 1.3.

* Many will be mentioned throughout the course of this thesis where they shed light on Achilles

Tatius’ practice.
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themselves on their own ability to spot the references. Lucian, in the prologue to his
Verae Historiae, explains why, in addition to the strangeness of his subject, its charm

and the fact that he tells various lies in a credible way, readers will enjoy his work:

b \ " 3 ~ ! ~ ’ ’

ETAYWYOY €0TAl QUTOIS ... OTI Kal TOV i0Topouwévwy exkaoToy olk

b ’ ¥ ! ~ ~ ~ Ay ’

AKWUWONTOS PVIKTAI TIPOS TIvag TGV Tadaidy momrdy Te Kal auyypadéwy
A} ’ A) 1

kal ¢1hocodwy moda Tepdomia kai pubwbdy ouyyeypadotwy, olc kai

s ARERAY 3 b \ \ ki ~ ) ~ b ’ ~

ovouaoTi av eypadov, €l u) kai alTd cor ék THs dvayvwoews baveica

eweloy (VH 1.2).
That he goes on to list some of his targets, namely Ctesias and Iambulus, is another
joke and does not vitiate: the point that a reader would have enjoyed spotting
unmarked references. The connection between the writer and reader afforded by the
classical canon also led to a mutual glorying in the achievements of the collective past,
and the position of Plato and Platonism only added weight to this process. Plato was
not just another author: his philosophy lived on and was thriving among Middle
Platonists and members of the other schools in an increasingly syncretistic
philosophical environment. Plato and what was perceived to be his philosophy was a
way of life to many and played an important part in the education of many others. His
literary grace and style mﬁde the love of his works all the more profound. This
combination of a common philosophical, literary and classical heritage in one man’s
works made them irresistible and unavoidable. To allude to Plato, in whatever way,
was to express one’s Hellenism or connection with Hellenism, and to spot a Platonic
reference was to find common intellectual, and Hellenic, ground with the writer.

Before investigating the extent to which Achilles Tatius indulged in this
practice, and in order to have an idea of what a Greek novelist might have expected of

his reader, it is worth first approaching the question from the opposite side and asking
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who the readers of Greek novels might have been, and so what they might have been

capable of appreciating.**

I.3 Greek Novel Readership

The question “who read the Greek novels?” is one that has been asked and variously

answered frequently in the last few years.* From Perry’s “children” and “poor-in-

spirit’* to the educated elite, the entire spectrum of potential readers has been
covered. It has only recently been sensible to suggest without fear of derision that the
Greek novels were read by those at the top of the social pyramid, but it does seem
that the most reasonable arguments point towards that conclusion. The number of
novel papyri and their good quality suggest that the novels were neither terribly
popular nor the resource of the poor.*” In fact in terms of quality they would seem to
have been held in the same regard as the works of Plato, for example. The extent of
literacy was not great enough to enable what we would think of as a wide circulation,
and the amount and depth of allusion to other, in particular classical, authors would
suggest that they were intended for the well educated.”® Since these were more or less
identical with the rich, social elite who alone could afford the money and time to

prolong their education beyond a basic level, the readers of Greek novels would seem

to have been restricted to this group. Of course, someone could have read a novel

* Of course the two questions are not wholly separable, as what a Greek novelist might have
expected of his reader is one of the major arguments in trying to determine who that reader was.

3 By Wesseling (1988), Stephens (1994), Bowie (1994) and (1996) to name but a few.

*(1967), p.5.

“7 Stephens (1994).

¥ Bowie (1994).



without realising its allusiveness, but that does not preclude the intended readership
and the majority of the actual readership coming from the educated class.

Some help in this question might be forthcoming if we knew much about the
authors of the Greek novels. Unfortunately we have next to no biographical data
concerning them, although Achilles Tatius is the writer about whom we have the most
information, even if its worth is a debatable topic.* If, however, as I have argued
elsewhere,” there is no good reason to doubt much of the content of this information,
Achilles Tatius would be identical with the writer of other, more learned, works.
There is at least the possibility, then, that he was more of an intellectual than would
normally be supposed. Indeed, it seems to me quite likely that the low regard in which
the novel has been held, a position only recently, and by no means universally,
dismantled, has hindered the identification of the two. Apuleius is an example of a
man who wrote philosophical treatises and more entertaining works. He makes his
purpose in the Metamorphoses explicit at 1.1, especially when the speaker of the
prologue, whoever that may be,51 says: lector intende: laetabaris. In fact the reverse
has occurred in the case of Apuleius, with scholars reluctant to accept that a serious
philosopher could have written such scurrilous material without some allegorical

intent. At any rate, it would be wrong to make an a priori assumption that Achilles

Y Suda, s.v. A 4695 (1.439 Adler): *Axdeds Stdriog, ' Ahebavdpels, 6 ypadas ta kata Aeukimmmy Kai

~ A \ b ’ . . 3" ) Ay
KAerroddvra kai dMa dpwring év BiBMioig ) yéyovev EoyaTov xpiomiavig kai émioronos Eypae Oe mepi
1 | & i | ioTopi ) A | A i Bavpadiov avdedy
ocbaipas Kkai érupodoyiac kal ioTopiav auppikToy, TOAMODY kat peyaAwy Kai Gavpas o
’ 14 N ’ 9 ~ \ 14 e ~ 2 ~
pympovebovoay, o 0 Aoyos aUTol KA TA TTAYVTA 0jL0I0S TOIS EPWTIKOIS,

>0 Repath (2000), pp.629-30.
S See Harrison (1990) for a recent attempt to solve this problem. Kahane/Laird (forthcoming),

should illuminate the subject further.
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Tatius could not have been of the same ilk. And if the reader of Leucippe and
Cleitophon approached the text in the knowledge that its author had written on more
austere topics, he may well have expected some learned references or allusions to
intellectually stimulating texts. He may well have expected the novel also to possess
some form of intellectual content in its own right.

A passage of Lucian which to my knowledge has not been adduced in the
readership debate and which can shed some light on the contemporary situation is to
be found in the prologue to his Verae Historiae. After starting with the analogue of

athletes who need to know when to relax, he goes on to apply it to reading:

’ A -~ ’ b4 ~ ’ 1
oUTw 07 kal Tolg Tepi Tols Aoyous éamoudakodiy 7 yoUmat TPOTKEIY UETR
A} AY ~ . !’ b ’ b ’ A} ! Ay \
TN ToAAYY TOV omovdaioTépwy avayvwaty aviéval Te Ty diavolay Kal Tpog
A} " ’ b ’ ! ’ \\’ " b }\ A} t
TOV ETTEITA KAUATOY GKUAIOTENRY TTaApaoKeValely, 1évoito 0 av éuueAns

~ b ~ ’ -~ b4 ’ t "~ © A}

dvamavaits alTols, € Tol ToIoUTOIS TV GVayVWoUaTWY OWIAoTEY, & W7
4 y ~ b 14 A} / A} ’ \ !

wovoy ék ToU aoTeiou Te Kai xapievtos YiAny mapekar T Yuxaywyiay,

b ’ A ’ y ¥ b a ’ r A A ~ a ~
G;MG TIVa, Kait HG(UPICLV OUK apLouadoy €Tl Glg(:"fal, oioy TI Kai TTepl TWVOE TWY

TuyyPauuaTwy dpovnaety vmolauBavw (VH 1.1-2).
While this authorial statement belongs to a work which, although novelistic, is
significantly different from the Greek novels, I see no reason why its content should
not be considered with regard to the novels themselves. For Lucian proceeds to give
the reasons why he thinks his reader will enjoy his work and names the delight he will
derive from allusion-spotting as the last and, we may presume, main one.”” From the

amount of allusion in the Greek novels it is a reasonable assumption that their readers

*2 See above, p.19.
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too would have enjoyed the same game.” It is no large leap to envisage a similar, if
not the same, readership for both and agree with Bowie when he says: “Like ... the

works of Lucian, the novels were more probably written as lighter reading for the

intelligentsia”.”

1.4 Plato in the Greek Novel

Classical literature formed fhe basis for much of the way in which the Greeks of the
second sophistic liked to think of themselves and was a cultural touchstone for those
writing and reading in the period. The common heritage found in the works of Plato
and his flourishing philosophy were major parts of this, and so it would not be
unreasonable to expect some use of Plato in the novels, which were otherwise
concerned to evoke the classical past.”® Contemporary writers of fiction such as
Lucian and Apuleius deployed Plato readily, and, given the above argument that we
are to envisage a more or less similar readership, it should come as no surprise if we
were to find Platonic resonances in the novels. Indeed, they might even be expected.
Of course, talk of “the Greek novel” should not obscure the fact that the novelists
were individual authors who, as far as we can tell, lived at different times and in
different places. Thus the preoccupations and aims of Chariton, for example, can not

be assumed to be the same as those of, say, Heliodorus. In writing on allusions to one

* See Hunter (1983) and Bowie (1995) for studies in the allusiveness of Longus and Heliodorus
respectively. As far as Achilles Tatius is concerned, articles such as Christenson (2000) and McGill
(2000) show that this approach is being adopted towards his novel, and Wilhelm (1902) is still
valuable. Anderson (1979) and Bartsch (1989) contribute to the picture of a demanding author.

™ (1985), p.688.

5% See Swain (1996), pp.109-113.
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specific body of work it is inevitable that one author will receive more attention than
another by virtue of their respective uses of that body of work. I shall focus on
Leucippe and Cleitophon, but some of the other novels will be called on where
appropriate and I hope that, when plotted among other factors, the use of Plato
should enhance the picture of the novels as works intended for those who were able
to appreciate their authors’ literary skill and who, as the social elite, desired to see the
continuation of the Greek cultural hegemony in their own time and of their place in it.

A certain amount of work has been done on Platonic allusions in second
sophistic literature. To mention the most obvious examples: De Lacy gives a brief
overview of the second century,”® Trapp studies the imitations of one particular
dialogue, the Phaedrus, in second century writers,”’ and analyses the work of a single
author, Dio of Prusa, for his debt to Plato.”® Some work, too, has been done on the
uses of Plato in the Greek novels, and it is worthwhile giving a review of the
secondary literature which has dealt with this topic, starting with the more general and
moving rapidly to the material concerning Achilles Tatius.”

In his illustrative article Trapp has but one paragraph on the Phaedrus in the
novels, although he does say that “the greatest density of allusion” occurs in Leucippe

and Cleitophon.”® On the whole, however, he is not entirely optimistic:

*(1974),

57 (1990).

*¥(2000). See also Branham (1989), ch.2.

* De Lacy (1974) does not mention the novels. What follows, it should be noted, is not a review of
secondary literature on the Greek novel in general or on Leucippe and Cleitophon in particular.

%% (1990), p.155. I shall mention the allusions he and other commentators notice where appropriate.
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In all these cases the Phaedrus is being used to infuse either a modicum

of philosophy, or a little of the stylistic sweetness for which it was so

admired by the rhetors. The total debt, however, is not enormous. If we

wish to find examples of a more thorough-going imitation in this area,

.. it is again to the traditions of philosophical and quasi-philosophical

writing that we must turn.®’
If this were the case for the Phaedrus, which, given its erotic subject matter and
playful attitude, would seem to be the most obvious dialogue to which a novelist
might allude,®* let alone for the rest of the Platonic corpus, then the task of one
attempting to write on the importance of Plato for Achilles Tatius would be a
hopeless one. Nevertheless Trapp’s approach to the literature of the second century 1s
the sort of approach which I think can usefully be adopted when considering Leucippe
and Cleitophon in particular.

Hunter’s article, entitled “Longus and Plato”,* would seem to be a step in the
right direction, and he himself claims that Trapp’s above opinion is “at least

» 64

inadequate”.” However, the cases which Hunter wishes to make are hindered by a

v 65 . . .
lack of clear references or verbal reminiscences, = and the most convincing part in

! Ibid., p.155-6. Along similar lines: “The contrast with the relatively sparse use of the dialogue by
the novelists is marked”, p.156, and: “To the novelist it (sc. the Phaedrus) provided a source of erotic
imagery to set beside the offerings of the poets, a model of appropriately sweet and sparkling style,
and a means of establishing his paideia”, p.164.

* See Anderson (1982), pp.5-6.

(1997).

 Ibid.. p.16.

**See 5.1, pp.269-70, for more on this.
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terms of arguing for Platonic influence is perhaps the first paragraph in which he
collates the points he had made previously.® Anderson too offers promise, as his
chapter on Leucippe and Cleitophon is entitled “Plato Eroticus: Achilles Tatius”.%
Again, however, the result is a disappointment, for only one paragraph is devoted to
Achilles Tatius’ engagement with Plato,”® although there are certainly promising seeds
of a general nature to be found here. The fragmentary remains of Metiochus and
Parthenope afford a relatively clear example of a Platonic allusion, and this is noted
by Stephens/Winkler:

In staging a symposium devoted to a discussion of eros, the author will

expect his readers to recollect Plato’s famous drinking party, and the

philosophical tone of Metiochos’s remarks reinforces the allusion.®’
There is little more than can be said, however, and it is frustrating that no more
survives to allow us to see whether the author did anything else with the Platonic
material.

Goldhill devotes a considerable amount of space to the consideration of not
only Achilles Tatius and Plato, but also one or two other texts which I shall deploy
later, but he does not seem concerned to highlight verbal echoes.” His analysis of
certain passages, though, is enlightening and reveals the kind of sophistication which

Achilles Tatius may have expected his reader to bring to bear on his novel. A

% In Hunter (1983), to which Trapp himself (1990), p.155, refers.
°7(1982), ch.3.

** Ibid., p.25.

9 (1995), p.91. See also Holzberg (1995), p.49.

7 (1995), especially ch.2.



27
complementary approach is made by Wilhelm,”" who is concerned principally with the
tradition of writing on eroticism and the place of Leucippe and Cleitophon within it.
He traces Achilles Tatius’ sources for 1.8 and 2.35-38 with such assiduity and with
such an eye for verbal similarity that, with Goldhill’s broader engagement with the
latter passage in particular, there is no point in retreading the same ground here. The
debate at the end of book 2 about whether boys or women are preferable as lovers is
possibly the most obvious place to look for Platonic allusions, and Wilhelm has
already more or less completed this task.

There are, however, one or two points which should be made clear. Wilhelm
seems unwilling to attribute any great originality to Achilles Tatius in the allusions he
makes to Plato:

Niemandem wird es einfallen, aus der Berihrung mit solchen

abgenutzten Sitzen Platos auf besondere Vertrautheit unseres Achilles

mit der platonischen Philosophie schliessen zu wollen.”

This view is softened slightly:

Natiirlich soll hiermit nicht geleugnet werden, dass Achilles die

landliufigen Schriften Platos gelesen hat. Nur soll man auch die

zahlreichen Mittelglieder, die zwischen Plato und Achilles liegen, nicht

73
vergessen.

71 (1902).

7 Ibid., p.63. And along the same lines, ibid: “Aber selbst unter diesen werden ihm gar manche
nicht direct aus Plato, sondern vielmehr erst durch Vermittlung seiner sophistischen Vorliiufer
zugeflossen sein.”

7 Ibid., p.64, n.1.
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Eventually, in his conclusion, Wilhelm grudgingly allows Achilles Tatius some credit:
“Achulles - in Wahrheit ein geshickter Musivkiinstler”.”* Achilles Tatius’ skill in using
his literary forbears is one of the things that I hope should emerge from this thesis,
and Wilhelm may have been more willing to praise this novelist if he had known of the
papyri which radically changed Rohde’s chronology. For as far as Wilhelm is
concerned, Nonnus, Stobaeus, Athenaeus and Ps.-Lucian are all intermediaries, from
whom Achilles Tatius borrowed as much as, or even more than, he did from Plato. In
fact Nonnus and Stobaeus certainly came after Achilles Tatius and Athenaeus and Ps.-
Lucian most probably did. Moreover, the collections and philosophical works which
Wilhelm points out were part of the tradition which preceded Achilles Tatius were in
all likelihood not as popular as we can reasonably infer Plato was. It therefore does
not seem cogent to argue that, where he seems to be alluding to Plato, especially if
there is considerable breadth of allusion, Achilles Tatius is using summaries of
material when Plato’s works themselves were being widely read.

Potential Platonic allusions do merit mention at other, scattered points in the
secondary literature. These will be noted when relevant, but the above works do seem
to contain the bulk of what has been done so far. I aim to carry further the attempt (o
locate Platonic allusions in the fiction of the second sophistic, with the emphasis and
focus on Achilles Tatius’ Leucippe and Cleitophon. It should be clarified that I am
not aiming to make a comprehensive list of all Platonic references in this novel; rather
I shall deal with those areas which have so far been neglected entirely or which have
not been fully developed. If there are other areas which are stll neglected, that will

only serve to show how indebted to Plato Achilles Tatius was.

™ Ibid., p.75.
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It is also not enough merely to point out allusions as they occur, which has

been the fault of some of the previous work carried out. While spotting references is
valuable in itself, it must be relatively unusual for an author to evoke another just for
the sake of it and with no other intention. Allusions must be considered in their
immediate context and in the context of the author’s literary aims.” Any Platonic
references may affect other questions, could have an impact on the interpretation and
critical appreciation of the work in which they appear, and might signal what was
expected of its readership. A consistent engagement by one text with another or set of
others could open up wider questions or be an important factor in influencing how
other questions are to be answered. Those that exercise scholars with regard to
Leucippe and Cleitophon include to what extent it is meant to be humorous, why it is
constructed as 1t is, the character-portrayal of its dramatis personae, especially, given
his position as narrator, of Cleitophon, and what attitude it shows towards its genre.
These and others will surface during this thesis as questions which can be helped, or
even partly answered, by consideration of Platonic influence. I shall therefore not deal
with allusions in their narrative order, although this would have had the benefit of
giving an impression of the progressive way in which a reader would have become
aware of the place of Plato in the novel. Because I wish to argue that some of the
allusions can be used to approach certain questions, and more importantly because
many of the allusions I wish to highlight form coherent groups, it seems more logical
to pursue particular arguments, using Platonic allusions from the whole scope of the
novel. First, however, it is necessary to make some remarks regarding what an

allusion is and when/whether we can be confident that we are dealing with one.

7S To which, in unavoidable circularity, they also contribute.
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1.5 Allusions

For the purposes of this thesis I shall take an allusion to mean a deliberate reference
by one author to the work of another.”® Allusions may take different forms, including
verbal quotations or echoes, the borrowing of an idea, and narrative structure. The
first is the aspect which I take to be the most important and easiest to demonstrate,
and the second two could well depend on it as well. There is an obvious problem with
this, though, for a degree of subjectivity is required, and great care needs to be taken.
Nevertheless a certain amount of common-sense should be sufficient to ensure that
only the most plausible cases are considered allusions and that those which are not
secure are so labelled. Thus a phrase quoted verbatim would be the most evident
kind, a set of words or ideas assembled in a similar context might suffice, or an
exceptionally rare word by itself could be enough to establish a connection.”’

Help can be gleaned from other sources. If a number of other authors seem to
make the same allusion, using similar words, then the case that the writer under
consideration is also referring to that passage is enhanced. There is also a reasonable a
priori case that the popularity of Plato and his cultural and intellectual importance in

the second sophistic make a possible reference to one of his works by an author of

S hope to show that the allusions Achilles Tatius makes to the Platonic corpus are deliberate and
have particular purposes, thus avoiding the objection that it might be possible to have a
“subconscious” allusion, where an author repeats a phrase from memory without realising that it
comes from elsewhere. Such a phenomenon would not be detrimental to my cause, however, for if a
phrase were (o be embedded in a writer's memory, that would only go to show that it was
memorable, probably popular, and so quite possibly recognisable.

7 See further 1.2.
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that period more likely. Finally if a wealth of possible references to one particular
author can be detected in one particular work then the cumulative case becomes very
important. This, I hope to show, is true for Achilles Tatius’ Leucippe and Cleitophon.
Of course allusions can not be entirely dependent on the presence of others, for the
structure would then lack any foundation, and this argument should not be used to
argue for those instances where a case would not have a good chance of standing by

itself. However, one possible allusion can only be bolstered by another.”®

7% It hardly needs saying that arguing for Platonic allusions is not to discount the possibility of
allusions to other authors. A sophisticated writer, such as scholarly opinion is beginning to regard

Achilles Tatius, is capable of juggling several balls at once.
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Chapter 1.

Platonic Names in Achilles Tatius

1.1 Onomastics in Fiction and the Greek Novel

In fiction, as opposed to history or the treatment of established myths, the author is
free to name his characters as he chooses, and in genres such as comedy and the novel
it is worth considering whether the names employed might have been chosen for any
particular reason.' As Bowie puts it:
Inventing (or borrowing) names for characters is one trick open to
novelists ... that is Iargely denied to genres that work with traditional
myths ... (Those) with freely invented plots and dramatis personae can
create expectations of character and behaviour by telling choice of
names.”
He proceeds to give several examples of names in Heliodorus’ Aethiopica which
have, or could be argued to have, literary connotations and which rely on a wide
range of previous literature. Heliodorus also used names “which are either

. . : 3
unremarkable or are chosen as straightforwardly appropriate to their bearer.”” To the

! Aristotle’s comment at Poetics 9 does not get us very far: svomjgarres yap 1oy woflov dra TOV eikoTwy
obrrw Ta TuxdvTa dvopuaTa UmotiBéaay.

2 (1995), p.269. See Hijmans (1978), pp.107-8 with nn., for a brief overview and some general
remarks on naming in Greek and Latin literature.

? Ibid., p.277.
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latter category belong the Egyptian, Ethiopian and Persian names,* and this draws
attention to another facet of onomastics which a novelist could exploit: he could use
names which were either historical, or at least considered authentic.’ A third option
was for the novelist to invent a name which was suitable in the context, and Nausicleia
might be an instance of this.® Finally he could use a name which was etymologically
fitting for its bearer.’

Of the other novelists Chariton utilised the historiographical pose and so many
of his characters have historical/authentic-sounding names or were in fact historical
persons.® The author of Metiochus and Parthenope played a similar game.” Xenophon
of Ephesus’ novel has received thorough treatment from Higg, and his tripartite
approach of considering possible etymological significance, literary associations and
epigraphical data has many virtues.'” He concludes that in his 33 character names
Xenophon of Ephesus was striving for an “impression more of realism than of literary
invention”;'' that he did not use imaginary names; that, although 6 names are found in

Homer and 6 in Herodotus, he made no allusions to those bearers; and that about a

third of his named characters bear etymologically significant uncommon names, which

* See Morgan (1982), p.247, and Hornblower (2000), p.141.

> These first two categories - literary and historical/authentic - could overlap, of course.

° Bowie (1995), p.278.

7 Thermouthis, Calasiris, and, in a slightly different way, Theagenes and Charicleia themselves are
given as examples of this - Bowie (1995), pp.277-8.

¥ See Hunter (1994), and Goold (1995), pp.10-12.

% See Stephens/Winkler (1995), p.72.

' (1971b).

" Ibid., p.59.
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one may therefore assume to have been chosen deliberately. The lack of allusiveness
in this author may well be due to the lack of any kind of literary ambition.'” Longus,
on the other hand, is as allusive in his choice of names as he is elsewhere, and Hunter
exposes the sheer breadth of earlier literature on which he draws for his names."” Even
names whose etymological significance alone would justify their choice, such as
Lycaenion, have literary ancestors."* Leucippe and Cleitophon is somewhat different
in that it eschews the historiographical format, which, as far as our evidence allows,
was previously prevalent in the genre, and that it does not, unlike Daphnis and Chloe,
have anywhere immediately obvious to turn for a source of names."” Achilles Tatius’
novel has also received precious little attention in this respect.

One source used intermittently by the novelists is philosophy and philosophers.
Bowie has suggested the Heliodorus’ Aristippus was named with reference to
Aristippus of Cyrene, the follower of Socrates.’® The author of Metiochus and
Parthenope had a character called Anaximenes, designed to recall the historical
philosopher in line with the overall practice of naming in that novel.'” And the
character called Theano, who gives her name to the fragment in which she is found,

: 18
may have Pythagorean connections.

12 {Jnless, of course, we are dealing with an epitome which has removed any trace of allusion
contained in the original.

1 (1983), passim.

' Ibid., p.68-9.

15 New Comedy might be thought an obvious place to look, but for this issue see 1.12.

1 (1995), p.273.

17 See Stephens/Winkler (1995), pp.72-3.

¥ Ibid., p.438.
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In this chapter I shall argue that one of the most remarkable features of
Achilles Tatius’ novel, and one which shows to what extent he used Plato’s works, is
that he gave several of his characters Platonic names. There are 29 character names in
Leucippe and Cleitophon (excluding divinities, mythical characters and Lacaena,
Leucippe’s pseudonym), of which 12 occur in Plato’s works. Two of these, Melite
and Menelaus, can be excluded from consideration.” I shall argue that of the
remaining 10 Platonic names 6 (Chaerephon, Charmides, Cleinias, Cleitophon,*
Gorgias and Hippias) were given with a Platonic character in mind, that the other 4
(Nicostratus, Satyrus, Theophilus and Zeno) are common enough names and may
have been chosen for no other, or another, reason, and that one other (Leucippe) was
named as an allusion to an extremely famous passage of the Phaedrus.*' Thus 7 out of
29 of Achilles Tatius’ characters, roughly one quarter, owe their name to the Platonic
Corpus.
Before this, however, there are questions of procedure to answer. And some
examples of Platonic names in contemporary fiction should be useful in establishing
whether the practice of naming characters after Platonic forebears was at all common,

or at least something which a reader might be expected to recognise.

' The former occurs at Parm. 126¢10 as the name of the place where Antiphon lives, and the latter
occurs four times in the Platonic corpus: Euthd. 288c1; Rep. 408a3; Symp. 174cl and 3, in each of
which cases the Homeric character is referred to.

2% Cleitophon’s name, I shall argue, is bound up with a more complicated question which I shall deal
with in ch.2. See 2.10.

1 Therefore the case of Leucippe’s name is also more difficult, and this (00 will be treated 1n a

separate chapter, ¢h.3.
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1.2 Names as Allusions

The attempt to argue that one author named a character, for whatever purpose, with
the character of another author in mind suffers from problems similar to those
involved in arguing that one passage is an allusion to another.? Sufficient points of
contact with a certain plausibility have to be established before such a debt can be
proved. However, this inevitably involves a degree of subjectivism in considering both
what constitutes a point of contact and how plausible it is. For one strong association
between characters with the same names, be it verbal, situational or either of these
involving direct reversals of the previous material, might well be enough to prove a
connection, whereas the fact that a character simply shares the name of a literary
predecessor does not by itself constitute proof that a reference is intended. On the
other hand, a name with a well known previous bearer might open up a nexus of
allusions that would not otherwise be readily apparent. If a significant proportion of
the names contained within the work of one author coincide with some of those found
in the work or corpus of one other author, then the probability 1s increased that
allusions are meant to be seen. A proviso to this is that only a fraction of ancient texts
are extant and the loss of the majority of them may well obscure our perception of the
truth.”® However, we have a fair idea of which texts were read widely in the second
century AD: the texts of Plato were among these and, as far as we can tell, his corpus

survives more or less intact.

2 See 1.5.

2 Higg (1971b), p.45, makes this point when he says that it is difficult to tell whether and to what

extent Xenophon of Ephesus may have taken names from contemporary literature.
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1.3 Platonic Names in Contemporary Fiction

Apuleius uses an undeniably Platonic name at almost the beginning of the
Metamorphoses. Aristomenes, with the encouragement of Lucius, describes how he
met an old friend of his called Socrates. On encountering this name, Apuleius’ readers
would surely have thought of the Socrates we know largely from Plato, and with
whom they too would have been most familiar from Plato’s dialogues, although there
may have been other sources available to them which we do not possess. But even
those readers who did not know that Apuleius was a Platonist would surely have
wondered why he used the name of this philosopher. Their question is answered
gradually. Van der Paardt has already detailed many of the Platonic allusions which
surround this name,** so I shall merely summarise what occurs and add one or two
more correspondences. Aristomenes found him destitute (1.6); he complained that,
presumably unlike himself, Aristomenes did not know fortunarum lubricas ambages
et instabiles incursiones et reciprocas vicissitudines (Ibid.); he seemed to have
cheered up until he suddenly collapsed into a pitiable lament on his misfortunes (L.7);
he had desired to see a famous gladiatorial show (Ibid.);” he had an immediate and,
by his own admission, disastrous relationship with a witch called Meroe - Et statim
miser, ut cum illa acquievi, ab unico congressu annosam ac pestilentem

coniunctionem contraho (1.7);° while Aristomenes advised him to get some rest

*(1978), pp.82-4.

2 Cf. Plat. Rep. 475d-476b, where, in order 0 describe the philosopher, Socrates distinguishes the
dihofedpoves and the dArxoor from those who are able to see the Form of Beauty itself.

% Cf. Plat. Symp. 216d-219¢, where, in the course of his praise of Socrates and in order (o highlight

his temperance, Alcibiades recounts his repeated failures in trying to seduce him.
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before an early escape, he had already fallen asleep, insolita vinolentia ac diuturna
Jatigatione pertentatus, and was snoring (1.11);*’ in the night, however, Meroe and
her sister Panthia burst in and the former apparently killed Socrates by plunging her
sword down through the left side of his neck, collecting the blood in a bottle, tearing
out his heart and inserting a sponge in the wound (1.13);?® the next day they paused
for breakfast next to a plane tree by a stream (1.18).”” It is inconceivable that in
calling such a character “Socrates” Apuleius the “Philosophus Platonicus” did not
have the Socrates we know largely from Plato in mind, and this leads, and would have
led , his reader to ask what his intentions were in naming him thus. I believe that
Apuleius’ aim can only have been the humour derived from having a completely
unSocratic Socrates, for even a serious devotion to something does not preclude
making humour at its expense.”® The reader, however well-versed in Plato, would
have been able to smile simultaneously at both Apuleius’ joke and the fact that he was
able to spot it and realise why it was funny. “Socrates” was by no means a rare name

in antiquity: the four volumes of the Lexicon of Greek Personal Names (hereafter

7 Ct. Plat. Symp. 223¢-d, where Socrates is described as the only one not to fall asleep, and Symp.
220a, where Alcibiades praises Socrates’ ability to take his alcohol without adverse effect.

2 Cf. Socrates’ serene death at Plat. Phd. 117e-118a.

2 Cf. Plat. Phdr. 229a. It is fitting that the most explicit allusion is left to last, as if Apuleius wanted
to make sure that his reader got the joke. Van der Paardt (1978), remarks: “in this network of Plato
references the allusion to the Phaedrus passage is unmistakable”, p.92, n.74. See ch.5 for other
examples of allusions and references to the setting of the Phaedrus, whose number confirms that an
allusion is made here.

3 See Anderson (1982), p.79 with n.45, and p.80 with nn., for other possible examples of Platonic

perversions resulting from the name “Socrates”.
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LGPN) list a total of 489 bearers.”’ This is therefore a good example of a name whose
use as an allusion is so clear that its popularity does not weaken the case.

Another character in the Metamorphoses with a Platonic name is Philebus.
This Philebus character can also be found in the epitome Lucius or The Ass which is
ascribed to Lucian, although he is generally thought more likely to have been
responsible for the original which was the basis of both the epitome and Apuleius’
Metamorphoses. Unlike Socrates, it does not seem to have been a common name. In
fact the four volumes of LGPN so far published list but two examples, one of whom is
Plato’s character, the other of whom appears in Alciphron 3.14. We know nothing
of the former other than from Plato’s eponymous dialogue, and he may be fictional.
The latter most probably is and occurs in the work of an author who is likely to have
post-dated Lucian and Apuleius. That leaves the Platonic Philebus as the only pre-
Lucianic attestation and must make it extremely likely that a reference to it is intended
here. In Apuleius he is introduced as a pervert (cinaedum 8.24; cf. Onos 35), he leads
a band of mendicant priests who indulge in all manner of practices, and their piper
provides them with a communal service:

domi vero promiscuis operis partiarius agebat concubinus ... (To

Lucius) “Venisti tandem miserrimi laboris vicarius. Sed diu vivas et

' LGPN 1 has 115, 11 196, III.A 87, and III.B 91. It is possible that the larger figure for Attica
reflects the fact that Socrates came from Athens and that parents there were more inclined to name
their sons after the philosopher.

32 The Philebus of Ps.-Lucian and Apuleius does not (yet) appear in LGPN; this may be because there
is no evidence to link him with Thessaly, and his use of Atargatis (deamque Syriam circumferentes

mendicare compellunt Ap. Met. 8.24 - cf. Onos 35) may point to an origin elsewhere.



40
dominis placeas et meis defectis iam lateribus consulas.” Haec
audiens iam meas futuras novas cogitabam aerumnas. (Ap. Met. 8. 26)

The priests con money out of people by self-mutilation with their own teeth, swords
and whips (8.27-8; cf. Onos 37), and they are caught molesting a man:
spurcissima illa propudia ad illicitae libidinis extrema flagitia infandis
uriginibus efferantur, passimque circumfusi nudatum supinatumgque
invenem exsecrandis oribus flagitabant. (8.29; cf. Onos 38)
Philebus lives up to his name and really does love youths,” and it can be no
coincidence that in the eponymous dialogue of Plato Socrates’ interlocutor of the
same name ‘“‘maintains a hedonistic ethical position.”** Philebus has a minor part to
play in the dialogue, for Plato starts in medias res with Protarchus taking over the
discussion from Philebus. However, Philebus’ position is immediately stated by
Socrates, summing up:

DiAnBoc wév Toivuy ayaboy elval dmat To xaiper maoi {oig kai ™Y RovRY

\ ’ e ~ !’ bl \ I ’ e 35
kai Tépny, kai Soa Tol yévous éaTi TolTou alpndwva (Plat. Phil. 11b4-6)

** Macleod (1967), p.109, n.4, has “The Rev. Love-Boyes”.

** Hanson II (1989), p.109, n.2.

> Hijmans (1978), p.112, points out that “Apuleius’ reader may well remember one of the opening
phrases of Plato’s dialogue (sc. the Philebus)”. He also draws attention to the scarcity of the name.
Cf. (Philebus) 'Buoi ey mavrwe vikay mdow) doxer xai dober (Phil. 12a7); (Protarchus) oU vde iy T
ouovaiay, & Twrpates, enédwrac mAot Kal TEQUTOY TIPOG TO NeMéoBar Ti T@Y dvbpwmivwy KTHLATWY
&piorov. QiABou vap eimdvToc Bdowjy kai Tépdw Kai yapav kai v oméoa roatr’ éoti (Phil. 19¢4-8);
(Socrates) ®iAnBoc dmai Ty Hdompy owxomdy bpfov mag {wois yeyovévar Kai Jelv mavrtag TouTou
oroxaleafar, kai O kai Tayalfov Tobr wlro ehvar clumaa, kai Qo dvopaTa, ayabov kai moV, €vi Tvi Kai
dboer g Tolrw pfide TeBévt’ Exerv (Phil. 60a7-bl); (Socrates) PiAnBog réyabov étifeto Mty mdovry

eivwt maoay kail TavreAn (Phil. 66d7-8).
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Philebus’ belief that pleasure is the good is reflected in the behaviour of Apuleius’

priest, but there may be another point of contact. Philebus maintains that the goddess

known as Aphrodite is really pleasure:
(Philebus) ara yap adogioluar kai waptipopar vov almiy Ty Bedy.

(Protarchus) Kai nuers gor Tovtwy ve albrdy ouppaertupes av eluwey, o
Talra eleves & Aéyeis. aMha O Ta peta Talra e, &
Swrpates, opws kai pera DiArBou éxovroc 7 Smwe av
éBéAy mepmueba mepaiver.

(Socrates) Hepatéoy, an’ abric &) i Beod, mv 6de *Adpoditny wev
Aéyeabai dmai, To &' arqbéoraroy alrins ovoua ‘Hoovmy

ebvai. (Phil. 12b1-9)°
The Philebus of Ps.-Lucian and Apuleius is also associated with a goddess, to whom
he devotes himself as much as we can infer that the Platonic Philebus might devote
himself to pleasure. At the auction at which he buys the asinine Lucius, Philebus says
to the auctioneer:
An me putas, inepte, iumento fero posse deam committere, ut turbatum
repente divinum deiciat simulacrum, egoque misera cogar crinibus
solutis discurrere et deae meae humi iacenti aliquem medicum
quaerere? (Ap. Met. 8.25)
The facts that Apuleius was a Platonist and that his Philebus is devoted to pleasure
and his goddess as surely as the Platonic Philebus is devoted to pleasure, which he

argues is otherwise known as the goddess Aphrodite, would seem to be a sufficient

36 Cf. (Socrates) Q¢ pév Tovww ™y 1e GDiArBou Beov ob det dravoeirhar TavToy Kai Tdyalfov, ikavidg
elofiabai wor doxeT (Phil. 22¢1-2); (Philebus) Teuvivers vap, & ZwrpaTes, Tov geavrob feov. (Socrates)

Kai yap o0, @ étaipe, ™y cavrod (Phil. 28b1-2).
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argument in themselves for an allusion being intended by Apuleius in his use of this
name. But even if this is not thought persuasive, the sheer scarcity at least of the name
Philebus indicates that Apuleius used Plato as his source of inspiration for it.

This line of reasoning suggests that Alciphron’s use of the name Philebus
should also be instructive. 3.14 consists of a letter from Bucopnictes to Artopyctes,
both parasites, on how their position with a young man called Philebus is being
threatened by the courtesan Zeuxippe. He is spending his inheritance, carefully
amassed by his parents, on her:

oU yap damavaTar eic almyy (sc. Zeuxippe) xpuvaiov wovoy kal apyiploy,

ar\a kai cuvoikiag kal dypove. (3.14.1)

Bucopnictes feels sorry for him, for he has been generous to him and other parasites,
and finishes by saying:

€oTi yap, wg olofa, amloikos 6 CidmBog kai mpoc Muas Tove mapaTiTOU
ETIEIKNS Kal (WETPIOS TOV TPOTIOY, MOATs WAANOY Kal YEAWT! ) TaTs €lc Muac

UBpeat Belyouevoe. (3.14.3)
The statement that he is moderate in his ways (uwétpios Tov Tpomor) may be thought to
count against the argument that Philebus is some sort of pleasure-seecker whose name
derives from the Platonic Philebus. However, it is qualified as referring to his
treatment of parasites and smacks of the sort of toadying flattery that a parasite would
employ in his presence. And it can also be objected that a truly moderate man would
not be spending everything he owned on a courtesan.” It is, of course, possible that

there was an intermediary, or another, author whom Alciphron is using here, or that

7 0r letting her spend it: @ yap éxeiver (sc. Philebus’ parents) ka1’ dBoAov auvvyyayov, abpowe avador Tu

moAUKooy TobTo Kal aloypdtaTtov yuvaioy. (3.14.2)
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he used the name independently of anyone else. However, given the lack of any such
rival source, how rare the name Philebus is and that Alciphron might elsewhere show
some knowledge of Plato,”® it remains most likely that Alciphron deployed this name
to convey the impression of a young man whokssdevoted himself and his estate to the
pursuit of pleasure in an allusion to Plato’s character of the same name.

Another character from Ps.-Lucian Onos with a name which features in Plato
is Hipparchus.” Lucius meets with fellow travellers on his way to Hypata in Thessaly

and asks if they know of Hipparchus, for whom he has a letter of introduction:

€ A b 14 A €’ ~ »” ot ~ ’ b ~ ot
oi 0¢€ eidévaur Tov “lmmapxov ToUTov €Aeyov kai 0ol TS TOAEWS oIKET Kal 0TI
2 ’ t \ " N ’ ’ ’ \ \ ¢ ~ Al
apyvpioy ikavoy €xel kail 0TI wiay Bepamaivay Toéder kal ™y avTol yauerny

wovas: €t yap dihapyvowtaTos devids., (Onos 1)
His miserliness seems to be famous, for when Lucius comes across Abroea, a friend of
his mother’s, he declines her offer of a place to stay, eliciting the question:

(Abroea) I1o7 0¢, édm, kai kaTayy;

(Lucius) Hapa Trraoxo.

(Abroea) T@ dirapyipw; (Onos 4)
Lucius replies:

Mndaude, eimov, & wiTep, Tolto eimys. Aaumpos yap Kai ToAuTeANS

véyovey el dué, ote kai éykaléoar av Tis T TEVOT. (Ibid.)
This might be thought to scupper the point that Hipparchus is really a miser, but
Abroea responds to this by smiling (‘"H 8¢ peidiacaca - Ibid.), and this implies a

condescending attitude, as if it is funny that Lucius should think that what the miser

* See below, pp.53-7, on Alciphron 4.7, and 5.1, pp.270-76, on 4.13.

% He is renamed Milo in Apuleius’ Metamorphoses, although an investigation into why this might

have been lies outside the reach ot this thesis.
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Hipparchus has to offer is generous. At any rate he is well-known for being a miser; in
fact it seems to be his defining characteristic, regardless of what Lucius thinks.*

Hipparchus does not appear in Plato, rather he is mentioned by Socrates in a
piece of revisionist history as a wise man who inscribed bits of his wisdom on Herms
so that passers-by would read them. One of these was: w7 dirov éfamdra (Plat.
Hipparch. 229b1), and this is precisely what Socrates claims he is not trying to do,
despite his interlocutor’s doubts. It is not Hipparchus himself that could be the
inspiration for Ps.-Lucian’s character, then, rather it is the subject of the eponymous
dialogue. It opens with Socrates asking: T/ yap 16 dihokepdés; T moTé éoriv, kai Tives of
dihokepders; (Hipparch. 225al-2), it does not deviate from this question, and
according to Diogenes Laertius its double title was: “Imnapyoc % di1rokepdns (3.59).
Hipparchus was not a particularly rare name,* but in a work where there is another
character who is given a Platonic name, and in that case too a name which gave a
dialogue a title, the probability is increased that the miser’s name Hipparchus was
inspired by the subject of the dialogue that bears his name.

Another example of a Platonic name can be found in Lucian’s Navigium, a
dialogue which bears some similarities to Plato’s Republic. In the latter Socrates

describes how he went to Piraeus to witness the festival of Bendis and to pray to that

% Other indications that Lucius does not concur with the prevailing opinion are: émei de TARTioV TK
Tohewe éyeyoveney, kimic Tic By kai Evdov oikidioy avexTiv, Evba 6 “Tnmapxos wret (Onos 1); 1o de dermov
ol o dodpa Aitév+ ¢ 3¢ olvoc 700 Kai maaiss v (Onos 3); aidobuar ¢ obdev dvdoi $idg éyraAdv emerra
devywv ™y éxeivou oixiay (Onos 4).

4 TGPN T has 28 attestations, 11 22, IIILA 38, and III.B 29. In each of the four volumes the

attestations are chronologically evenly spread.
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goddess (mpogev€ouevos Te Ty Be@ kai awa ™y éoptiy BovAdwevos Bedoaabar Tiva Toomoy
mommaovaty ate vy mpdtov ayovtes. Plat. Rep. 327a2-3): in the former Lycinus.
Timolaus and Samippus have all arrived in Piraeus to see a large grain ship which has
put in on route to Italy from Egypt (Timolaus - oiuar d¢ kai adw, o€ (sc. Lycinus) te
Kl SauITTToY TouTovi, wn kat ario Ti é€ aoTews ke 9 dfouevous o mhotoy. Luc. Nav.
1). Timolaus’ desire to see the ship is even expressed in Platonic terms, for Lycinus
greets him by saying that:

Olk éyw Eleyov ot Barrov Tolc yimas éwog vexpos év davepd keipevog M
Béapa T1 TV mapaddbwy Tywéraoy Siaraboi, kav eis Kopnbov Oéor

b A} ! b I A ~ L 14 ’ ’ A 1 Al
dmvevati Béovra dmévar Sia ToUTo; oltw drhofleauwy av ye kat aoxkvos Ta

Totatta. (Ibid.)
The adjective ¢irofeduwy recalls the discussion of who should be called a philosopher
at Rep. 475d-476b where the divroor kai $irolfeajoves (476b4) are distinguished
from the genuine philos.Ophers.42 The implication is that Timolaus is one of those who
merely revel in beautiful sights, but not beauty itself:

(Socrates) Oi wév mou, v " éyw, dtrnkoor kai dihobedpoves Tas Te kalag

A} ’ 1 b ~ ’

dwvas domalovral kal xpoag Kal TXMUATE Kal TaVTa Ta €K TOY ToloUTwWY
~ -~ ~ 32/ y o~ ¢« N\ 7 \ ’

dmutoupyolpeva, alrol 0¢ Tol katol adlvatos avtwy 7 Oiavoid TNV duaw

1deiv 1€ kal domdoacfar. (Plat. Rep. 47604-8)"

“2 Plato only uses ¢irofeduwy in the Republic and only during this discussion: 475d2, 475¢4, 476410,
476b4, and where it is recapped at 479a3.
“ Cf. (Calasiris to Cnemon) 'Emei d¢ diAnxoss Tig ehvai por daivy kai KaAldy AKOVTUATWY AKOPETTOS

(Hld. 3.4.11).
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Already the tone is set for the ensuing discussion in which Lycinus, in typical Lucianic

vein, criticises and attacks the views of his interlocutors as being too concemed with
material things rather than with living a quiet and contented life.

In addition to Lycinus, Timolaus and Samippus, there is a fourth interlocutor,

Adeimantus, but he has wandered off (Lycinus - N2 Ala, kai 'Adeinavroc ¢

’ e/ ’ ¢ ~ b ’ 9 ’N’ L{4 ~ b ~ 7 b I A Y ~
Muppivouvaios eimeto wel’ Mudv, &I olk o8 dmov vy €xelvos éatiy amomAavyleic év 1)

mAnber T@v Beat@v Nav. 1). The three decide to head off back to Athens in the
likelihood that Adeimantus has already started off (Nav. 4). They spot him at Nav.

10, but he is deaf to the shouts of his friends:

-~ 9 ’ - ) N/ ’
M un ToU ipatiov AaBiuevor ge émorpédwmer, @ Adeiuavre, oly
€ 1 ¢ ~ ~ b A \ ? b14 b A} ’ A b
vmakovaels quiy Bodaty, alda kai dpovtiCovri Eotkag émi cuvvoias Tvos ol

wikpoy 0Ud€ ebkaTadpovyToy mpdyua, @ dokers, dvaxukAdy. (Nav. 11.)
This recalls what led Socrates to remain in Piraeus, where he was subsequently
embroiled in a mammoth discussion. Polemarchus had seen him and Glaucon oikade

wpumuevous (Rep. 327b2) and had sent a slave to call them back:

3 ~ ’ ~ ? 4 ¢ ~ "
kai wou omafey o naty AafBowevoc TolU iuatiou, Kelever vuac, €dm,
~ A ’ \ k) ’ ¢ k] Y
IMoAéuapyoc mepipervas. Kai YW WETETTPAPNY Te Kal MPopuMy 0ToU aUToS

ein. (Rep. 327b4-6)
They wait and shortly afterwards Polemarchus appears, accompanied by Adeimantus,
Glaucon’s brother, Niceratus and several others. This Adeimantus is one of the chief
interlocutors of the Republic,44 and after the argument with Thrasymachus which fills

most of the first book, he and his brother take up the bulk of the discussion with

** Adeimantus is also an interlocutor at the beginning of the Parmenides. Two other men with the
name Adeimantus are mentioned at Protagoras 315e4-5: kai To *Adeipavrw apudotépw, 6 v Kapmdog

ral o Aeuxolodidou.
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Socrates, as he attempts, at their insistence, to demonstrate why justice is worth
possessing in and for itself.

Lucian’s Adeimantus was distracted by the thought of all the wealth that such
a ship as they had seen would bring, and this leads to the four men taking turns to
express their greatest fantasies. Adeimantus would wish for unbridled wealth and
Samippus dreams about commanding an all-conquering army, both of which meet
with Lycinus’ cynical disdain. Timolaus is the last to indulge himself (at the
conclusion Lycinus passes on his turn: he has had enough fun laughing at the others)
and he wants Hermes to meet him and give him a set of rings with certain powers
(éyw 0¢ Bolblopat Tov ‘Bpuiy éwuxo'v%a ot dobvar daxTulous Tivas ToloUTous Ty dlvauiy
Nav. 42). Among one which will give him health, another which will make him strong,
one which will enable him to fly, one which will put people to sleep and unbolt any
door, and another which will make people fall in love with him, is:

Erepov dé (s wr) dpaafar Tov mepiBéuevay, olog v 6 ToU I'iyou (Ibid.).
This, of course, is a reference to the story of Gyges’ ring, which is found in the
Republic as Glaucon and Adeimantus are formulating their request for a
demonstration that justice is worth possessing in and for itself. Glaucon’s argument is
that just people are just because they do not have the power to be unjust, and that
both the just and the unjust would be unjust if they had the freedom. One way in
which this freedom could be achieved would be el ailtois yévorto ofay moTé daay
dbvaury ¢y [Liyov] o0 Audol mpoyovey yevéaflar (Rep. 359¢7-d1). He was a shepherd
who found a ring, and while at a meeting he fiddled with it:

-~ \ ’ ~ ’ \

TobTou 0¢ yevouévou adavi alToy yevéafar Tolg napaxalnuevors, Kai
A} A} ’ A ?

diaréyeafar ¢ Tepl oixou€vou. Kal ToV Bavualery Te kai maAw

’ A ’
émymradovra tov daktihoy oroear 6w v adevdovmy, kai oTpédavra
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A} ’ z ~ y 4 b ~ ~ N ’ 2
éCLIJGIDOV ’}/61/(:'0'904. Kal! TouTo e€vvomoavrta (LT[OTI.’EIPG;U'HG, TOV OaKTU)\IOU €l
’ 3 \ a/ \ b ~ (44 # ’ \ "
TAUTNY €X01 TNV OUVauly, Kal auT® outw auuBaiver, oTpedovTi WEY €ElTw

™ odevdormy adnA yiyveabai, Ew dé S (Rep. 359e6-360a7).
Adeimantus is not as common a name as Hipparchus,* only 5 out of 50 attestations
are dated later than the second century BC and one of these is Lucian’s fictional
character. These statistics,A allied to the case outlined above, make it a reasonably
secure suggestion that Lucian named his Adeimantus after the interlocutor of Plato’s
Republic. His purpose in so doing was to highlight the relationship between his work
and Plato’s.

Lucian’s Symposium, another work with an obvious debt to a Platonic
predecessor, may also contain a character whose name was derived from a Platonic
source. At Symp. 26 Hetoemocles, in a stroppy letter, casts aspersions on the

philosopher to whom Aristaenetus, the host of the party, has trusted his son Zeno:

~ b ’ (44 ’ 1]
€l 0€ wn) aloypov Ny éue Aéyewy Ta Toiabta, kay T mpogelnka, omep av, €l
4 A ’ ~ a ~ ’ ~ ’ 9 bAY y A 9 \ bl
Bélerg, mapa Zwmipou Tol Tadaywyol altol uabois av arnbes ov.

Zopyrus is also the name of Alcibiades’ tutor, whom Socrates mentions when he is

destroying Alcibiades’ claims that he amounts to something:
goi ', @ AlkiPiady, TepikAije éméomoe mabaywyoy TV 0IKETWY ToY

dapelotaToy o yipws, Zwmupov Tov Opaka. (Plat. Alc. 1 122a8-b2)
It hardly seems likely that the conjunction of name and job description is a
coincidence, especially given a passage from a letter of Alciphron, where the parasite
Oenolalus is complaining to Poteriophlyarus about the sudden stinginess of the young

man on whom he depends:

S LGPN 1 has 9, 11 26, III.A 10, and II1.B 5.
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’ E] N/ b ’ bd ~ ’ ’
Oux eis céov oivipévos éakwauny Tov Tpodéa Tob veaviarou Zirmupoy. 133
» ’ \ ” A -~ \ ,
éxeivou yap iows O1aBoly Tumels Ta Ota mepl Tac ddceic KATETTY)
’ \ (b A }\n ~ ’ ’ \ \ ~ ’
wiKpoTpETTETTEPOS KAl DEIVWAD TH WéTpw Kéxpmrar mepi Tac damdvac.

(Alciphr. 3.21.1)
This Zopyrus fulfils a similar role and Benner/Fobes comment that “The name was
perhaps suggested by Lucian, Symposium 26.”* Perhaps it was, but it is also possible
that Alciphron took the name directly from Plato. At any rate, the case that Plato is
the ultimate source seems quite convincing - the name Zopyrus each time refers to the
tutor or foster-father of a young man and he does not appear - but the sheer number
of attestations in LGPN might easily count against it, for I has 85, IT 181, IIL.A 106,
and IIL.B 117.* These statistics might make us think again here, for the parallel is
one-dimensional and not as water-tight as that for Apuleius” Socrates. I would argue
that it is in such cases that caution should be exercised and the argument considered
possible rather than probable or certain.*

Another Platonic name that finds its way into a work of Lucian is
Euthydemus.* At Hermotimus 11 Lycinus explains to the budding Stoic Hermotimus

why there is no point going to the lecture of his teacher, because there is not going to

*(1949), p.201, n.d.

*7 A significant total of 489.

“ 1t should also be noted that there is a Zopyrus in Chariton’s novel. He is named twice as
Rhodogune’s father (5.3.4; 7.5.5) and is present to give an air of historical verisimilitude (cf. Her.
3.160.2; Thuc. 1.109.3), for which see Hunter (1994).

“ Jones (1986), p.30, suggests that the mention of this character may represent “a dash of actuality
... since a very eminent member of the school (sc. the Peripatetic school), a teacher of Galen, was
called ‘Eudemos’”. However, in the light of the literary associations which this name can evoke, it

seems more likely that it was chosen for such a reason.
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be one. For his teacher had had dinner at Eucrates’, had argued with Euthydemus the
Peripatetic, had drunk and eaten too much and had been ill. Hermotimus asks who
won the argument, and Lycinus replies that at first they were level, but that the Stoic
won. This is qualified by: Tov yolv Edfidnuor 00dé avaipwwri dacy amelbeiv, adha
Tpalua mauueyeles eéxovra év Ty xeparyy (Herm. 12). Lycinus, with heavy sarcasm,
then relates how Hermotimus’ teacher won and how Euthydemus came by his wound:

’ \ \ 3 \ LS [ \ \ ’ \ -~
émel yap alalwy My kai éheykTikoc kal meiBeabar olk Gfehev oUde maoeiye
14 \ bl ’ ’ ’
palioy avtoy éAéyxeaBai, o Sidackaroc agou o BéATioTog OV €lxe arudoy
14 ~ \ t/
Neortopeioy Tiva katadéper alrol mAnoiov KaTakeiwevou, Kal oUTWS

expatyaev. (Ibid.)
Euthydemus is characterised as éleyxtikds, and this is a trait he shares with his
Platonic namesake. In the éponymous dialogue Socrates tells Crito of the discussion
that occurred the day before between himself, a young man called Cleinias, Ctesippus,
who is one of Cleinias’ lovers, and the sophist brothers Euthydemus and
Dionysoclorus.50 Socrates claims that he was overawed by the wisdom of the sophists,
for as well as being skilled at fighting in armour, speaking in court and being able to

teach both, they have added another skill:
obTw devy yeydvatoy &y Toig Moyois waxeofai Te kal ébehéyxery To ael

Aeybuevoy, Spoiws éavre Yebdog éavre alnbes 9. (Plat. Euthd. 272a7-bl)
This they put into practice on Cleinias, whom Socrates said needed the education.
They asked him a series of sophistic questions which were designed to trip the young

’ ’ ) ~ ! t ’ € AN A t
man up, the first of which was: motepor eto1 Ty dvBprmwy oi pavBavovres, oi godoi 1 oi

Y See Branham (1989), pp.69-80, for an analysis of the humour in this dialogue, and ch.2, passim,

for the relationship between Lucian’s dialogues and their Platonic ancestors.
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apabeis; (Euthd. 275d3-4). Cleinias was uncertain and Socrates urged him to say what

he thought:

vy ’ ¢ I\ ’ \ \ ’

Kai év tottep 0 Diovvaodwpos mpoakidas wor mikpoy mpos T ode, mavy
’ ~ 4 \ ! b14 ’ ’ ’

pediacas ¢ mpoowmny, Kai wiv, €y, oo, & Soroatec, mporéyw 6ti

omoTep’ Av amokpihvmTal TO petpdkioy, ebeheyxBrerar. (Euthd. 275¢3-6)
This is what happened, and what happened repeatedly, showing how fond of refuting
the pair were.

The unwillingness of Lucian’s Euthydemus to expose himself to refutation
(0U0e Trapetxe padioy alirov éAéyxeabar Herm. 12) is also paralleled by his Platonic
namesake and his brother. After the discussion, and the ostensible education of
Clemnias, failed to make satisfactory progress and both Socrates and Ctesippus had
broken in out of frustration, Dionysodorus agreed with the question that Socrates
posed in perplexity at one line of argument: aAdo T Yevdy Aéye ovk éorv; (Euthd.
286¢6). Socrates asked whether he was just saying this to be shocking, % ws aAnfis
dokel aor oUdels elvar auabng drvbpomwy; (Euthd. 286d12-13). Dionysodorus replied:

(Dionysodorus)  AAAa ai, édm, ereybor.

(Socrates) "H kai &1 ToUto kata Tov gov Acyov, ekeréyba,
umoevoc Yevdoévou;

(Euthydemus) Ol éoativ, édm o Evbudmuos.

(Socrates) 00" bpa éxéhevev, édmy éyw, vwdn Aiovugodwpos

¢EeréyEan; (Euthd. 286e1-6)
In fact Euthydemus and Dionysodorus were not so much unwilling to be refuted as

being in denial that such a thing as refutation was possible!

Socrates had another go at questioning Cleinias, in an etfort to show the sort

of thing he imagined might be beneficial, and after an intervening discussion with
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Crito as to what exactly they had been trying to get at, Socrates relates how
Euthydemus offered to tell him what he wanted to know. His argument was the
fallacious one that if someone knows something, he is knowing, and therefore he
knows everything. Socrates summed this up (Euthd. 293d4-8), to which Euthydemus
replied: Abrog gavtoy ye dv) échéyxers, édm, & Zwrpates. (Euthd. 293el). Socrates
moved up a gear:
Ti 0¢, v 0" éydd, @ Eibidque, ab ob mémovas ToUTo 1o alro mdboc; éyw
Yap ToI weTa gob oTIoDy Gy maTywy Kai peta Atovuaodwpou Tolde, dilne
Kedaldls, olk Gy mavu dyavaktoiny, elmé woi, ade olyd T wev émioracfov

TOV 0vTWY, Ta 0¢ ol émigraafov; (Euthd. 293e2-6),
to which the reply was: “Hxiora ye (Euthd. 293e7). This refusal to be persuaded (cf.
meifleaflas olk ffeAev Herm. 12) continued as the brothers culminated in claiming that
they knew everything from the time of their birth (Euthd. 294e9-10). No one believed
this and Euthydemus said he could prove that Socrates too would agree, if he
answered his questions. Socrates replies: 'AAAa wiy, v &' éyw, dioTa Tabra
é€eléyxopar. (Euthd. 295a6)

After both Socrates and Ctesippus had conversed with Euthydemus and
Dionysodorus and no progress had been made, Socrates describes to Crito the
rapturous reception the sophists received and the heavily sarcastic encomium he
delivered to them. He said that their most magnificent achievement was that they

cared nothing for men other than their own sort:

b \ A - 174 ’ Al A ! ! Ay " ,A/ 0‘ & aﬂ(f)éy
éyw yap €U olda OTI ToUTous ToUS A0Yyous Tavu wev av oAiyol ayamd

’ ~ 9 ~ ’ ’ 7] N o
avBpwmor Gpoitor iy, of & dAAor oUTwe ayvoolaw alTols, ot €U oida oTi

~ ~ ? ’ ’ A " ”" b \
aioyuBetey av paroy éEehéyxovres TotolUTois Adyois Tols arhovs m avTor

ekeAeyxouevor. (Euthd. 303d2-5)

Crito on the other hand is not so convinced:
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b A} ~ ’
Kivduvelw wévtol kayw €ls elvar TGV oly Suoiwy EdbBudnuew, &d\" éxeiviwy
il 3 Al \ Al )I}\ ~ f’a ”"n b ’ ¢ Al ~ ’ ’
Wy 00 Kai oV eAeves, T 1010y Gy éSeAeyxouévwy Umo Tdv TotolTwy Adyawy

M éseheyxovrwy. (Euthd. 304c8-d2)

The implication, of course, is that Euthydemus and his sort would rather refute than
be refuted.

The final element of the character of Lucian’s Euthydemus is that he is aAaloy
(Herm. 12), and this too may be derived from Plato’s eponymous dialogue. For after
Socrates had finished his first example of the form which he thought a hortatory
dialogue should take, Dionysodorus took up the challenge and asked:

(Dionysodorus)  $até Bolreafas adtov godov yevéaBa;

(Socrates) ﬁduu eV oly.,

(Dionysodorus) ~ Niv ¢, 1 0" 65, KAewiag mirepov aodds éariv 4 ob;

(Socrates) Ovkouv ¢mai 7€ mw' éotv 8¢, Ty & éyw, olk

aAalwv. (Euthd. 283¢5-8)

The reader is to infer from this that someone who claimed to be wise, at least in the
opinion of Socrates who famously denied any knowledge to himself, would be
aralov. The whole dialogue revolves around whether Dionysodorus and Euthydemus
are as wise as they claim to be, or even wise at all, and they themselves are shown to
be guilty of &dAaloveia by Socrates’ exposing of their sophistic tactics. In short,
nothing could better describe Plato’s Euthydemus and his brother than Lucian’s
description of his Euthydemus.

That such a short passage could be expected to remind a reader of an entire
dialogue might be supported by another instance of the same name, this time in

Alciphron. 4.7 consists of a letter from the courtesan Thais to a young man called
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Euthydemus.”' He has deserted her for philosophy, and she claims that his master is a
hypocrite and asks, before proving the opposite, whether Euthydemus thinks sophists
are better than courtesans: oier 0¢ diadéperv étaipas codiomiv; (4.7.4). Part of her proof
that the company of courtesans is to be preferred consists of a comparison of the
teaching abilities of Aspasia, who taught Pericles, and Socrates, who taught Critias.
The mention of Socrates might be thought to direct the reader’s attention to Plato,
and in particular the philosophical protreptic which is the theme of Plato’s
Euthydemus, but Benner/Fobes note that “The name of the addressee (sc.
Euthydemus) may have been suggested by Xenophon, Memorabilia 1.2.29, where
Critias and his friend Euthydemus are mentioned together.””” Xenophon relates the
story of how Socrates tried to dissuade Critias, who was enamoured of Euthydemus,
from unbecoming conduct. This forms part of a larger defence of Socrates against the
charge of corrupting the youth, and Xenophon concludes his treatment of Alcibiades’
and Critias’ relationships with Socrates, the two most obvious cases of failure,” by
arguing thus:

! Al ~ A
dainy & av éywye umdevi umdemiav elvar maidevoy Tapa ToU w7
’ b ~ ’
apéarovroc. Koitiag 0¢ kai *AlkiBiadns olk dpégrovtos avTols ZwKpaToug
~ b ’ y A b b ~ ¢ ’
OuiAmoaTw 6y yoovoy Gwhelrny altd, al\’ elbus €5 apxis wupmroTe

mpoeataval Ths morews. (Mem. 1.2.39)

ST Goldhill (1995), p.99, briefly analyses this letter, but does not note whether the name Euthydemus
might be significant.
*2(1949), p.263, n.c.
3 See Xen, Mem. 1.2.12: "AM &m ye ¢ xariyyops, SwkpdTel AT yevouévw Kortiag e kai

' AAkiBiadne TAETTTa Kaka T oA émomaaTyy.
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This might be thought a problem for the case that Alciphron names the addressee of
the letter with this text in mind, for it forms part of an argument designed to show that
Socrates was not in fact to be held accountable for the actions of his rogue students.
The mention of Critias in the letter is also not surprising, given his notoriety and the
argument the courtesan is making.

Benner/Fobes do not point out that Euthydemus is the interlocutor for large
parts of Mem. 4, and this seems like a better source. Mem. 4.2 tells how Socrates
observed that Euthydemus was confident that his collection of books had given him
wisdom beyond his years (vouilovra Siadépery v HAikiwTdY év dodia Mem. 4.2.1) and
sought to try him out and show him that he needed instruction. Socrates makes
various overtures, and eventually, during the course of their conversations,
Euthydemus realises that his philosophy is insufficient and that he can not provide
answers even about things which one should know (Mem. 4.2.23). Unlike many who

were put off by Socrates’ elenctic method:

\ ’” b Al 2 ’ ’ b AN {4
0 0¢ EiBidnuog imélaBev ol av arAws avnp dkiohoyos yeveéalal, el um oTi
\ b b ’ k14 b ~ b ’
UAANITTA DWKpATEl TUVEly” Kal oUK ameleimeTo €T1 autoU, € pum T

avaykaiov €in* évia D¢ Kal EuIperTo @V éketvos émetmdevey. (Mem. 4.2.40)
This conversion of Euthydemus to Socrates’ philosophy would seem to be the ideal
model for Alciphron’s letter. However, part of Thais’ argument: ToT@ O€ QUEIVOUS
Nuers kail eboeBéareparr ol Aéyowey Beods ol elvar (4.7.4), does not fit well with Mem.
4.3, where Xenophon claims that Socrates tried to instil cwdooaivn, and gives as an
example a conversation with Euthydemus: medroy wev o) repi Beals émeipaTo cwdpovas
moiely Tove auvovtas (Mem. 4.3.2).

There are other factors to consider. Alciphron’s Euthydemus does go to the

Academy (eig T’ Axadyuiav gofeis 4.7.1) to pursue his philosophy, and Thais’ jibe
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that: 000" afioluey aderdals xai unrpdot wiyvvobas Tous avdpas, aM\' olde yuvaibly
aMotpiars (4.7.5) seems to be a dig at Plat. Rep. 457¢-461e.>* On the other hand the
mention that Euthydemus’ master mpoodbeipetar d¢ ‘Epmuhids ™ Meyapas aBog
(4.7.3) seems to allude to Aristotle’s concubine. In addition, Alciphron can hardly be
intending the historical Euthydemus to be meant, since Socrates and Critias are
referred to in the past tense (4.7.7).

The case of Alciphron’s Euthydemus highlights the amount of textual
knowledge and cultural background which an educated Greek reader could be
expected to bring to a text. Rather than rely on Plato or Xenophon alone, Alciphron
has woven a letter, whose theme may be familiar, but whose texture is rich. In such
cases, where it might appear that there is no clear candidate, it might be thought futile
to argue that one source was the inspiration for a character’s name. On the other
hand, although Alciphron is drawing on a tradition of philosophy and anti-
philosophy,” the fact that the name he used occurs in one or two parts of that
tradition might be adequate.’® After all, the whole letter need not depend on the work
from which the name was derived, nor need it be consistent with it, and the theme of

Plato’s Euthydemus and Euthydemus’ conversion in Xenophon’s Memorabilia are, 1

*See1.2.2, p.14-5, for Lucian’s fondness of this joke.
5% See Goldhill (1995) for the argument as a whole.
1 might, of course, occur in parts which are lost, but that is of no great concem if the parts which

are not lost are enough in themselves.
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think, sufficient to argue that these are the sources for the name of Alciphron’s
Euthydemus.”’

The above examples demonstrate that Plato was one source on which second
sophistic authors could draw for their names. But not only did they take names from
the Platonic corpus, they also used these names for the allusive texture which they
could lend their works. The nature of these allusions is varied, from the contrast
between the famous Socrates and a character who shares his name, but who is
pointedly very different, té the brief description of a Euthydemus which at once
recalls the characterisation of his namesake in Plato’s eponymous dialogue. The
persuasiveness of individual cases is also affected by the data provided by LGPN.
Given the occurrence of the phenomenon of Platonic names in other writers and the
fact that Achilles Tatius has not yet been noted as having any particular source or
sources for his names, an investigation into whether some of the names in Leucippe

and Cleitophon are derived from the Platonic corpus can proceed unimpeded.

1.4 Achilles Tatius and Plato

Although it will vary slightly,”® my procedure in dealing with names that occur in both
Plato and Achilles Tatius will be the following. I shall first consider how common

each name is, using the data contained in LGPN.” 1 shall then investigate whether

*7 Buthydemus is attested 63 times in LGPN. There is only one non-fictional attestation for the
imperial period, and there are 50 attestations in 11, 43 of which are from the 5th to 3rd centuries BC.
58 11 the case of Charmides, where I shall first consider how the name is reserved by Achilles Tatius
to be revealed in a particular episode, before exploring whether any allusions to Plato can be
detected.

%9 See the Appendix for my use of the LGPN data.
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there are any allusions in terms of verbal echoes, similar character traits and/or

deliberate, humorous perversions between the respective words, deeds and situations

of those bearers of each name in Plato’s works and of the characters to whom

Achilles Tatius assigned the same name. I shall lastly consider other fictional instances

of each name to see whether those that predate the novels are better candidates than

Plato’s figures, and whether the bearers of those that are roughly contemporary with

Leucippe and Cleitophon exhibit any similarities with their namesakes in the novel.

1.S Charmides

1.5.1 Charmides in LGPN

BC AD
vi v iv iii il i i ii iii iv Total
I 1 55163 (38|23 19
11 051 75 6 2 8 2 1.3 ] 33| 33 34
1A 03]03}03 1
I11.B l \ 1 1 4
Total | 1.5 | 9.5 | 11.5]| 9.3 | 11.8| 43 | 1.6 | 46 | 3.6 58
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Charmides is not an uncommon name. The majority of bearers date from the classical
and Hellenistic periods, and the relative scarcity of imperial examples is increased by
the fact that two of the second century instances are fictional characters from Lucian’s
DMeretr. 2 and 11 (on which, see below, 1.5.4). The argument that it is a name with
literary connotations would be enhanced if Lucian’s uses are relevantly similar to

Achilles Tatius’.

1.5.2 Charmides in Achilles Tatius

Charmides is introduced at 3.14.1 as ¢ orpatyyos, at which point he is not named,
even though Cleitophon, by virtue of the fact that he is narrating past events, 1s in a
position to name him. He does not meet Leucippe, for she is in the possession of the
bandits, but encounters Cleitophon among those his army has rescued from their
clutches. Impressed by Cleitophon’s riding skills he makes him a opoteameloy (3.14.2).
At dinner he asks Cleitophon for his story and is moved to tears by it (3.14.2-4). Even
if the general’s name had not been revealed to him earlier, it is very unlikely that
Cleitophon would not have learned it during the course of his conversation with him,
yet he still does not let his narratee know what it is. At 3.15.5 Cleitophon mentions
that the general witnessed the (apparent) disembowelment of Leucippe and that, at

3.16.1. he tried to console him. After Cleitophon has been reunited with Menelaus and
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Satyrus, and they have explained the trickery of Leucippe’s Scheintod, he takes
Menelaus to the general, who interviews him about the size of the enemy force
(3.24.1-2). At 4.1.1 the general decides to wait for reinforcements.

It is not until 4.2.1 that Cleitophon reveals the name of the general:

"By TodT o) Xapuidns - oo yap v svopa 1 oTPaTNYY - émParler T

Aevkimmy Tov 6dBarudv, &mo Torattns ddopuis albmiy idwy.
At this point Charmides becomes one of the familiar love-rivals of the Greek novels:
KaAer 0n mpog v Géav (sc. of the hippopotamus hunt) sudc 6

’ A ¢ 7’ ~ € ~ \ - b Al A ’ A

arpatnyos kal m Aevkimmm ouumapny. Huele wév olv ém 1o Bmpiov Tode
€ ’

odbarpovs eixouer, ém Aeukimmny dé 6 oroaTyyds kal elflc éalwrel.

(4.3.1.)
In order to feast his eyes he tries to keep the couple near him as long as possible by
extending the conversation about the animal. He then takes the opportunity to embark
on a lengthy description of the elephant and the sweetness of its breath (4.4) and then
on the source of that sweetness (4.5), at the beginning of both of which chapters
Cleitophon refers to him by his name.”” When at last he finishes he sends for
Cleitophon’s friend Menelaus and asks him to procure Leucippe for him (4.6.1—2).
Menelaus cannily agrees and tells Cleitophon the situation (4.6.3). They decide to
humour the general, so as not to risk his wrath (4.6.3-4).

Cleitophon delayed the introduction of Charmides” name and has only used it
three times until this point. During the next chapter, 4.7, which forms the crux of
Charmides’ infatuation with Leucippe and his reaction to it, Cleitophon calls him by

name no fewer than five times. Menelaus returns mpo¢ Tov Xapwiony (4.7.1) and tells

9 6 Xapuidne efme (4.4.1), and édn Xapuidns (4.5.1).
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him that Leucippe, after much protestation, has consented, but wants to wait until
they arrive in Alexandria, for at the moment they are in a village and everyone can see
everything (4.7.1-2). Charmides, however, says that that even a small delay is
anathema to him, so extreme is his desperation. He argues®' that waiting is a risky
business while one is at war, that he needs prompt healing, and that sex with Leucippe
would be a good omen before battle (4.7.2-5). Menelaus counters this by saying that
it would not be easy for her to trick Cleitophon who is greatly in love with her, but o
Xapwidye is not afraid to send Cleitophon away (4.7.5-6). Menelaus, ‘Opdv ... ToU
Xapuidou ™)y omoudny, resorts to concocting the excuse that Leucippe began her
period the day before (4.7.6-7). 6 Xapuidns agrees to wait, but still wants her to go to
him so that he can hear her voice, hold her hand, touch her and even kiss her (4.7.7-
8). The problem for the protagonists posed by Charmides is obviated by Leucippe’s
fit, which now takes centre stage, and thereafter he is not referred to by name. He
comes to see what is happening (4.9.3), is glad to send for the army doctor (4.10.3),
is ordered by the satrap of Egypt to fight the bandits and makes preparations to do so
(4.11.1-2), approaches the bandits’ stronghold (4.13.1), refuses to accept the terms
they offer (4.13.5), follows them (4.13.6), and is killed (4. 14.4).

Almost all the named characters in Leucippe and Cleitophon are named as
they appear, shortly after they appear, or even before they appear. The exceptions to
this are Charmides, Pasion, and possibly Satyrus. Satyrus is named at 1.16.1, where

Gaselee complains that he is “rather inartistically introduced without further

815 Xapuidne efme (4.7.2).



62

description”.** It is possible that he is referred to at 1.6.5, where Cleitophon is woken

from a dream:

wot émeidr) we nyepey 6 oikétng, éloidopolumy alTd T akalpiag, ¢

amoAéaag ovelpoy obTw YAukiy.
Cleitophon immediately storms off to search for Leucippe. Pasion is first mentioned at
5.25.1. Melite goes to see Cleitophon who is being held in a dwpériov (5.23.7), and
talks to the guard before. slipping inside (diadexfeioca @ ™y duAakny THv éuny
TemaTeUEV €eiTépyetal Tpog we Aabfoloa Tols dAAoug 5.25.1). She seduces Cleitophon
and they make a plan for his escape (5.25.2-6.1). As Cleitophon, dressed in Melite’s
clothes, leaves, the guard makes way (o ¢vAat 7ol oikmuaTos avexwemae 6.2.1). When
he has got away, Melantho, Melite’s maid who is in on the scheme, goes back and
tells the guard to open up (katalauBaver Tov dpoupoy apT émrAeicavta To oikmua, Kai
avoiyery éxélever abic 6.2.2). This he does. Melantho goes in and tells Melite of
Cleitophon’s escape and then calls the guard (kaAer Tov duAaka 6.2.3). His reaction is

understandable:
Kéketvoe, s 1o eliéde, Géapa idov mapadobotaToy, Ths katd T eAadoy

avTi maplfévou mapotuiag, ésemAdym kai éary arwny. (Ibid.)
Melite tells him that she deceived him, not in case he might be unwilling to
comply, but that he might be blameless. She then gives him some money so that he

can stay or flee. Only at this point is he named:

%2 (1969), p.49, n.3. Vilborg (1962), p.33, remarks that Satyrus is introduced “Without further
notice”, and points out that he has been thought to be the mais who plays and sings at dinner (1.5.4).
Satyrus, however, is surely too old to be described in this way, and one might expect the song of
Apollo and Daphne which so inspires Cleitophon (1.5.5-7) to appear in a later conversation, if it was

Satyrus who had sung it.
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kai o Iagiwy - Tolro yap "y dvopa 1@ diAaki -, “Tlaw,” Edm, “déomona,

T0 goi Jokoly Kauol aOKET kaA®s éxen.” (6.2.5)

Melite advises him to go away and return when Thersander is less angry, and this is
what he does.

If it is Satyrus who is referred to at 1.6.5, there is little opportunity for him to
be named, especially since Cleitophon does not relate what was said at the time. Nor
1s an actual conversation with Pasion related, until Melite explains her actions to him
at 6.2.4-5. Only now does Cleitophon tell his narratee what his guard’s name was. It
is possible that the name was reserved for a reason, but also equally possible that
there had been no need to reveal his name until the first time any words addressed to
him were related.®® Direct speech involving Charmides, on the other hand, occurred as
early as 3.24. The small number of exceptions to the normal naming practice in
Leucippe and Cleitophon and the fact that Charmides is the one of these where
Achilles Tatius could have most easily and naturally revealed the character’s name
earlier than he did, point towards some significance in the way the name Charmides is

held back until the episode where he becomes infatuated with Leucippe.

%3 This raises the question of why go to the trouble of giving him a name at all, and this may point to
something more elaborate. Pasion is not, however, a Platonic name, and so does not concern this

thesis.
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1.5.3 Charmides in Achilles Tatius and Plato

Charmides is familiar to a reader of Plato from several passages in different
dialogues.** It is to the eponymous dialogue that it is natural to turn first. Plato’s
Charmides contains a discussion between Socrates, Charmides and Critias concerning
the nature of cwdpoguvvy. Its alternative title was mepi cwdpoaivne (D. L. 3.59). In it
various definitions of cwdpoouvy are advanced, first by Charmides, and then by
Critias, all of which are more or less refuted by Socrates. However, it is not from any
of these definitions that Achilles Tatius draws in portraying his own Charmides, rather
he derives humour from the contrasts and comparisons between the characterisations
of his Charmides and Plato’s Charmides. The Platonic dialogue focuses on gwépooivy
ostensibly to see if Charmides possesses it. After the preliminaries and before the

discussion proper Critias says of Charmides:

Critias) Aéyw uévror gor 6t Xapuidng T@v AKiwTOV 00 wovoy TY
idéa doxer diadépery, aMa kai adt@ TolTw, ol av dyg THY
émdny éxerv dyig 0¢ awdpoaivig 7 yap;

(Socrates) Haw 7e, T 0’ éyw.

(Critias) ED roivuy o6 Em, b1 maw modv dokel cwdpovéaTaTtos elvar
&y v, kal T@M\a mdvra, els ooy mAikiag TKel, o0bdevog

xeipwy v, (Plat. Charm. 157d1-8)
In the episode in which he falls in love with Leucippe Achilles Tatius’ Charmides is
not at all ewdpwy. The significance of Achilles Tatius’ not revealing his name through

Cleitophon until this episode and then using it only while the episode lasts can now be

% Of his appearances in Platonic dialogues, whether thought genuine or otherwise, all will be
discussed except Prot. 315al-2, where he is merely mentioned as one of those dancing attendance on

Protagoras.
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seen:®> Achilles Tatius wants to highlight the discrepancy between the characters of
the two figures with the name Charmides.

Charmides in Plato is not so straightforward, however, and there are other
correlations between Plato’s portrayal of him and Achilles Tatius’ character. At the
end of Charmides Critias and Charmides between them agree that Charmides should
put himself in Socrates’ (philosophical) care. Socrates asks (somewhat 1ronically, for
Charmides is the sort of youth to which Socrates was attracted and with which he
spent a good deal of his time) what they are plotting:

(Socrates) Otrot, v 8’ éyw, Ti BouAeleaBoy moiety;

(Charmides) OU0é, édn 6 Xapuidns, arra BeBovAelpeba.

(Socrates) Biaoy apa, G &’ éyw, kai 0bd’ avakpiaiv uot Swaerg;

(Charmides) Q¢ Biagouévou, édm, émednymee ode (sc. Critias) e

émitaTTer mpos Tabra o al Boulelou 6Ti ToIMaEls.

(Socrates) A oldewia, Edmy éyw, Aeimetar PBouvdnr goi yap
émyetpolvTi modtTery oTioty kai Pralouéve obdeic oloec T
éotas évavriobobar avlewmwy.

(Charmides) Ma) Toivuy, 9 0 65, umd€ au évayTiol.

(Socrates) 00 toivwy, v & éyew, dvaymiwaopatr. (Charm. 176¢5-d5)

This passage is alluded to by Achilles Tatius in 4.6.3-4 where Menelaus and

Cleitophon (but not Leucippe!) discuss what they can do about Charmides’

infatuation with her:

%5 The last mention of Charmides’ love for Leucippe occurs at 4.10.3 and is couched in general
(CrIMS: gaipovot yip oi éplvres eig T4 EpWTIKG nportaymare. This, along with the fact that Cleitophon
does not use the general’s name, indicates that this facet of the narrative has now been subordinated

to the puzzle of Leucippe’s madness.
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Cleitophon and Menelaus need to plot something against Charmides, just as Socrates
thought Critias and Charmides were plotting against him and as Charmides advises
Socrates to. Nor can they oppose Charmides, in case he should use force, just as
Socrates (for different reasons) can not oppose Charmides if he is being forceful.

The same side of his character can be seen at Theages 128d8-129al, where
Socrates gives examples of the effect his damuéviov (Thg. 128d3) has on him.
Charmides provides one such instance. He was telling Socrates that he was training
for the race at Nemea, when Socrates said to him:

(Socrates) " Aéyovtos aou wetall yéyové por % dww) 7 1ol daiuwoviou:
arra un) acker.”
(Charmides) = lows,” édm, “onuaiver oo 611 00 viknjow: éye ¢ kay i)

’ ~ ’ ’ -~ \ ’
UWEAM©®  VIKGY, YUUVATAUEVOS YE  TOUTOY TOV  HPOVoV

wdernbnaopwar.” (Thg. 128e4-8)
This recalcitrance was no doubt intended by Plato to chime in with his reader’s
knowledge of what at the dramatic date was Charmides’ future career.’® The
promising start of Charmides’ adult life described by Plato is already tainted by traits
which the reader assumes will come to the fore and dominate his later actions. It is
also, I would argue, reflected in Achilles Tatius” Charmides refusal to say no when it

comes to Leucippe. He simply will not listen to any of Menelaus’ excuses. Thus his

% See Xen. Hell. 2.19.4, where it is described how Charmides fell in battle with Critias. He had
assisted him in the oligarchic revolution of 404, but perished when the democrats returned under

Thrasybulus in 403. Achilles Tatius” Charmides dies in battle too (4.14.4).
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character at once embodies both the antithesis of the temperance that Plato’s
Charmides is supposed to possess and the obstinacy observable in Plato’s depiction of
his Charmides.

One further Platonic passage in which Charmides is mentioned occurs in the
Symposium. At the end of his speech Alcibiades says that it is not only he who has
been mistreated by Socrates, for Charmides, Euthydemus and many others have
suffered the same treatment:

oUs olros (sc. Socrates) ébamat@v @ épacmic madikd pwalov avTog

kabioraTar avr’ épactob. (Symp. 222b3-4)

This 1s recalled with a twist by Achilles Tatius in the passage quoted above ("Edoke d¢
avtov amariioar), for whereas Socrates has pretended to be Charmides’ lover only in
fact to become the object of his affection, Menelaus will pretend on Leucippe’s behalf
that she is willing to submit to Charmides’ desires.

It 1s worth mentioning the Axiochus, a dialogue that may well have been
considered spurious in Achilles Tatius’ time, for Diogenes Laertius lists it among the
Platonic spuria: voBebovrar 8¢ T@v Sialoywy ouoloyoupévws ... "Abioxos (3.62). At Ax.
364a3-5 Socrates says that he saw Cleinias running peta ... Xapuidov o0 [Aavkwvos.
The author of this dialogue evidently considered it desirable to “authenticate” his
work by including characters found in genuine Platonic dialogues, and if Charmides is
one of those who are the most obvious candidates, this helps the case that he would
be readily remembered by the reader of Leucippe and Cleitophon. A reader might also
recall that Charmides was a member of the Socratic circle from Xenophon's

Symposium, where he is an active participant in the dialogues, and also from
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Xenophon’s Memorabilia 3.7, where Socrates tries to persuade Charmides to enter

public life. Nothing is owed, however, by Achilles Tatius’ Charmides to Xenophon’s.

1.5.4 Charmides in Lucian

As mentioned above, Lucian’s DMeretr. accounts for two other uses of the name
Charmides in fiction. At DMeretr. 2.4 Pamphilus explains to his lover Myrtion how
her slave Doris could have thought he was marrying Philo’s daughter. There was a
wedding next door to his own house, and Doris had mistaken this for his. Pamphilus
recalls the words of his mother:

edn yap, "Q Tlaudire, 6 weév ki oot Xaowidne Tol yeirovoc
" ApioTaivéTou vios yauer 10 kai awdpover, aU 0¢ wéxpl Tivoc éTaipg aUver;

The virtuous behaviour of Charmides is contrasted with that of Pamphilus, and his
characterisation seems to be based on that of Charmides in Plato’s eponymous
dialogue, especially at Charm. 157d1-8.%” There Plato’s Charmides is said to surpass
his contemporaries (WAxiwr@dy Charm. 157d1) in cwdpoaivy. Lucian’s Charmides is a
contemporary (nAikiwryg) of Pamphilus and he surpasses him in temperance.

The behaviour of Charmides in DMeretr. 11, this time one of those taking part
in the dialogue, is very dii_?ferent.(’8 He has hired the courtesan Tryphaina to make
Philemation, with whom he is in love, jealous. When she has discovered the reason for

his unwillingness to take full advantage of her services and who it is he is in love with,

*” Quoted above, p.64.

It is impossible to tell whether or not this is supposed to be the same Charmides as in DMeretr. 2.
If he is, then cwdpover (2.4) either is shown to be untrue by Charmides’ behaviour in this dialogue,
or, if 11 comes before 2 in terms of dramatic chronology, is given added force by comparison with

what he was like before he decided to get married.
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Tryphaina tells him that Philemation is 45 years old, mostly bald, greying where she is
not bald and suffers from a skin disease. Charmides, who has been hopelessly in love
for seven months, immediately goes off Philemation and decides after all to get his
money’s worth out of Tryphaina.

This Charmides shows very little cwdpoatvy. His fickleness is not paralleled in
either Plato or Achilles Tatius, but his falling in love on sight and the strength of his
feelings are similar to the situation that the latter’s character suffers. At 11.1
Charmides says that: "Epws we amodvaw; at 4.6.2 Achilles Tatius’ Charmides says to
Menelaus: Aevkimmy we dmodwAexe; at 11.2 Charmides says that he has been caught:
éalwka; at 4.3.1. Cleitophon says that Charmides, when he saw Leucippe, elfug
éaAwker. Now these are hardly rare verbs and their repetition in these cases would not
be significant in itself were it not for the name of the characters involved. The name
Charmides, otherwise relatively rare in the imperial period, links these two passages
and establishes a relationship between them and DMeretr. 2.4. The exact nature of
this relationship is not easy to gauge, for the dating of Leucippe and Cleitophon
relative to the DMeretr. of Lucian is an open question. However, it would seem that
all three owe a debt to the Charmides of Plato, whether by using him as a direct
model, as in DMeretr. 2, or as a foil. That Lucian expected his readers to be familiar
with the Charmides of Plato can be inferred from DMort. 6.6, where Menippus asks
Socrates who those around him are. Socrates replies: Xapuidng, @ Mévimme, Kat

-~ Ay ~ ’ - . 69
Qardpoc kai o Tou KAewiou (sc. Alcibiades).

% Macleod (1961), p.187, n.1, compares Luc. DMar. 2.2 (kai odxéTi GAwg €év éuautol M), where
Polyphemus describes the effects of the drugged wine which Odysseus gave him, with Plat. Charm.

15504 (kai obxér’ év éuautol 7v), where Socrates is captivated by Charmides.



1.5.5 Charmides in Roman Comedy

The Rudens and Trinummus of Plautus both contain characters with the name
Charmides.” In the former he is the Sicilian companion of Labrax, both of whom have
abducted Palaestra and Ampelisca with the intention of selling them. In the latter he is
an Athenian merchant who returns from abroad to find that his son has sold his house
and who plays an active part in resolving the situation. Neither character could be

of
argued to be the inspiration for Achilles Tatius’ Charmides or for either/Lucian’s

characters of that name.

1.6 Gorgias

1.6.1 Gorgiasin LGPN

(not including 2 inc. in II):

BC AD
vi \4 iv iii ii i i ii ii iv v | Total
| 1 1 4 9.5 1 21 10 | 55125 25 57
1 1.5 4 7 25 1105 10 4 21 | 0.5 1 62
HHI.A 1 2 45| 6.1 [ 41 | 3.6 | 15 1 1 25
I11.B 2 2 23198 ] 63 45 27
Total | 5.5 7 117.5(20.4|454(299|155|245| 4 1 171

® The Greek originals on which they are based, by Diphilus and Philemon respectively, are not
extant. It is possible that the originals contained elements which we do not find in Plautus’ plays and

which could be traced in Achilles Tatius’ Charmides. See, however, 1.12.
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Gorgias is a reasonably common name, and so to claim that a character was given 1t
as an allusion to someone with the same name in the work of one particular author
requires strong justification. One of the bearers from the second century AD s
fictional and occurs in Lucian DMeretr. 8 (for which, see below, 1.6.3). Again, if this
use is consonant with that of Achilles Tatius, the case is strengthened. Another
instance listed as fictional occurs in Alciphron 3.2. This accounts for the single
“fourth” century AD example. Alciphron’s letters are set in the fourth century BC,
and n calling his Gorgias "BreoBoutadne’ he is aiming at verisimilitude. This Gorgias
is thus out of the reckoning. There are four other fictional uses of the name Gorgias.
Three of these occur in Menander and the other is found in a list of characters in
P.Antinoop. 15, a fragment of a play which may or may not be by Menander. I shall
deal with these earlier fictional instances after considering the relationship between the
Gorgias of Achilles Tatius and the Gorgias of Plato, and then that of the Gorgias of

Lucian o these.

"According to LSJ “a genuine son of Butes, one of the family which supplied the hereditary priests

of Athena Polias”. Because LGPN deem this Gorgias fictional, he 1s assigned Alciphron’s date
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1.6.2 Gorgias in Achilles Tatius and Plato

Gorgias does not actually appear in Achilles Tatius’ novel. He is, however, named 8
times, 7 of which occurrences are found in 4.15. That Achilles Tatius used the name
Gorgias 7 times within a relatively small amount of text would seem to be a device to
draw the reader’s attention to it and highlight any allusions this name was intended to
evoke. He is first named at 4.15.1 by Leucippe in her sleep. She is still suffering from
the madness that came upon her at 4.9.1. Cleitophon and Menelaus look for a Gorgias
and meet Chaereas, who tells them that Gorgias was an Egyptian soldier. Gorgias’
servant had told him that Gorgias had fallen in love with Leucippe and persuaded
Leucippe’s and Cleitophon’s servant to administer a love-philtre. He mistakenly gave
her this undiluted and this is what had caused her madness (4.15.1-4). He then says
that Gorgias’ servant knows how to cure her, for a fee. This he does (4.15.5-17.4).
Putting into action the root of Leucippe’s malady is the only thing in the
narrative that Gorgias does, apart from fall in love and be killed. He was a natural

A)
dappareve and:
\ 4 t ~ b ’
oxevaler T1 ddppakoy épwrog kai meilfer Tov Siakovolpevoy Uty AryurTiov

AaBeiv 16 dapuaroy kai éykatamibar TG THS Aeukimmmg mot@. (4.15.4)
Plato’s Gorgias persistently sings the praises of rhetoric and the power of
persuasion.’” That this fictional Gorgias was able to persuade the servant to betray his

master and mistress can be no coincidence. There is, however, one passage In

3 N " Ol
2 Gorg. 452e-57c; 458e-60a. Cf. Phil. 58a7-b2 where Protarchus says: "Hkouvov pev eywrye,
Y orpaTee, éxaotote [opyiov moAAdkig ¢ 1) Tob Teiber moAU diadéoor macdY TEXVOY - TAVTA VAP Ud' atty

3 ~ ; D ol Oy €m Tow Terdv ... Cf. also Gorg.
dotha &' éxdyurwy aAN o0 dia Blac TmoioPTo, Kai AKPR apioTY) TATWOY €M) TOY TEXVC g

Hel. 8-14, where Gorgias spends roughly a third of his work describing the power of rhetoric.
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particular which Achilles Tatius seems to be drawing from here. Asked by Socrates:
Tig moTe 1) dlvapis éatv Tijs prropikiis (Gorg. 456a4-5), Gorgias, as part of his reply,
says:

! A} b4 b3 A ~ ’ \ ~ \ ~ b4 ~
moAAaKIS yap 10N Eywye weTa Tol adeAdol xai wets TOV MWy iaTedy
b }\6 A} ’ ~ !’ 3 A} b ’ ”"n 7 ~ ”"n
eigeMlwy mapa Tiva TOY kapvovtwy obxl éBéovra % ddpuakoy mew %
~ " ~ ~ ~ 9 ~ 9 4 ~ ~ ~
TeWENY 1) Kaloal Tapadyely T@ 1aTe@, ob duvauevou Tol laTeol Teioal, éyw®

emeloa, oUk arAy Téxn 9 T pyropixy. (Gorg. 456b1-5)
Gorgias boasts of his ability to persuade otherwise unwilling patients to undergo their
treatment, including drinking their dappakov. Achilles Tatius’ character persuaded
Leucippe’s servant to mix a ¢appaxov into Leucippe’s drink. Gorgias gets to put the
skill of which his namesake is so proud to use in an attempt to satisfy his desire.

Once the connection between the Gorgias of Achilles Tatius and the Gorgias
of Plato has been established, other reminiscences come to light. In Plato’s
eponymous dialogue Gorgias defends his art against the criticism that some abuse it.

At the end of his analogy of physical training he draws the conclusion that:
oUkouv of dida&avres movypol, oldE 7 TéXM oUte aitia olTe Tovmpa ToUTOU

&erd éativ, &M of un xowuever olwat 0plds. (Gorg. 457a2-4)
He then transfers this back to his own art:

~ ~ b ~ ’ b4 ~ A

ol Tov didakavra Oer wioely Te kai ékBalery ek TOY TOAewy. €keivog wev
¢ ’ b ’ ~ A} kN M b ~

vap émi dixaiov xpeig Tapédwkey, 0 0 évavTiws xpnTal. Toy oUY 0UK opbidg

~ 14 \ b4 ! b4 ’ :] A}
Kowpwevoy wiaely dikaioy kai €xkBalAery kal amokTeivuvai a’\” oU Tov

divatavra. (Gorg. 457b6-¢3)
In Achilles Tatius’ novel the servant Aavfdver 0é arpaTeq XpNTALEVOS TR dappaky
(4.15.4). The servant has been persuaded and instructed by Gorgias, but he gets 1t
wrong, and Leucippe’s madness is the result. It is not always wise to argue for a

verbal echo on the basis of one word, especially a common one, but xpnoaevos picks
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up, I would maintain, the repeated uses of the verb and its cognates in the speech of
Gorgias from which the above extracts are taken.”” What happens to the servant who
failed to carry out his instructions correctly and, albeit unintentionally, used the skill
handed over by Gorgias to disastrous effect? He is punished by Cleitophon (4.15.6),
just as Gorgias in Plato’s dialogue enjoined.

The power of rhetoric, according to Plato’s Gorgias, may be greater than that
of the other arts, but it should be used like any other aywvig (Gorg. 456c8).

“Competitive skills” should not be used against just anyone, and if someone:

3 ’ LY ’ Ay b ¢’ 7 e

cualle muktevery Te kai maykpamialew kai év Smhoig paxeaBai, (HoTe
\ ~ ’ \ ’ -~

KpeITTwY eval kal didwy kai éxflody, ol TolTou évexa Tols dilouc dei

TUTTTEIY 0UD€ KevTelY Te kal dmoxTenvivar. (Gorg. 456d2-5)
Gorgias goes on to explain that if anyone did abuse his skill in this way, it is he who
should be punished, and not his trainer (Gorg. 456d5-457a4). This analogue finds a
place in Achilles Tatius’ novel, where Gorgias’ dappaxov takes its effect on Leucippe.
Cleitophon and Menelaus are told that she has suddenly fallen down and that her eyes
are rolling, so they run to her and find her lying on the ground. Cleitophon goes up to

her and asks her what is wrong:

\ -~ 4 t’
‘H ¢ @ eldé pe, qvammdioaca maiel pe Kata TOV Mpogwmwy, Udaiuov

BAémovoa: @¢ Oé kai & MevéAaog oleg Te v dvtidauBaverfar, maier
kakevoy T akéler. (4.9.2.)
Leucippe is not abusing some skill she has learned, but the facts that she does strike
out at her friends and that this is indirectly caused by Gorgias point to the passage in

Plato. It is true that Gorgias has not been named at this stage in the novel, but the

7 Instances other than those quoted in the text above are: gofiofar (456¢8); xofjrfar (456d1); xeijoar

(456e3); xodvrar (457al); xenjofar (457b4).
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hermeneutic process of discovering what lies behind her madness automatically links
this with what we are told later. Her behaviour is striking enough to remain in the
memory too.

Two more, less important, connections are discernible. The first is that when

Socrates offers Gorgias the option of ending the discussion and Gorgias seems willing
to accept (Gorg. 458b2-c2), Chaerephon says:
ToU wev BoplBou, & Lopyia Te kai Twkpatee, alTol dkoleTe ToUTwWY THV

avlp@y BovAouévwy dxobery éav Tt Aéynre (Gorg. 458¢3-5).

At 4.9.3 OcpuBog oly moAvg mept Ty okpry alpetar where Leucippe is having her fit
and struggling with Cleitophon and Menelaus. In both cases the results of Gorgias’
efforts are described with the same word. The second connection is that at the start of
Plato’s dialogue Callicles tells Socrates that Gorgias has just given a presentation on
conduct in battle: TToAéuov kai paxms daai xoqval, @ SwkpaTes, oUTwW weTaAayxavery
(Gorg. 447a1-2), and: modAa yap kai kara Dopyias vuiv dAiyov mpotepoy €medeifato
(Gorg. 447a5-6). At 4.15.3 Chaereas tells Cleitophon and Menelaus that:

~ Al 9y b4 b ) ’ 874
Dopyiac 7y wév ... Alylmriog orpaticrmg: viv 0é olk €Ty, al\’ épyov
~ !’
yéyove TV BoukoAwv.

Both the presentation of Plato’s Gorgias and the death of Achilles Tatius’ Gorgias

occur offstage, as it were, and the irony derived from the contrast between the two is

quite possibly deliberate.

1.6.3 Gorgias in Lucian

DMeretr. 8 consists of a discussion between the courtesans Ampelis and Chrysis, the
latter of whom has a lover by the name of Gorgias. The theme is Ampelis’ opinion

that jealousy is what indicates real love in a man: To 0¢ 7o oAov ék T {yAoTumiag
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eéoriv (8.1). This manifests itself in violence: ()ore € xa aé, ws d1s, 0 Lopyiac pamile
kai {pAotumer, xomara EAmle xai elyou del T adTa morely (Ibid.). Chrysis is incredulous
that Gorgias’ violence should be a good sign (Ta avra; T Aévyers; aei pamilery we;
Ibid.), and so Ampelis explains that he would not be jealous and hit her were he not in
love. Chrysis still does not seem to appreciate his affections:

(Chrysis)  Kai wyy obrog ve povov dpyilerar kai pamiCer, didwar d¢ 0ldév.,
(Ampelis) AMa dwaer - nrotumel yap - kai pdiora My Avmic alrov.

(Chrysis) Ovk o’ omws pamionata AauBavery Bollet we, &

"AumeAidioy. (8.2)

Ampelis then relates one of her own exploits in which she aroused jealousy in the
miserly Demophantus by rejecting him for the painter Callides. Eventually this had the
desired effect as Demophantus waited for her door to open and then: ékAaey, éruvmrey,
nreiler dovelaer, mepteppnyvve ™ éobira (8.3). This theme of violence towards
lovers reminds the reader of the passage from Plato’s Gorgias quoted above in
connection with the violent madness of Leucippe which was brought about by the
machinations of a Gorgias. Here it is a Gorgias himself who is the perpetrator of
violence towards a lover, and I would suggest that Lucian’s theme, coupled with the
Platonic passage, suggested the name Gorgias to him for the violent lover.

Another common factor between Plato, Achilles Tatius and Lucian can be
found in the final paragraph of the dialogue, where Ampelis describes Demophantus’
wife’s reaction to his jealousy-inspired infatuation:

n ¢ ¢ ) ’ ] ’ , ’
1) yuvn) 0€ alTol mpog amavtas €Aeyey g U0 QAPUAKWY EKUTVIL AUTOV.

> ’ A ’ ¢ r ’ \ \ ~ Y A \
76 0¢ My apa {ylotumia To dapuakov. woTe, Xpuai, Kal oV Xp®w €Tl TOY

Lopyiay T avt®d dapuaxy (8.3).
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Here it is Gorgias who is to be the victim of 1o dapuaroy, recalling Gorgias’ boast in
Plato’s dialogue that he is able to make unwilling patients ddppakor men and
paralleled in Gorgias’ use of a ¢apuakov in Achilles Tatius’ novel. There also seems to
be a direct relationship between Lucian’s DMeretr. 8 and Leucippe and Cleitophon
manifested in two verbal similarities between: axpdTy yonmoamevos ¢ daouarke (L. &
C.4.15.4), and xp® ... 7@ altd dapuaxd (8.3) on the one hand, and: Az g€ paivouar,
Fopyia (L. & C. 4.15.1), and dmo dapmakwy ékugvap adrév (8.3) on the other. Which
way the relationship operated, however, it is hard to say, but what does seem possible
to claim with confidence is that both Achilles Tatius and Lucian gave their characters
the name Gorgias as an allusion to the Gorgias of Plato and that they both had in mind

the same speech of Gorgias.

1.6.4 Gorgias in New Comedy

It is necessary to consider also the four fictional instances of the name Gorgias in New
Comedy, even if the above connections are thought persuasive enough not to warrant
the mention of possible objections.

A Gorgias appears in the Dyscolus, Heros and Georgos of Menander and “is a
poor boy who works on the land” in each.”* He is thus one of the stock Menandrian
characters with the same name. A Gorgias also occurs in the cast list contained in
P.Antinoop 15. In the opinion of Barns and Lloyd-Jones “it is likelier than not that the
piece 1s his (sc. Menander’s)”.” In that case it would not be surprising if this Gorgias

too were “a poor boy who works on the land”. Even if this fragment is not by

™ Gomme/Sandbach (1973), p.132.

s Barns/Lloyd-Jones (1964). p.31.
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Menander, it certainly belongs to New Comedy. It is idle to speculate, but the
possibility exists that the Gorgias of another New Comedy playwright might have
shared the same job description as Menander’s character, At any rate there is nothing
to link these characters with the bearers of the name Gorgias in Plato, Achilles Tatius
and Lucian. Indeed, “In view of Greek methods of etymology ... one may guess that
Gorgias was associated with yewpyss. More scientifically the name should be
connected with the adj. yop7yde, ‘active, strenuous’”.’®

It is possible to find here the reason for the popularity of the name Gorgias in
Attica in the second century AD (see 1.6.1).”” Menander was a native Athenian and
set his plays in and around Athens. His plays were also extremely popular in the
second century AD. The name of a generally admirable character of a popular local
playwright would seem to be an obvious choice for parents. This popularity, however,
would not have obscured the allusions to the Gorgias of Plato found in Leucippe and
Cleitophon and DMeretr. 8 owing to their explicit nature and the popularity of Plato
himself. If I am correct in this suggestion, the very practice of naming children after
fictional characters would have made readers aware of the fun that could be had by
authors with names found in literary texts. It should also be noted that the historical
Gorgias was not without his advocates. Philostratus Ep. 73 defends Gorgias against
those who criticise him and begins by claiming, interestingly, that Plato emulated the

sophists, rather than being envious of them. However, this letter presupposes a weight

7 Gomme/Sandbach (1973), p.132. The connection with yopyss can be discerned at Plat. Symp.
198c1-5: rai yap we Lopyiou 6 Adyos dvepipvmorey, dare aTexyds To To0 ‘Oupou émemovhn: édoBovpmy
1) wot Tehevt@y ¢ " Aydbwv Dopyiov kedadny dewol Aéyew év (0 Abyw €émi Tov éuov Adyov mépdag alroy
(e Aifloy ) ddwvig momaeiev,

77 Althou ¢h, of course, other reasons are conceivable.
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of opinion on the opposing side, as Philostratus explicitly owns: el kai cdidoa évioic

doker ToUro. The fact that we possess some fragmentary remains of Gorgias’ writings

might also indicate a readership for him in the second sophistic and thus create a rival

for the provenance of his name, but it is from Plato that a reader would have derived

an impression of his character and it is to Plato that allusions can be traced in the

works of Achilles Tatius and Lucian.

1.7 Chaerephon

1.7.1 Chaerephon in LGPN

BC AD
vi \% v 1ii il i i il il v Total
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LA 0
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Chaerephon is not a particularly common name. Indeed, over half of the instances
date from the same century and are restricted to a geographically limited area. There
are no attestations for the time when Achilles Tatius probably wrote. It seems
reasonable to infer, therefore, that a second century reader who encountered a
fictional character with this non-current name would make a connection with any

other literary instances of this name. I first shall deal with the Chaerephon of Plato
and the Chaerephon Achilles Tatius and then consider other instances that occur in

fiction.

1.7.2 Chaerephon in Achilles Tatius and Plato

In Leucippe and Cleitophon Chaerephon makes a cameo appearance from 2.14.6 to
2.15.1. He is mentioned at no other place. He is a ovotparyyos v T00 ZwotpdTou
weilwv (2.14.6) and his sole role is to endorse Sostratus’ interpretation of an oracle
which was current in Byzantium (2.14.1): Tlavra pév Tov xomouov ... énynow Kail
kaAds (2.14.6). He then goes on to give three examples of the miraculous qualities of
water in response to Sostratus’ interpretation of the third line of the oracle (e’
“Hoaioroc éxwy xaiper yhavkdmy "Afqp) as the symbiotic relationship between an
olive tree and the fire which blazes among its branches. His digression is utterly
inconsequential.”®

The Chaerephon of Plato is also associated with an oracle:

s Vilborg (1962), pp.51-2, comments: “The author begins here, abruptly and irrelevanty, a
description of three curious waters.”, and Hagg (1971a), p.108, n.2, has similar sentiments: “Perhaps
the digression on water etc. in II, 14,6-10 may be singled out as the most far-fetched one (sc.

divression uttered by a character other than Cleitophon)™.
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Kai iore 0 olog By Xaieddv, s adodoos éd’ i opumTEiey. kai 1) ToTe
kai eis Aeddols éNBwy érdlunae Tolro pavrelgagfal - kai, omep Aéyw, wn
BopuBerre, @) avdpes - FipeTo yao o) €f 15 éuol €in godwrtepog. dveitey oly 7]

ubia umdeva dodddrepov elvar. (Plat. Ap.21a2-7)"
That a second century reader would have ready recall of this fact can be inferred both
from Lucian Hermotimus 15, where Lycinus asks Hermotimus why he became a Stoic

rather than joining any other philosophical school:

) \ \ (44 \ ~ [ ’ . e~
apa kal g€ womep Tov Xaipeddvra o I1iBiog ékémeuey émi Ta Stwikdy

b ’ b ! ’
apioTous €€ anavtwy mpooermay;

and from Lucian Rhetorum Praeceptor 13, where Lucian outlines the response a

youth would get from the professor of public speaking who is being satirised:

~ 7 5 b ’ € ’ b4 ’ ¢ ? \ "
My o€, @ ayabé, o Ilibiog émeule mpoc we pmropwy Tov Gpiorov
’ L 44 ¢’ ~ bl b !’ ” tr > L4
mpogeImwy, wanep oTe Xaipeddy npeto altoy, €detfey ooTic N 6
’ b ~ ’-
godwTaTos év Tolc TOTE;

I would suggest that since both men with the name Chaerephon were associated with
oracles, a reader would have formed a connection between the two and realised where
the Chaerephon of Achilles Tatius derived his name.

Once a reader had made such a connection, he may have remembered the
other snippets of Plato’s works in which Chaerephon appears and have compared his

character with that of Achilles Tatius’ Chaerephon. Chaerephon in Plato 1s given two,

7 Xenophon mentions the same element of Socrates’ defence speech: “Aye o axoloate xai dAa, iva

~ A ~ ¢ . ’ r ~ ’ -
€Tt pwaMov of Bouhdpevor dudv dmoTdor TG éué TeTwAobar Umo duiwovwy. Xaipeddvtos yap TuTe

- CrA s , ' o v A
émepwtuToc v NeAdois Tepl ol TOADY mapdvTwy dveitey 6 AmiAAwy pmdéva elvar avbpwmwy €uol

pajre éhevbepicrrepoy pajre dikaidTepoy payre cwdpovéatepov. (Xen. Ap. 14)
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albeit related, character traits. The first is apparent from two passages in which he is
portrayed as impulsive and zealous:

Kkai iote O ofos v Xaipeddv, e adodpos €’ 611 dpumaeev. (Plat. Ap.

21a2-3)

Xatpeddy 0¢, ate kai pavikos &v, avamdoas éx péowy e mpoe we
(Plat. Charm. 153b2-3).
The second is his willingness to demand other people’s time:

(Socrates) Tovrwy pévror, @ Kalikdeig, aitioc Xaweddy 6de, &
ayopg avaykagas Huac datorbal.

(Chaerephon) Oudév mpayua, & Zokpates éyw yap kai idaopal. dilog
vap wor Lopyiag, ot émdeiberar Muiv, € wev Ooker, Vi,

éav 0¢ BolAy, eis alfis. (Plat. Gorg. 447a7-b2)

~ \ ’ 4 bl ’ ¢’

(Chaerephon) €moi 0" odv kai alt@® wy yévorto Togaim) doyolia, dare
’ b ’

ToolUTwy Adywv kal oUTw  Aeyouévwy — adewéve

mpolpytaitepoy Ti yevéaBar arlo moatterv. (Plat. Gorg.
458¢5-7)
In Achilles Tatius these traits are shown in Chaerephon’s over-eagerness to discourse
on a completely irrelevant topic and in what we can imagine is the ensuing delay of

. o 80
those around him, who are keen to proceed with the necessary sacrifice in Tyre.

* Similar traits can be observed in Xenophon’s account of Socrates’ attempt to reconcile
Chaerecrates with his brother Chaerephon (Mem. 2.3). Socrates thinks Chaerephon is more obstinate
that his brother: ef puév oby édéner pot Xaipeddy rpyepovicirrepos elvar aol mpos Ty dikiav Tavmmy, exeliox
&y émepcouny meife mpdTepoy eyyepel T( oé ditov moreioBar vOy Oé por aU dorels Tyyoupevos parloy av

&epydaachar Todro (Mem. 2.3.14); is keen: dryabé, u okver, €dm, A" éyxeiper Tov dydpa KaTumpaivery,
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Indeed, as soon as he has finished speaking, we are told that: Tabra elmov ™y Guoiay
emi v Tipov emepme, kai 7 moder auvdokoly, (2.15.1)

It is worth noting that Chaerephon appears as an interlocutor in two of the
dialogues, Gorgias and Charmides, which it is my aim to show Achilles Tatius
expected his readers to know. The only other place he is mentioned is at Ap. 21a2-9, a
passage of which Lucian expected the same. Chaerephon also features as Socrates’
sole interlocutor in Halcyon, a dialogue listed by Diogenes Laertius among the
Platonic spuria: vofedvovrar 0é Tdv Slaroywy oworoyouuévws ...  Alkuwy (3.62). As in
the case of Charmides, the use of a genuine Platonic name, and of a devoted friend of

Socrates at that,*’ is a device used by the author to authenticate the work.

1.7.3 Chaerephon in Aristophanes

The Chaerephon of Plato is also well known to us from the comedy of Anstophanes,
where he is presented as a dedicated follower of Socrates, which agrees with what we
can gather from Plato and Xenophon. He is most prominent in Nubes, although
according to Dover he did not appear in the play.82 One point of contact between this
play and Leucippe and Cleitophon might be seen between:

(Strepsiades) Aéye vuv &uoi Bappdv: éyw yap obTodi

Tk pabnmg eis To dpovTiaTrpiov.

Kai VU Taxl oor brakolaeTal” oUy, 0pRs, (WS diAéTinds éoi kai éhevbéprog; (Ment. 2.3, 16); and will not
be unresponsive: vouilw yap avrov, émeiday aiobyrai oe mpoxadolpevoy €avtoy eis Tov Ay@ve TolTov, Tavy
dhovikrioer smwg TEpryévral gou kai Aby Kai €y €0 oIV, (Mem.2.3.17)

ooy (in contrast to Alcibiades and Critias) aMa Kpitwy e Zwrpatovs Ty Sharg kai Xaipedlv ...
(Xen. Mem. 1.2.48).

*2(1968), pp.xcv-xcvii; pp.266-7.
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(Pupil) Aéw, vopigar 0¢ Talra yom) uuaTpia.
c’z,v'r}pe'z" aprt Xapeddvra Swrpdrne
YoMav oméaovs GAorto Tobe alric modas. (Ar. Nu. 141-5)
and:
"Efeacauny yap éyw Tolabra wvaeripia. (L. & C.2.14.7)
Chaerephon’s use of the word wuormjpia to describe the miraculous nature of water
recalls the uvormeia (of a suitably comic nature) to which, as a member of Socrates’
school, Aristophanes’ Chaerephon was privy. This link strengthens the case outlined
in the previous section, for we are concerned with the same Chaerephon. We can

reasonably claim that Achilles Tatius expected his reader to have some knowledge of

Aristophanes, or at least know of what sort his humour was, from:
[aperbwy 0¢ o iepevs - v Oé eimely olk adlvaros, wahiora d¢ Ty
"Apiorodavovs émhaer kwuwdiay - dpfato alrtog Aéye mavu doTeiwe

Kal Koudikds e mopveiav avtob (sc. Thersander’s) xafamrouevos.
(8.9.1)
However, given the correspondences noted in the previous section and Achilles
Tatius’ practice with other Platonic names, it seems more likely that Plato’s works

were the principal inspiration behind Achilles Tatius’ choice of this name.

1.7.4 Chaerephon in Middle and New Comedy

A Chaerephon also appears in later Comedy. He is the butt of jokes in several
fragments of Middle Comedy and in early Menander, most notably at Sam. 603-4.%

He was evidentdy a well known parasite. Nevertheless, despite the contemporary

% See Gomme/Sandbach (1973); pp.613-4, for the references.



popularity of Menander, there seems to be no

Chaerephon with this one.

1.8 Cleinias

1.8.1 Cleinias in LGPN

reason to associate Achilles Tatus’
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name, although its frequency decreases considerably in the

1 1 1 b A=Y 1 ~f e \)~"4 Ca ~fq . \,‘-L‘\-'.)
imperial period. One of the second century instances 15 d fictional character from

.. ; o r s s Tk 7
Lucian’s DMeretr. 10. There are other fictional instances of the name in New and

Roman Comedy, and the case is complicated by the fact that there are n

o fewer than
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four bearers to be found in the works of Plato. I shall deal first with the latter.,

comparing them to the Cleinias of Achilles Tatius, and then consider the others.

1.8.2 Cleinias in Achilles Tatius and Plato

Three of those with the name Cleinias are related to Alcibiades. One, his brother. is
mentioned twice in Alcibiades 1 (104b5-6 and 118e3-5) and once in the Protagoras
(320a4-b1). All that we can gather about him is that, with his brother, he was left to
the guardianship of Pericles and that he was uncontrollable. Another is Alcibiades’
father, and he is only mentioned as such (Alc. 1 103al; 104bl1; 105d2; 112c4; 113b9;
121a8; 131e2; Alc. 2 141b4; Gorg. 481d4; Prot. 309¢10). Neither of these two
appears in any of the dialogues, and the lack of information about them rules them out
of the reckoning for the main reference point of any potential allusion intended by
Achilles Tatius in naming one of his characters Cleinias. The other Cleinias who is
related to Alcibiades does make an appearance and is an interlocutor in the

Euthydemus.> We are told that he is:

~ b 4 ~ 4 " ’\\
alravedios d¢ Tol viv dvros 'AkiBiadou: cvopa 0 albT@ KAewiag. eoti de

véos (Euthd. 275a10-b2).

This is remarkably similar to the introduction of Cleinias in Leucippe and Cleitophon:
"Hy 3¢ port Khewiag aveios, spdavog kai véog (1.7.1).

The similarity can be completed by the consideration that Alcibiades and his brother

Cleinias had lost their father:

% He is also an interlocutor at the beginning of the Axiochus, his presence there having the same
authenticatory effect as that of Charmides. See above, p.67. This Cleinias is also mentioned at Xen.

Svip. 4.12-25 as the object of Critobulus’ affections.
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%) N A ~ ’ 14 ’ ’ )
Oipatr de kai Tois év Tavaypa 'Abnvaiwv Te xkai Aaxkedaypwoviov kai
~ b ~ A} ~ ¢’
Boiwtdv amoflavelon, kai tols Uorepov év Kopwveig, év ofs kai 6 aoc mamp

[K\ewiag] éredebryoer (Alc. 1 112¢2-4). %

Achilles Tatius has combined facts about two of the men with the name Cleinias found
in Plato in the description of his own. It is, however, with the fourth Cleinias that the
heaviest debt lies.

This Cleinias is the Cretan interlocutor of the Laws and Epinomis. There are
two passages of the former, one of which far outweighs the other in importance,
which are crucial here. The first, Lg. 636b4-d4, hints at the second in its concern for
the regulation of sexual passion and behaviour. The Athenian states that the pleasure
that a male and female feel when they have intercourse with a view to procreation is
natural, whereas homosexual relations are unnatural and crimes of the first rank
through the participants’ inability to control their desire for pleasure.

The second passage, Lg. 835b5-842al0, elaborates on this. It is worthwhile
giving a brief schema:
1.835d-37a - How should erotic passions be controlled to save the state from

trouble? Nature says heterosexual relations are good, homosexual
ones bad. Crete and Sparta would disagree. Another argument is that
laws should encourage virtue. Homosexual relations do not.

2.837a-c - There are three types of love. The third, that which aims to make

5 Cf. Tlepicréa Tév Savbimmouv, bv 6 matmp émitpomoy KaTéAITE ool te kai () adeAdd (Alc. 1 104b4-6,
Socrates to Alcibiades): o6 aob émrpdmov IepiAéous (Alc.1 118c1-2, Socrates to Alcibiades); Alc. 1
118d10-e5, where Socrates asks Alcibiades whom Pericles has made wise and, after Pericles’ own
sons, wonders about Cleinias; ‘O émitpomog 6 éuog BeATiwy éomi kai TodwTEpoS n epichik o aog (Alc. 1

124¢5-6, Socrates to Alcibiades); Khewiay ... émrpomebwy 6 avtog obrog avnp TepixAdy (Prot. 320a4-5).
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young men perfect, should be kept, the others outlawed. Megillus
agrees. The Athenian leaves off trying to persuade Cleinias.

There 1s a simple, but difficult, way of putting this law into effect =
public opinion founded on religious sanction.

Great athletes abstained from sex. Young people in the state should
do the same in the pursuit of the noblest victory, that over pleasure.
A law should be enacted that citizens’ standards should not be lower
than those of the animals, who lLive chastely and faithfully. If citizens
are corrupted by seeing others’ behaviour, a second law is needed.
Shame would lead to less frequent indulgence and a decrease in
desire. Privacy, not complete abstinence, should be regarded as a
normal decency.

One of the following laws should be imposed: 1. Of respectable
citizen women, sex is only allowed with one’s wife; no sex with
courtesans or men; 2. No sex with men; sex with hired women must
take place without the knowledge of anyone else.

Megillus agrees enthusiastically. Cleinias reserves judgement for

later.

This passage is taken from an extremely long text, and the argument that a reader of

Achilles Tatius would have had it in mind for the purposes of comparing the two

characters named Cleinias requires some sort of proof that it was particularly well

known, or was one of the most famous passages of this dialogue. In fact we do seem

to get some such indication from the fact that both Alcinous at Didascalicus 33.3 and

Apuleius at de Platone et eius Dogmate 2.14.239-40 used what is section 2. in the
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above schema as the basis for their descriptions of the three different forms of love 5
Lucian also refers humorously to this passage in the second book of his Verae
Historiae, where he describes the sexual practices of those on the Isle of the Blest:

mepi O¢ awovgias kal adpodiciwy olitw dpovolon wicyorras (LEY

avadavloy mavtwy opwvTwy kai yuwaill kal Gepeai, kai oldauds TolTo

avTots aioypov doxer (Luc. VH 2.19).
This is the opposite of what the Athenian demands in three respects. Firstly, that sex
should be conducted in private (Lg. 841b2-5; 841d5-e4); secondly, that
homosexuality is unnatural and should be banned (Lg. 636¢1-7; 836b8-c6; 840d2-e2;
841c8-e4); and thirdly, that shame should be a controlling factor (Lg. 841a8-b2). The
probability that Lucian is referring to Plato is increased by the consideration that the
only exception to this behaviour is Socrates, who claims that his relattons with young

men are pure, despite Hyacinthus and Narcissus protesting to the contrary:

' N\ ; ' > \ ~ ’ ~ ' . \
wovos € Swkpdtye diwuvuto 7 wny kabapids mAmaialery Tols veois' Kal
- ~ ’ ’ ~ 14 Al

wévtol TavTec alTol EmopKely KaTeyivwakoy' ToAAakis yolv o0 ey

‘Taxnboc 7 6 Naprioaos muoldyouy, éketvog O€ mpverto. (Ibid.)
Lucian proceeds to make an obvious joke which maintains the Platonic atmosphere:

~ ~ \ ~ ~ ’ bl ’ b \ Ay

ai O¢ yuvaikés elor magt koval kai ob0els $bover T mAnaiov, &N eiai Tepi
~ ’ \ ¢ ~ N ’ ~
to0to puaiiora ITAatovikoraTorr kai ol naidec 0€ TAPEXOUTI TOIS

4 ) A b ’ M 7
BouvAouévoic oldey avTiAéyovTes. (Ibid.)®

¥ Dillon (1993), p.201: “A’s (sc. Alcinous’) discussion of eros here seems to be influenced by that of
Plato in Laws 8.837a-d, though without direct verbal echoes”. For the authorship of the latter, see
Harrison (2000), ch.5.

e Alciphron 4.7.5, mentioned above, p.56, and cf. 1.2.2, p.15.
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Plutarch even quotes Lg. 839b4: moAhol omépuatos weatés, with a change of word
order, at Amatorius 751e: onéppuaros moArol wearéc, in a work which is abundant with
Platonic elements®™ and shortly after havin g explicitly mentioned Plato: kata I[TAatwra
(Amat. 751d).

There are two hints, found in sections 2. and 8. in the above schema, that
Plato’s Clemias is not entirely enthusiastic about the Athenian’s opinions and
recommendations on sexual relations. The first occurs after the Athenian has asked
the leading question which makes implicit his approval of retaining the third type of
love which: Tov uév aperijc dvra kai Tov véoy émBupotyvra s apiatov yiyvesbar (Lg.
837d4-5). Megillus readily agrees with him, but the Athenian seems to sense that
Cleinias is not going to be so easily persuaded: Khewig 9¢é wera Taira xai eis adbis mepi
@l TobTwy mepdaowar émadwy melfery (Lg. 837e¢5-6). The second comes after the
Athenian has laid down his two laws on the subject, and Megillus has again voiced his
approval:

(Megillus) 6 0¢ dn KAewiag alros doalérw Ti moTE TEPI AUTDY diavoertad.

(Cleinias) "Borar talra, @& Méyie, émdtav ye O pot doky Tig

-~ Al r~ \ ’ 7 ) Y
TAPATIETTWKEVAl Kaipog' VIV [Ny €DUEY TOV Eevov €Tt €ig TO

noéafev mpotévas T@v vopwv. (Lg. 842a5-9)
Achilles Tatius seems to have drawn on Cleinias’ tacit disagreement with the
Athenian’s opinions and proposals in the portrayal of his own Cleinias, who

represents this disagreement in his words and actions.

% See Trapp (1990), pp.157-61.
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As soon as Cleinias has been introduced in Achilles Tatius’ novel we learn that
he is homosexual, wepariov ¢ 6 €ows v (1.7.1),* and that Cleitophon: “Egxwmrrov olv
alrov ael THs apepipvias, ot axoraler dihelv kai dodds éoTiv épwmiiic Hdovie (1.7.2).

Charicles, his beloved, enters with bad news, and Cleinias asks: Tiv €T wayeofar; to

which the reply is: I'awov (1.7.4.). Cleinias’ reaction to the news is vehement:
"Emimapwbuver olv 1o peipakiov amobéafar tov yauov, 1o TGV yuvaikdy yévoc Aoidopdy

(1.8.1). He likens wedding preparations to the sending off of someone to war,
adduces several mythical exempla to demonstrate the wickedness of women and then
bemoans the fact that marriage uapaiver ™y axuny (1.8.9). So far Achilles Tatius
seems to be making Cleinias an advocate of exactly the opposite of what the Athenian
expounded in the Laws passage. He is homosexual, not heterosexual. He 1s a slave to
erotic pleasure, not one of those Tijg T@v 19lovdv vikmg éykpateis avras (Lg. 840cS).
He abominates the institution of marriage which is the cornerstone of the Athenian’s
sexual code, and is a lover of one of the kinds that the Athenian wishes to ban, the
lover that looks to bodily gratification.

His opposition to the Athenian’s views is demonstrated in the contrast
between their respective uses of mythical exempla and by the fact that they both use
the stage as the source from which people know these exempla. The Athenian claims
that the reason there is an almost universal lack of desire to have sexual relations with
attractive relatives is that from an early age people encounter in both comedies and

tragedies the opinion that such relations are bad:

% Cleinias in Plato’s Euthydemus is a pepariov. See below, 1.8.3, p.96.
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otav 1 Ouéotag 1) Tivag Oidimodag eicaywaiy, 4 Makapéac Tivae adeldaic
neixbévras Aabpaiws, odlevras 0é étoluws Bavaroy adrorc emtifévrac

dikmy s apapTias (Lg. 838¢5-7).
Achilles Tatius’ Cleinias introduces the list of exempla by which he shows the
perfidity of women by saying to Charicles:

b ’ bl \ b ’ <> ~ ~ -~
AM el pev ididmys Noba wovaikis, Yyvberc av Ta TOV YuvaIK@y
3 !’ . ~ 3‘ bAY ”M )\l [ {4 b ’ A 16 -~ Ay
papata: vy 06 kay arhois Aéyols, oowy évémAmaay wibwy yuvaikes Ty

axmpny (1.8.4).
Cleinias uses his exempla to argue against associating with women at all, whereas the
Athenian wants to proscribe any other sort of relations. And the humour is enhanced
by the fact that Cleitophon is supposed to be marrying Calligone, his half-sister
(1.3.2), and the only reason that he is not attracted to her any more is that he has

recently clapped eyes on Leucippe, the novel’s heroine (@A avrol por didwar
Buyatéoa, kalgy wév, & Beol, mplv Aeukimmmy idetv: viy 0é kai mpos To kaAihos avTis

TUPAWTTW Kai Tpos Aeukimmny wovyy Tous odlfaluwovs exw. 1.1 1.2)%°

Charicles then goes off on what is to be a fateful horse-ride, giving Cleitophon
the opportunity to tell Cleinias of his love for Leucippe and how desperate he is
(1.8.11-9.2). Cleinias, on the other hand, tells him how lucky he is, because he 1s with
his beloved all the time: S0 d¢ kai BAémeis dei kai axobes dei kai ouvlermvers kai
quwrivere (1.9.3).°! This is in contrast with the situation that lead the Athenian to
describe his views on sexual relations, where he was worried by: véoug Te Kai véag

Suihotvras drodpovws aMndors (Lg. 835d5), and wondered how the state would be

0 Cleitophon outlines his dilemma in this regard at 1.11.
L Ct. Méyiaroy vip éotiv édodiov eis meifw auvexr Toog Sowpévmy ouiria. "Obaduss yap diriag mpokeros

xai T abymbBes Tic Kowwviag eig xaow dvuayuwrepoy. (1.9.5)
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able to regulate relations when: fugiar 0é xai éoprai kai xopoi maon wérovary dig Biov
(Lg. 835el-2). Cleinias next says, with a suitable admixture of Phaedran
reminiscence,”” that: éocwpévm BAemowévy ... weilova T@v épywy Exer Ty Ndovpy (1.9.4),
although given the nature of his relationship with Charicles, the reader might assume
this not to be what Cleinias actually thinks, but a rather lame consolatio. At any rate,
he quickly moves on to what Cleitophon wants to hear about and says: 'Eyw 0¢ gor
kai To €pyov €geafar Tayxv pavrevowar (1.9.5). The reader realises that we are going to
hear advice which flatly contradicts the first, and ideal, law thatthe Athenian proposes
on this subject: undéva ToAuay umdevos antesfar TV yevvaiwy apa kai élevbéowy mAny
yaueris éavtol ywaikos (Lg. 841d1-3). Indeed, Cleinias uses an analogy from the
animal kingdom: Ei yap Ta dypta T@v Bnpiwy owwnfeia Tifacoeletar, moAd waAioy
ravry pwaraxbein kai yovy (1.9.6), a form of comparison that the Athenian employs at
Lg. 836c3-6 and 840d2-e2 to argue for his case by the criterion of what is natural.
After Cleitophon asks how he is to win his beloved, Cleinias first tells him
that: Mudév ... mpos Tabra (jrer map’ dMhou wabeiv (1.10.1), before giving him some
detailed advice anyway. The advice he gives is a perversion of the argument that we

find at Lg. 841a8-b2:
in o a U | avai Y éveim T TGV adpodiai jTet amavie
eig & av TolUTo, € avaideia un) €vein TY TOY aPPOOITIWY XPT) _
1 U T ) " aioyw . oav loay av alTny
vap al TGO TowlTe O aloxlviy Xpwuevol, ATUEVETTEOAY ™
~ : ’
déamovay kT@VTo SAIYaKIS Xpwevol.

For Cleinias makes a big play of shame and what it signifies. He advises Cleitophon to

say umdev ... adpodiciov (1.10.2):

" See 4.1, passim, and pp-203-8 on Cleinias’ advice.
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Hals yap kai mapbévos opotor péy eigw eis aidd: mpoe ¢ ™Yy T
b I4 ? ”" ! 3 ’ ’ \
Adpoditng xapry kiy ywwung Exwary, & mhayovay dkolery ob Belovar: Ty

vap aioxoymy keigfar vouilovary év Toig pyuadt. (1. 10.3)
To which he adds, rather cheekily: Fwalkas pév yop eldpaiver kai Ta pmuara (Ibid.). If
a man aimoys To épyov (1.10.4), she will think she is being insulted and «av
vrooweafar Géhy ™y xapr, aioyiverar (Ibid.). The final mention of shame in this
speech makes the point explicit:

Kav pév mpoayj Tis auvbnrm tijs mpakews, modhakic ¢ kai ékoboar mpoe T
épyov épyxopevar Béhovar Pialeabar dokety, tva T§ 86y ThHe avaykme

amoTpémWYTAl TS aloyivys To ékolarov. (1.10.6)
The Athenian wanted to use shame to lessen indulgence in sexual pleasures and
thereby lessen the desire for them, whereas Achilles Tatius’ Cleinias claims that
shame, although impeding courtship of a more blatant nature, does not have the effect
that the Athenian wanted. On the contrary, far from lessening the desire for sex, it
merely leads to a game of manners in which the woman has to pretend to be coerced
lest she be shamefully charged with compliance.

Cleinias’ homosexuality is again emphasised at 2.35.2-3, where Cleitophon,
with his customary tact, begins his attempt to cheer up the grieving Cleinias and
Menelaus by initiating a Aoyov éowTixTs €xopevoy Yuxaywryias (2.35.1):

~ b ’ A} ’ A ~
Q¢ mapd moAd kpatel wou Khewias: éBolAeto yap Aéyelv kata yuvaikay,
t’ 7 ¢ ~ A ”"n " -~ k24 4 A " eé I)y Ol’JK
&omep eiwber. ‘Pgov 0¢ v eimor viy MTol, 0§ KOWWYOY €0WITOS EVPWV.
\ ~ ’ 14 ~ ¢ bl Al " k14
olda yap e émxwpialer viv o €ig ToUS ApPEVas €PWS.

It is in fact Menelaus who discusses the matter with Cleitophon of which make better
lovers, women or boys. In trying to prove that there are two sorts of beauty, one
obpdvioy and one méavdnuoyv, Menelaus adduces the mythical exemplum of the abduction

of Ganymede by Zeus as an instance of the former with a quotation of Homer lliad



9

tn

20.234-5 (2.36.2-4). Cleitophon rebuts this with exempla that show Zeus actually
descending to earth for the sake of beautiful women: 'HpdoBy ueipakiov Dpuvyoc,
aviyaryev eis olpavois Tov Opbya: 16 0¢ kdAhog TOY yuvaikey adtoy Tov Alg KaTyayey
é€ olpavol (2.37.2). The same exemplum can be found in the first passage of the Laws
mentioned above:

navres 0¢ O Koyr@dy tov mepi Tavuundy wibov karyyopoluer @g

14 ’ b A A ~
Aoyomomaavtwy ToUTwy: émeidy) mapa Aioc alroic of vowor memaTeuwévor

o

noay yeyovévai, ToUToy Tov wifloy mpoorebnkévar kata Tol Aidg, iva

émopevor 0m) T Be kapmdvrar kai Talryy T Ndovy. (Lg. 636¢7-d4)
The claim that the Cretans invented the myth just so that they cold enjoy the pleasure
that its imitation entails makes Menelaus’ argument rather specious, and such a debate

in itself draws on a tradition in which the Laws passages are key.”

1.8.3 Cleinias in Lucian

.. . . . C 4 .
A Cleinias is the subject of the conversation that forms Lucian’s DMeretr. 10.”* He is
a young man who has stopped coming to see his courtesan Drosis because of the

injunction of his philosophical tutor Aristaenetus.” He is named after the Cleinias who

% See Goldhill (1995), pp.52-6.

% Described by Goldhill (1995), p.98, who, as with Euthydemus in Alciphron 4.7, does not note
whether the name Cleinias is significant.

* Itis not clear to which philosophical school this Aristaenetus belongs; he is accustomed to walk in
the Porch (6¢ €iwle petd, TOV petpakiov mepmaTely év Tj [owkiAy 10.1), and this is where Drosis sent
Nebris to look for Cleinias (émepda ™y NeBpida mepioxefopnévny alrrov %) v dyopg diatpiBovta M €v
Iowidy 10.2), but when she had spotted them, they went off to the Academy (eFr" éBadilov apa ég Ty
"Axadnuiay Ibid.). 1 doubt whether it matters whether he is supposed to be a Stoic or a

Platonist/Academic, but if he is a Stoic, this would not militate against any Platonic allusions. For
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was Alcibiades’ cousin and who is the interlocutor in the Euthydemus, a fact which
can be discerned in the following points of reference. They are the same age: o
wetpakiov 6 Kdewias (10.1),°® and 1o "Abioxov weipdxiov By (Euthd. 271b1).*" When
Drosis’ friend, whom she had sent to find out what is going on, nodded to Cleinias, he
blushed and did not look up: éxeivov d¢ éoubpidaarvta kéaTw Spav kal UMKETI TTAPEVEYKETY
ov 8dfarucy (10.2).”* When Euthydemus asks Cleinias which are the men who learn,
the wise or the ignorant, Cleinias: jovfpiacéy Te kai dmoprioas évéBedey eic éué (sc.
Socrates) (Euthd. 275d6). Cleinias has been forced to leave Drosis: ¢ matip vap
"ApioTanéty mapédwké we dirocodery (10.3), and because Aristaenetus said that: moAd
Yap Queivoy elvar Ty GoeTiy mpoTiudy Tis Hdovis (Ibid.).” Socrates wants Euthydemus

and Dionysodorus to demonstrate their new power and: TouTovi Tov veaviokoy meigaToy

Lucian seems to have been particularly fond of baiting the Stoics (see his Hermotimus and Jones
(1986), p.28: “the Stoics are perhaps Lucian’s favorite butt”), and a dialogue of Plato would have
been as good as anything with which to beat one over the head. The father of Charmides in DMeretr.
2 4 is called Aristaenetus, but there is no indication as to whether he is the same man.

% Ct. b €lwbe petd, TOv petparioy meprmateiv (10.1, on Aristaenetus); ¢ pepaxiorog (10.2); To wepdrioy
(10.3); 6Aoc mepi T6 petpaxiov éoty (10.4, on Aristaenetus).

7 Cleinias is referred to as a pepariov at Euthd. 273b6; 275a8; 275b5; 275d5; 275¢e6; 276al; 276b4;
276¢2: 276d5; 277b5: 277d3; 278d2; 282¢2; 285b6; 290el; 293a3. Crito’s elder son Critobulus is
also described as a pewpdxiov, at 307a2. The Euthydemus accounts for 18 of the 41 uses of the single
of peparioy, and of the 66 total uses, in the entire Platonic corpus.

" Ct. hwe 000 mooaBAémew AN obdevi EeaTiv omi py éxeive (sc. Aristaenetus) (10.3, from Cleinias’
letter).

™ ’ ~ ¥ ~ ’ ~ ~ 3 ’ r) .
% CL. éyd> pév olv, & Koirwy, é&v v égw Tolv dvdpoly mapadobvas éuavroy (Euthd. 272bl 3).
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ws xo7) GrAogodely kai doetis émueeiriar (Euthd. 275a5-6).'® Chelidonium, Drosis’
friend and interlocutor, decides to write on the wall in the Ceramicus where Cleinias’
father often walks: 'Apigraivetos diadbeiper Khewiay (10.4). As part of his request to
Euthydemus and Dionysodorus Socrates says of Cleinias that: doBoiuefa dv mepi

9 ~ @+ b AY A ’ ’ 6/\ € ~ b ’ bis b} ’ / » ~ \
alT, oiov elkos Tepl véw, wm Tig $OY fNuac ér’ aro T emdevpna Toédac altob THY

diavoray kai Oiadbeipy (Euthd. 275b2-4). Chelidonium’s scheme also alludes, of

course, to one of the charges brought against Socrates in his trial: éxer 0¢é mwe @de

Zwkpatn dmaiv adikely Tols Te véous Siadbeipovra kai Beots obe 7 moris vowiler ob

vouilovta, étepa dé damuovia kawa (Plat. Ap. 24b8-c1)."”!

Lucian even seems to be alluding to the character of Socrates, or at least how
he liked to portray it,'® in his Aristaenetus, by having Dromo describe him to Drosis
as a pederast who keeps company with the handsomest youths (owvenva: Toig
wpatotaTors T@v véwy 10.4) on the pretext of teaching. Cleinias, in whose company
Socrates finds himself, is described by Crito as: mpodepms kai katog kai ayabog ™ oy
(Euthd. 271b4-5)."” Aristaenetus also makes promises to Cleinias: idig Aoyomot€igfas
nooc Tov Khewiay moowéaeic Tivas Smaypvoluevoy @g iaobeoy dmodaver alrov (10.4). This

is a reference to the way the beloved of Socrates’ great speech in the Phaedrus is

U Cf, 1o 8¢ ) pwera Tabra émdeibaTov TpoToémovTe TO (LElpdKIOY OTIWS xom codias TE Kal ApeTVS
émperniqvar (Euthd. 278d1-3); émeaxomowy Tiva moTé Tpomoy adoro T00 Adyou kai omoblev apboivo
Tapakerevipevor T( veaviory godiay Te kai dpetny doreiv. (Euthd. 283a2-4)

T As Goldhill (1995), p.98, points out.

192 of DMort. 6.6 and Verae Historiae 2.17-19. Cf. also what Theomnestus thinks of Platonic fove at
Ps.-Luc. Am. 53-4.

"3 O Socrates’ reply to an answer of Cleinias which Crito does not believe was spoken by him: Efev

o O kKA oTE Ka! dodwTaTe Khewia (Euthd. 290¢7).
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treated by the lover once the latter has gained mastery over the bad horse of his soul:
ate oly maoav fepameiay ws igobeos Bepamevopevos (Plat. Phdr. 255a1-2). This is
confirmed by what Dromo said next: aAla xai dvayiyvooke per’ abrol éowrikols
Tivag Aoyous TV maiai®y dihogodwy mpoc Tole wabyrac (10.4). Lucian here all but
explicitly refers to Plato, just in case the reader had not realised his game. One final
possible correspondence, and one which brings the argument back from more general
Platonic allusions to the specific case of the Euthydemus, is the way in which
Aristaenetus is twice characterised by Drosis: "Exetvoy ¢t tov aralova (10.1), and:
guaToaTEVE Wovoy, @ XeAdoviov, kaTa Tob aralovos Apiotawerou (10.4). As argued
earlier,'™ Socrates seems to be making a similar accusation, albeit subtly, against
Euthydemus and Dionysodorus at Euthd. 283¢8: éomiv (sc. Cleinias) &¢, qv 0" éyw, olk
aralov.

That Lucian named his characters Gorgias and Charmides as allusions to the
Platonic characters of the same names was seen to help by corroboration the
argument that Achilles Tatius had drawn inspiration from the same source, whatever
the relationship between the two writers of fiction. This does not mean that the case
outlined above with regard to Cleinias in Leucippe and Cleitophon is significantly
weakened, for there is only one Gorgias and one Charmides in the Platonic corpus,
whereas there are four characters with the name Cleinias. Thus the odds are
lengthened that the two authors would be alluding to the same one. Both the Cleinias
who was Alcibiades’ cousin and the Cleinias of the Laws play prominent roles, and 1t

is largely to one each that Lucian and Achilles Tatius can be seen to refer, although

' pp.53.
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the latter does seem to borrow something from Plato’s description of Alcibiades’

cousin too.

1.8.4 Cleinias in New Comedy

A Cleinias appears in both the Misoumenos and Theophoroumenos of Menander.
However, as was the case with the Chaerephon of Middle and New Comedy, there is
nothing in what fragmentary remains of these plays we possess to link these characters

with the Cleinias of Achilles Tatius or the Cleinias of Lucian.

1.8.5 Cleinias in Roman Comedy

There is a Cleinias in Terence’s Heautontimoroumenos. He has been Cleitophon’s
friend since childhood.'” They become involved in an intrigue involving their
respective girlfriends and fathers. There is also a celebration of Dionysus Day to
which Chremes, Cleitophon’s father, invites Menedemus, Cleinias® father.'® There
would be little to support an argument that Achilles Tatius’ Cleinias was descended
from the play of Menander on which Terence’s Heautontimoroumenos is based,'”’
except for the connection between Cleinias and Cleitophon in both. However, given

the Platonic case outlined above, the possibility of the involvement of New Comedy
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does not rule out an allusion to Plato.

CE L & C 171
O Cf L & C.223.
to7 Assuming, that is, that Terence retained the names of the Greek original.

" Gee 1,12 for more on this.



1.9 Cleitophon

1.9.1 Cleitophon in LGPN

( not including 1 inc. in I):

100

BC AD
vi v v iii ii i ii iii iv Total

I 5 5 05| 1.5 12
11 1 5 6 2.3 | 2.3 3 20

LA 1 1

LB 0.5 ] 0.5 1
Total 1 55 |11.5]| 85 3 4.5 34

No. of
Attestations
Vi ! 1l il i il 1 v |
Century

The case of the name Cleitophon is similar to that of Chaerephon in that it is not

particularly common and there are no attestations for the tme

Tatius probably wrote. Indeed, there are no recorded instances m our cra.

in which Achilles

A reader

may well have realised this and have been on the look-out for some significance n the

choice of the name.




1.9.2 Cleitophon in Achilles Tatius and Plato
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The use of the name Cleitophon is part of a wider argument which I shall pursue in

Chapter 2. See 2.10 in particular.

1.9.3 Cleitophon in Roman Comedy

See above, 1.8.5.

1.10 Hippias

1.10.1 Hippias in LGPN

(not including I hell.-imp. in II.A):

BC AD
vi \4 iv iil ii i i i iii iv Total
I 1 1 5 63 [ 123] 43 8 I 2 41
1} 1 0.5 35 2 3 10
LA 1 4 6 10 2 5 0303103 29
11L.B l 7.5 16 | 7.5 2 34
Total | 4 55| 22 |343(248(113| 83 | 13 | 23 114




No.of 207
Attestations 15 1

10 1

Century

Hippias 1s a common name, although, like Cleinias, its popularity does dwindle
considerably in the imperial period. There are no other fictional instances of this name

in Greek literature, at least in that covered by the volumes of LGPN so far published.

1.10.2 Hippias in Achilles Tatius and Plato

Hippias is fairly prominent in the first two books of Leucippe and Cleitophon. He 1s
the hero’s father and so is involved in the domestic affairs that take place in the first
quarter of the novel. There is, however, not a great deal to link him with the Hippias
of Plato, other than two subsequent points.

At 5.9-10 Cleinias tells Cleitophon, whom he has just found in Alexandria,
what happened to him after the shipwreck at the beginning of book three. In 5.10 we
learn that he had been rescued from death by the crew of a ship fortuitously bound for
Sidon. Two days after Cleinias had returned to Tyre, Hippias came back from
Palestine to find a letter from Leucippe’s father, which had arrived the day after the
couple’s elopement, betrothing her to Cleitophon. Hippias is understandably

distressed at the turn of events:
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"By moikidaug olv 7y aupdopals avayvols Ta yoauuata kal Ty Spetéoay
akovoas duymy, TO WEv wWs To THs émaToAfc dmoAécac Gblov, T0 Oé i

napa pikpov oUtws M) Toxm Ta moayuata ébnre (5.10.4).

Quite what the prize 1s on which he has missed out is not clear. Gaselee comments:
Not very clear; was Leucippe herself the prize? And if so, could Hippias
be said to have lost her? Or is the reference to the dowry, which would
thus come from the family of Sostratus to that of Hippias?'”

Vilborg prefers the former option: “The prize is probably Leucippe herself; Hippias

had lost her for his family”.'"’

The answer to this puzzle, minor though it be, can be found in Plato’s Hippias
Major. After a typically Socratic discussion conceming the nature of To kalov,
Hippias gets rather frustrated with kvvouata ... kai meprrumuata T@v Aoywy (Hp.Ma.
304aS) and advances a description of what he thinks is xalov kai moAAoU abiov

(Hp.Ma. 304a7):

T ’ &) A ) ~ }\l ’ ] 3 ’ LAY ]

oiov T €lvar €0 kal KAADS A0Yoy KaTaoTnoauevoy €V OIKagTipiwy m €v
’ A} b ~ Al N ”"n ¢ ’ i ’

Bovhevtmpiey % ém aMy T apxil, meos My av ¢ Adyes 1), meiTavTa
’ b Ay Al ’ ~ A7)

oixeafar déoovra ol Ta guikpotaTa dMAa T weéyioTa T@v ablwy,

cwTpiay abtol Te kal T@v aliTol xemuaTtwy kai dirwy. (Hp.Ma. 304a7-

b3)
Although the theme of speaking is absent in Achilles Tatius, the safety of his
possessions and his loved ones, in the form of the dowry and Leucippe, is precisely
what his Hippias has lost. It might well be that Achilles Tatius left the nature of the

prize ambiguous in order to cover both options. At any rate this seems to be a

19 Gaselee (1969), p.257, n.3.

"9(1962), p.97.
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humorous allusion on the part of the novelist, and the word abBrov, which Gaselee
found so tricky, can therefore be explained as an echo of this Platonic passage.

The second link between the Hippias of Plato and the Hippias of Achilles
Tatius is to be found near the end of the novel. Sostratus is telling the hero and
heroine what happened to Cleitophon’s sister Calligone and reports what Callisthenes

said to her, after he had abducted her and fallen in love with her, (2.13-18):

? ~ bl ? A} A} ~ b ’
Kai oot mpoika emdidwwt, To wev mpdrov éuavtiv, émerta bamy ok av o

naTne émedwké aoi. (8.17.3)
The implication here is either that Callisthenes is so in love that he will be more
generous than Calligone’s father, Hippias, will ever be, or that he has more money
than Hippias. This would have reminded the reader of the first part of the Hippias
Major of Plato, with its emphasis, earnest on the part of Hippias, ironic from
Socrates’ point of view, on money. Hippias is proud of his money-making, and two
quotations from his speech at Hp.Ma. 282d6-e8 will suffice:

Oldéy vdp, & Swrpates, oiala TGV kaAdy mepi TolTo (SC. Gpylpiov). €

yap €ideing ooov c’cp')/z;"ptov cipyacual éyw, Bavpuacars av (Hp.Ma. 282d6-

7).

’ ’ b ’ " " N\
kal axedoy T oluar éue mhelw xompata eipyactar 1 arAous guVOvo

olorivas Bobder Ty dodiatidv. (Hp.Ma. 282¢6-8)
On either of the two interpretations of Callisthenes’ above statement, it seems (0 be
another humorous allusion to the Hippias Major. If Hippias is to be imagined as
poorer than he, then we have a contrast with what Plato tells us about Hippias the

sophist. If Hippias is to be thought of as generous, by comparison with which
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Callisthenes will be romantically extravagant, then he would seem to be the opposite
of the greedy sophist Hippias.

Even if these two links are accepted, it may be argued that they are not
sufficient to prove that Achilles Tatius named his character after the Hippias known
best from Plato. I would argue, however, that Achilles Tatius’ practice in using other
Platonic names suggests that he did have Plato’s Hippias in mind when naming
Cleitophon’s father. This case is also perhaps helped by the fact that Cleitophon,
Gorgias, Charmides, Philebus, Hipparchus and Euthydemus all gave their names to
dialogues, and so may have been even more memorable for this reason. There are two
dialogues which take Hippias’ name. We should not expect every aspect of Hippias’
activities and personality to accord, or have some point of contact, with Plato’s
Hippias. Charmides is a good example of a character whose name clearly derives from
his Platonic namesake, but whose part in the plot is larger than the episode in which
his literary ancestry is revealed. It is true that the correspondences between Leucippe
and Cleitophon and the eponymous Platonic dialogue are less marked in the case of
Hippias than in the case of Charmides, but this is not decisive. Achilles Tatius
frequently indulges in a game with the reader which involves the latter trying to
interpret why the author has included what he has and how it relates to the rest of the
work."'! Just so here Achilles Tatius uses the name Hippias with the expectation that
his reader would be on the look out for allusions to Plato, alerted to this possibility by

the use of other Platonic names. That this search is initially frustrated in the first two

"' One thinks primarily of dreams and paintings, some of which are closely connected with the
action, some of which seem to be red herrings introduced by the author as part of his game. Sec

Goldhill (1995), pp.91-4, and in particular Bartsch (1989).
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books and satisfied in Hippias® later appearances in books 5 and 8. and then only

partially, makes the game more interesting.

1.11 Other Names that Occur in both Achilles Tatius and Plato

1.11.1 Nicostratus

The name Nicostratus makes one appearance in both Plato and Achilles Tatius. In the
former he is mentioned by Socrates at Plat. Ap. 33e4 as the brother of Theodotus and
as one who could therefore testify against him as a corrupter of young men. He does
not do so. In Achilles Tatius’ novel the name is also used in the context of court
proceedings. Cleitophon and Leucippe are on trial, and after the priest’s speech
against Thersander their advocate is about to speak on their behalf:

MéMovroc dé tmép éuol kai Ths Mehityg avdpog ouk adofou wev pmropos,

ovros 0¢ {Thc) Boulis, Aéyew (8.10.1).
He is prevented from speaking by the interjection of Sopater, Thersander’s advocate,
who addresses the first advocate as: @ Béitiore Nikéoreare (Ibid.). There are thus
certain similarities between the two. However, it seems unlikely that an allusion 1s
being made here to a figure who appears nowhere else in Plato and who is merely part
of a list where he does. It is improbable that Achilles Tatius would have named him
with this passage in mind, let alone that he might have expected his reader to

recognise the reference. This is borne out by the popularity of the name: a colossal

total of 471 attestations in LGPN.

1.11.2 Satyrus

The name Satyrus occurs once in Plato, at Prot. 310c3, as the name of Hippocrates

runaway slave: o yap Tor mals je 6 Sdrupos amédpa. Satyrus in Leucippe and
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Cleitophon, on the other hand, is one of the central characters. He is also a runaway

slave, for, after the bungled seduction of Leucippe by Cleitophon, to which he was

party as his trusty servant, he considers with his master what they should do:
t ~ [\ ~ r ot \ ’ ’ 4 LN
Huels 0€ eaxomoluey, xall’ eéavtovs yevouevor, Ti TIOINTEOY €17, KAl €00KEI

keaTigToy eivar delyery (2.25.3).
The elopement covers the next few chapters until they are on board a ship and sail off
in 2.32. Thus, again, a similarity can be observed, but in this case too I doubt that any
reference is intended. For the Platonic passage is relatively insignificant, and Satyrus 1s

also a very popular name: a total of 390 attestations in LGPN.

1.11.3 Theophilus

The name Theophilus occurs twice in Plato, at Crat. 394e4 and 397b5. In the first
instance it is a name unsuitable for: T( éx Tol eloeBolc apa yevouevy ageBer (394¢l),
and in the second it is an example of a name given in the hope that it will prove
appropriate. In Leucippe and Cleitophon Theophilus is mentioned by Cleinias at
5.10.1 as one of the Sidonians on board the ship that rescued him. He asked him not
tell any Tyrian that he might meet how he had survived the shipwreck, lest it be
discovered that he had run away with Cleitophon. There is, therefore, nothing to link
these two bearers of this name, which is, in any case, very common with a total of 349

attestations in LGPN.

1.11.4 Zeno

Zeno in Plato is the Eleatic philosopher. He is mentioned at Alc. 1 119a4-5 as the man
by association with whom Pythodorus and Callias became wise; at Soph. 216a3 in

conjunction with Parmenides as the men around whom a crowd gathers, one member
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of which Theodorus is bringing to see Socrates: and he figures largest in the
Parmenides. In Achilles Tatius” novel Zeno is first mentioned, although not yet
named, at 2.16.2 as Callisthenes’ trusty servant to whom he gives the job of abducting
Calligone, whom he mistakenly thinks is Leucippe. This he does successfully, and his
role is finished by the end of 2.18. There seems to be nothing to link the characters,

and Zeno is a common name in its own right: a total of 315 attestations in LGPN.

1.12 Conclusion

One ready objection to the argument that Achilles Tatius named several of his
characters after some of those found in Plato is that Comedy might be thought a more
obvious source. Indeed, the names Chaerephon, Charmides, Cleinias, Cleitophon and
Gorgias are all found in Comedy of one description or another, and Achilles Tatius
also has a Chaereas and a Sostratus, both of which names are familiar from
Comedy.""? Chariton, for example, has a Plangon, Longus a Gnathon and Heliodorus
a Cnemon.'” There are also motifs from New Comedy to be found among all the
novels, including tokens of recognition and various character types.''* The case for
Comedy being the source of the names in question is also reinforced by the fact that
we have relatively little to go on. The amount of Menander’s work, for instance,

which we do not possess and which may have been available to a second century

2 The latter is a young man in Menander’s Dis. Ex. and Dysc. The former appears in Men. Asp.,
Dysc., Con. and Fab. Inc.

'3 On Cnemon see Bowie (1995), pp.272-3.

4 See Billault (1996), pp.117-8. Bowie (1995), pp.270-2, briefly illustrates the relationship between
the novels and New Comedy. On the relationship between Daphnis and Chloe and New Comedy sec

Hunter (1983), and pp.67-72 in particular.
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reader, is considerable. It may have contained countless other characters with the
names shared by Platonic characters and even more of the other names which we find
in Leucippe and Cleitophon. On the other hand, stock characters with stock names do
recur in what little we have, and it would be reasonable to suppose that they might
also have appeared in what is lost. This might have eliminated a few candidates.
Conversely, if there were dozens of characters who were all very different with the
same name, the reader’s task might have been insurmountable.

In reply to this objection, the point must be emphasised that what Comedy we
have allows little help for the argument that it is the origin of the names. It is true that
we may be missing vital pieces of evidence, but even this is not an indefeasible
objection, if the cases outlined above for the Platonic predecessors are persuasive, or
at least more persuasive than the cases that could be made for their rivals from
Comedy. In fact only the Cleinias and Cleitophon in Terence’s Heautontimoroumenos
bear any similarity to Achilles Tatius’ characters. However, it would not be wise to
rule out of hand such resemblances in case the reverse procedure was carried out on
the arguments of this chapter.

A more reasonable approach would be to see the coincidence of the names
from Plato and from Comedy as deliberate. Although the amount of extant Comedy
makes this speculation, Achilles Tatius may have chosen names that occurred in both
Plato and Comedy in order to exploit the potential for allusions to the two. His use of
more than one Cleinias from Plato shows the possibility of more than one source for a
character, and the relationship between Cleinias and Cleitophon in the original on
which Terence’s Heautontimoroumenos is based might be blended with the Platonic

sources. This need not have been the case for each of the names, for Achilles Tatius
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could have been playing a game with his reader, giving him a name with a multiplicity
of potential sources. One name, such as Cleinias, might allude to several namesakes,
another, such as Charmides, might have utilised only one.'"

None of this should be seen as diluting the arguments for Platonic influences
made in this chapter. Just because a Platonic influence does not discount other
influences, so other influences should not negate the amount of Plato present. We
have, as far as we can tell, all of Plato’s work,''® and only a fraction of Comedy, but a
good Platonic case would merely be embellished by some use of Comedy. Also the
cumulative effect should not be ignored. If there was only one name in Leucippe and
Cleitophon which also occurred in Plato, but it and several others occurred in
Comedy, the fact that the argument for an allusion to Plato was stronger in this case
than for an allusion to Comedy would still necessitate caution. As it stands, however,

there are six'!’

names in Leucippe and Cleitophon which can be argued to descend
from Plato, and their bearers have no, or far less, resemblance to their namesakes in
Comedy. In favour of the case for Comedy outlined as an objection at the outset of
this conclusion it was pointed out that New Comedy found echoes in Leucippe and
Cleitophon. But this same point can be made for Plato with, I hope, more force.

Platonic references abound in Achilles Tatius” novel and these would put the reader

on guard for Platonic reasons for certain names, and vice versa.

5 [ ost instances notwithstanding. It is also ironic that the name whose Platonic case is perhaps
weakest, Hippias, does not, as far as we know, occur in Comedy.

116 Even more than that, we have some works which were probably or certainly not by Plato at all.

17 Including Cleitophon, the reason for whose name will be covered in the next chapter. The total

reaches seven when Leucippe is added, but that argument is more involved. See ch.3.
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It should also be noted that seven out of the thirteen names dealt with in this
and the next two chapters (Cleitophon, Charmides, Euthydemus, Gorgias, Hippias,
Hipparchus, and Philebus) are also dialogue titles. This may have made them more
recognisable, and they reflect the central character (in the case of Euthydemus, one of
the two central characters) of the eponymous dialogue, or the character whose views
are being assessed. The only exception is Hipparchus, for he neither appears in the
dialogue, nor do his views form the true focus of it. It is therefore noteworthy that the
use of his name in Ps.-Lucian’s Onos is the only case in which the subject of the
eponymous dialogue is alluded to rather than the character, words or actions of the
Platonic namesake. The remaining six names are: Socrates, which is the best known
Platonic name; Adeimantus, who plays a large part in a long and well known dialogue;
Zopyrus, whose case is questionable owing to the popularity of the name and the brief
nature of his mention in Plato; Chaerephon, who was a devoted follower of Socrates,
known to Lucian’s audience for his trip to the Delphic oracle and who features in
Aristophanes; Cleinias, which name is bome by four Platonic characters; and
Leucippe, whose case depends on a particularly famous passage of arguably Plato’s
most popular dialogue. Other than Zopyrus, therefore, none of the thirteen names
would have been obscure to a second sophistic reader.

In this chapter I have aimed to demonstrate that Achilles Tatius named a
significant proportion of his characters with their Platonic namesakes in mind, and that
this practice was pursued by other roughly contemporaneous authors. If the
arguments are accepted, it should already be clear that the amount of Platonic allusion
in Leucippe and Cleitophon is extensive, and that Achilles Tatius enabled his reader

to play a complicated and involved game, drawing on a wide range of Platonic
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dialogues. The question of Platonic sources for names will recur in the next two
chapters. It will play one part in dealing with a particular question in Chapter 2. and

will return in a more sophisticated form to be the focus of Chapter 3.
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Chapter 2.

The Beginning/End Discrepancy in Leucippe and

Cleitophon

2.1 The Problems

With the critical rehabilitation of the Greek novel it has become normal to consider
what were previously regarded as faults in Leucippe and Cleitophon as virtues, or at
least as intentional effects." However, in the words of Most, “one notorious weakness
has so far resisted redescription: the awkward discrepancy between the romance’s
beginning and its ending.”> This discrepancy has elicited a variety of opinion, a variety
which highlights the perplexing nature of this problem.’ There are in fact four
questions involved here:

1. Why is the initial frame, involving the conversation between the anonymous

author and Cleitophon, not resumed at the end of Cleitophon’s narration?

2. Why is Cleitophon to be found in Sidon at the beginning, when he has left himself

in Tyre at the end of his narration?*

! See, in particular, Anderson (1982), ch.3, and Most (1989), p.114.

? Most (1989), p.114.

3 Those who have made comments on this topic include: Vilborg (1962); SoLo(es/kc((% (1966);
Gaselee (1969); Higg (1971a); Hunter (1983); Bartsch (1989); Most (1989); Winkler (1989);
Reardon (1994a); Goldhill (1995); Fusillo (1997); and Anderson (1997).

*Sddw ... 'Evradfe dxov (1.1.1-2), as opposed to: Kai deyvikapey év i) Tipw mapaxeimasaves

erave\Beiv elc 6 Bulavriov (8.19.3). The first two problems are summed up by Gaselee (1969), p.455:
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3. Why is Cleitophon unhappy in the initial conversation, when his narration has the
obligatory happy ending?’

4. Where is Leucippe?
I shall outline the various reactions to these questions, their positive points and their
deficiencies, and then propose my own solution. This will build on the more modern
opinion that Achilles Tatius was a writer of some sophistication and examine his
purposes in leaving these discrepancies in his novel. The overall problem is intimately
bound up with the narrative structure of the work, and I shall suggest that Achilles
Tatius used the Platonic model of an initial dialogue with an open-ended frame and
that there is wealth of Platonic allusion in the initial dialogue, including the name

Cleitophon, which signals this relationship.

2.2 Solution 1.

The first method of solving this puzzle has been to accuse Achilles Tatius of
incompetence. He simply forgot how he had started his novel and failed to finish it

appropriately. This is mentioned as a possibility by Vilborg and Anderson and seems

“Our author seems to have forgotten that the story began by being Clitophon’s narration to himself.
The narration took place at Sidon, and there should have been a few words to round up the book to
explain how it came about that Clitophon found himself at Sidon, and for the author to thank him for
his intercsting narration.”

* That Cleitophon is not as happy as he ought to be is suggested by what he says at 1.2.1: “’Eyw

~ ¥ 114 ’ €’ y " ’ 14
Talra av eideimy,” €dm, "Toravtas UBpeic €€ Epwroc abv.
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to be suggested by SeLo(es}ker% .° This solution answers Question 1., and can be
extended to Questions 2., 3. and 4., for if the author was forgetful enough to finish his
novel, he surely would have been capable of forgetting where his hero was at the
beginning, what emotional state he was in and of failing to include Leucippe at the
start.

However, if this seems a little far-fetched as an explanation, it becomes
ludicrous when it is considered that overall Achilles Tatius takes a good deal of care
over the structure of his work. It is true that there are some discrepancies in the
novel,” but these are positively minor compared with what the author is being accused
of here. Reardon deals with the question of Achilles Tatius’ ego-narrative, its uses and

its inherent difficulties,® and points out things that Cleitophon could not have known

%(1962), p.140; (1997), p.2284; and (1966), p.245 respectively. The last comment, bluntly, “By the
end of the story the author has forgotten that he began with his third-person narrator viewing a
picture.”

7 There are two examples of any note cited by Gaselee. The first, To0 moAéuov vdp, g émy, ooamnyog
W obroc (2.14.2), is a mistake, since all we know of Sostratus so far is contained in 1.3.1, where no
mention is made that he is a general. The second, Kai vdp, s Edmy v doxn TO Adye, év Topw moTe
éyeyiver mepl Ty T@v ‘HpaxAeiwy éopry (7.14.2), could be thought an inconsistency, for Sostratus did
not take part in the sacred embassy to Tyre: he was fighting in Byzantium at the time, as we learn
from Panthia’s lament over her daughter’s supposed loss of virtue: Oior, Twatpate: oU pev év
Bulavricp mohepeic (2.24.2). Higg (1971a), pp.203-4, on the other hand, argues that “it is more
natural to regard this reference ... as being directed to the previous history of the romance”. The
remaining inconsistency, that Cleitophon did not say any such thing towards the beginning of his
story, is thus more minor.

¥ (1994a), using Higg (1971a).
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or have come to know.” Achilles Tatius is forced, whether consciously or
subconsciously, to extricate himself from the straight-jacket of his chosen mode of
narration. “The longer his story goes on, the more complex it becomes, and the less
strictly can he observe his own narratorial convention”.!® However, it is not that
Achilles Tatius is slapdash, for “he tries very hard to clear up loose ends where he
can”.'" And, as Most points out,’” Achilles Tatius is generally careful to ensure that
Cleitophon 1s able to account in retrospect for things that he could not have been
aware of when they were taking place. The most notable example of this is the way in
which Cleitophon explains how he knew about Callisthenes’ story a staggering six
books after it was narrated.’® This is the point to bear in mind, that Achilles Tatius felt
constricted by the form of narration he had chosen right up until the end of his novel.
At this point, according to Solution 1., he forgot what he was doing. Solution 1.,
then, is unsatisfactory, especially given the fact that most scholars now recognise that
Achilles Tatius was a writer of some skill and sophistication and had a clear idea of

what a first person narrative entailed.

° Ibid., p.85.

" Ibid.

" Ibid.

2 (1989), p.115-116.

132 A poceras 31 Aéyew, 6 dBdvw mpoetpmrws dmavra ... (8.17.2), which refers to what he had narrated at
2.13-18. The other example given by Most is 'O 3¢ émi Bacavous éavToy dyopevoy idav, mavte oadids
Aéyer ... (8.15.1), where Sosthenes’ confession is supposed to provide Cleitophon with knowledge of

events beyond that which he could be expected to know.



117
2.3 Solution 2.

The second solution is to assume that the text is incomplete. This is mentioned as a
possibility by Vilborg and Anderson.'* This would answer Question 1., and would
seem to be a way of answering Questions 2., 3. and 4. Until, that is, one asks, as Most
does,"” what form could the missing ending have taken? How exactly could Achilles
Tatius have invented a conversation which would have had Cleitophon in the wrong

place, in the wrong mood and without Leucippe and not have ruined the end of the

novel? He could not.

2.4 Solution 3.

This solution claims that Achilles Tatius left his novel open deliberately: the end of the
novel as we have it is how he intended his readers to have it. This reformulates
Question 1. as:
1. a) Why would Achilles Tatius have wished to leave his novel open, that is, not
resume the initial frame?
This is a question that needs to be answered if Solutions 1. and 2. are rejected. There
are four answers which can be addressed immediately. The first of these seems to be
the most prevalent of all the solutions, with the notable exception of Most:
a) The responses of Vilborg and Hagg convey this answer:

the author may have found that it would disturb the narrative to take up

the frame story again. (This) possibility seems most probable; as a

14(1962), p.140, and (1997), p.2284, respectively.

1 (1989), p.117.
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matter of fact, the ordinary reader hardly feels that something is amiss

here.!'®

(Achilles Tatius) never had a real “frame-story” in mind at all. He has

made use of an epic situation only to get the story going ... Having

served this purpose, it is simply dropped and it is questionable whether

the ordinary reader ever misses its resumption after 175 pages of first-

person narrative.'’
There is an underlying underestimation of “the ordinary reader” in both of these
answers, as if he were incapable of noticing what they themselves had noticed. It is an
attempt to answer a question which they have raised, and which has been raised
frequently, by claiming that there is no real question. It might be argued, however,
that a reader of a papyrus roll/papyrus rolls would be less likely to remember the
beginning of the novel (by virtue of having to unroll the text completely, or at least
the first roll, to find it) and so would not realise that the frame is left open. If we are
prepared to allow this, and I would not be, Solution 3. might, by extension, be able to
deal with Questions 2., 3. and 4., for if the reader did not notice the absence of a
frame-resumption, he might have forgotten what that frame contained. Questions 2.,
3. and 4. would thus not occur to him. This would surely be to assume an

unwarranted degree of incompetence in the reader, whom Achilles Tatius himself pays

' (1962), p.140.
(1971, pp.125-6. Reardon, (1994a), p.94, n.15, after dismissing Solution 2., seems to propose a
similar answer: “More probably he thought that a logically satisfactory closure would be pedantic

and would detract from the ending of the real story, thus creating worse problems than it solved.
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the compliment of being capable of remembering what 8.17.2 referred to. This
extension would also require a level of ineptitude, or at least inconsistency, on the
part of the author, which was not permitted in the discussion of Solution 1.
b) Another answer to Question 1. a) might be found by extending what Hunter has to
say when discussing the prologue of Longus:
In the stratagem of both Longus and Achilles Tatius Perry'® sees a
device for avoiding having to tell a lengthy and serious fictitious
narrative in the first person, which would breach the literary propriety
which charged the author with responsibility for the truth of what he
asserted."’
Thus Achilles Tatius/the narrator can disclaim any authority for what Cleitophon
says.”” The author felt no need to complete the frame, as the desired effect had
already been achieved. But this still leaves Questions 2., 3. and 4. unanswered. Two
more answers fail in exactly the same regard. The first ¢) is that the frame is some sort
of Beglaubigungsapparat, and the second d) is that the narrator’s interest in
Cleitophon’s story is a device to draw in the reader.”’ These last three answers may,

of course, contain some truth - Achilles Tatius may be disclaiming authority, making

% (1967), p.110-11.
1 (1983), p.39.
2 Hunter (1983), pp.39-40, fits in with this: “Achilles was perhaps also influenced by the humorous

(not to say scandalous) nature of the tale which he has to tell.”

' So Hunter, ibid., p.39: “we should bear in mind ... the fact that this device calls the reader’s
attention to the interest and amusement of the story which is to follow, i.e. the interest taken by ‘the

N . . . - 2 Y
author’ in the narrator’s story invites the reader’s interest 1n 1t.
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his story believable or drawing in the reader - but they do not solve the central

problems addressed here.

2.5 Solution 4.

As aresponse to the shortcomings of the above solutions, Most proposes Solution 4.
He argues that:
in virtually every such case (sc. “of smaller first-person narratives
embedded within a larger third-person context” in a “Greek erotic
romance”) the first-person narrative is a lament for the misfortunes the
narrator has suffered in the past and is still suffering at the time of his
narration.”’
Most then concludes that Achilles Tatius must have been constrained by the same rule
that a stranger’s tale must be one of woe. He then, in section II,” argues that this is a
feature of archaic and classical literature and concludes that someone, specifically a
stranger, with a tale to tell had to respect the sensibilities of the listener and put
himself at his mercy, as it were, by intimating that he is not as fortunate as that

listener.

22

(1989), p.118. Two possible exceptions are Xen. Eph. 5.1.2-3 and Long. 2.3.Lff. Both of these are
dismissed by Most, pp.119-120, on the grounds that the narrator is sufficiently familiar with the
narratees for his tale of non-woe not to grate. The idea that the degree of familiarity is central to the
question is thus introduced without due emphasis.

 Ibid., pp.120-27.
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This solution answers Questions 1. and 3., but seems not to deal with
Questions 2. and 4. Most raises Question 4., but does not answer it directly. Its
solution might, however, be accounted for in the way in which he tackles Question 2.
Most argues that:

Achilles Tatius may even have been trying to conceal the contradiction

by precisely not returning to the framing situation of the temple of

Astarte at Sidon witﬁ which he had begun.”

And, by implication, the absence of Leucippe performs the same function. Questions
2. and 4., then, can be subordinated to the other two Questions. The problem with
suggesting that Achilles Tatius added two discrepancies in order to conceal the
contradiction between Cleitophon’s respective emotional states is that the
contradiction is only highlighted the more. However, there are other serious problems
with this solution.

The first weighty objection to Most’s theory is that there is a ready exception
in the text of Dio Chrysostom’s 7th Oration, the first half of which is not too
dissimilar from the novels themselves.”® Dio relates how he was shipwrecked on
Euboea and met a hunter. He tells him where the deer he has been hunting is. The

hunter takes what he wants from the deer and invites Dio to dine with him at his

2 “Where is Leucippe when Cleitophon meets the anonymous narrator in the temple at Sidon? Has
Cleitophon lost her yet again?”, ibid., p.117.

 Ibid., p.119.

* An exception need not be novelistic or date from the Imperial period, for Most derives the
novelists’ practice from archaic and classical literature, but the fact that Dio 7 does fulfil these two
criteria might seem to make it a more forceful exception, although see p.124. on

archaising/classicising.
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nearby hut. He asks him what had happened and then puts him at his ease (7.1-10).

Dio follows him and:

¢ ) 3 ’ ~ 7 1 ~
Qg oly é8alilopey, dimyerté wor kata Ty 6dov T4 airod neayuaTa Kai

Tov Biov ov €(m peta yuvaixos alTob kai maidwy. (7.10)

What follows is a charming, famous, tale, which Dio uses to highlight the idyllic
nature of rustic existence. There is no hint that the tale is one of woe.

The only two ways that this could not be an exception would be a) if there is
deemed to be sufficient intimacy between Dio and the hunter for it not to be necessary
for the tale to be one of lament, or b) if Most’s rule does not apply here. To take the
first possible objection, one could claim that by the time the hunter tells his tale, he is
no longer a stranger to Dio. Dio’s help in finding the deer and the hunter’s offer of
hospitality are by themselves sufficient for the hunter not to feel that there 1s any need
for him to present his tale as one of woe. In fact some support for this might be

derived from the text where the hunter says:

~ b ~ 4 b ’ ’ .
A\ 1B kai umdév deiaye. viv wev éx e kakomaleias avaktmoy cavtoy

eic alpioy 0€, 6 T1 av 9 duvaTov, émuernaopuela omws cwbis, émeidn ge
éyvopey amak. (7.7)
The implication, however, is not that the hunter knows Dio; it is that by tomorrow his
family will know him. Nor will it do to say that because Dio is the recipient of

hospitality, he is therefore in a position to be told the hunter’s story, for he has not

even received anything yet.”’ By any standards, Dio is a stranger to the hunter.

*” Most (1989), p.133, mentions “the iron-clad law of Homeric etiquette, that strangers be fed before
they are questioned about their background; for one result is that thereby they have become less fully

strangers before they begin their autobiographical discourse.” The same, presumably, applies to the
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The second way of arguing that Dio 7 should not be regarded as an exception

would be to claim that Dio’s specific purpose here is such that he need not pay any
heed to the strictures described in Most’s theory. His work is didactic and his story,
whether we believe him that it is factual (7.1) or not, is deployed to illustrate his
point, that a simple rustic life of hardy but virtuous poverty is in all respects better
than a life of urban luxury. Yet it is not clear how this purpose would enable Dio to
bypass what Most argues is a fundamental part of Greek culture. Perhaps the hunter’s
lack of inhibition is meant by Dio to be another facet of rustic simplicity. He is not
bound by the complicated rules of normal conversation. Indeed, during the hunter’s
speech we get the impression that he is not au fait with “normal” conventions of
social intercourse.”® But there is no indication from Dio that his directness here is at
all remarkable. Perhaps a reader with a developed sense of what was and was not
acceptable would have seen the hunter’s behaviour as indicative of an attitude that
was unaware of the over-complicated nuances and rules 0f interaction found
everyday life elsewhere in the Greek world and would have regarded it as something
to be emulated. But while it is straightforward to accept that an ancient reader would

have realised the merits of the hunter’s lifestyle, the objection still persists that, on

reverse: the host cannot burden his guest with his life-story until he knows him well enough or the
guest is bound by the hospitality he has received.

¥ A good example of this occurs when a man, whom the hunter recognises as Sotades, and another
man support the hunter’s insistence that he is helpful to those who have been shipwrecked. The
hunter reacts by kissing him: xai mpooeAbwv édirovy alrov kai Tov €TEPOV. 6 0¢ duoc éyéda adadoa i

. - A ,
éiouy alrole, Toe Eyvwy b1 &y Tals moAear ol diAolo dAATHAoUS (7.99).
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Most’s theory, the reader would merely have found his tale an undue intrusion
towards Dio, something that it is clearly not meant to be.,

It may be that there is a way of modifying Most’s theory to include Dio 7. or
that it can be accommodated to it as it stands, but there is a second objection to the
application of this theory in the case of Achilles Tatius’ novel. That is to claim that the
restrictions governing “self-disclosure” are not as relevant in the Imperial period, for
which Dio 7 is a good example. Indeed the evidence Most adduces is mostly archaic
or classical and he himself admits that;

It is interesting to note that the Greek romances, which arise in the

Hellenistic age and flourish under the Empire, continue to retain these

Archaic and Classical limitations on autobiographical discourse at a

time when they seem somewhat less coercive in reality.”

But he swiftly deals with this problem by suggesting that: “This is evidently a generic,
and presumably an archaizing, feature of these romances”.”® The fact that there appear
to be no exceptions in the novels would seem to corroborate this argument.

A way to maintain that Most’s theory is of no relevance in the case of
Leucippe and Cleitophon is to deny that Question 3. exists, that is, to claim that
Cleitophon is not unhappy at the beginning. Indeed, according to Most the
“fundamental contradiction ... between Cleitophon’s character and situation at the
beginning and at the end of the romance” has “apparently not (been) noticed

before”.’’ One reason for the failure of so many commentators to spot this

2(1989), p.133, n.99.
* Thid.

* Ibid., p.117.
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contradiction could be that it does not exist. But, as Most points out, Cleitophon’s
“very first words” are strong: “’'Eyw talra 4y eideiny,” édm, “tocaiTac UBpets €& éowroc
mafwr” (1.2.1), and there is no hint at all that he is in the position or mood in which
we find him at the end of novel, or in which we would expect to find him, given the

likely ending of the novel.*

Most’s theory, the generic tendencies of the Greek novel notwithstanding, has
run into difficulties of varying severity, but if we accept the theory, we only create
another, more serious problem, which is the following Question:

5. Why did Achilles Tatius choose a stranger for Cleitophon to narrate his adventures
to instead of a friend?

After all, there might be no discrepancies if Cleitophon could tell his story to someone
with whom he was sufficiently familiar for the restrictions of “self-disclosure and self-
sufficiency” not to apply. In fact, in his concluding paragraph, Most almost suggests
this question:

Speaking before friends and relatives, Cleitophon would likely have

praised himself or recounted his good fortune, without doing more than

boring or irritating those nearest and dearest to him.”
One could imagine a situation in which the anonymous author is an old school friend.
He would be looking at the painting of Europa (in the same city as Cleitophon finds

himself at the end of his narration - Question 2.) and comment on the power of Eros,

2(1989), p.117, with n.16. Cf. Higg (1971a), p.234, iBeeis “alludes only to the negative effects of
Eros on his life”. The idea that any suspense that a reader might experience on a first reading would
be ruined by a triumphant Cleitophon at the beginning will be dealt with under Solution 5. 0).

¥ Ibid., p.133.
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when Cleitophon would say that he too has been affected by his power and has
undergone many adventures.”* The author would then recognise Cleitophon, remark
on how long it has been since he has seen him and ask what has happened to him in
the meantime. Then the conversation would not have to differ significantly from that
in the text until Cleitophon’s narration begins. The autobiographical details of 1.3.1-2
would be accounted for at appropriate moments in Cleitophon’s narration.” The
frame might be resumed, without difficulty, at the end (Question 1.),*® at which point
the author would ask where Leucippe was, and Cleitophon would provide a plausible
answer,”’ or Leucippe could even turn up after an afternoon at the shops (Question
4.). At any rate, a writer of Achilles Tatius’ wit and invention could have written such

. . . . . 38
a scenario, had he wished, and obviated all four discrepancies.

3* His statements, by being neutral in terms of reflecting what mood he is in, would thus not
contradict with a happy ending, nor would they ruin any suspense. Question 3. is thus neutralised.
See under Solution 5. ¢).

3* Along the lines of: “And then my father, Hippias ... 7, or: “Sostratus, who, you may remember, is
my uncle, ...”

36 There would be no need for it not to be, for on Most’s theory it is the fact that Cleitophon narrates
his tale to a stranger that is the cause of the frame not being resumed.

¥ E.g. “She’s looking after her ill mother, and I miss her terribly ... ” Cleitophon would thus be able
to tell his whole story, including the parts concerning Melite, without Leucippe cramping his style.

% As Reardon (1994a, p.94, n.15, puts it: “it is hardly likely that Achilles would go to so much

trouble in order to end up painting himself into a corner.”



2.6 _Solution 5.

This solution follows directly on from Solution 4. by assuming that the theory behind
it is correct. Questions 1. a) and 3. are answered because Achilles could not resume
the frame if Cleitophon’s emotional state at the beginning has to be unhappy,” and
Questions 2. and 4., as subordinate questions, are answered by Achilles Tatius’ desire
to “conceal the contradiction”. The issue now is that Solution 5. must answer
Question 5. Solutions 3. a), ¢) and d)* do not help in answering Question 5., because
having a friend as the narratee would have made little or no difference. There are
three possible ways of answering it, the first corresponding to Solution 3. b).*!

a) Achilles Tatius chose a Stranger for Cleitophon to narrate his story to so that the
stranger, who is also the author, might be distanced as far as possible from the events
recounted by Cleitophon. Achilles Tatius/the stranger thus disclaims any responsibility
for what Cleitophon says. There are two objections to this solution. The first is that
no more distance is gained by the author being a stranger than there would have been
if he had been a friend, for in the scenario outlined above the friend would be hearing
the story for the first time. This is true at the level of the conversation. But at the level
of writing, could someone claiming to be a friend of a man with such a far-fetched tale
to tell be held at least partially responsible for it by acquiescing in it so far as to write

it down? Perhaps, but Cleitophon himself practically makes a disclaimer on his, and

* Which it does, because he is talking (o a stranger.
““ That Achilles Tatius needed a way to “get the story going”, that the frame 15 a
Beglaubigungsapparat, and that Achilles Tatius was trying to entice his reader.

*! That Achilles Tatius wanted to disclaim authority for the story.
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therefore the author’s, behalf, for in the very act of protesting the veracity of his story
he likens it to fiction:

“Zuivog dvevyeipers,” elme, “Aywyt Té yao éua wiflorg €oixe.” (1.2.2)
And 1t seems as if the author, given what Cleitophon has said, is prepared to treat his

story with a little scepticism, and thereby lets the reader know that he has abdicated
any responsibility for its contents:

< \ ’ - ’ ITEY) 17 -~ \ ~ 3
M katokvmays, @ BédTiore,” Edmy, “mpoc Tol Atds kail Tob "EpcwToc

altol, Tavty warhov voe, ef kai wiborig axe.” (1.2.2), and:

“mavtws 8¢ 6 To100T0g Témos MOV kai wibwy &fios dowmikiy.” (1.2.3)

After such an introductory conversation, a friend reporting what Cleitophon had to
say could hardly be held accountable for, or be disgraced by, his story.

The second objection is far simpler: even if, by being a stranger, the author is

distanced a little from Cleitophon’s story, is it worth paying the price of the large
discrepancies in location and mood that are entailed by his being a stranger? The
answer must surely be “no”.
b) Achilles Tatius chose a stranger to add to the character-portrayal of Cleitophon.
The proponent of this solution would have to argue that the fact that Cleitophon tells
a long, and rather tall, story to a stranger enhances, and is consistent with, the
portrayal of his character throughout the novel. Cleitophon is hardly an ideal hero, a
fact possibly best summed up by Gaselee’s note to 8.1.2:

The reader, bearing in mind Clitophon’s behaviour at his previous

meeting with Thersander (V. xxiii.),** will by this time have come to the

* Where Cleitophon failed to defend himself against Thersander’s attack.
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conclusion that the hero of the romance is a coward of the purest

water.”’
Cleitophon’s attitude to sexual relations is probably the clearest example of his unideal
character. If Cleitophon is prepared to bare his soul and tell his most intimate secrets
to a stranger, including things that he has not told his own wife,* then the reader
would have appreciated just the sort of shameless person that he is.* This solution,
however, suffers from the same problems as those outlined for 5. a): the effect of
Cleitophon’s story being delivered to a stranger instead of a friend would not have
been so much greater as to make it worth paying the price of the discrepancies
involved. In fact I would maintain that there is a good deal to be said for an argument
similar to this, but I would use it in a very different way.*
c) The third way to answer Question 5. is to claim that Cleitophon needs to be
unhappy for the novel to contain any suspense. Achilles Tatius had him talk to a
stranger so that, following Most’s theory, he could feasibly not be in the state in
which we would expect to find him at the inevitable happy end of a Greek novel. On
this solution the author, standing in for the reader, does not know what the outcome

will be.*’ In fact he may assume the worst, given Cleitophon’s apparent misery. It is,

*(1969), p.390.

“ Most notably at a dinner at which Leucippe and ber father Sostratus are present: 'Emei 0¢ xata Ty
Mehimp éyevéumy, éEfpov To mpaypa €uaurtol TPoS cwdporivny petamoidy kai obdev efevdopny (8.5.2),
and “Ev uévov napika v éuaurod dpapdtwy, Ty petd TabTe mpos MeAiTyy aidd (8.5.3).

%5 See 4.4 and 5.3 for similar facets of Cleitophon’s character brought out by, among other things,
the narrative technique of the novel.

% See below, p.133, under 2.9

7 Or at least at the time of the original conversation he did not know what the outcome would be.
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of course, only at the end that the author/reader discovers that all is well, and at the
same time he realises that Cleitophon’s unhappiness was merely a ploy to enable him
to embark on his story, in accordance with normal social conventions.

5. ¢) has the advantage over 5. a) and b) that the price paid for this suspense
could be argued to be worth it. But, as has been pointed out, Cleitophon would not
need to be brimming over with happiness if he were speaking to a friend. He could say
something neutral which would not prejudice the end of his story, but which at the
same time would not be disconsonant with it.*® Thus the discrepancies could quite
easily have been written out. Besides, any suspense gained by this device would be

soon undermined by what Cleitophon says at 1.3.2:

'Edénoev odv T@® matpl ywaikos étéoag, €€ vc adeAdn wor Kariyorm

’ ’ ~ v ’ ~ ~ ’ S
yiverar., Kai édoker wév 1 matpi ocwadar pwarhoy muds yau' ai 0€
Molpat T@v avfpwmwy kpeiTToves alAmy €Tmpowy ot yuvaika.,

If Question 5. can not be answered, then there is no Solution 5. which might save

Solution 4., and another approach is needed.

2.7 Solution 6.

This solution has been suggested by many, and is probably best stated by Hunter:
critics might be slower to castigate Achilles for failing at the end of his

novel to recur to the initial conversation if they were to reflect that

“® B.g. (in response to: "Ofov,” efrov, “apger Boédog olpavol Kkai i Kal Baragome.” 1.2.1) "You don’t

know the half of it - wait until you hear what happened to me.”
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similar neglegentia is found in Plato (cf. Symposium, Protagoras), who

was very likely Achilles’ model for this technique.*
It might be thought that in a thesis concering the influence of Plato on Achilles
Tatius’ novel, this would be the solution adopted. Unfortunately it does not answer
Questions 2., 3. and 4. Solution 6. can only be considered as subordinate to a solution
that answers these Questions. Solution 4. did, but then Question 5. was raised and

there was no satisfactory answer to it. I shall return to Solution 6. later.

2.8 Solution 7.

Fusillo’® discusses the ending of Leucippe and Cleitophon and dismisses Solutions 1.
and 2. by claiming that “such criticisms raise the wrong questions”. He then mentions
Solutions 6. and 3. ¢).”! But these solutions are not considered satisfactory. In the
search for an/the answer he adduces a fact which has not been used as evidence in the

discussion so far: the final paragraph of Leucippe and Cleitophon is extremely rapid.

*(1983), p.40. Cf. Winkler (1989), p.284, “That there is no closure of the framing narrative in
which Kleitophon’s long tale is set is more likely to be a deliberate act, for which there was
precedent in Plato’s Symposion”; Reardon (1994a), p.94, n.15, “and as has been pointed out before
now, he had the precedent of Plato’s Republic and other dialogues to justify him - the best possible
precedent for so literary an author”; and Anderson (1997), p.2284, “the possibility that ... the frame
was left open on purpose, in imitation of such a classic among Achilles’ models as Plato’s
‘Symposium’”, It is, of course, noteworthy that all these critics cite the example of Plato in
particular,

' (1997), pp.219-221.

SL«qt is common for a frame not to be repeated (e.g. Plato’s Symposium and Theocritus 13): the
introduction in this case has an authenticating function that gives the “effet de réel,” but does not

require the author to repeat at the end that he heard the story from Clitophon.
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Fusillo concludes that “This closural weakness can be adequately explained only with
reference to the thematic and structural peculiarities of the entire novel.” That is,
Achilles Tatius’ novel is an “‘ironic and ambivalent pastiche of the Greek novel,” and
“Giving such limited space to the crowning marriage does little to celebrate the chaste
and faithful couple, while breaking off the narration frees it of organic structure.”?

It seems a priori a good idea to tie the beginning/end discrepancy in with the
nature of the contents of the novel. If there is consistent play with novelistic
conventions throughout, it seems reasonable to attempt to solve the problems at issue
here with an appeal to this aspect. However, to say that “breaking off the narration

frees it of organic structure” does not solve the Questions that need to be answered,

although it does at least provide us with a starting point.

*2 And along the same lines: “The aesthetic response Achilles Tatius aims to provoke in his public is
as ambivalent as his authorial attitude toward the erotic novel,” and: “Leucippe and Clitophon’s
ending can be explained as anticlosural from the cultural and thematic point of view”. Goldhill
(1995), p.79, is not too far from this position: “the play between the generalizing, predictable models
of eros - what we all know - and the (un)expected twists and turns of the love story - the surprises of
the make-believe - is a driving narratological force in the novel as we move towards the expected
conclusion in marriage, though not the expected closure, as the novel ends unexpectedly without
returning to the frame of the scene in Sidon to explain why Cleitophon is at the temple of Astarte
telling strangers his life story.” Bartsch, (1989), p.170, sees the issue in a slighty different, although
similar, light: “it is hard to believe that he (sc. Achilles Tatius) would be so careless as to overlook as
drastic a fault as the novel’s ‘unpolished’ ending. Perhaps we should consider this an intentional
omission, a hint that we are to view the work itself as we view the (often unintegrated) descriptive
passages that it contains ... Achilles Tatius® whole work, like his descriptions, may well be

characterised as a deliberate artistic creation”.
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2.9 Solution 8.

My own solution is an amalgam of developed forms of Solutions 6. and 7. To deal
with the latter first, I would go further than Fusillo and suggest that the beginning/end
discrepancy is a deliberate device to subvert, or at least endanger, the conventions of
the ideal Greek novel.”’ This would make it one of many instances in Leucippe and
Cleitophon of what have come to be seen as playful ironisations of what a reader of a
Greek novel might expect.”® The sexual infidelity of Cleitophon is the most glaring
example, and others include the overwrought rhetoric scattered throughout™ and the
triple Scheintode of Leucippe.”

It seems to me that this debate presupposes that a reader of the sophistication

that Achilles Tatius” novel seems to require would ask Questions 1., (and therefore

53 For whether or not it is possible to talk of such conventions, see I.1. For another anti-closural
ending see Luc. VH 2.47: 1¢ 3¢ émi i v év Tais 6 BiBAois dmpymaopua.

* Cf. Bartsch (1989), p.159: “Achilles Tatius is doing ... nothing quite s0 destructive as parody; he is
playing, as always, upon the readers’ expectations - in this case, some of the expectations they may
be bringing with them from other romances.”

SE. g. 3.5.4., where Cleitophon prays to Poseidon: Ei 8¢ xai bypiwy s Bopav mémpwTal yevéabai, €ig
Muas ixfis dvatwodTw, wia Yaomp xwpmrdTw, va kai & IyBior ko) Taddpev. Although see McGill
(2000), who does not think that humour is the aim at 5.7, where Cleitophon mourns over what he
thinks is Leucippe’s decapitated body.

5 Durham (1937) still has many good points, inspite of his chronology, and Anderson (1982), ch.3,
is not slow to draw attention to possible elements of humour. See above under Solution 5. b) and 4.4
and S.3 for elements of Cleitophon’s characterisation which show Achilles Tatius portraying him in

a less than flattering light.
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Question 1. a)), 2., 3. and 4. Most himself runs through the doubts that would enter
the reader’s mind on completing the novel and draws attention to Question 4.:

Where is Leucippe when Cleitophon meets the anonymous narrator in

the temple at Sidon? Has Cleitophon lost her yet again?”’
In a note to this last sentence, Most expresses the implausibility of this possibility,
although he does not count it out:

This is of course hardly likely: but note that it is not in the least

excluded by the language of i.3.2.
Other ways of resolving this dilemma have been considered and they have all been
found wanting. The discrepancies, where they have been explicitly dealt with, have
been seen to be a problem. But a more satisfactory outcome is reached if we credit
Achilles Tatius with enough intelligence to have known what he was doing and view
the discrepancies in a positive rather than a negative light. He knew full well that his
reader would wonder why Cleitophon is in Sidon, why he is unhappy, and where
Leucippe is. The author expected his reader to entertain the doubts that the
discrepancies involve. There could be any number of ways to explain away these

doubts and to account for the initial situation, but the fact that Achilles Tatius does

7(1989), p.117.

5 Ibid., n.17. Cf. Hagg (1971a), p.234, “since the hero, Clitophon, is the one who tells the story, the
outcome is guaranteed to the reader at least in one respect - the hero survives. On the other hand,
there is absolutely nothing in the account of the initial scene (1.2) that reveals anything about the
heroine’s fate, whether she is alive and whether the two have been united in marriage.” In fact
Cleitophon says that they were married in Byzantium (xdxef Tolg TOAVEUKTOUS ETITEAETAVTES YA4LOUS
8.19.2), but this does not vitiate Higg’s point that Leucippe, or any mention of her, is entirely absent

{rom the initial conversation,
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not provide such an explanation only increases these doubts. Cleitophon may well
have lost his beloved again, something that would be unthinkable in an “ideal” Greek
novel.

The text gives added weight to this interpretation by offering two suggestions
that the temporal gap between the narrated time at the end of Cleitophon’s story and
the narrative context is quite small. The first occurs at 1.2.2:

7’ A ! ’ 8 b4 6 (e b ! A \ € ~ A} 3’ 3 \
Kai 11 mémovbas,” efmov, “@ ayalbé; kai yap opd aov ™y o ol pakpav

Ti¢ ToU Beol Tederiic.”
The god here referred to is, of course, Eros, who is leading Zeus in the painting. The
idea of initiation suggests recent exposure to him, and for Cleitophon not to be far
from being an initiate would seem to indicate that his love for Leucippe is not old.”
Visible symptoms are associated with a love as yet unrequited at 1.7.3. where
Cleitophon approaches his cousin Cleinias, announces that he too has become a slave

to love, and Cleinias:

\ b ~ b \ b ’ . ’
AVATTAC KATEGIANTE oy TO TPOTWTOY éudaivoy EpWTIKNY AypUTIVIQY® Kal,

ey ~ ¢y o~ ~ ¢ ‘ ’ »760

Epac,” elmev, “éods aAnfids: oi ddbaluoi aov Aéyouvay,

The fact that the narrator can see that Cleitophon is in love gives the impression that
he has not yet come to grips with his emotions, something which would be more

fitting for a man who has not yet even won the object of his affections than for

someone who has been married for any considerable time.

% Noted by Higg (1971a), p.126, who is otherwise careful to point out that “The interval in time

between the narrated events and the day of the narration is never specified”, ibid.

' Cf the two would-be lovers of Theoc. Id. 1.37-8: oi & im’ épwrog/ dmfla kudodiownes exmria

poxBiCovri.
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The other indication that the temporal gap between the end and the beginning
is not large, and one which might help us to determine more exactly how far
Cleitophon is from being an initiate of love, is meteorological. The last sentence of the
novel, which raises Question 2., is also relevant here.

Kai dieyvokapey év 1 Tlow mnapayepacavres émaverbetv eic o

Bulavtiov. (8.19.3)
Tyre is where Cleitophon leaves himself at the end of his narration and where he plans
to pass the winter with Leucippe. At the beginning of the novel we are given basic
details about Sidon and a description of its harbour. This has the effect of emphasising
the location of the beginning and to make it more memorable to the reader when he
reaches the end.” We then learn that the author arrived there after a severe storm:
"'Bvratfa mrwy ék moAdol yeudvog (1.1.2). It does not seem too fanciful to suggest
that the reader would associate the storm of the beginning, which otherwise has no
significance or function,® with the impending winter of the end. Of course, storms do
not always occur in winter,.but this connection is not out of the question.

If these two factors can be taken as indicating that the beginning of the novel
is temporally close to the end, Solution 8. is enhanced. For it is harder to explain,
without appealing to the subversion theory, why Cleitophon’s emotional state and

location should be as they are in the frame, if the happy ending of his narration

°! Indeed, as Most (1989), p.115, notes: “the romance’s very first word is Sy and its very last word
is Bulavriov.”

% It might be argued, and it is the case, that the storm has the function of bringing the author to
Sidon. But there are many other ways in which Achilles Tatius could have accounted for his presence

there, and that a storm is chosen would seem to have some relevance.
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occurred shortly before. Moreover, the absence of Leucippe is quite inexplicable, if
the couple have only recently married. The narrator is not allowed to resume the
frame because he would only ask the questions that the reader himself asks. If such
questions were asked in the text, they would require answers, or at least some sort of
response; by leaving them to the reader, Achilles Tatius leaves the possible answers to
him too.

It is not necessary to conclude that everything has gone wrong, that
Cleitophon has lost Leucippe and that the entire world of the Greek novel has been
turned upside down, but the possibility remains. It must also be noted that this
solution has the advantage that it makes Solution 4. irrelevant. Cleitophon is not
unhappy because he is talking to a stranger; he is unhappy because Achilles Tatius is
subverting novel conventions.” This raises Question 5. again: why did Achilles Tatius
choose a stranger for Cleitophon to narrate his adventures to instead of a friend?
Solutions S. a) and ¢)* still suffer from the problems outlined above, but Solution 5.
b), that Achilles Tatius has Cleitophon tell his story to a stranger in order to portray
him as a buffoon, is now important in its own right and will be explored further.” And

so it seems that Achilles Tatius, by having an initial frame which is at odds with the

53 If Most's theory is correct, however, it could be that Achilles Tatius chose a stranger as the
narratee rather than someone familiar to Cleitophon (Question 5.) in order to facilitate the lack of a
logical conclusion. The issue is not that there could be no way in which Achilles Tatius could resume
the frame and square the narration’s happy end with Cleitophon’s unhappiness in the frame:
Achilles Tatius knew that by having a stranger as the narratee, he would have to leave the end open
and thus leave hanging the doubts that suggest a situation which we would not expect.

% That distance and suspense respectively were thus achieved.

% In4.4 and 5.3.
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ending and by not resuming that frame at the end, has pulled off the biggest trick of

them all: a Greek novel with a non-happy non-ending.

2.10 Platonic Allusions in the Frame of Leucippe and Cleitophon

It may well be asked how this problem fits into a thesis which aims to deal with
Achilles Tatius’ use of Plato, but Plato, under Solution 6.,°® does have a large part to
play. There are several echoes of Plato in the initial scene, concentrated in the
conversation between the narrator and Cleitophon. Three of these allusions have been
spotted in passing, but their individual functions have not been properly dealt with,
and their collective effect has been neglected.

The first allusion already noticed by commentators echoes Socrates™ response
to his interlocutors, who are unwilling to let him get away with not describing what he
means by: wg apa mepl yuvaIk®y Te xai maidwy mavt dplov 6T kova Ta iAoy EoTal
(Rep. 449¢4-5). He reacts by saying: & vov Juers mapakadolvres olk igTe daov €TI0V
Adywy émeyeipete (Rep. 450a10-b1). When the anonymous narrator asks Cleitophon:
“Kai i mémobae,”(1.2.2), he replies: “Zuijvos aveyeipeis ... Méywy (Ibid.). As Hunter
puts it: “with easy virtuosity Achilles has substituted synonyms for éouov and
émeyeipete and altered the order of the words.”®” But is there a purpose behind this
allusion? Socrates’ remarks reveal his reluctance to embark on a discussion which he

knows will prove controversial and which he thinks will slow their progress (Rep.

% That Achilles Tatius did not resume the frame in imitation of other authors, especially Plato.
7 (1983), p.114, 0.99. This allusion is also spotied by Vilborg (1962), p.20. See also Hld. 2.21.5,

where Calasiris responds to Cnemon’s requests to hear what misfortunes he has suffered: ouvjrog

~ ’ s b4 b} \ A} . ~
xarldy xal Tov éx ToUTwy BopBov aTeipoy €T TEAUTOV KIVELS.
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450a7-b2). He is not sure whether what needs to be said is feasible, or whether it is
for the best (Rep. 450c6-d2). He also does not wish to make a mistake and corrupt his
friends in a matter of the gravest importance (Rep. 450d8-451b1). This is in stark
contrast with Cleitophon, who needs little encouragement to tell his tale,”® and who
seems to think nothing of burdening a total stranger with a significant part of his life
story. The reader may also be expected to recall Socrates’ subject matter and bear it
in mind when reading about Cleitophon’s adventures. Socrates’ reluctance concerned
the equality of women and the arrangements in his state for marriage and procreation
(Rep. 451b9-461e4). Cleitophon’s tale is centred around his love affair with Leucippe,
a form of sexual interaction that could not be further from the genetic and social
engineering envisaged by Socrates.

The second draws on a distinction made famous by Plato. To complete the
above quotation, Cleitophon says: “Zufvog dveryeipels ... Aoywy Ta vap éua wiblors
Zoice.” (1.2.2). This distinction between fact (Adyos) and fiction (uifos), by which
Achilles Tatius has his fictional character protest that while his story may seem like
fiction, it is actually fact, can be found in several of Plato’s dialogues.”” In order to
discover what wifoc was for Plato, Murray has discussed the relationship between
Adyoc and ubfoc and concludes that udfog has many “different functions”;”® that “It is

59, 71w

as if Plato sets a distinction between muthos and logos only to confound it”;" “that an

eschatological myth can be labelled as logos in one dialogue and muthos in another

%% He does not even pause to learn the narrator’s name!
% Pointed out by Morgan (1994), p.78, n.8, and Hunter (1983), p.114,n.99.
70(1999), p.260.

M Ibid., p.236.
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suggests that the meanings attached to these words depend to a large extent on
context.”;’* and that “If we look in Plato’s work for a consistent distinction between

muthos (myth) and logos (reason), let alone a development from one to the other, we

9573

look in vain.”"" However, what is needed for my case is that there should be frequent

occurrences in Plato of a distinction between Aéyos and wifoc, not that there should
necessarily be any consistency in them.

Perhaps the most explicit example is to be found in the Gorgias, before the
concluding myth, where Socrates prefaces what he has to say with:

"Axove &), daci, wala karol Adyou, bv av pév Ajynay wibov, Mc éyo

ofat, éyw 8¢ Aoyov* (g &by yap ovra got Aékw G wéAw Aéyewv. (Gorg.

523a1-3)™
Here we find an indication that Aoyog is to be taken as something like fact, and that, by
extension, wiflos refers to something unbelievable. We also see a denial that a
seemingly fictitious tale/myth is not true. The sentiments here are similar to those
contained in Cleitophon’s words at 1.2.2. In fact this passage of Plato is suggested
even more strongly later in book 1 of Leucippe and Cleitophon, where, as part of his
attempted seduction of Leucippe, the hero embarks on a series of descriptions of love

in the natural world, including that of palm trees. He prefaces his account with:
ITepi 8¢ T@v duTdy Aéyouat maides dodidyv: kai uifoy éreyov {av) Tov

b4 ~ L4 A} ! 75
Aoyov ehvau, €l wr) kai Taidec EAeoy vewpydy. ‘O 0€ Aayos ... (1.17.3).

72 1bid., pp.256-7.
7 Ibid., p.261.

7 Mentioned by Murray, ibid., pp.255-6.
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Again we have the protestation that something that seems fictional is in fact true.
Another occurrence of this distinction occurs in book 2 when Satyrus has to deal with
a servant called Conops in order that Cleitophon and Leucippe might enjoy a
rendezvous at night. Satyrus tries to ingratiate himself with him, but Conops, eidws To0

Zatipou Ty Téxymy (2.20.2), decides to give him a warning by means of a tale:

ery A ~ A b 24 ’ ~ 2 ’
Emeidn katauwig wov kal Tolvoua, dépe aor poboy dmo kovwmoe eimw.

(2.20.3)
The tale describes how a lion thought that it was wretched for fearing a cock until 1t
met an elephant that was in mortal danger because of a gnat, the implication being
that Satyrus should watch his step. Satyrus replies with a more rhetorically elaborate
story in which a boastful gnat teases a lion before being caught in a spider’s web. But

before he begins it, he comments:

~ b4 ({2 ] \ ! A ’ €
"' Akovaoy kauolU Tiva Adyov,” eimey, “amo kwvwmos kai Aéovrog, ov
b ! ’ ~ ’ ’ a' ~ ’6 A ’Al b 14
akMKod Tves TV dhoadodwy: xapilopar 0é doi ol wilou Tov éAédavra.

(2.21.5)
Satyrus seems to be using the distinction between Aoyos and wbbos deliberately, as 1if to
suggest that his story is truer and that its contents are more relevant.”

In addition to the passages discussed by Murray,”” a distinction between Asyog

and wifoc can be found in several other places in Plato, and it is worth noting some of

75 The irony of equating maides ooddy with maides ... yewpy@v might be intended to undermine the
truth claim here, but that does not invalidate the distinction. Vilborg (1962), p.35, observes that
“Achilles Tatius has possibly got the distinction from Plato (cf. Tim. 26E).”

76 The fact that he heard it from a philosopher might even point to the origin of this distinction in

Plato.
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them here in order to help demonstrate just how prevalent this opposition is in the
Platonic corpus. In the Phaedo Socrates has a dream which says: " Zwkparec ...
pouaikny moier kai épyalov.” (Phd. 60e6-7). His response to this is to write momjuaTa
(Phd. 61bl). After writing in honour of the god whose festival is preventing his
execution, he soon realises that he is not suited for it:

weta 0¢ Tov Bedv, éwonjoas ot Tov oY Oéol, eimep wéMhor moryTig

elvat, moi€iv wiovs aAN" ob Aéyous (Phd. 61b3-5).
Being no wufoAoyixoc, he decided to versify mpoxeipous ... wibous, and they were Todg
Aigwmov (Phd. 61b5-7). Thus pifovc here are fictional, in contrast with his praise of
the god, which must correspond to the Adyoug referred to at Phd. 61b5.

The opposition of Adyos and wifoc abounds in the Timaeus. In addition to the
passage discussed by Murray,”® another example occurs before Timaeus embarks on
his account of the origin of the universe and everything in it. It is worth quoting in

full:

~ ’ b ] ~ ’ ke
@0¢ oly Tepi Te eikivos kai mepi Tob mapadelyuaToc alTic diopioTéoy, i
2" \ ’ * ! b ) ’ ’ !’ b ~ \ ~ »" R
apa Toug Aoyous, @ymép g éEmynral, TolTwy alTOV kai Tuyyevers ovTac
~ \ It ’ \ ’ A \ ~ ~ ’ \
ToU pev oly woviuou kai PBeBaiov kai pera vol katadavels povipous kai
[ ’ ’ ' Py
aueTamTETOoUS - Kall' Gooy 0idy Te kai averéykToic mpoomker Adyois elva
7 ~ !’ A} 1 ~ A A ’ ~
Kal GVIknTolS, TouTou Ol umdey éMAeimery - Touc 0€ Tol Tpoc wev ékelvo
’ ’ " A b ’ b ’ ’ AY Al b I 14 N e’
ameikaalévroc, ovToc O€ eikovoc eikoTas Gva Aoyov Te EKEIVWY OVTAS* OTITTED
~ ’ ) ’ ) o 5 ’
Tpo¢ yéveaty olaia, ToUTo Tpoc mioTiv aAnfeia. éav olv, @ ZwkpaTes,
~ -~ A ~ ~ A} ’ AY \ \
moAa oMY Tépr, Beddv kai T ToU MavTos yevégews, wm OuvaTol

~ 14 ’ A
viyvoueha mavTy mavTws altovs éauTols opwoloyouwevous Adyous Kai

7 Including, where the distinction is explicit: Rep. 377ff.; Prot. 320c and 324d; Gorg. 523a; and

Tim. 26c-e.

™ Tim. 26¢-¢, (1999), p.260.
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2 18 ’ b N~ \ 6 ’ . 1}\}\! LY b4 A 1 ke
amkpiBwpévovs amodolvar, um Bavpacys aA\’ éav dpa umdevoc Hrrov
napexwpela eikotas, ayandy xom, weuvnévous s 6 Aéywy éyw Upelc Te

oi kpital ¢lo avlpwmivmy exowev, (HoTe mepi ToUTwY TV €elkoTa wibov

amodexouevous mpémet TouTou umley éti méoa {yreiv, (Tim. 29b3-d3)

Thus Aoyous noOt éautols ouoAoyoupévous Or ammroiBwwévous but eikotac are Tov
eikora uifov. We find similar sentiments later in Timaeus’ speech:

sl AN ~ ’ ’ \ ’ ’ ’ ~
TaM\a 0€ TV ToioUTwy oUdey Toikilov €Tt diatoyigadBas ™y TV eikoTwy

’ 3 ’ b ’ (4 L{4 k] 7 1 \ \ -~
uobwy wetadiwrovta I0eay: My 0Tay TIC AVATaAlTEWS €VEKA TOUS TIEPI TV
k4 b A} ’ ’ \ ’/ ’ ! b ’
ovtwy ael kaTtabéuevos Aoyoug, Tols yevéoews Tépr diallewuevos eikoTag
b 4 ¢ \ ~ ’ ”" 9 ~ ’ \ A} ’
apeTapueAyToy Mdovay KTATAL, WéTploy av év T Piw maidiav kai dpovipwoy

mrotorto. (Tim. 59¢5-d2)
where Adyous that are eixétas are equated with TGV eikoTwy wiBev.”

The Politicus is also important in establishing the antithesis between Adyog and
1000c. During the attempt to define the statesman, the Visitor realises that he and the
young Socrates will have to remove: Tovg TlepIKEXUUEVOUS AUTQ Kal Ti TUYVOUTS AUTE)

avtimatouwévoue (Plt. 268¢8-9) and says that:

~ 4 t ~ ’ b A} ! y \ ~ 7’
Tolto Tolvwy, @ Swkoates, Muiv ToimTéoy, € wn weAowey €m TH TEAE

xaTaioyoval Tov Adyov. (Plt. 268d2-3)
He says that they: 0ef kaf étépav adoy nopevbiuai Tva (Plt. 268d5-6), which he defines
as:

Sxedov madiay éYKEpATAUEVOVST TUXVD vap wépet Oer weyarou wibou

nooaxproadcbar (Plt. 268d8-9).

At the end of the w0fos he links it back to the Aoyog:

Y] ) S Iy ~ T on
7 The phrase is also encountered at Tim. 68¢7-d2: 7d 9% dAa amo TovTwy axedov dAa als av

ddopotolpeva peiteay dao@lor Tov eikoTa fov. Note 100 7 uubp at Tim. 69bl.
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Kai To weéy 0 ol wibou TéNog ExéTw, yomauoy 0¢ almoy momaowela mpoc
Al \ ~ (13 t I4 b ’ \ ’ \ \
TO KATIOEI 000V MuapTopey amodmyauevor Tov Bacidikdy Te kal moNTikdy
év TQ mpoafle Adyq. (Pt 274d8-e3)
and the relationship is commented on again:

6 Al b4 b ’ ~ ’ 14 ~ ’ 4 ’
aupaTToy oyKov apajevol ToU wibou, weilovt Tob déovrog fvayxdobnuey
b ~ 14 ’ 0_6 . 3 \ ’ A} bl 7 ’ \
aUTOV epel mpoaxpmaactar 010 pakpotépay Ty dmdderbiy memomikauey kal
7 ~ 4 ’ b b4 ’ ~ ~ ’
TavTws T@ wublp Tédog olk émébeuwey, G’ aTeVg 6 Aoyos MUy Hamep
~ A} 3 6 \ 7 ” L4 ~ " A} AL ) ~
Cpov v éwley wév mepiyoadiy Eoixey IKav@s exety, ™ 0¢ olov Toig
! Ay ~ ! ~ ’ , ’ s I !
dapuakois kal T Tuykpdoe TRV xpwudTwy évapyelay olk ameiAndéva

nw. (Plt. 277b4-c3)

Quite what Achilles Tatius uses this distinction for at 1.2.2 has not been
discussed to my knowledge, but it should first be stressed that the wibBoc/Aoyoc
opposition is not, of course, exclusive to Plato. And its use is not unparalleled in other
second sophistic writers. See, for instance, Longus at D. & C. 2.7.1: mdwu étépdbnoay
wamep wiloy b Adyov drolovree,®® and Dio 1.49:

~ ~ ~ A} L4 \ Al € ~ 14

el 0 apa wifov ééats Tiva akobom, udMhoy dé iepdy kai Syif Adyov

’ I ’ AY b ” 14 ’ ~ 2
axmuatt wullou Aeyouevov, Tuxoy olk dromoc aoi davioeTtal, vov Te Kal

’? ” A b ’

votepov évfupwoupévy kata aautoy, 6y éyw@ mote Trovoa ywaikos HAeiac
”" ’ L4 A} € ’ 14
M ' Apkadias vmép ‘HpakAéove dimyoupméne.

While it would be hard to argue that the occurrence in Daphnis and Chloe owed a
great deal to Plato, the likelihood that Dio is drawing on the distinction as used in
Plato is increased by Trapp’s arguments that Dio alludes to the setting of the
Phaedrus, that the priestess who Dio claims told him the story is reminiscent of the

Diotima of the Symposium and that Plato is never too far from the surface of much of

* With Hunter (1983), p. 47ff. with nn., and Morgan (1994), especially p.76 with n.8.
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the rest of the Oration.® The distinction in Leucippe and Cleitophon is first used in a
context which is heavily laden with Platonic references, and these should have the
same corroborative effect as the allusions in Dio 1.

As for the use that Achilles Tatius makes of the opposition between wibos and
Adyos, I have already mentioned the fact that in protesting his story’s truth by making
the disclaimer that it is like fiction, Cleitophon only emphasises its fictionality. The
narrator’s reactions:

’ ¢ ~ ~ ’
M1 kartoxvians, & BéhTiote,” Edmy, “mods Tol Mioc kai To0 “Epwrog

avToU, TalTy waAdey e, e kai wiborc €oixe.” (1.2.2), and:

tres

s 3 €’ ~ -~ ! 9 ’ / a\ ¢ ~ ’
Qpa go1,” €dmy, “Tis TdY Adywv dkpoadews: mavTwe dé 6 Totobroc TomToS

MmoUs kai wibwv akiog éowrikdy.” (1.2.3)
complicate the issue, for it is not clear how he is going to take Cleitophon’s story. Is
he accepting that it will be factual, but rather tall, or is he patronising the young man
and willing to listen to a nice tale, regardless of its truth content? It is not the case
here, as it is frequently not elsewhere, that Achilles Tatius is making a simple allusion.
He does use the utfoc/Aéyoc distinction, but he muddies the water.*” He is describing a
fictional story which a fictional character claims is true, but which is like fiction, while
trying to make it realistic. Where the truth lies is thus distorted by Achilles Tatius as

he takes the reader away from the cosy opposition between fact and fiction.

*1(1990), pp.141-5. See also Trapp (2000), p.229.

¥ Much as Plato does.
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The third allusion, or set of allusions, to Plato in the opening conversation of

the novel that has been noticed before®™ is contained in the surroundings in which the
narration takes place:

Ay ~ A} ’ ~ 4 b A} AT ) !’ 3’ »” ’
Kai taita Om Aéywy 0ebiolual Te alroy kal émi Tivog aldoue dyw Yeitovo,
2" ’ A ? ’ 0} \ 1 ’
&vfa mAaTaver uev émedixkecay moAAal kai mukval, mapéppel O0€ UOwWp
’ \ ’ » ) T ’ " ’ Y] ’ Ly
Yuxpoy Te kal d1auvyég, oiov amo yiovog apti Avbeions éoxetal. Kalicas olv

alToy émi Tivog Bwkou xapailnAou kai avtos mapakabioauevos (1.2.3).
The plane trees (mAaTavor uév émedikeray moAhai kai nukvai) remind the reader of the
setting of the Phaedrus:**

(Socrates) Ilpoaye 0, rai oxomei aua omou kabilnaouela.

(Phaedrus) ‘Opac olv éxeivmy Ty WmAotamyy mAatavoy;

(Socrates)  Tiumy;

(Phaedrus) ~Exel axia 1’ ¢oTiv kal mvelpa wetpiov, kai moa kabileafar

av Bovhoueba karakiwiyar. (Phdr. 229a7-b2);

(Socrates) 5 Te yap mAdtavos alry pad’ audiradrs Te kai vYmAm

(Phdr. 230b2-3);

(Socrates)  omo g mAatavev (Phdr. 230b6);

and from further on:

& By Trapp (1990), p.171, O’ Sullivan (1978), p.326, n.61, Garnaud (1991), p.5, Plepelits (199 6),
p.400, and Vilborg (1962), p.21, to name but a few instances of recognition. However, none of them
gives details of the allusions or attempts to discern their function.

% Almost inevitably, given the popularity of this passage in the second sophistic, which is amply

demonstrated by Trapp’s (1990) list of second century allusions to iton p.171.
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(Phaedrus) ouvuwl yae oot - Tiva wévtor, Tiva Bedwv; 4 Bothe ™y
mAaTavoy Tavti; - ... (Phdr. 236d10-e1).
The cool, clear stream (mapéoper d¢ Udwp Yuypdy Te kai diauyés, olov 4mo yiovos doTi
Avbeiame €pxerar) echoes:

(Socrates) xaelevra yoly xkai xaflapa kai Madavi Ta Watia daiveras

(Phdr. 229b7-8); and:

(Socrates) 1 Te al m™ym xapieaTa™y imo The mAaTtdvou pel wada Yuypod

voaTog, MaTe ye T modi Tekunpadiar. (Phdr. 230b5-7)%
And finally the idea of sitting down (Kafigas olv alrov éni Tivec Bwxov yapailnlov kai
alros maparabicauevos) is repeatedly mentioned:
(Phaedrus) @AAa moU O BovAer kabilopevor dvayvapey;

(Socrates) Aebp” éktpamopevor kara tov "Tigov iwpey, eita Gmou dv déky

év mouyia kabilnyaoueba. (Phdr. 228e4-229a2);

(Socrates) Ilpoaye 0, kai oxomer apa omou kabilmooueba. (Phdr.

229a7); and:

b ~ ’ ’ b A} Ay ~ ’ \ ’ ’ ”"
abileaBa
(Phaedrus) Exel okia T éaTiv kal mvelpa pwétpiov, kai moa kabil n

&v Bovhdweda katakhvivar. (Phdr. 229b1-2).%°

% That the stream will be cool is also suggested by: p@aTov ol muiv xatd To vdaTiov Beexourt Toug
médag ibvar, kai obx amdéc, EAwe Te kai Tvde My (pav Tob éTous Te kai TiE Nuépag. (P hdr. 229a4-6)
% Socrates actually lies down: mavrwy 0¢ xoudraTor T ThG oS, OTI €V NPEA TPOTAVTEL IKAVT) médune

~ N ~ ’ oy
KaTakAért Ty xedalty mayxaiws Exev. (Phdr. 230c3-5); and: viv & obv ev T@) mapovTi delo
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The function of this nexus of allusions to the setting of the Phaedrus has the effect of
locating the main narration of Leucippe and Cleitophon in the literary world of that
dialogue.?” On encountering such a scene the reader would expect the rest of the text
to engage with the contents of the Phaedrus, or at least to share certain subject
matters with it, and that this will be the case is suggested by the narrator’s invitation
to Cleitophon for him to begin his tale: ““Qpa go1,” édny, “Tic TGOV Adywv akpodcews:
TavTws O¢ 0 TotobTog Tomos MoUs kal wibwy afioc épwmik@y.” (1.2.3). The reader familiar
with the Phaedrus would have recognised this as confirming his expectations. The
same reader might also have compared the participants in the respective dialogues,
and the last mention of the plane tree®® may have reminded him of the circumstances
in which it was made: Phaedrus is trying to make a seemingly reluctant Socrates speak
in reply to Lysias’ speech. The contrast with Cleitophon’s token resistance is obvious
enough, as is the comparison between the narrator’s enthusiasm for the spot in which
they find themselves, and Socrates’ attitude that he is only in such a pleasant setting
because he wants to hear Phaedrus recite Lysias’ speech and that he would rather be
in the town.*’
The narrator’s invitation (““Qea co,” édn, “Ths TV Adywy GKpoaTEWS

TvTwe d¢ 6 TotoiTog Témog MOV kai wiblwy dkiog épwTikédv.” 1.2.3) is also an alluston to

ddindpevoc &y pév wor doxd xatareirerdar (Phdr. 230e2-3). This does not annul the allusion, though,
for the idea of sitting down is firmly planted in the reader’s mind.

¥ See ch.5. for the use of the Phaedran scene by other authors and for further use of it by Achilles
Tatius.

* Phdr. 236d10-el.

8 Phdr. 230d2-c4.



149
Phaedrus’ remarks in the eponymous dialogue where he describes what he and Lysias

had been spending their time on:

Kai uny, & Zwrpates, mpoarkovaa vé aor ) dkor* 6 vép Toi Aoyog v, mepi

ov SietpiBopey, ok ofd” SyTiva Todmoy dpwrikds. (Phdr. 227¢3-5 )
The idea of hearing is picked up by the narrator’s words (%) akoe - ¢ Tow Aoywy
akpoacews), as is the erotic nature of what is said (Adyoc ... épwrikde - wibowy .
éowmik@y) and the suitability of the material, although this is transferred from the
Socrates of the Phaedrus to a setting that strongly evokes that of the Phaedrus (Kai
uNY, @ ZWKpaTes, TPoTHKOUTA Yé Tol 1) Ko - TAVTwWS O¢ O TolobToc Tomog MV Kai
wibwv dEioc éowrikdw).”’

That a Aoyos ... épwmikog would be appropriate for Socrates to hear leads on to
another suggestion that Plato is prominent in the background of the opening scene,

and by extension in the whole novel.”

At 1.2.1, just after the description of the
painting of the abduction of Europa and before the introduction of Cleitophon, the

narrator explains which part of it he concentrated on and why:

~ ~ t/ AY " b A
‘Eyo 0¢ kal Ta aMa wev émquovy Tis yeadis, aTe 0€ @V €pwWTIKOS
£ b14 AY 2 Al ~ b
TeptepyoTepoy €BAemoy Tov ayovta Tov Boly Epwra ...

.. . . . 92 .
He concentrates on the god Eros, because he is interested in erotic things.” This, I
believe, is intended to evoke the character of Socrates, and goes hand in hand with the

other allusions in the opening conversation. As well as the above quotation from the

%0 ravrwe O ¢ Torolroc Témog V¢ might also be intended to recall: To elmovy Tl TOTOU (0 AYATVTOY
kai odpodpa NOU (Phdr. 230c1-2).

°! Unlike the previous three allusions, this potential reference has not been noticed.

2 Gaselee’s translation: “a lover myself” (1969), p.9, does not convey the correct meaning;

Winkler’s “for I have long been fascinated by passion” (1989), p.177, does.
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Phaedrus, a number of passages give the impression that Socrates “was interested in

erotic things”; indeed, on occasions they are all he claims to know about,

While indulging in a display of characteristic irony, Socrates at Theages
128b2-6 claims that it is not worth secking his education rather than that of the
sophists, because:

Kal Aéyw Onmou dei 0Tt éy® Tuyxave e €mos eimely 0ldéy émaTauevos

TANY ve apikpol Tives wabiuatos, TGV pwTik@®y. TobTO wévtor To pabyua

7 e ~ ~ \ B ~
Tap  ovTivoly moioluar Oevog elvar kai T@v mpoyeyoveTwy dbpamwy Kal

TV YoV,

It is to the Symposium, however, that we must turn for the best examples. In response

to Eryximachus’ proposal for a topic to discuss it is reported that Socrates said:
Oudeis o1, & 'Epvéiuaye, davar tov Swrpdty, évavtia ymdieitar. oire
Yap av mou éyw amodmaanu, O 00déy Pt &M émicraclar % T4 dpwTikd
. (Symp. 177d6-8)

After Aristophanes’ speech Eryximachus said that:

[ ’ ~ - \ [ ’
kai € Wy auwndn Twkeater Te kai  Ayabwvi devois olat mepl Ta épwTIKG,

TTG’;VU &:V G’(bOBOlj[J/Y)V M’T‘) &TfOp’YjG'(UG‘l )\0,’}’(1)1/ 81& TO‘ 7'1'0}\}\6‘1; Ka;l‘ *n'a,m'oaa,n'c‘z,
elpnjafar (Symp. 193e4-7).
When it came to Socrates’ turn he made great play of his ignorance, and his statement
is tinged by his subsequent sarcastic realisation that he did not know how to praise

things (as if one should tell the truth!):
Kal évevomoa TOTE Gpa KATAYEAQRTTOS OV, MVIKL UWlV WoAGYowy € TQ
wéoer weld udy éykomacerbar tov "Bpwra kai édmy ebvar dewos Ta
éowTig, oldév €idwe dpa Tol mpdypaTos, O €0l éykwuialery oTioly.

(Symp. 198¢5-d3)

And after his account of the instruction Diotima gave him, Socrates said:
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Tatta 0%, & Qaidpe e kai oi &A1, Ed wev Diotipa, mémeiapar & éyay-
menelauévos O€ Teipdual kal Tovg EAous melflery ST TotTou Tof KT TOS
T avbpwmreig dloer quvepyoy dueivw "Bpwrog ol dv Tic padiwg AaBoi. dio
O Eywyé dmui xpfvar mava dvdea Tov "Bewra Tinay, kai atrog TG Ta
b Al \ ’ 14 ~ \ ~ 214 ’ \ ~
€PWTIKA Kai d1adepoyvTws AaK®, Kail Tole aMois mapakedebopat, kai viv Te
A Ny ! A} 4 A | ’ ~ 3 7 ¢ r ’
Kkal ael eykwmialo ™y dhvauwy kal dvdpeiay To0 Epwros kal’ 6aov ofoc T
.y 3
eiwi. (Symp. 212b1-8)°
Socrates’ interest in épwtika did not go unnoticed by other second sophistic
writers. In his attack on “Platonic love” at Ps.-Luc. Am. 54 Theomnestus casts doubt
on 1ts possibility and its worth:

’ \ e A\ ’ b Ay € A I Al ’
peTewpodéoyar 0¢ kai 6ao1 ™y $ihocodiac ooty UTep alTous kpoTadoug
~ ’ A} b ~ ’
UTrepmpKATIY, TEUVDY SvoudTwy Ko elpaTty Toug auabers Topwavétwoay:
1 ’ Ve ’ s BN
épwTIKOS Yap Ty, €imep TIS, Kai 6 SwrpdTng, Kal Smo wiay AXkiBiadne

avt® yhavida khifleis obk amAnE avéar.

Less explicit, although still clearly referring to Socrates, is the characterisation of the
life of the Platonic philosopher at Lucian Vit.Auct. 15:

(Buyer) Eime woi, Ti wariora eidwe Tuyxaverc;

(Platonic Philosopher) Iadepaats eiur kai dodos Ta épwrika.
While in the first of these passages épwrikos is used directly, although rather
scurrilously, of Socrates, and in the second Lucian obviously has Socrates in mind,
Achilles Tatius is not describing Socrates, and the erotic nature of the narrator would
not be very likely to remind the reader of Socrates by itself. But the compounded

reminiscences detailed above amount to the inescapable impression that Achilles

' Cf. Xen. Mem. 2.6.28 where Socrates says to Critobulus, who is keen to know how one knows who
~ 3 -~ ’ Y Ny
to be friends wilh: iowe & av 71 oor kayw ouAAaBely eic ™ TOY KaAdy Te kayalov frpay €xoyrt dia 7o

EpWTIKOS €lvat.
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Tatius is using a great deal of Plato, and in this context I would argue that an allusion
to Socrates is intended in the interest of the narrator in épwrixd. The contrast between
the nature of these épwTika, the power of sexual love as represented in the painting,
and those that interested Socrates, the metaphysical usefulness of beauty as the first
step to discerning the Forms (outlined in Diotima’s speech in the Symposium), reflects
the difference between the respective contents of this dialogue and the Platonic
dialogues: Achilles Tatius is interested in a love affair, Plato in the metaphysical
nature of absolute reality. And the desire of Socrates to hear Lysias’ speech, whose
erotic nature Phaedrus thinks will suit him, is recalled in the narrator’s enthusiasm for
hearing Cleitophon’s tale of love.

Another link between Plato and the opening (and the rest) of Leucippe and
Cleitophon is the name of the hero itself. I have already argued that various names
deployed by Achilles Tatius are inspired by Platonic characters, and Cleitophon, I
would suggest, is another of these.”* However, it is not in his character that the
reference resides, nor in any words he utters nor those used to describe him. Rather it
is the form of the novel that led Achilles Tatius to adopt this name for his hero.

Cleitophon in Plato is a relatively minor character. He is the sole interlocutor
in the eponymous dialogue, is mentioned as being present at the discussion described
in the Republic,95 and takes a brief part in that discussion.’® The latter two are only
incidentally relevant, for it is the relationship between the Cleitophon and the

Republic that is important here. According to Slings the Cleitophon was written after

" For the statistical data and their implications, see 1.9.1.
5 cateddBouev ... kai Kherroddvra ov ' Apiarwvipov (Rep. 328b5-8).

% Rep. 340a3-b8.
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the Republic and was intended by Plato to remind the reader of it.”’ The former seems
secure, but the latter less so. A later work can be meant to be read before an earlier
one. Even if each dialogue was published on completion (ignoring the possibility that
Republic 1 was published separately as Thrasymachus vel sim.), a later work can still
be intended to precede an earlier one, and those readers for whom it is too late could
exercise their imagination and read the dialogues “the wrong way around”. At any
rate, the matter is of no consequence, as Plato’s intentions are not necessarily relevant
to the order in which his works were read in the second sophistic. The order seems to

have been various, as far as we can tell from D. L. 3.62:

" N € ’ ¢ ’ y A ~ ’ € ’ y Al
apxovtal 0¢ oi wéy, ®s mpoelpnTat, amo T IloMiteiag: of 0 amo

73 \

"AAkiBiadouv ToU weilovoct oi & amo Oeayous: évior 0é Bibludpovos: aror

Kherroddvros: Tivee Tipaiov oi &' dmo Daidpout Etepor Oearrntou: moAAai

0¢ (ar’) 'Amolovyiac ™y apxmy motolyTad.
But at the time Diogenes Laertius was writing it seems that the dominant order was
that recommended by Thrasyllus, in which the eighth tetralogy was headed by the
Cleitophon (g oydoms syerrar Kherrodov 3.60) with the Republic second. Thus
whoever made this arrangement thought that the Cleitophon should precede the
Republic. It is not difficult to infer the general reasons for this. Cleitophon consists of
a conversation between Socrates and Cleitophon and is framed by two mentions of
Thrasymachus, at Cleit. 406a3 and Cleit. 410c7. The first book of the Republic
mainly comprises an argument between Socrates and Thrasymachus, with an
intervention from Cleitophon at Rep. 340a3-b8. In the former Cleitophon wants to

know what comes after the protreptic at which Socrates is s good: he wants to know

what dikaioatyn is. The latter is ostensibly entirely concerned with this question. It 1s

7 (1999).
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as if the arranger of the dialogues saw the Republic as demonstrating that
Thrasymachus, towards whom Cleitophon in the eponymous dialogue is leaning for
SOme concrete answers, is not the man to help him. Socrates has the answers he is
looking for, and they are brought out in the rest of the dialogue in exploration of the
nature of justice. Thus, as far as we can infer from the order of the dialogues handed
down to us, the Cleitophon seems to have been read as a preliminary to the Republic.
An interesting piece of evidence is to be found at Hippolytus Haer. 1.19.21, where he
quotes Cleitophon 407d4-8 with the words Aékic ToiTou éudaveataty éotiv & T
IToAiteiar. One could take this as meaning that the Cleitophon was read as part of the
Republic, but Slings prefers to see it another way:

It is an interesting slip, best explained if we think of a complete Plato

which contained both Clitophon and Republic (or part of it). In other

words, Hippolytus or his source consulted an edition of Plato in which

the dialogues were grouped in tetralogical order.”®
The former approach cements the connection between the two dialogues; the latter
admits that their grouping linked them inextricably.

The similarities of the link between the Cleitophon and the Republic on the
one hand, and the relationship of the initial conversation and the rest of Leucippe and
Cleitophon on the other, are twofold. Firstly, the latter contains an introductory
conversation between Cleitophon and a figure whose erotic interests may recall the
Platonic Socrates. The Cleitophon, which seems to have been read as an introductory
conversation to the Republic, consists of a dialogue between Socrates and

Cleitophon. Secondly, the Cleitophon anticipates the discussion recounted in the

¥(1999), p.23, n.37.
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Republic by asking the questions that it aims to answer. The initial scene of Leucippe
and Cleitophon, with its description of a painting of the abduction of Europa by Zeus
in the form of a bull, and with the conversation, which draws attention to the power
of Love and in which the anonymous narrator asks to hear Cleitophon’s story, fulfils a
similar function. The former foreshadows the erotic theme of the novel, and the latter
explicitly draws attention to the erotic nature of the narration to follow. Achilles
Tatius, however, has switched the interlocutors around. In the Cleitophon 1t is
Cleitophon who asks the questions and in the Republic it is Socrates who provides the
answers, whereas in Leucippe and Cleitophon the anonymous narrator (Socrates)
asks the questions that Cleitophon’s narration answers. Achilles Tatius, therefore,
named his hero Cleitophon in order to suggest similarities between the relationships of
the Cleitophon and the Republic on the one hand and of the initial conversation of his

novel and the narration that fills the rest of it on the other.”®

2.11 Leucippe and Cleitophon: A Quasi-Platonic Dialogue-Novel

These five reminiscences of Plato each have their own function.'® Collectively they
create a strong impression in a short amount of text, but as yet they can not be
brought to bear on the question of the beginning/end discrepancy. The next step is to
claim that this wealth of allusion, and the allusions of various forms throughout the

novel,'” suggest to the reader that he is reading a quasi-Platonic dialogue-novel. How

» See Trapp (2000), p.234, where he argues that Dio Or. 13 is based on Plato’s Cleitophon.

1% That is the swarm of stories, the p88ac/Adyos distinction, the setting, the interest in erotica and the

name Cleitophon.

1V See chs. 1., 3., 4., and 5. passin.
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can this help with our problem? If a reader of a Platonic dialogue did not think it
amiss when a frame was not resumed (Solution 6.), then Achilles Tatius may have
utilised his Platonic references, which still retain their individual functions, to make
the reader think that he was reading a work that would bear narrative similarities to a
Platonic dialogue. This proposition calls for an analysis, albeit rather rough, of Plato’s
narrative technique in his dialogues and for a comparison of this with that of Leucippe
and Cleitophon.

Achilles Tatius’ novel has two frames: the narrative frame of the story told by
the anonymous narrator, and the dramatic frame of the conversation between the
narrator and Cleitophon. Neither of these is resumed. Of the works of Plato, including
the spuria,'” most are wholly dramatic, and so are irrelevant to this enquiry.'” Those
that are largely narrative are the Phaedo, Theaetetus, Parmenides, Symposium,
Amatores, Charmides, Lysis, Euthydemus, Protagoras, Republic, Demodocus 11-1V,
Eryxias and Axiochus. There are two broad categories: those that are strictly
narrative, with the narrator addressing an unknown addressee/the reader, and those
whose frame is dramatic, but whose bulk consists of a narration of past events. Both
thus contain elements found in Leucippe and Cleitophon.

I shall deal with the latter category first, examining each dialogue briefly.

"2 Whether or not the spuria really are spurious, and whether those dialogues whose authorship is
disputed are spurious, does not matter. What matters is whether they were considered spurious in
Achilles Tatius’ time. If they were not, their narrative technique counts as evidence of what Achilles
Tatius thought Plato’s narrative technique was; if they were, their narrative technique was
presumably meant to reflect that of Plato and so is worth considering.

193 The Epistles are neither dramatic nor can they easily be analysed in narrative terms.
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1. The Phaedo consists of a framing conversation between Echecrates and Phaedo

which is resumed at three points.'®

The bulk of the dialogue is taken up with
Phaedo’s account of the final conversation and death of Socrates.
2. The Euthydemus is similar, with the framing conversation between Crito and

. 0
Socrates resumed twice,’' 5

although at various points in his narration Socrates
addresses Crito by name without reply.

3. The Protagoras has a framing conversation between Socrates and an anonymous
friend which is not resumed. The rest of the dialogue contains Socrates’ account of
the conversations that took place when he and Hippocrates went to Callias’ house to
see Protagoras.

4. The Symposium is similar to the Protagoras in that it begins with a framing
conversation between Apollodorus and an anonymous friend. The situation is
complicated, however, because Apollodorus tells his friend that he has recently told
Glaucon what he wishes to hear, and then he tells his friend too. He had heard it from
Aristodemus. Thus the frame is doubled: Apollodorus tells a friend what Aristodemus
told him. The second frame is repeatedly referred to directly, or by use of oratio
obliqua. The first frame is not resumed.

5. The last of this category is the Theaetetus. This dialogue is unique, for instead of
being dramatic/narrative like the other four in this category, it is dramatic/dramatic. It
begins with a framing conversation, which is not resumed, between Euclides and

Terpsion. Euclides then gets a slave to read his rendering of a dialogue between

' Phd. 88¢8-89a10; Phd. 102a4-11; and Phd. 118a15-17 (the end).

195 Euthd. 290e1-293b1: and Euthd. 304c6-307c4 (the end).
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Socrates, Theaetetus and Theodorus. His rendering of it is dramatic.'® The Sophist
and Politicus are sequels to this dialogue, and in neither of them is the framing
conversation resumed.

The second category contains those dialogues that are strictly narrative.

1. In the Amatores, Charmides, Lysis and Demodocus 1I-IV the frame is resumed
throughout when the narrator recounts events rather than reporting what was said.

2. In the Republic and Eryxias the frame is resumed throughout, although not at the

end.
3. In the Axiochus the narrative frame is resumed once.'?’
4. The remaining dialogue, the Parmenides, is particularly interesting. Cephalus tells
the unknown addressee/the reader of a conversation he had with Glaucon and
Adeimantus in which they decided to go to Antiphon to hear him recount the
conversation between Socrates, Parmenides and Zeno that Pythodorus had told him.
The primary frame is not resumed; the tertiary frame is resumed at 130a3-§ and
136d4; and the secondary frame is resumed at 136e5-8. Thereafter none of the frames
1s resumed.

This analysis, although brief, serves to show that a framing structure is a
common feature of the narrative Platonic dialogue, and that several of them contain

no resumption of this frame. This feature is used by other second sophistic authors in

108 éypalaumy O &) obrwai Tov Adyov, ok éuol Twrpdy dnpyolpevoy g dipyeiro, aAAa dradeyopevoy oig

~ 7 "~ A ~ ’ [ - b ”~ ~ A) ’
Edm diadexbiva. édm dé T( Te vewéton Oeodwpw Kkai T Oearmry. va ol ev T youdy ) Tapéxorey
~ ’ A e ~ < ’ ’ e . ’ T t . vy Ay £ 14 1 "
npayaTe ai wetald 1oy Adywy dmpyroels mepi alrol Te omoTe Aéyor 0 ZwKpaTg, oioy Kal €yw édny’ M
T ~ e’ T ’ ¥ LA y € ’ k14 ’ e . e '7 \‘
“kai éy elmov,” 4 al mepl ol dmoxpvoévou G “ouvédm” M “olx wpoléyer,” TouTwy eveka wsg auToy

alroic daAeyopevoy Eypata, é§edav Ta Torabra. (Tht. 143b5-¢6)

7 Ax. 364d1-365a5.
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dialogues in which they are striving for a partly Platonic effect. Plutarch’s Amatorius
begins with a conversation between Flavian and Autobolus, Plutarch’s son, in which
Flavian has already asked the latter to recount a conversation in which his father took
part. Before long this is what he does, and the opening frame is not resumed. The
Amatorius contains much that is Platonic,'® and it is reasonable to think that this
framing technique is also indebted to Plato. Lucian’s Symposium likewise owes much
to Plato, largely by way of parody, and it too has a similar framing dialogue.'®” Philo
asks an ostensibly reluctant Lycinus to tell him what happened over dinner at
Aristaenetus’ house the night before, and Lycinus eventually obliges. This frame is
resumed four times, at 10, where Philo comments on the guests, at 21, where Philo
anticipates the contents of Hetoemocles’ letter, at 38, where Lycinus asks Philo to
remember what he has told him, and Philo says he will, and at the end, where Lycinus
addresses Philo directly. Lucian has used the Platonic technique of a dialogue within a
dialogue. This is also used by Ps.-Lucian in his Amores.!'® Theomnestus turns around
Lycinus’ request for more fales and asks him to say which are better, those who love
women or those who love boys. Lycinus replies by recounting a conversation he had

with Charicles and Callicratidas. At the end Lycinus asks Theomnestus for his verdict,

198 See Trapp (1990), pp.157-61.
199 Gee Branham (1989), pp.104-20, on Lucian’s Symposium, especially p.105, where he says that 1t
is “formally identical to Plato’s Euthydemus”, and pp.237-8, n4, on Lucian’s “Platonic” dialogues.

10 Goe Goldhill (1995), p.102: “as so often in Plato this (sc. Ps.-Luc. Am.) is thus a dialogue reported

in a dialogue™.
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and the frame is briefly resumed. Again there is much that is Platonic in this work,'"!
and the framing technique finds a likely foerear in Plato’s narrative strategy.''?

These other examples increase the probability that a reader of Achilles Tatius’
work, when put in mind of Plato at many junctures and especially in the opening
conversation, would recognise another Platonic feature when finding that the double
frame was not resumed at the end of the novel. None of the dialogues has exactly the
same narrative structure as Leucippe and Cleitophon, but this should not be regarded
as a problem, for it is the general practice of having a frame which is not always
resumed that I wish to show is a significant feature of some of Plato’s works. My
argument is enhanced if it is right to think that Achilles Tatius’ Cleitophon is named
after the Platonic Cleitophon. For the Cleitophon could be read as an introductory
conversation to the Republic, and was presumably intended to be so read by the
arranger of the tetralogies we possess. The Republic is one of those dialogues in

which, while it is resumed at various points throughout, the frame is discarded at the

11 See Trapp (1990), pp.156-7.

112 See Trapp (2000), p.223 and p.230, for Dio’s use of Platonic compositional technique. A passage
which bears many similarities to Plut. Amat. and Ps.-Luc. Am. is the debate at the end of book 2 (L.
& C. 2.35-8). As with the lack of a logical conclusion which would respond to the opening frame of
the novel, Achilles Tatius seemns to undermine his reader’s expectations here too by not bringing the
debate to a definitive close. He deliberately leaves it open-ended, as if to let the reader decide for

himself who has won. See Goldhill (1995), pp.91ftf.
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end.'” Thus the reader who spotted this correspondence would realise that the
dropping of the double frame at the end was similar to Plato’s practice.

But does this not confuse the issue? In expanding an answer (Solution 6.) to
the beginning/end discrepancy problem, have I not shown that the problem no longer
exists, by arguing that a reader would be primed for such an ending by his knowledge
of Plato? I do not think so,‘ for the questions that this debate presupposes would still
be asked by the reader who did not think it strange that the frames were not resumed.
The recognition that the end of Leucippe and Cleitophon reflects Platonic narrative
practice would not obscure the discrepancies that are bound up with the imitation of
this practice. It might be objected that Platonic dialogues do not contain the sort of
discrepancies involved in Achilles Tatius’ novel, and that the reader would ignore
them, deceived by the Platonic imitation. But that would be to underestimate both the

reader and the seriousness of the discrepancies.

2.12 Conclusion

How, then, is Solution 8., that Achilles Tatius set up discrepancies between the
opening frame and the end of his novel in order to call into question the most basic
novel convention, to be married with the argument that Achilles Tatius consciously
imitated Platonic techniques of narration? If the subversion theory is secure, and I
hope to have shown that it is in terms of both logic and consistency, the issue is how

does Achilles Tatius” evocation of a Platonic open-endedness in his work fit in with

3 This is not to imply that the Cleitophon is to be/was meant to be interpreted as a frame to the
Republic, for if Socrates were addressing the latter to Cleitophon, he would surely not have referred

to him impersonally during its course.
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the subversion?''* I would argue that Platonic narrative technique, specifically the lack
of frame-resumption, gave Achilles Tatius the wherewithal to accomplish his aim of
raising the possibility that he has subverted the greatest novelistic convention of them
all: the happy ending. The imitation of Platonic technique did not lead the reader to
ignore the discrepancies, rather it enabled their existence. For by this method Achilles
Tatius was able to avoid resuming his frames, thus engineering the doubts that a
reader entertains upon finishing the novel and comparing its end with its beginning. It
is true that Achilles Tatius did not need to imitate Plato in this way: he could merely
have not resumed his frames. But by evoking an author whose regular practice it was
to leave his works open-ended, he softened the blow. A reader of Plato would not
miss the logical ending of Leucippe and Cleitophon, but he would realise the

repercussions of its absence.

4 Why Plato should not have wanted to resume his frames, or why he wanted to have frames in the
first place, is beyond the scope of this thesis, whether the answer be distancing Plato/the reader {from

the material, dramatic realism, literary aesthetics, any other reason, or a combination.
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Chapter 3.

The Naming of Leucippe in Achilles Tatius

3.1 Leucippe in LGPN

There is only one attestation of the name Leucippe in LGPN. It would be an obvious
advantage for this thesis if this sole instance occurred in Plato. Or, if it did not, it
would be convenient, if I wanted to argue that Achilles Tatius named his Leucippe
after the sole attested bearer. Neither is the case, however, for she belonged to first
century BC Attica and nothing more is known of her which might have been of use
here. The rarity of the name is, of course, a bonus, and it would seem that the prima
facie case that Achilles Tatius derived this name from a particular source would be
enhanced by this.! However, the male equivalent of Leucippe, Leucippos, is not as
uncommon: LGPN I has 22, 1I has 4, IIILA has 3, and IILLB has 1. There is also a
Leucippodorus and a Leucippidas in IILB. This raises the question of whether the fact
that there is only one recorded instance of the name Leucippe is due to its having
belonged to a woman, rather than to its having been especially rare. Below is a table
containing the number of attested males, females and indeterminates for each volume

of LGPN with the respective percentages.2

I As was the case for Philebus in Apuleius’ Metamorphoses, for example.
21 have used the updated figures of www.Igpn.ox.ac.uk. These include 3 more attestations for I (there
is no indication of numbers per gender in the published volume 1), 1 more male for 1I, 2 more males

for III.B, and the switch of one indeterminate to the total of males in III.B.
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Male Female Indet. Total

I No. 60,249 5,700 540 66,489
o 90.6 8.6 0.8 100

1 No. 56,618 5,691 52 62,361
Yo 90.8 9.1 0.1 100

LA | No. 36,848 6,335 78 43,261
%o 85.2 14.6 0.2 100

IILB | No. 38,752 4,620 84 43,456
Yo 89.2 10.6 0.2 100

Total | No. 192,467 22,346 754 215,567
Yo 89.3 10.4 0.3 100

Roughly 90% of attestations belong to males and 10% to females. Thus the lack of

bearers of the name Leucippe in LGPN should not be so surprising, if we assume that

males were more likely to be attested than females. If the ratio of males to females

was roughly 1:1,” this might indicate that were other women with the name Leucippe

who are unattested. However, one form of attestation comprises literary sources,

from which Achilles Tatius is more likely to be drawing if he intended some form of

allusion.* There may have been a Leucippe, or more, who appeared in a work/s which

is/are no longer extant,” but if a plausible case can be made for another reason why

Achilles Tatius gave his heroine the name Leucippe, it is not necessary 0 woITy

3 It is more likely to have been nearer this than to 9:
* As I hope to have shown in the previous two chapters.

% See below for Leucippe in Plato’s Critias.

1, which is the ratio of the attestations in LGPN.
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unduly about unknown possibilities. At any rate, the statistical data (even Leucippos is

not that common) are no great burden for any argument to bear.

3.2 Leucippe in Plato’s Critias

There is also a Leucippe mentioned in the Critias of Plato.® Having finished his
description of Athens and the life her inhabitants lived, Critias proceeds to do the
same for Atlantis. Poseidon received the island as one of his domains and shaped the
place for his descendants, who were the result of his union with the daughter of an
original inhabitant:

ToUT O My Evoikeg TRV €Kel KaTa apxas €K s avdpy YeyovoTwy

’ Al ~ ’ A} \ ~
Elvwe weév dvopa, yuvauxi 0¢ auvoik@y Aevkimmy: Klertw e povoyerq

Buvaréoa éyevvmaaatipy. (Plat. Crit. 113¢8-d2)
This is all we are told about this Leucippe, and it is not enough to substantiate any
claim that Achilles Tatius had her in mind when naming his heroine. The fact that her
daughter is called Cleito, and that Achilles Tatius’ hero is called Cleitophon, is
tantalising, and the possibility that this passage had some part to play can not be ruled
out. However, it has already been maintained that Cleitophon is named after the
eponymous interlocutor of Plato’s dialogue, and it should be noted that this passage is

. 7
relatively obscure.

¢ This Leucippe does not (yet) appear in LGPN, and this highlights the dangers involved in dealing
with a) statistical data and b) statistical data that are incomplete. Besides, since she is described as an
inhabitant of ancient Atlantis, it will be interesting to see in which volume the editors of LGPN

decide to put her!

7 See the Index Locorum in Dillon (1993) - 26 of Plato’s dialogues appear; the Critias is one of the

few that does not.
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3.3 The Leucippe of Achilles Tatius and Plato’s Good Horse of the

Soul

I wish instead to argue that Achilles Tatius derived the inspiration for naming his
heroine Leucippe from a passage of Plato that was particularly famous. After a brief
argument for the immortality of the soul (Phdr. 245¢5-246a2) Socrates describes its
structure: éoikétw 07 auudiTe duvauer tmomtépou Celyoug Te kai myioxouv (Phdr. 246a6-
7). Gods’ souls are entirely constituted from good parts, but those of others are
mixed:

~ € ~ ¢ ” ’ ¢ ~ 3 ~ ¢’ ¢ A

Kai TPGTOV eV MUDY O ApXWY TUVweIdos MUIOKEl, €ITA TOY ITTWY O WeY
b ~ ’ A} b A Ay b4 ’ €t ’ bl 9 14 Al
alT® kaléc Te kai ayaflos kat €k ToloUTWY, 0 0 €€ évavtiwy TE Kkai

évayrios (Phdr. 246b1-3).
Socrates picks this up at Phdr. 253c7 and proceeds to describe the two horses of the
soul. Among other things, the good horse is Aeukag ideiv (Phdr. 253d5). What I intend
to propose is that Achilles Tatius named his heroine after the Platonic good horse of
the soul, splicing together the words Aeukas and imroc. 1 shall first adduce a passage
from Aristophanes® as part of an argument to show that Greeks were aware of the
force of constituent parts of a name; I shall then argue that the passage of the
Phaedrus in which the white horse appears was particularly well known; and finally I
shall provide some allusions to the Platonic passage in Achilles Tatius’ novel which

act as clues to the provenance of Leucippe’s name.

¥ From a play, Nubes, that Achilles Tatius may have expected his readers to know - see 1.7.3.
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3.4 Constituent Parts of Greek Names

At the beginning of Aristophanes’ Nubes Strepsiades bemoans his lot, and especially
the debt he is in owing to his son’s passion for horses. He tells the audience that he

had argued with his wife over what they should call their son:

R \ AY 174

M ey yap trrmoy mpocetiflel mpoc Tolvoua,

e} kA I

EavBirmoy m Xapirmoy 4 KaAimrmidny,

3 Ay A ~ ’ ’

éyw 0¢ ToU mammou ‘Tiféuny Bedwvidny.
' \ sy ' ’ - ~ '

TéWg ey oly xpivopel * efta T¢) xpove

ko EvvéBmuey kabéuela Dedimmidny. (Ar. Nu. 63-7)
This neatly combines two points: first that the presence of smr in a name could be
expected to convey associations with horses, and second that compound names
retained the meaning of their parts.” This situation is analogous to the case of names
such as Smithson. In normal usage the name has no significance beyond the fact that it
denotes a person. But it actually has, or rather had, a meaning too: the son of a smith.

Aristophanes here conveniently gives us an insight into Greek naming practice,
or at least portrays a familiar or plausible scenario. The importance of the parts of a
name can also be discerned from various other sources. As far as historically attested

names are concerned, it can hardly be a coincidence that Chaerephon and

® Dubois (2000), p.43-4, remarks that Aeiximrmog is @ possessive compound, but that it was not
necessarily understood as such. Hippolytus, whose etymological meaning is “he whose horses are
unyoked” (Ibid., pp.48-51), was very likely understood as meaning “loosed by (i.e. torn apart by)
horses” - Homblower on p.12 of Hornblower/Matthews (2000), with n.6. Therefore the etymological
meaninyg of Leucippe need not obstruct my case, if there are reasons to think of it as meaning, or

referring to, something else.
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Chaerecrates'’ share the first of the component parts of their names and that the sole
attested Leucippe is the daughter of a Leucis. In Plato’s Cratylus, especially 394ff.,
Socrates gives examples of names which should be given in a manner appropriate to
their constituent parts. When considering what an impious man should be called, one
name that is ruled out is Theophilus'' and another is Mnesitheus. This brings us to one
or two fictional examples from second sophistic authors. A man bearing the name
Mnesitheus is mentioned by Zeus in Lucian J.Tr. as one who was mean in his
sacrifice, despite the fact that his ship had just been rescued.'” While I think it unlikely
that Lucian had the passage of Plato’s Cratylus in mind, it is reasonable to suppose
that he chose the name with a sense of irony in awareness of its etymological meaning.
At the end of book 2 of Heliodorus’ Aethiopica, as Bowie notes,"” a “spontaneous
oracle” “spells out for the reader” that the “chief criterion” of choosing the names

Theagenes and Charicleia “was clearly the sense of the component Greek terms’:

A} ’ " ’ ? \ ’ (44 r oy
Ty xaptv €v mp@ToIS AUTAP KAEOS UTTAT €X0UTAY

doaleat’, & Aehdoi, Tov Te Beds yeveryy (2.35.5).
However, some indication that the parts of a name are meaningful in themselves must
be given if these meanings are to be realised. This occurs explicitly in the passages

from Aristophanes, Plato and Heliodorus and can be inferred in the passage from

0

See 1.7.2, pp.82-3, n.80.

HGee 1.11.3.

120, e A . P vovra, KikeTvoy 10n Kai kopu§dvTa, kai ABavwTol
éxxaidexa Beolc éaTidy alexTpuova povoy KuTeDUaE, YEPOVT 7

A ~ ) o e
20vdpouc TéTTAPAS €0 HAAG EDPWTIOVTAS, @ abrika émaBeotivar T4 dvlpant, umde ooov aKpg TN pvi

¢ ’ * ~ "
’ ~ ~ A ~ € » ’ € t r Va
sodpaiveafar To0 xamvol mapacyovTas, Kel TAUTE éxaTopBas OAag UTOTKOEVOS OTIOTE 1) VAUS 7o

mpoTedépeto TR aroméA Kai évTos Ty TAY éppdTwy. (Luc. J.Tr. 15)

(1995), pp.277-8.
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Lucian. That a reader of Achilles Tatius’ novel was expected to carry out the same
procedure on the name Leucippe and its constituent parts requires proof in the form
of indications in the text, for otherwise the reader may not have realised that the name

had some such sort of significance."

3.5 The Popularity of the Phaedrus and Socrates’ Second Speech

It seems reasonable to expect that a second century reader would have readily
recognised any allusion to Socrates’ second speech in the Phaedrus with its
memorable mythical images, for second century writers seem to have had the same
expectattion.15 Trapp considers examples of allusions to this speech with discussion'®
and lists’” references to the part concerning the soul of the lover in a number of
second century authors, including Xenophon of Ephesus, Achilles Tatius, Longus,
Plutarch, Ps.-Lucian and Dio, although the list for Achilles Tatius should, I hope to

show, be expanded. O’ Sullivan lists some further instances of allusion in Achilles

'* A partial analogue is Apuleius’ use of the name Thrasyllus. Although I have argued that he chose
it for another reason, Repath (2000), it does have an etymological connection with flpadis, to which
Apuleius himself draws attention: Thrasyllus, praeceps alioquin et de ipso nomine lemerarius ...
(Ap. Met. 8.8).

15 See Plut. Ant. 36.2: kai Téhog, Gamrep dmaiv ¢ TIAaTwy 70 dvomeifés rai dxoraaTov TS YUk
Smoliyiov, dmodanTicas Ta kald Kai ocwmpld navra ... , with Pelling (1988), ad loc., and Virt. mor.
445¢: ofoy 6 TIAaTwy eerxoviCer mepi Ta. i Yuxmg Imolvyia, o0 eipovag Tpos To BerTiov Quyopayolvtog
dua Kai Tov Myioxgoy MIaTapaTTOVTOS, avréyery omiow Kai KA TALTEIVE UTTO TTIOUOTS dvayralopevov.

16 (1990), pp.148-164.

Y Ibid., p.172.
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Tatius 1."® It is even more likely that a reader would be attuned to spotting any such

allusions if he was reading an erotic novel. As Anderson puts it:
Novelists and their readers alike could be expected to know both the
Symposium and the Phaedrus. Both texts represented Plato’s literary
elegance and humour at its most whimsical and refined: both are largely
concerned with love, and extensively imitated in many other
genres....The novelist who encounters these literary touches in the
standard set text on the psychology of love will have a ready-made
arsenal."’

Moreover, by the time the reader encounters Leucippe he will have negotiated a

Plato-laden opening and will have had his awareness of the possibility of Platonic

2
references aroused.””

3.6 _Achilles Tatius’ Leucippe and The Horses and Charioteer of the

Soul

The starting point for this argument is Leucippe herself. If she is described in the same
or similar terms to the good horse of the soul, the prima facie case would be
reasonably strong. The next task is to compare the description of the bad horse with

the portrayal of Leucippe, with the assumption that any clear echoes would indicate a

¥ (1978), p.326, n.61. Many of these will be discussed below and in ch 4.

?(1982), pp.5-6.

2 An attempt has been made by Drake (1968-9), pp.108-9, to argue that in Apuleius’
Metamorphoses Lucius’ white horse, which reappears as Candidus at Met. 11.20, is inspired by
Plato’s white horse of the soul. This would be partially analogous to what 1 shall argue. Griffiths

(1978), pp.159-61, however, is sceptical.
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perversion of the Platonic material. The behaviour of the two horses and their
charioteer in the myth is the next source. Finally it will remain to consider whether the
descriptions and behaviour of the two horses and their charioteer find any reflections
in the novel as a whole. Any obvious allusions would help the case that Leucippe was
named after the good horse by demonstrating that Achilles Tatius expected his readers
to remember the Platonic passage, to recognise the references and to understand their
purpose. This method involves taking some passages of Leucippe and Cleitophon out
of order and so may not reflect the way in which information was revealed to the
reader, but it does allow for a more logical argument, at least in terms of dealing with
the Platonic source material.”! The case will be cumulative, built up on a nexus of
allusions which involve the reader in a hermeneutic game.

The Platonic good horse of the soul is described as follows:

5 wev Tolvuy alrtoly év T kalMiowt grdcer v To Te €idog opfos kai
dimpbowpévog, Walymy, émiyoumos, Aeukos idery, peAavouuaTos, TS
doaomic weta cwdpooivne Te kai aidols, kai aAnfns dokns étaipos,

GmAnkToS, KeAeVTwaT! wovoy Kai Aoy fwioxertar (Phdr. 253d3-el).
Parts of this description could be argued to be echoed where Achilles Tatius is dealing
with Leucippe herself. When Cleitophon first sees Leucippe he is struck by her
appearance. As well as her golden hair and rosebud lips, he emphasises her black

eyebrows and white cheeks:
Sdove wéhava, 0 wélav akpatov' Aevkn Tap€eId, TO AEUKOV €IG |LETOV

édowigaeto ... (1.4.3)

2L T)ye other options were a) considering the novel’s passages in strict narrative order, which would
i i [ simi i i i ‘rete allusions first.
have disabled the comparison of similar points, and b) dealing with the more concrete ulusio

which would have had the disadvantage of not following either textin a logical fashion.
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Her whiteness is emphasised, although this is perhaps not in itself remarkable, having
been an attractive feature of a woman since at least Homer’s time, and it is Leucippe’s
beauty that is the focus here.”” Later, when Thersander goes to see Leucippe in the
house in which she is being kept, Cleitophon relates that she cried and indulges in a

generalisation concerning the power of tears to accentuate the character of the eye.

b)Y A} € A} A ~ ’ 3 ’ ~ ~

éav de mM0Us kai Tol wédavos éxwv T Padiy vpéua T ek
! Ay Al 4 ~

oredavoluevos ... To O¢ pélav mopdlperar ... Torabra Aeukimmme v Ta

daxpua (6.7.1-3).
While I do not think that these passages would automatically remind a reader of the
white appearance of the good horse (Aevkog iderv Phdr. 253d5) and its black eyes
(weravopupaTos Phdr. 253d5-6), and it would clearly be inadvisable to build my case
on this example alone, I believe that in conjunction with manifold other allusions to
the description of both horses of the soul and their activities these passages can be
seen as part of an allusive network.

The portrayal of the bad horse finds an echo in a passage already discussed
with regard to the naming of Gorgias. Leucippe has been maddened by his dapuaxov,

but when Cleitophon and Menelaus go to her and the former asks her what is wrong:

A ~ ’ t
‘H 0¢ i €l pe, dvampdioaca maiet pe kaTta TGV MpoTwTwWY, Udaiuoy

BAémovaa (4.9.2.).

2 Chloe is described in similar terms, with her whiteness also a prominent feature: éfaipaaey oti ...
Kai 0 Tpdawmoy 11 AevkiTepoy aAmBids Kai ToD TGV aly@v ydAaktos (Long. D. & C. 1.17.3); o ¢ (sc.

t] A ’ ~
elkace) umh 10 mpdTwmoy almic 6T Aeukdy kai évepeulés . (D. & C. 1.24.3); avmn Tote moTOY
AY i} AY ~ 1 .I
Addvidos Spdvroc ENsboaTo T odua, Aevkoy xai kabapoy Umo kdAdovg Kai 0ldév Aoutodv ég xaArlog

dedpuevoy (D. & C. 1.32.1). Callirhoe is also notable for her white flesh: 6 xowx vap heunog €aTiddey

€080 pappapuyy) Tivi Sotov amoAaumwy (Char. 2.2.2).
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Leucippe Vdarwov BAémovaa might allude to the epithet vdawuwos (Phdr. 253e3), which
is given to the bad horse among other undesirable characteristics at Phdr. 253e1-5.
These are the only occurrences of Udaiwoc in both Plato and Leucippe and
Cleitophon. In the latter Udamov BAémouaa clearly means “her eyes all bloodshot”, as
Gaselee translates it.” According to LSJ Udawwog in the Phaedrus means “hot-
blooded” and is used to convey the temperament of the bad horse. However, the
description of the bad horse is mainly concerned with outward form, and,
furthermore, Udanwos follows yAavkouuaroc in the list of attributes and so is more
naturally taken as referring to its eyes.”® A strict dichotomy in meaning is not
necessary, though, for bloodshot eyes were evidently taken as symptomatic of an
aggressive or unbalanced mental state.”> There does not, at any rate, seem to be any
semantic reason why the use of Udaywos here by Achilles Tatius could not be an
allusion. The probability that this is a reference is increased by the fact that Leucippe
is described as avamdnoaca at Cleitophon, her beloved. This is the reverse of the
good horse’s reaction when the charioteer sees To épwrikov oupa (Phdr. 253e5):
€auToy KaTéxer w1 émmdar T® éowuévep (Phdr. 254a2-3). The adverse effect of the
dapuakov on Leucippe results in her adopting an aspect of the appearance of the bad

horse of the soul and leads to her acting in the opposite way to the good horse, which

2 (1969), p.207. It is a common enough phrase: cf. Aelian NA 3.21; Men. Epit. 900, and Luc. Par.
41.

2 Rowe (1986), Hamilton (1973) and Nehamas/Woodruff (1997) all take it t0 mean “bloodshot”,
pace Hackforth (1952), who concurs with LSJ. As for whether a horse could be both yAavkouatos
and Udaipos, the former would concern the pupil and the latter the “white™ of the eye.

¥ Cf. Eur. HF 933, where bloodshot eyes are a sign of madness.
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is, by implication and from what follows (Phdr. 254a3ft.), the way in which the bad
horse wishes to behave. The incongruity between this and the name Leucippe is
symptomatic of Achilles Tatius’ humour. It is also ironic that it is the love-potion of a
rival of Cleitophon that makes Leucippe behave like the bad horse towards her own
beloved.

The only other part of the description of the bad horse that might be alluded
to, at least with reference to Leucippe herself, is the fact that it is Beagvtoaxmroc
(Phdr. 253e2). Although this word does not appear in Leucippe and Cleitophon,
TeaxmAes occurs four times in all, two of which instances refer to Leucippe.”® The first
of these two occurs as Satyrus is giving Cleitophon advice on his next moves with his
beloved:

aov épyov 10m Déomoay Te kadel kai didoar TodxmAov. (2.4.4)

This, again, is not remarkable, but it is strongly and verbally linked to the other

occurrence, where Thersander is attempting to force his affections onto Leucippe:

kai embels T xelpa TH ToaxMAp mepiéBatey G werwy divjoen.

(6.18.4)
The use of Tpaxmros would not here constitute a reference by itself, but it is possibly
significant in light of the explicit allusion that immediately precedes it. Thersander has
gone into the cottage in which Leucippe, with whom he is in love, is being held

captive. Although he composes himself, he is inflamed by the sight of her, and wixpol

2% Of the other two, one is used of Charicles’ horse (on the behaviour of which see below, 3.7): 'O ¢
rarodaiwwy XapikAi U6 100 T inmeiac TaAavtobouevos KUpaTog, éx T €0pag éadaipiCeto, ToTE jrev ém

obpav katoAioaivwoy, Tore ¢ ém Toaxmrov kuBigtdv (1.12.4), and the other is metaphorical and refers
to the isthmus which bound Tyre to the mainland: ouvder yap avmy mpog TNV MTEIPOY TTEVOS LUL}Y, KAL

€Ty (Homep THS vnaov TeagmAog. (2.14.3)



175
wev mpoaTeawy Tepiexibn T4 kopy (6.18.2). He manages to control himself, however,
and begins to speak to her, but his words are incoherent. This enables Achilles Tatius
to embark on one of his favourite topoi, the psychological sententia:

~ \ t 9 ~ 4 \ A" ’ ’ ~ A
TotoUtor yap oi épdvres, oTay mpos Tag épwuévas Cymowaor Aadely: ol yap
bl ’ Al A \ ~ A’ ,M \ Ay Ay b A} k] 7
EmaTMTAYTES Tov Aoyiguoy Tois Aoyors, adda ™y Yuxmy eic To éppevoy

EXOVTES, TY YADTTY Wwovoy yweis Muidxou To0 Aoyiauot Aarobaiv. (6.18.3.)
Although this takes us beyond the descriptions of the horses, it would seem to be a
clear reference to the charioteer of the Phaedrus myth. For although the charioteer is
not explicitly equated with reason in the Phaedrus, consideration of the passage in the
Republic in which Socrates distinguishes the three parts of the soul makes it plain that
this should be the case. Having established that the soul can be the source of
contradictory desires (Rep. 439¢2-d3), Socrates claims that there are (at least) two
parts of the soul and that they are correct in: 7o wév @ Moyiletar AoyioTikoy
npocaryopebovres Tis Yuxis (Rep. 439d5-6). This is clearly the role of the charioteer in
the Phaedrus myth, and the similarity of the overall structure of the soul is confirmed

at the end of the dissection where the positions of the horses are adumbrated:
A} ~ » ’ ~ »» A A} t \
Odxoly T) wev AoyIaTikG apxely Tpodmkel, Tod@ GVTI Kal €XOVTI TNV UTTEP
amaame Tie Yuxis mooutferav, ¢ 3¢ Bupoerder dmKoq elvar kai TUUL AN

TouTou; (Rep. 441e4-6)
The reader of Plato would surely have realised that the charioteer represented the

rational part of the soul, as Plutarch points out:
xai TIAdTwy adroc elkagas auudire Cevyer ki Gidx TO TS Yuxms €idog
Nvioxoy wév, (¢ mavti oy, amédmye To AoyIgTiKOY TV O€ 1MWy TO WeV
mepl Tac émbuuias amelbés kai avaywyov navTémad mepi wra Aagiov,
KGOy, WATTIYI WETA KEVTPWOY WOYIS UTEIKOV 16 0¢ Bumoeidés evmuiov Ta

moMG T Aomiau@ kai alupuaxov. (Quaest. Plat. 1008¢)
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The reader of Achilles Tatius, therefore, would not have needed to think twice about
whether the passage from Leucippe and Cleitophon was a reference. Thersander’s
desire for Leucippe is so great that reason is allowed to play no part in his dealings
with her. This is a relatively straightforward allusion, and emphasises Thersander’s
baseness in contrast with the virtue of Leucippe. It is not the bad horse in Thersander
that is causing the problem, rather it is the absence of the controlling part, the

charioteer. After some time spent trying to kiss her, Thersander resorts to force:

~ ~ ~ ~ ’
kal ™)y wev Aaiay vmoBallel T) mpocwme KaTw, TN 06 0ebiIg TNS Koums
’ -~ \ » y ~ a9 \ ’ ~ ¢ 3
AaBowevog, Th wev eidkey eic Tolmiow, T O¢ ei Toy avlepedva Umepeidwy

avwber. (6.18.5)
This might remind the reader, especially given the reference to them above, of how

the charioteer and his horses react to sight of the beloved:

’ ~ A 14 ? Al T( ~ b ’ ¢ ’ ot b ’ b

130ua‘a, 36 GBGIO'G TE Kat GZE(bHGlO'a/ AVETTETEY UTTTIA, KAl AL 'r)vafyka,a'ﬂ'n (e

Tobmiow ekboal Ta yiag oirw adddea, OoT’ ém Ta ioyia dudw kabica

T o, TOV ey éxdvra e TO @ avmiTeiver, Tov 0 UBpioTiy wal’

axovta. (Phdr. 254b7-c3)
The twists of what Achilles Tatius is doing with his model should now become clear.
Thersander speaks without the control of the charioteer in his soul and tries to force
Leucippe, his beloved, back (efAkev eig robmiow). The analogue for this behaviour is
the charioteer of the soul trying to do exactly the opposite, drag the bad horse away
from the beloved (elc Totmicw é\kloar Tag Mviag ovrw adodpa). Thersander’s force
(@védken To mpoawmoy ¢Bialeto, eirkey, Imepeidwy avwlel, émavoato ¢ Bias 6.18.5-6)
and Leucippe’s resistance (vever kaTw, kaTedUeTo, AYTIKATEOUETO KAl EKPUTTTE, TY) TYS
yeipoe maAy 6.18.4-5) recall the charioteer’s struggle with the bad horse of the soul

(Phdr. 254a3ff.). However, Achilles Tatius reverses the roles with Thersander’s
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intemperate behaviour described in terms of the charioteer, and Leucippe’s chaste
refusal reflecting the bad horse’s recalcitrance. The perversion is complete when one
considers that the white horse, after whom I am arguing Leucippe is named, willingly
obeys the charioteer in being dragged backwards.

Another firm allusion occurs with the very appearance of Leucippe. When the
bad horse forces its yokemate and charioteer to go up to the object of their affection
and suggest the pleasures of sex (Phdr. 254a3-7), the other two resist at first, but then

yield and agree to do as they are told (Phdr. 254a7-b3):

AY Al 4 ~ ’ b ! A3 A} " A} ~ ~
Kai TIpog auT®) T éyévovto kal €idov THY o ™RV TOV TadiK@v

aotpamrovgay. (Phdr. 254b3-5)
We infer from Sostratus’ letter to his brother Hippias (‘Hkouat mpoc o€ Buyarmp éun
Aevkimrmy kai TavBera yu 1.3.6) that the two women who are brought back from the
shore by Hippias at 1.4 are Leucippe and Panthia. The latter is described first by

Cleitophon (yuvy 1.4.1) and then he tells:
Qs 0¢ évétewa Tovs odbaduols én’ almiy, év apioTepd Tapbévag
éxdaivetal pwor kal kaTtactpamtel pwou Tove odbaAuois TH MeoTwm.

(1.4.2)%

*" Heliodorus seems to be alluding to this passage at 1.21.3 where Charicleia is asked for her reaction
to Thyamis’ proposal that they be married: xai &) mote mpos Toy Olauty avtwmmoage Kai TAéoy %
TpéTepoy almov 1 kaAher kaTaoTpaacae (kai yap medoivicto T Tapeidy Umo TdY évluumuatwy TAéoy %
aivmfes xal T6 BAuua Kexivyro Tpoe T yopyorepov). The flush of her cheeks picks up Leucippe’s
natural colouring (Aeuwn) maperd, 10 Aeurov eig péoov édowicoeto 1.4.3) and the look of her eyc is
reminiscent of Cleitophon’s description of Leucippe’s (dppa yopyov év mdovfj Ibid.), to which Xen.
Eph. 1.2.6 on Anthia should be compared: édfaAuoi yopyoi. Cf. also Hld. 9.14.1: "Hon yolv
napaTaTToREvOS EwpdTo Ko Te Tlepaind Tas Sers mpokaTadapBavwy Kai apyupois Te Kai émypuaorg

Tofc Gmhoig O medidy KaTaoTpdmTwy, and especially Hid. 3.3.4, where Theagenes appears i the
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The metaphor of beauty as lightning is not unique to these two authors,” but the
possibility that the lightning flash of the beauty of her face recalls the striking beauty
of the beloved is increased by the fact that Cleitophon’s reaction (‘Q¢ dé efdoy, evfuc
amwAOAen” kaAAog yap SEitepoy TITpMTKEr Bérovs kai dia Ty SdBaruiy eic Ty Juamy
katapper 1.4.4) is also reminiscent of the Phaedrus at two separale points: defauevoc
vap ToU kKaMous Ty dmappony did TV duudTwy (Phdr. 251b1-2), and: oUtw To Tob
KaAoug pela TaAY elc Toy kalov did Thy OUUATWY 16y, 7 Tédukey ém Ty Yuxmy iévai
(Phdr. 255¢5-7).” However, it is not only at this point that the comparison between
beauty and lightning figures in the novel.
At 6.6.3 Leucippe hears the doors of the cottage, in which she is being held,

open. As she looks up, Thersander catches his first glimpse of her:

avaveioaga (ikpov, ablis Tole odfaluols katéBalev. Loy dé &
Oéoaardpos To kaAAog éx Tapadpoudys @¢ demalopéms doroamic ...

In a textual note on this passage O’ Sullivan argues that apralouévyy dorpamiy should
be read instead,”® and this seems reasonable. If this emendation is accepted,

Leucippe’s beauty is described in terms of lightning at the points where the two

procession at Delphi: @ore €dofac &v in’ dorpamic 7o dawouevoy mpirepoy amay mpavpdotat, Tooobrov
nuas odbeig katéapley.

¥ cf especially: "Horpale yAuky kaArog: idol dAdyag oppract Barder! dpa xepavvopayav maid’
avédeibey "Bpwes;l waipe T16bwy axtiva dépwy bvatoior, Muiore,! kai Aapmoig ém y@ mupaos €uoi didoss.
(AP 12.110); and Philostr. Ep. 34: €i 3¢ xai amodiay, dorpdmre Ta évdov ofpar. See also Musaeus 792-
3: 7 3¢ Beric ava vmov émdiyero mapbévoc ‘Hpwl pappapvyny xapiesoay draotpamtovaa mpoowmou, wWhere
he is imitating Achilles Tatius. See Hopkinson (1994), ad loc.

? See 4.1 for this and other allusions to the same passages.

0(1977). See also idem (1980), q.v. dorpar. The only other instance of agroarm) occurs at 322

where it has its literal meaning.



179
principal men in her life first see her. And just in case the reader was in any danger of
forgetting that the Phaedrus is behind all this, Cleitophon proceeds to add a
generalising comment which is reinforced by what Thersander said:

- paMiaTa yap év Tors 6dbaduois kabyTar 1o kdAhog - adiixe T Yuyry

én’ alm kai eioriker T Béq dedewévog, émmpdy mote adbic dvaBiéer

mpos avtov. (ds O0¢ évevaey el Ty vy, Aéyerr “Ti kdrw Brémerg, yivar; Ti

0¢ gou To kaMhog T@Y éhBaludy eis yiy katapper; "Em Tole ddBaduole

WaAoy pe€Tw Tovg é@mﬁg. (6.6.3-4)!
This echoes the same parts of the Phaedrus quoted above in connection with
Cleitophon’s reaction to his first sighting of Leucippe’s beauty.

The cognate verb, agreantw, appears four times in Leucippe and Cleitophon
and is also used, exclusively in fact, of beauty.”> At 1.19.1 the beauty of the peacock,
described by Cleitophon to Satyrus in 1.16, is compared with that of Leucippe:

~ ~ ’ 5
To 0¢ kaAhoc aotpamrtor Tol Taw MTTov édoker wot ToU Aeukimmns efval
’
TPOT(ITIOU.

. .. . , . , , 1 33
By implication Leucippe’s xaAhos is more actpamrov than that of the peacock.

Cleitophon proceeds to claim that her beauty rivalled the flowers of the meadow and

that:
! A b4 /7 t 7’ ’\\\ b I4 3 ~
Napricoov wéy 16 mpoawmoy €amilBe ypoiav, podov 0€ avéTeAdey €x Tig
~ ~ ~ b ’ b ’ L3 A ’
Tapetde, lov ¢ 1) Tov Odbarudy éudpuaipey avym, ai O¢ Kouat
¥ See 4.1.

¥ A point emphasised by O’ Sullivan (1977), p.239, while discussing the emendation mentioned
above: “And, of course, doreamjy suggests that the beauty of Leucippe is aotpantov like all the best
beauty in Achilles Tatius.”

3 On the peacock’s place in the garden, see 5.2,



180
B ’ AM c}\l ~, —~ S ’ IR ~
OTTPUXOVWEVQL JLA/NOY EIMTTOVTO KITTOU* TodoUTos Mv Aeukimmme émi T

meogwnoy 6 Aewaw. (1.19.1-2)
This reminds the reader directly of the description given by Cleitophon at 1.15 of the
garden where this attempted seduction is taking place.’® Ivy embraces the trunks of
the trees (1.15.3), the shapes and colours of the rose and narcissus are described

(1.15.5), and then Cleitophon passes this comment on the violet:

To i kA€ pév oddapuol, xpoia ¢ ofav % Tic Baldaome AoTOATTTEl

yarp. (1.15.6)
The violet gleam of Leucippe’s eyes (1.19.1), then, would seem to have the colour
that a calm sea aorpamrer. Shortly afterwards Leucippe leaves to play her lyre, and
immediately, at the beginning of book 2, Cleitophon follows her. She sings a piece of
Homer and then a song celebrating the rose. One of its assets is that it possesses
k& Mog daredmroy (2.1.2).%° That this comes from the mouth of Leucippe might seem
to be enough for the argument that she is connected with this method of depicting
beauty and that this derives from the effect that the beloved has on the charioteer and
his team at Phdr. 254b3-5. But the connection is made more explicit by Cleitophon
who, having finished relating the subjects of the songs, says that:

éyw 0¢ édokouy To podov émi TV xeAéwy alTis {Idelvy, ws € TIS TS

kaAuKog To Trepidepec el T ToD aTopwaTos EkAeiae pwopdmy. (2. 1.3)°°
In each of these instances of &orpamn and its cognate verbs, Leucippe’s beauty is

directly or indirectly referred to.”” Her beauty recalls that of the beloved, which is

* Noted by Vilborg (1962), p.37, and Bartsch (1989), p.52.
 Cf. Philostr. Ep. 3: Talra (SC. 10S€Ss) y7s doTpanai.
3 See also 1.4.3: 76 oTépa podwy dvloc T, drav degmrar T podov dvoiverw TV dvAAwv Ta xeirn. CL.

Long. D. & C. 1.18.1 (Daphnis on Chloe): geitn uév podwy amadwrepa.
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what she is to Cleitophon. Her position is thus ambivalent - both “white horse” and
beloved, and here again Achilles Tatius exploits the potential for the contamination of
the constituent parts of his Platonic source.

Another network of allusions to the charioteer and horses myth in the
Phaedrus can also be connected with Leucippe. Almost at the very beginning of the
novel the anonymous narrator describes a painting he came across while walking
about Sidon. It is of Europa (Elewmne 4 pady 1.1.2). Having related the
surroundings in the painting, he concentrates on Europa and the bull. She is sitting
side-saddle:

T AwGg Tol képws éxouwévy, amep Aioxos xalvol: kal yap & Bobe

EMETTPATTTO TAUTY WEANOY TPoS TO THS Kelpos EAkoy fuioxolwevos. (1.1.10)
nwioxos, fioxéw and yxalwds figure prominently in the Phaedrus,” especially where,
from 253e5 to 255al, Socrates describes the struggles that occur between the
charioteer and the bad horse when they see the beloved. However, this much would
not have been likely to make a reader think of the Platonic passage, for charioteers
and bridles are far from rare in Greek literature, and it would not have been surprising
for Europa riding the bull to be described in this way. Nevertheless, when this bull 1s
referred to later, we can see something of more significance emerging and so can look

back to this passage in a different light.

" The fourth occurrence of doredmrw, while it does refer to beauty, is used to describe the city of
Alexandria; 'Avidvn % poi kate Tac "HAlov kadovpuévas midas quvmpriTo elllis T moAews aopdmToy To
kaMhoc, kai o Tols 6dfaduovs éyéuiaey Hdovig. (5.1.1)

38 15, 2 and 3 times respectively.
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Callisthenes, a Neaviokos ... Bulavtiog (2.13.1), gets himself appointed as one
of the ambassadors who are to perform a sacrifice to Hercules at Tyre, in obedience
to the oracle which Sostratus interprets at 2.14.1-6. Conspicuous among the victims
for this sacrifice are: oi o0 Neidov Boes (2.15.3). Cleitophon describes the appearance
of the Egyptian bull, and among its features are its thick neck: Tov alyéva maxls,
which is reminiscent of the bad horse being both xpatepavymy and BeayvreaxmAos
(253e2). The link between this bull and the Phaedrus myth becomes stronger when
Cleitophon moves on (o its colour:

‘H xpota 0¢ oiav "Oumpoc Tole To0 Oparoc frmoug émaiver, (2.15.3)
The horses of the Thracian to which Cleitophon is referring, as any reader of Homer
would have known, were those that Odysseus and Diomedes stole in Iliad 10 and
they, of course, were white:

To0 (sc. Rhesus) dv) kaAAioroug frrmous idov 70€ peyioroug:

Aeuvkdrepor xiovog, Beler & dvéporary opotor (I1. 10.436-7).%
The bull, then, is the same colour as Homer’s famous white horses, a fact given added
significance when one considers that it is a different colour from the bull in Moschus’
poem: ol O7) Tor T6 wev EMo déuag Eavlfioxpooy éoke (Eur. 84). This change of colour is
significant, for, although in Lucian DMar. 15.2 Zeus as the bull is Aeukog, Achilles
Tatius appears to follow the model provided by Moschus in his description of the

bull’s horns:

% This passage seems to have been memorable enough for Vergil to imitate it when describing

Tumus’ horses: qui candore nives anteirent, cursibus auras (Aen. 12.84).
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al\’ ék TRV xpotadwy opbiov avaBaivey, kata wikeov éxatéowbey

KUPTOUWEVOY Tas Kopudas auvayel TodobTov, 6oov al TV KepdTwy SiiocTadiy

apxar* kal 1o féapa kuxAoupwévms ceAng éotiv eikay. (2.15.3)
echoing:

foa T’ én’ arAnAoiar képa avéTede kaprnvou

dvTUY0S MUITOMOU KepaTc dte kikAa cerumg. (Eur. 87-8)*
I would argue that, whether he has switched the bull’s colour or is maintaining a more
contemporary opinion, by comparing it with Homer’s famous white horses, Achilles
Tatius is really drawing the reader’s attention to the white horse of the Phaedrus. This
is something strengthened by the fact that at the culmination of Cleitophon’s
description of the bull we find a more straightforward allusion to the white horse of
Plato:

Badiler 0¢ Talpos vfauxevdv ... (2.15.4)
One of the white horse’s traits was that it was dfatymy (Phdr. 253d5). And once the
connection between the Egyptian bull and the good horse has been established, the

bull is compared with the bull of the Europa story:
. kal Gomep émdekvipevos 6T TGV EMwv Poidy éomi Pagirels. Ei d¢ o
wbboc Blpaymme eAmbc, Alyimriov Boly 6 Zevs éupmaato. (2. 15.4)"
So, Europa rode the bull as a charioteer would a horse with a bridle, and this bull,

according to Cleitophon, must have been an Egyptian one, for they are kings among

 Lucian merely has: Ta xépaa edxapmig (DMar. 15.2).
41 Another connection between the two bulls might be that the flowers at the sacrifice are vapxigaog

xai $0da kai puppivas (2.15.2), and the flowers in the meadow in the painting of Europa and the bull

are vapxioaos kai poda kai pvppvar (1.1.5).
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bulls. They also carry their necks high and are as white as Rhesus’ horses. But what
does all this have to do with Leucippe?

The most obvious link between her and Europa and the bull occurs at 1.4.3.
Having been struck with the lightning flash of Leucippe’s face, Cleitophon, according
to the majority of the manuscript tradition says:

Totavrmy €idov éyw moTe émi Talpw yeypauuévgy Teljumy

This is read by Garnaud and Vilborg, but instead of TeAmyy Gaselee adopts Edpwmyy,
arguing that “it seems necessary to adopt the reading of the 8 MSS. Elpomp to give
some point to the introduction of the story.”” If the latter is preferred, the link
between Leucippe and Europa is straightforward and explicit.* However, there are
three problems with this:* SeApmy is the lectio difficilior, it has stronger support in
the MSS, and more would then be inapt‘45 Yet even these problems are not
insurmountable. In 1.2.1 the anonymous narrator arrives in Sidon and offers thanks

for his safety to the goddess of the Phoenicians (c@otpa €fuov éuavtol Tf TOV

2 (1969), p.14, n.1. Bartsch (1989), p.165 reads the same, without comment. O’ Sullivan (1980),
beyond noting the two variants, is silent on the matter.

“ As Vilborg (1962), p.21, notes, Europa “gives a still closer connexion with the description of the
girl riding on the bull.” It should also be remembered that Cleitophon mentions the myth of Europa
at2.15.4.

“ See Vilborg (1962), pp.21-2.

“ As Higg (1971a), p.203, argues, mote “obviously alludes to something outside and before the
action of the romance, linked to this only by Clitophon’s association”, and, ibid., n.2, “eldov ToTE
cannot possibly ... be interpreted as an allusion to the situation narrated in 1.1-2.” This docs not

mean, of course, that the reader would not think of that situation.
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Qowikwv),*® and we are told that: kadobory almjy "Actaptyy of Zidwvior. He then
wanders about the city, mepiokon@y Ta avabiuara, among which is the painting of
Europa. That this painting is an offering, and that there is a grove nearby (tivo¢ &Adous
... veitavog 1.2.3) might indicate that this painting is to be found in a temple, possibly
that of Astarte. At Lucian Syr.D. 4 we are told the following:

"Evi 0¢ kai addo ipov év Qowiky wéya, T0 Sidavior éxovoty. ¢ wev alrol

Aéyovaw, 'Agtaptyc éotiv: 'Aataptny & éyw dokéw Tedmvainy Eupeva,

ws 0 éuol Tis TOV ipéwy amyyéero, Blpwmye éoriv e Kaduou

adehderc.?
This opens up the possibility that Selene and Europa were identified, or confused, and
that Achilles Tatius made Cleitophon refer to the former at 1.4.3 in order to make the
connection between Europa and Leucippe less straightforward.®® At any rate that

there is a connection can hardly be doubted, as it is not by Vilborg, who prefers to

read ZeAqvyy:

“ Diggle (1972) argues that o@otea <t 'Adpodity) Ebuov éuavtol Th TV Gowikwy should be read,
citing Fr. Gr. Hist. iii ¢ 2.790, F 2.31 Jacoby, where the Phoenicians say that Astarte is Aphrodite.
No such emendation is necessary, however, for the text as it stands implies that the goddess of
Phoenicia has different names in different parts of Phoenicia, not that the Phoenicians called her
something different from the Sidonians.

“7 Lucian proceeds to relate the Europa story and claims that he bad heard it from other Phoenicians
too, although they deny that the temple belongs to Europa.

% Such a tactic would be commensurate with much of what Bartsch (1989), passim, argues is his

strategy of complicating the reading process. more might then have been added by a scribe who did

not fully realise what was going on.
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Nevertheless, the author certainly intended to allude to the picture of
Europa. Selene is sometimes depicted as riding on a bull, so Achilles
Tatius could use her to give associations to Europa.*’
The mention of a picture of a woman riding a bull, so soon after the description of the
painting of Europa, would not fail to arouse the reader’s curiosity, and there is
another connection between Europa and Leucippe here. On the one hand the
anonymous narrator describes Europa’s posture, her dress,” her body and the way
she 1s holding her veil in considerable detail (1.1.10-12), but does not mention her
face or hair, while when Cleitophon first sees Leucippe, he talks only about her face
and hair. It is as if Achilles Tatius is completing the description of one woman. For the
sequence of thought would then be; “I saw this amazing woman. She reminded me of
Selene/Europa on the bull. (Achilles Tatius knows the reader has already been told
about the dress, body and situation of Europa). Her face and hair were as follows ...”
Europa and Leucippe are also linked by the similarities between the meadow
in the painting (1.1.3-6) and the garden in which Cleitophon later begins his seduction
of Leucippe (1.15).% The closeness of the trees in the meadow and the roof that their

leaves form:

~ \ ~ ~ \ (Y .
déwdowy alrolc Gvewéuikto darayE kai Gutdy: guvexm Ta Oevipa

~ ~ 14 ’ A ’ A b ’ ~
cuvmpedn Ta mETaia' cuviTTOY O mropbor Ta POMa, kai €yiveTo Tolg

avleaiv spodoc M) TGY dUAAwY auumokm. (1.1.3)

is picked up by the description of the trees in Cleitophon’s garden:

“(1962), p.22.
50 Including the fact that: Aeuxog 6 iy (1.1.10).

51 See Bartsch (1989), pp.50-2, for this. See also 5.2 for a more detailed analysis of the description of

the garden.
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Q ~ ’ ~ ’
vmro 0€ Tolg xioaty évdoy Wy 1) TGy dévdpwy mavnyvpis. “Bbadov of khddor,

guvémmToy  aAMoic dMhoc én’ Moyt ai yeiToves TV meTaA WY
TepimAokat, TV dUAAwY epiBolal, Ty kapmr@y ouumdokal, (1.15.1-2)

The mottled shade that this creates:
"Bypaey 6 Texvitne omd Ta mérala xal ™V TKIGY, Kai 0 YAioc Npéua Tol
Aepu@dvos kaTw omopadny diéopel, Saov 1o ouwnpedés T TV UMWY
Kkoums avéwtey ¢ yoadels. (1.1.4)

is similar to that created in the garden:
TOY 0¢ PUAAWY avwley aiwpouuévwy, id’ Mhig mpds Gvemoy Tupwiyy {kaid
wxpay éudppatpey 1 v ™y ariav. (1.15.4)°

The meadow is enclosed by a wall:
“Olov  éreigule Tov Aewdva mepiBort) elgw O Tob TV dpddewy
oredavouaTos o Aeywwv éxabyro. (1.1.5)

as 1s the garden:
Kai Tepi To aAdog Tetyiov Ny altapkes elc Woc kai ékdoTy TAevpa Texiou -
TéTaapes O¢ Noav TAevpal - KATATTEY0S UTTO Y0p@ kiovwy (1.15.1).

The flowers in the meadow:
Al d¢ mpacial TV avBéwy vmo Ta méTada TOV duTtdy aToixmlov
émedUreaay, vapkiogaoc kai poda kai wuppivai. (1.1.5)

have their counterparts too:
Ta ¢ avbm moikidqy exovra Ty xpoiav év wéper auvetédaive To kaAlog,
kai My TolTo T yT¢ mopdlpa kai vapkigaos kai podoy. (1.15.5)

And finally the position of the spring in the meadow, the constriction of its flow and

even the verb used for its bubbling up:

*2 Garnaud accepts the emendation which O° Sullivaw (1978), pp.325-6, proposes, arguing that this

is a reference to the Phaedrus.
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“Towe kata pégov éoper Tol Aemwidvos Tic ypadis, T0 wev avaPAiCoy
katwlev dmo s 75, To 0é Tolg avbeadi kai Tofc duTols mepixedmwevoy.
"Oxetnyos Tis €yéypamto OikeMav kaTéxwv kai mepl wiay &uaeay

kexudws kai avoiywy ™y 0dov T¢ pelparr. (1.1.5-6)
are remarkably similar to those of the spring in the garden:

'By wéaoig 0é ot avlear mmyy) avéBAule kai mepieyéypamro TeTpdywvos

xapadoa xeipomoinytoc T peduati. (1.15.6)
These parallels between the meadow and the garden seem to invite comparison
between what occurs in and around each of them. Zeus in the form of the bull seems
to have taken Europa from the meadow, for the maidens, who are looking out to sea,
are standing at one end of it (Ev 0¢ 1¢ Tol Aeiudvog Téhet mpos Tais ém faratray Tig
viic éxBolate Tac mapbévouc éTakev o Texvityg. 1.1.6), and it seems safe to assume that
Europa had been with them before her abduction.® In the garden described by
Cleitophon in 1.15 he and Satyrus try to intimate the former’s desires to Leucippe by
discoursing on erotic topics from nature (1.16-18). Bartsch adds the point that:

One effect of this unusual assimilation of painting and nature is the

strengthening of the association between Europa and the novel’s

heroine Leucippe, who is associated with Clitophon’s garden because

he explicitly compares her to it at 1.19.1-3, and because the first

. . . . 7754
successful steps to their love affair are taken 1n 1t.

>3 Certainly if Moschus’ poern is anything to go by, Eur. 63-112.
**(1989), p.52. Cf. ibid., pp.53-4, where she argues that through the representation of Europa as
“strangely calm” (in contrast with, for instance, Luc. DMar. 15.2: mavw éxmAayg) “the picture of

Europa not only foreshadows Leucippe’s dangerous journey across the sea and the eventual outcome
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Therefore, the links established between Europa and Leucippe, through Cleitophon’s
comparison at 1.4.3 and through the other parallels, make it seem that Cleitophon is
playing the role of the abducting Zeus. The connection is strengthened by the fact that
at 2.15.4 Cleitophon claims that Zeus must have taken the form of an Egyptian bull.
For this garden is where Cleitophon’s advances begin, advances which eventually lead
to the couple’s elopement to Egypt in 2.31-2.

By an elaborate network of descriptions in which information is revealed
piecemeal and the reader is left to work out how it all interrelates, we come to the
position where Leucippe is equated with Europa. Europa rides the bull which is itself
explicitly compared to a bull which is white and has characteristics of the white horse
of the soul. The method of Europa’s riding, in this light, can be seen to be an allusion
to the charioteer’s control of his team, and the very obedience of the bull is
reminiscent of the compliance of the good horse. Rather like in the episode with
Thersander at 6.18 where he lost his metaphorical charioteer and Leucippe’s
behaviour was similar to that of the bad horse, here Europa/Leucippe is in the position
of the charioteer on a bull which is the equivalent of the white horse. If the
substitution is completed and Cleitophon replaces the bull/Zeus, we have the situation
where Leucippe is seemingly in charge of her lover. But the case of Europa and Zeus
is not this simple, for Zeus was the more active partner, and this fits in with
Cleitophon’s role in the drama. Leucippe is thus the charioteer in Europa, the white
horse by virtue of her name, and the beloved as the abductee/seductee. On a more

simplified level, and to return to the initial argument, the fact that Leucippe is linked

~ - . . . . . . : Ty 1 o ‘ g A AC
of sanctioned union, but also Leucippe’s very laxity concerning her own virginity, which she agrees

to yicld to Clitophon (2.19.2) and her readiness to flee with the hero.”
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with Europa who is riding a bull which recalls the white horse of the soul is another

piece in the jigsaw which would have lead the reader to realise the derivation of her

name.

3.7 Horses and their Riders and the Charioteer and Horses of the

Soul

It remains to consider other allusions to the passage of the Phaedrus which contains
the myth of the charioteer and his good and bad horses, to determine whether at any
other points Achilles Tatius uses this myth at all, or with any sort of pattern. The next
logical step, after considering those passages where Leucippe is directly or indirectly
concerned, is to deal with those parts where horses are an important feature.

The first such part is relatively substantial. At 1.7.1 Cleinias, Cleitophon’s
cousin, is introduced, and his passion for his young lover is mentioned. In fact:

ObTw 0é elxe diroTipiag mpog alto (SC. TO peipakiov), WoTe Kal {mrmoy

ToIGuevos, émel Bearauevoy TO elpaKioy ETYETey, ellic éxapicaTto dépwy

alt® Tov irmov. (1.7.1)
The object of his affections, Charicles, appears at 1.7.3 and announces that he is being
married off to an ugly girl (1.7.4). Cleinias urges him to refuse and abuses the whole
female sex with considerable vehemence and at some length, before Charicles
declares, rather level-headedly, that there is plenty of time to sort out the issue and
that:

To dé viv éxov, éd’ imnagiay ameipw é€ ol yap pot Tov IOV éxapiow Tov

KaAoy, oUTIw dou TOY Swpwy améavoa. Bmkovdiel dé poi 1o YURVATIOY

¢ Yuxiis To }\L;zfz,u,evov. (1.8.11)
But Cleitophon adds the ominous comment that ‘O weév obv amqer TV TehevTaiav 00ov,

Vorata Kal MPOTA WeAANTWV smméCeabar (Ibid.). This note of impending doom 1s
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confirmed at 1.12 by the equivalent of a messenger’s speech, in which one of
Charicles’ servants tells how the horse was startled, went berserk and killed its
master.

There was a noise:

kai o immog éktapaxfeis T™dE Gpbioy apbeic kai dhoyioTwe édépeto. Tov

vap xalvoy dakwy kai Tov alyéva cpwoas ... (1.12.3).%
This echoes the passage of the Phaedrus at several points. First of all the leaping of
the horse (mm0g) recalls, and is opposed to, the reaction of the good horse of the soul
which: éautov katéxer uy émmmday 1@ épwimévey (Phdr. 254a2-3).°° For in the myth the
good horse does not impose itself on the beloved and respects its master’s wishes,
whereas here Charicles’ horse is a present from his lover and causes his terrible death.
Its rearing straight upwards (opbiov apfeis) echoes the posture of the good horse: To Te
eidog opboc (Phdr. 253d4), although in this instance it is not an admirable property,
rather it is a prelude to the manic behaviour which is to follow. Its wild movement
(Groyiorwe édéoeto) is a reference to the reaction of the bad horse when it sees the
beloved: Big déperar (Phdr. 254a4). The substitution of Big with dAeyiorws is a signal
to the reader of the danger Charicles is in. For a horse (described in terms of the bad
horse) to be moving without reason reminds the reader of the control that the

. . r 57
charioteer, who was earlier equated with reason, Aoyioudg,” exerts on the bad horse.

% The text in the first half of this quotation is uncertain: see O’ Sullivan (1980) q.v. opflios and
mdaw. However, the general meaning, whatever the reading, is unchanged, and the proposed
emendations do not omit any of the words that I wish to concentrate on.
% Discussed above on pp.173-4, where Leucippe herself was the culprit.

7 See p.175.



192

If Charicles’ horse is moving without reason, i.e. its charioteer, then it will pose u
serious threat to him, the beloved. It is also literally out of control for, in wiping off
the sweat from his horse, Charicles let go of the reins: 100 purijpog auedjoac (1.12.2).
Its biting of its bit (tov yap xalwov daxew) is almost a direct quotation of Phdr.
254d7: évdarov Tov yalwéy.”® The latter extract comes from the point where the bad
horse is attempting its second violent approach to the beloved, and the relation
between the two passages is clearly that the sexual violence on which the bad horse is
intent is being compared with the camage that Charicles’ horse is about to cause. And
finally the bending of its neck (tov alyéva aiwwaag) by Charicles” horse alludes to two
elements of description of the bad horse: its strong neck (kpatepadymy, Phdr. 253¢2)
and its snub nose (g1ompéowmog, Ibid.). Such a concentrated piece of allusive writing
invites further investigation into the rest of the speech, and then into those passages
concerning the events that the speech contains.

In the rest of the messenger speech the verb mpdaw recurs twice more and in
both instances it refers to the wild actions of the horse: avw Te kai kaTw ™POOY
(1.12.4), and: ‘O 0¢ imrmog ... és UAnmv émmdnae (1.12.5), reinforcing the allusion to the
good horse’s self-restraint (Phdr. 254a2-3) and, by implication, the opposite wishes of
its yokemate. And lastly Charicles’ horse is éxtapaxfeis 7@ mrowat (1.12.6), when

the youth falls off it, and this recalls the effect that the violent recoil from the beloved

¥ Cf. Dio 36.46: gahwov addpavros évdaxévra, with Russell (1992), ad loc., and Trapp (1990),
pp.149-50. Cf. also Luc. Nav. 30: Tov gaAwiv évdaxwy, where Lycinus claims that he will not be able
to control his horse, if Samippus makes him rrmapxos and his horse is Bupoeidrg. The overall
Platonising of the works in which these two phrases occur (for the former see Trapp (1990), pp.148-

52; for the latter see 1.3, pp.44-8) guarantee their status as verbal references.
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suffered by the charioteer (Phdr. 254b7-c3) has on the bad horse: & 8¢ Mbas e
00Uvmg, My Vo Tol xalivel Te Eowev kal Tol mropwaTos (Phdr. 254¢5-6).

After this speech Cleitophon accompanies Cleinias to see Charicles’ body, and
both the latter’s father and lover lament.”® One word that recurs in their mourning is
movmeds. Towards the beginning of his speech the father exclaims: & movmody
immaouwatoy (1.13.2), and near the end he contrasts the hoped-for marriage torch with
the funeral flame and says: "Q movypas Tatme dadouxias (1.13.6). However, neither of
these instances is sufficient for it to be connected with the categorical description of
the bad horse at Phdr. 254e6: 6 movypoc. In Cleinias’ lament, on the other hand,
movneos is applied directly to the destructive horse. Cleinias bemoans the fact that it
was he who gave his beloved the horse CEyw 0¢ ¢ karodaiwwy éxapilopny Gypiov
wepaxiop kard 1.14.2) and that he decorated o movmpoy Bmpiov (Ibid.) with luxurious
trappings. Almost immediately afterwards he addresses the horse: “Imme mavrov
bnpiwy aypirtaTe, movmpe kai axapiore kai avaiobnre xarroue (Ibid.). Cleinias
continues by contrasting the care that Charicles took over the horse with the

treatment that the horse gave its rider:
0 wev katéla gov Tovg dp@Tac kai Tpodac émyyyéAAeTo TAeiovas Kai

émpvel Tov dpopoy, av O€ améxTevas énaivoiwevos. (1.14.3)
The wiping away of the sweat was mentioned in the messenger speech (tov immoy
Dpolvra kaTéla kabiuevos ... 'AmoudrrovTog d¢ Tis €dpas Toug ipdrtas 1.12.2-3) just
before the fateful noise occurred, but the rest of this quotation seems to show

Cleinias” own picture of the events. At any rate, it is the repeated mention of the

" kal dy By GuiMa, épactod xai matess (1.14.1), as Achilles Tatius puts it, with his

characteristic, and, one assumes, deliberate lack of taste.
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horse’s sweat which may have some significance. For, after the first attempt by the
bad horse to leap on the beloved and the violent counter-reaction by the charioteer,
the good horse: vn’ alayivns Te kai BauBous idpidmi macay Boeke v Yuamy (Phdr.
254(:4-5).60 Finally a reference may be discerned at 1.8.11, where Charicles announces
that he going for a ride on the horse that his lover gave him: €€ o0 yap wot Tov imrmov
éxapiow Tov KaAov, olmw gou T@v Owpwv améhavaa. The idea of enjoyment is
connected with the bad horse, who, after much time has been spent in the company of

the beloved, unsurprisingly want things to go that extra bit further:
év o0y T auykoiunoer 1ol wéy éoadTol 0 akoAaaTog ITmas exel 0TI A€y

Tpoc Tov Myioxov, kal dEiol avTi TOAAGY movewy awikpa amoAaloar (Phdr.

255e4-256al)

In Leucippe and Cleitophon, however, the roles are reversed, with the beloved
wanting to enjoy the gift of the horse instead of the horse wanting to enjoy the
beloved.

Where do these references, some of which are more secure than others, lead
us? Cleinias, in his slave-like devotion,®" gives his lover a horse whose behaviour is
largely reminiscent of that of the bad horse, and which destroys him. In a literal sense
Cleinias’ over-indulgence has lead to the death of his beloved. On a metaphorical

level, it is as if Cleinias has given Charicles his bad horse, and this leads to the

59 Which recalls the effect that seeing a feoerdés mpoowmoy ... KGMNo €0 PLEILTILEVOY 7] TIVE TOUATOS
id¢ay (Phdr. 251a2-3) has on the man who has recently witnessed the Forms: idovra & alrov ooy éx
T dpirme peTaBoln) Te Kai idpws Kai Beppots anbme AapBaver (Phdr. 251a7-bl).

' When Cleitophon introduces his cousin and relates how he impulsively gave Charicles his horse,
he says: "Eoxwmrov odv abrov dei Tis duepipviag, r1 ayoraler direlv kai SolAds €aTiv owTikmg MooV,

(1.7.2)
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inevitable consequences. In the Phaedrus the lover and his beloved who condescend
to a physical relationship do not suffer too greatly,*” because, although their souls do
not grow the wings that those of the Platonic lovers do, they still retain some sense
that they do not consider it the culmination of their relationship:

Y \ . ’ ’ 9 ’

€av O 01 draity dopTikwTéoq Te Kai ddihoaody, dihoTiwy dé xeMTwYTat,
’ o ’ ’ 14 k24 ~

Tax av mou €v uebais 9 Tivi aAAy duedeig Tw droddoTo altoly imoluyiw

A ’ Ay 1 b ’ ’ b k4 ? AY ¢ A} ~
aBovre Tas Yuxas adpolpovs, auvayaydvre els TalToy, Ty imo TGV

oM@y pakapioTy  aipeqiv  eidéabypy Te kai  diempadobny  kai

N 4 A} A b ~ A b -~ ’ ’ ¢/ kd !

orampalapévw 6 Aormoy 10 xedvrar wév alry, omavig 3¢, dte ol maay

dedoyuéva 1y diavoig mparrovrec. (Phdr. 256b7-¢7)

This situation, which Plato would have us believe is slightly unfortunate, only arises
through carelessness and the scheming of the bad horses. The use of the word
drhoTipe is recalled at 1.7.1 (Olitw d¢ elxe dirotiwias mpog alré), and this would imply
that Cleinias and Charicles conform to this type of lover. However, the implication is
there that if the bad horses got out of control, the consequences would be devastating.
Socrates does not mention this, as he is trying to argue for the benefits that can be
derived from the man who is a lover (Talra Tocaira, @ mal, kai feia oVtw goi
dwpnaerar 1) map” épaotol dihia Phdr. 256e3-4), but the opinion of the majority, that
sexual intercourse is the best thing (Phdr. 256c3ff.), does hint at the darker
possibilities. It is some such situation that I would argue Achilles Tatius is describing
in the death of Charicles. Cleinias’ love for him may be of the kind which leads to no
great harm, but the danger is there of a lapse into base physicality. This, I believe, is
represented in the gift from the lover of the horse which recalls the bad horse.

The point at which Charicles’ horse is frightened:

%2 In fact they: o0 opikpoy &6hov Tig épwtinis wavias dépovras (Phdr. 256d5-6).
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Yodos katomy yiverat, kai 6 irmoc éxtapaxfeic ™dG opblov apbeic kai

aloyioTwe édépero (1.12.3)
18 recalled in nearly exactly the same words in book 2, where Cleitophon is with

Leucippe in the garden at sunset, embracing and kissing her:

Qs ¢ kai émexeipovy Tt mpolpyou mrotely, Yodog TIS MUDY KATOTY YiyveTar”

kail Tapaybfévres avemyonaapey. (2.10.4)
This passage is surely meant to remind the reader of the earlier one, and it would
therefore seem appropriate to search for some significance. At first glance the
relationship appears to be one of contrast between the physicality of the feelings that
Cleinias has for Charicles and the unconsummated nature of Cleitophon’s and
Leucippe’s romance. The latters’ springing apart prevents them from doing anything
further, whereas in the previous instance the violent horse needed only small
provocation before it destroyed the beloved, the damage having been done in the
giving of the horse by the lover. However, I think it would be unwise to see Achilles
Tatius as pursuing and endorsing a strictly Platonic moral code, especially given what
we know of his sense of humour and subversive tendencies. After all, it is not as if
Cleitophon and Leucippe want to be chaste; it is only the fault of chance and
circumstances that they do not fulfil their desires.*’ In this case it is Satyrus who made
the noise: Kai alroc By 6 momjoag tov Yodov, mpodiovra feacapevos Tiva (2.10.5). Later
in the book, after elaborate preparation, the couple are actually in bed when Pantheia
has a disturbing dream and: Tapaxfeioa oly umo deiwaTos, @) €lgey avamod Kai émi Tov

Tiic Buyarpde Badapoy Toéxer (2.23.5). Cleitophon Tov Yodov dkobaas dvoryouévwy Téy

%3 At least in terms of the story. Of course, Achilles Tatius the author is in control and so he manages

to stay, albeit cheekily, within the conventions of the genre.
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Bupddv, €l dvermomaa (2.23.6). Many of the elements of the sentence from 2.10.4
are repeated here (Tapaxfeioa - Tapayfévres, dvammda/ivemidnaa - avemmonoauey, Tov
Jodov - Yodog) reminding the reader of the previous occasion on which they were
interrupted. And when Cleitophon tries to press his claims at the start of book 4
(meprmrubapevos avTy oios Te umy avdpileafar. Q¢ 3¢ otk émétpeme, “Méypr mére,”
eimoy, “xmpelouev T@V ThHs Adpoditne dpviwy; 4.1.2-3), he is prevented from
succeeding by Leucippe’s dream in which Artemis said: Meveic 0¢ mapfévoc, éat’ av e
vudootoAnow (4.1.4). So, although Leucippe and Cleitophon metaphorically want to
give free rein to their bad horses, external factors prevent them from doing so. The
contrast between the situations found at 1.12.3 and 2.10.4 is thus more complicated
and problematic than the reader of an “ideal” novel would expect or want, again
raising the issue of the games that Achilles Tatius is playing with this genre.

Charicles’ horse, although the main and strongest instance, is not the only part
of the novel where a connection can be discerned between horses and those of the
Phaedrus passage. The other tragic homosexual sub-plot also involves horses.** On
board the ship on which Cleitophon and Leucippe are eloping with Cleinias and
Satyrus in tow is a man who asks them to join him (2.33). He is called Menelaus and
he tells them he is returning to Egypt from exile. He had accidentally killed his
beloved while hunting (2.33.2-34).® A boar had sprung out, and the youth had chased

it until the boar turned and charged, at which point Menelaus shouted:

6 And a link between the two is established after Menelaus has finished his story: "Enredaxpvaey o

KAewiag alrol Aéyovros TlatpoxAoy mpodadty, dvaumadeic Xapwhéovs. Kai o Mevéraos, "Tapa

’ ’ \ - A I
darpierc,” Edm, "% kai aé T Totorov énpyare;” Trevakag olv o KAewiag kaTaAéyer Tov XapikAéa Kai Tuv
oy, kayw Ta éuavtol. (2.34.7)

% The Adrastus story of Hdt. 1.35-45 is the model here.
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e’ e A

€AKe Tov ITTTTOY, pLETEVEYKE Tag Nviag movmpoy To Bypiov.” (2.34.3)

Thes recalls what the charioteer does when he sees the face of the beloved: xai aua
nvaykachn eis ToUmiow éAkboar Tag miac (254b8-cl). In this case it is not the horse
which is movmpov, it is the boar. Menelaus also uses the same word of himself, when
the youth, whom he has hit with a poorly aimed javelin cast, refuses to blame him: o0«
éuioer pe Tov movmpoy (2.34.5). In this case it is Menelaus’ over-indulgence which
indirectly causes his beloved’s destruction,® and it is a combination of him and the
boar, both described with the same term, movypov, which kills him. The youth, on the
other hand, failed to follow the charioteer’s example in trying to avoid the potentially
dangerous object he was pursuing by reining in his horse.

The issue of being able to control a horse arises at two other points. The first
concerns Callisthenes, the man who abducted Cleitophon’s sister Calligone under the
mistaken impression that she was Leucippe (2.13-18). His chief characteristic was his
licentiousness. He fell in love with Leucippe without ever having seen her, and
according to Cleitophon: Togavry yap Tols akolaatoic UBpic (2.13.1). He asked
Sostratus for her hand, but: ¢ d¢ BdeAvtromevos Tol Biov THv axclagiay, TNeVNTaATO
(2.13.2). These passages recall the epithet applied to the bad horse of the soul as it
suggests to the charioteer that some enjoyment of the beloved is due: 6 akoAaoTog
(Phdr. 255e5). The same adjective is used of the bad horses in the lover and his
beloved when they take the souls of those who pursue a less contemplative way of life
off guard: 10 dkordorw (Phdr. 256¢2). This aspect of Callisthenes’ character is

picked up in the news that Sostratus has for Cleitophon and Leucippe when everyone

’ ~ ? * ’ ¢ ’
o o ) 7 ‘ ¢ ¢ ouvaumy. ¢
5 Hpwy pepariov kahob: 16 3¢ pepakioy dirdbmpov Ay, "Emeixov Ta oM@, KoaTel obk mdwapmy. s

obk Emeibov, eimopumy Kayw émi Tas aypas. (2.34.1)
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has been reunited in the final book. He begins as if his contribution will concern
Calligone (dépe dkoloate ... kai mao’ éuob & ofkor mpaxfévra mepi Kadysvmy miy oy

. adeAdny 8.17.1), but we have already been told about her abduction at 2.13-18,
and the remainder of his speech concentrates on Callisthenes. He describes how
Callisthenes learnt that Calligone was not Leucippe, but fell in love with her anyway,
and how his character underwent a dramatic conversion. Sostratus is reminded of
Themistocles:

b A » € ’ \ ~ ’ ({4 3 ~ A} ’ € ’
Kape ody Ometoer 1o 100 OecptatokAéove, oTi KAKENOS TNV TNy YAIKIay

adodpa doas ardraoTog elvau ... (8.17.7).
Sostratus regrets his initial rejection of Callisthenes and then, as if it were a major part

of his rehabilitation, tells how he:

AY ~ b4 / ’ y I ’ b A\ A I b ! ’
Kal TV €lg ToAEwoy yupvadioy olk Nuéler, dAAa kai mavy EPPWILEVWS €V
~ ¢ ’ ’ - [} > \ \ \ -~ ’ ’ ’
Talg irnaciais Oienpeney. "Hy wev ody kai TAPA TOV TNG ATWTIAS XPOVoY
’ ’ A 4 b ’ L4 b ~ Al a A. \ 3\ b B ~
TOUTOIS XaipwY Kol xpwwevos, ar’ @¢ év Toudq kai maidig: 1o ¢ avdoeroy

opws altd kal To éumeipoy AeAyldTwe érpédeto. (8.17.8-9)
Callisthenes’ character change is symbolised by his ability to control horses in a
disciplined manner. And, of course, by reforming himself and rejecting his former
akoladiay, it is the bad horse of his soul, 6 akéAaoroc, that he has learnt to master.
The other point at which the ability to ride seems to be an issue is at 3.14.2.
Cleitophon and some others have been rescued from the Herdsmen by Charmides and
his forces. The general asks who each of them is and onAa dwoew Uméayero (3.14.1).

Cleitophon asks for a horse:
’ \ » ’ ’ ¢ N
"Evw 0€ immoy rovy, adadea yap pletv inmevery yeyvuvaouevos. s 0€ Tig
Tapfy, mepidywy Tov immov émedeikvipmy év pubud Ta TOV moAeuwovyTov

TANWATA, (OTTE Kai Toy arpaTyyoy cdodpa émaivéaai. (3.14.2)
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Cleitophon is an expert with horses, but again the reader is asked to consider what
this might mean on the metaphorical level. Is Cleitophon, who fell in love with
Leucippe at first sight and who wanted to let his bad horse loose, really as

accomplished a horseman as he claims?

3.8 Conclusion

Achilles Tatius relies on the knowledge of his reader of a particularly famous piece of
Plato in deriving the name of his heroine from the description of the good, white horse
of the soul. But, as with much else in this novel, the allusions and echoes are not
straightforward. This is not necessarily to argue that Achilles Tatius was moralising,
condemning homosexuality or endorsing Plato’s views, rather he used a well-known
myth in a way that would enrich his narrative and increase his reader’s interest in it.
Achilles Tatius delights in the incongruities that having a heroine called Leucippe
entails and frequently warps his source into a playful mixture of reference.

In the first chapter I argued that various names in Leucippe and Cleitophon
and other second sophistic literature were more or less straightforward allusions to
their namesakes and that they opened up a wealth of references around them. In the
second chapter I maintained that the use of the name Cleitophon was one important
part of the nexus of allusions in the opening conversation of the novel and that this
helped to signal to the reader that Achilles Tatius was employing Platonic narrative
technique. In this chapter I have developed this approach and aim to have shown that
Leucippe is a more sophisticated onomastic reference to a very famous piece of Plato

and that Achilles Tatius engages his reader in a complicated hermeneutic game.
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Chapter 4.

Seeing and Digressing

4.1 The flow of Beauty

A number of allusions which have been noted in Leucippe and Cleitophon, but not
fully explored, consist of clear references to the flow of beauty which is described in
Socrates’ second speech in the Phaedrus.! O’Sullivan and Trapp have listed what they
consider to be allusions to this, but the extent to which this idea pervades Leucippe
and Cleitophon and the purposes of the allusions to it have been neglected.” The two

passages of Plato which are the basis for this idea are the following:

' See 3.5 for the popularity of this.

2 (1978), p.326, n.61., and (1990), p.155 and p.172. Vilborg (1962), passim, also notes several
echoes in passing. Bychkov (1999) notes the allusions at 1.4.4, 1.9.4 and 5.13.4, and compares 6.6.4,
but his main concern is to argue that “Achilles’ remarks on visual perception were inspired by the
Epicurean school which was ‘flourishing’ in the second century A.D.”, p.341. I do not share his
confidence, and he undercuts his own argument, ibid., n.5, by saying “Achilles Tatius could have
had in mind also the simplified version of Plato’s theory of vision from the Phaedrus.” At any rate,
he does not deny that the Platonic allusions are present, and on the other hand I would not want to
preclude the use of other sources. In fact, if he is right that there is an admixture of atomist theory,
this points towards an interest in philosophy on the part of the novelist and an imaginative blending

of sources.
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oebapevos yap Tol kaMovs Ty dmoppory dia TGy oupatwv (Phdr. 251b1-
2),}
where a man sees a beautiful face or form which reminds him of absolute beauty, and:
107" 7j0m 1) ToU pedpaTos éxeivou Ty, &y iwepoy Zede Tavuundoue €0V
wvopaae, moANY) depopévy mpog Tov epaaTiy, % peév el alrov v, % &
amopueaToupévou €5w amoppel* kai oloy mvelua 7 Tig N> &To Aeiwy Te Kai
oTepewy alopévn maAy oBev Gounby déoetatr, oltw TO TOU KdAMAoug
pelpa maly eis Tov kaAoy dia T@V dupudTwy idy, §) médukey &mi Ty Yy
ievau (Phdr. 255¢1-7),
where the lover and beloved benefit from their companionship. There are three points
in Leucippe and Cleitophon at which explicit references to these passages have been
spotted, and I shall deal with those first; yet the number of other occasions where
Achilles Tatius alludes to these passages, or where his novel can be argued to display
looser evocations of them, is quite considerable and therefore requires further
investigation.
The first such instance occurs as Cleitophon sees Leucippe for the first time:*

Qe dé edoy, elbic dmwloren kaddog yap dEirepov Titpwaker BéAoug
{
kai e TV odbarudv elc T Yuxmy katapperr odbaruos yap o0dag

epwTik® Toavpat. (1.4.4)

3 Ct. émppueiome d¢ Tijs Tpodiis (Phdr. 251b5), and: érav pev odv BAémovra Tpds To Tol matdis kaAheg,
éxeMey uéom émidvra Kai péovt’ - d O did Talra ipepos kaAerrat - dexopévy (Phdr. 251¢5-7), where the
idea of a flow is repeated.

4 Vilborg (1962), p.22, merely comments that: “The tenet (sc. that love enters man through the eyes)
is found several times in the erotic literature ... and derives perhaps ultimately from Plato (Phdr.

251B).” He also compares 1.9.4-5 and 5.13.4.
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The effect of this allusion is to emphasise Leucippe’s beauty, for it is referred to in the
same terms as that which was a clear reminder of absolute beauty in both passages of
the Phaedrus. But the relationship between the allusion and its sources raises
questions. Although in the first quotation the flow of beauty occurs in one direction
only, in the second the reciprocity seems to be the crucial point, as it accounts for the
weaker feelings of love in the beloved (Phdr. 255¢7-e4). Just how reciprocal is the
situation we find in Leucippe and Cleitophon? The answer is not at all, for all we are
told is that Cleitophon stared at Leucippe, not that their eyes met. Here, right at the
beginning of the novel, we get a glimpse of how self-absorbed Cleitophon is - the flow
of beauty is one way, and that is all that is needed for him to fall head over heels in
love. However, owing to the verbal similarity between the two Phaedran passages,
one cannot be sure whether Achilles Tatius has one or the other or both in mind.
Nevertheless, it remains possible that the reader was supposed to realise how self-
centred Cleitophon is, necessarily perhaps, given the nature of his narration.’

The next allusion to the two Phaedran passages forms a major part of the
consolation which Cleinias offers Cleitophon before he advises him on how to win
Leucippe (1.9.2-7). Cleitophon is finding the pain of being in love unbearable and
thinks that: O yéyovey &M Tololrov aTiymua TO Yap KAKoY pot kai auvoiker (1.9.2).
Cleinias, on the other hand, chides him for talking nonsense, arguing that he is

fortunate in just the respect that Leucippe is staying in the same house:

5 Cf. 'Ev 1ol moppwhey idovres mpoatoloay Try fepamaivay dteAbbnuey, ey pév dxwy kai Avmoupevog, 1
¢ ol ofd ¥mwe elyev (2.8.1), at which point Cleitophon and Leucippe have just enjoyed their first
kiss. Reardon (1994a) offers an account for the reasons why Achilles Tatius chose such a mode of

narration.
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AN wév vap épacti kai BAéupa wovoy fpkece Thpouwévns Taobévou,
Kai wéyioToy ToUTo dyaboy vevduikey épaais, éav kai wéxpl TV Qb Twy

evruxy (1.9.3).

The idea that a look is enough for a lover reminds the reader of the ideal chastity
practised by those who overcome the bad horses of their souls in the Phaedrus,
although the implication here, of course, is that the lover is not really content with the
situation, rather he is having to make do with it. There is no direct verbal
reminiscence as yet, but the strength of the allusion in what immediately follows
allows us to view the passage as a whole as engaging with Plato’s philosophy of
erotic psychology. For Cleinias contrasts the situation of the lover who is allowed
only a look, or perhaps a word, with Cleitophon’s good fortune of constantly being in
the company of his beloved. But before he proceeds to offer his advice on what his
friend should do next, he delivers an encomium of the pleasure that can be derived

from looking and eyes meeting:
Oux ofdag olov éotiv éowuévy Blemouévy peilova T@v €pywy éxer ™y
noovmy. Odbaruol yap arANAoic avravakAouevol AToudTTIOUTIY ¢ v
KATOTTTOW TOV TORATWY Ta €i0wAa’ 1 0€ Tob kaAdoug amoppo), 01’ alTdv
elc Ty Yuxmy kaTappéouaa, Exel Tva wiky & amooraoe (1.9.4).°
In addition to the Platonic flow of beauty entering the soul through the eyes, we find
here two more elements derived from the second Phaedran passage. The beloved has
received the effluence which rebounded from his lover and has been filled with
feelings of love. He does not know what is happening to him or what to call it, aAA’

, y o~ y ¥ s v !
ofov &m’ &AAou ddbaluiac dmoredavkws mpodaaiy eimeiv ol éxel, OaTep O€ év KATOTTP(

® Gamaud (1991), p.17, says that this is perhaps from Phdr. 251b, and compares L. & C. 5.13.4. for

which see below.
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& 1@ épdvTi éavTov opidy AéAnBev (Phdr. 255d4-6). In Achilles Tatius the idea of the
mirror has been transferred from the beloved seeing himself in his beauty reflected off
his lover to the eyes of both lovers receiving the images of each other as if in a mirror.
And the images themselves have a Phaedran precedent in the description of the
beloved’s emotional state: eidwAov epwros avrépwra éxwy (Phdr. 255d8-e1).” Cleinias
might appear to be advocating a Platonic love, where the lovers, although here in a
seemingly genuinely mutual way, derive satisfaction from the beauty of the other, but
in fact he is trying to console Cleitophon, who is currently being denied further
pleasures. For it is not the reminder of the Form of beauty which is the principal
benefit; rather the meeting of eyes is described as a substitute for sex, as the phrases
weilova TV Epywy éxer v Hdovmy and éxer Tva wiky év dmoatager make clear, coming
as they do directly before and after a clear verbal reference to the Phaedrus. Cleinias
further describes the flow of beauty into the soul as: dAiyoy éomi Ths Tév cwuaTwy
wikews: kanm yap éot cwuaTwy auwmiok (1.9.5), which makes the point explicit. But
Cleinias does nofseem to think that this, even with his ringing endorsement of it, will

satisfy Cleitophon, for he says:

7 Cf. Plut. Vit. Alc. 4.4, which is a clear and explicit demonstration that this passage of Plato was

particularly memorable or important (on Alcibiades’ relationship with Socrates): katadpovdy 8 alrog
éaurod, Baupalwy O éxeivoy, dyamby 0 Ty didodpoaivy, aioyguvipevog 3¢ Ty dpery, éhavBavey €idwAoy
bwrog, Gc dmow 6 IAdtwy, dvrépwra KTOuevos, ... Part of Callicratidas’ argument that a
Socratic/Platonic love is the best seems to be drawing on the same source: bray yap €k maidwy 0

omovdaios Epwg évrpadeic émi my 70y Aoyileafar duvapuévmy fikiay adpwbi, To maAar dirnfev aqroiBaioss
dowrag dvramodidway, kai dvoyepés airléafar morépov ToTePOS €paoTIG ECTIV, WOTIEP AT ETOTTTPOU TTG TOU

dbidigartos ebvoiag émi Tov éppevoy dpoiou meadvTog eidwou. (Ps.-Luc. Am. 48)
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\

‘Byw 0é gor kai to €pyov égerfar Taxy wavrelopar. Méyiotov vap éariv
édodiov eis melbw auvexms mpog épwuévny opihia. *Odbaduoc yap dihiac

npoEevog kai To auymbes Ths Kovwviag eis xap dvvaparrepoy. (1.9.5)

No matter that Cleinias claims that: éowpévy BAemowéwy ... ueilova T@v épywy éxer ™y
ndovmy (1.9.4), for it is sexual intercourse in which Cleitophon is interested, and here
the eye, and by implication the Phaedran flow of beauty through the eyes to the soul,
is reduced to a procurer of what the philosophical lovers would avoid.

The Phaedran atmosphere of Cleinias’ advice is maintained by further
allusions. After arguing that, since wild beasts can be tamed, women must be easier to
soften, Cleinias claims that: "Exer 0¢ 1 mooc mapbévoy émaywyov qAikiwms éodv (1.9.6).
This is reminiscent of part of Socrates’ reply to Lysias where he argues that:

yAika yap 07 Kal 0 TaAaios A6yog TEQTEY TOY HAIKA - 9) Yap Olal Xpovou

ioéms én’ Toag Mdovag dyovoa O ouoioTyta dihiay mapéxetasr (Phdr.
240c1-3).
This is cited by O’Sullivan and Vilborg as an echo,® and the probability that it is an

allusion is increased by what follows in Leucippe and Cleitophon:
10 d¢ &v pa Tijs bk émeiyov eis Ty dlaty kai T guveidos ToU dihetafa

TikTel ToAakis avréowTa. (1.9.6)
This is an echo of the image of love which the beloved received from the overflow of
his beauty back from his lover: €idwlov €pwTog avréowra éxwy (Phdr. 255d8-el, see
above).9 Rowe claims that avrépwe is a term Plato invented,'® and his use of it is the

earliest recorded in LSJ. Hackforth suggests that:

¥(1978), p.326, n.61, and (1962), p.27.
’ Spotted by O’ Sullivan (1978), p.326, n.61, and Vilborg (1962), p.27.

19(1986), p.188, ad loc.
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It is possible that in using the word dvréowe Plato is thinking of Aesch.
Ag. 544: 1@y avrepwvTay iuépy memhywévor.!!
Although the context there is not sexual, for the chorus are conversing with the
newly-returned herald, that Plato had this passage in mind might be increased by the
similarity of what immediately follows it: mofely mofodrra ™V0e iy aTpaToy Aéveic;
(Aesch. Ag. 545), to the terms in which the relationship of the beloved and his lover is
described: mofer kai moferras (Phdr. 255d8), which itself immediately precedes the idea
of counter-love. Be that as it may, the possibility that Plato coined the word avTépWS
and the importance of the concept of mutual love in this passage make it extremely
unlikely that Achilles Tatius is not deliberately referring to it here. It is, however,
stripped of its metaphysical significance, as its causes, according to Cleinias, are what
we would now recognise as the hormonal surges of youth and the gratification

derived from the knowledge that one is found attractive.'

'1(1952), p.108, n.3.

12 A possible allusion to the Theaetetus, one which would maintain the Platonic, if not the Phaedran,

atmosphere, occurs when Cleinias explains that Cleitophon requires no instruction in love: "Qomep

~ ~ \ . ’ Y \ v ’ g y ~ ~

Yap Ta dptiToka TOV Poeddy oldeic Niddorer Ty Tpodny, alripate yap éxpavliaver kai oidey év Toig walois
0 rTOIS TY T Y, | 1 ¢ / ) defTat d1daokaAias TPoS TOY TOKETOY
oUoay atrols Ty Teamelay, oltw Kl veaviokos EpwTos ToWTOKULWY ol Dertat O1 as oS .
"BEmav yap 1 @di : | évay] TNC Avd ) mpofeoi dev mAavmleic, kv mpwTokiUWY T
Enav yap ) wdic mapayévyrar kai évary The avaykmg 1) mpoleapia, un vnleig, ,

ebpmoerc Tekely, v’ alrob paiwleic Tob feob. (1.10.1-2) Cf. the passage from the Theaetetus where
Socrates explains to the eponymous interlocutor that he is a practising midwife of the soul and that,
although he is barren as far as wisdom is concerned, some of those who associate with himn make
amazing progress: xai Tooro évapyés o1i map’ ol obdéy mwmore palbivres, AAAN" alroi map’ alTdy MO
Kai KaAd eUpdyTes Te Kal TEKOVTES. Tic wévTor pateias 6 Beds Te kal éyw aitios. (Plat. Tht. 150d6-c1) Cf.

also Plat. Symp. 208e1-209¢4, with Dover (1980), p.151.



208

Another phrase that may derive from the Phaedrus occurs as Cleinias is
dispensing further advice, after Cleitophon has asked how he is to make Leucippe

know she is loved. He is to say undeév ... mpoc v mapbévoy ' Adpodiaioy (1.10.2), but is

to attempt the deed in silence:

Hals yap kai napbévos ouoior wév eiary elc aidd- mpog 0¢ Ty " Adpoditne

XAPIY KAY YVWUMS Exwaty, & maayovaty dkolery ol BéNouat (1.10.3).
This echoes the actions of the bad horse when the charioteer has seen 7o €PWTIKOY
ouwa (Phdr. 253e5). Unlike the good horse which is obedient to the charioteer, the
bad horse ignores him and springs forward:

’ ~ ’ ’ \ € I ’ ’ yr
Kal TavTa mpayuaTa mapéxwy @ auluyi Te kai Moy dvayrkaler ibvar Te

TP05 Ta TaIdika kai wveiay moiciafar The TGV adpodiciwy xaortos. (Phdr.

254a4-7)
The bad horse’s wish to mention sex to the beloved is portrayed as the wrong kind of
reaction, the unphilosophical one, as the horse represents base desire. Cleitophon is
told not to talk about sex, not because it is wrong, but because it will hinder his cause.
Yet again Achilles Tatius can be seen to be playing loose with his Platonic material.

The third point at which the evocation of the Phaedran flow of beauty has
been noticed occurs in book 5, where Cleitophon, who thinks that Leucippe is dead,
meets Melite for the first time since he has agreed to succumb to her overtures (5.12).
She is described in terms similar to those used for Leucippe: podov d¢ éumedutelofas

A 14 ~ - A3 4
Taic maperats (5.13.1) recalls podoy ¢ avételey ék s mapeas (1.19.1);" Buappapey

" Garnaud (1991), p.29, notes the correspondence. See Menelaus’ argument: Kai 7 p6dov dia. Tobro
1OV My elpopdoTepdy éoti dut@v, 61 To KaAos alTol devyer Taxy (2.36.2)! CE. éeivo (sc. the rose)
ueév oby, €i xui kiAoTov dvBéwy, Beagd Ty Bpav, mapémerar vip Tois EMdois évvedoay T vjpr (Philostr.

Ep. 51), and ¢bovepov derivg To dvbos kai wripmopoy kai mavoachar Tayv. (Philostr. Ep. 4)
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avtis 10 BAéupa papuapuyny 'Adpodicioy (5.13.2) is reminiscent of oy 0é %) Tdv
0dBarudy éuappaipey aly) (1.19.1);" and Koum moAAY kai Pabeia kai KATAXOUTOS T
xe01@ (5.13.2) might well remind the reader of xown Savbh), 1o Earvloy odhoy (1.4.3).1
Cleitophon proceeds to relate that Melite could not eat properly and did nothing but
look at him, for which he gives the following explanation:

Oldev yap M0v Tots épdar TATy 16 opevoy- ™Y vap Yuxmy macay 6 éowg
kataraBwy 00d¢ alri ywpav didwar T4 Toodd. H dé s Beag ndovy) dia

~ bl s ’ 7 ~ ~
TV OUUATWY Elgpeouaa Tols aTépvols éykabnTar élkovaa d¢ Tob éowuévou

N N b ’ 14 ’ ~ ~ ~ ’ Al 9 !
TO emw)xou ae€t, evamouaoageTal TW TNG J/U%"ng KaTomTpw Kai G;V&?T}\(L‘I'TGI

™y wopddy'® % dé Tob kaAAovs amoppon) &' dbavdy dxtivov ém Ty
épwTIKMY EAkopévn kapdiay évamoadpayiCer kdrw ™y axiav. (5.13.3-4)
This excerpt contains verbal allusions to the two principal Phaedran passages under

discussion, and also to Phdr. 255d4-6 and Phdr. 255d8-¢e1, both of which are quoted

"* pappaiw only occurs elsewhere in Leucippe and Cleitophon at 1.15.4, where it refers to the shade
in the garden.

> The force of this last correspondence might be diminished, however, by the consideration that
golden hair seems to be one of the generic factors that contribute to the heroine’s beauty in the Greek
novel. Cf. Daphnis gazing at Chloe: tote mpdroy xai ™y xéumy alrig éfaipacey o Eavby (D. & C.
1.17.3); Charicleia appearing at Delphi: 7 xoun 0¢ olre mavry diamAokos olre aovvdetos, dAA" 7 pév
oA Kad Umauévios Opoig Te Kkai vaToic émekipatve ™y 0€ Ao Kopudie Kai Ao peTwmou dadwng amalol
kAdves €atedov podoeidy Te kal NAdoay diadéovtes xai doBelv Tals alpaig 6w Tol mpémovtas olk ediévTes.
(Hld. 3.4.5); Anthia appearing in the procession in Ephesus: xéun Eavb, 7 moddn xabeyuém, odiyn
TemAeyLéYn, TIPoS ™YY TOV avépwy dopav kvouuévy (Xen. Eph. 1.2.6).

' Cr. 'H pev ody peTa wikpoy dmoboa Hxeto ... 'Buoi 0¢ édoxer mapeivar: dmeAfoboa yap v popdny
énadiré pov Tofs ddBaluworz (1.19.2), where Leucippe leaves Cleitophon with her image. Vilborg
(1962), p.99, compares Xen. Symp. 4.21: (Critobulus to Socrates re. Cleinias) oUk olofla o oUTw

g ~ A 5 TN " T !, ~ ,3(,A0u "
gadés €xw edwlov alrol év T Yuxd] we ei TAaoTikog 7 §wypadikos v, 0Udey av MTTov €k ToU €10wAOY M

~ er ~ b r .
TIPOS AUTOY 0PV OLOIOY AUT( ATIEIPYATAUNY;
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above.'” As always it is necessary to go beyond merely noting the existence of this
allusion to investigate whether it is used for any purpose. The fact that this same
allusion is used at the point at which Cleitophon first sees Leucippe and that Melite
here is described in similar terms to Leucippe would seem to provide one starting
point, that is a comparison between the two women and the two situations. Melite is
beautiful,'® but it is not her beauty that is given the same compliment as Leucippe’s of
being portrayed in words that remind the reader of the Phaedran beloved, whose
beauty in turn stirs the memory of absolute beauty in his lover. She is established as a
worthy rival through her similarity to Leucippe, but it is Cleitophon whose beauty is
flowing and fixing his image in the onlooker’s soul. This is quite logical, for where it
was he who was transfixed by Leucippe’s beauty, here it is Melite who is smitten by
him. The repetition of this allusion also invites a comparison between the passive and
apparently reluctant behaviour of Leucippe and Cleitophon’s reactions to the blatant
attempts at seduction made by Melite. Leucippe acted coyly out of a sense of shame;"
by way of contrast Cleitophon resists because he still can not forget Leucippe. There
is also a comparison to be made with the other occurrence of this allusion noted so

far, where Cleinias is offering his advice to his cousin and friend. There the flow of

'7 There is also perhaps an admixture of Stoic theory here t00. Cf. D. L. 7.46: katadnmticny pév, 7
KpiTTpioy  €bvar TQV TpaypaTwy daci, ™y ywouévmy ame UmdpyovTos xkat alTo TO Umdpxov
dvameodpayiopwévny rai évamopepayuévny. See also Bychkov (1999), pp.340-1.

'8 This does not make Melite the exception as a love rival, for Arsake is xaAm, but depraved, (Hld.
7.2); Lycaenion is véov kai wpaiov kai dypoikiag aBoérepov (D. & C. 3.15.1); and Manto is beautiful: My
3¢ xaA) (Xen. Eph. 2.3.1) In fact Cyno is the exception, for she is not only deceitful, insatiable and
homicidal, she is also hideous: yuwaixa 8ivar wiapdy, dxovadiyar ToA yeipw, dmacay Arpaoiay

UmepBeBAnuévny (Xen. Eph. 3.12.3).
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beauty was a mutual event which Cleinias termed a different kind of intercourse,
whereas here Cleitophon is again describing one-way traffic. Melite is infatuated with
him, but by admitting that he finds her attractive (€doka ok amdidg idely ™y yuwaika
5.13.2 and Kai apa Aéyovoa kartediler we, mpociéuevoy obi andds Ta diAfuaTa
5.13.5%%), Cleitophon calls into question his ability to fulfil his oath:

Qbavw yap émowocduevos évraifa wy auverbery, &ba  Aeuximmmy

amolwAexa. (5.12.3)
This makes it all the more of a surprise when he manages to put Melite off, which
itself makes it all the more of a shock when he succumbs precisely at the moment at
which his submission becomes culpable.”!

Another allusion to the flow of beauty, which, although extended, has
previously been overlooked, occurs when Thersander sees Leucippe for the first time.
At 6.6.3 Leucippe hears the doors of the cottage in which she is being held open. As

she looks up, Thersander catches his first glimpse of her:
avaveloaoa wikpov, abbic Tove odfaruovs katéBarey. 'Idwy de o
Oépoavdpoc 1o kaMhoc éx mapadpoutds, @ apmalopwevms botpamic’ -
pahiora yap év Tots ddbaluots kabyrar To kaMog - adijke Ty Yuamy €n’
almjy kai elatikel vf Béa dedepévoc, émrmpdy mote atbic avaBAéler mpog

~ ’ 72 2% ’ ’ ’ . Y
attov. Qs 0¢ evevoey eig ™y iy, Aéyerr “Ti katw BAémers, yovar; Ti O€

' A phenomenon explained to Cleitophon by Cleinias at 1.10.2-7.

20 The repetition of odx amdds gives a sense of sly understatement, as if Cleitophon realises that it
would be inappropriate to praise Melite’s looks excessively, but also that he needs to begin
motivating his lapse at the end of the book.

2! See below, pp.233-4.

2 See 3.6, pp.178-9, for the importance of the lighing metaphor bere and O’ Sullivan’s

cmendation.
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gou To kaMhos T@v ddbaludv eic vy katapper: 'Emi Tovs odbatuoie

waAAoy peéTw Tols éuols. (6.6.3-4)
Not only is Leucippe’s beauty described in terms of lightning at the points where the
two men in her life first see her, but Cleitophon also proceeds to add a generalising
comment, reinforced by what Thersander says, that echoes the parts of the Phaedrus
with which I have been dealing and which Cleitophon refers to in his remarks at 1.4.4.
It might be argued that this is not an allusion, since there is not as close a verbal
correspondence as seen in the passages discussed so far. However, all the requisite
elements - the flow of beauty, the part eyes have to play and the involvement of the
soul - are present, and it looks like Achilles Tatius is here tinkering with his Platonic
model rather than abandoning it.>> What is the purpose of the allusion here?
Leucippe’s beauty is, of course, emphasised again, but more interesting is a
comparison between the two men involved. Cleitophon’s and Thersander’s reactions
to her beauty are instructive. Cleitophon, as mentioned above, is more of a passive
victim of extreme beauty, whereas Thersander aggressively seeks to divert the flow of
Leucippe’s beauty to his own eyes. This contrast is reflected in Cleitophon’s rather
fatalistic attitude and Thersander’s recourse to force and abuse once his attempts have
failed.** Another point of interest to come out of this passage is the use by Achilles
Tatius of the flow of beauty in a situation where, instead of providing any benefits, it

causes trouble. This is because Thersander’s reaction to Leucippe’s beauty 1s not one

*¥5.13.4 adapts the model too, after all.

2 For the former see especially 1.9.1-2 and 1.9.7, where Cleitophon asks Cleinias for advice in his
desperation, and 1.11 and 2.5, where he explains his dilemma; for the latter see 6.18, where

Thersander tries to force himself on Leucippe.



213
of which the philosopher would approve. Of course, the reaction of Cleitophon
himself is not entirely philosophical, but at least he does not attempt rape.

This allusion is sustained in the following chapter where Leucippe bursts into
tears in response to Thersander’s words. Cleitophon embarks on a disquisition on the
effect that a tear has on the eye: Aakovoy yap odBarucy avieryor kai motel
npometéatepoy (6.7.1). If the eye is ugly, a tear makes it uglier: if beautiful, more
beautiful. The latter, of course, is the case where Leucippe is concerned. Thersander
is smitten all the more and Cleitophon indulges in a crescendo of generalisations
which culminate in another allusion to the Phaedran flow of beauty: tears naturally
evoke pity, especially those of women; the more abundant they are, the more
bewitching; if the weeping woman is beautiful, and the beholder her lover, he copies
her weeping.

~ ~ A} ’ ¢! b4 b A

"Eme1dr) yap €ic Ta oupata TGy KaAdy To karog kabyral, péov éxeley émi
A 1 Al ~ L4 ’ e \ ~ 3 ’ Al Al

ToUc ddBalpotc TOV opwvTwy ioTaTal Kal TOV Oakpuwy TNV TNYNY
A 14 t 14 A} Al ’ ’ A \

cuvedérketar. ‘O dé épaatc debapevos dudw To wev karios eig Ty Yuxmy

Terace, To 0¢ dakpvoy eic Tous odfaruols érnpmaey (6.7.5).
Again the reader encounters the flow of beauty to the eyes and its entry thereby into
the soul. The lover’s reception of this beauty (dekauevos) also recalls verbally the first
of the two Phaedran passages: defduevos yap ToU kaAhoug ™Y amoppony O1a TMV
supatoy (Phdr. 251b1-2). Achilles Tatius has elaborated on the idea, however, and
has Cleitophon claim that the flowing beauty stops at the eyes of the beholders and
draws forth tears. This is not incompatible with what Plato’s Socrates says, and the
lover taking the beauty into his soul is thoroughly Platonic, but what follows is
puzzling. How can anyone, let alone a lover, receive a tear? He can hardly receive his

beloved’s tear, but in what sense could he receive his own, the only remaining option:
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It is worth considering whether help can be gamered from the two other
passages which deal with crying in physiological detail. The first occurs at 3.11, after
Cleitophon has spent 3.10 bemoaning his, and especially Leucippe’s,” predicament.
They have been captured by the Herdsmen and assume the worst, yet Cleitophon finds
himself unable to weep. His explanation is that in moderate misfortune, tears come

easily, evoke pity and offer relief. Whereas:

év 0¢ Tols ImepBaldovat dewoly delver kai Ta dakpua kai mpodidwa kai

Tous odbaruots, 'Bvruxoloa vap alrorg avaBaivouaiy 4 Aimy ool Te

™Y akuy Kai peToxetevel katadépovoa vy aiT] K4Tw' Ta Oé

éxTpemoweva The ém Tovs odBauovc 6dol elc Ty Yuxmy kaTtapper kai

xaAemwrepov alri moiel To Teaiua. (3.11.1-2)
Here the tears, prevented by grief from reaching the eyes, flow back to the soul. This
tells us that tears come from within, and that they can flow into the soul,”® thereby
worsening its wound, but this is no great advance on 1@y daxplwy Ty Ty (6.7.5)
which beauty activates in the beholder. The other passage again concerns Cleitophon.
This time he is incarcerated and has overheard the false story that Leucippe has been
killed. Although the next comment is: "HAfe 8¢ por ToTe darpuva xai Tois odbatuots Tny
Aomyy amedidovy (7.4.3), he does not weep at first, likening the situation to a bruise
which does not appear immediately or a wound whose bleeding is delayed.

’ A ~ ~ ~ ’ ’ ’
obtw kal Yuxr) maTaxbeica TH ThHe AUmys Péler Tobevoavtog Adyou
’ ~ ’ 9
TétpwTal ey O Kai éxer TV Toumy, aAAa To Taxos Tl PANuaTos oK
! ’ ~ b ~ ! .
dvéwtey olmw To Tealua, Ta 0¢ daxpua édivke TGV odbaludy wakeav

ddkpuoy vap afua TpalpaTos Yuxis. “Otav 6 Tis Alms 600U KaTa [IKpoY

5 Ta uév odv éud, xiv SmepBodty Exm aundopis, Trrrov aAy B, Ta o, Aeukimm, ol oTopaT Gopmow
(3.10.4).

2 Acting, incidentally, in a very similar manner to the flow of beauty.
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Ty kapdiay ékdayy, kaTéppmkTar wev Tis Yuxic o Tealua, avéwkTal o¢
Tols 6dBaluois 1) TOv daxplwy Blpa, Ta dé werd wixody e avoibews
ébermonoey. Oltw kaueé Ta wév mpoira TS akpoagews T Yuxy
npogmegovta kalamep Tobebpata katedivace xkal Tiv daxplwy amédpate
\ ’ \ s a\ ] )\ ’ ~ ~ ~ ~ 27
Y TYNY, WETA TAUTA O€ €ppel, oxoAacadns Tis Yuxns TGO kaxd.
(7.4.5-6)
That tears are aiwa Tpaiparos Yuxis implies that it is the soul from which they come.
This is reinforced by the fact that, by gnawing at the heart, the tooth of grief causes
the wound of the soul to burst and the door of tears to be opened. The last sentence
too confirms this impression, as the bad news attacks Cleitophon’s soul and Téw
dakplwy amédpae ™y Tmymy.
To bring the discussion back to 6.7.5, how does the spring of tears being
located in the soul help in interpreting how the lover can be said to receive his own
tear? Tears can be prevented, by grief or a swift shock, from reaching the eyes, and

so, far from being non-sensical, it would be pertinent and even significant, given

Cleitophon’s grasp of physiology, to say that a lover’s tears had reached his eyes.”

" To this passage should be compared 1.6.2-4, where Cleitophon describes why, inflamed by the

sight of Leucippe, he was unable to sleep: "Eori uév yap dioer xai ta dAAa voouate kai Ta Tol
copaTos ToalpaTte vukT yalemdTepa Kai émaviotatar waldov wuiv mouxalovsr kai épefiler Tas
adymdovag: btav yap dvanaimras 16 odue, Tote ayxordler To Ekog voaelv: Ta O¢ T Yuxs TeavaTa, pum
9 ~ T v \ ] . 5 -~ ’

Kivoupévou To aopaTtos, oAb patov 6dwi. ‘B vuéoq mév yap dfadpoi kai drra moAddk yeulopeva
Teptepyiac émroudiler Tic véTou Ty dkury, dvtimepidyorta TV Yugny TiK €ig TO Tovely axolii av de
Nouxia T coua mednbf, kalb almiy ) Juxm vevowérn ¢ kak® xupaivetar. Ilavta yap éeyeipetar ToTe
TA TEWS KOILWOUEVA.

2% Gaselee’s (1969) translation of the preceding phrase (kai T@v daxovwy ™y YTy auvedérkeTal

6.7.5) as “and draws forth the fount of tears”, p.317, might lead to the objection that the “fount of

- - - - ” ] e p lle
tears” is mobile and so cannot be situated in the soul. A more natural translation, however, and o
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The solution must be to understand eig Tog 6¢Baruole vel sim. Thus the lover receives
both his lover’s beauty and his own tear in his eyes (‘O dé épaaTms Sekauevos dudw sc.
eis Toug 6dBaruols), and, Platonically, takes the beauty into his soul (o weév kaMos eic
™y Yuxmy Memace,), but keeps the tear in his eye (to 0¢ dakpuoy eis Tove SdBatuole
érmpmaev,) in the belief that it will show that he is in love: papTuplay yap TalTny
vevopikey 6Tt kai diher (6.7.6). The relevance of this is to show how Achilles Tatius
adapts his model. By this stage in the novel the flow of beauty has become a topos,
but rather than simply entering through the eyes and flowing into the soul, here it
draws forth tears, which come from the soul.

Achilles Tatius’ use of Plato’s flow of beauty occurs at crucial junctures in his
erotic narrative: when Cleitophon first sees Leucippe (1.4.4); when Cleinias gives
Cleitophon the advice that is necessary to start the ball rolling (1.9.4); when
Clertophon first sees Melite after he has consented to a liaison (although not until they
reach Ephesus)® (5.13.4); and when Thersander first sees Leucippe and is inflamed by
her weeping (6.6.3-4/6.7.5). Given the importance that Achilles Tatius evidently
attaches to this Platonic idea, it is worth investigating whether it resonates throughout
the novel in a form that allows it to be connected, verbally or thematically, with the

explicit allusions traced so far.

which obviates this objection, is “stream of tears”. Cf. S. Ant. 802-3: Toxer & lobkéi Tmyas dvvapar
daxpbwy, and, for the singular: S. Tr. 851: Eppwryey mayd daxpiwy.

, y ’ \ [S Y] 9 N R Tov
2 Lovoy Gmwg TO Ylvaiby wor ) Tapéxy TPAYATA, €MEiYOUTA TIPOS TO €PYOV, €0T AV €S Ede

adicopela. (5.12.2)
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4.2 The Eves Have It

The starting point is Cleinias’ advice to Cleitophon and the idea that a lover counts
himself lucky if he can see his beloved: "AM wév yap épaotf kai BAéupa wovoy

4 ’

’ A} ’ ~ ’
nexeae Tyooupévns mapbévou, kai wéyiaTov TobTo dyalov vevduikey épacTic, éav kai

pexor T@v opparwy ebruxy (1.9.3). Cleinias’ encomium of the pleasure derived from
eyes meeting and its function as a substitute for sex is not straightforward, for he is
trying to console Cleitophon and almost ignores what he has just said in proceeding to
advise his friend on how to consummate his desire. But since his seemingly
enthusiastic praise contains an explicit and manifold allusion to the concept of beauty
and love in the Phaedrus, it is worth exploring how the protagonists react to the
position of only being able to satisfy their desires as far as their eyes are concerned,
UEKPI TV OUUATWV.

Between his first sighting of Leucippe (1.4.2) and Cleinias’ advice to him (1.9-
10), Cleitophon has to make do with only eye contact. As he stretches Tois d¢batuovs
towards Pantheia (1.4.2), Leucippe appears, kai kataotpamrer wov Tovs odfaluovs T
mooawmy (Ibid.).” Already the importance of eyes is stressed, to be further enhanced
by the first direct allusion to the Phaedran flow of beauty (1.4.4).”" Cleitophon is
ashamed to be caught staring at her and: Tol¢ d¢ édbatuovs aderxerw WEV AT TN

~ ~ ~ ~ / € ’
KO’p')’)g éﬁlago'wr)v O; 36‘ Ol.,JK '),’)’66}\01/, &7\)\' dV@Gl}\KOV éCLU‘TOL)g éKGl TW TOV Ka)\)\oug 6}\KO[L€VOI

meiopwat, kal TéNog évikmoav (1.4.5).** Dinner follows and Cleitophon reacts

* Discussed in 3.6, pp.177-8.

*! See above.

32 This is reminiscent, although not verbally, of Socrates’ reply to Glaucon’s suggestion that perhaps
the spirited part of the soul is of the same nature as the appetitive part: "AM, v & éya, moTé droloas

’ . \ 3y ~ I T ’ ~ v
T moTebw TouTE: (¢ dpa Aedvtiog 6 AmAaiwves aviwv éx llepaiog vmo To Bopetoy TeTUS EXTOS,
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ecstatically to his father’s arrangement: pixpod npoceAbov Tov maTépa katedilyoa, o
pot kat’ odfaduots avéxhive Ty mapBévoy (1.5.2). He feasts on the sight of the maiden
(1.5.3/1.6.1) and has difficulty sleeping, although when he does sleep, all he can

dream about is her (1.6.2-5). When his slave®® wakes him up, he tries to find her:

’A Ay N b ’ B b ! \ b4 ~ bl ’ A ’ ~

vagras ovv €Badifov ékemitydes elgw The olkias kaTa mporwmoy ™G
’ ! 144 ~ A

kopms, BiBAiov aua koatdv, kai éyrekudae aveyivwakoy: Tov O¢ odfaruov,
b \ A} ’ ’ L4 4 ’ f 3y ’

el kata Tags Blpas yevoiuny, imeilitroy kaTwley, xai Tvac EWTIEQITATYTAS

4 AR ] ’ b ~ ’ " ~ b ’ 224 Ay
dravdovs, kai emoxeTevaauevas éx Tis Béac Epwra cadds amqer éxwy ™y

Juxmy kaxds. (1.6.6)
The importance of secing here is coloured with an allusion to the Phaedrus.’
Cleitophon’s drawing off of love from the sight of the maiden (émoxerevoauevoc éx i
féas épwra), recalls the soul of the man étav Becerdec mpéowmoy 10y karroc €l
weppumuevoy 7 Tiva cwpwaTtos idéay (Phdr. 251a2-3):

b ~ \ Al b !’ t7 bls \ Ay ’ !’

idolica 0¢ Kkal émoxeTeuTamévn iwepoy ENvoe wév Ta ToTe cuumedpayuéva,
~ 9w/ 1Y €\ \ ’ - '

avamony 0¢ AaBolica kévtpwy Te kal @divwy éAntey, Moy & al Taliryy

yAukuTaTNY éV TQ) TTapdvTt kapmobTatr. (Phdr. 251e3-252al).
The metaphor of drawing off desire/love from the sight of the beloved and the near
verbal identity of émoxerevoauevos and émoyerevaauévy are not all that confirm this as

an allusion. For immediately prior to the above excerpt from the Phaedrus Socrates

~ o oW A 9 ~ e 5> ’ [ ’ ot
aiofopevos vekpole Trapa TH dnpi xeyuévovs, dua ey idety émbupor, apa d¢ ab duayepaivor kai amoTpem
’ v 5 TS ~ 3 ’ L .
éavtiy, Kkai Téwe pév payorts Te Kai TapakaiTTorTo, kpatolwevos O oby Umo T embupiag, dieAxioas Tovg
wy L A T I Y3 [ ’ y ’ ~ K oﬁ
6dBadpole, mpoadoapiy mpoe Tolc vexpols, 1000 Sui,” Edm, ‘@ rarodaipoves, éumAnathyTe Tob KaA

Peaparos.” (Plat. Rep. 439¢6-440a3)
* Possibly Satyrus - see 1.5.2, pp.61-2.

** One noted by O’ Sullivan (1978), p.326, n.61, Vilborg (1962), p.24, and Gamaud (1991), p.12.



219
describes how the soul is caught between the pleasure of seeing its beloved and the
agony his absence causes:

b A} 9 ’ ’ 3 ~ ~ ~

€k O¢ audoTépwy peperyuévwy adnuovel Te TR dtomia Tod nafove kai

b) ~ A ~ A} ¥ A N kX4 \ ! 7\ k14

amopovoca AUTTEZ, Kal €upavis oloa oUte vuktoc dlvatal kabeldery olre
’ [ ’ T N & ’ ~ \ ~ ¢ b )

weld” nuépav o av g péver, Bei d¢ moboloa Smov &y oimrar SledBar Tov

exovra 7o kaAAog (Phdr. 251d7-e3).
The soul’s inability to sleep is paralleled in Cleitophon’s insomnia: ‘Q¢ dé¢ el 1o
dwpatiov mapnrov, éfa por kabelidery €8og My, 0ddé Umou Tuxely Mdwduny (1.6.2), and
its restlessness and hurry to see its beloved in Cleitophon’s purposeful wandering
about the house (1.6.6, quoted above). But although Cleitophon behaves in a similar
way to the soul of the lover, he is rather more restrained. Just as he will be advised by
Cleinias: umdév uév eimms mpos Ty mapbévoy *Adpodiciov (1.10.2), and this forms a
contrast with the bad horse’s unbridled shamelessness,” here Cleitophon is prevented
from running around like a madman after Leucippe by propriety and instead chooses
the rather more genteel method of pretending to read in order to see her. The general
state of the lover’s soul, which is described in detail (Phdr. 251b7-252b1), might also
be alluded to when Cleitophon says: cadds amqer éxwy ™y uxmy kaxds (1.6.6).
However, Cleitophon’s soul is in a bad way because he is filled with desire, whereas
the Platonic lover thinks that seeing is yAuvkuratny (Phdr. 251e5), and this again
highlights the deliberate and humorous discrepancy between Achilles Tatius’ use of

Platonic material and the content of that material.

¥ See above, p.208.
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Cleitophon gets no further for three days (Kai tabrd por toidv eV
émupaeveto 1.6.6), and goes to Cleinias for advice.*® Cleitophon, however, remains
worried, for he is betrothed to another. In the course of outlining his dilemma (1.11)
the importance of sight is again stressed. His father wants him to marry his half-sister:

KaAny pév, @ Beoi, moiv Aevkimmyy idefvs viv ¢ kal TpogTo kaAAog alric

TUADTTW Kai Tpog Aeukimmny wovyy Tods sdbatuote Exw. (1.11.2)

It would seem that she too only has eyes for him, as becomes evident at the banquet in
honour of Dionysus (2.3). Cleitophon is still gawping at her, Tol 3¢ méTou mpoidyroc
n0m Kkai avaioxivtws é abmny éwpwy (2.3.3), and she begins to behave in the same
way: "Hon d¢ kai alm) meptepyotepoy eic éue BAémer éfpacivero (Ibid.). This continues
for a further ten days (kai Talra wev Nuiy Huepdy émparrero déka Ibid.). Then, in a
phrase which recalls Cleinias’ wexor T@v opuatwy (1.9.3) and his ensuing advice,
Cleitophon says that: kai mAéoy Tdv duuaTwy éxepdaivopey 9 éToluduey oldéy (2.3.3).
It is clear that he, and presumably Leucippe, are not content with just looking at each
other, even if it weillova T@v oywy éxer v noovmy (1.9.4).

Cleitophon, who is finding that Cleinias’ recommendation that he be subtle is
not paying dividends, now confides in Satyrus. He offers rather more forthright
advice:

AT Oé ae kal Ty KopmY 00 wéxpl TOY SUUATWY Wovwy TEpaY, aAa Kai

piua doiulrepoy eimelv. Tore O¢é mpéoaye Ty devtéoav umxaviy: Bive

xetpos, AR oy dakTudov, BAiBwy arévatov. (2.4.3-4)
There is a choice of readings for wéxor T@v opupaTwy wovwy, With wéxer Tdv 6dfarudy

and péxor TV dupaTwy wovoy the others. There are arguments in favour of both rwv

3 For which see above, pp.203-8.
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odbarudy and Ty dpudTwy. Achilles Tatius could be said to prefer the former, for
whereas odfaiuos does not occur in the Phaedrus,”” and suua occurs four times, two
of which where Socrates is describing the flow of beauty (Phdr. 251b2 and 255c6),®
when Achilles Tatius is alluding to these passages he seems to prefer odbaruog, opua
being used only at 5.13.4. However, éupa also occurs at 1.9.3 and 6.7.5, at places
very close to these Phaedran allusions. In fact the latter instance affords a convenient
example of Achilles Tatius’ variatio in this respect, with there seeming to be no
difference of meaning betwéen odlaMuos in: wakiara yap év Toig ddbaruoic kabyrar To
kaMog (6.6.3), and ouua in: 'Emeidn yap elg Ta sppata 7OV kaAdY T6 kdAAoc kabyrai
(6.7.5). Perhaps the best example of what seems to be their interchangeability occurs
after Leucippe’s mother, Pantheia, has asked her how there came to be a man in her
room (2.28). Leucippe is defiant and feels grief, anger and shame simultaneously.
These three emotions are described as tpia s Yuxis kopwata (2.29.1), and Cleitophon
gives a grand physiological and psychological exposition on their workings. Shame is
treated first: ‘H wév yap aidoc da Tdv duudTwy eigpéovaa ™y T@v odbarudy
Eebepiay raBaiper (2.29.2). There is no discernible difference in meaning,” and the

e . . . . .. 40
language is incidentally Phaedran, albeit bizarre in the circumstances.” On the other

7 The closest is odBaMuia, which is used as an analogy for what happens to the beloved as his beauty
rebounds from his lover (Phdr. 255d3-6).

3 The other two occurrences are used of the blinding of Stesichorus: T@v yae dupdtwy orepnbeis did
i ‘BAévae kakmpyopiav (Phdr. 243a5-6), and of the beloved when the charioteer of the soul first sees
him: &rav & odv & asvioxos idwv 1o épwrikoy dpupua (Phdr. 253€5).

* Although it could be asked why Achilles Tatius needed to use the two words, where m éAevBepiay
att@®v would surely have been sufficient.

“ The meaning of the phrase itself is rather obscure - see Gaselee (1969) ad loc., pp.112-3,n.1.
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hand, it might be argued that since the phrase wéxor Ty duuatwy occurs at four other
points in the novel,*! it should be read here. The meaning, at any rate, is identical,
whichever reading is adopted, and the idea remains that it is insufficient for lovers
merely to gaze at each other. Spurred on by Satyrus’ advice Cleitophon does make
further advances, and the couple do gradually get around to kissing and embracing
(2.4-10), but just as something more seems to be on the cards, Cleitophon’s father
hastens his wedding preparations, 'Evimia yap adroy detdparre modrg (2.11.1). Eye
contact between the two, at least as a substitute for sex, is no longer an issue, but
before the theme returns with even more force and pertinence with the introduction of
Melite, the reader is afforded two more examples of its importance.

The first occurs as Cleitophon’s marriage to Calligone is prevented by her
abduction at the hands of Callisthenes. Callisthenes is agwrtos ... kai moAuteArne
(2.13.1). He hears that Sostratus has a fuyaréea ... kaAqy (Ibid.) and wants to have

her as his wife. Cleitophon, in familiarly sententious vein, continues:

~ ~ b ’ s ¢ A ~ ’ A
7 €€ akotjc épacTng’ ToTalTy yap Tolg akoAaaTors UBpig, ws Kai Tols Waty
b b4 ~ A ~ ’ b A € ’ ™" ~ ¢ -~ a VOUO"
€ls épwTa TPVPAY Kal TalTa TATKE Ao pPHUaTwY, & T Yuxy O1aKo

Towlévres odbarwor. (Ibid.)
A man in such want of self-control as Callisthenes suffers from mere rumours what
anyone else feels on actually seeing someone beautiful. As well as emphasising
Callisthenes’ intemperance and temerity, this passage reinforces the function that sight
plays throughout the novel. It can also be compared with particular passages. The

wounded eyes and their relationship to the soul recalls Cleitophon’s comment when

1 1.9.3, for which see above, p.217; 5.22.5 (twice); and 5.25.4, for which sec below. Cf. 5.19.3:
“Bita éompnas,” Ebmp, “émi myhixotrorg dyalois kai péxypr @V drwy povey evdpaivers, AN’ o0 dewvierg kai

Tolg oppact Tayaba;”, also dealt with below.
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he first sees Leucippe: kaMog yap oEitepoy Titpwaxer Béhoug kai dia Ty 6dBaruidy eic
v Yuxmy katapperr ddbauos yape 6doc épwmikd toatwan (1.4.4), which is itself, of
course, a clear reference to the Phaedrus.** The subsequent behaviour of the two men
forms an illustrative contrast as Cleitophon dithers, seeks advice from his closest
friends and moves painfully slowly, whereas Callisthenes asks Sostratus outright
(HoogeAbww oly 1@ Zwatpare mply 4 Tov moAewov Tois Bulavtios émmeaeiy, frerro ™Y
kopny 2.13.2). Sostratus, BdeAvrréwevos Tob Biov ™y dxoragiay (Ibid.), refuses.
Callisthenes feels insulted and is suffering from his love:
avamAaTToy yap éaut@® ThHs maidoc 1o kaAos kai davraliuevos TG

aoparta élalle adodpa kakds diaxeipevog. (Ibid.)
The language here too invites comparison with other points in the novel. avanidrro

is only used elsewhere at 5.13.4: "H 0¢ ¢ Géag 7dor) dia Tdv duudTwy elgpéovoa Toig
’ b4 ’ e \ ~ b ’ A bl bl ’ b ’ ~ ~
oTépvois e€yxkalinTarr éAkovoa 0 Tol épwueévou To €ldwlov dei, évamouacoeTal T{ TS

Yuxiis kaTomTew Kal dvamAdTrer ™y wopdry.” The contrast between the two passages
is that in the first Callisthenes is actively imagining Leucippe’s beauty, unencumbered
as he is by actually having seen her, whereas in the second Melite is the recipient of
the image of Cleitophon. davralouevos (2.13.2) also finds resonances in the rest of the
novel. The verb davralopar only occurs elsewhere at 1.9.1, where Cleitophon is
telling Cleinias his predicament: dAog ydp pot mpoaémeaey 6 “Epws, kai alrov wou diwker
Tov Umvoy TV dupdTwv mavra Aevkimmmy davralowar. Cleitophon is prevented from
seeing anything else by the impression that Leucippe’s beauty has left on/in him,

whereas Callisthenes is fantasising about what he has not (yet) seen. A more

2 See above, pp.202-3.

* See above, pp.208-11.
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interesting comparison is provided by Thersander’s reaction to what Sosthenes, his
steward, has to say about Leucippe. Sosthenes had been dismissed by Melite
(5.17.10/6.3.3), but when he heard his master Thersander was alive, decided to curry
favour with him. He tells him about Cleitophon and then, having failed to win her over
for himself, ws av adrov (sc. Thersander) v¢ Meitne amayayor (6.3.4), claims to have

bought Leucippe for him:

(2o 3 ’ - ’ ~
Kopny éwvmaapuny, & déomota, kadiy, éMa xoijud 1 k& Aove dmiaroy:

oUTws almiy maTeloeias drovwy, wg dov. (6.3.4-5)
Thersander reacts enthusiastically ('Emjveger 6 Oépaavdpoc 6.4.1) and so is directly
comparable to Callisthenes, who desired Leucippe without having seen her. Sosthenes
whisks Leucippe off €is 71 dwuartiov amippqrov (6.4.2) and tells Thersander what he

has done:

~ ~ ~ ! A

Tol O¢ Zwobévovs alr® wpyicavroc Ta mepi Thc Aeukimmme kai
~ ) -~ A ! A} 7 b -~ b ’

KaTaTPpayOolyTog almijc To KAANOS, UETTOC YeVouevoc €k TV elpmuévwy

wael karrovs davtaouatos, ... (6.4.4)
Thersander too is busy imagining Leucippe’s beauty to himself. We know from the
description of Callisthenes that Tocaity yap Toic axoAacrois VBeis (2.13.1), and
therefore anticipate that Thersander’s character will be much the same as his; and so it
proves to be.* After he has met Cleitophon, who is attempting to escape, and packed
him off to prison (6.5), he enters the hut where Leucippe is being held and sees her for
the first time, and at this point we meet one of the direct echoes of the Phaedran flow

of beauty.” As was noted earlier, actually seeing her inflames him all the more.

* We have already seen his violence in 5.23, where he assaults Cleitophon, although, it has to be
said, he does do this with some justification.

S See above, pp.211-13.
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Callisthenes, of course, never gets to see Leucippe, at least in the course of the novel,
for by a clever, and contrived, device Achilles Tatius has him abduct the wrong girl,
thus clearing the way for Cleitophon to woo Leucippe. For at the time of the first
sacrifice Cleitophon’s mother is ill, and Leucippe pretends to be ill so that she can see

Cleitophon. As a result Calligone goes out with Leucippe’s mother (2.16.1):

‘O 0¢ Kadholévme ™y pev Aeukimmmy oly €wpakws moTe, Ty O€
Ka)hiyovmy idwv Ty adeAdmy v éuny, vowicas Aevkirmyy elvar -
éyvapioe yap Tol ZwotpdTov Ty yuvaika -, mubopevos ovdéy - My yap

éalwkwe ék s Béag -, ... (2.16.2)

Callisthenes’ did not have to see Leucippe to fall in love with her, and he falls for
someone else on sight** We do not get another full blown disquisition from
Cleitophon on the flow of beauty at this point because it was never needed by
Callisthenes for him to be inspired with passion.

The second example of the importance of seeing is provided by the behaviour
of the general Charmides.”’ Cleitophon and Leucippe have been rescued by the
soldiers who are waging war on the herdsmen, and, inevitably, Charmides falls in love
with Leucippe: "By todt o Xapuidns - ToiTo vGo Ty Svopa TG TTPaTRYR - émBarler

5 Aeuximmy Tov dBarwov (4.2.1). There is a hippopotamus hunt and: KaAer 07 mpog

“ And, as we hear from Sostratus later, Callisthenes: “Mabwv kaTa Tov mAoly we oUk €im BuyaTe eum,
dimuapTyfein 3 To may Epyov alT, doa O¢ Guwg Kai sbidoa Tic KaAhydvms (8.17.3), which is all very
convenient!

47 Eor whose name and its delayed introduction until this episode, see 1.5.2.
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™y Géav fuas 6 oreaTyyds kai Aevkimrmn auumapqy (4.3.1).*® This is where the
trouble begins:

‘Huels pév ody émi 1o bmpiov Tote obbaruols eixopey, émi ™y Aevkimmny 0¢
0 aTpaTNYos kai elfdc éarwxer.” BouAduevos oly quac mapauéver ém

mA€iTToy, W' Exm Tols ddBalucls almod yapileaBa, mepimAokas €lner

Aoywy (4.3.1-2).
He shows no attempt at self-control,’® but desires to give his eyes their fill, and, of
course, he is not going to be satisfied with that. He asks Menelaus to procure
Leucippe for him (4.6), but on his return Menelaus gives a series of excuses (4.7.1-7).
Eventually he relents (Leucippe’s alleged period is the clinching argument), but even

so he demands what he can have:

~ ~ AY ! A ’ \ A
"0 O¢ éteamv, aitd map’ alrig eic odfaluols frétw Tols uolc Kai
-~ ~ Al ~ ~ ’
Aoywy wetadotw: axoloar Béhw dwvile, xepos Biyery, Yaloar copartoc:
bl ~ \ ~ ~ A}
abtai yap épwvtwy mapauvbiar, “Bfeori ¢ altq xai dirfjoar ToiTo yap

0¥ kekwAukey 7 yaotie. (4.7.8)
It 1s important to him that he be able to see her, although he wants to do everything
else, barring full intercourse, as well. He is prevented from doing anything by a bout

of love-potion inspired madness in Leucippe, but Charmides nevertheless provides a

“® This last clause might imply that this is the first time that Charmides has seen Leucippe. He did in
fact observe her apparent disembowelment (Talra 3 dpdvres of oTpaTIdOTAl Kai 0 orpaTyyos kafl ev
1oV MpaTTopévwy dveBéwy Kai Tag bleic améorpedov T Béas 3.15.5), but hardly in the circumstances in
which he would be likely to fall for her!

* This is verbally similar to what happens to Callisthenes when he sees Calligone: 2y vdp éadwris
éx T Béas -, ... (2.16.2).

* Unlike Cleitophon at 1.4.5.
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clear illustration of the power of sight, and also that in an unPlatonic and unPhaedran
way it is only the precursor to further pleasures, not a substitute.

The theme of eye contact, as opposed to the effect that seeing can have,
resurfaces with the introduction of Melite at 5.13.” Eye contact remained the extent
of Cleitophon and Leucippe’s relationship only until Cleitophon sought some advice
and got around to doing something about it. She was willing, which is more than can
be said for her reaction to Thersander. She rejects him so utterly that, after their first
meeting, the issue of further eye contact is not raised. The case of Cleitophon and
Melite is more complicated, for he is still devoted to Leucippe, although she is
thought to be dead, but still finds Melite attractive. She is nothing less than desperate,
but, being a woman, can not attempt to use force as Thersander does. Thus a situation
is engineered where all that takes place for a considerable amount of chronological
time, although not narrative time,’* is eye contact, and this is described in Phaedran
terms at 5.13.4. The focus from then on, at least from Cleitophon’s point of view, Is
how he avoided Melite’s advances, both on board ship to Ephesus and in Ephesus
(5.14-6). The situation is complicated on their arrival there by the return of Leucippe,
although barely recognisable, to the action (5.17). She reveals herself through a letter

to Cleitophon (5.18), and he asks Satyrus whether she has come back to life. Satyrus

*! See above, pp.208-11.

*2 Melite has been pestering Cleitophon for four months already, if one accepts, with Vilborg (1962),
p.98, that the following is “a lapse of the author”: xai didwe éavry kai naoay éavrig ™ olaiav, O’
abtov vap Mo wivag &vBade (sc. Alexandria) diéronfev, axorovbijoar deopérm. (5.11.6), Cf. (Melite to
Leucippe, who she thinks is Lacaena): 'Eyw 0, éiAn, pmvdv Teaaapwy v 'AleEavdoeia &' alro

Mérpnfa, deopévm, Aimapotaa (5.22.4).
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tells him that she was the girl they had met on the estate. Cleitophon excitedly asks:
Eira éomkag, ... éni myhikoirorg dyaboie kai wéxpr Tdv drrwy wovoy eddpaiverc, AN’ ol

detkviets kai Totg Gupadt Tayabdd; (5.19.3). Throughout the novel so far it has not been
enough for Cleitophon to enjoy Leucippe uwéxor yap Tév duparwy, but now he is even
denied that pleasure, satisfied merely wéxor v érrawv. Cleitophon replies with a letter
of his own (5.19-20). He. then needs to put off Melite again, for, as he puts it
(ironically in view of what happens at the end of the book): éuoi 3¢ &divatoy v
Aevkimrmny amolaBovti yuvaika étépav xav ey (5.21.1). This causes Melite to go to
Leucippe in the belief that she is called Lacaena and is from Thessaly in order to ask
her for magical help.

Melite has heard that a Thessalian woman can cast a spell to ensure that her
lover is not distracted by another woman and asks Leucippe whether she saw the
young man with whom she was walking the day before. She, ‘moAaBotoa mawu
kaxorfowg (5.22.3), asks whether she means Tov @vdpa (Ibid.), to which Melite pours
forth a sarcastic lament on how ironic this question is given the lack of marital contact
that has occurred. She is usurped by a dead girl called Leucippe and has tried

everything, but to no avail. At the climax of her complaint she says:

~ ~ 5 ’ 1Y) ’
MoAig dé 1@ xoovw meifletar émeialn dé wéxpr T@V SpuaTtwy. ~ Opvupr 01
¢ ’ ] ~ ’
goi ™y ' Adpodityy albmiy, ©c NOm méuTTny NUepay alit@ auykafevdovoa,
3 4 o~ . ’ A ~
oUTwe avéarny @¢ amo etvolyou. Boika 0¢ eikovos €oav: wéxpl yap TV

OUUWATWY Exw Tov épwuevoy, (5.22.5)
Melite twice uses the phrase wéxor T@v dumatwy to describe the extent of her
relationship with Cleitophon, but it certainly does not seem that she would agree with
Cleinias’ statement that eye contact weilova T@v épywv éxer T oy (1.9.4). The

Phaedran flow of beauty is insufficient as far as she is concerned, as indeed it was for
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Cleitophon in his pursuit of Leucippe, and between these two instances of a phrase
that serves as a reminder of the significance of eye contact the reader finds another
Platonic allusion: oVtws avéorrny @s amo edvotyou. This recalls Alcibiades’ account of
the chaste night he spent with Socrates:

5 A} k14 A 9 ’ \ 6 ’ L A} 7 N A}
ev yap iote pa Beols, wa Beas, ovdév mepiTTéTepoy KaTAdEdapBnri
b ’ A ’ ~ ~
AVETTNY WETA ZWKPATOUS, 7 €f [eTa mateos kabBnidoy % adehdol

npeaBurépou. (Plat. Symp. 219¢6-d2)*
The appeal to the gods and goddesses is reflected in “Opvups 0% cor T " Adpodityy
avmyy (5.22.5) and Cleitophon’s feat is even more impressive in that he has spent five
nights with Melite, whereas Alcibiades only seems to have spent one with Socrates

(katexeiuwmy ™y vixta 6Amy Symp. 219c1-2). The substitution of wera matpoc ... 5

> Noted by Vilborg (1962), p.104., and Anderson (1982), p.25. This seems to have been a
particularly memorable passage, for it is frequently alluded to. It;E:xploited twice in Ps.-Luc. Am., at
49, where Callicratidas is promoting Socratic behaviour as the ideal: Aer 0¢ T@v véwv éoav wg
"AAkiBiadov Twkpdg, o UTo i xAapnid TaTeos Umveus éxoumby, and at 54, where Theomnestus finds
himself unable to believe that Socrates abstained: épwrikos yap T, €imep Tig, Kal 0 SwKpATNG, KAl UTO
wiav ’AdkiBiadne atrd ghavida khibeic ok anAng dvéom, where avéor is a verbal allusion. It is also
one of the defining characteristics of Platonic/Socratic philosophy at Luc. Vir.Auct. 15: (Platonic
Philosopher) Tis 8" &v émmderdrepog éuol yévorto auvelvar kaAd; kai yap ol TRV cwudTwY €paog i,
™y Yugmy 3¢ Thyotnar kadiy. quéder kiy Omo TalToy iwdTIdy o KaTakéwyTal, @Kol aUTOY AeYorTwy
punmdév Om’ éuol dewov mabeiv. (Buyer) “Amata Aéyeis, To maidepadTiy ovTe um mépa T Yuxmg T
moAvmpaypovely, kai tabra én ébouriag, tmo T albT® iwatip xataxeipevoy. CE. Philostr. Ep. 7
TTWYOS 0 SwkpdTNS, AAN" Umétpegey alrob Tov TpiBwya o mAoUTIog ' AAkiBiadne. It perhaps even finds a
humorous echo at D. & C. 3.9.5, where Chloe sleeps with her mother and Daphnis sleeps with
Chloe’s father. Chloe’s only pleasure is looking forward to the next day, when she will see Daphnis
again, whereas: Addvic 3 kewiy Tépdrw erépmetor Teprvoy yap évople kai maTpl auyropumbivar XAong,

, ~ ’ ~ ra ot ] ’
Gore xai meptéBardey alrov kai kaTediter moddkic, TabTa TavTa morery XAony OVEIPUTTOAOUILEVOS.
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adeAdol mpeaBurépou With s &mo elvolyou should not be seen as problematic in terms
of regarding this as an allusion. Achilles Tatius is not only indulging in variatio, for
calling someone a eunuch is also used abusively by Melite when she is angrily
accosting Cleitophon later .in the book: Edvelixe kai dvdpsyuve kai kaMovs Bagkave
(5.25.8), and semi-humorously when Thersander reacts incredulously to Leucippe’s
claim that she is a mapfévoc:

“Tapbévog;” eimev 6 Oépaavdpos: & Todums kal yéhwros: mapbévoc
TogoUTOIs TUVVUKTEpelTaTa TelpaTals; Bivolyol cor yeydvaow of Agatai;
Qidooodwy Ty 1o mepamipiov; Oldeic & alrote eyev 6¢ fapois;”
(6.21.3y*

Thus the pejorative overtones of the word make it particularly suitable in the context

of Melite’s speech to Leucippe.

Another facet of this allusion occurs in Melite’s following words: Aéopar d¢
gou yuvaikos yuvn) THY alTyy dénary, ny kai au wou xféc édenbne: dog woi Ti émi TolTov Tov
bmepdavor™ (5.22.6). For Alcibiades, directly prior to the passage quoted above,
claims that Socrates will not contradict him (Symp. 219¢1) and that even though he

tried his best:

~ ’ !’ A ’ A}
obtoc (sc. Socrates) Tooolroy mepievéveTs Te Kal kaTedpoymoey Kai

~ -~ ’ A} ’ A} A ) ~ ! " 5
KaTeyéAaaey TS euis Wpas Kai UBpigey - kal Trepl EKEIVO YE UMY TI €Val,

@ avdpec OikaoTair dikaoTal vip éoTe TS Zwkpatous umepndavias,

(Symp. 219¢3-6)

>* This passage again emphasises the important part that sight has to play in the formation of desire.
55 This is the only occurrence of vmepridavog in Leucippe and Cleitophon, although vmeondavéw also
occurs once, again referring to Cleitophon’s rejection of Melite: (Satyrus to Cleinias): O € oix olda

i maBov imepndaver, vouilwy alrd Aeuimmmy dvaPioaeatar. (5.11.6).
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Socrates is also scornfully arrogant, but the fact that the same concept is used to
describe the behaviour of the two men inevitably invites a comparison between their
behaviour and their motivations. Socrates is entirely in control of himself and sees
bodily gratification as an obstacle to the ascent to the Forms, whereas Cleitophon is
trying in the face of dire temptation to stay faithful to the memory of the supposedly
dead Leucippe. His determination was only going to last until they reached Ephesus,®
and he was only prevented from succumbing then by the reappearance of his beloved.
The paradoxical nature of the situation in the novel is also emphasised by this allusion.
Just as it was barely thinkable that an older man would have been able to resist the
beauty of Alcibiades,”’ so it is almost incredible that Cleitophon could have resisted
the beautiful Melite. Leucippe has no reason not to believe Melite, for she 1s begging a
virtual stranger for help, but Satyrus shows a more cynical, and as the reader can
agree, more realistic view of Cleitophon’s character in 5.20. Satyrus reassures his
friend that he has told Leucippe that he had married Melite against his will.
Cleitophon is aghast that he has mentioned this (' AmoAwAexas we 5.20.2), but Satyrus
accuses him of stupidity (T4 ebmfeiag Ibid.), for the whole city knows that he is

married. Cleitophon protests, and is adamant in the face of Satyrus’ disbelief:

AY € 1 ! A A} ~ ! 3
A ok éympa, wa Tov HpakAéa, ZaTupe, kai Ty TapOUTAY TUXNY.
’ s TN A b 73 ’ b ’ b4
“Taileic, @' yabé auykabeides.” “‘Olda peév amara Aéywy, a’\” olmw

mémpakTar: kabapos eic TalTy T Huéoay MeAitng KXerrodiw. (5.20.2-

3)

%5143 (Cleitophon to Melite): "Apker 3¢ ... Tdv auvlnrdy 7 €ic "Béeaov v adiis.
*7 See Dover (1980), pp.164-5, for the comic paradox of an attractive young man failing to seduce an

older admirer here.
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Leucippe agrees to Melite’s request (5.22.7), and, just when a resolution to

the drama is in sight, Thersander reappears, assaults Cleitophon and has him locked

up (5.23), while Melite discovers Leucippe’s letter to Cleitophon and realises what

has been happening (5.24). She goes to accost him and reproaches him roundly,

pitying herself and accusing Cleitophon and Leucippe of having fun at her expense

(5.25.1-3). Her second speech concentrates on the wrongs that she believes she has
suffered at Cleitophon’s hands:

tl07l N A ’ ~ ~ . \ \ A b4 3 b I)\ 3 A ’ L34 Ay

ot oetnala TV Kakwy* kai Yap Tov avipd aTWAETa 0iad g€, OUTE YapP
”" 214 ’ -~ ~ ’ " ’ ~ 1 ’ ~ ~ , \ A)
ay €xollut oge Tov }\OITTOU XPOVOU KaV WEXPpl TWY OUUATWY TWY KEVWY, €TEL um

dedlvmoat ToUTwy TAéoy. (5.25.4)
The phrase wexor T@v duwaTtwy, which has come to stand for Melite’s view of her
relationship with Cleitophon, here recurs for the last time, in a speech which resonates
with bitterness for pleasures denied. Her husband hates her for her woixeiav, which has
been akapmov and avadpoditor (5.25.5); other women get pleasure as well as shame,
where Melite has only enjoyed the latter (Ibid.); Cleitophon has insulted Eros and not
been affected by her tears,”® her requests, the time they have spent together or their

embraces (5.25.6-7).

’ ~ tr
GAAG, TO mavTwy (BpITTIKOTATOY, TPOTATTTOUEVDS, KATABIAGDY, olTwg

avéatns s alAy yuvm. (5.25.7)
The worst thing of all is that he did not do anything, but got up as if he were another
woman. This time Achilles Tatius employs variatio of both subject, Cleitophon

instead of Melite, and noun, ¢ &M yuj, instead of g amo edvouyou. In the former

¥ 00 karéchacé e Talta Ta dupwaTa durplovra; (5.25.6). This reproach is all the more forceful given

Cleitophon’s grand exposition on the power of tears at 6.7.1-7.
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passage (5.22.3-6) the focus is on the extent to which Melite has tried to win over
Cleitophon, and on his imperviousness: he is described as, or likened to Aboig, aidmpoc,
Sodov, Tt Tdv dvargbirwy, and an ekdvoc. Thus it is fitting that Melite should be the
subject and that Cleitophon should be insulted as someone unable to fulfil her desires.
In the latter passage (5.25.6-7) Cleitophon’s lack of daring is the focal point, and so
he becomes the subject of the allusion. A different noun is employed partly to avoid
repetition, much as the allusions to the Phaedran flow of beauty were each couched
differently, but also because Eivolyxe is reserved for the final outburst of insults at the
end of the speech. But before hurling the torrent of abuse Melite wonders what it was

that could have prevented Cleitophon from submitting to her: Od weév 89 yeymparvia
guvekabeudes, oU0€ amoatpedowévy aov Tag mepiBolds, arAa kai vég kai dthoboy, eimor O¢

av arog ot kai kaAf (5.25.8). This is reminiscent of Alcibiades’ complaint that
Socrates: kateyehaoey Tis euns wpas (Symp. 219c4). The reasons for Cleitophon’s
and Socrates’ forbearance are very different: the latter has no time for such physical
contact and in fact considers it detrimental, whereas Cleitophon is trying to remain
faithful to Leucippe’s memory. Unfortunately, Achilles Tatius sabotages any nobility
on the part of his hero by having him finally succumb to Melite when he has come to
realise that Leucippe is still alive. The irony of this is even emphasised, unwittingly, by
Cleitophon himself when he gives the reasons for his lapse. Rather than argue that he
could not resist her beauty, or that he needed to keep her on his side so that she
would fulfil her promise of helping him to escape (5.26.11), he claims that he was

afraid that Eros would be angry with him,

’ ’ (R \ ~ ~ ’
kal dMws 0Tt Aevkimmy ameiAnderv, kal 0TI WETA TaAUTA TS MeAitne

)4 ’ 3 ’ 1 14 1 ’ 5 ) \
amararrecar €ueAloy, kal 0TI 0UOE YOS ETI TO TIPATTOWEVOY NV, ara

dappakoy tamep Yuxme voaovame. (5.27.2)
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Achilles Tatius does not even allow Cleitophon to use persuasive arguments in his
defence, such is his determination to present the reader with a problematic character.”

The allusion to Alcibiades’ lack of success with Socrates recurs again in the
final book. Cleitophon, at Sostratus’ invitation, is recapping the adventures he and
Leucippe have undergone. In his narration to the anonymous narrator he relegates his
account of the events recounted from 2.31, when they eloped, to 5.7, when he is
injured, to just over 6 lines® (8.5.1), and condenses the contents of books 6 and 7
into 2 lines (8.5.3), while just over 8 lines are given over to his dealings with Melite,
which cover the relatively small section from 5.11.4 to the end of that book. While
these presumably do not correspond to the proportions given to these sections in
Cleitophon’s actual speech to Sostratus, it is not difficult to see why he should
concentrate on the episode with Melite when he is giving an account of his account,
for this is the most delicate part. How, Cleitophon’s interlocutor and the reader
wonders, is Cleitophon going to cope with this tricky subject? Will he be forced to lLe,
or might he come clean? As it happens, and as we would expect from Cleitophon, we
get a partial and adapted version of events: 'Emei 0¢ kata v MeAitnyy éyevouny,
éEflpoy 10 o yua éuauTol TEos Twdpoaivny weTamoidy kai oUdey eevdouny (8.5.2). He
mentions her love, his continence and her persistence. In fact he seems to be omitting

very little:

% Goldhill (1995), pp.96-7, sees the humour in this passage, but not the effect that it has on the
reader’s perception of Cleitophon’s character.

“'In the Budé text.



\ ~ ’ \ s 1Y) -~ .
™y valy  dimymaauny, Tov eis "Ededov mholy, kai ¢ Gudw
I'\ 7 Ay ’ A} b 14
ouvekabeldopey, kai, pa Tavmy v "ApTewrv, Mg &mo yuvaikoe avéaTny

yuvy. (Ibid.)
Again this allusion occurs towards the end of a speech or a section outlining Melite’s
and Cleitophon’s relationship. Variatio is employed once more with the substitution
of @s amo yuvaikos avéatmy yuvm for olirwg dvéamye ¢ &My yu) (5.25.7), and there is
an allusion to pa feols, pa Beas (Symp. 219¢7) in wa Tadmgy ™y “Apreuwv, Artemis
being particularly suitable in the setting of Ephesus and as a goddess of chastity. The
paradoxical force of the Platonic passage is also present in the allusion to it here,
although Cleitophon uses it to portray himself in a good light. For whereas Melite,
when Achilles Tatius had her make this allusion, expressed the sense of insult that
Alcibiades felt on Socrates’ rejection of him, Cleitophon intends to convey his
temperance, the quality in Socrates that Alcibiades simultaneously admired.”'
However, the force of the allusion this time is undercut, as far as the reader and the

anonymous narrator are concerned, by the next sentence:

~ ~ ~ ’, A \ ~ \ r
“BEv wovoy mapijka TGV uavtod dpaudTwy, ™y wetd Talta moog MeAirny

aidd (8.5.3).
Cleitophon does not lie (o0dév éfevdouny 8.5.2), he merely omits the incriminating
part, and we know that, however impressive the reference to Socrates’ legendary

abstinence makes him seem,’?> he fell at the last hurdle. A further erosion of

6 ~ ’ b 14 13 ’ M 1 ’ 1 ’ A A ITOU éa-lv
YT &) perd Tolvo Tiva oiealé e didvoray Exerv, vyyoluevov pev Aripdadal, dyauevoy O Ty TobTou ¢

b Al K " r ’ 9 ~ Y
Te kai dwdpoaivny kal dudpeiay, évretuymrdTa AvBp@TY TOIUTE 0iQ) €YW OUK AV WY TIOT EVTUZEL €lg
doovmow kai eic kaptepiav; (Symp. 219d3-T)
%2 Cleitophon’s reference even occurs at a symposium: Tol de deimvou kaipoc v (8.4.1); Kai y Aoy To

oupméoioy aidws. (Ibid.)
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Cleitophon’s integrity is achieved by the fact that he uses the same idea and similar
phraseology as those employed by Melite to chide him at a time when he had not yet
succumbed. He transforms a complaint into a boast, but by making him use the same
allusion as Melite, Achilles Tatius is drawing attention to his guilt.

The use of the flow of beauty and the chaste restraint of Socrates in humorous
adaptations are complementary. Achilles Tatius takes a form of love which is attacked
directly elsewhere® to engineer situations in which his characters describe their
thoroughly unPlatonic desires in Platonic terms. Not only is eye contact in which
beauty flows from one to another wholly inadequate as a means of satisfying those

ns

desires, Socrates’ famous forbearance can be turned around and used la form of

abuse.* Moreover, the ways in which these allusions are made raise other questions.

4.3 The Place of Sententiae

Cleitophon’s economy with the truth when he is telling Sostratus his adventures raises
the question of how Cleitophon’s manipulation of the relation of his story might affect
his interlocutor’s and the reader’s appreciation of the narrative they receive. For there
is perhaps not a great deal of difference between Sostratus asking for Cleitophon’s
story and the anonymous narrator’s request for the same. Can we trust Cleitophon’s
story as we have it in the novel? Might he have omitted some of the more
incriminating bits? It would be hard to argue that Cleitophon has presented himself in
a pure light in the novel, and he has included incidents and thoughts that would surely

be left out in a sanitised account. The reason he gives an edited version to Sostratus is

83 At Ps.-Luc. Am. 53-4, for instance.

4 See C.3 for more on this.
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that Sostratus is Leucippe’s father, and Cleitophon is therefore keen to impress him as
much as possible, especially given the way he has treated him.®> But if what we have
and what the anonymous narrator hears is the unadapted truth, what on earth is
Cleitophon doing, telling some of his most intimate secrets to a stranger? This issue
has already been addressed,”® but germane to it is the place that Cleitophon’s
philosophical, and other, digressions have in the narrative.

One approach to this question has been made by Goldhill when, beginning
with the surprising lack of an end to the debate at the end of book 2, he proceeds to
generalise about Achilles Tatius’ narrative technique.®’” He wishes to progress beyond
Bartsch’s thesis that Achilles Tatius uses descriptions and digressions to “engage a

. . - . ;9768
reader in a necessarily failing process of interpretation

and offers three points. The
first is that:

The self-conscious games with narrative and the self-conscious games

with philosophical, physiological or psychological digressiveness are

part and parcel of the same concern with that central category of

ancient thought, o eikos - the probable or the natural.”’

The second springs from this:

5 B 3¢ ele o Schorparov dpBois ol odbauois e oln fdwipmy, ouveis ola alriy duTeleixer.
(8.4.1)

66 Under the discussion of Solution 5.b) in 2.6 and Solution 8. in 2.9.

°7(1995), pp.91-102.

% Ibid., p.92, referring to Bartsch (1989).

% Ibid., p.93.



it is in particular the rhetorical, philosophical, physiological
discourses, and the characters’ mobilization of them, that produce the
most acute worries of appropriateness for readers. Thus what Achilles
Tatius provokes is not just a question of ‘Is this funny?’, but, more
scrupulously, a question of how seriously or how comically he
challenges or supports the acknowledgement of secure communal
values, the proprieties of intellectual discourse.”™
The third is an investigation of the ways in which ¢ihecodéw is used in the novel,”
with the conclusion that:
At crucial points in this narrative, in other words, ‘to be a
philosopher’, philosophein, means ‘to be committed to sexual chastity
and its supporting arguments’, or in one case ‘to suffer in silence’,
‘stoically’, just as such terminology is set in humorous tension with the
arguments and behaviour of the characters.”
The problem shared by these approaches, although I think that they are on the right
lines, is that Goldhill does not distinguish between the novelist and Cleitophon. It is
exclusively Cleitophon who uses the term ¢hocodéw,” twice in direct speech,” so

while it is an interesting tack to ask how it is used and what it means, it also needs to

" Ibid., pp.93-4.
71 -
Ibid., pp.94-8
2 Ibid., p.98.
3 At 1.12.1: 5.16.7: 5.23.7: 5.27.1; and 8.5.7. The word dirdoodos, however, is only used by Satyrus
at 2.21.5 and by Thersander at 6.21.3.

745.16.7 and 8.5.7.
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be considered whether it is important to ask who uses it. The nature of such a first-
person narrative as we encounter in this novel means that it might not always, or
indeed ever, be clear whether the novelist is speaking in propria persona, having
forgotten his medium. However, Achilles Tatius shows sufficient skill in the difficult
task of accounting for how Cleitophon can know what he relates” and gives
Cleitophon such a consistent character, that it would be ungenerous, to say the least,
to claim that certain parts, most likely the digressions, are intrusions by the author,
who uses his character as a mouthpiece.” In raising the issue of the uses of
d1hogodéw, Goldhill is ostensibly trying to examine the “digressiveness” of the novel,
but unfortunately he does not get around to comparing the conceptions of
“philosophising” with the “philosophical” digressions. Perhaps he was distracted by
the sheer wealth of material which this discussion unearthed, or perhaps his efforts
were stymied by the fact that digressions are not usefully labelled as “philosophical”,
or otherwise. If sexual abstinence is described as “doing philosophy”, then how is
doing philosophy to be described?

An improvement on this already sophisticated reading can be found in an
article by Morales.”” She argues that “The contextualization of these passages (sc.

. . . . 5579 ..
“the so-called digressions’®) is extremely important””, and this is shown to be

7> See under the discussion of Solution 1.in 2.2.

7 See, e.g., Perry (1967), p.119: “They (sc. Achilles Tatius and Heliodorus) do not tell the love story
for its own sake ... but rather use it as a framework within which to display their sophistical wares”.
"7 Morales (2000).

78 Morales, ibid., p.69, insists that it is “not sufficient to lump them all (sc. descriptions, inset tales,

. - PR ; “di ion” nevertheless
sententiae ctc.) together under the label ‘digression’. I entirely agree, but “digressio
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illuminatingly correct by her consideration of some examples of sententiae. One of
these is the pronouncement of Cleitophon at the beginning of his explanation of a
painting of Tereus, Philomela and Procne:

BapBapois 0¢, wg €oikey, oly ixa) npos " Adpoditiy wia yuve, wahiol’

oTav alTt@ kaipos 106 meos UBpry Touday. (5.5.2)
Morales comments that “This judgement not only applies to Tereus, but is also
relevant to Thersander: both are adulterous and both Thracian.”®® There is, however,
no evidence in the text that Thersander is Thracian.®! Nevertheless this does not
vitiate her following argument, which credits Achilles Tatius with something like the
skill he possessed. She says, quite rightly, that there is no reason to read the above
sententia as the opinion of Achilles Tatius, and that considering it “in the light of the
rest of the narrative promotes a very different reading of it.”* For Cleitophon is
shown to be an adulterer at the end of book 5 and this means that:

the sententia is a joke, an ironic jibe at Clitophon’s hypocrisy, which

undermines, rather than underpins, his authority in his laying down the

law about the other people. Clitophon is exposed as an unreliable

serves as a useful term when trying to convey a vague idea of all the passages that seem not to be a
part of the basic narrative.
79 -

Ibid., pp.69-70.
* Tbid., p.79.
*! In fact he would appear to be a native of Ephesus, for the priest, who says in court that: ei pev GAAy

’ A b3 ~ A} ~ b Ay ’ ( -

mou BeBrwrws ETuyov, Kai u) map’ Uiy, el ot Adywy Tepl ELaUTOl Kal TV €pLol BeBiwpevwy (8.9.6), is
able to give a rather lurid account of Thersander’s dissolute youth (8.9.1-5).

*2(2000), p.79.



narrator and the didacticism of his sententiousness exposed to ridicule

as absurdly pompous.”

While I do not see why this makes Cleitophon “an unreliable narrator” (he does not
seem to have lied or to have omitted anything important), and the undermining only
occurs in retrospect, this is surely the correct method of reading such passages and
gives us an insight into the reason for their inclusion.

The other sententia that Morales treats at length is more akin to the passages
with which this chapter has been dealing: 6.19.1-7, an allegorical treatment of love
and anger and their effects on the soul. She argues that “there is a tension between the
didacticizing form of the sententious declaration and the hackneyed lessons which it
conveys, the ridiculousness of which is heightened by the sabotage of the erotic

tradition upon which the account draws.”®*

The authority claimed by the contents of
the sententia “is exposed as a laughable pretension”,” for straight after it Cleitophon
relates how Thersander reacted: drvxmoac d¢ v mAmaey, adike 1@ Buud Tag nriag.
‘Pamiler ) kata xépeme albmpy (6.20.1). Morales’ final comment is no less damning:
In this extreme case (not every case is as clear as this), the romantic
narrative renders the pseudo-scientific sententiousness absurd and
defuses its significance.®
While it might be true that it “defuses its significance” as an account of what

happened (Cleitophon could easily have said that Thersander got angry and hit her),

% Ibid., p.80.
% Ibid., pp.83-4.
% Ibid., p.84

% Ibid.
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that does not mean that it has no significance at all. For it is either Achilles Tatius
being absurd, or it is Cleitophon, and although Morales does not make this explicit,
using her earlier separation of the author and his hero,”’ it must surely be Cleitophon
who is guilty of over-indulgence. Thus it is Cleitophon’s propensity to lecture that is
undercut by the subsequent bathetic narrative of Achilles Tatius.

I have continually argued in this chapter that Achilles Tatius deliberately
makes his hero’s character a problematic one, and Morales’ reading of his
sententiousness in context draws attention to another facet of it. This approach can be
extended to Cleitophon’s Platonising sententiae, the starting point of this chapter, but
the issue is perhaps not quite so clear cut, at least initially. To take the first instance of
an allusion to the Phaedran flow of beauty, it could be argued that, along with the
reference to the dazzling beauty of the beloved, it gives a profound philosophical
significance to what is a crucial juncture in the novel. The reader who has only got as
far as 1.4.4 might well assume that he has now seen the young couple whose
adventures will spring from this one moment and who will undergo many hardships
for each other.®® But just as the assumptions of a reader who is used to the
conventions of the Greek novel are going to be subverted, distorted and repeatedly
frustrated by Achilles Tatius’ narrative, so the apparent importance of this first

allusion to the flow of beauty may be undercut by what follows.

7 She argues, p.79, that “the characterization of him (sc. Cleitophon) as cowardly, effeminate, and
self-serving makes this conflation (sc. of Achilles Tatius and Cleitophon) even less credible.
8 Although, as the reader who reaches 8.5 and Cleitophon’s version of events will know, the

misfortunes have largely been borne by Leucippe.
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Morales’ contextualising approach reaps more rewards when applied to the
second occurrence of the allusion, Cleinias’ advice. As pointed out earlier.®’ Cleinias’
grand praise of eye contact in Platonic terms is savagely undermined by his following
advice on how to get Leucippe into bed. Goldhill also points out that:

This extraordinary account of the gaze as copulation ... blends together

the language of medicine and science ... with the abstract language of

ethical philosophy ... to concoct a finely intellectualized image of what

we have already seen described as peeping over a book at a girl.”
The introduction of Melite affords another opportunity for Cleitophon to expound in
Platonic terms, and the context of this sententia also helps to undercut its significance.
Melite is not eating properly (even though the defmiov is moAuteAés 5.13.3) because she
1s besotted with Cleitophon. He explains sententiously that: Otdev yap 70U Tols éoddor
Ay 16 éowpevoy (Ibid.), and proceeds to give another Platonic account of the flow of

¢’y

beauty. After which he says to her, guveis (5.13.5): " ANa av ye oddevos petexers TV
qavtie, M\’ €oikac Tolic év ypadatc éafliovaw.” (Ibid.). auveig, from its position, would
seem to refer to the content of his Phaedran sententia, but from what he goes on to
say it must mean that Cleitophon realises that Melite is unable to eat because all she
can think about is him (o0x %dvato Tuxelv dAokAnpou Tpodijs, mavta ¢ éBAemé e
5.13.3). This raises the question of why, if he knows what is going on, Cleitophon

bothers to tell Melite. The answer would seem to be that he is angling, flirtatiously,

for the sort of comment that he receives: ‘H 8¢, “Tloiov yap odov,” édm, “woi moAvteAés

¥ Above, pp.203-8.
" (1995), p.76. He does not, however detail the sources for the “language of medicine and science”

or “the abstract language of ethical philosophy”, nor does he mention the Phaedrus.
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M Tolog 0fvog TILIWTEPOS THS o odews;” (5.13.5), after which she kisses him. The
Platonic allusion is at odds with the playful dallying with which it is sandwiched, and,
as with its occurrence in Cleinias’ speech, it is deployed here to provide an element of
humour. Yet whereas Cleinias was in the privileged position of praeceptor amoris and
so his use of it could be seen to reflect more on the ignorance of his friend than on his
lack of originality, here Cleitophon is being unnecessarily bombastic.”* Cleitophon’s
use of it here is also humorous because it is his own beauty that he is talking about.
His sententia may be couched in general terms,” but it springs from the fact that
Melite is looking at him. Either Cleitophon shows very little modesty in detailing the
profound impression that he has on Melite, with only the veil that he uses a sententia
to cover his boastfulness, or perhaps it would more realistic, and certainly more
charitable, to think that Cleitophon is so used to delivering gnomic utterances that he
does not fully realise the implications of this one.

The final two instances of this allusion come in rapid succession and convey
the effect that Leucippe’s beauty has on Thersander. They are not as extreme cases as
some, for they are reasonably well integrated into the text: the first comes from
Thersander’s mouth (6.6.4) and the second is directly applicable to the situation
(6.7.1-7). There is a contrast between Thersander’s respectably genteel behaviour

here®® and his later frustration and use of force,94 but this is not achieved exclusively

°! I shall return to this in greater detail below.

*2 And necessarily so: see Morales (2000), p.72.

93 &dapue yap mpoc émideibw mabiw wév 1, kae 10 €ixdg, avparmvoy (6.7.7); (Thersander to Sosthenes)

Nov uéy admjy Bepdmevaov: dplc yap e Exer Aimmg: (aTe Umekamioopatl Kl paAa drwy, WS w1 GxAMPoS
eimy. "Otay 3¢ fepcrrepoy draellf), Toe alry dadexfnoopar. o 0, & yivar, bapoer (6.7.8-9).

% See especially 6.18ff.
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through the relationship between the sententiae and their context. [ have already dealt
with the comparison between Cleitophon’s and Thersander’s reactions to Leucippe’s
beauty that the repetition of this allusion demands, and it can be added here that it is
perhaps noteworthy that Cleitophon’s use of these sententiae does not detract
significantly from the portrayal of Thersander’s character. We might have expected
him to make comments along lines similar to those found at 5.5.2 concerning the
intemperance of barbarians, in order to bias his listener’s appreciation of his rival, but
the sententiae he does use show Thersander as love-struck as he was. It is, therefore,
their respective reactions to her overwhelming beauty that are shown to be important.
Morales’ approach of analysing sententiae in context pays rich dividends, and
other approaches employed in this chapter so far have read allusive sententiae in
relation to their source (in this case one particular idea in Plato’s Phaedrus), in
relation to each other in themselves and in relation to their respective contexts. These
last two raise the question of what significance there might be in a sententia that is
repeated, albeit with variatio.” In this case Cleitophon tells the anonymous narrator
about the flow of beauty no less than three times (1.4.4; 5.13.4; 6.7.5). It is possible
that Achilles Tatius was particularly interested in this idea and so made his narrator
expound it at every given opportunity, but to argue this would be to fall back on the
idea that Cleitophon is merely a mouthpiece, and this is to deny any subtlety to his
novel. It is also possible that Achilles Tatius thought that his readership was
particularly interested in this idea and so gave Cleitophon every chance to pronounce
on it. But while it is true that the Phaedrus, and this part of it, seems to have been

especially well known, once reminded of it at 1.4.4, would a reader really have

’* Cleitophon’s pronouncements on tears are similarly connected.
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appreciated its more elaborate repetition? This approach also does not progress far

from the view that Cleitophon is merely “‘a cipher for the novelist”.”®

4.4 Sententiae and the Characterisation of Cleitophon

I should like to argue that Achilles Tatius wanted to portray Cleitophon as especially
keen on the Phaedran flow of beauty (among other things), as excessively devoted to
sententiousness, and that this is commensurate with and a contributory factor towards
his character as revealed throughout his own narration. Achilles Tatius’ hero 1s made
to hold forth at every given opportunity, and the overbearing nature of his narration
can be gathered from Morales’ list of sententiae.”’ She lists 40 under the headings “on
lovers, love-making, and emotions” (15), “on vision” (11), “on women” (9), “on
Providence and Rumour” (2), “on barbarians” (2), and “on slaves” (1). 3 of those “on
women” (2.35.3-5; 2.37; 2.38) are bracketed because, although “they are sententious
in so far as they are generalizing statements”, “they are spoken in the specific
contestatory context of a debate and thus do not so much lay down the law as argue
the law.””® On this criterioﬁ one of those “on lovers etc.” (2.36.1-2) should receive
the same treatment. We are now left with 36. One of these, included in the “on

women” list, should be deleted, for Menelaus’ comment at 5.4.2 that: ‘Opgc ocwv
véuel kak@dy 1) yoad) EowTog TaPAVOUOY, LOIKEIAS QVaITY VTV, YUVAIKEIWY GTUXUATWY

is specific and not in the least sententious.99 On the other hand another should be

% A view from which Morales (2000), p.79, is trying to escape.

*7 Ibid., pp.73-4.

% Ibid., pp.73-4, n.11.

% Unless, of course, there has been a typographical error; cf. “6.19.1-19” on p.80, which should read

“6.19.1-7".
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added to the “on love etc.” list: "Alnbag 3¢ éorr, e €oikev, 6 Aoyog, OTI pugumy

ékmAnioaer méduke doBos (7.10.4)."™ Thus the total is returned to 36. OFf these 24 are

101 102

spoken by Cleitophon in his narration, ~ 3 by him in speeches,'®” 4 by Cleinias, 2 by
Sosthenes, 1 by Menelaus, 1 by Melite and 1 by Charicles. The 9 not spoken by
Cleitophon can be grouped into those which are used as part of some advice (1.9.3-7.
1.9.4-5, 1.10.1-7 (Cleinias); 4.8.4-6 (Menelaus); 6.13.4, 6.17.4 (Sosthenes)), those
contained in complaints/diatribes (1.7.4-5 (Charicles); 1.8.1-9 (Cleinias)), and that
used as part of a plea (6.10.4-6 (Melite)'®).

Cleitophon’s general attitude and his propensity to lecture begin to be revealed
by consideration of the three sententiae spoken by him to characters in his narration.
The first (4.8.1-3) contains his reaction to Menelaus’ news that Charmides wants to
have Leucippe in his company so that he can, among other things, kiss her.

Cleitophon embarks on a ridiculously inopportune encomium of the kiss, arguing that

kissing is better than sexual intercourse:

"% There are possibly others: Morales herself writes, in a note whose point is to emphasise that her
grouping is somewhat “arbitrary and subjective”, that Scarcella “counts (but does not list) fifty-eight
gnomai in Leucippe and Clitophon”, p.74, n.12. The greater number, however, might be due to the
fact that Morales groups sets of “gnomai”, e.g. 6.19.1-7.

011393 144; 1.55-6; 1.62-4; 233; 2.8.1-3; 2.13.1-2; 229.1-5; 3.44-5; 3.11.1-2: 4.14.9;
5.13.4: 5.22.8: 5.27.1; 5.27.4; 6.6.2-3; 6.6.3; 6.7.1-3; 6.7.4-8; 6.18.3-4; 6.19.1-7;, 7.4.4-5 (Morales
has 7.4.4-8); 7.10.4; 7.10.5.

192 Eor which sce below.

103 Tyis is the only one uttered by a woman, as noted by Morales (2000), p.77.
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To wev yap éoyov Tijs " Adpobitng kai Spov éxer kai kopov, kai 00déy éatiy,
L Y =7 » ~ \ ’
éav €felys avtol Ta diduatar didqua O¢ kai ddploToy éori kal
s s \ \ y 104
akopeaToy kal katvoy ael, (4.8.2)

And if this was not absurd enough, Cleitophon proceeds to declare, totally irrelevantly

and without reason, that: Teia yap Ta xaAAioTa ano 1ol oréparoc dvelgy, dvamon kai
dwvn kal didmua: Tols wev yap xeileoy aAApAove diholuey, amo d¢ Ths Yuxnc 1 T

moovijs €ori Tym (4.8.2-3). The culmination of Cleitophon’s argument is that since he

has only kissed Leucippe, if someone else kissed her, that would constitute adultery:
Ei d¢ Tic apmacer wov kai TaiTa, ol déow ™ dlopav: ol poixeloerai wov Ta diAjuaTta

(4.8.4). When Cleitophon finds himself in trouble, he does not consider how best to
escape it, but wallows in self-pity and simultaneously wastes time by lecturing a friend
in the most ludicrous manner. Menelaus responds with the rather curt, but certainly
more practical, Odkoly ... BovAdjs Huiv apioys Oer kal Taxtorns. (Ibid.). While it is true
that Menelaus then proceeds to deliver a sententia of his own (on how a lover who
comes to despair can turn nasty, especially if he is in a position of power), at least it is
relevant to the situation in which they find themselves and serves as an accurate
analysis of their predicament. The other two examples of Cleitophon directing a
sententia at someone occur in rapid succession as he describes to Leucippe the
painting of Tereus, Procne and Philomela. The first (5.5.2) and its ironic implications
have already been mentioned,'®” and it too is something of a bombastic and self-

. . e 106 N .
satisfied point with Cleitophon smugly asserting his superiority. The second can

104 of Cleinias’ comment to Cleitophon that: Otk ofdag oféy éow épwiuévn BAemoperny’ peilova, TV
Epywy Exer Ty moovry. (1.9.4)
19 See pp.240-1.

1% Gee Morales (2000), pp.77-80, on “Sententiousness and Power”.
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only be termed tactless, considering that it is spoken to Leucippe, as Cleitophon
passes a general comment on Procne’s willingness to gain revenge on Tereus by
killing their son Itys:

194 (4 ~ 4 b ~ v ’ \
Olrws ai Tis Cnlotumias @dives vikdar kal yaoréoa. Movoy yao
3 ~ ~ ) -~ [\ \ IRY ’ ”n ’ 3 S
0PYWOTAI YUVAIKES QVITTAL TOV TV €UVNY AEAUTTKOTA, KAV TATKWTIY v ol

~ 9 > ’ \ ~ ’ ’ \ -~ ~
TOLOUTIY oUx, MTTOV Kakov, TNy Tol magyer Aoyilovrar aundooay 7 Tob

moiety mdovy. (5.5.7)'

The only view that the reader can have after such a tirade is best put by Ovid: quis
nisi mentis inops tenerae declamat amicae? (Ars 1, 465).

The context of the three sententiae which Cleitophon pronounces in direct
speech in his narration and their, at best, inappropriateness allow indications of how
the reader might have reacted to such statements when they come directly from
Cleitophon’s mouth during his narration, that is the clear majority of them. I
suggested above that the first instance of the Phaedran allusion (1.4.4) may have been
taken at face value by the reader,'” but the following argument might cast doubt on
even that. The flow of beauty through the eyes into the soul is an explicit reference to
a standard work of philosophy and this is enhanced by the fact that it is couched in
generic terms as a psychological/philosophical sententia. Sententiae, as Morales
argues,'® stand out from the narrative by retarding it and “invite the reader to detach”

them “from the narrative”’'® by various characteristics (e.g. the “present tense, self-

17 If this is true, one only hopes that Leucippe never finds out about Cleitophon’s dalliance with
Melite!

1% See p.242.

1% Morales (2000), pp.75-6.

19 1bid., p.76.



250

ys111

aggrandizement and universality” "'). The sententiousness of the allusion not only

entails that Cleitophon is not telling the anonymous narrator what happened - he is
rather detailing what happens in such situations, and so is presenting it as a theory -
but it also emphasises that he is expounding a theory which is lifted straight out of
Plato’s Phaedrus. This technique may in fact add to the reader’s appreciation of
Cleitophon’s character, as he can be seen to be trying to impress a total stranger by
passing off a theory as his own.""> We do not, of course, find out what the anonymous
narrator thinks of Cleitophon, owing to the lack of a resumption of the opening frame,
but it is not hard to imagine him chuckling to himself, as in fact the reader might be,
while Cleitophon expounds philosophical commonplaces'' in an attempt to appear
erudite or intellectual. There is also, perhaps, humour to be found in the fact that the
anonymous narrator seems to be the older man, for he refers to Cleitophon as a
veavigroc (1.2.1); Cleitophon’s bombastic lecturing is thus even more inappropriate.
So much is speculation, but it does take us beyond treating the use of such allusions
to exceptionally famous passages as merely an attempt by the author to impart a
veneer of respectability to his work.

If the first occurrence of this allusion and its sententiousness was designed to

make the reader view Cleitophon in a certain light, the effect of its repetition must

1 Thid.

112 ¢ Achilles Tatius had had Cleitophon include the allusion in bis narration (“Her beauty flowed
through my eyes into my soul” etc.) the effect would not have been significantly difterent, for the
reader would surely still have recognised its status as an explicit reference. The only difference is
that its form as a senfentia ensures that it stands out from the narrative.

113 See below, pp.253-9.
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have been to reinforce this: the narrator may have been amused by it the first time, but
surely by the third instance he must have been getting rather tired of it. The
importance of sententiae on vision which incorporated the Phaedran flow of beauty
was emphasised by their occurrence at crucial points in the narrative,''* and their
predominance can be gauged by examining Morales’ list of 11 sententiae “on
vision”.'"> Morales admits that: “I have grouped them (sc. the sententiae)
thematically, but many categories cover a range of topics under their umbrella title
and there are other ways in which they could have been ordered.”'*® In fact it is
pertinent to ask whether some of the sententiae included in the “on vision” list would
not be better placed elsewhere. 2.3.3 describes the effect that Eros and Dionysus have

1:''" the visual element here is found, not in the sententia itself, but in what

on the sou
this makes Cleitophon and Leucippe do, namely gaze at each other. 3.4.4-5 claims
that the vast size of the sea increases the fear of death in a drowning man:''® all this
has to do with “vision” is that the size of the sea is conveyed, unsurprisingly, by the

eyes. 3.11.1-2 is a disquisition on why tears do not come in moments of extreme

sorrow,””” and the only mention of anything remotely visual is that tears éom Toig

1 See p.216.

152000, p.73: 1.4.4; 1.9.4-5; 23.3; 3.4.4-5; 3.11.1-2; 5.13.4; 6.6.2-3; 6.63; 6.7.1-3; 6.7.4-8;
7.4.4-5.

® Ibid., p.74.

’ b} ’ b 3 ’ ¢ Ay , ’
" " Bowg 8¢ kai Advuoos, o Biator Beol, Yugmy KaTaTyovTeS EXUAIVOUTIY €IS AVAITIUVTIAY, 0 (LEV KaiWy
» \ ~ ’ ot 1 v o t ’ . ’ . T d, g T TPOM
abmy 7§ cuvfer Ttupl, 0 O Tov olvey Umékkaupua Gépwy* olvog Yap EpwTOS .
: T o v 6 yap o ) 1 afei
U390 yap v Bardrry Bavatoc Bpadis mpoavaipel mpo To0 mabelv: o yap 6dBarpuos merayovs yepioters
; ; 7" iova® O vo Tk Barac ]
&opioTov éxteiver Tov doBov, e rxai dia TolTwy BavaToy duoTuxEl mhelova: ooy yap ™K ong

wéyeboc, Tooobrog kai 6 Tob BavaTou $oPos.

19 See p214.



252
nagxovaty els Tobs kohalovras iketnpia (3.11.1). 7.4.4-5 compares the delay of tears
with the time blood takes to well up from a deep wound,'® and that a man who has
been slashed by a boar’s tusk: {ntel 10 Tpalua kai olx oidev elperv (7.4.4) hardly
qualifies this sententia as “on vision”. These are more akin to those in the “on lovers,
love-making, and emotions” list and should be moved there. The places of three more
are dubious: 6.6.2 finds Cleitophon arguing that a person’s emotions are reflected in
their face;'”' 6.6.3 is the assertion that beauty is particularly found in the eye;'** and
6.7.1-2 is a description of the power of tears to increase the character of the eye.'”’
These would more suitably be titled “on appearance”.'**

Out of the original ,“’ then, we are left with 4 - 1.4.4, 1.9.4-5, 5.13.4, and
6.7.4-8. The last of these details the effect that the tears of a beautiful woman have on

her lover, but includes a portion on vision, and so could be placed under either “on

vision” or “on lovers, love-making, and emotions”. All of these four sententiae, that is

120 See pp.214-5.

”~ ’ o> \ 14 ’ \ b ~ € bl
2L «o vap volc off ot doxel Aehexfar xkaAde ddpatog elvar To mapamay daiveTar yap axkpiBlic we év
T, D ‘ ‘ 1 1p €EEA 15 6 15 €iko dc rai aviabeis auvéaTelhe To
KaTorToW TG Teogwmy. ‘Hofeic Te yap éEéAaue Toig 6dBalpols eixova xapas Kal a ¢
’ ’ ) 3 ~ ~
TpoT WOy €ic ™YY iy Ths aupdopds.

2 See pp.211-3. Even though the context of this senfentia deals with Thersander looking at

Leucippe, the sententia itself merely conveys a generalising statement about appearance: waiora yap
év Totz ddpBapois kabyral To kaAAos.

123 Adupuov yép odbaluoy avietnar kai o€l mpomeTéoTepoy: Kav wev Guopdos 1) kai dypoiros, mpoaitmay
elc duopopdiav: éay d¢ mds Kai Tob wélaves Exwv ™y Badry péua T Aeukp oTedavodjLeves, GTay Tois
ddpuaty Cypavlij, Eoxe mpyie éyrimovt walp. Xeopévng O T TV dakplwy dAumg Tepi Tov KUKMoy, To
wév maivetal, T0 06 wéhay mopdipeTal, Kai éaTv Gpoiov, TO eV iw, T0 0¢ vaprioa@: Td O¢ dakpua TWY
6dGarudv €vdov eidolpeva YeAG.

124 The alternative, of course, would be to change “on vision” t0 “ on vision and appearance”, but 1t

is what the sententiac are actually on rather Morales’ classificatory system that is the issue here.
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all of the sententiae which can properly be classed as “on vision”, consist of or
contain allusions to the Phaedran flow of beauty.'” The idea then, is repeated, and
becomes hackneyed even in the course of the novel, but the effect would be even
more pronounced if it was hackneyed to start with. It is not enough to argue that this
would have been the case purely because the Phaedrus was very popular, for this
disregards any consideration of Achilles Tatius’ aims and presuppositions about his
readership. In fact the critical consensus was, and to a certain extent stll is, that
Achilles Tatius was not a particularly sophisticated (although definitely “sophistic”) or
demanding author and that his use of such an allusion would have been the pinnacle of
his ambition. More recent criticism has inclined to credit Achilles Tatius with more
skill, and if the arguments contained in this thesis are accepted, he expected his reader
to be familiar with a wide range of Platonic material and with the Phaedrus in
particular depth. But this is still insufficient without some sort of proof that one i1dea
or part of one dialogue might have been thought of as hackneyed, whereas another
idea or part of a different dialogue, or even the same one, might not.

One form of proof requires external evidence: ideally another author needs to
say that this piece of Plato has become a commonplace or use it in such a way as to
suggest that 1t has.'?® The former would be too good to be true,’”’ but there is a

possible indication of the latter from Plutarch’s Amatorius, when Plutarch is waxing

125 Tpe other allusion, 6.6.3, is not a sententia and will be dealt with below.
126 () course, the latter of these raises the same problems as those at issue here.
127 Byt see 5.3 for Flavianus® request to Autobulus to omit Platonic topoi from his argument at the

beginning of Plutarch’s Amatorius, and how this relates to the scene-setting in Leucippe and

Cleitophon.
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lyrical and Platonically'*® about the virtues of true love. Lovers look in the thoughts of

the beloved for a image which is a mepikopua 100 kalot: if they do not find one, they

search for others:
er a’ ”"n b ¥4 b 14 -~ r LY b ] LY AY ¢ 7 r
OTTIOV 0 QY EXWTIY IXVos TI ToU feiov kai ATT0PPOMNY Kl OW0IOTTA TAIVOUTAY,
¢ 7 N\ ~ \ 6 7 2 ~ ) ’ ) ~ -~
o) noovijs kat Bavwatoc évlouaidvrec kai mepienovtes, elmalolor 19
’ AU a}\ ’ \ b ~ A 3 r b ~ A ’ \
WYY KAl QVAAQUTIOUTI TIP0S EKEIVO To €paamioy arnBide kai wakapioy kai

dirov amaci kai ayamyrov. (Plut. Amat. 765d)
amoppomy here is presumably intended to recall the Phaedran flow of beauty, and, if
this is so, the fact that it requires no further explanation would imply that Plutarch’s
interlocutors, and by extension his readers, were expected to know what he meant.
More obvious allusions also occur, with some degree of frequency. When

Lucian says that the hall itself inspires the mind of the speaker, he adds:
owedov yap €igper Tt dia T@OY odfadudv ém iy Yuxmy xaddv, efra mpog

. ~ . 129
alTo kooufoay éxméwmet Tovg Aoyous. (Luc. Dom. 4)

Philostratus seems to have been particularly taken with the idea. The best example

occurs at the beginning of Ep. 12, where he asks a woman:
’ A} \ ’ ”"n ~ e’ A \ ~ b ’ b ’ T
TI66ev wov v Yuxry katéhaBes; m dfAoy m1 amo TV opwaTwy, ad’ v
I4 ! - b ’
WOVWY KaAAog €gepyeTal;
Ep. 10 contains a similar thought:
kaMhog ¢ amaf ém’ Sdbaluwols puév olkéT’ amelgy €k TouTou ToU
KaTaywyiou. obTw Kayw oe vmedebaumy kal dépw mavTaxou Tois T®Y

OUpATWY OIKTUOIS.

128 See Trapp (1990), pp.157-161.
12 Gee 5.1, pp.262-3, for the reference to the setting of the Phaedrus which occurs almost
immediately after this allusion, and Trapp (1990), p.147 with n.11. Garnaud (1991), p.8. draws

attention to this passage.
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To which Ep. 11 should also be compared:
Hogakis oo Tovs odbaluovs avéwba va amérbye, (omep of Ta diktua
avamrruoaovtes Tolg Bnpiois €5 ébouaiay Tob duyelv ... kai O mad, Gomeo
eiwba, émaipw Ta B?\végba,pa,’ amomryb 40 moTé kai ™y molopkiav Algov
kai yevol Eévos alAwv duuaTwy. olk dkolers, b¢ ve kai waddov éxy Tol
npdaw kal wéxor g Yughe, "

Lastly, an allusion might be regarded as a commonplace if another author

whose literary aspirations are unequivocally low uses it. Such an approach is clearly

131

problematic, for assessing such qualities is difficult,” and some allowance must be

made for personal taste on the part of the author, but perhaps Xenophon of Ephesus
is one writer whose supporters will not be too numerous.'* He uses the idea twice:

’ ’ e A A} ’ ’ ~
diékerto 0¢ kai 'AvBia movipws, O0Aol WEV KAl AVATETTAUEVOIS ToIS

odBarmorc o ' ABpokduou kaAAog eigpéov dexopmern (1.3.2); and:

~ " . b A ~ b v ’ ’
KaAde ot dimrovioaTe, Kal Tov €pwra Tov éuoy kaAds eis Ty " APpokopou

Yuamy ©onynTaTe. (1.9."

130 Cf, kdMoc yép mepimuaToy duwpnyron yuvaikds/ 65itepoy uepdmeaa néAer mrrepoevTog o1l 6dhuruos
Y 606 éaTive ar’ ddBaoto BoAdwy! kaAhos cAigBaiver xai ém dpévag avdpos odever (Musaeus 829-32),
which, with the ensuing text, seems to be derived from Achilles Tatius himself. See Hopkinson
(1994), ad loc.

! Witness the rapidly changing appreciation of Achilles Tatius.

132 Anderson’s (1989) comment, p.125, will pass for the general consensus here: “The main interest
of Xenophon’s Ephesian Tale of Anthia and Habrocomes, © give it its full title, is as a specimen of
penny dreadful literature in antiquity”.

133 Trapp (1990), notes no further allusions to the Phaedrus in Xenophon of Ephesus’ novel.
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Another form of proof would be internal. Repetition by itself would obviously

not be enough, for that is the starting point here. Nor would the fact that it is
Cleitophon who repeats the idea combined with the argument that he is presented as a
lecturing buffoon suffice, for that would bring the discussion full circle. Help might
come from the allusions not contained in sententige uttered by Cleitophon. One of

these is not contained in a sententia at all, but is spoken by Thersander to Leucippe:'™
“Ti katw BAémeig, vivar; Ti 3 cou 10 kMo Ty odlaludyv eic vy
xaTappet; 'Bri Tovs 6dbatuols ualdoy peérw tode duole.” (6.6.4)

The only element missing is any mention of the involvement of Thersander’s soul, but

this objection is largely obviated by Cleitophon’s sententia and narration of

Thersander’s reaction which precede this short speech:
Towv d¢ o Oépaavdpos To kaMog éx mapadpounc w¢ domalowévne
agTpamhs - wahaTta yap év Torg odbaduorc kabnrar To kaloc - adike
Ty Juamy én’ aldmy kal eicikel T Béq dedepévos (6.6.3).
What does it mean to have Thersander speak in Platonic terms? Has he been inspired
by Leucippe’s beauty, or does having the villain utter it prove that the sentiment is
trite? An indication of what level of intellectual attitude we should expect from

Thersander can be gleaned from the priest’s speech in the climactic law suit. He gives

an account of Thersander’s youth:
~ bl 4 2 7’ A \ e’
Kai Tol ye véoc v cuveyiveto moddols aidoioig avlpadt Kai TNV wpay
a1 [ 0 ) ] ) o €0 kal cwdpoauvmy
amacay €l ToUTo O€OATAVNKEl, TEUVOTYTA édpake o
) ~ A ~ b ’ b ~
Umekpivato, maideiac TPOTTIOIOULEVOS €PAY Kal Tols €5 TauTny auT
I b ’ A} A}
KOWWEVOIC TIAVTA UTTOKUTTTV Kol UTOKGTAKAIVOLEVOS el Katalimoy yap
~ ’ ~ <>
™y maTtegay oikiav, OMyov €auT@ wioBwaauevos TTEVWTIEIOY, €EiXEV

o N 4 4 P W e [ 1
évraifa 1o olkmua, oumpilwy wey Ta moAda, mavTas 0 TOUS XPNIILOVS

3% The other, 1.9.4-5. will be dealt with below.
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mpos amep nfehe mpoonrapilero dexdpevoe. Kai olirw W€V ATKEW Tmy

Yuxpy évouilero (8.9.2-3).
This, of course, is not an impartial character assessment, for the priest is fiercely on
the side of the hero and heroine and makes numerous double entendres, but he has
spent his whole life in Ephesus CAM ei pév &My mou BeBiwkws étuxov kai wn map’
ouiv 8.9.6) and Sopater, who speaks on Thersander’s behalf, only has this to say about
his client’s youth:

A} A 14 N 14 ’
Tov de Oepoavdpou Biov Toraci TavTes Kai €k ToWTNS MAIKIaS wera

gwdpoaivis keawiov (8.10.7).

How much credence can be allowed to this is debatable since it occurs in a speech
riddled with lies and false speculation. At any rate, Thersander’s behaviour in the rest
of the novel is more in keeping with what the priest says. Thus a man of bad character
who does not seem to have paid much attention in school is made to allude to Plato’s
flow of beauty. It would therefore seem to be a common idea that formed part of the
cultural make-up of any free man and so one which it might not have been particularly
impressive to use, especially repeatedly.

The other occurrence of the allusion is a sententia, one of the 4 spoken by

135

Cleinias and one of the 3 which form his advice to Cleitophon in 1.9-10."" In fact

almost all of both his speeches consist of sententiae - 1.9.3-7 and 1.10.1-7 from
Morales’ list correspond exactly with them. But if it is right to view a reference to the
Phaedran flow of beauty as hackneyed, how does this affect the reader’s view of
Cleinias and his advice; or, on the other hand, if such a reference forms part of the

advice from someone in the privileged position of praeceptor amoris, does this mean

. .. . . . . P C
1> The other sententia spoken by Cleinias is his diatribe against women, 1.8.1-9.
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that the author does not regard it as a commonplace after all? A solution to this
conundrum is provided in the text, by Cleinias himself. After claiming, in response to
Cleitophon’s request for help, that love is an altodibaktos ... godirmic (1.10.1),

Cleinias nevertheless agrees to dispense some instruction and introduces it as follows:

€’ 4 b \ AY \ ~ 9 ’ —~
Ocga 0€¢ éort kowva kai wn THe ebkaipou TUXMS Oedpeva, Talta akoloac

wabe. (1.10.2)
Morales states that this “not only applies to the advice which he is about to offer on
boys” and girls’ behaviour, but also characterizes numerous other passages of similar
kind throughout the novel ... (which) can be considered as sententiae”."*® Among
these should be included his previous speech, which contains the Phaedran allusion.
Moreover, there seems to be no reason not to think that Cleinias would use the above
phrase to describe it: its proximity and similarity of tone would encourage this
assumption. Cleinias therefore reveals that he considers his advice kowva - the sort of
thing everyone (except Cleitophon) knows - and this includes the Phaedran allusion.
By explicitly acknowledging that he is expounding commonplaces, Cleinias would be
able to refute any charge that this was all he was capable of; rather than reflecting
badly on him, it rather shows what level of advice he assumes Cleitophon needs and
so should colour the reader’s opinion of him instead. On a higher lever, that fact that
Achilles Tatius has one of his characters use the flow of beauty idea in advice which
would seem to be as xowa as the advice which he says is kowwa shows that Achilles
Tatius too regards it as xowa. This enables us to appreciate what Achilles Tatius
expected of his readership and also what he expected his readership to think of

Cleitophon as he enthusiastically repeats the same idea himself. The reader may have

13 (2000), pp.71-2.
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expected the anonymous narrator (as a cipher for himself) to greet his first use of it at
1.4.4 as amusing, but once the reader encounters Cleitophon’s narration of Cleinias’
advice and realises where Cleitophon got the Phaedran idea from, he may have
formed a lower estimation of Cleitophon when he uses it again later.”*” This would
only complement the other things which count against him, the very things which
Cleitophon relates, apparently ignorant of how they make him seem. It would also
grant Achilles Tatius a considerable level of sophistication as, rather than littering his
novel with allusions in an attempt to appear erudite, he would be laughing at his own

characters for trying to do something similar.'*®

4.5 Conclusion

The aim of this chapter has been to explore the ways in which Achilles Tatius uses
one idea from the Phaedrus and the wider issues that these raise. The Phaedran flow
of beauty occurs with relative frequency and at important junctures in the narrative,
and so it is illuminating not only to consider each allusion and its context, but also to
compare the allusions themselves, their contexts and their relation to other similar
passages. The importance that the idea gains has ramifications throughout the novel,
as the Platonic contrast between philosophical contemplation and physical
gratification is played out, often with ironic twists. Achilles Tatius’ use of the allusion
also has a bearing on broader questions, such as the place of sententiae and other

“digressions” in the narrative, his reasons for using, for the most part, first person

7 Cf. Cleitophon’s use of: ax am6 yuvaikss avéomy yu (8.5.2), a phrase which he borrowed almost
verbatim from Melite.

P And possibly at other writers and novelists too.
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narration, his attitude towards the genre in which he is writing and his intellectual
expectations of his readership.

One objection to the conclusions reached is to argue that they betray a reading
of a text with a modern set of sensibilities and that an ancient reader may have had a

9

different view.'” Other writers, notably Heliodorus in this genre, contain

“digressions”, and so would seem to be catering for some kind of demand. Is Achilles
Tatius catering for the same kind of demand, or does he have a different attitude
altogether? Such questions lie outside the scope of this thesis, and I have concentrated
on particular examples in order to try to establish, largely from internal evidence, the
ways in which certain “digressions”, in this case mostly sententiae, are used and how
these affect our appreciation of Achilles Tatius’ expectations of his ancient readership.
My conclusions are not intended to constitute an over-arching theory which can deal
with all instances of sententiae, inset tales and the like, for although they could be
extended to certain cases, such as Chaerephon’s and Charmides’ natural history
lectures,'* others, such as the anonymous narrator’s description of the painting of the

. . . . 141
abduction of Europa, would seem to require a different explanation.

139 Such a charge could easily be levelled at much of that contained in Anderson (1982).
140°914.7-10, and 4.3.2-5, 4.4.2-8 and 4.5 respectively. For one aspect of the way in which they
function, see 1.5.3 for the former, and 1.7.2 for the latter.

141 gee Bartsch (1989) for this and other descriptions.
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Chapter 5.

Setting the Scene

5.1 Uses of the Phaedran Locus Amoenus

The scene in which Cleitophon and the anonymous narrator have their conversation
closely recalls the famous setting of the Phaedrus,' and this serves both to establish at
the outset a Platonic feel to the novel and to signal to the reader what will emerge as
extensive engagement with the contents of the Phaedrus. However, this allusion is not
isolated in Leucippe and Cleitophon, nor is it unparalleled in second sophistic
literature as a whole. As Goldhill puts it:

since Plato’s Phaedrus the background of erotic discourse is repeatedly

seen as significant.’
Given this and the popularity of the Phaedrus in the second sophistic, it is no
coincidence that the scene for many an erotic discourse echoes the setting of Plato’s
dialogue. Before dealing further with erotic scene-setting in Achilles Tatius’ novel, it
is worth considering the ways in which the background of the Phaedrus is recalled by
other authors. This will enable a comparison of their and Achilles Tatius™ uses and
should allow a clearer investigation of his own purposes: to discover whether Achilles

Tatius was merely being unoriginal in employing a hackneyed literary device, whether

! See 2.10, pp.146-9. Elements of: Kai tabra o Aywy, debioluai Te alrov Kai €mi Tvog dAoous Ayw

’ ’ \ e ’ . ’ OTOV

veitovoe, &8a mAdTavor wéy énedineray moAdai kai TUKVal, TAPEQpE! d¢ Udwp Yuxpov Te kai davyeés,
<3 k] A ) ’ ’ . ’ . A 1 .
amd sadvos Gpm Avbeiomg Eoxetar. Kabigas oby avtov em Tivog Boxov yapailnrov Kai  auTog

napaxabicapevos (1.2.3), recall: Phdr. 229a7-b2, 230b2-3, 230b6, 236d10-e1 (plane tree); 229b7-8,
230b5-7 (stream); 228e4-229a2, 229a7, 229b1-2 (sitting down).

2 (1995), p.103.
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he was engaging in some kind of literary discourse, or whether he was being ludic.?
Trapp has noted many allusions, and dwells on those which he considers need
establishing.* I shall concentrate on some of the others he lists, although not on those
that contain no reference to the physical setting, on one or two others which he does
not mention and on one which I hope to show should be added to the catalogue. The
importance of verbal reminiscence will be stressed throughout, as in the rest of this
thesis.

The most obvious variety of reference is the explicit mention.” A good
example of this occurs at Dom. 4,° where, in warming to his task of praising the hall,

Lucian cites the example of Socrates as one who was inspired by his surroundings:

’ ’
maTelopney ... Aoyou 0€ amoudny wm émTeiveafar mpos kaAAn xweiwy;
4 ? \ b !’ I4 ? Ay \ ’ R Al \
KAITOl ZWKpATEl Uey améxpnae mAatavos ebdurs kai moa evbarns kai
~ ~ ~ ! ’
97" Mauyne wikeoy amo Tob Thaaol, kavraifa kabeCopevos Daidpov Te
~ ’ ~ ? ’
100 Muppivouaiov kaTtelpwveteto kai Tov Avgiov Tol Kedarov Adyoy

diheyxe kai Tac Molaag éxader ...~

* These aims are not, of course, mutually exclusive.

*(1990), pp.141-8, with the list on p.171.

* And the most obvious of these-is probably that at Plut. Am. 749a, a passage which will be deployed
later.

® Noted, but not discussed, by Trapp (1990), p.147.

7 méa ebfadrc recalls: moa xabileafar 4 dv Bouddpeda kaTarkAmiyas (Phdr. 229b1-2), and: mavrwy d€
KoubTaToy TO The Toas, o1 év ajpépa TpoTdvTer iKavn Téduke KaTaKMVEVTI TNy Kedalny maykaAws exew

(Phdr. 230c3-5). It should also be noted that Lucian uses the same word to describe the spring as
Achilles Tatius at 1.2.3: davyai - davyés. The plane tree of the Phaedrus, along with that of Hdt.

7.27, is also mentioned at Luc. Dom. 5: Kai uny o0 kard ve oxiay povny 00d¢ KaTa TAGTAYOU KAA/0S T

Y ~ ~ (Y ’ ’ \ ”~
bmodogm), 00 &y Ty émi 1p "Thica katamov ™y Baciréws Aéymg TV xpuomy.
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Here Lucian exploits the association between words and setting to compare the hall
he is about to praise with an evidently memorable locus amoenus and at the same time
to establish himself as a rival of Socrates, whose famous speeches on love in the
Phaedrus are alluded to by Lucian. The mention of a plane tree, grass and a spring
seems t0 be no less significant in making the reference than the names of Phaedrus,
Lysias and the Ilissus.®
Another instance of an explicit reference occurs towards the beginning of

Callicratidas’ speech in praise of homosexual love in Ps.-Lucian Amores:

b I4 ’ 4 b ~ ~ ~
ev€aiumy yap, eimep MGy év OUaTY, TNV EMNKOOY TOTE TOV ZWKPATIK®OY
I ’ bl ’ A} ? ’ b ’ b A}
Aoywv mAaTavioToy, ' Axkadyuias kai Avkeiou Oévdpoy elTuyéaTepoy, €yyig
€ ~ ¢ 14 -~ bl ’ € ’ ’ 3 ¢’ t ¢ \
mu@v éotavar medukutay, evl’ v Daidpou mpodavakAiaic My, WaTep o i€pog
> 4 \ ’ ¢ ’ ’ ] A ’ ”" 4 < ’
elmey avmp TAEITTWY G Jauevo xapiTwy' alTy) Taxa Qv (IJTep 1) €V

~ ’ A A A
Dwdovy dnyoc ék TV dpodauvwy iepay dmoppntaca dwwny Tovs Taidixous

ebdrunaey owrac &t To0 kaho pepvmuévn Daidpou (Am. 31).°
The plane tree is the focus of this reference, and is used to convey the setting of
Plato’s Phaedrus as a whole."® In expressing his wish that the plane tree which heard
Socrates” speeches could be present, Callicratidas is acknowledging the central
importance of the Phaedrus in the tradition of erotic discourse and claiming the

support and authority of Socrates for his ensuing argument.’’ And he is not altogether

8 Cf. Axiochus 364al-2: *E&idvri por é Kuvéaapyes xai yevouévep poi rara tov Do ..., where the
author achieves an authenticating effect by mentioning the Ilissus.

? See Trapp (1990), pp.156-7.

1o Although, as Trapp (1990), p.157, points out, the oak of Dodona recalls Phdr. 275b.

' See especially Am. 48-9 and Trapp (Ibid.) for other Phaedran references. Two other explicit
references to the setting of the Phaedrus, both of which concentrate on the plane tree, can be found

in Cicero at de Orat. 1.7.28 and Brut. 6.24 - see Trapp (1990), p.146.
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deprived of a Phaedran setting, which leads to the second category of reference:
straightforward allusion.'?

Lycinus tells Theomnestus about when he, Charicles and Callicratidas went to
Cnidus on the way to Italy and visited the temple of Aphrodite and the famous statue

of her by Praxiteles (11). The precinct was luxuriant with plants and trees, and:
ToUToIg O GYenémikTo Kal Ta Kapmdy pev GMwe drova, v & edpopdiay

€XOVTA KAPTIOY, KUTIAPITTWY e Kai TMAaTavioTwy alfépia uikn (12).
Although the size of the plane trees may recall: ‘Opdis odv éxeivmy v Smhordryy
nAatavov; (Phdr. 229a8), and: 1 Te yap mAaTavos almy wad’ dudiradic Te kai SymAr
(Phdr. 230b2-3); the eroticism of the breezes (Kai mwe €lfic 2uiv an’ airod Tod
Tewévous ' Adpodiior mpocémvevaay alpar 12) could be argued to be inspired by: *Exer
okia T éativ kai mvelua wétorov (Phdr. 229b1), and: € & al BolAer, 10 ebmowy Tob
Tomou W ayammTov kai adodea MG (Phdr. 230c1-2); and the shadiness of the spot (7v
0" Imo Tafs dyav malivaxios UAais idapai kMaiar 12) might be reminiscent of: 'Eker
axia T éariv (Phdr. 229b1), and: Tol Te ayvou o Woe kai To avakiov maykaroy (Phdr.
230b3-4), the lack of any specific verbal triggers should frustrate the temptation to
regard the description of the precinct as particularly Phaedran rather than indebted to
a more general tradition of loci amoeni. The presence of the plane trees among such a
wealth of other flora is not conclusive, although, ironically, the presence of a plane

. . : 13
tree by itself can be just that in a different context.

"2 T use “straightforward allusion” to refer to an appropriation of the Phaedran setting rather than a
reworking, although, of course, the one is not always clearly separable from the other.
I See below, pp.267-8. It should also be noted that the presence of several Phaedran elements might

not always be conclusive. A possible example is Meleager 13 (AP 7.196) in Gow/Page (1965):
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When the three men had been into the temple to contemplate the statue of
Aphrodite (13-17), they returned to the precinct in order to have a civilised debate as
to whether homosexual or heterosexual love was better:

b \ a’ t/ " \ A} ’ ¢’ ’ b ’
€mel 0 MKOWEY €IS TI Tuvmpedes kai Talivaxiov pa Bépoug avamavaTipiov,
(Ha ’ b ’ ¢ ’ . b ’ A} A} L4 Ay A} A} \] ~
Vg, EIMWY, 0 TOTOS, €Yw, Kal yap oi KaTa Kopudmy Aiyupdy Gmyyolai
’ b ’ ’ ~ ’ 3 \ b \ ~ b ! AY
TETTIYES, €V pea mawvw dikaaTikds kabeloumy alry ém Tals ddpla iy

‘HMaiav éxwyv. (18)
The idea of shade is repeated, and ‘Hdds ... 6 Témoc is reminiscent of: 16 eUmouy Tol
Tomou g ayamyTov kail adodea w00 (Phdr. 230¢1-2),"* but the factor that clinches this
as an allusion to the Phaedrus is the presence of the cicadas and the verbal similarity
of: oi kaTa kopudny Aiyupov Ummyolor TéTTives t0: Bepvdy Te xai Myupdy el TG T
TerTivwy xop@ (Phdr. 230¢2-3)."> When the plane trees are added to this, the setting is
undoubtedly Phaedran. Ps-Lucian thus locates the debate between Charicles and
Callicratidas in the literary world of the Phaedrus and thereby establishes a
relationship between his debate and the syncrisis between the speeches of Lysias and
Socrates. Callicratidas” wish for the plane tree that overheard the contents of the

Phaedrus (31) is given added significance, for he is in fact in a setting which is similar

‘Agriers térrif, dpodepaic oraydvesot pebuofeicl dypovipay pédmes poboay éompordadov,) drpa O
édelopevoc metddoic mptovirdeat kwhoig! aifiom khalers xowti wékoua Abpag! arda, diros, dbéyyov i
véov devdpwdeat Nipdaig! maiyviov, dyvrpdoy [lavi kpéxwy kéAadov,! odpa duvyov Tov "Bpwta peamuBpvov
Umvov dypedowl vBad imo ariepq kexpévos mhatdyp. Penna (1952), pp.110-11, argues that this is a
case of direct reminiscence. Gow and Page ad loc., bowever, say that they are not convinced that
Meleager described his scene with Plato’s Phaedrus in mind, and the probable date of his Garland in
the early first century BC (Gow/Page (1965), pp.xiv-xvi) militates against this.

' Cf. méwvrawg 3 6 Torobrog Témog mdlg (L. & C. 1.2.3).

' See also Phdr. 258e6-259d8 and below, pp.281-3, on Achilles Tatius.
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to that of the Phaedrus, and by wishing to substitute the one for the other he
emphasises their similarity.

A further example of a straightforward allusion,'® and one which shows the
economy with which one can be achieved, occurs in Apuleius’ Metamorphoses when
the character called Socrates dies."” Aristomenes suggests: “luxta platanum istam
residamus” (1.18), and: haud ita longe radices platani lenis fluvius in speciem
placidae paludis ignavus ibat, argento vel vitro aemulus in colorem (1.19). Rather
than in indulging in a pleasant discussion in such a locus amoenus, this Socrates dies
an unpleasant and horrific death. A parallel has been suggested by Jones between this
passage and a fragment of Lollianus’ Phoenicica,'® which has survived in P.Oxy.

1368, col. II:"
ketuar 01 vmo T mlAa-lravioTy éxeivy kai wet éuol xkopm kaAm, dudw

avyenwévol.
Stephens and Winkler, citing LSJ, note that mAataviore “is the earlier form of the
noun” and that “mAaravés is used in the novelists”,”® although they do not explain
whether this is significant. It might be argued that this passage could not constitute an
allusion to the Phaedrus because Plato himself uses mAaTtavos, but the supposedly

earlier form has already been seen at Ps.-Luc. Am. 31, where it is an explicit reference

to the plane tree of the Phaedrus.?! However, since there is nothing else in the

' Not in Trapp (1990). Nor is the Lollianus fragment.
"7 Mentioned in 1.3, p.38.

" (1980), p.252.

19 Stephens/Winkler (1995), p.326.

2 Ibid., p.328.

21 [t also occurred at Ps.-Luc. Am 12, and occurs at Alciphron 4.13.4, for which see below, pp. 270-6.
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fragment that would indicate that it is an allusion, and since the parallel between it and
Ap. Met. 1.18-9 is not certain (and even if it were, there would be no guarantee that
Lollianus’ was using the plane tree in the same way), it is probably safest not to
regard this as an allusion.

A third category of references consists of those that reflect the sheer
popularity of the Phaedrus and the fame of its setting by evoking it with the mere
mention of a plane tree. Unlike the plane trees of Ps.-Lucian Am. 12, which were only
confirmed as allusively Phaedran by the contents of 18 and 31 and which needed such
confirmation owing to the presence of a wealth of other flora, the plane tree of Lucian
Vit.Auct. 16 is guaranteed to be Phaedran by its context in the sale of the life of the
Platonic philosopher.”” The buyer is incredulous that although he is a maidepacrig, he
is only concerned with the soul (15). The Platonic philosopher replies:

Kai puny duview vé oot Tov kiva kal ™y TAatavoy outw TaiTa exetv. (16) 2
Rather than the beginning of the Phaedrus, this alludes to the point at which Phaedrus
tries to make Socrates speak in reply to Lysias’ speech on why a non-lover is to be

preferred to a lover:

’ ’ ’ ~ . "
6 0é wot Adyoc bokoc EoTal. Suvum Yap goi - Tiva peévrol, Tiva Bedv; 1
’ Ay ’ ’ » ’ b Ay " A A ’ éva’wl’ov
BolAer Ty TAGTAVOY TAUTYVI; - 7 NV, €AY WOl 1) EITTYS TOY A0YOV
~ . ’ ’ ’ N0 ’ y N
alTie TalTne, umdémoré doi Etepoy Adyoy umdéva wnoevos umTe émideiEery

unre éayyerety. (Phdr. 236d9-e3)
The purpose of this allusion is to have a dig at the expense of Socrates by alluding to

one of the charges on which he was condemned to death, that of introducing new

22 Not mentioned by Trapp (1990).

3 Gocrates swears vi) tov xiva at Ap. 22al. See Burnet (1924), ad loc. for other examples of such a

‘PadapavBuos opros.
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gods,24 and this is confirmed by the answer of the buyer: "HpakAeis s aromiac oy
fedv (Ibid.). However, the presence of the plane tree in this work shows that it was
one of the most memorable parts of Plato, and so one of those most easily exploited
for comic effect. A very similar passage can be found in Icaromenippus where

Menippus is complaining to a friend about the uselessness of the philosophers:
Iepi wev yap v Beddv Ti xom kai Aéverw; Smou Tois pev dpibude Tig 0 feog

M, 0i O€ kaTa YMYOY Kal Kby kai TAaTavwY énouvuvte. (9)F
And such is the persistence of the image of the plane tree that the following is thought

to be, and at some distance might well be, a reference to the Phaedrus:*®

s bl ¢ ’ \ % » s W/ \ \ Y

amiwpey evfa ai mAaTtavor Tov Moy elpyouaty, amdoves 0é kai yxehidoves
2" ~ e/ € 4 ~ b ’ A} b A b ’ 4

eUmxa kehadolav, 1v' 7 welwlia TV dpvéwy Tac dkoas évndlvovaa T6 Te

Udwp Mpépa kedapiloy Tas Yuxas katabérerev. (Ps.-Luc. Philopatr. 3)
In addition to the plane trees, the water and shade are the other Phaedran elements
present, although they are subordinate. If this is accepted as an allusion to the
Phaedrus, it demonstrates that the Phaedran scene was not only a locus amoenus and
a locus classicus for an erotic discourse, it was also a suitable setting in which to have
any discussion.

The fourth category of reference to the setting of the Phaedrus consists of
reworkings on various different levels. Trapp argues that Dio in Orr. 1 and 36 adapts
the Platonic model for his own purposes.”” There are no plane trees or cicadas, the

elements that would be most obvious, but further allusions to and uses of Phaedran

** See Plat. Ap. 26bff.
2 Not mentioned by Trapp (1990).
2 By Trapp (1990), p.147, and Macleod (1967), p.423, n.6.

27 (1990), pp.141-145, and pp.148-153, respectively.
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material elsewhere in those orations increases the likelihood that Dio is utilising the
setting of the Phaedrus at 1.52-3 and 36.1.%% The opening of Ps.-Lucian Dem.Enc. is
also indebted to the Phaedrus, as the narrator meets Thersagoras the poet and the
two indulge in a syncrisis of Demosthenes and Homer. They meet at around midday:
auikpoy mpo weanupias (1); éhabov éuavtov elc Tobro T peanuBpias éxmeawy (Ibid.),
and this recalls the time of day at which Socrates and Phaedrus have their
conversation: év weamuBpia (Phdr. 259a2); weamuBeialovra (Phdr. 259a6).”° There is
also a quotation of the very first words of the Phaedrus CQ ¢ire ®aidoe, mor &) kai
moflev; Phdr. 227al) as the narrator greets Thersagoras: Oepoayopac, édny, 6 moimmic,
ot &) kai moBev; (1).%°

A similar claim has been made for the opening of Daphnis and Chloe by
Hunter.”® The case there, however, is harder to make owing to the lack of verbal
allusions, as Hunter himself concedes:

The absence of the most familiar Phaedran landmarks, the plane-tree

and the cicadas, suggests a re-writing at the level of theme and

structure, not merely a verbal allusion.”
While it is true that the plané tree and the cicadas do not appear in Dio Orr. 1 and 36,

nor in Ps.-Lucian Dem.Enc., at least in those cases there were specific verbal triggers

% See Trapp (2000), pp.214-9, for Dio’s use of Plato in general in Or. 36.

2 One of the elements of Dio Or. 1.52-3 to which Trapp (1990), p.143, draws attention.

3 There is a further allusion at Den.Enc. S where Ma) waveiny, ém, taltd ve, Kav ei oA del TIG
paviac émi Tag mommiag lobor Bipas refers to: & & dv dveu paviag Mouady émi momrikag O0pag adinarar
(Phdr. 245a5-6). Trapp (1990), p.152, draws attention to Dio Or. 36.33.

*(1997).

2 Ibid., p.24.
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which signified that the Phaedrus was certainly lurking somewhere in the background.
In the prologue of Daphnis and Chioe, however, neither do the tell-tale elements of
the Phaedran setting appear, nor do any verbal allusions. The case thus becomes very
difficult to make and quite possibly overly subjective. Hunter does find an ally in the
setting for the conversation in L. & C. 1.2.3:
the explicit verbal evocation of the Phaedrus at the start of Achilles
Tatius’ novel is very different, although that passage might in fact
encourage us in the belief that the Platonic work is important for
Longus also.”
Nevertheless, this is still not enough, and something like the more thorough
engagement with the Phaedrus as a whole as seen in Dio Or. 36 would be needed in
the rest of Longus’ novel, if Hunter’s case were to be able to stand.*
A more plausible argument could perhaps be made for Alciphron 4.13.% A
courtesan is writing to a lady friend to tell her about a picnic that she and her friends
held. They walked to one of their lover’s country houses, and at 4.13.4 the courtesan

describes the spot at which they stopped:

* Ibid.

3 There are one or two possible allusions, including one to the cicadas (for which see below, pp.281-
2), but nothing on a sufficient scale for anything approaching probability, let alone certainty. when
dealing with the initial setting.

3 This does not make its way into Trapp (1990), but that might be on grounds ol date. See

Appendix, p.309, for this issue.
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wikpoy 0€ amwbey T@v énavAivy métpa Tig By quvmpednic KkaTa kopudny®
dadvais kai mAaTaviaTols, ékatépwley d¢ wuppivng elai Bauvor, kai Tws €€
émmAokis altny mepifer kiTTos év xp@ Tf Aib mpoomedukwg' amo Oé
alrijs V0wp armpatov éotdlatrev. imo dé Tal boyaic TGV meTpIdiwy
Niudat tves idouvrar kai Iay ofov katomrrebwy tag Naidae Smepérumrey.’’

The plane trees are not the only indicator of a possible Platonic allusion here, for there
is pure water (U0wp akmpatov), Which is paralleled by: yapievra volv xai xabapa kai
dadarvi Ta Vdatia daiverar (Phdr. 229b7-8%), and a nympheum (vmo O¢ Taly éfoxaic
1@y metpdiowv Noudar Tives idpuvrar kai Tlay ofoy katomrelwy Tac Naidac Smepéxumtey),
which might be intended to recall: Nuuddy 1é Tivwv kai " AxeAgou iepoy amo Tdv kop®y
Te kal ayaluaTwy €oixey efvar (Phdr. 230b7-8). The replacement of Achelous by Pan
is only fitting given the latter’s lascivious reputation: he is described as peeping at the
nymphs: kai Ilav ofoy katomrelwy Tas Naidas imepéxumrey (4.13.4); Melissa’s
suggestion that they feast inside is countered with: “wy weév oly mpog ve Tdv Nuuddv
rxai 100 Havoe,” etmov éy@, “tolTou: dpdc yap ¢ éotiv épwTikds” mOéws olv Muas évraifa

kearmaldaoac ot (4.13.6); when Plangon gets up to dance: dAiyou ¢ Tlay édénaey amo

3 Cf. Ps.-Luc. Am. 18: émei & vixopev €ic Tt quvmpedéc rai madivarioy dpa Bépovs dvamavamipiov, "Hoi,
e, ¢ Témog, éyd, kal yap of kaTd kopudmy Aryupdy Immyolat TéTrves (18).
et Nupdly dvrooy 7y, métpa peyadn, T évdobey Koiry, Ta Ewley mepidepric ... va ToU avTpou, TNS

peydAne métpac, My 16 weaaitaTov, éx Tyic Uwp avaBAiloy pelpov émoier KEopEvoy, (OaTE Kal AeyLwy
méwu YAadupds ExTéTaTo T ToD dvTpou TOAMTK Kai palaki Toag Uo TS voridoc Tpedopérmg. (D. & C.
1.4.1-3). It would be harder to argue that this is Phaedran because there are no clear indicators such
as plane trees. This highlights the care required when dealing with such generic descriptions, which
may owe as much to more contemporary treatments as to any locus classicus.

229b8-9), which might be

® Phaedrus continues: xai émmdeia ropurs mailew map  avta (P hr.

reflected by the courtesans’ subsequent behaviour.
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Ths MéTPAs €T TV Uy alrhs ékaMedfar (4.13.12): and as their carousal continues:
oUkéll’ Muity édokouy mpoaBAémer ws mporepov ai Niudar, e\’ & Tlaw xal ¢ [piamoc Mooy
(4.13.16).”° The courtesan writing the letter continues her reasons for preferring to
stay outdoors by arguing:

aM\" Umo Tars puppivaig My idol 1o xwpiov @ Evdpoaty éotiv &v kikA Kai

Tpudepois avbeai moixitov. émi Taimg Bovdoiumy Gy T moag kaTakhibjvai

M émi TRV TamTiwy ékelvoy kai TOY walbakdy vmootewuwdTwy. (4.13.6-

7)
While the flowers are perhaps too distant from: kai wg axuny éxer e avbne (Phdr.

230b4-5), the courtesan’s preference for lying down on grass is nearer the Platonic

LATERAY

model: kai moa kabileaBar 7 av BovAwuela kaTaxiwigvar (Phdr. 229b1-2), and: mavroy
0é kopfotaTov TO THS ﬂéaé, 0TI év Npéua TpogavTel ikavy TEPuKE KaTakAVEVTI TN
kebpalny maykarwes éxery (Phdr. 230c3-5). She finishes her argument with:

v Dda, ddAa éxer Toi T mAéoy TV év doTel Tavtalfa cuumodia, évfa

aypol tmraifloror yapites. (4.13.7)
This is similar to the sentiments expressed by Socrates in reply to Phaedrus’ surprised

reaction (Phdr. 230c6-d2) to his overly enthusiastic description of their chosen spot:*°

¥ Cf. febe 6 Tlav dowrinés éoti kai dmaTog Tpaatn pev Ilitvog, Mpadt de Sipryyos, maveTar O¢ obdémoTe
Apvday évoghdy kai *Emumhior Nopdais mpdypate mapéywy. 0bTos pev olv auelnfeis év Tolg oprolg
duerioer ae koAdoal kv ém mheiovas ENByg yuvaikag TOV €v T alpiyy karapwy (D. & C. 2.39.3),
where Chloe demands a second oath from Daphnis; (Pan to Hermes) épwTios yap €t Kai oUK av
dyamiaaiut auviy wig ... ey 8¢ e "Hyof kai i Ilitui’ avveiu xal gmaoaic Tt 100 Aiovioov Mawaa
rai mavw amouddlopar mpds alr@v. (Luc. DDeor. 2.4); (Cleitopbon, soliloquising) aAha ov [ave, @

didtd, doBoluar. Oed éori diromiplevos, rai dédoika pn) deuréon rai av Tdorr€ vévm .. (L. & C.
8.13.2-3).

2 See Rowe (1986), p.141, ad loc.
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Zuyviyvwoké pot, @ apiote, dihopabis yap eiwr 16 ey oby xwela Kal Ta
dévdpa ovdév u' éBéder didaaxery, of & év 14 dorer Gvbowmor. (Phdr.
230d3-5)
Socrates’ preference for the city stems from his desire for knowledge, and this is
humorously undercut by Alciphron as his characters all agree that they will have a
pleasanter time in the open air.
The mention of cuumooia (4.13.7) leads to a second set of possible Platonic
allusions, this time to the Symposium.*' The courtesan describes the setting further
and lists the food they had. Next comes the drinking:

Ao ~ ~ ’ ¢ ’ \ ’ > ~
Meta 0¢ ToUTo guvex®s mepieaofouy ai KUMKeS: Kal wéTpov Ty Tic
’ b ’ € ~ b ~ ’ \ A ’ ~
dirotmaias old’ omwaoly. émeikds 0é Twe Ta wN TpoaNaYKATWEVE THY
’ ~ ~ \ ~ 3 ’ ¢ ' - ~
cupTIoTIWY TG auvexel To TAeloy avalauBaverr vredexalopwey olv wikpoic

Tio1 kuuBiots all” émarAnroic. (4.13.11)
After the arrival of Socrates and when their meal is over, Pausanias, who is hungover
after the previous night, asks: Tiva Tpémov pgora méueba; (Symp. 176a5-6).”
Aristophanes is of like mind, as is Eryximachus, who is nevertheless concemned to find
out what Agathon thinks. Once he replies that: Oddauds ... 000" atrog éppwuar (Symp.
176b8), Eryximachus, wearing his doctor’s hat, tells the company that: xalemov Tolg
avlpwrmorg 4 weby éoriv (Symp. 176d1-2). Phaedrus declares that he will follow his
advice and:

tabTa O dkoboavTas ouyxweel TavTag wi) Oia pwebng nomoadiar ™y v

T TapdyTi quvoudiay, G oUTw mivoyTag mpog Mooy, (Symp. 176e1-3)

“! The sort of thing which is helpful in shoring up another set of possible allusions.

e ~ 5 ' ’ noooe A ! - 0y a8- l .
> Which he soon modifies to: axometofe oy Tivi TpOTQ AV WS PATTA TIVOILEY. (Symp. 176a8-bl)
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Drinking for pleasure is precisely what the courtesans of 4.13 do, and what
Eryximachus says next is even more relevant:

"Brreidn Toivwy, davar Tov "Epviuayoy, Totto wev dédokrai, miver Sooy 4y

ékaotog BolAyrai, émavaykec dé undéy ebvau (Symp. 176e4-6).
What each of the courtesans want to drink turns out to be quite considerable:
vrroBeBoeyuévar (4.13.12); mpog Aiovia émailoper (4.13.13); mahy cuveicriker moToc
(4.13.16); and: éxparmadidmey pwara veavik®dg wéxor wndé AavBavery addjrac Bérer,

unde aidovpevws Ths adpoditns mapakAémte: oltws Nuac éeBakxevaay ai mpomiceis

(4.13.18). And the implication that there being no drinking rules or compulsion would
lead to the avoidance of excessive drinking is flatly denied by: emeikds 0€ mws Ta wy
TPOTNVAYKATILEVA TOV TUWToTiwy TQ auvexel To mAeloy avalauBaver (4.13.11). What

follows next in the letter might also be indebted to Plato:

\ ~ ’ ¢ ’ ~ S ’ ) \
kat mapty Kpoovpatiov m Meyapas katavholoa, 7 O Ziuuixm €pwTiKa,

’ 3 \ t ’ 5 " t 9 A ~ ’a NI L4 ’ a\
WeAm Tpos TV Gppoviay fdev. éxaipoy ai émi T midakog Nipdai. fvika O€
1 ~ ’ A A} 1 ~ b ’ t m ’
dvagTaora KaTwexNoaTo Kal Ty oagdly avekivnoey ayywv

(4.13.11-12)
For immediately after he has made his suggestion about the drinking, Eryximachus
says:

~ -~ ) ~ ’ ™ ’ YA

16 weta ToUTo eloyyoluar Ty wev dpi eicelfoloay avAnTpida xaipery €av,
~ ~ ~ ¢ A~ AY \ ’

alhobaay éauty % av Bolhyrar Tars yuvaibl Tais évdov, muas O€ dia Aoywv

&M Aoig auveivar To Tiuepoy (Symp. 176€6-9).
As Dover puts it: “the paintings (sc. of parties) ... suggest that when everyone had
drunk a lot these girls might interest the guests more as sexual partners than as

accompanists of the singing.”* By getting rid of the flute-girl Eryximachus signals

*1(1980), p.87, ad loc.
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both his desire for a more sober occasion and his intent that they should indulge in
intellectual discussion. Quite the opposite is found in the courtesan’s account of their
party in 4.13.11ff. For as soon as Crumatium starts playing the flute, Simmiche starts
to sing raunchy songs and Plangon dances in such a way as to inspire the inanimate
statue of Pan almost to ém iy muyy alris éEadhedfar. (4.13.12) This is precisely the
sort of behaviour that Eryximachus wants to avoid and also allows us a glimpse of the
sort of thing he might expect the women of the house to get up to.

A comparable passage occurs in Heliodorus’ Aethiopica, when Nausicles
holds a banquet to celebrate the return of Charicleia to Kalasiris and Theagenes. The
men and women are separated, and the women are given the inside of the temple: idig
wev Tate yuvaibl Ty évbotépw Tol iepol xwpav amokAmpwoas (Hld. 5.15.3), and this
might be an echo of: Talc yuwaibi Tais évdov (Symp. 176e7-8). The procedure followed
is, unsurprisingly, similar to that followed in Plato’s Symposium; in both there is
reclining: katakAvévrog Tol Zwkparous (Symp. 176al) - Tovg 0¢ avdpas év T
mooteweviouan katakhivac (HId. Ibid.); eating: Toi Swpdtovs kai dermmaartos kai
v Gy (Symp. 176a1-2) - émei d¢ ebdpoaivmg Tis ék T@v édeauaTtwy elc Kopoy faay
(HId. Ibid.); libations and hymns: omovdas Te odag nomjoacfai, kal goavrtas Tov Beov
kal T@Ma 16 vouloueva (Symp. 176a2-3) - of wey avdpes éuBatipia 1@ Diovia kal
Doov kai &omevdov ai d¢ yuvaikes Uuvoy TR AmuyTel XapioTipIov EXOPEUOY (Hld. Ibid.);
and finally drinking: Tpémeafas mpo Tov moroy (Symp. 176a3-4) - Tol méTou 0€ Aapmpiyg
30 Bovatovroe (HId. 5.16.1). The most telling correspondence, however, occurs as
Nausicles drinks to Kalasiris' health and asks him for the story of his travels, one

which he has been putting off owing to his misfortunes:
’ y Al ’ "
oU d¢ €l Aoyous iy olc moboluey avmimpomivois, amo kaIioTwy av

~ ’ ’ ¢ N M ~ e )
kpaTpwy ebwyoine. Tag wev yap yuvaikag aAKovels g diatpiBmy T ToTq
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Xopeiay éomyoavto: Huiy O¢ o) mAawny kdMhioTa av, ei BouvAnbeing, T

ewxiay Tapaméumol xopol Te yivowéyn kal adlel mavrog nliwy (HId.

5.16.1-2).

The preference for words over dancing and flute music seems to be an allusion to
Eryximachus’ stance in the Symposium. Kalasiris tells the story of Theagenes’ and
Charicleia’s love and the flight of all three of them from Delphi, and Heliodorus seems
to be suggesting a relationship between this tale and the discourse on the nature of
love in the Symposium. The comparison here is not, I think, one of humour; rather
Heliodorus is trying to add some gravitas to his tale by alluding to an occasion on
which an inspirational and deeply philosophical type of love was described. The case
with Alciphron, on the other hand, could hardly be more different.

As hinted at already, Alciphron draws a contrast between the behaviour of his
courtesans and the conduct of those present at the symposium in Agathon’s house.
The allusions to the setting of the Phaedrus perform a similar function. While in such
a setting Socrates and Phaedrus had a discussion about the nature of love, the
culmination of which found Socrates endorsing a non-physical and intellectual pursuit.
In a scene which has several similar features Alciphron’s courtesans could not make a
fuller demonstration of exactly the kind of love which Socrates claimed it was the
philosopher’s duty to escape. Thus both sets of allusions allow Alciphron to make
humorous play with the Platonic materal.

So far I have traced numerous allusions to the setting of the Phaedrus and
hope to have shown something of their diversity of form and purpose. The likelihood

that such an allusion is present in Leucippe and Cleitophon is increased by the wealth



277

of other examples in second sophistic literature, and it is against this background that

any such allusion in must be assessed.

5.2 Erotic Scene-Setting in Leucippe and Cleitophon

The scene of the conversation between the anonymous narrator and Cleitophon as
described in 1.2.3 belongs to the relatively straightforward class of references to the
setting of the Phaedrus; and owing to the uncluttered allusions and the surrounding
Platonic references Achilles Tatius has so far proved an easier author to treat in this
respect. But commentators have barely looked beyond this initial instance for the
influence of Phaedran scene-setting. This, I would argue, is not the only place in the
novel where the setting of the Phaedrus is evoked, as Anderson all too fleetingly
suggests:
And when Achilles’ Clitophon sets out to woo Leucippe, even the
sublime and idyllic décor of the Phaedrus and the discourses on the
psychology of the soul take on a distinctly amorous flavour.*
The garden to which he is referring is that which Cleitophon describes in 1.15 and in
which he and Satyrus indulge in a conversation (1.16-18) designed evaywyov ™Y

Képmy eic Lowta mapacrevdoar (1.16.1). This garden does indeed have plane trees:
’Buioic ¢ Tov dévdpowy T@v adpoTépwy KITTOS Kai guita§ mapemeduker 1

wév éEmprmuévy mAaTavou kai mepimukalovoa padng Ty kowy (1.15.3).

“ (1984), p.47. Cf. Anderson (1982), p.25: “When Clitophon has produced his enormous ecphrasis
of the erotic garden, complete with plane-trees, he leaves the reader in no doubt that the scenc 18 set

for seduction.”
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That plane trees were an important part of any allusion to the Phaedran locus
amoenus, as Hunter himself admits above,* has already been demonstrated by the
frequency with which they occur and by the fact that the mention of them alone can be
sufficient to evoke the Phaedrus. But the plane trees in Leucippe and Cleitophon are
not merely a metonymy for an erotic scene, for they, and the other trees in the garden,
seem to be erotically inclined themselves:

"Efa)dov o kAddos, quvémmroy aMidors dMhoe én’ EMovt ai YyeiToves
T@V TETAAWY TepimAokai, TOY $iMwY mepiBolai, TGy kapmdy cuwTiokal.

Tooaimy Tig Ty Swihia v dutdv. (1.15.2)*
mepimAokm is used 10 times in Leucippe and Cleitophon, twice metaphorically (4.3.2;
8.4.2), twice of the plants in the garden (1.15.2; 1.15.3), and six tmes to mean
“embrace” (2.37.10; 2.38.4 (x2); 5.8.3; 5.25.8; 5.27.3), of which four uses are sexual
(2.37.10; 2.38.4; 5.25.8; 5.27.3).4 mepiBoAm is used twice, at 1.15.2, and at 1.1.5,
where it refers to an enclosure.*® quumhoxs is used fourteen times, three times of

plants (1.1.3; 1.15.2; 2.15.2), once of fighting (2.22.5), and ten times of a sexual

“P.269.

“ Cf. & petedpp 3¢ of kAGdor ouvémmrov aAAAoig kai émpaTroy Tag kdpas. (D. & C. 4.2.5) where
the trees include mAdTavor among the xumaprtror kai dadvas xai ... mituc (4.2.3). This garden is
modelled directly on Hom. Od. 7.114f.

" The figures for the sexual and horticultural uses of meprmAorn), oupTAox) and mepiBoAr can be found
at Bartsch (1989), p.51, n.12. She lists one of the instances of meprmAorn) at 2.38.4 and the instance at
5.8.3 as sexual, whereas in fact they refer to wrestling and Cleitophon embracing Cleinias
respectively. meprmAéxew is used four times, once sexually (5.27.3).

, of which eight uses are

“® repiBaw, however, is used sixteen times, ten times to mean “to embrace

sexual (2.7.5;2.37.6; 5.13.1; 5.15.4; 5.27.2; 5.27.3: 6.18.4; 6.18.5).
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embrace or sexual intercourse (1.9.5; 1.17.5; 2.37.6; 2.384; 47.5: 53.6: 5.15.5;
5.257; 526.2; 7.5.4).* Swhia is used nine times, three times of non-sexual
intercourse (1.9.5; 1.15.2; 6.4.1), three times of sexual intercourse (6.8.1: 8.11.3;
2.37.8), twice of ambiguous, that is possibly sexual, intercourse (6.19.6: 8.12.2), and
once of mixing water with wine (4.18.3).”° guuminre is used four times, once of plants
(1.15.2), once of a clash (2.34.4), once of pre-sexual contact (2.38.4), and once of
falling on something (3.4.6). Thus the vocabulary used to describe the trees in the
garden is frequently, if not largely, deployed in sexual contexts. This interpretation is
given weight as Cleitophon relates various tales of eroticism from the natural world,
including the tale that: aAdo wev aAdou dutoy épgy, T d¢ doiviki Tov €pwra uwarlov
évoyherv (1.17.3):

mropbov yap Tol Byieog doivikoe AaBwv eic Ty Tol appevos kapdiay

évtifinor. Kai dvédute uev ™y Juxmy Tob dutod, o 0¢ odua amobuinokoy

mary avelwmiomae kai éavéarn, xalpov ém T Ths épwévng TULTAOKY.

Kai TotTo éomt vauos durod. (1.17.5)
If plants are capable of love, then the garden is awash with amorous trees.”

The next part of the description of the garden that alludes to the Phaedrus

refers not to the setting, but to Socrates’ first speech in which he attempts to outdo

¥ ruumAékw is used four times, three times sexually (5.15.5; 5.16.2; 7.5.4), and once of wrestling as a
sexual innuendo (8.9.4).

0 suidéw is used three times, once of sexual intercourse (2.37.5), once of being familiar with
something (8.6.2), and once of being involved in something (8.18.2).

Ut is also tempting to regard Achilles Tatius’ choice of the palm, doiviE, tor one of Cleitophon’s
examples as significant, for Cleitophon himself is a Phoenician: "Bpol Qowikm yévog (1.3.1). See

Bowie (1998) for Heliodorus’ use of the different meanings of doviE.
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Lysias” argument that those who are not in love are preferable as lovers to those who
are in love. Socrates claims, although he will later famously disown the contents of
this speech, that the man in love will always try to make his beloved inferior and that
this inevitably has detrimental effects on the beloved’s mind and body. As well as

keeping his beloved far away from philosophy (Phdr. 239a7-b6), he will be seen:
parbaxoy Tiva kai oV aTepedy Simkwy, old’ &y fhig kabaod Telpauuévoy

aMa Umo aupryer akig (Phdr. 239¢6-7).
This is taken up by the shadow cast in the garden:

T@Y 0€ PUAAwY avwley alwpoupwévwy b’ HAiy mpoc avepov aupuwryy {xai)

oxeay dwappaipey 1) v Ty axigy. (1.15.4)%
Garnaud has here followed O’ Sullivan,*® who argues that the variant reading cupmiyn
<kai> should be read owing to the curiousness of the phrase: $¢" mAie mpog dveuwov
auppiyer, and the fact that Achilles Tatius “knew and occasionally echoed Plato’s
Phaedrus””>* He quotes the above passage from the Phaedrus and argues that
aupwpiymns and okia “‘go together syntactically” there, and so should do here. Whether
or not this is right (for the emendation is not without its problems, with its disruption

of the balance of the sentence), the purpose of the allusion is the same: to highlight

32 The similarity between this and: 'Eypayer ¢ Tegvimyg Umo ta méTada Kai Ty gRIAY, Kai 6 TAI0S TPépa
100 Aetu@vog kGTw omopadny diépper, baov T6 auvmpedés Tig TAY PVAAWY koumg avéplev o yoadeis (1.1.4)
has already been noted (see 3.6, p.187), as have the other similarities between the meadow in the
Europa painting and the garden.

> (1978), pp.325-6.

5 One of the echoes e lists, ibid., p.326, n.61, implies that: xai ¢ kapmos wpaiav €le T avlnp ... (L.
& C. 1.15.4), alludes verbally to: xai G axpny Exer Tis dving (Phdr. 230b4-5, referring (o the agnus).

Vilborg (1962), p.32, agrees. However, this seems to me doubtful at best.
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the fact that Cleitophon is in love and in pursuit of a beloved who is indeed: VWY ey
avdpeiwy kai idparrwy Empdv dmeipoy, éumepoy dé amalis kai avavdpou dtaitne (Phdr.
239¢7-d1, on the object of the lover’s affections), because she is a woman.>®

The garden contains birds, both yeiporferc and €Aevlepov Exovres 16 mTepdy
(1.15.7), including oi wev @gdovres Ta dpviflwy gouara (Ibid.):

Oi @doi 0¢, TéTTives kai xehidoves' oi pwév ™y "Hols §dovrec ety ai 0¢

Ty Tmpéws Toamelav. (1.15.8)
The cicadas, one of the two “most familiar Phaedran landmarks”, remind the reader of
the setting of the conversation of the Phaedrus again. They are mentioned when
Socrates details the attractiveness of their chosen xataywyn (Phdr. 230b2):

Beprvov Te kai Aiyupoy Vel TR TV TeTTiYwY Yopd (Phdr. 230c2-3),
and they form the focus of the conversation from Phdr. 258e6-259d8, as Socrates and
Phaedrus move into the second half of the dialogue in their attempt to answer: Tig olv
0 Tpomog ToU kaAdds Te kai wy yeadev; (Phdr. 258d7). Phaedrus is keen to discuss the

topic, and Socrates remarks that they have time and that:
kai aua wor dokobow ¢ év T@ mviver Umép kedalijs Mudy oi TETTIYES

@dovrec kai GAAfAoig diadeyouevor kabopav kai muas. (Phdr. 258e6-
259al)
They would earn more respect from the cicadas if they talked rather than falling asleep
in the midday sun and they may benefit when the cicadas die and: weta Tabra eAbov
naps Moloas dmayyéd e Tic Tiva albrdv g Tév évbade (Phdr. 259¢5-6). Hunter has

argued that this passage lies behind the incident involving the swallow and the cicada

> The Phaedrus passage is also alluded to by Plutarch at Amat. 752b-c: xai petoxilery Tov feov ek

~ ’ ~ (S 4 oy ..
yuvadioy Kai TepmaTtwy Kai T év mAip kabapds Kl avaTETTALETS diaTpiBng
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in Daphnis and Chloe.>® This seems probable, and one might emphasise the verbal
echoes and thematic similarities: év pweonuBpig (Phdr. 259a2), peanuBetalovra (Phdr.
259a6) - 10 peamuBevov (D. & C. 1.25.1); vo ... waralovrag (Phdr. 259a2-3) - 4
XAom katavvorataca (Ibid.); Gomrer mpoBdtia wernuBeralovra (Phdr. 259a5-6) - ~Gw
noiviwy oxiabouévwy (Ibid.).

Achilles Tatius deploys the cicadas for much the same purpose as the plane
trees: to locate the garden in the world of the Phaedrus and to signal his text’s
engagement with it.”’ The subject of their song is also perhaps not insignificant: mjy
"HoUs ... eovny (1.15.8). This refers to Tithonus, who was granted immortality, but not
perpetual youth, and so withered away until he was transformed into a cicada. This is

similar to the story told by Socrates about the origin of cicadas:

’ r e TN - Y] ~ \ ’ ’
Aeyetar &' @ moT Moav ottor avlpwmnor Ty meiv Molaac yeyovévau,
4 A ~ A} ’ ’ ~ e’ 3 A ~ ’
yevouevwy 06 Mouva@dy kal daveioms @O oUTws apa TIvés TV ToTe
~ ! A ~ A
ékemAhaymoay U’ Hdoviic, WoTe @lovTec YuéAnTay TITWY Te Kal TOTOVY, Kai

b T \ ’ ’ ’ y ~ ’
eAaflov TeAeuoavtes alTolc' €€ OV To TETTIYWY Yévos weT €kelvo dvetat

(Phdr. 259b6-¢3).%

% (1983), pp.56-7.
7 Trapp (1990), p.161, claims that “Cicadas are used in an explanatory image in (Plut. Amat.)

767D”, citing the Phaedran passages as the sources. This is erroneous, for: oi J maidwy deopevor
paMAov B yuvaik@dy, Gomep of TéTTIvES €lg ariAAay 4 T TowbTo T Yoy ddidowy, oUTw dia. Tayous olg
éruge sy évamoyenioavtes, is far more likely to be an allusion to: Téwg yap Kai TalTa éxTog €lyxov
(sC. Td aidota), Kai éyéwwy kai EtikTov ol el dAAmAous GAN" €ls Y7, chamep of Tértrves (Plat. Symp.
191b7-¢2).

% The cicadas are also referred to at Phdr. 262d3-5: iowg 3¢ xai oi T@v Movady moodifrar oi ures
5.11-2: Bépeoc yAurug

2
xedarife (ol émmemveurites Gv Muly elev Tolto TO Yépas. Ct. Anacreon&ﬂ

mpodnirme.] diréovat pév ae Moboar, with Hopkinson (1994), pp.78-9, ad loc.
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Socrates is concerned with being seen to talk by the cicadas so that they may report
favourably to the Muses, in particular Calliope and Ourania. Achilles Tatius’ cicadas
sing a story of love and would therefore be more appreciative of an erotic discourse.
This is precisely what Cleitophon, with the aid of Satyrus, tries to give them as he
attempts to seduce Leucippe to the accompaniment of their song. Achilles Tatius has
thus retained a key element of the Phaedran setting, but adapted it to suit his purposes
and the erotic pitch of his novel.

Also present in the garden is a peacock, and in his desire to make Leucippe
evaywyov ... eis épwra (1.16.1) Cleitophon takes his cue from it (&m0 Tob Sovifoc AaSBaw
v ebkatpiay Ibid.). Leucippe and Cleio are standing opposite the peacock, which is
showing its tail:

A " ~ A} ’ A A
"Eruxe yap tixy Tivi cupBay TéTe ToV dpuiv vamrteo®aal To kKaIAoc kal To

Béarpoy émdeikvivar TV mrepdv. (1.16.2)

This 1s an allusion to the wings that the soul grows in Socrates’ second speech:

~ ~ ~ b ~ 9 ’
My oTay To TPOE TIS 0p®V KarAog, ToU aAnfols avauiuvnokouevos,
~ ’ A ) ’ 6 ! ’ ’0'9 ’a ~ al
TTEPWOTAI TE Kal avamTepouevos mpobupovpevos avamreglal, aduvaTwy 0O€,

opvifloc Oikmy BAémwy avw (Phdr. 249d5-8).
Instead of seeing beauty and growing wings in response, however, the peacock
displays beauty by spreading his tail, and in another twist of the original a man

behaving dpviflos dikmy (Phdr. 249d7) is replaced by a bird. The same verb occurs later

. . . . aning i
* dvarmrepsw only occurs elsewhere in Leucippe and Cleitophon at 7.15.1, where its meaning 1s
metaphorical: "Eyw pév &) 1o0to dxolboag avamtepoljal, kel T6 oppaTe aveyeipw Kai avaBioly TpxopLmy.
i . apa 16 o0 TAWw WS d Ovrog alrov

Vilborg (1962), p.34, compares Philostr. VS 11.27.3: aotiquevog 4o TOU TAW WG AVATITEPOUVTOS

To0 emaivov.
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in the same speech where Socrates describes the effect that having a lover has on the

beloved:

N ~ 14 €~ ’ ’ v ~ E ’
To ToU kaMous pelwa maly eic Tov kaloy dig Ty OLATWY 10y, 7§ médukey
b A} A} ‘!/U \ L B4 3 é ’ AR ] ~ \ "\ ~ ~
ETTL TNV YUXY IEVA, AQIKOJLEVOY KAl GYamTepidaay, Tas diodove Ty mrepi
3 A} €’ ~ ~ b4
apdel Te Kai Gpunoe TTepoduely Te kal THY ToD épwpévou al Yuxmy épwrog

évémhmaev. (Phdr. 255c5-d3)®
This allusion does not depend on the repetition of one word, for it is reinforced by
what follows:

(’T ~ I b k14 ’ €t b4 " k14 €’ -~ ’ ’ b 14 AY
OUTO WEVTOI OUK avev Texyms o opvis, €dmy, “motelr @M\’ éomi yap
L) ’ ¢’ 2 ’

epwTikog,  Otay  émayayéslar Bédy v épwuévmy, ToTe obTwe

kaMwriCetat. ‘Opgs éxeivmy ™y Tijs mAatdvov mAyaiov;” (1.16.2-3)
As if the mention of the peécock’s erotic intent and the fact that he is trying to seducc
his beloved were not sufficient to remind the reader of the erotic subject of Socrates’
speech, Achilles Tatius throws in a plane tree for good measure. The peacock
possesses both wings and beauty, but instead of the former being grown in response
to a chaste association with the latter in the ascent to metaphysical reality, he uses
both to attempt to persuade his hen to have sexual intercourse. And the fact that
Cleitophon takes his cue from this bird indicates his attitude to “Platonic” love. The
peacock is mentioned again when Cleitophon has finished his disquisition on erotic
encounters in the natural world and compares Leucippe’s beauty to that of the

peacock:

® dvamrepéw also occurs, once, in Daphnis and Chloe at 2.7.1, where Daphnis and Chloe ask
. R \ \ 3 T it S c an

Philetas what Eros is, and in his reply he says that he ag Yugds dvamrepoi. Here (00 it seems (o be
. . - i - i PUCIPPE
allusion to the Phaedrus passages, increasing the probability that the same is the case in Leucippe

and Cleitophon. See Hunter (1983), p.109, n.43.



T\ A IM ) ’ ~ . T SN/ ~ ’ »
0 0€ KaAANOG QTTPATITOY TOU TAW 7N)TTOV €00KEl (LoI ToD Aeukimrmme efva

npogwmov, (1.19.1)

Yet another Phaedran idea, the dazzling face of the beloved,® is associated with the
peacock, an idea whose general significance has already been highlighted.®* This
completes the Phaedran atmosphere created not only in the garden, but in the first
book as a whole, a book all but framed by Phaedran settings.

The setting of the opening conversation and the elements of the garden that
place them in the world of the Phaedrus keep the reader alert to the allusions to and
adaptations of this most popular of writings on erotic psychology. Achilles Tatius is
concerned not merely to show his awareness of what the Phaedrus contains, but also
to engage with it in a game in which his reader can take part. It is not enough to claim
that Achilles Tatius is indulging in scene-setting in order solely to signal the general
subject matter of at least the opening book or two of his novel. He is rather assuming
a knowledge of the contents of the Phaedrus on the part of this reader, a knowledge
which he can use by indicating the importance of the Phaedrus in his scene-setting
and which he can manipulate by the events which occur in those scenes. And the links
between the scenes are themselves carefully established. The garden shares similarities
with the meadow in the painting of Europa’s abduction,” and also, through allusions
to the Phaedrus, with the locus amoenus where Cleitophon narrates his story. The

theme of what took place in and around the meadow is the carrying off of Europa by

1 Cf. kai mpoc alrp T éyévorro xai €ldov ™y oy T TOV nadik®y GoToaTTouaay. idoyTos 0 ToU Mricxou
2} pmjum s T o0 kaMous duaw Tvéxbn (Phdr. 25403-6).
62

See 3.6, pp.177-81.

53 See 3.6, pp.186-8.
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Zeus, while the scene under the plane tree by the cool stream is set for an erotic
discourse. Both of these themes coincide in the garden as the erotic conversation is
designed to inspire similar feelings in Leucippe so that Cleitophon’s seduction can

proceed apace.

5.3 Scene-Setting and the Characterisation of Cleitophon

However, as argued in the previous chapter, Achilles Tatius may not be making
allusions just for their own sake, or for the sake of their literary connotations. For
there is one, very important, case of a reference to the setting of the Phaedrus which
remains to be considered,* one which should have a considerable influence on our
appreciation of the uses of the Phaedran scene made by Achilles Tatius and his near
contemporaries. At the beginning of Plutarch’s Amatorius Flavian and some others
ask Autobulus to give his account of a conversation on mount Helicon on love in
which his father had taken part. Flavian asks:

. ~ ~ > ~ 65 ~ \
(Flavian) " Adele To0 Adyou To viv €xov €momoipv  TE Aeyiovas Kat
A} A} e/ -~ A} A’ '\ a \ Al 144 ’
oKiac Kal aua KITToU Te Kal TWAaK©Y 0ialpopas Kai o

" ’ 7’ b ’ A’ A m’
aMa ToloUTwy Tomwy émAaBowevor YAixovtar Tov 1lAaTwyog

AY ~ Ay \ b ’ ’ ’
"TAigaoy Kai Tov dyvoy éketvoy Kal THY MpeUa TpoTavTy) Toay
~ ’ " !’ b ’é 6
meduxuiay mpobuudTepoy 1 kaMoy emypadeaal.

i 0€ O€r ) D a QA ' oolpiwy
(Autobulus) Ti dé Oefrar TototTwy, @ apiore PAaouviave, TPovIL 7

dfymare; (Plut. Amat. 7492)%

% Mentioned on p.262, n.5.

%5 1t is not clear whether Flavian is referring (o epic poets in particular, or whether he might mean

poets in general. LSJ takes énomoioe in Luc. J.Tr. 6 to mean “yerse-maker .

. [} 1 A 1y (¢ « . re )
% For the Ilissus see: Aebp’ éxToumopevor KaTd TOV Dugoy iwpev (Phdr. 229al), and: Bime poi, ©

I3 \ y N ~ 1 ~ ’ ¢ 4 M ? 16, ; IU‘(L’ Ph(lr
Sorpates, olk évBévde pévror mobev amo ToU Ihiood Aéyetar o Bopeag v Qpeibluray apmaoat (
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This clearly belongs to the first category of reference: explicit mention. As Trapp puts
it, “The discourse does indeed eschew the locus amoenus, but the very denial signals a
Phaedran presence, and the signal is amply justified by what follows,”®” and:
Plutarch’s recusatio at the beginning of the Amatorius, turns out to be a
rejection only of slavish and unimaginative use of the Phaedrus: it is
certainly not a rejection of the work itself as a proper object of
imitation.®®
The opinion expressed in the first of these quotations is accurate, but the first half of
the second is slightly misleading: Plutarch (through Flavian) is not rejecting slavish
imitation of the Phaedrus, rather he is rejecting the sort of things that poets write
when they strive for the effect that Plato gained with the setting of the Phaedrus. He
is denying the need for any such description with which to set both the mood and the

scene, for, as Autobolus continues:

229b4-5); for the agnus see: To0 Te dyvou 16 Uos kai To alokioy Taykadov, Kal wg akpumy Exer T dvbng,
ws av ebwdéotaToy Tapéxor Tov tomov (Phdr. 230b3-5); and for the gentle grass slope and near verbal
identity see: mdvTwy 3¢ xouoTaToy To ThH Toag, 6TI év Mpépa mpoadvTer ikavn TEduke KaTakAwévT TV
kedarny maykarwe Exery (Phdr. 230¢3-5).

7 (1990), p.159.

% Ibid., p.161. Ct. Goldhill (1995), p.145: “the pleasing pun on the topographical, laced with the
explicit recollection of Plato’s famous dialogue on desire, the Phaedrus, set by the Ilissus, establishes
the literary and philosophical texture of the dialogue to come, as it places itself under the aegis of
sophisticated withdrawal from explicit striving for Platonic or poetic effect.” In a note to this, p.178,

. . - ” : ¥ ap (o 3
n.75, he remarks that “The same joke occurs in Achilles Tatius 1.1-2” without further comment or

argument.
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96\ ¢ ’ 3 r € ’ t 4 \ S A
evbug m moodaais, €€ s wpunbnoay oi Adyor, xopdy airei ouunalny kai

akmijs Oefrat, Ta T a’ha dpapatoc oldev E\eine (Ibid.).

Nevertheless, the sentiment of the passage is ambiguous; it might be a rejection of the
sort of things that poets indulge in when they consciously endeavour to achieve the
same effect as the setting of the Phaedrus, or it might be a rejection of what poets
write when they want to create a similar effect to that which Plato produced. That is,
are the poets trying to imitate Plato, or are they merely using settings to create a
certain atmosphere? Although Trapp tends toward the former, it is noteworthy that,
other than axiag, the elements that Flavianus says the poets employ are not present in
the Phaedrus. Hunter could use this as evidence that “The absence of the most
familiar Phaedran landmarks, the plane-tree and the cicadas” is not an
insurmountable objection to the argument that a Phaedran reminiscence is intended. I
would prefer, on the other hand, to pursue a middle course, the one truest to what
Plutarch/Flavian says, and argue that the poets were aware of the success of the
Phaedran setting and so strove to achieve a similar effect, although by employing
features such as ivy and smiiax and without necessarily imitating Plato verbally.

What bearing does this have on the case of allusions to the setting of the
Phaedrus in Leucippe and Cleitophon? First of all the passage from the Amatorius
implies that Plutarch thinks that such scene-setting is unnecessary, and perhaps even
hackneyed. He does not, of course, distance himself from it completely, because he
puts the reader in mind of it by mentioning it. However, it is pertinent to ask what
effect this passage might or should have on our reading of the instances of references

to the setting of the Phaedrus in other authors. One need not argue that the other

% (1997), p.24.
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authors under consideration had necessarily read Plutarch’s dialogue, although some
may have done, particularly in view of the similarities between it and Ps.-Lucian
Amores and the debate at the end of book 2 of Leucippe and Cleitophon. Tt is
sufficient that by Plutarch’s time a reference to the beginning of the Phaedrus or an
attempt to achieve the same or a similar effect was a well-established practice and
that, if Trapp’s arguments are accepted, reworkings of the scene by the Ilissus were
expected to be recognised by at least some readers of Dio. If this is true, what view
are we to take of an author who does slavishly imitate Plato? Either a lack of
sophistication would be involved, or else something more subtle.

To treat the other authors first, we seem to have different modes of use of the
Phaedran scene.’’ One of the most frequent is humour, where the reference needs to
be reasonably obvious for the joke to work. "* In this group would be found Alciphron
4.13, Apuleius Met. 1.18-9 (with possibly Lollianus Phoenicica), Lucian Vit Auct. 16
and Icar. 9. Another use is the reworking for pointed effect, among which would be
included Longus D. & C. Proem (if this is a reworking at all), Dio 1.52-3 and 36.1ff.
The largest group involves the use of the Phaedran setting to signal a relationship, of
whatever sort, with that text: Cicero de Orat. 1.7.28 and Brutus 6.24, Ps.-Lucian
Am., Philopatr. 3 and Dem.Enc., Lucian Dom. 4, Plutarch Amat. 749a, and finally

Achilles Tatius Leucippe and Cleitophon 1.2.3. None of these uses incurs the charge

0 As opposed to the categories of forms of reference or allusion which were outlined earlier.

i t S sei scription of
™ Of course, there is perhaps irony in the fact that so many authors have seized on the descrip

i ing ironic (s . 141,
the Phaedran setting by Socrates when he himself is probably being ironic (see Rowe (1986), p

ad loc.). See Trapp (1990), p.164., n.51, with p.166, nn.55 and 56.



290
of slavish imitation, either because the Phaedran scene is being manipulated. or
because it is briefly alluded to in the knowledge that no further evocation is required.

The remaining passage is L. & C. 1.15-16 and this seems harder to place. It is
not obviously a joke and it contains several clear allusions and so does not fit in the
“reworkings” category. The most promising type is therefore the last, but there are
problems with this too. First, the others in the last category are economical, that is
they achieve their purpose with the minimum of Platonic intrusion. The only exception
to this is Ps.-Lucian Am., but the case there is a special one, for at 12 and 18 the
allusions to Plato are economical, and where they are not, in 31, we find an explicit
evocation of the plane tree of the Phaedrus. Ps.-Lucian is thus going out of his way to
signal the relationship of his dialogue with the Phaedrus, but he also manages a
balancing act by distancing the one from the other. For Callicratidas does not remark
on how similar to the Phaedran setting their surroundings are, nor does he wish to be
in them; rather he wishes that that plane tree could be transported to help him with his
argument. The plane tree is a metonymy for one part of the Phaedrus, albeit probably
the most famous, and Lucian’s use of it here shows how the arguments it overheard
are only a part of the wider debate in which his characters are involved. Callicratidas
also expresses the physical distance between the two settings:

TANY émel ToUT auxavov,

7 yap ToAAG weTaky
olped Te akidevta Balagaa Te fymedaa (Ps.-Luc. Am. 3 1)."

The second problem is that Achilles Tatius has already signalled the relationship

between his novel and the Phaedrus with due economy at 1.2.3. and so 1t seems

2 Quoting Hom. /{. 1.156-57. Munro/Allen (1920) have: 7 paAa moAra petaky ...
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superfluous to do the same here in far greater detail. The answer may lie in the fact
that it is not Achilles Tatius who is describing the garden in 1.15-16: it is his hero

Clettophon.

In the last chapter it was argued that Achilles Tatius deliberately makes
Cleitophon sound a fool by having him expound repeatedly and at length on an idea
that was given to him by someone else. The case here, I would argue, is similar.
Achilles Tatius succinctly establishes at 1.2.3 that Plato, and particularly the
Phaedrus, 1s going to be important in his novel. He may have felt the need to do this
in order to aid his reader, or rather signal that a game was about to begin, and perhaps
also to indicate that his novél was going to depart from the historiographical pose and
chart new territory in the waters of dialogue-novel.” Cleitophon, on the other hand, is
doing nothing of the sort. He is detailing at great length the garden in which his
seduction of Leucippe began. He is, in fact, doing precisely what the poets did, of
whose practices Plutarch seems to have disapproved. Cleitophon even uses, among
the Platonic ones, the same elements in his description of the garden as those which
Flavian asked Autobolus to omit: meadows, shade, ivy and smilax. The last two are

the easiest to spot, for Cleitophon waxes lyrical on them at some length:

~ ’ AY A ’ . ¢

"Bvioic d¢ T@v 0évdpwy TdV alpoTépwy KITTOS Kai cuiraf mapemeduker” 1
’ € ~ ~ ’ . t \\ A

wéy enprmpévn TAaTAvOY Kai mepimukalovaa padif T kopy' 0 O€ KITTOS
~ ~ A} b ? ‘,-A

mepi mebkmy éhxbeis Qketolito To dévdpov Taig TEPIMAOKATS, KAl EYIVETO T()

N\ \ ~ ~ 74
KITTQ Sxmua To GuToy, aTédavos 0¢ o KITTOG TOU duTol. (1.15.3)

7 See C.3, pp.300-1, for more on this.

* ’ 4 . N 2 e ey ! vl
™ Cf. mravri ye uap dévdo mepmAéydny o dilepws mpoceipmbe kirtos (Ps.-Luc. Am. 12); kai mws €5
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One could easily imagine Plutarch/Flavian’s reaction to this! The shade in the carden
.1 75 ) .

has already been dealt with,” and this leaves us with meadows. Aeiwary does not

appear in the description of the garden in 1.15, but it is not missing altogether. For the

peacock’s display to his beloved is put in the following terms by Cleitophon:

’ ~ * \ ’ b ’ ~ -~ ~ )
TauTy viv oltog 10 kaMhos émdeikvutar Aepwdva mresdv. ‘O dé Tol Tawm

Aeywwy ebavbéarepos (1.16.3).
The implication is that the peacock’s feathers, his own Aenwwy, are more beautiful than
the meadow in which they find themselves. This is bettered in terms of conceit when,
after he has finished his disquisition, Cleitophon praises Leucippe’s beauty, and

sandwiched between the comparisons with the meadow is another mention of ivy:

To vap To0 cwpatoc kalhog abric meoc Ta Tob Aewdvog voiley av

Napkioaou ey To mpogwmoy EatiNBe ypotay, podov O aveéTelhev €k Tig
mapeidc, oy 0¢ 4 TV odfadudv éudpuaipey alym, ai O Kopai
Boatouxolpevar walov eilittovto kiTTol" TogolTog v Aeukimmng émi TGV

npogemwy 6 ey, (1.19.1-2)"°
The setting is in fact a Aeiwwv, complete with shade, ivy and smilax, not to mention

numerous Phaedran elements.

If Achilles Tatius was aware of Plutarch’s Amatorius, it is extremely tempting

to see the identity of parts of Cleitophon’s description of the garden with the features

quveppibaper kA vy (Alciphr. 4.13.8); and: TalTasg naoaic (sc. cypresses, laurels, planes and pines)
avti The dumédov KITTOG éméxerto, Kai 0 xopupBos alrol péyas v Kai peAavoevos BoTpuy €LijLErTO.
(Long. D. & C.4.2.3)

- 13 ’ 3 ’ A t14 ~ . A3 ’ . . bl 14 y . ~ T‘ \‘/
S 26w 06 dOMwy dvwbey aiwpoupévwy vd" MAig TIPoS AVERLOY TULLIYT (Rl QxpAV ELAPIAIOEY T YT T

oxiav (1.15.4). See above, pp.280-1.
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that were denigrated by Flavian as a deliberate attempt to make Cleitophon look like
the sort of person/poet who unthinkingly elaborated the setting, and here at inordinate
length, before describing the events that took place in it.”” The effect of this is yet
again to convey his bombasticism. It could be objected that Achilles Tatius is here
utilising a fertile tradition of loci amoeni to place his work within it, and this is
certainly true on some level, just as he is placing his work in the world, both literary
and intellectual, of the Phaedrus. But this would be to ignore his attitude to his
literary forbears, which is sparcely ever straightforward, Flavian’s words towards the
beginning of Plutarch’s Amatorius, and the fact that we should not necessarily read
Cleitophon’s words as if the thoughts and attitudes they express are Achilles Tatius’
own; in fact the reverse approach, that of regarding what Cleitophon has to say as
belonging to him, is surely more like the process that Achilles Tatius wanted his
reader to undergo. Achilles Tatius is in effect both having his cake and eating it: he
engineers the sort of locus amoenus which draws on a wide and varied, and not purely
Platonic, tradition with all the benefits that this allows his work, while letting the
unoriginality of it all rebound on his central character. One hopes that Plutarch would

have been able to raise a smile at Cleitophon’s description of the garden.

7 And if Achilles Tatius saw the irony in Socrates’ own Jaudatory description of the spot by the

; i : ing in hackneyced
lissus, then his having Cleitophon show no signs of knowing that he was trading 1in ha y

images would be even more pertinent.
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Conclusion

C.1 Platonic Allusions in Leucippe and Cleitophon

I hope to have shown that the number of allusions to Plato in Achilles Tatius’ novel,
and especially to the Phaedrus, is considerably larger than has so far been realised.
Some have been spotted before, but they have generally not been fully explored, and
other echoes of the same passages have been missed. While I hope that each allusion
by itself has a strong enough argument for it, the case for all of them is enhanced by
their sheer number. This general point of cumulative effect can be broken down into
individual arguments which work on local, or more extended levels.

On a general level, for instance, as the case for Hippias was reinforced by the
fact that there were other names which were more obviously descended from the
Platonic corpus, so Leucippe’s name becomes more likely to have been inspired by
the white horse of the Phaedrus myth by the presence of other Platonic names in the
novel. And the case for each individual Platonic name is dependent on the
accumulation of allusive passages. On a local level, the Phaedran setting of the initial
conversation makes the other Platonic references there more noticeable, but this also
relates to, and should inform the interpretation of, Cleitophon’s description of the
garden (1.15), and mentally prepares the reader for more material from the Phaedrus.
This occurs in abundance, and is nowhere more apparent than in the repeated use of
the flow of beauty through the eyes into the soul. The repetition of this allusion has a
cumulative effect all of its own. It also keeps the reader in mind of the Phaedrus,

oy . : . ine’ me.
which in turn is essential if he is to realise the provenance of the heroine’s na
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This eclectic survey of how interconnected the allusions to Plato are should, I
hope, justify the procedure which I have followed in this thesis: namely separating the
allusions out and dealing with linked examples or a particular question rather than
providing a trawl through Platonica as they occur in the narrative. This has inevitably
led to the treatment of certain passages more than once, the Phaedran setting for
Cleitophon’s narration being an obvious example. However, the fact that an allusion
may serve more than one function is part of the argument that a cumulative effect is
important in arguing for the presence of allusions. For if an allusion such as the
Phaedran setting can be argued simultaneously to be part of signalling Platonic
narrative technique, to hint at the potential subject matter of the narration and to
provide a contrast with Cleitophon’s own description of a locus amoenus, then its
multiplicity of functions and the other passages that it links with bolster its status as
an allusion. When all the strands that I have separated are woven back together, the
result should be a stronger cloth.

There is a cumulative effect provided by other authors too. Apuleius’ and
Lucian’s use of Platonic names confirms that such a practice existed; Plutarch and
Lucian utilise a narrative technique which is recognisably Platonic in certain dialogues
which are otherwise heavily indebted to Plato; and many authors deployed the
Phaedran setting and flow of beauty in their works. The last two in fact go beyond
merely verifying the presence of similar allusions in Leucippe and Cleitophon, for they

reveal the spin that Achilles Tatius put on them. This leads to the second point that I

wish to emphasise in this conclusion.



C.2 The Place of Platonic Allusions in Leucippe and Cleitophon

Arguing that one passage is an allusion to another can sometimes lead to the
dissection of those passages from their contexts. This has been one fault of some of
the literature written on, or which mentions, Plato in the Greek novel, and 1 have
accordingly tried to avoid this in the belief that it leads to a distorted view of the texts
involved and their authors’ intentions. Of course, it is possible that a writer may make
an allusion, verbally or otherwise, to the work of another simply for the sake of doing
50, and it is equally possible that a phrase may be subconsciously repeated. However,
it is necessary in each case at least to examine the contexts of the passages involved in
case something more is afoot. As far as Leucippe and Cleitophon is concerned it
seems that this is usually, if not always, the case.

The broad thrust of this thesis is that the allusions to Plato that I have been
considering or attempting to establish are exploited for their literary and philosophical
connotations on the one hand, and for the internal dynamics that they help to provide
on the other. They are not decoration to give Achilles Tatius’ novel the appearance of
intellectual respectability; in fact they are so abundant that they can be brought to bear
on other questions. One is the readership of the novel. Achilles Tatius is catering, at
least on some level, for a reader with a thorough knowledge of the Phaedrus and with
a working knowledge of a significant proportion of the Platonic corpus. While such
knowledge was not the sole preserve of the philosopher, only a man of the educated
elite would have been able to play Achilles Tatius’ game to the full.

Other questions which have been helped by the amount of Platonic allusion
include the characterisation of the dramatis personae, in particular the main

protagonists: Cleitophon, Leucippe, Thersander and Melite. Their portrayals are all
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affected by Achilles Tatius’ use of Phaedran psychology, and the clues that point to
the inspiration for Leucippe’s very name allow us to see her and those who interact
with her as more than one of the parts of the charioteer of the soul and his team.
Cleitophon’s character is in part conveyed by his willingness to lecture his interlocutor
and by his repetition of the image of the Phaedran flow of beauty, which he was told
about by Cleinias. His description of the garden in 1.15 is at odds both with Achilles
Tatius’ own brief Phaedran scene-setting in the initial conversation and with
Plutarch’s strictures about the superfluousness of such a device.

This has a bearing on the wider issue of the manifold digressions in the novel.
enabling us to see some, if not all, of Cleitophon’s sententiae and his propensity for
wallowing in detail as being either hopelessly out of context or unnecessary. Modern
readers often do not know what to make of Achilles Tatius’ seeming fondness for
such apparently inconsequential passages, and part of the answer, I would argue, lies
in the characterisation of the hero. His infidelity with Melite and his cowardice are
others facets of this argument. This, of course, does not mean that Achilles Tatius’
reader would not have enjoyed such ecphrases nor found such philosophical musings
interesting, for our novelist does not tend to deal in black and white issues. He can
simultaneously entertain his reader and sabotage his hero with the very same method
of entertainment.

This in turn leads to the question of humour and Achilles Tatius’ attitude to
the genre in which he was writing. In addition to the fun to be had with his
engagement with the Platonic corpus,l Achilles Tatius undermines his own hero with

the words he makes him utter and subverts, or at least pushes the boundaries of, what

! For which see C.3.
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a reader might expect. Platonic allusions, to be sure, have less of a bearing on this
question than on some others, but one area where they do have an important part to
play is in the matter of the beginning/end problem. This is an example of a question
which can be approached from the opposite angle and which can partly be helped by
the Platonic elements involved. The concentration of allusions in the opening
conversation, including the name of the hero himself, and the open-endedness of the
frame are meant to recall Platonic narrative technique. However, rather than thinking
that this was just another Platonic device, I believe the reader would have thought
about the discrepancies involved and realised that the very ending of the novel is not
only problematic, it also lacks the closure which would seal the happy ending. Achilles
Tatius uses a Platonic technique to help him to achieve this air of uncertainty, which
has the stench of the most severe subversion, but which allows no straightforward
answer.

So far I have made generalising remarks about how the contents of this thesis
hang together and how a seemingly simple task such as spotting allusions can lead to
the consideration, and possible solutions, of other questions. However, the sheer
weight of Platonic allusion in Leucippe and Cleitophon and its nature should lead the
commentator to ask whether Achilles Tatius merely happens to be particularly fond of

Plato and uses him as one of many literary sources, or whether he might have a wider

Platonic strategy.

C.3 Achilles Tatius’ Platonic Strategy

When all of the Platonic resonances in Leucippe and Cleitophon are added together
they have a considerable cumulative effect. But a list of what they add up to reveals

their importance to the novel as a whole. The setting for the dialogue between the
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anonymous narrator and Cleitophon and for Cleitophon’s narration is undeniably
Phaedran. This has the effect of placing the Phaedrus at the forefront of the reader’s
mind, but with the conversation and Cleitophon’s name it also establishes a Platonic
feel out the outset. Not only is there a dialogue with several Platonic allusions, it is
also not resumed at the end in, I would argue, imitation of Platonic technique. The
basic structure, therefore, evokes that of a Platonic dialogue.

Cleitophon’s narration contains five other characters with Platonic names:
Chaerephon, Charmides, Cleinias, Gorgias and Hippias. Each of these has humorous
contact with its Platonic namesake/s, but they have a further function of maintaining
the Platonic atmosphere of the novel. Moreover Cleinias, at least in the first two
books, and Cleitophon are never too far from the action and so serve as constant
reminders of the Platonic background. Not only, then, does the novel look something
like a Platonic dialogue, it also has several characters, some extremely important, with
Platonic names. This process of allusive naming is carried a stage further in the name
of the heroine, for although she has namesake in Plato’s Critias, she seems to be
named after the good horse of the soul of Plato’s Phaedrus. This means not only that
the hero and heroine both have Platonic names, but also that the reader is expected to
be constantly on the look out for allusions to the Phaedrus, and that the novel makes
continual play with Platonic ideas and concepts.

In addition to the setting for Cleitophon’s narration, the garden in which he
begins his seduction of Leucippe bears similarities to the Phaedran locus amoenus.
This scene sets the tone for much of the eroticism that is to follow and serves as a
secondary impulse in the narrative. There are other repeated allusions, including the

flow of beauty and the idea of a chaste night after the manner of Socrates and
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Alcibiades. There are also passages in which several different allusions are made, such
as Cleinias’ speeches in 1.9-10 and the debate at the end of book 2.

Leucippe and Cleitophon, then, is a work which bears the outward form of a
Platonic dialogue, whose narration has a Platonic setting, which has various
characters, including the two central ones, with Platonic names, and which is suffused
with sustained and repeated Platonic allusions. Other works have these same features,
and some have more than one. Ps.-Lucian’s Amores and Plutarch’s Amatorius both
have Platonic dialogue structures, Phaedran settings,” and many of the same allusions
which we find in Achilles Tatius’ novel. Lucian’s Navigium has a character with the
Platonic name of Adeimantus. In each of these works, and in others mentioned
intermittently throughout this thesis, the author is clearly aiming for some sort of
Platonic effect. Leucippe and Cleitophon has all of these features in an arguably more
sustained manner. So if other authors use these devices when they want to signal an
engagement with Plato, what are we to conclude about Achilles Tatius, who does
very similar things? There is surely more going on here than a set of limited literary
games or an over-eagerness to display a knowledge of Plato for its own sake. In fact
the broader question of how Achilles Tatius saw his novel is raised.

The first point to make is that whereas historiography seems to be the most
important, or at least the most obvious, model for Chariton and Heliodorus and
pastoral for Longus, Achilles Tatius makes extensive use of Plato.”> The

historiographical pose allows the treatment of a story as fact and grants the author a

2 Albeit disclaimed in the latter.

3 As far as Xenophon is concerned the question is complicated by the possibility that the novel that

bears his name is an epitome.
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degree of authority. The pastoral heritage on which Longus draws gives a tale a
timeless sense of mythical quality and allows him vast poetic licence.* Achilles Tatius,
on the other hand, sets his novel in what we can only assume is more or less the
contemporary world, and so his Platonic model must fulfil a different function. What
it does is give his novel a philosophical atmosphere. This device, instead of enabling a
mere relation of things as if true or the invention of things as if instructive, allows the
analysis, in philosophical and psychological terms, of what takes place in his story. Of
course, Achilles Tatius himself does not do this; rather he gives his characters free rein
to describe what they think is happening. The reasons for this are not simple, and one
effect is to portray Cleitophon in a certain light, but the content of what he and others
say still has a bearing on the reader’s appreciation of the story he is being told. Thus
philosophical atmosphere, created and maintained by several Platonic devices, must
mean that, if we regard Callirhoe and the Aethiopica as historiographical novels and
Daphnis and Chloe as a pastoral novel, Leucippe and Cleitophon must be a
“philosophical”, or “Platonic” novel.

This is satisfactory as far as the outward appearance of the novel and some of
the names contained in it go, but a consideration of the attitude displayed by Achilles
Tatius in many of his allusions, including the names he gives his characters, reveals
that it would be more accurate to regard Leucippe and Cleitophon as “anti-Platonic”
rather than “Platonic”.’ To start with the names, Chaerephon, Charmides, Cleinias,

Gorgias, Hippias and Leucippe all draw upon their Platonic namesakes in a humorous

* He does, of course, draw on other traditions, but pastoral is the most obviously and thoroughly used.
5 Cf. Anderson (1982), p.25: “Achilles clearly sees himself as a Plato eroticus, and much of the first

two books as an anti-Phaedrus.”
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way.® Charmides is the opposite of the temperate youth he is in Plato, and Gorgias is
not, and Hippias runs the risk of not being, as skilful in attaining their ends as the
sophists Gorgias and Hippias claim they were. Chaerephon and Cleinias, rather than
contradicting the expectations a reader would have had, are characters who exhibit
similar traits to their Platonic namesakes, but whose circumstances show those traits
to be unfortunate or ridiculous. Finally, the name Leucippe, as already documented,
allows the reader to participate in a game of hide and seck with the elements of the
myth of the Phaedrus in which the white horse of the soul appears, often with
incongruous, and seldom with simple, results.

Other than the settings and narrative structure, which afford the novel a
Platonic appearance, and the Platonic names, which achieve the same effect in
addition to their humorous contributions, the other set of allusions dealt with, namely
the flow of beauty and Alcibiades’ account of the night he spent with Socrates, also
point to a broader conclusion. In fact this is where the idea of a novel with a
consistently “anti-Platonic” feel really comes into force, as the import of these
allusions is emphasised by their surroundings in a novel which bears certain Platonic
features. The flow of beauty is used at the moments when the reader first sees the
onset of the most important emotions in the novel: the desire of Cleitophon for
Leucippe, of Melite for Cleitophon and of Thersander for Leucippe. Since Melite and
Thersander are the love rivals familiar from earlier novels, we should not be surprised
that they wish to go further than the chaste gazing that is the spiritual beginning of a

“Platonic” relationship in the Phaedrus, yet there is humour in the very fact that their

i i i “hosen 1 e iohlight the
% The name Cleitophon is the exception since it seems o have been chosen in order to highlig

structure of the novel.
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lustful thoughts are described in terms which were meant to lead to nothing but
philosophical contemplation. But it is also made perfectly clear that Cleitophon finds
that eye contact is hardly the pinnacle of his desires and that he too, with Leucippe’s
willing consent, wishes to proceed further. And the use of the Socratic exemplar of

- . . as
restraint and philosophical detachment is used (2 form of abuse by Melite and by

Cleitophon to cover up his guilty tracks.

Such carefree uses of the Platonic models of philosophical love would have
humour enough were they to occur individually, but when their number and extent are
added up, it becomes apparent that there is more of a coherent system of denial in
place. Achilles Tatius has taken the idea of non-sexual friendship, espoused in the
Symposium and Phaedrus in particular, and in a sophisticated reworking has shown
how impractical, or indeed impossible, it is. People who are sexually attracted to each
other simply do not behave in the way that Socrates thought they ought to, and
Achilles Tatius’ characters, in all their psychological realism, show this all too well.
Moreover, the chief irony is that their psychological realism is achieved by the use of
those very bits of Plato which are shown to be so absurd in their wilful ignorance of
real life and everyday emotions. There are, of course, many other facets of Achilles
Tatius’ novel which could be highlighted, and I would not wish to make sweeping
claims about this criticism of Plato being the most important.7 There are also other

points behind the use of Plato, some of which I hope to have shown. However, in an

7 Cf. Goldhill (1995), p.91 (pointing out the inadequacy of Anderson’s comment quoted in n.>
above): “there is a far more complex self-positioning of Achilles Tatius with regard to itellectual

traditions and, specifically, the philosophy (morality, medicine) of eros.”
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erotic novel which explains itself through the philosophising of its characters, this
aspect must be an important part.

To claim, then, that Leucippe and Cleitophon is something of an “anti-
Platonic” novel is not to argue that it is a profoundly philosophical allegory - the
games which were had with Leucippe’s name and the clues to its origin show that it is
not - or to maintain that it is a direct parody of Platonic philosophy. Rather it contains
elements, important in the novel’s overall structure and attitude, which point to a
sophisticated and amusing engagement with core philosophical texts, of which one
factor is the absurdity of the idea of “Platonic” love. If the latter were the only thing
that concerned Achilles Tatius, we would probably be dealing with a far less

interesting work.

C.4 Leucippe and Cleitophon in Context

Although there are similar uses of Plato in at least some of the other novels, Achilles
Tatius’ novel surpasses them all in the number and depth of those uses. His choice of
Plato as a model is part and parcel of this. Other authors such as Plutarch, Lucian and
Ps.-Lucian make the same or similar uses of Plato and they provide confirmatory
evidence as far as Leucippe and Cleitophon is concerned. Plutarch’s Amatorius, Ps.-
Lucian Amores and the end of book 2 of our novel also all contain debates on the
preferability of homosexual or heterosexual love. These connections might perhaps
point to the conclusion that Leucippe and Cleitophon has more in common with such
philosophical dialogues on love and other works which are similarly Platonic than has
previously been considered, and certainly in a broader way. On the other side of this
coin, Achilles Tatius is playful, if not subversive, when dealing with Greck novel

conventions and so puts some distance between his novel and his predecessors. While
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I would not wish to argue for the re-classification of Leucippe and Cleitophon. 1
would argue that the situation is not as clear-cut as some commentators would wish
it. Indeed, Plutarch’s Amatorius, for instance, shares many similarities with the Greek
novel. Rather I want to argue that Leucippe and Cleitophon is as much part of its
literary environment as it is a member of the Greek novel genre. Achilles Tatius is
doing something unparalleled in the other extant novels - not even Apuleius is as
thorough-going in his use of Plato as I would maintain Achilles Tatius is - although to
what extent this is an innovation can not be judged owing to the loss of material. The
possibility that it was should not, at any rate, be ruled out. What is certain, however,
is that Achilles Tatius has written the novel that the literary culture of his period of the
second sophistic, reaching beyond the Greek novel to Lucian and others, deserved

and possibly demanded.
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Appendix:

Use of Data Contained in the Lexicon of Greek Personal

Names (LGPN)

According to Matthews “It is the fate of lexicographers to be out of date as soon as
they are published” and “the notion of ‘perfection’ is inappropriate in a work which
incorporates so many judgements”." Nevertheless, in addition to its more obvious
potential for the historian LGPN is an immensely valuable tool for the study of
onomastics in fiction. The frequency of the occurrences of a name can be used to help
determine how probable it might be that one author has named a character after
someone in particular, whether historical, mythical or fictional. For instance. if a name
is exceptionally rare, or, ideally, if there is only one attestation and it occurs in an
author predating the work in question, the case that a character with an identical name
in the later author was named after the character in the earlier author is greatly
strengthened. More realistically, if a name was more popular in the time of the earlier
author, his character was the best known bearer of that name, and the same name was
not in current use in the time of the later author, the case for a reference would again
be reinforced.? Of course a cast-iron reference to a famous person would not have its

case significantly dented by the name in question being reasonably common, and even

! Hornblower/Matthews (2000), p.7.
2 1n this case the following argument from the preface to LGPN 1, p., appears extremely question-

begging: “We have, however, not excluded names provided by the novelists, and by mythographers

; . . we have
such as Conon and Parthenius, since the names they employ are normal current nammes

dated them to the date of the author but labelled them ‘fictitious’”.
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the ideal situation where there is only one previous bearer would not be conclusive
unless some other connection could be found.

A major use, facilitated by the lexicon’s arrangement by geography, is that
some names can be “localised”.” The implication of this for the names of fictional
characters is that it should be possible to have a greater appreciation of whether a
novelist, say, gave a character a name “in search of local colour”.* If the name is not
local, it raises the possibility that something more elaborate is afoot, although it
should not be forgotten that the novelist may have been mistaken or carefree in his
choice. It also needs to be pointed out that, unfortunately for my purposes, the
volumes of LGPN published so far cover the Aegean Islands, Cyprus and Cyrenaica -
I (Oxford, 1987), Attica - II (Oxford, 1994), the Peloponnese, Western Greece, Sicily
and Magna Graecia - IILA (Oxford, 1997), and Central Greece - III.B (Oxford,
2000), and not Asia Minor or Egypt, from where the majority of Greek novelists seem
to have hailed and where they set a good part of their works.” This entails that it will
not be possible to deal with the question of whether Achilles Tatius was in search of
“local colour” in his choice of certain names, and it is possible that the publication of

future volumes, whose contents will certainly be more pertinent, will significantly

3 A use which is highlighted in nearly all of the articles in Homblower/Matthews (2000).

4 Hormblower/Matthews (2000), p.14. See Bowie (1995), p.277, and Morgan (1982), p.247, on
Heliodorus. Higg (1971b), pp.55-6, concludes that Xenophon of Ephesus showed no tendency
towards names chosen to give local colour, and he is sceptical whether such an effect might have

been easy or possible, given the spread of Greek names in the Roman period. Hagg, however, did not

have the luxury of being able to use LGPN.

5 For Achilles Tatius’ provenance see the unanimous testimony of the Suda, s. v. A 4695 (1. 439

Adler): ' AgiMede taTiog, " AdeEavdpels, and the MSS.
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change the situation presented by the data dealt with here. Nevertheless. it is
worthwhile proceeding with the available data, especially since they are to be used
only as a rough guide - if a name is popular, and popular in the second century in
particular, the argument that it is used as an allusion, or as one aspect of an allusion,
must be that bit tighter; on the other hand, if a name is exceptionally rare, the case
need not be as strong.

I have collated the data contained within the four published volumes of LGPN
and converted them into tables and graphs for each name. Each entry is assigned a
date and I have accordingly allocated each bearer to a century ranging from the 6th
BC to the 5th AD. Where less precision is possible, and the date is given as:
- (e.g.) iv/iii BC or 350-280 BC, I have added 0.5 to both centuries;
- (e.g.) 250-50 BC, I have added 0.3 to each of the first three centuries BC;
- (e.g.) 200-88 BC, I have added 0.5 to both centuries, even though it is more
probable that the attestation belongs to the second century BC;
- (e.g.) 200 BC or ¢.200 BC, I have added 0.5 to both the third and second centuries
BC;
- (e.g.) 200-199 BC, I have added 1 to the second century BC;
- hell. (hellenistic, 323-31 BC ) I have added 0.3 to each of the first three centuries
BC;
- imp. (imperial, 31 BC - 310 AD), I have added 0.3 to each of the first three

. 6
centuries AD;

6 It seemed easier to deal with decimals rather than fractions. When calculating row (i.c.

volume/area) totals, [ have rounded up 3 x 0.3 to 1; when calculating column (i.e. century) totals |1



- arch. (archaic, 999-480 BC), I have added 1 to the 6th century BC:’

- inc. (inclusive, 999 BC - 700 AD) or hell.-imp., I have not included it owing to the

small number of such instances, the fractions involved and the negligible impact on the

overall picture. I shall, however, mention any such instances where they occur.
Several further points should be mentioned:

- the data in LGPN include Platonic characters and fictional characters.® The latter are

entered for the place to which their author ascribes them, not for the place of origin of

their author. Thus, e.g., characters in Lucian’s DMeretr. are entered for Attica;

- where ? qualifies a date in LGPN (e.g. 2507 BC, iv/iii? BC, hell.?), I have ignored it

and used the date given;

- in LGPN Alciphron is listed as belonging to the iv century AD. Although it is

difficult to ascertain exactly when he lived, according to OCD, RE and

Benner/Fobes'® he should be dated to around the turn of the second and third

centuries AD. I have nevertheless stayed with the dating of LGPN as either way

Alciphron most probably post-dated Achilles Tatius;

- in LGPN Chaerephon is listed as v/iv BC and so 0.5 has been allocated to each

century. However at Plat. Ap. 21a8-9 he is said by Socrates to be dead (émeidn éxeivog

rerehelrey), which suggests that he had died by the date of Socrates’ trial in 399

have not rounded up. The sum total of column totals has been rounded up to agree with the sum total

of row totals.
7 There being less precision before the classical period, and for the sake of saving spa
¥ The two categories are, of course, not necessarily mutually exclusive.

% As he is in LSJ, presumably the source of the confusion.

19 (1949), pp.6-18.
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BC. Thus a few months can change an entry of 1 for one century into an entry of 0.5
for two centuries. I can see no way to avoid such distortions, although I do not think
that they alter radically the nature of the evidence:

- Chariton’s Callirhoe is listed as i/ii AD, whereas her father Hermocrates is listed as v
BC. While the latter reflects, or is supposed to be, the historical person, Callirhoe is
presumed fictional, and so dated to the probable date of the author;

- the names of characters in Apuleius’ Metamorphoses are not included in LGPN,
although those in Ps.-Lucian’s Onos are;

- the volumes of LGPN do not give information on the total number of attestations
per century or period. So if, for example, a particular name was attested twice as
many times for the fifth century BC as it was for the second century AD, it would be
difficult to draw a conclusion about the relative popularity of the name if there were
twice as many attestations overall for the fifth century BC as there were for the
second century AD;

- the total of attestations in each volume varies. I has 66,489, II has 62,361, IIl.A has
43261, and IILB has 43,456."" Therefore it would not be surprising, or indeed
necessarily significant, if the attestations of a particular name were fewer for one area

than for another;

- the darkest shading in the graphs represents the data contained in LGPN I, the next

darkest that in LGPN I1, and so on.

! Using the updated figures of www.lgpn.ox.ac.uk. See 3.1 for a breakdown of these figures into

gender groups.



311

Bibliography

The following is a list of those works cited in this thesis or which have otherwise been

influential.

Anderson, G. (1979), “The Mystic Pomegranate and the Vine of Sodom: Achilles

Tatius 3.6.”, AJPh 100, pp.516-8.
Anderson, G. (1982), Eros Sophistes: Ancient Novelists at Play (Chico).

Anderson, G. (1984), Ancient Fiction: The Novel in the Graeco-Roman World

(London).

Anderson, G. (1989), “Xenophon of Ephesus: An Ephesian Tale”, in Reardon (1989),

pp.125-69.
Anderson, G. (1997), “Perspectives on Achilles Tatius”, ANRW II 34.3, pp.2278-99.
Barnes, J. (1993), “Imperial Plato”, Apeiron 26, pp.129-51.
Barnes, J. (1997), “Antiochus of Ascalon”, in Bamnes/Griffin (1997a), pp.51-96.
Barnes, J./Griffin, M. (1997a) (eds.), Philosophia Togata I? (Oxford).
Barnes, J./Griffin, M. (1997b) (eds.), Philosophia Togata II (Oxford).

Barns, J. W. B./Lloyd-Jones, H. (1964), “A Fragment of New Comedy: P.Antinoop.

157, JHS 84, pp.21-34.

Bartsch, S. (1989), Decoding the Ancient Novel: the Reader and the Role of

Description in Heliodorus and Achilles Tatius (Princeton).



312

Benner A. R./Fobes F. H. (1949), The Letters of Alciphron, Aelian and Philostratus

(Camb., Mass.).

Billault, A. (1996), “Characterization in the Ancient Novel”, in Schmeling (1996),

pp.-115-129.

Bowersock, G. W. (1974) (ed.), Approaches to the Second Sophistic (University

Park, PA).
Bowersock, G. W. (1994), Fiction as History (Berkeley).

Bowie, E. L. (1974), “Greeks and their Past in the Second Sophistic”, in Finley, M. L

(1974) (ed.), Studies in Ancient Society (London), pp.166-209.

Bowie, E. L. (1985), “The Greek Novel”, in Easterling, P. E./Knox, B. M. W. (1985)
(eds.), The Cambridge History of Classical Literature, 1. Greek

Literature (Cambridge), pp.683-99, and in Swain (1999a), pp.39-59.

Bowie, E. L. (1994), “The Readership of Greek Novels in the Ancient World”, in

Tatum (1994), pp.435-459.

Bowie, E. L. (1995), “Names and a Gem: Aspects of Allusion in Heliodorus’
Aethiopica”, in Innes, D./Hine, H./Pelling, C. (1995) (eds.), Ethics and
Rhetoric, Classical Essays for Donald Russell on his seventy-fifth

birthday (Oxford), pp.269-80.

Bowie, E. L. (1996), “The Ancient Readers of the Greek Novels”, in Schmeling

(1996), pp.87-106.



313

Bowie, E. L. (1998), “Phoenician Games in Heliodorus’ Aithiopica”, in Hunter, R. L.

(1998) (ed.), Studies in Heliodorus, PCPS Suppl. Vol. 21, pp.1-18.

Bowie, E. L./Harrison, S. J. (1993), “The Romance of the Novel”, JRS 83, pp.159-

78.
Brandwood, L. (1976), A Word Index to Plato (Leeds).

Branham, R. B. (1989), Unruly Eloquence: Lucian and the Comedy of Traditions

(Camb., Mass.).

Burnet, J. (1924), Plato: Euthyphro, Apology of Socrates, Crito (Oxford).

Bychkov, O. (1999), “9 100 xaAlouvs amoppon: A Note on Achilles Tatius 1.9.4-5,

5.13.47, CQ 49, pp.339-341.
Cameron, A. (1969), “Petronius and Plato”, CQ 19, pp.367-70.
Chew, K. (2000), “Achilles Tatius and Parody”, CJ 96, pp.57-70.

Christenson, D. (2000), “Callinus and Militia Amoris in Achilles Tatius” Leucippe and

Cleitophon”, CQ 50, pp.631-2.
Cooper, J. M. (1997) (ed.), Plato: Complete Works (Indianapolis).

DeFilippo, J. G. (1990), “Curiositas and the Platonism of Apuleius’ Golden Ass”,

AJPh 111, pp.471-492.

De Lacy, P. (1974), “Plato and the Intellectual Life of the Second Century A.D.”, in

Bowersock (1974), pp.4-10.



Diggle, J. (1972), “A Note on Achilles Tatius”, CR 22, p.7.

Dillon, J. M. (1989), “Tampering with the Timaeus: Ideological Emendations in Plato.

with Special Reference to the Timaeus”, AJP 1 10, pp.50-72.
Dillon, J. M. (1990), The Golden Chain (Aldershot).
Dillon, J. M. (1993), Alcinous: The Handbook of Platonism (Oxford).

Dillon, J. M. (1996), The Middle Platonists® (London).

Dillon, J. M./Long, A. A. (1988) (eds.), The Question of “Eclecticism”: Studies in

Later Greek Philosophy (Berkeley).
Dover, K. J. (1968), Aristophanes: Clouds (Oxford).
Dover, K. J. (1980), Plato: Symposium (Cambridge).
Dowden, K. (1996), “Heliodoros: Serious Intentions”, CQ 46, pp.267-85.

Drake, G. (1968-9), “Candidus: A Unifying Theme in Apuleius’ Metamorphoses”,

Classical Journal 64, pp.102-9.

Dubois, L. (2000), “Hippolytos and Lysippos: Remarks on some Compounds in

Trrro-, -1immog”’, in Homblower/Matthews (2000), pp.41-52.
Durham, D. B. (1938), “Parody in Achilles Tatius”, CPh 33, pp.1-19.

Ferguson, J. (1990), “Epicureanism under the Roman Empire”, ANRW II 36.4,

pp.2257-2327.



315

Fraser, P. M./Matthews E. (eds.) Lexicon of Greek Personal Names (Oxford, I 1987,

II 1994, II1.A 1997, II1.B 2000),

Fusillo, M. (1990), “Les Conflits des émotions: un topos du roman grec érotique”,

MH 47, pp.201-21, translated in Swain (1999a), pp.60-82.

Fusillo, M. (1997), “How Novels End: Some Patterns of Closure in Ancient
Narrative”, in Roberts, D. H./Dunn, F. M./Fowler, D. (1997) (eds.)
Classical Closure: Reading the End in Greek and Latin Literature

(Princeton), pp.209-27.
Garnaud, J.-P. (1991), Achille Tatius: Le Roman de Leucippé et Clitophon (Paris).
Gaselee, S. (1969), Achilles Tatius’ (Camb., Mass.).
Gill, C/Wiseman, T. P. (1993) (eds.), Lies and Fiction in the Ancient World (Exeter).
Glucker, J. (1978), Antiochus and the Late Academy (Gottingen).
Goldhill, S. (1995), Foucault's Virginity (Cambridge).
Gomme, A. W./Sandbach, E. H. (1973), Menander: A Commentary (Oxford).
Goold, G. P. (1995), Chariton: Callirhoe (Cambridge, Mass.).

Gottschalk, H. B. (1990), “Aristotelian Philosophy in the Roman World from the

Time of Cicero to the End of the Second Century AD”, ANRW 11 36.2,

pp.1079-1174.

Gow, A. S. F./Page D. L. (1965), The Greek Anthology: Hellenistic Epigrams

(Cambridge).



316
Griffiths, J. G. (1978), “Isis in the Metamorphoses of Apuleius”, in Hijmans/Paardt

(1978), pp.141-66.

Hackforth, R. (1952), Plato’s Phaedrus (Cambridge).

Hagg, T. (1971a), Narrative Technique in Ancient Greek Romances. Studies of

Chariton, Xenophon Ephesius, and Achilles Tatius (Stockholm).

Higg, T. (1971b), “The Naming of the Characters in the Romance of Xenophon

Ephesius”, Eranos 69, pp.25-59.
Higg, T. (1983), The Novel in Antiquity (Oxford).
Hamilton, W. (1973), Plato: Phaedrus and Letters VII and VIII (Harmondsworth).
Hanson, J. A. (1989), Apuleius: Metamorphoses (Camb., Mass.).

Harrison, S. J. (1990), “The Speaking Book: the Prologue to Apuleius’

Metamorphoses”, CQ 40, pp.507-13.
Harrison, S. J. (2000), Apuleius: A Latin Sophist (Oxford).

Hijmans, B. L. (1978), “Significant Names and their Function in Apuleius’

Metamorphoses”, in Hijmans/Paardt (1978), pp-107-22.

Hijmans, B. L./ Paardt, R. Th. van der (1978) (eds.), Aspects of Apuleius’ Golden Ass

(Groningen).

Hoerber, R. G. (1957), “Thrasylus’ Platonic Canon and the Double Titles”, Phronesis

2, pp. 10-20,



317

Holzberg, N. (1995), The Ancient Novel: An Introduction (London).

Holzberg, N. (1996), “The Genre: Novels Proper and the Fringe”. in Schmeling

(1996), pp.11-28.

Hopkinson, N. (1994), Greek Poetry of the Imperial Period: An Anthology

(Cambridge).

Homblower, S. (2000), “Personal Names and the Study of the Ancient Greek

Historians”, in Horblower/Matthews (2000), pp.129-143.

Homblower, S./Matthews, E. (2000) (eds.), Greek Personal Names: Their Value as

Evidence (Oxford).
Hunter, R. L. (1983), A Study of Daphnis and Chloe (Cambridge).

Hunter, R. L. (1994), “History and Historicity in the Romance of Chariton”, ANRW II

34.2, pp.1055-1086.

Hunter, R. L. (1997), “Longus and Plato”, in Picone, M./Zimmerman, B. (1997)
(eds.). Der Antike Roman und seine Mittelalterliche Rezeption

(Basel), pp.15-28.

Jones, C. P. (1980), “Apuleius’ Metamorphoses and Lollianos’ Phoinikika™, Phoenix

34, pp.243-54.
Jones, C. P. (1986), Culture and Society in Lucian (Camb., Mass.).

Kahane, A./Laird, A. (forthcoming) (eds.), A Companion to the Prologue of

Apuleius’ Metamorphoses (Oxford).



318

Kenney, E. J. (1990a), Apuleius: Cupid and Psyche (Cambridge).

Kenney, E. J. (1990b), “Psyche and her Mysterious Husband”, in Russell (1990),

pp.175-198.

Lightfoot, C. S. (1988), “Facts and Fiction - The Third Siege of Nisibis (AD 350)”,

Historia 37, pp.105-25.
Long, A. A. (1974), Hellenistic Philosophy (London).
Lynch, J. P. (1972), Aristotle’s School (Berkeley).
Maass, E. (1898), Commentariorum in Aratum Reliquiae (Berlin).
MacLeod, M. D. (1961), Lucian: VII (Camb., Mass.).
Macleod, M. D. (1967), Lucian: VIII (Camb., Mass.).

McGill, S. C. (2000), “The Literary Lives of a Scheintod: Clitophon and Leucippe 5.7

and Greek epigram”, CQ 50, pp.323-6.

Morales, H, (2000), “Sense and Sententiousness in the Greek Novels”, in Sharrock,

A./Morales, H. (2000) (eds.), Intratextuality (Oxford), pp.67-88.

Morgan, J. R. (1982), “History, Romance, and Realism in the Aithiopika of

Heliodoros”, Classical Antiquity 1, pp.221-265.

Morgan, J. R. (1993), “Make-Believe and Make Believe: The Fictionality of the

Greek Novels”, in Gill/Wiseman (1993), pp.175-229.



319

Morgan, J. R. (1994), “Daphnis and Chloe: Love’s Own Sweet Story”. in

Morgan/Stoneman (1994), pp.64-79.

Morgan, J. R./Stoneman, R. (1994) (eds.), Greek Fiction: The Greek Novel in

Context (Lohdon).

Most, G. W. (1989), “The Stranger’s Stratagem: Self-Disclosure and Self-Sufficiency

in Greek Culture”, JHS 109, pp.114-33.
Munro, D. B./Allen, T. W. (1920), Homeri Opera I’ (Oxford).

Murray, P. (1999), “What is a Muthos for Plato?”, in Buxton, R. (1999) (ed.), From

Myth to Reason? (Oxford), pp.251-262.
Nehamas, A./Woodruff P. (1997), “Phaedrus”, in Cooper (1997), pp.506-556.
O’Sullivan, J. N. (1977), “On Achilles Tatius 6.6.3”, CQ 27, pp.238-9.

O’Sullivan, J. N. (1978), “Notes on the Text and Interpretation of Achilles Tatius 17,

CQ 28, pp.312-29.
O’Sullivan, J. N. (1980), A Lexicon to Achilles Tatius (Berlin).

O’Sullivan, J. N. (1995), Xenophon of Ephesus: His Compositional Technique and

the Birth of the Novel (Berlin).

Opsomer, J. (1998), In search of the Truth: Academic Tendencies in Middle

Platonism (Brussels).

Paardt, R. Th. van der (1978), “Various Aspects of Narrative Technique in Apuleius’

Metamorphoses”, in Hijmans/Paardt (1978), pp.75-94.



320

Pelling, C. B. R. (1988), Plutarch: Life of Antony (Cambridge).
Penna (1952), “Marginalia et hariolationes philologae”, Maia 5, pp.93-112.

Perry, B. E. (1930), “Chariton and his Romance from a Literary-Historical Point of

View”, AJPh 51, pp.93-134.

Perry, B. E. (1967), The Ancient Romances: A Literary-Historical Account of Their

Origins (Berkeley).
Plepelits, K. (1996), “Achilles Tatius”, in Schmeling (1996), pp.387-416.
Reardon, B. P. (1969), “The Greek Novel”, Phoenix 23, pp-291-309.

Reardon, B. P (1974), “Second Sophistic and the Novel”, in Bowersock (1974),

pp.23-29.
Reardon, B. P. (1976), “Aspects of the Greek Novel”, G & R 23, pp.118-31.
Reardon, B. P. (1989) (ed.), Collected Ancient Greek Novels (Berkeley).
Reardon, B. P. (1991), The Form of Greek Romance (Princeton).

Reardon, B. P. (1994a), “Achilles Tatius and Ego-Narrative”, in Morgan/Stoneman

(1994), pp. 80-96, and in Swain (1999a), pp.243-258.

Reardon, B. P. (1994b), “Mifog ob Adyos: Longus’s Lesbian pastorals”, in Tatum

(1994), pp.135-47.

Repath, I D. (2000), “The Naming of Thrasyllus in Apuleius’ Metamorphoses”, CQ

50, pp.627-630.



321
Rowe, C. J. (1986), Plato: Phaedrus (W arminster).

Russell, D. A. (1973), Plutarch (London).
Russell, D. A. (1990) (ed.), Antonine Literature (Oxford).

Russell, D. A. (1992), Dio Chrysostom: Orations VII, XII, XXXVI (Cambridge).

Sandy, G. N. (1982), “Characterization and Philosophical Decor in Heliodorus’

Aethiopica”, TAPA 112, pp.141-67.

Schlam, C. (1970), “Platonica in the Metamorphoses of Apuleius”, TAPA 101,

pp-477-487.
Schmeling, G. (1996) (ed.), The Novel in the Ancient World (Leiden).
Scholes, R./Kellogg R. (1966), The Nature of Narrative (New Y ork).
Sedley, D. (1981), “The End of the Academy”, Phronesis 26, pp. 67-75.

Sedley, D. (1997a), “Philosophical Allegiance in the Greco-Roman World”, in

Bames/Griffin (1997a), pp.97-119.

Sedley, D. (1997b), “Plato’s Auctoritas and the Rebirth of the Commentary

Tradition”, in Barnes/Griffin (1997b), pp.110-29.
Slings, S. R. (1999), Plato: Clitophon (Cambridge).
Stephens, S. A. (1994), “Who Read Ancient Novels?”, in Tatum (1994), pp.405-418.

Stephens, S. A. (1996), “Fragments of Lost Novels”, in Schmeling (1996), pp.655-

683.



322

Stephens, S. A/Winkler, J. J. (1995), Ancient Greek Novels: The Fragments

(Princeton).
Swain, S. (1996), Hellenism and Empire (Oxford).

Swain, S. (1997), “Plutarch, Plato, Athens, and Rome”, in Barnes/Griffin (1997b),

pp.165-87.
Swain, S. (1999a) (ed.), Oxford Readings in the Greek Novel (Oxford).

Swain, S. (1999b), “A Century and More of the Greek Novel”, in Swain (1999a),

pp.3-35.
Tarrant, H. (1983), “The Date of Anon. In Theaetetum”, CQ 33, pp.161-87.

Tarrant, H. (1985), Scepticism or Platonism? The Philosophy of the Fourth Academy

(Cambridge).
Tarrant, H. (1993), Thrasyllan Platonism (Ithaca, NY).
Tarrant, H. (2000), Plato’s First Interpreters (London).
Tatum, J. (1994) (ed.), The Search for the Ancient Novel (Baltimore/London).

Trapp, M. B. (1990), “Plato’s Phaedrus in Second-Century Greek Literature”, n

Russell (1990), pp.141-73.

Trapp, M. B. (2000), “Plato in Dio”, in Swain, S. (2000) (ed.), Dio Chrysostom:

Politics. Letters, and Philosophy (Oxford), pp-213-239.



323

Vilborg, E. (1962), Achilles Tatius: Leucippe and Clitophon. A Commentary. Studia

Graeca et Latina Gothoburgensia XV (Gotegorg).

Wesseling, B. (1988), “The Audience of the Ancient Novels”, Groningen Colloquia

on the Novel 1, pp.67-79.

Whittaker, J. (1987), “Platonic Philosophy in the Early Centuries of the Empire”,

ANRW I1 36.1, pp.81-123.
Wilhelm, F. (1902), “Zu Achilles Tatius”, RhM 57, pp.55-75.

Winkler, J. J. (1982), “The Mendacity of Kalasiris and the Narrative Strategy of
Heliodoros™ Aithiopika”, YCS 27, pp.93-158, and in Swain (1999a),

pp.286-350.

Winkler, J. J. (1989), “Achilles Tatius: Leucippe and Clitophon”, in Reardon (1989),

pp-170-284.



	WRAP_thesis_coversheet2_Repath_2001.pdf
	269393.pdf
	269393_0001
	269393_0002
	269393_0003
	269393_0004
	269393_0005
	269393_0006
	269393_0007
	269393_0008
	269393_0009
	269393_0010
	269393_0011
	269393_0012
	269393_0013
	269393_0014
	269393_0015
	269393_0016
	269393_0017
	269393_0018
	269393_0019
	269393_0020
	269393_0021
	269393_0022
	269393_0023
	269393_0024
	269393_0025
	269393_0026
	269393_0027
	269393_0028
	269393_0029
	269393_0030
	269393_0031
	269393_0032
	269393_0033
	269393_0034
	269393_0035
	269393_0036
	269393_0037
	269393_0038
	269393_0039
	269393_0040
	269393_0041
	269393_0042
	269393_0043
	269393_0044
	269393_0045
	269393_0046
	269393_0047
	269393_0048
	269393_0049
	269393_0050
	269393_0051
	269393_0052
	269393_0053
	269393_0054
	269393_0055
	269393_0056
	269393_0057
	269393_0058
	269393_0059
	269393_0060
	269393_0061
	269393_0062
	269393_0063
	269393_0064
	269393_0065
	269393_0066
	269393_0067
	269393_0068
	269393_0069
	269393_0070
	269393_0071
	269393_0072
	269393_0073
	269393_0074
	269393_0075
	269393_0076
	269393_0077
	269393_0078
	269393_0079
	269393_0080
	269393_0081
	269393_0082
	269393_0083
	269393_0084
	269393_0085
	269393_0086
	269393_0087
	269393_0088
	269393_0089
	269393_0090
	269393_0091
	269393_0092
	269393_0093
	269393_0094
	269393_0095
	269393_0096
	269393_0097
	269393_0098
	269393_0099
	269393_0100
	269393_0101
	269393_0102
	269393_0103
	269393_0104
	269393_0105
	269393_0106
	269393_0107
	269393_0108
	269393_0109
	269393_0110
	269393_0111
	269393_0112
	269393_0113
	269393_0114
	269393_0115
	269393_0116
	269393_0117
	269393_0118
	269393_0119
	269393_0120
	269393_0121
	269393_0122
	269393_0123
	269393_0124
	269393_0125
	269393_0126
	269393_0127
	269393_0128
	269393_0129
	269393_0130
	269393_0131
	269393_0132
	269393_0133
	269393_0134
	269393_0135
	269393_0136
	269393_0137
	269393_0138
	269393_0139
	269393_0140
	269393_0141
	269393_0142
	269393_0143
	269393_0144
	269393_0145
	269393_0146
	269393_0147
	269393_0148
	269393_0149
	269393_0150
	269393_0151
	269393_0152
	269393_0153
	269393_0154
	269393_0155
	269393_0156
	269393_0157
	269393_0158
	269393_0159
	269393_0160
	269393_0161
	269393_0162
	269393_0163
	269393_0164
	269393_0165
	269393_0166
	269393_0167
	269393_0168
	269393_0169
	269393_0170
	269393_0171
	269393_0172
	269393_0173
	269393_0174
	269393_0175
	269393_0176
	269393_0177
	269393_0178
	269393_0179
	269393_0180
	269393_0181
	269393_0182
	269393_0183
	269393_0184
	269393_0185
	269393_0186
	269393_0187
	269393_0188
	269393_0189
	269393_0190
	269393_0191
	269393_0192
	269393_0193
	269393_0194
	269393_0195
	269393_0196
	269393_0197
	269393_0198
	269393_0199
	269393_0200
	269393_0201
	269393_0202
	269393_0203
	269393_0204
	269393_0205
	269393_0206
	269393_0207
	269393_0208
	269393_0209
	269393_0210
	269393_0211
	269393_0212
	269393_0213
	269393_0214
	269393_0215
	269393_0216
	269393_0217
	269393_0218
	269393_0219
	269393_0220
	269393_0221
	269393_0222
	269393_0223
	269393_0224
	269393_0225
	269393_0226
	269393_0227
	269393_0228
	269393_0229
	269393_0230
	269393_0231
	269393_0232
	269393_0233
	269393_0234
	269393_0235
	269393_0236
	269393_0237
	269393_0238
	269393_0239
	269393_0240
	269393_0241
	269393_0242
	269393_0243
	269393_0244
	269393_0245
	269393_0246
	269393_0247
	269393_0248
	269393_0249
	269393_0250
	269393_0251
	269393_0252
	269393_0253
	269393_0254
	269393_0255
	269393_0256
	269393_0257
	269393_0258
	269393_0259
	269393_0260
	269393_0261
	269393_0262
	269393_0263
	269393_0264
	269393_0265
	269393_0266
	269393_0267
	269393_0268
	269393_0269
	269393_0270
	269393_0271
	269393_0272
	269393_0273
	269393_0274
	269393_0275
	269393_0276
	269393_0277
	269393_0278
	269393_0279
	269393_0280
	269393_0281
	269393_0282
	269393_0283
	269393_0284
	269393_0285
	269393_0286
	269393_0287
	269393_0288
	269393_0289
	269393_0290
	269393_0291
	269393_0292
	269393_0293
	269393_0294
	269393_0295
	269393_0296
	269393_0297
	269393_0298
	269393_0299
	269393_0300
	269393_0301
	269393_0302
	269393_0303
	269393_0304
	269393_0305
	269393_0306
	269393_0307
	269393_0308
	269393_0309
	269393_0310
	269393_0311
	269393_0312
	269393_0313
	269393_0314
	269393_0315
	269393_0316
	269393_0317
	269393_0318
	269393_0319
	269393_0320
	269393_0321
	269393_0322
	269393_0323
	269393_0324
	269393_0325
	269393_0326
	269393_0327
	269393_0328
	269393_0329
	269393_0330
	269393_0331
	269393_0332
	269393_0333


