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A Narrator of Wisdom.
Characterization through gnomai in Achilles Tatius.

It is commonly known that Achilles Tatiugeucippe and Clitophoiis set apart from the
other ancient Greek novels by its narrative teaidt is the only Greek novel in which the
story is narrated by the protagonist himselihe novel's prologue is set in Sidon, where the
primary narrator meets a young man and invitesthitell his story. This man turns out to be
none else than Clitophon, the hero of the novekeOGlitophon starts the narration of his
story (1.3.1), the primary narrator does not int@e anymore, and the frame narrative in
Sidon is never resumed.

Regarding the characterization of Clitophon as shary’s protagonist and narrator, the
homodiegetic narrative technique involves a paldicproblem. There is no omniscient
narrator who can characterize his protagonist moae or less “objective” way. Everything
that the reader knows about Clitophon, is toldito hy Clitophon himself. Simultaneously,
however, since Clitophon’s narration is the reaglerily source about the story, Clitophon’s
characterization is crucial for our reading of thevel itelf. Adopting the narratological
distinction between author (Achilles Tatius) andrasr (Clitophon), some scholars have
suggested that the author takes a critical andcabstance towards his narrator/protagonist.
T. Hagg, for example, suggests that the novel'siiréone “is a consequence of the author’s
ironic distance from his narrator hefoAlong the same lines, J. Morgan surveys a nuraber
passages where the narrator is made “an objetteofidvel’s irony” by a so-called “hidden
author®, and concludes that “Kleitophon’s voiced percemimften do not coincide with
those of the careful readérFollowing W. Booth's definition of the “unreliablnarrator”,
Morgan aligns Clitophon with unreliable narrators Betronius’ Encolpius or Apuleius’
Lucius, and explicitly labels this connection dsuétful area for further researth

In this article, I want to offer some further step®s towards mapping Clitophon’s
characterization, both as a narrator and as a deard therefore adopt a specific angle of
attack: | examine what the many gnomai or “wisdagirsgs” in the novel tell us about
Clitophon’s charactér

Reading gnomai

In narrative literature, gnomai are relevant torabeerization in two ways. Firstly, a gnomé
itself can explicitly deal with a characteristicatharacter. In Chariton’s noveallirhoe, for
example, the primary narrator uses the gnogig&amndanrtov yao dvOowmnog dvotuxwv”
(7.1.5) to explain why Chaereas instantly beliedresbad news brought to him by Dionysius’
accomplice. Secondly, and more importantly for mgspnt purpose, a gnomé is an implicit
index of the character of the person who useshisfmer speech. As Aristotle suggests in his

! On the uniqueness of this homodiegetic narratidhé novelistic corpus, cf., among others, Rea(d684).

2 Hagg (1983: 53-4).

 Morgan (2004: 500). Cf. also Morgan (2003: 172).

4 Morgan (1996: 180).

® “A similar approach to Achilles Tatius needs todeveloped”, Morgan (2004: 500 n. 21). Cf. alreadgtBes
(2001: 191) for a brief mention of the similaritgtiveen Clitophon and Encolpius.

® | follow Morales’ (2000: 72) definition of gnoma#ntentiae: “General principles’ which do not rqu
specific circumstances. [...] They are usually stetets which claim to be universal and eternal] py.

appearing independent of any specific context.”



Rhetoric the use of gnomamakes speechn®ucos” (“nbwolg ... motel tovg Adyous”)
because it reveals the moral dispositiaadaioeoic) of the speaker:

al 0¢ yvouatr maoat tovto [i.e. f10og] mowvow dwx 1O dmodpatveoBal TOV TNV YVOUNV
Aéyovta kaBOA0OL TEQL TV TMEOARECEWV, OTE, AV XONOTAL WOV al YVOHAL Kal
xonotonon ¢patvecOat moovot tov Aéyovta. Arist. Rh.1395b.16.

Let me first briefly explain the general backgrowghinst which | undertake the analysis of
Clitophon’s gnomai. Therefore, | turn towards antighetorical theory. The construction of
gnomai was one of the so-callpdogymnasmatapreliminary rhetorical school exercises in
writing and composition. Theggogymnasmatadiscussed by, among others, Aelius Theon,
Ps.-Hermogenes, Aphthonius and Nicolawgere an essential part of rhetorical education in
antiquity from the first century BC onwafdand undeniably influenced imperial literature
One of the points of interests in the discussidmsuaignomai in ancient treatises is the so-
called¢oyaoia: pupils were taught to elaborate a gnomé, whiatsists, in its basic form, of
only one or two sentenc8s into a complete miniature speéthAccording to ps.-
Hermogenes and Aphthonius, this elaboration adeptsumber of fixed KepaAawx” or
“headings”. These include, among others, a parapho& the gnomé’s contentetpiAaov
naxeadaoTikdv Of kati to amAovvi?), a statement making explicit the reason behired th
gnomé’s legitimacy 1 g aitiag kepdAawov Or kata v aitiav), a refutation of the
implications generated by the opposite of the gn@@iéx tov évavtiov kepaAatov Or kata

0 évavtiov), a comparisonmaoaBoAn Or kata mapaBoArv) or example faodderypa or
kata magaderypa) underlining the gnomé’s validity, and, finally, short conclusion
(émidoyos Boaxvs Or mapdrAnois). Given the place of gnomé construction and elatimm

in the rhetorical curriculum, we can, | think, dgfesuppose that the gnomai in contemporary
literature will have caught the eye of the rhetalfic trained reader as entities governed by
their own rules of elaboration and, thus, openispldy of literary craftmanship.

My analysis will revolve around two questions. ktliboth, and mention briefly the

methodological tools which | will use to answer rtheFirstly, analyzing characterization

through gnomai in narrative literature requireseadliption of thepplicability of the gnomai

to the various characters in the story. In his ysialof proverbs, P. Seitel underlines the
importance of “the metaphorical relationship betwéee imaginary situation presented in the
proverb and the social situation to which it refétsUnder the label of “correlation”, he

" All treatises are edited by Spengel (Sp.), voluth¢$854) and IIl (1856). A more recent edition Bfieon is
Patillon (1997).

8 Cf. Kennedy (1999: 27).

% Cf. Cizek (1994: 236-41), Cichocka (1992), Kenn¢t§83: 53 & 143). TheoRrog. 70.24-30 Sp. Il explicitly
underlines the importance pfogymnasmatan contemporary literaturg:..] mavv €otiv avaykaiov 1] T@v
YUUVAOUATWY AOKNOLG 00 HOVOV Tolg HEAAOLOL Onrogevely, AAAA kal el Tic 1) momT@v 7
AOYOTOLWV 1] AAAWV TIVOV AGYwV dOvapwy €0éAet petaxepileoat. €0t ya tabta olovel OepéAia
TAOTG TG TV AdYwV DEag, kal g av avTd TG DAYNTAL T TWV VEWV PUXT), AVAYKN TOV aUTOV
TQOTIOV KAL TX HETA TAVTA OVMPaiverLy.

19 According to ps.-HermodRrog. 7-8 Sp. I, AphthProg. 25 Sp. II, and NicolProg. 464 Sp. llI, the “simple”
gnomé &i amAai, 1O amAovv) consists of one sentence, whereas the “compougdmé (i
ovvelevypéval, tO ovvelevypévov, al dimAal) consists of two sentences.

11 Cf. Lausberg (1998: §875).

12 Where Aphthonius and ps.-Hermogenes use diffetemmhinology, | mention Aphthonius’ before ps.-

Hermogenes'.
13 Seitel (1969: 147).



distinguishes between first-, second- and thircs@ergnomai: first-person gnomai apply to
the speaker, second-person gnomai apply to thesskeke, and third-person gnomai apply to a
third persoi’. In a narrative context, the same concepts canskd to refer to a gnomé’s
applicability to the narrator, the addressee (oratee) and a third character respectitrely

My second point of interest deals with determinihg function of a gnomé in its narrative
context. Therefore, | draw upon the narratologdiatinction between “argument function”
(the gnomé’s function for the characters in therydt@and “key function” (the gnomé’s
function for the primary narratee, that is, thedesaof the storyf. On the level of argument
function, the rhetoricians themselves underlineitiygortance of gnomai’s various functions
by introducing the distinction between descriptiaad prescriptive gnomai. Whereas
descriptive gnomai state how things *&r@rescriptive gnomai state how thingjsould be'®.
Gnomai's argument functions are, of course, notricésd to describing and prescribing.
Depending on the narrative context in which a gnaméears, it can be used, for example, as
an argument underscoring a statement or thesisasoan illustratiolf, explanation or
conclusion. The representation of a narrator’'sharacter’s “éthos” by his/her use of gnomai
is situated on both levels: key function deals wiid information that a narrator’'s/character’s
use of gnomai offers the reader about his/her cherdi.e. characterization). Argument
function, on the other hand, deals with how theatar/character aims to present his/her own
character by using a specific gnomé (i.e. selfrpdrtre).

Gnomai and characterization: some examples from Algs Tatius

The use of gnomai has received only limited attentin Greek novel scholarship. A.
Scarcella offers a classification of the gnomaiAahilles Tatius, distinguishing mainly
between gnomai with an erotic content and gnomd \&n ethical content. In his view,
however, their function is essentially limited taviouring the novel:

“Questegnomai concorrono a fare, anche del suo [i.e. AchillesiuBgt romanzo, quel prodotto di
consumo, pur esile ma sapido e colorito, che ce@memte i romanzi greci aspiravano ad essere.”
Scarcella (1987: 269)

Other scholars acknowledge the descriptive or pigse functions of gnomai. J. Morgan,
for example, regards the gnomé as a descriptionsamdiltaneously, maintenance of general
truths, and identifies it as a technique adoptedidtion to evoke the reader’s “fictional

% Seitel (1969: 149-50).

'3 Lardinois (2000) uses Seitel’s concept of corretain his analysis of Achilles’, Nestor’s, Odyssearsd the
gods’ characterization in Homerlsad.

' Drawing upon Andersen (1987), de Jong (1997: 3MPapplies this distinction to the function of erdted
stories in Homer.

7 Nicol. Prog. 465.6-7 Sp. lll i dnAobow Omold 0Tt T mEdypata), Ps.-HermogProg. 7.13-4 Sp. |I
(omolov €xaotov ot AV [...] amodaivetat d¢ mept thc ToL MEAYHAtog ¢pvoewc), Aphth. Prog.
25.10 Sp. Il ¢modavtucov).

'8 Nicol. Prog. 465.6-7 Sp. lll ¢roia del elvar). Some progymnasmata authors emphasize the ptseri
function of the gnomé in their definition: AphtRrog. 25.8-9 Sp. Il [vaun éoti Adyog €v dmopavoeot
Kepadowdne, €mi Tt mEotEénwv 1) dnotpénwv), Nicol. Prog. 463.25-27 Sp. Il Trv yvounv
amodaotv eivat BovAetat kaBoAkr|v, cuuBoLATV TIVA Kal tapatveoy Exovoav EAC TL TWV &V TQ
Piw xonotlpwv).

19 Cf. Lausberg (1998: §872) (“as proof orasatus) and Demoen (1997: 129-33).




belief”?°. H. Morales, on the other hand, emphasizes thecpptive nature of gnomai in the
novels (primarily in Achilles Tatius): rather thamerely reflecting plausibility, gnomai also
define it'. So far, however, no systematic attention has hEed to the significance of
gnomai for characterization. Thus, the directionninich scholars have taken the issue of
gnomai in the Greek novels is in itself an illustba of the above-mentioned distinction
between argument function and key function: wheoegisain argument functions (description
and prescription) have received some attentionesslealt with on the level of key function,
such as characterization, have been largely ovieztho

Let me briefly point out the importance of gnomar tharacterization by looking at some
mere numbers. In Achilles Tatius’ novel | have fdu83 gnom&f. In my analysis of
Clitophon’s gnomai, | distinguish between the gnommsed in his narrator text on the one
hand (that is, his narration of his story to hisragee in Sidon), and the gnomai used in his
character text on the other (that is, his direeesh as a character in his own story). Clitophon
uses 43 gnomai (or 51.8%) in his narrator text, @qugtiomai (or 10.8%) in his character text.
The other gnomai (31) are used, of course, in ottheracters’ text. The ratio between
Clitophon’s narrator text and his character textigates that the distribution of gnomai in
Clitophon’s text is statistically normal: Clitophismarrator text occupies 52.3% of his total
story, whereas his character text occupies 18.1¥hus, relatively speaking, Clitophon does
not use gnomai with a significant frequency, eithi®the narrator or as a character.

Two characters, on the other hand, do use gnonpacesly frequently. The first one is

Clinias, Clitophon’s cousin. Although Clinias’ claater text makes up only 5.2% of the entire
text’, he uses no less than 15.6% of all the gnomaiennbvel (13). Furthermore, in nine
cases, the internal narratee of Clinias’ gnomaClisophon. This is an indication that the
pedantic Clinias performs his task pfaeceptor amorisof the novel’s protagonist very

conscientiousi. | will return to Clinias’ gnomai addressed tot6fihon in due course.

The second character who uses gnomai relativelguémetly is Sosthenes, Thersander’s
cunning slave. Although his character text makesnig 51 lines in Garnaud'’s editith he
uses 3 of the 82 gnomai. Interestingly, these gnamderline Sosthenes’ function as a go-
between between Leucippe, the novel’'s heroine, Tdredsander, who is in love with her: two
of his gnomai apply to Leucipper&Aaiov yao éowta pagaiver véog éows” and “yuvn d¢
HAALoTA TO ROV GIAEL, TOD d¢ Amdvtog, éwg Kavov ovx eLEe, pvnuovevel’; both in
6.17.4) and are used in Sosthenes’ conversatioh Witersander. Conversely, the other
gnomé, which applies to Thersandetdijototng yao tuyxdvovoa pév xaoLtog €t paAAov
abfetal, momnAakiwdeloa d¢ eig opynv épebiletar”, 6.13.4), is used in Sosthenes’
conversation with Leucippe. In both cases, Sostheses the gnomai to gain control over his
internal narratee: the gnome addressed to Leudgpgeared to convince her to have sex with
Thersander by referring to the anger which willzeehim if she turns him down. The
argument function of Sosthenes’ two gnomai addcessd hersander is situated in a similar

20 Morgan (1993: 202).

L Morales (2000: 73).

2 Scarcella (1987: 269) counts 58 gnomai. Morale30(2 73-4) lists only 37 relevant passages, whereas
Morales (2004: 109-10) gives the number of 40férréo the appendix at the end of this article.

23 Clitophon’s entire story (that is, from 1.3.1 td8.3) consists of 5079 lines in the Budé editiGarhaud
1995). 2657 lines of them make up Clitophon’s rtarrtext, whereas 514 lines make up his charaesr t

24 Clinias’ character text consists of 264 lines irGud (1995).

> 0n Clinias as Clitophon’graeceptor amoriscf. Morgan (1996: 180-1).

% That is, 1% of the entire text.



context: he uses the gnomai to convince his masétn_eucippe will eventually choose him

and not Clitophon, although Thersander has headxact opposite from Leucippe herself
shortly before. Thus, in all three cases, the gignkay function is to underline Sosthenes’

characterization as a cunning slave, determinesgtisfy his master’'s desire to have sex with
the novel’s heroine.

My third preliminary example deals with Melite, whises five gnomai. Interestingly, only
one of these gnomai is a “pure” first-person gn@iéc atvxawv kai paivetat, 5.26.2). The
correlation of the other four gnomai is a combiomtof first and second person. This means
that these gnomai equally apply to Melite hersetf o her narratee. She addresses three of
these gnomai to Clitophon. They are all gearedetisymde him to have sex with her. On
board of the ship which brings them to Ephesuso@iion refuses, saying that the sea on
which Leucippe died, is not an appropriate placbaee sex (5.16.1-2). Melite adduces two
consecutive gnomai pointing out that every placguigable for sexr{ag d¢ toTog Toig ¢pwat
O&Aapog: oLdEV Yo apatov t@ Be@, 5.16.3). The third gnomé serves a similar aimhif
cell in Ephesus, she tells Clitophon that she isashamed to talk about sex with hiov§
atoxvvopat tx 1o "Epwtog €Eayopevovoa pvotiowr, 5.26.3) since he is, like herself,
initiated in Eros’ mysteriesuguvnuévov). Her gnomé explains why she is not ashamed to
talk about sex with a co-initiateigvor d¢ oldaowv ol épvteg T TV OHoiwV TEAVUATA,
5.26.3). Melite’s last gnomé is addressed to heband Thersander, who has been informed
that she has married Clitophon after his allegeattdat sea. Although Thersander’s suspicion
is correct, Melite urges him not to believe the oums. She corroborates her request with a
gnomé pointing towards the pernicious effect of oumand gossip for their relationship
(@Nun 8¢ kai AxPoAr) dvo ovyyevn kaka, 6.10.4). After an elaboration of this gnomé, she
explicitly adds that the two vices mentioned in gm®mé affect both herself and her husband
(TadTA pe T dVO ToAgEL TALTA gOoL TV PLXTV KATEAAPE Kal ATékAeTé pov Tolg Adyolg

TV OtV gov tag Ovpag, 6.10.6). Melite’s four gnomai showing a corredatiof both first
and second person are significant for her charaeateyn. In all four cases, she uses the
double correlation of the gnomé to align hersethwier narratee, thus trying to increase the
persuasiveness of her speech. Whereas the objeiftittes speech before Clitophon is to
persuade him to have sex with her, her objectiferbeThersander is precisely denyany
sexual link between herself and the novel hero.thkeeatically similar contexts in which she
uses the gnomai underline that her handling of gnas an index of her versatility and
manoevrability.

Finally, | want to draw attention to the gnomai Bppg to the novel heroine Leucippe.
Whereas only one third-person gnomé in the chardete of another character applies to
Clitophon (7.9.2), four third-person gnomai appty Lteucippe. Two of them are found in
Clinias’ text and are geared to corroborate hisiglines addressed to Clitophon about how to
seduce Leucippe @&AeL yao éxaotn tov mapBévwv elvat kaAn, kai dprdovpévn xadoet kad
EMavel TNG pagtupiag tov GprAovvta”, 1.9.6; “naic yao kat mapBévog dpotot pév elowy eig
adw”, 1.10.3). Also Sosthenes uses two third-persoongn applying to Leucippe. In his
conversation with Thersander, his gnomai seek fatpmut that Leucippe will answer his
master’s love (ftadaiov yao éowta papaivel véog €0wg: Yuvr) 0¢ HAALoTA TO IOV MILAEL,

oL d¢ amdvtog, éwg kawvov ovx e0Qg, pvnuovevel, 6.17.4). Significantly, all four gnomai
are used in a similar context by a character whes desucippe as the sexual object of his
narratee. Moreover, this observation is in linehvilte fact that there are s@coneperson
gnomai applying to Leucippe. In other words, tharelters do not use gnomai referring to
Leucippe in their “face to face” conversations witér; they rather display their “wisdom”



aboutLeucippe in her absence. Once this wisdom is fagpby Clitophon resp. Thersander,
however, it does not turn out to be that usefwdradtl: only after a long period of insisting,
Clitophon succeeds in persuading the girl to hase with him oAAdkic katemddwv
¢memeikev v koenv, 2.19.2), and Sosthenes’ advice will soon appeaetworthless, since
Leucippe plainly refuses to share Thersander's Qduis, Clinias and Sosthenes regard
Leucippe not only as a sexual object, but alsonaspen book: they think that their wisdom
allows them to formulate guidelines that will alldheir narratees to profit from her, but in
fact their “wisdom” turns out to be utterly futile.

Gnomai in Clitophon’s narrator text

Let me now turn to the analysis of Clitophon’s aégnomai. What do they tell us about his
character? Within the two above-mentioned categasfenarrator text and character text, |
will distinguish between first-, second- and thirekrson gnomai. | will point out the argument
function of the gnomai by situating them in themnediate narrative context. On the level of
their key function, the concluding sections clarfgw my observations about Clitophon’s
gnomai enhance our understanding of character land p

In Clitophon’s narrator text there are first-pergmmomai (19) and third-person gnomai 24)
The argument function of all Clitophon’s first-pensgnomai is to offer amxplanation
Before his narratee in Sidon, Clitophon uses mosttai as explanations of emotions seizing
him in the course of his story (or expressionshelse emotions). Unsurprisingly for gnomai
used by the narrator of a love story and applyinthé protagonist of this story, almost all of
them are used in an erotic context. Most of themthérmore, apply to the protagonist’s love
for Leucippe. In this respect, they mark a numbdemportant moments in the story. The first
gnomé in this category appears when Clitophon de=chis first encounter with the heroine.
It explains why he falls in love with her on fisght E00Uc anwAwAew, 1.4.4):kaAAog Yoo
0&VTeQOV TITEoKEL BEAOLS KAl DX TV OPOaAp@V eig v Yuxnv katageet (1.4.4). This
gnomé, in turn, is explained by a second gnotd®&Apos yao 0d0g é0wTik® TEAVHATL).
With these gnomai, the narrator Clitophon wantgtovide his narratee in Sidon with a
“rationalistic” explanation for what can be consel® one of the most important
characteristics of protagonists’ love in the Greekel, namely the topos of love-at-first-
sight®. Although this topos, as one of the hallmarkshef novelistic genre, is most probably
considered self-evident for any ancient readehefriovel, Clitophon is made to adopt two
gnomai to “explain” his falling in love.

Soon, Clitophon’s use of gnomai for theorising abdus own love for Leucippe appears to be
a recurrent element in his narration. Only one gaah after narrating his first encounter
with the heroine, he mentions his reaction evoketidaring the story of Apollo and Daphne
during dinner at his father’'s house in Tyr. Thiaaton consists in an intensification of his
passion for LeucippeTbotd pov paArov acBev v Puxnv éEékavoev, 1.5.5) and is
explained by a gnomé&éxkavua yao émbupiag Adyos éowtikds, 1.5.6). Subsequently, he
elaborates the gnomé with the progymnasmatic hgadh contrast ¢k tov évavtiov”)
(Kav elg owdooavvnv...) and reason itia”) (1) yao...). Also to explain his insomniagde
vTvou tuetv Nduvvaunv, 1.6.2) after having seen Leucippe, Clitophon asgeomé pointing

" There are no second-person gnomai in Clitophorrsata text. In other words, Clitophon never usesmgai
that apply to his narratee in Sidon.
%8 On this topos, cf., among others, Létoublon (19%3-54).



out that sickness and wounds aggravate at nifatt( pev yao dvoet kat t@ dAAa
VOO HATA KAl TX TOU OWHATOS TEAVHATH VUKTL XAAEMwTeQa Kal émaviotatat HAAAov
Nuiv fovxalovot kai €0e0ileL tag aAyndovac). He elaborates also this gnomé with a reason
(6tav yao avanaivnrat 10 owua..., 1.6.3) and contrastE¢ nuéoa..., 1.6.3-4). Thirdly, he
uses a gnomé to explain why the wine makes him iogsudently at Leucippe during a
banquet Tov d¢ toTov TEOIGVTOG 1O KAl AVALoXVUVTWGS G avTV éwowv, 2.3.3):0lvog yaQ
éowtog toodn. Equally, Clitophon’s emotions marking the firsisk of the protagonists
(Pawv ovv €yeydvewv kai peotog EATOwV: [...] épVAacoov aAndag wg Onoaveov to
dANua tnowv Ndovrg, [...]. Ovk olda d¢ oVTtw TEOTEQOV 1j00eloNg NG KAEdIAG: Kal TOTe
me@wtov Epabov Gt ovdev €pilel mEOG MdoVIIV dAjuatt éowtikd, 2.8.1 & 2.8.3) are
explained by a gnomé&d ¢iAnua ... dmep mewToév éott yAuky, 2.8.1). Also this gnomé is
elaborated with a reason, which consists itseladaderies of gnomaiKxi yaxo ano tov
KAAALOTOU TV TOU OWOUATOG 0QYAVWV TIKTETAL, OTOUX YaQ Pwvng dpyavov, Gpwvn d&
YUXTS OKLA).

Not only the very beginning of Clitophon’s love foeucippe is marked by gnomai, but also
theendof their relationship — or rather, what Clitophmonsiders to be the end at one point in
the narrative: after having seen how Leucippe tadiated on Chaereas’ ship, he returns to
Alexandria. After six months, his grief starts &mlé awayKai 1jon pot yeyoveoav unveg €&,

Kal tO mMoAL tov mévBoug Tjoxeto pagaiveoBat, 5.8.2). In his narration, he explains — or
should we say: justifies? — the weakening of higfgwith a gnomé Xedvog yao Avmng
baouaxov kai memaiver g Puxne ta éAkn, 5.8.2), elaborated with a reasavie@tog
vao..., 5.8.2). One book later, Clitophon discovers thatdippe is still alive. After having
been thrown in prison by Thersander, he is stryctebr for Leucippe’s fateA¢og dé pe meot

e Aevkinmng eixev, 6.5.4). He explains this emotion by referringat@gnomé about the
capacity of the soul to predict disast@fufai d¢ edvkaot pHAvVTELS TOV KAK@V, ETTEL TOV YE
ayabov fkota ék pavtelag evtvxovpev, 6.5.5). When, soon afterwards, Clitophon hears
the (false) story about Leucippe’s murder by Melite does not cry at firsbite avuwéa
ovte éxAavoa, 7.4.1); it is only later that grief for his bek results in tearsH{A0e d¢ pot
TotTE ddoua Kat toig 0OdpOBaApoic v AvTnv ameddovv, 7.4.3). He explains this delay with
a gnomé characterizing tears as blood that spfiogs wounds of the soubgxovov yao
alpa toavpartos Ypuxne, 7.4.5). This gnomé is preceded by an elaboratiogparison
between wounds of the soul and physical wourl@smeo yao €v talg 00 cWpaTog
TANYALS ..., 00T Kai puxn nataxOeloa ..., 7.4.4-5), and followed by a paraphra€etfev o

¢ Avmnge..., 7.4.5).

In two cases only, Clitophon’s first-person gnomeaplain emotions outside of an erotic
context. They concern Clitophon’'s own safety. WHen narrates the shipwreck which
happened on his way to Egypt, he considers themsducky because their death frees them
from fear for deatlft@ tov Oavatov dOpw, 3.4.4). He explains the presence of this fear in
the hearts of living people with a gnomé aboutaheelty of a slow death at se@ {ao év
BaAattn Bavatog Poadis mpoavaiget o tov mabetv, 3.4.4). Again, this gnomé explains
an emotion that does not really need any explamatear is a perfectly acceptable emotion
for someone who is shipwrecked in full sea. Yettophon takes the time to offer a gnomic
explanation of it. Moreover, the contrast betweendwn situation and the situation of the
dead, with which he elaborates the gnomé accondirtbe ancient progymnasmatic heading

of “éx Tov évavtiov” (Omndoot pév ovv..., 3.4.4), is of an absurd nature: “The persons who



did not survive the shipwreck are not afraid oftddzecause... they are already dead”. In the
same book, Clitophon narrates the capture of hinasel Leucippe by Egyptian Boucoloi. In
these circumstances, he grieves silently becausa®ot cry {6orjvouv novxi, kAaiewv d¢
ovk nduvauny, 3.11.1). Before his narratee in Sidon, he explé#is tearless way of grieving
with a gnomé about the behavior of eyes when catgbwith disastertbvto yao dov tov
odOaAu@V €v toic peydAois kakoig, 3.11.1). He elaborates this gnomé with a conti&st
HEV yao taic petoialg ovudopais..., 3.11.1) and a reasorEytvxovoa yag..., 3.11.2).
Strangely, however, Clitophon himself has told mésratee immediately before that diel
cry (“kAaiewv foxov v Aevkinmnv”, 3.10.1). He seems to have forgotten this and ase
gnomé to explain why he was not crying... at a timkeen hewas crying. In this passage,
Clitophon’s inclination towards theorizing abous lswn emotions clearly does not contribute
to the authenticity and credibility of his narratio

Let me now turn to the third-person gnomai in @ton’s narrator text. The argument
function of all but one of them is, here too, expilag. The only exception hascancluding
function. When Clitophon is shipwrecked on his wayEgypt, the people on board start to
fight with each other. The narrator concludes taggraph picturing the battle with a gnomé
about the threat of danger for friendshipifws oi peydAor kivdvvor kat tovg g PAiag
Avovot véuovg, 3.3.5). Thus, the behavior of Clitophon’s compasiis a specific illustration
of the general truth expressed by the gnomé. Gigeconcluding position in the paragraph,
this gnomé is a typical example of the so-calledihwvnua”, a gnomé appearing in final
position in a line of thought or stéry

The remaining 23 gnomai apply to various charadtershersander, Leucippe, Charmides,
Melite, Sosthenes, Callisthenes, Satyrus, and thptan Boucoloi). Like the first-person
gnomai, most of them (16) offer an explanation nneaotic context. Five times, the narrator
Clitophon uses a gnomé to explain Thersander’'srésgons of) emotions . A gnomé about
the role of the eyes in the perception of beauty\(ota yao év toic 0dpOaApois kabnTat to
kaAAog, 6.6.3) is geared to explain that Thersander nscktimmediately by Leucippe’s
beauty at their first encounteiidfov d¢ 6 Bépoavdoog T KAAAOG €K MAEAdQOUNS, WG
apmalopévng aotoarng). This passage raises an interesting point whitlhoe emblematic
for my discussion of Clitophon’s third-person gnan@itophon himself was not present at
the scene which he narrates here. This begs thstioqgmeof how heknows Thersander’s
reaction at his first encounter with Leucippe. Bihwious explanation would be that Leucippe
has told Clitophon afterwards. However, | woulcelio propose another solution. This gnomé
suggests that Clitophon projects his own feeling® d’hersander. Both the gnomé and the
context in which it is given remind the reader loé episode in which Clitophon himself fell
in love with Leucippe (1.4.4). As | have mentioraabve, Clitophon used a gnomé with a
similar content (the role of eyes in the perceptdrbeauty) when he narrated this episode.
Apparently, he takes for granted that the gnomé&lhwhipplied to himself will also apply to
Thersander in similar circumstances. Although hesdaot know what Thersander’s reaction
has been at his first encounter with Leucippe,itmply supposes that his rival reacted in the
same way as he did himself. This is subtly suggegiethe reader by the similar gnomai
connecting both episodes.

?% Lausberg [1998: §879], Patillon [1997: Ixiv-IxixJheon Prog. 91 Sp. Il identifies theémdpwvnua as a
technique which makes a storgtixaolc” (charming).



When Clitophon narrates that Thersander startsgrywwhen he sees Leucippe crying, he
ascribes Thersander’s reaction to compassion apldieg it with a gnoméHot. pev yao
dvoeL dAKQELOV ETAYWYOTATOV EAE0V TOIG OQWOL TO O& TV YLVAIKWV UHAAAOV, 60w
OaAepteQov, ToooUTw Kal yontotegov, 6.7.4). Shortly afterwards, he uses a gnomé about
jealousy {nAotumia yao dnaf& éumecovoa Ppuxn duoékAetntov éotv, 6.11.1) to explain
why Thersander does not believe Melite’'s recongilimords despite their persuasiveness
(mbavag, 6.10.2). Here again, Clitophon’'s absence at ttenes raises the issue of the
credibility of his narration. This holds true aldor the last two gnomai explaining
Thersander’'s emotions. When Thersander has heardfdpe say that she loves Clitophon,
the narrator informs us that Sosthenes comforteaister by predicting that he will be able to
take Clitophon’s place as Leucippe’s lover. The that Thersander is cheered uigydo6n,
6.17.5) by these words is explained by Clitophothvai gnomé £6yog yao éAmidog eig o
toxelv €owtog ég melbw Qadog, 6.17.5), elaborated with a reasotd (yao ...). Soon
afterwards, however, Thersander’s hopes are crusphé@ucippe, who tells him that he will
never become her lover. Her words fill Thersandith fove and anger simultaneousio

Kai woyiCeto, 6.19.1), and the narrator provides his narratéle avlong excursus explaining
both emotions (6.19.1-7). This excursus is itsaletaboration of the gnom®buog d¢ kai
gowg dvo Aaumades” (6.19.1). Again, Clitophon himself was not presahthe conversation
between Sosthenes and Thersander, nor at the simserpnfrontation between Leucippe
and Thersander.

Two gnomai explain Leucippe’s feelings. When Cliiop and Leucippe are caught during
their first attempt to have sex together in herrbeth, Leucippe is severely reprimanded by
her mother. Clitophon informs his narratee aboet ¢imotions of shame, grieve and anger
which seize Leucippe afterwards. Clitophon doesmetely mention her emotion§y0eto,
noxvveto, weyileto), but also the specific circumstance triggeringheaf them {x0eto pev
niebwoapévn, noxvveto d¢ ovedlopévn, weyileto d¢ amotovpévn). He provides further
information about these emotions in two gnomaiidtog d¢ kai AV kat 0Qyn Toix g
Yuxne kopata”, 2.29.1, and Adyog d¢ tovtwv andvtwv natie”, 2.29.3). The first one is
the beginning of a long excursus in which he diseasthe origins and results of these
emotions (2.29.2-5). The excursus is concludechbyeixplicit statement that it describes the
reason of Leucippe’s emotions at that specific mama the story Toocovtwv odv 1
Agvkinmn yepoBetoa ovpdogv ovk Ebege TV mooPoAryv, 2.29.5). However, since
Clitophon was able to escape before being recodrbgd_eucippe’s mother, the reader, here
again, wonders how he knows the exact emotiongngeizucippe. Also in this passage, the
reader is invited to infer that Clitophon merglyetendsto have access to Leucippe’s
innermost emotions using the wisdom which he digpla the gnomai and in the excursus.

One gnomé explaining Melite’s body language is #gualevant to our present purpose.
During the banquet in Alexandria, Melite cannot aaything and is continuously staring at
Clitophon vk ndvvato tuxetv 6AokArov tEodNG, Tavta d¢ éPAemé pe, 5.13.3). Our
narrator explains this behavior with a gnomé comcey lovers Qudev yap 1dL Toig éowat
ATV 1O €owpevov). The use of this gnomé raises two points of egerFirstly, it reveals that
Clitophon has paid attention to fpsaeceptor amori€linias, who had earlier emphasized, in
Clitophon’s presence, the importance for a loverseking his beloved (1.9.4). Now,
Clitophon does nothing more than mimicking Hhpsaeceptor amoris Displaying the
knowledge that he received from him, he pretendddocapable of fathoming Melite’s
feelings. Secondly, this scene establishes a litik @itophon’s first banquet with Leucippe,
where he was characterized by the same body lapgasdVielite is nowefavtov 6Aoig
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¢BAemov v kdenv toig mpoownoig, 1.5.3). The similarity between both scenes caieot
overlooked: about the first episode, Clitophon sthat he himself éorewv yao toig év
ovelgowg €¢oBiovowy” (1.5.3). In the second episode, he says to Mefiteucac toig év
voadaig ¢oBiovow” (5.13.5). Thus, Clitophon does not limit himsetd using gnomic
wisdom taught by Clinias, he takes for granted tNalite is affected by the same
psychological phenomena as he himself was in alegaand similar, situation. In other
words, Clitophon projects his own feelings onto iéel

The argument function of all first-person gnomagilitophon’s narrator text, thus, is to offer
an explanation. Clitophon frequently feels the needffer his narratee in Sidon a gnomic
explanation of his own emotions. This underlinegophon’s recurrent inclination towards
theorizing about various aspects of himself, thiesvihg attention to the skyline of his own
emotional world. It does not surprise that seventeat of the nineteen first-person gnomai
deal with erotic matters, but what evokes the readscepticism about some of these
gnomai’s relevance is that Clitophon does not htsito offer theorizing explanations of
emotions which do not need any explanation becdlusg are self-evident. Moreover, |
observed that the redundant focus on rationalirisgpwn emotions does not always enhance
the credibility and authenticity of his story.

Also of almost all third-person gnomai in Clitopf®marrator text (23 out of 24), the
argument function is to offer explanations. Mostledm deal with an erotic content. Again,
the abundance of gnomai offering an explanationetdimes Clitophon’s concern with
analysis. The crucial difference between these gmn@md the first-person gnomai, however,
is that Clitophon’s third-person gnomai apply toogions ofother characters. This raises two
important issues regarding Clitophon’s charactéoma Firstly, all these erotically-oriented
explanations dealing not only with himself but alith other characters, suggest that
Clitophon clearly wants to characterize himseldasexpert in love affairs before his narratee
in Sidon. Let us not forget, after all, that Clibmm’s very first words to his narratee in the
beginning of the novel underline his own experienoe expertise in love, identifying his
own relationship to love with the vermida” ("Eyw tavta av gideiny," édn, "tooavtag
UPoels €€ éowtog mabav.", 1.2.1). Clitophon regards himself as someone whowsthe
ways of love, and the argument function of his ‘thais1 sayings” applying to the erotic life of
himself and other characters is to propagate thlispsrtraiture. Simultaneously, however,
Clitophon’s explanations about other characterseraerious questions about his reliability as
a narrator. Firstly, he frequently uses gnomaihtedslight on situations of which, logically
speaking, he does not even know that they haventpleee. Secondly, his explanations of
other charactersemotionsin particular are problematic in this respect. éiomodiegetic
narrator, Clitophon is, of course, not capable mtegng the mind of the characters in the
story, as an omniscient narrator would be. By usiagous gnomai, however, Clitophon
pretendsto have access to the minds of the characterkigi story; the reader, on the other
hand, knows that he does not have such accesactintlie possibility of entering someone’s
innermost thoughts and feelings is an exclusiveilpge of narrators of fiction, as opposed to
narrators of “fact®. Whereas the reader of Achilles Tatius’s novelvksoof course, that he
is reading fiction, Clitophon himself does preshist story to his narratee in Sidon as a true
story, whichresemblesfiction but nonetheless really happenethifvoc aveyeiges [...]
Adywv- T yae épa poboig éowce, 1.2.2). Thus, the analysis of the gnomai in @liton’s
narrator text reveals an interesting contraditioy:narrating, analysing and rationalizing his
own and his characters’ innermost thoughts andnigel Clitophon tries to portray himself as

30 Cf. Cohn (1989) about this “marker of fictionality
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an expert in love, and, thus, a perfectly suitamderator of “his” love story (argument
function). On the level of key function, howeveregisely the technique of using gnomai to
explain other characters’ thoughts and feelingseuméhes Clitophon’s reliability because it
involves talking about what he cannot possibly kn®oreover, the reader’'s scepticism
about the truth of Clitophon’s representation issmme cases stimulated by Clitophon’s
inclination towards projecting his own feelings @nhe character whom he is discussing in
his narration.

Gnomai in Clitophon’s character text

Most of the gnomai in Clitophon’s character texd #rird-person gnomai (6). | want to focus
on three of them, situated in an erotic cortextlitophon uses the first orieyyve yao too
Ociov 10 adOagrov, 2.37.1) in his discussion with Menelaus about bsexual and
heterosexual love to underscore his view that geuty of women is more heavenly than the
beauty of boys because the former does not qufeklg. The two other third-person gnomai
appear in the embedded story about Philomela amdu$eold by Clitophon to Leucippe
(5.5.1-9). The story is set when Clitophon and ljgpe see a painting which shows the rape
of Philomela by Tereus. Clitophon’s narration ofstistory is an answer to Leucippe’s
question about thenythosbehind the painting. During his narration, Clitophuses two
gnomai to clarify his own view about charactershiea story. The first gnom@&éopaoois d¢,

w¢ €owkev, ovX kavr) EOog APoditnv pia yuvr), HAALOO ™ dtav avT@ KalQog dQ TEOg
UPowv touvdpav, 5.5.2) seeks to explain Tereus' deceit of Prode.using this gnomé,
Clitophon presents inclination towards adulteryaasharacteristic inherently connected to
barbarians like Tereus, who is Thracian. Shorttgrafards, however, the unintentional irony
of Clitophon’s words will become apparent: whenidhypersuaded by Melite to have sex with
her, the man for whom one woman is not enoughtuiifi out to be none else than Clitophon
himself. H. Morales correctly labels this passageaa index of Clitophon’'s “hypocrisy,
which légdermines, rather than underpins, his aithor his laying down the law about other
people*~.

The second gnomé in Clitophon’s embedded stOftds ai tng {nAotumtiag wdIVES VIKQOL

Kal v yaotéoa, 5.5.7) characterizes the protagonist in a confpp@araay. This gnomé is
elaborated with a paraphrasklqvov yao ooy@woat yuvaikes aviaoal TOV TV €OVIV
AeAvmnkoOta, KAV TAOXWOLWV €V 0lC TOooLOWY OVX NTTOV KakOV, TNV TOU TATXELWV
AoyiCovtat ovpdopav T tov motelv nodovr)). Both the gnomé and the paraphrase illustrate
the cruelty of Procne’s revenge, which consistsiirdering her own son. Clitophon warns
against the terrible consequences of jealog)drvmiag) and, like in his gnomé discussing

%1 The other two are both found in 3.10.2.

%2 Morales (2000: 79-80). According to Morales, tigisomé also establishes a link between Tereus and
Thersander: “This judgement not only applies to Teréut is also relevant to Thersandros: both andtexdus
and both Thracian. It is, however, a reflection casta generalization, condemning all barbariansis T
statement is, | think, incorrect. Since the textiemconsideration is a gnomé, it is, by definititen reflection
cast as a generalization”. But that does not méah it links Tereus to Thersander. Firstly, Thersarider
nowhere said to be Thracian — not even in 8.2the€passage to which Morales (2004: 83-4) refargadt, he
is no barbarian at all: he isyéver 8¢ mowtoc anaviwv twv Tovov” (6.12.2). Secondly, Morales’
characterization of Thersander as “adulterous” imeghat inaccurate: Thersander definitglgs to have sex
with Leucippe, but he never succeeds. Thersandenlis “mtentionally” adulterous. The point of the key
function of Clitophon’s use of this gnomé is exadtat he does not realize, unlike the reader,ithegiplies to
himself, and too-oneelse.
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adultery, he dissociates himself from the pernisigice on which he is commenting. This
time, he constructs dissociation by attributing ¥iee to yet another group representing “the
other”, namely women. Again, however, a later egiesm the novel invites the reader to take
a critical stance towards Clitophon’s dissociatsedf-portraiture in this episode. Clitophon’s
misogyny shining through in this gnomé will turntda harm himself when a cellmate tells
him that Melite has murdered Leucippe. About Md&itenotives, the cellmate says the
following:

“H 08¢ ovmo Aowmiag mepAeypévn v yuvailka a0tV ATavVTioaoov
oVAAapPdvel kal maEaddwol @ VOV EPnv kakfn TUXN HOL OLVWOELKOTL (GoveDoaL
keAevoaor.” (7.3.7)

The reader knows that this story is false, and kibphon’s cellmate is actually an
accomplice of Thersander. But Clitophon’s solilodoijtowing the news (7.5.1-4) indicates
that he immediately believes that this story isetridis credulity and uncritical attitude
towards the story of the stranger is implicitly drapized by the contrast with Clinias’
reaction to the story. He comforts Clitophatmx¢euv6eito, 7.6.1), suggests that Leucippe
may still be alive Tic yao oldev, et {f) maAw;, 7.6.2), and underscores this suggestion by
referring to the past episodes in which Leucipps,wacorrectly, believed to be dead(yao

0V MOAAGKIS TéOVNKe; pn Yoo oL moAAGkis avePiw;, 7.6.2). Whereas the reader knows that
Clinias is right, Clitophon qualifies Clinias’ suggtion as sheer nonsensengcis, 7.6.3).
Moreover, in his soliloquy, the protagonist himsedfually refers to the previous times when
Leucippe was allegedly deaddodxis pot té0vnkag, 7.5.2). Unlike Clinias, Clitophon does
not interpret these episodes as precedents triggericritical attitude towards the stranger’'s
story about Leucippe’s death. Thus, it is temptiog ascribe Clitophon’s exaggerated
credulity in this passage to his misogyny display@dhe gnomé in 5.5.7. Moreover, his
association between women and jealousy surfaces ag&.9.12, when Clinias explicitly
mentions in his apology for Clitophon before then&gian court that Clitophon thought that
jealousy {nAotumiav) was Melite’s most important motive for the hordiei The reader
concludes that, if Clitophon had been a little legs prejudiced against women and their
devastating inclination towards jealousy, he miggate been more critical towards the made-
up story of Thersander's accomplice about Melitgalousy resulting in the murder of
Leucippe. But instead, Clitophon’s prejudice abitnt fatal consequences of female jealousy
leads him to the equally fatal decision to comnuiicle. It is, of course, both ironic and
significant for Clitophon’s character that precys€linias contrasts Clitophon’s attitude: even
Achilles Tatius’ pre-eminent misogynist, who in IL-& succeeds in listing no less than 12
mythological exempla to curse womankintedV yuvvawov yévog Aowopwv”, 1.8.1),
appears to be less prejudiced against women'shatabn towards jealousy than our novelistic
hero.

Among the third-person gnomai in Clitophon’s chéeactext, the two gnomai in his
embeddednythosabout Philomela and Tereus are of special intécess. In both gnomai,
Clitophon invests himself with an attitude of nafusuperiority towards barbarians/women.
Adopting this attitude, he feels entitled to attéod injustice performed by the representatives
of these two groups (Tereus and Procne). The rsastapticism, however, is aroused by two
observations. Firstly, Clitophon himself will tuwut to be an example of the inclination
towards adultery from which he dissociates himbglfascribing it to barbarians in the first
gnomé. Clitophon, thus, proves not to be capablacthg according to the lofty principles
which he propagates. Secondly, his prejudice tosvaraimen displayed in the second gnomé
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will in the course of the story turn out to be méul to himself and to prevent him from
adopting a critical stance to newly received infation.

Second-person gnomai applying to Clitophon

In the final section of this paper, | want to poinit that the comparison between the number
of second-person gnomai in Clitophon’s charactet ¢& the one hand, and second-person
gnomai applying to Clitophon in other characteesktton the other reveals a significant
contrast. There is only one second-person gnon@iiophon’s character text. It appears in
his discussion with Menelaus about homosexual aaterbsexual love (2.35.2-38.5).
Clitophon rejects his homosexual companion’s statgmthat “amAovotegor maideg
Yuvatk@v, Kat to kdAAog avtoig douvtegov eig 11doviiv” (2.35.3) by comparing the love for
boys with the agony of Tantalus. He phrases thelusion of this comparison as a gnomé:
“kat ovk €0tV amo mMaog ameABelv égaotnV &Avmov €xovta TV oV V- KataAeinet

vap €t dupovia” (2.35.5).

In sharp opposition to the uniqueness of the sepemson gnomé in Clitophon’s character
text, the protagonist is thearrateeof no less than 11 second-person gnomai (tha3k of

all gnomai in Achilles Tatius) used by other chéees Interestinglyall these gnomai deal
with an erotic theme. It does not surprise, thaat the majority of these gnomai is used by
Clitophon’s two praeceptores amoris, Clinias antyi®a, to instruct their pupi.

Clinias uses no less than 7 second-person gnontas iconversations with Clitophon. In the
dialogue in which Clitophon asks his cousin adwoacerning his love for Leucippe, Clinias
reproaches Clitophon for being ungratefalydowotog el mpog éowtog dwoéav, 1.9.4):
Clitophon does not realize, he says, how luckysh®isee Leucippe in his own house every
day (oUtwg elg éowta evtvx@v, 1.9.2;evtvxwv, 1.9.4). He underscores his statement with a
gnomé, saying that merely seeing the beloyedova tov éoywv €éxet v ndoviv” (1.9.4).

He elaborates this gnomé with a reason and a casopafl.9.5). Subsequently, he advises
Clitophon to try to establish contact with the giaind underscores this advice with two
consecutive gnomai ¥léywotov yao éotv €hpodlov eig melbw ouvexNs mMEOS EQWUEVTV
opAta. OPpOaApoc yao Pdlag meoLevog kat tO ovvnbeg TNC KOWwwVIRG &lg XA&owv
avvouwtegov.”, 1.9.5). When Clitophon asks for more specifigdglines (Adc pot tag
adooudc [...]. Tt Aéyw; Tt moww; Tlawg av toxowuL g éowpévng Ovk olda Yo €yw Tag
odovg”, 1.9.7), Clinias at first says that he cannot egiany further advice since
“avtodidaktog yao éotwv 0 Beog codrotc” (1.10.1). Shortly after, however, he advises
Clitophon to kiss his beloved silently when he rter docile, and he underscores this advice
with a gnomé 1o yaoe €0aotov diAnua meog éowpévnv BéAovoav pev magéxewy aitnoic
¢oTL oW, EOg amelBovoav dé, iketnoia, 1.10.5). Later in the story, when Leucippe is
believed to be dead, Clinias tries to persuade@ion to answer Melite’s love for him. He
underscores his advice with two second-person gh@@aAoc yao kat TAoLTOG Kat €0wg

el ovvnABov émil 0¢, ovx €dpag <épyov> ovd AvaPoAnc: [...] Mwoel d¢ 6 Oeog tolg
aAalovac, 5.12.1).

3 Apart from Clinias and Satyrus, only Melite addess second-person gnomai to Clitophon, which hélve a
been discussed earlier.
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Second-person gnomai are traditionally regardegnasnai in which the narrator assumes a
position of authority over his narratéeClearly, Clinias’ fondness of using such second-
person gnomai in his dialogues with Clitophon retethispraeceptor amorisposition of
authority over his pupil. This conclusion corresgerseamlessly to Clitophon’s explicit
characterization of Clinias {6wtt teteAeopévoc”, 1.7.1), his age @vo avapepnkwg

me NAwiag g ¢ung”), and the fact that Clitophon introduces Cliniis the narrative
precisely when he tells his narratee in Sidon kieatvas looking for help regarding his love
for Leucippe (cf. Ovk olda yap éyw tag 6dovg”, 1.9.7).

Clitophon’s secondraeceptor amoris Satyrus, uses one second-person gnomé of which
Clitophon is the narratee. Also this gnomé marksadwvice regarding Clitophon’s love for
Leucippe. When Satyrus advises Clitophon to expnesove for Leucippe, Clitophon utters
the fear that he will dare to do so because hebeila derog éowtog abAnTc”. Satyrus’
answer to this objection consists of a gnorfiéd [...] dekiag ovk avéxetal, 2.4.5).

The numerical contrast between the one secondipegnsomé in Clitophon’s own character
text and the eleven second-person gnomai addrés$aah by Clinias, Satyrus, and Melite, is
highly significant for the protagonist’s charactation. Sinceall these second-person gnomai
have an erotic content, and since second-persomanaoply a position of authority of the
narrator over the narratee, the sheer number gketigaomai indicates that Clitophon, as a
character in his own story, doest assume an authoritative position in love affafishough
Clitophon tries, as | pointed out earlier, to paythimself as an expert in love through the
gnomai in his narration, he is characterized déifelly as a character in his own story: rather
than being an erotic “connoisseur”, he is the or® ws being taught. This observation
becomes even more significant if we contrast tleeexl second-person gnomai addressed to
Clitophon with the only second-person gnomé whiehuses himself: by using a second-
person gnomé in his conversation with Menelaugpgtion does place himself in a position
of authority over his narratee. Ironically, thisogmé deals with a domain about which
Clitophon, as a Greek novel protagonist, knowsugaily nothing, namely.homaexual love.

Conclusion

The first conclusion has remained somewhat implitithe course of the article. Reading
Achilles Tatius’'s gnomai while bearing in mind thd#iscussions of gnomai in the
progymnasmata suggests that many of the excurs@shilles Tatius’ novel can be read as
elaborations of gnomai adopting (some of) the pnaggsmatic headings okédpaAaia”.

Secondly, | have illustrated the importance of gaorm literary characterization by
exploring, as preliminary examples, a number ofratigrs who are all characterized in a
specific way by the gnomai adopted in their chamatext. Clinias’ gnomai underline the
pedantry of thigoraeceptor amoriswhereas Sosthenes’ gnomai reveal his cunning@s a
between between Leucippe and Thersander. Meliwggsafi gnomai, thirdly, emphasizes her
versatility and manoevrability. Finally, | pointexlit that the gnomai applying to Leucippe
inform us about the attitude of other charactevgtds her and about the ways in which the
heroine’s actual behavior renders these charaatsgiayed ‘wisdom’ utterly futile.

3 Cf. Lardinois (2000: 643), drawing upon Seitel (396
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The main focus of this article, thirdly, has been @litophon. | adopted a classification of
Clitophon’s gnomai in first-, second- and thirdgmm gnomai and pointed out that it
generates some interesting insights into his cheniaation as a narrator and as a character.
As a character, Clitophon is characterized as sam&do is not capable of living up to the
lofty standards which he advertises in his gnormad as someone who is the victim of his
own prejudices. Moreover, Clitophon is charactetizs a novel protagonist who is highly
receptive to the “erotic” advice of hggaeceptores amorisAgainst this background, a close
reading of Clitophon’s gnomai raises serious qoestiabout Clitophon’s reliability as a
narrator. Firstly, there is a clear discrepancyvieen his self-portraiture as an experienced
expert in love in his narrator text on the one hamd the anything but authoritative position
in which he is placed by the use of gnomai by pgriseceptores amorisMoreover, many
third-person gnomai in his narrator text with aplaiing argument function raise the double
problem that Clitophon explains situations of whiet cannot have been aware, and that he
pretends to have access to the minds of other cieasawhich he, as a homodiegetic narrator,
cannot have. It is, thus, tempting to considergbssibility that the narrator Clitophon has
repeatedly invented these psychological and emaltidetails in order to characterize himself
as an “erotic” expert who has psychological insigid the emotional lives of the characters
in his story, and who is, ultimately, an exquisitegrator of “his” Greek noval.
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Appendix: Gnomai in Achilles Tatius and theépyaoia
(* = Marked as a gnomé by Scarcella and/or Madale

Gnomai used by Clitophon
As a narrator

1st p.
* 1.3.2 (2)PAet O¢ TO daLOVIOV TTOAAARKIC AVOQWTIOLS TO HEAAOV VOKTWE AAAELY
0V YaQ elHaQUéVNS dUVAVTAL KQATELV
+aitia 1.3.3 {0 pév yop é€aldpvng...)
* 1.4.4 (2caAAog yop 0&vTeQov TITEOwOoKEL BEAOVS Kal dx Twv o0PpOaAu@v &ig TV
PUXTV KATAEQEL
* OPOAALOC YO0 GOOC €QWTIKQ TOAVUATL
* 156 vmékkavpa yoo Embvpiag Adyog EQwtikdc.

+ évavtiov 1.5.6 fav el cwdpoooivnv...)
+attia 1.5.6 ) Yoo v apagtavel...)

* 1.6.2 éotLpev yop dpuoet kat T AAAx voonuata kal T T00 CWHATOS ToAVUATA
<&V> VUKTL XaAemateQa Kal Emaviotatatl HaAAov v fjovxalovot
Kkal €0e0ileL Tag aAyndovac:
+aitia 1.6.3 Brtav yao...)

+ évavtiov 1.6.3-4 €v nuéoa pev yao...)

* 2.3.3 (2)Eowg 0¢ xal Advuvoog, dvo Biatot Beol, Puxnv kataoxovtes ékpaivovoty
elg avawoxvvtiav, 6 HEV kalwv avTtv t@ ovvrifet muel, 0 d¢ TOV
olvov UTtékkavpa GEgwv:

0LvOG YaQ €QwTtog TQod).
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3rd p.

24.1 O vyoao peta kAomig €owv av EAeyx 01 mEdC Tvog, wg ovewilovta Tov
EAéyEavia pLoel

28.1 10 AN ... 6 TEWTOV €0TL YAUKD

2.8.2 (3)kat yap &md 100 KAAAIOTOU TOV TOD OWUATOS 0QYAVWVY TiKTETAL

OTOpA YAQ Pwvng 6QYavov:
dwvn d¢ Puxng oKLA.

3.4.4 6 vyap év OaAdoor) Bavatog Poadls mEoavalQEel TEO TOL Ma bty
+aitia 3.4.5 O yap odpOBaApoe...)

3.11.1 rtovto (= KAalewy d¢ oVk NOLVAUNV) YaE DoV TV 0OPOAp@V €V Tolg
LLEYAAOLS KAKOIC.
+ évavtiov 3.11.1 év pév yap taig petolang ovpdooais...)
+aitia 3.11.2 ¢vtvxovoa yag...)

5.8.2  x06vog Yo AVTING pagpakov Kol Tematvel g Puxng to EAk.
+aitia 5.8.2 {(teotog yao...)

5.27.4 avtovgyog yoo 6 "Eowg kat avTtoox€0l0¢ cOPLOTIG Kal TAVIA TOTIOV AUTQH)
TIO€pEVOg HLOTIOLOV.

6.5.5 YPuxai ¢ mMEPUKATL HAVTELS TOV KAKWV, ETEL TV Ve ayabav fkota €k
HavTelng EDTUXOVLLEV.

7.4.4  daxouov yap aipa teapatog Yuxng
+ mapafBoAn 7.4.4-5 (omep...o0tw...)
+attia 7.4.5 Prav 6 g AVTING 6dovc...)

2.13.1 to0avTn YAQ TOIc AKOAAOTOLS UBOLS, WS KAl TOlG wolv &l €Quta TQUPAV
Kat To0Ta TACXEWV ATO ONUATWY, & Th) Puxn TowOévteg
dlarkovovoy opOaApot.

2.29.1 aildwg d¢ kal AVTN Kat 6pyn Tola g PuxNe KopaTa:

+ nagadoaots 2.29.2 ) pev ya aldwc...)

2.29.3 AdY0g 8¢ TOVTWV ATAVTWV TIATIQ
+ napaPoAn 2.29.3-4 ai éowkev...)

+ napddoaotc 2.29.4-5 Ev d¢ ToUTWV ATAVTWV...)

3.3.5 oUtwg ol peyaAot kivdovvol kat Tovg g PrAiag Avovot vopovg

3.14.3 ovpnabngc 6¢ mwe eig EAeov AvOEWTOG AdKQoATHG AAAOTOIWV KAKWV, KAl O
€Aeog TMOAAGKIC Ay TOOEeVET:
+aitia 3.14.3 ) yao Yuxi)...)

4.6.1 o0 dVvatal tic TowOeic dvéxeoBat OAPOLEVOC T TVl

4.10.2 xaipovoLyap ol EQWVTEG EIG TA EQWTIKX TTQOOTAYUATAL.

4.14.9 avno yap AlyvmTiog kal to delAdv, 61ov pofettat, dedovAwTAL, Kal TO
HAaXLHoV, €v oig Bael, magwivvtat
+ nagadoaois 4.14.9 uddteoa d¢...)

55.1 ¢$rAdopvbov ydo mwe O TV YUVALKQWV YEVOGQ

5.13.3 o0dev ya 10U TOIC €QWOL ATV TO €QWHEVOV
+ nagadoaots 5.13.3 g1 yao Ppuxnv...)

+ aitia 5.13.4 () 0¢ g Oéag 1dovr)...)

5.22.8 ta yop Ndéa, KAV UMW TIAQT), TEQTEL TALS EATILOLY.

5.27.1 dwaoket yag 0 "Eowg kat Adyouvg

6.6.2 O yap voug oV pot dokel AeAéxOat kaAwg adEATOG elvat TO TMAQATIOV
+ napadoaots 6.6.2 fjoOeis te yao...)

6.6.3 pdAoTa Yo év Toic 0pOaApoig kdBnTaL To kK&AAOG

6.7.1  daxQuLOV YA OPOAAUOV AVIOTNOL Kol TOLEL TIQOTIETEOTEQOV
+ napadoaois 6.7.1 fav pév apoodog...)
+aitio 6.7.2 feopévng 0€ tG...)

6.7.4  £oTLpev yap PUOEL DAKQLOV EMAYWYOTATOV EAE0VL TOIG OQWOL:
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As a character
1st p.

*

2nd p.

3rd p.

+ napadoaois 6.7.4 €av 0 1) dakgvovoa...)
+altio 6.7.5 gmedn) yao eic...)
6.11.1 CnAotumia Yoo &Gmal éumecovoa Ppuxn dLoékAelmTdv €0ty
6.17.5 Adyog yap EATdOG elg O TUXELV €QWTOC €¢ TtelBw PAdLOG
+altla 6.17.5 [0 yao érubvuovv...)
6.18.3 Tow0UTOL Y&XQ Ol €pVTeg, OTav TEOGS TAg EQwHévag (NTrowot AaAety
+aitia 6.18.3 U yap éruotoavteg...)
6.19.1 Buuog d¢ kat €Qwg dVO AapTtadec:
+ napadoaots 6.19.2-7 Exet yoo kat...)
6.19.7 atia Yoo éowtog cVUpaxOg 0Tt Bunog
7.10.4 (&AnO1c dé éotwv, wg €okev, 6 AdYyog, OTL) pPVNUNV EKTIANjooE Ttéduke
popoc:
7.10.5 pAAOTA Y&Q TO TV DOVAWV YEVOG €V oic av PoPnon opodoa delAdV €0TLv.
7.16.3 ovk €ott 0¢ oUtwg AavOpwTog dEOoUIKWTATOS, OV 0L ThG Prjung GOavel T
TTEQOV

4.8.2  piAnua d¢ kol AOQLOTOV €0TL KAl AKOQEOTOV KAL KALVOV AEL
+ évavtiov 4.8.2 o pev yao €oyov...)
+attia 4.8.2-3 fola yoo ta kK&AAAOTA...)

7.6.4 OUVdév [..] aloxpov, O Avmet Tov éXxOp0V.

2.35.5 xat ovk €0ty amo TMadodc ameAbetv épaotnv aAvmov Eéxovta Ty 1doviv:

2.37.1 é&yyuc yap tob Oelov T0 dpOagtov.
+ évavtiov 2.37.1 €0 0& KvoUpEVOV...)
+magadetypata 2.37.2-6 {joao61 pegakiov Pouyog...)
3.10.2 (2)Anotv pév yap ‘EAANva kat dwvr) katékAaoe kat dénoig EuaAalev:
0 YOQ AGY0g MOAAAKIC TOV EAgov mEOEevel:
+aitia 3.10.2 €0 yap movoov...)
55.2 Paogpagols d¢, we €owcev, ovy ikavi] mEOc Adoditnv pia yuvr), HaAod’
OTtav avTE KAEoOs ddQ TEOGS VRELV TEQUHAY.
5.5.7 (2)oUtwe at g CnAoTuTtiag WdVES VIKWOL KAL TV YAOTEQA.
HOVOV YAQ €0WOAL YUVAIKES AVIAOAL TOV TIV EVVIV AEAVTINKOTA, KAV
MACXWOLV €V 0lg TOLOVOLV OUY T)TTOV KAKOV, TIV TOU TTAOXELV
AoyiCovtat oupPOoEAV T TOD TOLELV 1)O0VT).

Gnomai used by Clinias

2nd p.

1.8.3  Atuxnc 6 HéEAAwV yapelv: €mti mOAepov [...] méumetaL
+ mapadelypata 1.8.4-6 €6> 6opog EQupvAng...)
1.8.8 10 Yoo KAAAOG €xeL TLVA OO YOQIAY TWV KAKWV, K&l TOUTO €0TLV €V
ATUXTHAOLY EVTUXELV:
+ évavtiov 1.8.8 €1 d¢ undé ebpopdog...)
194 [BAémew] peiCova tv €gywv €xeL TV NOOVNV.
+aitia 1.9.4 pPOaApot Yoo aAAiAoLs...)
+magaPoAr] 1.9.5 ot 0Atyov...)
1.9.5 (2Quéyotov yag éotv €dodlov eic melBw oLVEXTC TEOS EQWHEVTV ORLALA.
0POaALOC Yo PAiag mEo&evog kal TO ovvnbeg TN KoWWVIaG &ig XAQLV
AVUOLUTEQOV.
+ nagaBoAn 1.9.5 €l yap ta dyoua...)
1.10.1 avtodidaxtog ya éotiv 0 Be0g coPLOTrC.
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+ mapaBoAn 1.10.1 (bomeg yao...)
+attia 1.10.2 €av yo 1) wdIG...)
1.10.5 70 yao €oaotob diAnua mEoOg éowHévnv BéAovoav pEV maéxewy aitnoic
£€0TL OLWT, TTEOG Ameltbovoav d¢, tketnola.
5.12.1 (2)xdAAog Yo kai mAovTog Kal €0wg el ouVNABOV Emt 0, oy €doag <épyov>
oL’ AvaBoAnG:
+aitia 5.12.1 €0 pev yap kaAAog...)
ULOoEL O¢ O Beog Tovg aAalovag.

3rd p.
1.8.7 [..] mavta toApwoat yuvaikes: kav PA@ot, ¢povevovolr kav un GrAaot,
¢dovevovov
+ mapaderypa 1.8.7 Ayapépvova €det...)
* 1.9.6 0OéAeL yao éxdotn tov Tapbévwv eival kaAn, kat prlovpévn xalpet Katl
EMavel TG pagTuoiag tov priodvra:
+ évavtiov 1.9.6 v un Anor...)
1.10.3 maig yoap kat moapOévog dpotot pév elotv eig atdw:
+ napadoaois 1.10.3 (roog d¢ v ¢ Adoditng...)
+évavtiov 1.10.4 fuvaikag pEV yAQ...)
+aitia 1.10.4 v vooxéobad...)
* 7.9.2 (amoBavelv,) 6meQ PVOEL TV ATVXOVVTWV E0TL PAQUAKOV*
Gnomai used by Melite
lstp.

* 5.26.2. €owg atux@Vv Kal patvetat.

1stp. +2nd p.
5.16.3 (2)mag d¢ toT0g Toig oot B&Aapog:
0VOEV YO &Patov T@ Oeq.
5.26.3 povoL de oldaoLv ol EQWVTES T TV OHOlWV TEAVUATA.
+ évavtiov 5.26.3 foic d¢ &Aoo avBpwmols...)
6.10.4 @nun d¢ kat AlafoAr dvo ovyyevr kaka:
+ adtia 6.10.4 Quydtne 1) Oun...)
+magadoaotc 6.10.5 ftav oOv 1) AlxBoAn...)
Gnomai used by Menelaus

3rd p.
* 2.35.3 xalyag AmAoOVOTEQOL MAIDES YUVALKWY, KAl TO KAAAOG avTOlg dQIUUTEQOV
elg 11dovnv.
* 2.36.1 moBewvdV YOQ Ael TO AKOQECTOV.

+ évavtiov 2.36.1 o pév yap elc xonow...)
+ magaderypa 2.36.2 (al 1o Godov...)
* 2.36.2 kol o 600V dX TOUTO TWV AAAWV EVHOEPOTEQOV €0TL PLTWV, OTL TO
KAAAOG a0TOD Pevyel TaxV.
2.38.2 yvuvaliki HEV Yo TAvVTa EMiMAaota, kal T QrjHaTa KAt Ta oxrpatar
+ napadaoig 2.38.2 (av eivat dOEN KaAT...)
+évavtiov 2.38.3 €0 d¢ kKAAAOG TO TALdIKOV...)
* 4.8.5 €00V YAQ TIG, €lg 600V HEV EXEL TNV EATIOA TOL TUXELY, DEQEL, WG EIG AVTO
TO TUXELV ATIOTELVOLLEVOG.
+ évavtiov 4.8.5 €av d¢ amoyvy...)
Gnomai used by Sosthenes
3rd p.
* 6.17.4 (2)tadotov yop éowta papativet véog €owg:
YUVT] & HAALoTA TO TAROV PIAEL TOD O& ATIOVTOG, WG KALVOV OUY €UQE,
HvTHoVEVEL
+napadoaots 6.17.4 (trpooAafovoa de €teQov...)
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6.13.4 XONOTOTNG YXQ TUYXAVOLOQ LEV XAQLTOG ETL LAAAOV avetal,
ngomnAaxtoBeioa 0 eig 0QyNV €pebiletal.
Gnomé used by Satyrus
* 2ndp. 245 Tepwg [...] detdiag ovk avéxetal.
+aitia 2.4.5 Ppoag avto? 10...)
Gnomé used by Charicles
* 3rdp. 1.7.4. movnEov pév Yo yuvr, k&v eDHoodog 1)
+ &vavtiov 1.7.4 €av d¢ kai duopdiav...)
Gnomé used by Leucippe

* Istp. 2.25.2 ®oPog yap YAdTTNg 0Tl deoHAG.
Gnomé used by Sostratus
* Istp. 8.4.4 ({merta t@v €oywv mageABOVTIWY 1] dUTYNOLS TOV OVKETL TACXOVTQ

Ppuxaywyet paAAov 1) Avmet.
Gnomé used by the priest of Artemis
* 3rdp. 8.9.9 00devOs YaQ 0UdEIC 0TIV AVEL KQITEWS dLVATWTEQOG.
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