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ACHILLES TATIUS AND SOPHOCLES’ TEREUS: A
CORRIGENDUM AND AN ADDENDUM#*

In an earlier publication in this journal' I argued that reminiscences from Sophocles’
lost Tereus may be hiding in Achilles Tatius’ Leucippe and Clitopho 5.3.4-5.3.6 and
5.5.3-8, where the myth of Tereus and Procne is recounted. In that article, I
envisaged the possibility that a hitherto latent fragment from Tereus may be culled
out of Leucippe 5.5.4 édva tdv yduwv adTy 6idwat unkére Aaleiv, namely:

<X —U— X — U> édva TAV ydpuwy
8Bwow adTy uij TL ynplew €T

dBwow adrh pi) T ynplew ér. was suggested to me by David Kovacs per litteras.?
Unfortunately his suggestion was garbled in transmission, and in the printed article
the second line begins ad7y; 8{8waw. This cannot be right since the unemphatic or
anaphoric forms of ad7és (ad7od, etc.) are not found in line-initial position. I wish to
make it clear that Professor Kovacs, whose contributions to Greek tragedy are many
and distinguished, is not responsible for this blemish.

It now strikes me that another tragic reminiscence, possibly also from Sophocles’
Tereus, may be detected in Leucippe 5.3.5 Opdé 6 Tnpevs évipavro Pilopiila
madaiwy wddny Appodiciov. The association of violent or illicit sexual congress with
wrestling brings to mind two Aeschylean passages in which the metaphor is
prominent. The first is Agamemnon 1206 where Apollo is called wadaismjs in his
capacity as Cassandra’s lover. The second is Supplices 296, where malaiouara is
Butler’s emendation — accepted by M.L. West in his Teubner edition — of the
nonsensical MS walayudrwv (cf. madatopdrwy already Stanley). Hermann’s
Tdumaldypara, which was more or less the vulgate before West,3 has been shown by
Friis Johansen and Whittle to be more dubious than its nearly universal acceptance
might suggest:

The word éumaldypara cannot mean ‘embraces’, but denotes ‘entanglement’, as Headlam
points out in his translation. Headlam himself explains it as ‘/iaison, an entanglement in the
snares of love’[...] but this idea cannot be conveyed by the bare subst.; the abstract sense /iaison
is perhaps possible [...] but is hardly what the context requires.4

West® has made a strong case for Butler’s emendation, and adduced numerous
non-tragic parallels (from the Theognidea down to Paulus Silentiarius) for the idea of

* 1 am grateful to David Kovacs for his truly valuable help with this paper, and to the CQ
editors for giving me this opportunity to set the record straight regarding a textual suggestion by
Professor Kovacs which I had unfortunately misreported in an earlier article (see below in the
text). Naturally, whatever faults remain are entirely my own responsibility.

1 CQ 56.1 (2006) 220-38.

2 Asindicated in CQ (n. 1), 224.

3 Wecklein, Headlam, Mazon, Weir Smyth; rdumaddypar’ #v Wilamowitz, Viirtheim,
Murray, Rose, Page. See H. Friis Johansen and E. Whittle (edd.), deschylus: The Suppliants 11
(Copenhagen, 1980), 237 (ad 296).

4 Friis Johansen and Whittle go on to consider emending into wepumaddyuara or
mepuraldypar’ Jv (‘the physical twining-round involved in the anthropomorphic intercourse of
Zeus and 10°), but as they admit the word is unattested.

3 Studies in Aeschylus (Stuttgart, 1990) 139-40.
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‘sexual wrestling’ or ‘sexual battle’.® Since the idea is such a common one, there is of
course no way of positively proving that Leucippe 5.3.5 echoes a tragic passage.
However, as a look at n. 6 will confirm, use of wrestling-imagery to refer to the sexual
act is rare: it is rather images of fighting or of training and exercising that prevail.
Moreover, aside from Paulus Silentiarius, the use of wdAatopa, malaioris and the
like as euphemisms for sex seems to be limited to Aeschylus. In addition, wdAnv

Adpodiciov in Achilles Tatius contains an epithet which in tragedy occurs only in
Sophocles (fr. 166 Radt kdadpodiciav dypav). It is not beyond belief, then, that
Leucippe 5.3.5 may conceal a reminiscence of a tragic trimeter, e.g. X — 7madaiwv
Addpodioiov mainy (Kovacs per litteras), which would preserve Tatius’ phraseology
practically intact. There may, however, be a difficulty here, in that the only tragic
instance of A¢podicios that is metrically unambiguous, namely S. fr. 277.1 Radt,
scans with short first syllable (in S. fr. 166 the word is in crasi). This is, of course,
no fatal objection per se, considering that Appodirn sometimes has a long first
syllable (E. Ba. 225, 459; I4 1159; fr. 23.2, 26.1, 898,1 Kannicht). However, since
Sophocles does not seem to use maAy (fr. 1130.10 Radt is of uncertain authorship), a
reconstruction involving mdAatopa might have more to recommend it. The putative
Sophoclean original could have been e.g. A¢podioioiow éumlakeis malaiopaow (the
three-word trimeter may have attracted attention to a climactic moment), or perhaps
Adppodioov malatopa 79h8° émeuPaldv. There are, of course, numerous other
possibilities.
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¢ Here are the parallels cited by West: Thgn. 1335-6 6ABios, doTis épdv yvuvdalerar olkade
N, | eddwr ovv kadd maidl mavnuépios; Eup. fr. 171.2 K.-A. 098’ oikad’ éNav v
geavTol yuuvdoers ddpaptas; Ov. Her. 5.140-1 ille meae spolium uirginitatis habet, | id quoque
luctando; Suet. Dom. 22 assiduitatem concubitus uelut exercitationis genus clinopalem uocabat;
Apul. Met. 2.17 proeliare...comminus...derige et grassare nauiter et occide moriturus...hodierna
pugna, and 9.5 (Veneris) colluctationibus; Paul. Sil. A.P. 5.259.5-7 kel pév mavvvyinow
opdjoaca madalorpais | TadTa ¢épews [i.e., bruises], 6ABov mavros mepmératar | Js oe
mepumAéydny éxe miyeow. We may add dyyew, a technical term from wrestling used with sexual
innuendo in Herodas 1.18: see Headlam/Knox ad loc.

VEILED OR UNVEILED? (PLUT. QUAEST. ROM.
267B-C)

A sa o aes o e , \ I . L .
Tais 6€ yuvaiély 008’ SAws €&y émukalimreabar Ty kepady; loTopeiTal yody 671 TpdTOS
uev éééBale yuvaika XZmdpios KapBidios ém’ drexvia, Oebrepos 6€ Zovmikios I'dddos
) PR \ ST , =y , )

épedkvoauévmy Bwv kata kepalis To {pdtiov, Tpitos de IldmAos Zepmpdvios dydva

Oewprjcacav émraduov. Plut. Quaest. Rom. 267B-C. (Nachstddt, Sieveking, Titchener 1971).

Were women not at all allowed to veil their heads? At any rate it is recorded that Spurius
Carvilius was the first to divorce his wife on account of her barrenness, that Sulpicius Gallus was
second to do so, after seeing his wife pulling her himation over her head, and that Publius
Sempronius was the third — his wife had gone to watch the funeral games.

Plutarch’s source for these anecdotes was in all probability Valerius Maximus.
Plutarch is known to have made use of the Roman moralist elsewhere in his



