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Abstract

Sophrosyne and Pseudos: Performing the End of the Ancient Greek Novel
By Carissa Martin

In this project, | explore how tests of sophrosyne create the false sense of closure necessary for
ending two ancient Greek novels, Leucippe and Cleitophon and the Aithiopika. Through close
reading at the narrative and metanarrative levels, | show that the tests of sophrosyne in the final
book of each novel are spaces for performance which allow for the resolution of two problems:
the difficulty of ending a polyphonic novel, and the anxiety about the hero/ine’s chastity created
by the novels’ many threats. I question assumptions about the ‘happy’ and ‘simple’ endings of
the ancient Greek novel by highlighting the drama, subtlety, deception — and thus the humanity —
of these novels. In chapters one and two, | explore the main themes of theater, deception, and
manipulation in the chastity test scenes of Leucippe and Cleitophon and the Aithiopika,
respectively. Chapters three and four address the responses of the audience within the narrative
to the hero/ine’s performances of sophrosyne, again in Leucippe and Cleitophon and the
Aithiopika, respectively. The fifth and final chapter examines the role of the audience outside the
narrative in creating closure for the novel. At every level, from the protagonists, to the internal
audience, to the external audience, performances of sophrosyne are necessary for constructing
and then reaching the ‘happy ending’ of each novel.
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Introduction: Love, Lies, and Literature

“The novel has to lie.”
— Frank Kermode, The Sense of an Ending*

The ancient Greek novels are among our earliest examples of prose fiction. Written in
Greek under the Roman Empire between the first and fifth centuries, the ancient novels feature
new, original characters whose dramatic, erotic adventures provide entertainment analogous to
the modern romance novel. In every one of the “Big Five” — that is, the five complete, extant
novels which survive via manuscripts — the protagonists are the ideal couple, a hero and a
heroine who are young, beautiful, and fall in love at first sight. The novels’ plots follow a
standard formula: after the initial meeting and falling in love, the protagonists are separated and
experience dangerous and likely traumatic tests of their faithfulness to one another. At the end of
a narrative rife with wars, pirate raids, rape attempts, rival suitors, and human sacrifice, the
young man and woman reunite. They prove their faithfulness, marry if they are not already wed,
and presumably live out the rest of their happy, faithful lives.

It is this last trope of the novel on which | focus my project. While the arc of the novel
and the instincts of audiences inside and outside the novel point toward a happy, fulfilling,
untroubled ending, deception and manipulation persist even to the novel’s final sentences. In the
two latest and most sophisticated novels — Achilles Tatius’ Leucippe and Cleitophon and
Heliodorus’ Aithiopika — these lies are particularly apparent. We hear from the mouths of the
protagonists themselves that they deceive, trick, perform, and manipulate whenever necessary.
Their goal is not simply to survive the novel’s threats but to preserve their sophrosyne, often

translated chastity, the central virtue of the novel.? So concerned is the novel with the

1 Kermode (2000) 140.
2 Bird (2020) 1.



faithfulness and virginity of its protagonists that every novel ends with some variation of a
chastity test, a scene where both the hero and heroine must prove that they have remained chaste.

In the earlier three extant novels, Callirhoe, the Ephesiaca, and Daphnis and Chloe, this
chastity test scene occurs privately and informally. In the Ephesiaca, for example, Anthia
questions Habrocomes’ faithfulness and defends her own as they spend their first night together:
GAL™ ayvT| LEVE 601 TACHY GOPPOGVVIG UNyaviyv Ttemomuévn, “but I remain pure, having
employed every device for chastity” (5.14.2). Xenophon then invokes the most famous
demonstration of spousal loyalty by recalling Odysseus and Penelope, who also conversed the
night away when they reunited: tadta 6t 6Ang voktog aAAA0LG drehoyodvto, “Thus they
defended themselves to each other throughout the whole night” (5.15.1).2 In Daphnis and Chloe,
the eponymous protagonists each question whether the other has forgotten their vows of
faithfulness.* These small proofs of chastity in the earlier novels — references to the Odyssey,
questions of faithfulness and loyalty, and truthfully narrating stories — become public,
performative experiences in the later novels. ®

Achilles Tatius and Heliodorus, on whose works | focus this project, take a more
knowing, complex attitude toward resolving the novel’s anxiety about chastity. They express
concern with sophrosyne even as they show that it can be performed, mocked, and falsified. The
threats in the center of these novels explicitly threaten the hero/ine’s virginity, thereby
destabilizing the believability of an ending which relies on vows of faithfulness for resolution.

The protagonists’ sexual desire for one another and other characters’ desire for the protagonists

3 Cf. Odyssey 23.300.

4 Chloe at 4.27, Daphnis at 4.28.

5 The rise of Christianity and the focus on finding a Roman equivalent for sophrosyne in the Second Sophistic may
account for these changes. As North writes, “for sophrosyne the gravest danger lay in the tendency of many
Christian moralists to overemphasize its relation to chastity.” North (1966) 313.



also become more apparent in these novels; Achilles Tatius and Heliodorus flirt with the bounds
of even modern propriety.® This increased eroticism and its accompanying threat to the
hero/ine’s virginity create a deep anxiety about sophrosyne which demands resolution. We
cannot send our heroes off into the proverbial sunset if we do not know they will enter or return
to a mutual, faithful, and lawful relationship.’” At the same time, the novel’s knowing play with
eroticism means the author cannot simply stamp ‘XQ®POXYNH’ on the protagonists and end
the novel. Instead, to achieve a satisfying, narratively faithful ending, the author asks the
question which the characters and the audience have been asking one another: at the end of all
this, have the protagonists really maintained their sophrosyne?

In order to better understand this question, and thus the nuanced endings of Achilles
Tatius and Heliodorus, | deconstruct the novel’s treatment of sophrosyne and endings. In this
project, | explore how the chastity test scenes in the final books of Leucippe and Cleitophon and
the Aithiopika blend sophrosyne and deception in order to secure a satisfactory end for the novel.
| conduct a close reading of the chastity test scene in each novel first inside the narrative,
analyzing its main themes and its effects on the final scenes of both novels (chapters one and
two). Then, | analyze the reactions of the audiences within the novel as they watch the
protagonists’ chastity tests (chapters three and four). Finally, I move beyond the narrative, asking
what response the chastity tests provoke or require from the audience outside the novel (chapter

five). Through this analysis, | show the narrative and metanarrative necessity of the chastity test

& Many translations of Leucippe and Cleitophon have printed the raciest sections of the text into Latin or omitted
them entirely in order to obscure their sexual nature. Helen Morales comments ““for these readers, it seems, the novel
can be read as a story which promotes good, honest values if, and only if, various episodes are excised. The
emphasis in these adaptations is upon chastity and the union of marriage.” Morales (2004) 7.

"' With such narrative pressure, it is no wonder that the protagonists turn to performance, manipulation, deception,
and outright falsehood in order to secure a legitimate marriage.



as a device for creating (false) closure for the novel. In so doing, I call into question assumptions
classicists have made and continue to make about the ‘happy’ and ‘simple’ endings of the
ancient Greek novels. Such a project requires three main points of clarification — What is
sophrosyne in the novel? What is a novelistic ending? And what, exactly, is a chastity test?

On Sophrosyne

During the Second Sophistic, when Leucippe and Cleitophon and the Aithiopika were
written, a renewed interest in Classical art, literature, and rhetoric intersected with an emerging
Christian morality.® In the process, concern with sophrosyne reached new heights. As Simon
Goldhill says,

The relationship between the body and the self, between the self and the world, between

the self and others, particularly the divine other, is being reforged...in later antiquity,

virginity was a hot topic.®
As a result, translators of the novel typically render sophrosyne as chastity, a state of bodily
virginity and faithfulness to one’s spouse. Such a definition, however, obscures the rich and
varied history of sophrosyne, which in turn does a disservice to the novel’s complex engagement
with sophrosyne.

Helen North summarizes sophrosyne in her landmark book on the subject as “the control
of appetite, usually erotic.”’° This, of course, includes virginity, chastity, and faithfulness, but
sophrosyne can also extend to self—control, moderation, making the right choice, good timing,
and even skillful storytelling. The many meanings of sophrosyne made it a compelling theme for
many genres under the Roman Empire, including comedy, rhetoric, philosophy, and Christian

martyrologies. However, when Rome adapted the concept from Greek thought to its own social

8 Bossu (2015) 115.
9 Goldhill (1995) 1-2.
10 North (1996) 243.



mores, “sophrosyne proved the most difficult to assimilate to the virtus Romana. In its origins —
social and political, as well as temperamental — it was entirely foreign to Rome.”! Perhaps it
was this foreignness, or an underlying awareness that sophrosyne cannot be noticed or proved
through physical examination, ** which caused such deep distrust of women*® and their chastity
both in and out of the novel: Anthia tests Habrocomes’ loyalty; Leucippe the pseudoparthenos,
the “lying virgin,” must prove her integrity; Chloe and Daphnis worry the other has forgotten
their oaths; and Theagenes and Charikleia defend their chastity before an entire city. Even in the
earliest complete, extant novel we have, Chariton’s Callirhoe, Goldhill notes that “suspicion of a
wife’s fidelity is...the very mainspring of Chariton’s plot.”**

Indeed, the novel does not even seem to view sophrosyne as an achievable goal. Scholars
writing on Achilles Tatius, Chariton, and Longus propose that the novel’s protagonists —
especially the heroines — are “too real” and “too human” for the ideal of sophrosyne the novel
holds.%® The tension both in and out of the novel between reality and chastity begs the question
“what is your wife (or daughter) really like?”’*® No proof, save perhaps divine assurance (and
truly not even that), can allay the sneaking suspicion that women lie about virginity. It may be
more fitting, then, to say that the novel does not focus on sophrosyne, but rather on the struggle

for sophrosyne, the path the characters tread as they move toward an unattainable goal. We know

the novel cannot end without a faithful union rooted in sophrosyne, or the audience will walk

1 North (1996) 258.

12 Despite the suggestions ancient writers such as Galen, Soranus, and Aristotle offered to prove a woman’s physical
virginity, a deep (and usually masculine) anxiety remained. Our understanding of virginity as a construct, then, may
not be uniquely modern — the unknowability of a woman’s sexual purity remained a pervasive worry, despite
medical writers’ claims. See Sissa (1990) 105ff. for further discussion.

13 This trope, of course, extends all the way back to the Odyssey, a central intertext for all of the novels, where the
threats to both Penelope and Odysseus’ chastity drive the plot to its reunion— and loyalty—centered conclusion.

14 Goldhill (1995) 127.

15 Chew (2000) 67; Goldhill (1995) 44; Wiersma (1990) 117.

16 Goldhill (1995) 121.



away more uncomfortable than amused. As we have established, however, such a union may
well be impossible for the novel to construct believably. So what are readers and characters to
do? How can we trust a narrative whose entire journey is one long worry about the promised but
unprovable concept of sophrosyne?

On Endings

Like the anxious intangibility of sophrosyne, the task of ending the novel at all may be
out of reach. For example, is it true, as the narrator of Callirhoe suggests, that the end of the
novel cleanses away (kaBopiletv) the unsavory elements of the narrative?!” Or, instead, do we
feel a lingering sense, however faint, that the lying and deceiving and manipulating which has
characterized the rest of the novel still persists in its ending?

Many scholars have read the ancient novel’s ‘happy ending’ as such a sure thing, such an
essential part of the genre, that they say it acts as the organizing principle for the whole novel.
John Morgan writes of the Aithiopika that “marriage...is the end to which all the experiences of
hero and heroine have been directed, and which alone can make their experience bearable and
senseful.”*® Margaret Doody, echoing this idea, also reads satisfying resolution as a key part of
the novelistic genre. “A novel may be considered as a sort of long convalescence from the threat
and pain of its beginning. If the opening of a novel is characterized by breaking, it is equally
characterized by its counterpart and opposite . . . mending.”*® David Konstan’s concept of sexual
symmetry also encourages the reading of a happy ending — a mutual and faithful relationship

between the protagonists — in the novel.?°

17 Callirhoe 8.1.1.

18 Morgan (1989) 320.
19 Doody (1996) 316.
20 Konstan (1994).
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While these readings of the end of the novel appeal to our desire for closure and
certainty, they do not address the myriad of unanswered questions, concealed actions, and
conflicting desires which remain at the end of the novel. More recent discussions of the novel’s
end have begun to identify these issues and thus to problematize the end of the ancient Greek
novel. Helen Morales, for example, claims “it is only by reading teleologically — stressing the
ending and downplaying the journey toward it — that we can read the novels simply as
celebrating marriage.”?! Koen de Temmerman, analyzing characterization in the novels, likewise
writes “even if the novel ultimately celebrates the love between the two protagonists, the entire
story revolves around the fact that, in their love, there are things to hide, there are rivals, and
there is jealousy.”?? Both Steve Nimis and Aldo Tagliabue identify numerous incongruous
elements at the end of the Ephesiaca (traditionally the least complex novel); they argue these
inconsistencies indicate “a new ‘novelistic’ problem: how to end a story properly.”?® The two
novels | consider have especially complicated relationships to happy endings, as Simon Goldhill
and Rachel Bird both note. Goldhill observes that instability and violence actually increase as
Leucippe and Cleitophon draws to a close. “As the narrative progresses towards the public, legal
testing of [Leucippe’s] virginity, not only do the defenses of her virginity become more involved,
but also the images of violent penetration increase.”?* Bird says of the Aithiopika that

While the Aethiopica seems on a surface—level reading to offer a representation of

extreme adherence to sexual virtue and therefore to sophrosynée, particularly in the
characterisation of Charicleia, this is an over—simplistic view of the text.?

It appears, then, that reading a happy, chaste ending to the ancient novel may be too simplistic.

2L Morales (2008) 41.

22 De Temmerman (2014) 58.
23 Nimis (1999) 223.

24 Goldhill (1995) 117.

2 Bird (2017) 207.



Instead, close examination of the final books of all five extant novels reveals that the ancient
Greek novel is, as Michael Anderson concludes,
a polyphonic erotic text, discourse rather than simple monologue, and while elevating the

chaste, heterosexual love of its hero and heroine, it does not ignore other, sometimes
conflicting manifestations.?®

We can certainly conclude from this shift in perspective over the last twenty—five years that the
novel does concern itself with chastity and endings, but we must remain alert to the novel’s
deliberate, self—conscious manipulation of both ideas.

A similar difficulty arises at the metanarrative level when we consider the very idea of
ending the novel. As Frank Kermode writes, “the novel [as a genre] raises the problem of closure
in a particularly insistent manner.”?’ Beginning with Bakhtin, the problem of bringing closure to
a polyphonic narrative has plagued critics of both the ancient and modern novel. If the novelist
has done their job well (as, debatably, the ancient novelists have), then the distinct voices and
perspectives of the characters will resist a closed ending; at the same time, as Kermode points
out, “we need, and provide, fictions of concord.”?® Authors can employ the familiar markers of
genres like comedy, epic, and history — a lesson learned, a marriage made, a homecoming
achieved — to give a carefully constructed impression of an ending, but they cannot really tell us
the ending of the characters’ stories. Francis Dunn even terms the idea of studying closure in any
genre “atheoretical” because of its constructed and fluid nature.?® Thus, the ending of the ancient
Greek novel becomes not only concerned with deception but is itself a deception; because we

cannot find an end, we must make one. Therefore, the question returns: what are readers and

2 Anderson (1997) 311.
27 Kermode (2000) 9.

28 Kermode (2000) 59.
29 Dunn (1996) 9.



characters to do? How can we satisfactorily end a narrative which, by its polyphonic nature,
defies conclusion?
On Chastity Tests

These two anxieties — the problem of sophrosyne and the problem of ending — crystallize
in the chastity test scenes which end Leucippe and Cleitophon and the Aithiopika. In Books VIlI
and X respectively, both the hero and heroine must prove their chastity not only to secure a
legitimate marriage for themselves, but also to secure a legitimate end for the novel. The usual
definition of sophrosyne as chastity or virginity does not honor the complexity of this double
responsibility, so for this project, | try to encompass the breadth of sophrosyne by using two
separate terms: ‘bodily chastity’ and ‘rhetorical chastity.” The former is the social construct of
virginity, the physical dimension of sophrosyne, a lack of sexual intercourse, and bodily
integrity. The latter is the performance of said bodily integrity, a display of sophrosyne before an
audience to convince them that the performer is in fact a virgin.

To continue to emphasize the novel’s double anxieties about sophrosyne and ending, |
term the explicit, public questioning of the protagonists’ sophrosyne a ‘chastity test’ rather than a
‘virginity test” for two reasons. First, the hero/ine’s virginity — their physical, sexual purity —
is not the only (or even the primary) concern of these displays. At the end of Leucippe and
Cleitophon and the Aithiopika, the scenes of public trial and ritual sacrifice amplify the novels’
concern with sophrosyne from the local (are children from their marriage going to be
legitimate?) to the communal (is our justice system/religious ritual legitimate?). In light of this

shift, “virginity test’ seems reductive; as I noted above, much more is at stake than the simple

30 There is a less significant third reason: “test of sophrosyne” simply does not flow.
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physical state of the protagonists.3! Second, as Cleitophon observes, the virginity of men has
been historically, literarily, and scientifically difficult to certify, if such a concept exists at all.
While far from a perfect encapsulation of sophrosyne, chastity nonetheless extends beyond
virginity to less gendered concerns® such as emotional faithfulness, honesty, and mutuality. The
chastity test scenes which | analyze, then, are multidimensional trials in which two main
questions must be answered: are the protagonists chaste, and can they convince the crowd that
this is true? The answer to both questions, for the sake of a smooth and satisfying narrative, must
of course be yes, but the process of constructing an affirmative answer is not easy. Confronted
with this double dilemma, the novel must engage in performance, rhetoric, and deceit. In
Kermode’s words, “[the novel] has to lie” — and so do the characters, the readers, and the
authors.3*
The Road Ahead

By analyzing these two questions in the chastity test scenes of Achilles Tatius and
Heliodorus, I argue in the first two chapters that performance, deception, and manipulation are
the means by which the characters, audiences, and authors resolve the novel’s problem of
sophrosyne and ending. In the first chapter, Pan, Performance, and Pseudoparthenoi, | conduct a

close reading of the chastity test scenes in Book V111 of Leucippe and Cleitophon. I highlight

31 This does not mean that virginity and sexual purity do not play crucial roles in Achilles Tatius and Heliodorus.
For an excellent discussion of parthenia in these two novels, see Ormand 2010.

32 Twice Cleitophon raises this concern: padvon v ofv pe mapdeviav peppnpévov, &l Ti¢ éoti kai &v dvdpdot
napBevia. “You will learn that I have mimicked your virginity” (5.20.5); &l tig &pa €otiv avdpog mapbevia, TavTny
Kayo péypt tod mapdvtog mpog Asvkinnny Eyo: “If there exists a virginity for man, this I have had concerning
Leucippe until the present time” (8.5.7).

33 «“Sophrosyne is the primary virtue of women in Greek inscriptions, often the only one mentioned, or the only
moral virtue amid a list of physical qualities, social attributes, and domestic accomplishments...But sophrosyne is by
no means limited to women, even in the period of the Empire, when its archaic position as a masculine civic virtue
had long since been forgotten.” North (1966) 253.

34 Kermode (2000) 140.



11

Cleitophon and Leucippe’s bodily chastity tests and their rhetorical chastity tests in order to
reveal the themes of performance, deception, and narrative control which run through these
scenes. In chapter two, Braziers, Bluffing, and Brazenness, | perform a similar close reading of
Charikleia and Theagenes’ chastity tests in Book X in the Aithiopika.

Then, in chapter three, Shouts, Silence, and Sensing the End, | consider the reactions of
the internal audience to the chastity test scenes in Leucippe and Cleitophon, and I ask what these
reactions reveal about sophrosyne and about the ending of the novel. Likewise, in chapter four,
Identity, Indulgence, and Interrogating the End, | analyze the reactions of the internal audience to
the chastity test scenes of the Aithiopika. | organize the internal audience’s reactions into a chain
of performances which showcase the effects of performed sophrosyne. Finally, in chapter five,
Close, Closure, and Craft, | read the final scene of each novel — its close — to determine the effect
of sophrosyne on the external audience. | explore how the external audience participates in
creating closure for the novel by performing sophrosyne. Working from my opening questions
about the knowability of sophrosyne and the possibility of ending a polyphonic novel, | connect
performances of sophrosyne to the strategies of ending which Achilles Tatius and Heliodorus

employ.
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Chapter One: Pan, Performance, and Pseudoparthenoi
Ot pév mopBévog 1 Agvkinmn nenictevka, GALY TOV ITava, ® eAtdrn, eoPodpuat.
“I am sure Leucippe is a virgin, but, my dearest, I am afraid of Pan!”*°
— Leucippe and Cleitophon, 8.13.2

In Achilles Tatius’ Leucippe and Cleitophon, we see the chastity test in its most explicit,
defined form. As early as Book 11, Leucippe mentions tis dokimasia parthenias, or “some test for
virginity,” showing that the idea of verifiable, demonstrable chastity is at work from the
beginning of the novel (2.28.2). Leucippe (and Cleitophon, and Melite) prove both their bodily
and rhetorical chastity through tests of sophrosyne which are suited to each character.
Cleitophon, for example, has less pressure to prove his bodily chastity. While he does mention
masculine virginity (if such a thing exists), his test of sophrosyne mainly focuses on his
rhetorical abilities, his skill in convincing the audience that he has remained chaste. Leucippe, on
the other hand, faces much more anxiety about her bodily chastity because of her gender and the
numerous explicit rape threats she experiences in the novel. As a result, her test is more lengthy,
requiring divine confirmation of her bodily chastity and a performance of rhetorical chastity.
Both protagonists must be both chaste and convincing.

Because Leucippe and Cleitophon’s tests are so distinct and so clearly laid out in the
narrative, | address them in chronological order. In this chapter, | establish sophrosyne as a
concern central to the narrative from the very beginning of the novel by analyzing discussions of
chastity which occur in the first two books. Next, | move to Book VI1II, where the chastity tests
occur. [ begin with Cleitophon’s test, in which he proves both his bodily chastity and his

rhetorical chastity through multiple levels of narration. I then consider Leucippe’s test in the

35 All Greek text in this chapter comes from Vilborg 1955.
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cave of Artemis and Pan, where I address both Leucippe’s bodily chastity and her narrative
control over her chastity test. In all three areas, | highlight themes of deception and performance,
especially when Cleitophon’s first person narration explicitly calls these ideas to mind.
If There’s a Test for Virginity: Leucippe and Cleitophon and Sophrosyne

The early books of Leucippe and Cleitophon capitalize on the tension around sophrosyne.
Leucippe, angry with her mother for disparaging her relationship with Cleitophon, actually
invokes a chastity test as such, declaring &i mapBeviag €ott T1g dokipacia, dokipacov. “If there’s
some test for virginity, test me!” (2.28.2). Achilles Tatius does not apply the word sophrosyne to
Leucippe until Book VIII, but Cleitophon’s own battle with sophrosyne provides a sense of how
great the stakes surrounding it are, even in parody. As he wrestles in his bed over the feelings he
has for Leucippe, he invokes Apollo.

VIEKKavpa Yop Embopiog Adyog EpMTIKAC. KAV € cOEPOSHLVNV TIG EXVTOV VOLDETT, TQ
napadetypoatt Tpdg THY piunowy &pediletar, pddioto dtav x Tod kpeittovog 1) 1O
TapAadelypa: Kol TadTo Tpog ELanToV Edeyov: “Ioov kol ATOAAwY £pQ., KAKEIVOG
TapOEVov, Kol EpMdV 00K aioyOveTaL, AAAL S1OKEL TV TapOEVOV: GV 88 OKVEIC Kal aidT
Kol dxoipm¢ coEpoveic: | kpeittmv £l Tod 0god;”

So the romantic story was fuel for my desires. Even when someone mentally urges
himself toward chastity, he is roused to imitation by a model, especially when that model
is from someone better than him. And I said these things to myself: “Look, even Apollo
fell in love, and with a virgin, and while he loved her he was not ashamed. Rather, he
pursued the virgin; but you hesitate and feel shame and remain chaste at the wrong times!
Are you better than the god?” (1.5.6-7)

For Cleitophon, the crux of his concern is his own cowardice, his worry that he will not perform
adequately in love. His initial battle with sophrosyne is not a matter of life and death, but his
language (mapddetypo, pipnoty, Tod Kpeittovog) nonetheless introduces a philosophical concern

which elevates his worries. Goldhill notes that Cleitophon here is, like many tragic, philosophic,
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and Christian figures before him, taking “a god as his paradigm — but of slippage” rather than
sophrosyne, which is “set up and then undercut as a philosophical term par excellence.”*®
Already in Book | of Leucippe and Cleitophon, sophrosyne is an unstable but unyielding
concern.

Cleitophon’s battle for and against sophrosyne continues into Book 11, where he receives
instruction in love from a slave, Satyros. Cleitophon worries that he will not be up to the task of
pursuing Leucippe, and Satyros tells him that if Cleitophon is frightened and fails to act, he risks
making a liar (katayevdn)®’ of Eros. Cleitophon responds by trying to mold himself into
sophrosyne as he understands it.

“Ti yp, @ KaKOSaLoV, 00 GOEPOVEIS; Ti 8¢ 0k Eplic OV ot Sel; mapBévov Evdov Exelc
ANV KaAnV: Ta0TNg Epa, TNV PAéme, Tadtny EEeoTi GOt yapev.”

“So, wretched man, why don’t you get a hold of yourself? Why don’t you love those
things which you must love? You have in your family another beautiful girl; love that
woman! Look at her — it’s possible for you to marry her.” (2.5.2)

These two contests illustrate the stakes for Cleitophon (and by extension, Leucippe) with respect
to sophrosyne. Again, we see deception, moral philosophizing, and internal struggle intertwine
with chastity. Cleitophon’s self—questioning intensifies the narrative’s worry about sophrosyne
by casting doubt on the potential for both action and inaction. By the second book of the novel,
sophrosyne at once is and is not the divinely—sanctioned route which Cleitophon should pursue.
This literary game simultaneously heightens the importance of Cleitophon’s struggle by invoking

the language of serious, self-reflective disciplines, even as the narrative minimizes his suffering

3 Goldhill (1995) 73. Morales (2004) notes a similar slippage is present when Cleitophon describes his and Melite’s
interactions as “playing philosophers,” writing that “‘Philosophising’ in this instance indicates not Stoic self—
mastery, but seducing a lover and committing adultery.” Morales (2004) 59—-60.

37 8pa un katayeHdn tod B0, “see to it that you don’t make a liar of the god” (2.4.5).



15

through obvious parody.
The Part That’s Really a Story: Cleitophon’s Test

At the beginning of Book VIII, the narrative’s concern with sophrosyne crystallizes into a
dramatic showdown which will require an entire book to resolve. The protagonists have just
reunited, Cleitophon has been accused and acquitted of murder, and the hero and heroine prepare
to discuss the many dangerous, dramatic experiences they have survived. Thersander, hostile and
arrogant as usual, interrupts their reunion and calls Leucippe doOAnv €unv, yovaixkae pdyAov Koi
npog Gvdpag Empavi), “my slave, a woman who is lustful and crazy for men” (8.1.2). His
accusation of Cleitophon — deocpu®dta kai katddike, “prisoner and convict” — picks up on the
concerns raised by Cleitophon’s trial in Book VII (8.1.2). Is Cleitophon honest? Is he a
murderer? This embarrassing spectacle refreshes the novel’s anxiety about their sophrosyne and
forces Cleitophon into his test of sophrosyne: storytelling. To dispel the tension created by these
accusations, members of the symposium ask for the story of Cleitophon’s adventures: 10 6¢
howmdv, Omep €oti udbog, Aéye, tékvov KAhettopdv, undev aidoduevos. “But the rest, the part
that’s really a story — tell that, young Cleitophon, without being ashamed” (8.4.3).3 Cleitophon
clearly does have some level of shame about his story, though. Rather than simply narrate events,
he gives a running editorial commentary as he tells (parts of) his story. Through the process of
Cleitophon’s narration, the audience learns that he has both bodily chastity — he has not slept
with Melite — and rhetorical chastity — self-restraint in storytelling.

When Cleitophon narrates the sections where his bodily chastity may be in doubt, he

pointedly boasts about how pure he (and Melite, and Leucippe) have been. Cleitophon tells the

38 Winkler translates p0og as “the real tale,” which highlights the irony of the edited account to follow. Reardon
(1989) 271.
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reader first that énel 6& kata v Mehitnv &yevouny, EEfjpov O Tpayua ELovtod TPOg
COEPOGVLVNV UETATOLDY Kol 00OEV Eyevdouny, “when I came to the part about Melite, I made
my story more dignified, directing it toward chastity, and I told no lie” (8.5.2). *° He even swears
by Artemis (pd tavtnv v Aptepy, 8.5.2) that he and Melite did not have sex. He neglects to
mention several key facts: that he plans to marry Melite; that, because he thinks Leucippe dead,
he promised to have sex with Melite once he left Egypt; and that he did, in fact, sleep with
Melite back in Book V.*° In the same way, Cleitophon shapes his storytelling to emphasize
Leucippe’s sophrosyne.

KAV T@OE Kotd TOV Zchivny kol Oépoavopov yevoevog EEfjpov Kol Ta avThg €Tt
paALoOV T TAUA, EPOTIKMG aOTT] YOPLOVUEVOS AKOVOVTOS TOD TATPOS:

And when | came to the part about Sosthenes and Thersander, | also made her story even
more dignified than my own, doing a favor for her as her lover, since her father was
listening. (8.5.5)

Cleitophon here repeats the formula he used to describe his edited tale. Aware of the high stakes
for Leucippe (her father’s presence and the situation with Thersander), he amplifies her chastity.
These editorial choices offer a clear sense of Cleitophon’s bodily chastity, but they also
serve to emphasize his rhetorical chastity. As we can see above, despite all his boasting,
Cleitophon is not in fact chaste. As he narrated in Book V, he had sex with Melite, who

decidedly did not rise from his bed ¢ dmo yovaukog avéotn yovn “as a woman rises from [the

3% Winkler again here offers a cunning translation: “(though I told no positive lies).” Though the Greek is much
more compact, the idea of not actually lying certainly captures the self—justifying tone Cleitophon is using here.
Winkler (1989) 271.

0 TIep1BoAhodonc 0DV VEOUNV KOl TEPUTAEKOUEVNC TTPOC TAC TEPUTAOKIC OVK GvTELEYOV- Kai £yéveto doa 6 "Epmg
10ekev. “So, when she embraced me, I did not restrain myself, and when she twined herself around me, I did not
object to her embraces; and it happened, as much as Eros wished” (5.27.3). As Ormand notes, “this is the only act of
sex within the confines of the plot; significantly, it takes place in a context that is specifically designated as outside
of marriage.” Ormand (2010) 174.
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bed of] another woman” (8.5.2).%* Cleitophon may not be telling a direct lie in his narrative, but
he certainly manipulates his story by holding back parts of the narrative: &v pévov naptika Tdv
EUanTod dpapdtov, TNV Hetd Tadta Tpog Melitny aid®d- “One thing alone I passed over in my
account, which was that after these events, I had reason for shame before Melite” (8.5.3). The
shame Cleitophon discusses here implies embarrassment about his sexual relationship with
Melite; it also raises the idea of shame (or modesty) as a moral principle. Both shame and
omission, according to North, are components of sophrosyne as described by many Stoic
philosophers.

Chrysippus was also responsible for the proliferation of virtues in the Old Stoa, a result
perhaps of his effort to systematize what was traditional in popular morality. To each of
the four prétae aretae he subordinated a group of secondary virtues (SVF 3. 264). In the
case of sophrosyne these are eutaxia ("proper arrangement™), kosmiotés ("orderliness"),
aidémosyné ("sense of shame"), and enkrateia ("self-restraint™). As the common element
in all four secondary virtues suggests, sophrosyne is thought of as controlling or ordering
the impulses.*?

Cleitophon’s narration contains all these elements of sophrosyne: eutaxia in his impressively
chronological retelling of a very complicated series of events, kosmiotés in his ability to
decorously navigate his story while drunk, aidémosyné in his self-aware shame before Melite,
and enkrateia in restraining those parts of his narrative which would reflect poorly on himself or
Leucippe.

Cleitophon’s internal revisions therefore accomplish a double task in the demonstration
of his sophrosyne. On the one hand, he shows his audience that he has remained chaste, offering

divine proof through his oath to Artemis and physical proof in his scars. On the other hand, he

41 | will mention that the potential for innuendo here about women sleeping with women is significant, and adds
another level of playful destabilization to the narrative.
42 North (1966) 219.
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demonstrates his self—control and rhetorical skill, other aspects of sophrosyne, by controlling the
course of his narrative. As North points out, acts of omission, manipulation, and selection also
fall under a Stoic sense of sophrosyne—as—arete.

Zeno defined arete generically as wisdom (phronésis) and explained the other three
principal virtues (protae aretae is the Stoic term) as manifestations of phronésis in
different situations: justice in rendering others their due, andreia in enduring, and
sophrosyne in choosing . . . One [of Chrysippus’ definitions of sophrosyne] says that
sophrosyne is knowledge (episttmé) of things to be chosen and avoided or neither; its
antithesis, akolasia, is the ignorance of these matters.*®

Cleitophon has given exactly such a demonstration of sophrosyne in his storytelling. Mindful of
his audience and of the importance of displaying his and Leucippe’s chastity, Cleitophon selects
which parts of his story should stay, and which should be put aside. Were this not proof enough
of his self-restraint, the reader may also remember that Cleitophon is telling his tale at a
symposium: tpoidvtog 6¢ 10D TOTov Kai T0D AlovOGOL KaTd PKPOV EEILAGKOUEVOD TNV 010,
“as the drinking went on and Dionysius little by little washed away our shame” (8.4.2). Even in
these circumstances, Cleitophon demonstrates his sophrosyne — self-restraint, chastity, and skill
at choosing — in several ways, capturing many of the layers of sophrosyne present in the Second
Sophistic imagination. Such a ‘chastity test’ may not be the Victorian search for virginity which
modern readers expect, but it moves toward the same goal: demonstrating that the hero, after
everything, has remained in control of himself.

As Cleitophon ends his story, he makes a somewhat surprising shift — he prays to
Aphrodite.

déomowva A@poditr, un vepeonong NUv og vEpiopévn. ovk NBélopey dmdtopa yevécha
TOV YALOV. TAPESTIV OOV O TOTHP- HKE Kai 60+ €OUEVRG iV 1dN yevoD.”

%3 North (1966) 215.
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Lady Aphrodite, please do not exact vengeance from us as if we have committed outrage
against you. We did not want our marriage to be unofficiated; but now a father is present.
Be here as well, and give your favor to us. (8.5.8)

This invocation of the goddess of love and sex contrasts sharply with Cleitophon’s focus on
chastity and his earlier oath to Artemis. Such incongruity reminds the reader of the ever—present
concern that declarations of chastity in the novel cannot be taken at face value, because the
characters have too much to lose. Cleitophon’s prayer thus creates an ending tension, a subtle
reminder that the story is not over: we are still waiting for Leucippe’s chastity test.
To Enter the Cave of the Syrinx: Leucippe’s Test

Especially on such a gendered topic as virginity, we might expect stark differences
between the hero and heroine’s tests — Leucippe’s chastity test should be more concerned with
bodily chastity than Cleitophon’s. From the very beginning of Book VIII, however, Achilles
Tatius demonstrates that Leucippe’s chastity test is in fact equally concerned with narration,
deception, and performance as it is with bodily chastity. This becomes clear in Thersander’s
initial threat: 10 ¢ g yevdomapHEvou Tavtng Etaipag 1 cvpyE Tipuwpnosta, “but as for her,
that pseudovirgin courtesan, the syrinx will exact vengeance” (8.3.3). It would be easy to read
his comment as an indication that Leucippe will have a straightforward test: if she is not a virgin,
the syrinx will prove it. Upon closer inspection, however, his insult — pseudoparthenos,* a

“lying virgin” — introduces virginity as a site of deception, not surety. Helen Morales points out

44 pseudoparthenos here has the violent and deadly connotations of the chastity test in Herodotus Book IV, where
virgins beat each other with sticks; whoever dies from her injuries is proven a pseudoparthenos. dptij 8¢ éviavoin
ABnvaing ol mapbévor avtdv diya dootdoart piyovtol tpog aAlnrag Aiboioi te kai EOloiot, 1@ adbryevél Bed
Aéyovoat T0 TaTpLo drmotedésty, TV AOnvainy kaAéopey. Tag 0& dmofvnokovcag TV maphivay €K TOV TPOUATOV
yevdomapBévoug karéovot. “They celebrate a yearly festival of Athena, where their maidens are separated into two
bands and fight each other with stones and sticks, thus (they say) honoring in the way of their ancestors that native
goddess whom we call Athena. Maidens who die of their wounds are called false virgins” (trans. AD Godley,
Perseus, Herodotus, Histories 4.180.2).
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that “the orator Publius Asprenas declares: ‘No woman is chaste enough if an enquiry has to be
held about her.””* This raises questions which Leucippe’s test of sophrosyne must answer. If
virginity can be falsified, how can we be certain she is chaste? Will we be able to tell if she is
lying? These questions require Leucippe, like Cleitophon, to craft a narrative which convincingly
demonstrates her bodily and rhetorical chastity.

While Cleitophon’s medium of choice was storytelling, Leucippe’s is performance, since
she must cater to the needs of a larger audience and their greater skepticism. The setting of
Leucippe’s performance — a cave which somehow belongs to both Pan and Artemis — establishes
an atmosphere of doubt and deception: yapiletat 10 ywpiov ti) ApTépudt, GLVOHKC TONGAUEVOS
pOg avtny, undepiov ekel kataPfaivery yovoika. “The land was gifted to Artemis, since Pan
made a treaty with her that no woman® [i.e. one who has had sex] could go inside there”
(8.6.12). Apparently, Leucippe’s bodily chastity — her parthenia — will be proven by the very god
who violently threatens virgins. This strange agreement between a virgin goddess and the
notoriously lustful god results in the same incongruous marriage of sexuality and chastity we saw
in Cleitophon’s test. Ormand, following Goldhill, rightly points out that the set—up of the chastity
test implies the threat of rape.

This idea that to prove herself a virgin she should lock herself up alone in a cave of
Pan—a notoriously randy god—is a particularly bad one . . . On the off chance that we
have missed this implied set-scene for rape, the story of the syrinx, presented at 8.6 as an
aition for the test, brings it to the fore. Syrinx, it turns out, was a beautiful virgin
(parthenos), pursued by Pan . . . In brief, then, Leucippe’s virginity will be proven by
subjecting it to a secretive test that looks like a set—up for rape.*’

45 Morales (2004) 214.

6 yuvoixa here is used specifically in opposition to mapOévog in the earlier lines of the priest’s description. As a
result, yovoika means not only “woman” in the sense of gender, but also reveals the sexual maturity and the lack of
virginity of the woman in question.

47 Ormand (2010) 177.
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The oddity of this agreement sets a skeptical — even fearful — tone before the details of
Leucippe’s test are explained, and those only intensify the existing doubt and anxiety. A priest of
Artemis reveals that Leucippe’s test is not just performative, but a specific type of performance:
a musical display.

Kav pév 1 mopBévoc, Ayvpodv Tt péhog dkovetar koi EvOgov, ftot Tod Tdmov mvedual
EYOVTOC LLOLGTKOV €iC TV GOptyya TeTapELIEVOY, T Téya kol 6 TTav avtoc ovAel.*® petd
O& HKpov adToOpoToL PEV al B0pat dvedyOnoav Tod ornnAaiov, Ekpaivetal 6& 1) TapHEvog
20TEPAVOLEVT TNV KEQUATV TITVLOG KOPOIG. &0V 8& 1) TV TapOevioy dyevouévn, clond
Hev 1 oOp1yE, olpwyn 6€ T1g vl HOVCIKTC €K TOD omnAaiov TEUTETAL.

And if she is a virgin, some delicate and divine melody is heard, either because the place
has a musical breath directed into the syrinx, or perhaps Pan himself plays the music.
After a little while the doors of the cave, moving on their own, open, and the virgin
appears, head garlanded and pine in her hair. However, if she is lying about her virginity,
the syrinx is silent, and an awful shout instead of music issues forth from the cave.
(8.6.13-14)

Not only does the test seem questionable under Pan’s authority, but it is clear that the woman
who lies about her virginity — the pseudoparthenos — will either die in the cave, or worse: Tpit
0 Nuépa TapOEvog iépeta Tod TOTOL TapeLBodGa TV PEV GUptLyya eVPIoKEL Yoo, TV O
yovaikoe ovdapod. “On the third day, a virgin priestess, entering that place, finds a syrinx on the
ground, but the woman is nowhere to be found” (8.6.14). The stakes of this test — death or worse
— perpetuate our initial doubt about its validity.

At the same time, they create a curious identification between Syrinx, the syrinx, and

Leucippe. On some level, Leucippe (and any other test—taker) is the syrinx. Perhaps Pan touches

48 Winkler, writing about Heliodorus, identifies this construction (§tot . . . f}) as an amphiboly, an indication of two
unequal narrative options. Winkler says this narratological pattern in Heliodorus represents the fear of
misinterpretation, which is “the deepest anxiety which informs this novel.” | claim that when this construction
appears in the center of the description of Leucippe’s test of chastity, it indicates a similar anxiety, this time about
whether or not we can trust Pan to safely administer this test. Winkler (1982) 120.
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her; perhaps she becomes the syrinx if she fails. If she succeeds, perhaps it is she, not the cave or
Pan, who plays the syrinx; perhaps she completes a daring escape just as the original Syrinx did.
These levels of obscurity surrounding the chastity test and the woman taking it cast doubt on the
legitimacy of the results. Leucippe’s sophrosyne will be as uncertain as the test itself unless she
can give a performance which is more convincing than the test is dubious. Like Cleitophon, she
will need to use her sophrosyne — control in choosing, in leaving out, in arranging — to prove her
sophrosyne — her chastity.

As the priest continues describing the chastity test, we can observe subtle cues toward the
nature of Leucippe’s Pan—defying performance. He emphasizes the costuming and staging of the
test: 1 pé&v yap moic eloépyetar keKoounpéVN oToAf] T} vevoopévn, GAA0G 0¢ Emucheiel O TOD
ommAaiov BOpag. “Then the girl enters, dressed in the customary robe, and someone else shuts
the doors of the cave” (8.6.12). Later, if the virgin in this description is in fact pure, she emerges
from self-moving doors with her “head garlanded and pine in her hair.” Whether this costuming
is autonomous or divine, it will lend credence to Leucippe’s performance.

The priest also reveals the inherent deceit of the chastity test, which has been constructed
not around truth but around not lying. Toward the end of his description, the priest tells Leucippe
and Cleitophon that they have some control over how things go: npog tadto napackevdcacde
MG Gv avtoi oyfite TOYNG Kai cvvete, “So for these things, prepare how you yourselves will have
a chance, and come to an agreement” (8.6.15). He may simply be urging honesty about
Leucippe’s virginity, but from Achilles Tatius, who loves wordplay, we can expect another layer
of meaning. In a test concerned with verification, no version of alethes appears anywhere in the

description, yet various forms of pseudomai appear several times between V111.6.14 and
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VI11.7.5.% The priest does not say “tell the truth” or even “don’t lie,” despite the dire description
of what happens to virgins who lie. Nor does he say that the syrinx will reveal truth; he simply
says ov yap Gv mote yevoarto TV kpicty, “it would never falsify its verdict” (8.6.15). The syrinx
would never lie, but the existence of this statement tells us it could. These suggestions that
Leucippe, Cleitophon, and the syrinx all have enough agency in the test to pose the threat of
lying highlight, as Goldhill says, “a sly and self-aware manipulation of the patriarchal concern
for the knowability, the testability of female chastity.” The test, which already rests on shaky
ground, has multiple avenues for exploitation. Thus, the message Leucippe receives from the
priest’s description is the same Cleitophon shared with the reader: to demonstrate your
sophrosyne, you may perform, deceive, and manipulate — but tell no lies.

When Leucippe reacts to the test, we learn that she has fully understood the priest’s
description of how to successfully take the chastity test. She demonstrates her sophrosyne by
entering into the performance of the chastity test, extending it beyond simply entering and
exiting the cave. She takes control of the narrative by interrupting the priest, who is offering
excuses for any lapse in her chastity.

Koai e000g 11 Agvkinnn, mpilv 10V igpéa einelv 10V £ERc Adyov:“Qg yv€ ot dokel, unode

elmne: €ym yap £toiun €ig 10 TG cLPYYOg omNAatov EiGEAOETV Kal ymPIc KANGEWMC
KatakekAeicHon.”

And immediately Leucippe, before the priest spoke his next word, said, “So it seems to
me that you should speak no more! For | am ready to enter the cave of the syrinx and to
be closed within it without being told to do so.” (8.6.15)

The audience has seen Leucippe speak boldly before in defense of her bodily chastity,> so her

49 See O’Sullivan (1980) 434 for a full list of pseudomai occurrences in Achilles Tatius.
50 Goldhill (1995) 121.

5L E.g. Leucippe rebukes Thersander’s advances with a strong, lengthy speech at 6.12—13.
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urgent interruption here confirms what we may have already suspected — that verbal assaults
against chastity are as dangerous as physical ones. The accusation of pseudoparthenos from
Thersander, the description of what happens to an unchaste woman, and the priest’s suggestion
that Leucippe may have been forced to lose her virginity®? all pose real threats to her chastity by
directing the narrative toward violation rather than sophrosyne. By interrupting the priest and
declaring that she will act before being told, Leucippe halts the flow of ways she might not be
chaste and asserts what little control she can over the test.

The priest, who has already shown himself aware of the flaws in the test, rightly takes her
interjection as a sign of her chastity (bnep cwepocdvig), not her virginity (mapbevia), the usual
and dominant word for female purity in this section.> Leucippe’s rush toward the test also
displays an element of sophrosyne missing from Cleitophon’s test: megalopsychia, or
carelessness toward death. As North points out, megalopsychia is a particularly womanly
characteristic of sophrosyne as demonstrated in the martyrologies of the period: “the Christian
ideal of the virgin martyr unites in a new synthesis sophrosyne and megalopsychia, purity and
contempt for death.”®* Even before she enters the cave, Leucippe is exercising her rhetorical
chastity by crafting a narrative of bodily chastity.

We also see Leucippe control her narrative on a private level when she reassures her
father about her and Cleitophon’s honesty: pa tv yap Aptepty, 00dETEPOG UMY OVOEV

gyevoaro. “I swear by Artemis, neither of us has told any lie” (8.7.3—5). While Cleitophon’s

52 Ei 8& un, avtol yap iote ola &ikdc év TocadTog adTiy EmPovioic yevouévny dicovsov— “and if she is not [a
virgin], well then, you yourselves know how likely it is that amid so many treacheries a woman may unwillingly be
— (8.6.15).

S3Aya0d Aéyeic,” 6 iepedg gime, “kai 6ol cuvHdopal VIEP cOEPOcHVIC kol TOYNG.” “You respond well,” said the
priest, “and I rejoice with you on account of your chastity and your fortune.” (8.7.1)

% North (1966) 313.



25

narration suggests that this was his idea,* it seems to me that more credit should go to Leucippe.
She acts before Cleitophon signals her, she decides what to say and how to say it, and Cleitophon
knows her approach will be the most effective.*® Though Leucippe’s agency in storytelling is
more limited than Cleitophon-the—narrator’s, her confidence and timeliness in manipulating the
narrative around her chastity function as further proof of her sophrosyne. She continues the
theme of not—lying which Cleitophon and the priest introduced, and she swears by Artemis just
as Cleitophon does to invite certainty from her audience. Her actions here also display her (and
Cleitophon’s) keen awareness of audience. If Leucippe does pass the test and can marry
Cleitophon, it will be her father’s level of certainty which secures the marriage. As a result,
Leucippe’s display of sophrosyne here mirrors Cleitophon’s in kosmiotés, orderliness, and
eutaxia, proper arrangement. She knows what to say, when to say it, and to whom to say it in
order to perform chastity to the utmost extent, shaping her narrative publicly and privately even
before the test.

During the test itself, we see that not only has Leucippe guided the narrative effectively,
but she has paid enough attention to the priest’s description to give the most convincing
performance the crowd has ever seen. Leucippe, properly costumed,®” walks into the cave

confidently — koopiog. This adverb encompasses orderliness, stateliness, ornamentation, and

%5 Sravedw 7 T Agvkinmn vevpott deavel Tov eoBov oD matpdg EEelelv dmiotapévn oim 87 Tpdnm pdiicta oletat
neioew, “I signal to Leucippe with an indistinct nod to allay her father’s fear, because she knows by what method
she thinks she can best convince her father” (8.7.4).

%6 Kéxeivn 68 £66Kel potl TaDTOV VTOTTEVELY, HGTE TaYD HEV GUVIKE: S1EVOETTo 8¢ Kol mpd Tod Tap’ Euod veduatoc,
TG Gv Koopmtato tpoceveydein t@ motdpott. “And she seemed to me to notice the same thing, with the result
that she quickly understood. And she had this in mind even before my nod, how he could most appropriately be led
to reassurance” (8.7.4).

57 ¢6tOMOTO 8¢ 1) Agvkinmn iepd oTOAf: TONPNC YLTDVY, 006VNC O YITAOV, {DVN KaTh PéGOV TOV YLTdVe, Tovio TeEPl
TNV KEPOUATY QOwIKoBapng, dcdvdarog 6 modg. kai 1 pev giotjiAfe mavy kooping “Leucippe was adorned with a
holy robe; a chiton which fell to her feet, a chiton of fine linen, a girdle around the middle of the chiton, a band
around her head colored purple, unsandaled feet. And she walked in [to the cave] in a very dignified manner”
(8.13.1).
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confidence, revealing the multiple ways Leucippe is demonstrating her sophrosyne. Cleitophon
may be nervous,® but Leucippe is not. The music which emanates from the cave justifies (or
perhaps results from) her confidence.

Tadtd pov TPoOg ELAVTOV AAAODVTOG HEAOC £ENKOVETO LOVGIKOV, Kol EAEYETO UNOETMOTOTE
MyvpadTEPOV 0VTMG GKOLGOTVaL: Kol €00VC dvemyuévag eidouev tag Bupac. wg 8¢
€€€0opev N Agvkiman.

While | babbled these things to myself, a melody was heard a musical one, and it was
said that never had a clearer melody been heard than this one; and immediately we saw
the doors had been opened. And then out leapt Leucippe! (8.14.1)

We discover that despite whatever divine threats or aid she may have endured, the syrinx —
which has been made synonymous with Leucippe — has given a superb performance to prove
Leucippe’s chastity, because the tune which emerges from the cave is clearer (Atyvpmtepov) than
any before.

Finally, Leucippe leaps forth (¢¢06opev), whether from sheer dramatic flair, a fear of Pan
or both. In combination with the doors suddenly (gv60¢) and mysteriously being opened
(avemypévag), we can understand this, too, as part of her performance. Leucippe’s leap, caught
up in performance as it is, holds these same resonances. Along with her control of the “narrative
direction” and her “vibrant self—propulsion” (her megalopsychia) into the test, this leap adds a
final flourish to her performance, solidifying both her rhetorical and bodily chastity. The timing
is perfect, the music is perfect, and Leucippe, too, is perfectly chaste. Like Cleitophon, Leucippe
has successfully constructed her narrative of sophrosyne. In her performance, she exploits the

weaknesses in the chastity test, treads carefully in her not—lies, and guides the story before,

%8 "Om pév mapBévog 1 Asvkinmm nenictevica, GAAY OV Idva, @ @idtérn, eofoduot. “I am sure Leucippe is a virgin,
but, my dearest, I am afraid of Pan!” (8.13.2).
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during, and after the chastity test. Her demonstration of sophrosyne plays with the reader’s
expectations of a virginity test and highlights, yet again, Achilles Tatius’ knowing manipulation

of the novel’s anxiety about sophrosyne.
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Chapter Two: Braziers, Bluffing, and Brazenness

Bucion Kol ceayal T ETabia TV GOEPOVOVVIMV.
“Sacrifices and slaughters are the prizes for those who are chast
— Aithiopika 10.9.1

e|7’59

While the tests of sophrosyne we saw in Achilles Tatius were stylistically and
chronologically distinct from one another, Heliodorus, as is typical of his style, creates a more
complex situation in three ways. First, the stakes of the chastity tests in the Aithiopika are
inverted. If Charikleia and Theagenes pass the test, they will die. This inversion causes the
internal and external audiences to be doubly anxious, because they want the hero/ine to pass (to
be chaste) and also to fail (to stay alive). Kirk Ormand says this must occur, because

Heliodorus has pushed this tension [between conflicting desires for the outcome of the

narrative] as far as it can go, pushed it so far, in fact, that it can only be resolved by a

sleight of hand. I intend the image of sleight of hand quite literally: for, as in a conjuror’s

trick, Heliodorus distracts us from the central question of Chariclea’s virginity, and in so

doing resolves the conundrum of the plot. The sequence of events is complex.®
Ormand here counts the performativity and narrative control which Charikleia and Theagenes
exercise during and after their tests as “distractions” from their virginity. I claim these
distractions instead amplify the protagonists’ sophrosyne, not just their virginity; this
amplification creates a picture of chastity which is perhaps the fullest of any of the novels.
Second, Charikleia and Theagenes undergo a doubled chastity test in the Aithiopika. Each
protagonist must showcase both their bodily chastity (their virginity) and their rhetorical chastity
(their ability to convince the crowd of said virginity). For the former, Charikleia and Theagenes

must stand unburned on a hot gridiron. To prove the latter, they must give their audience a

performance which convincingly and overwhelmingly displays their sophrosyne: Charikleia with

59 All Greek text comes from the Budé Heliodorus.
80 Ormand (2010) 183.
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her display of tragic, defiant virginity and Theagenes with his display of creative, skilled self—
control. Finally, the chastity tests in the Aithiopika are intertwined. The narrator weaves
Charikleia’s test with Theagenes’, creating a complex tapestry of drama and suspense which
keeps the reader guessing even after the tests are complete. As we saw with Leucippe and
Cleitophon, the manipulation, deceit, and stagecraft inherent to these chastity tests allow the
protagonists to display both bodily and rhetorical chastity.

In this chapter, I begin as | did with Leucippe and Cleitophon, by arguing that the first
book of the novel establishes sophrosyne as a concern central to the narrative. I then identify the
main themes in the protagonists’ bodily and rhetorical chastity tests in Book X, focusing first on
Charikleia and then on Theagenes.®* By highlighting the performativity and narrative control
present in Charikleia and Theagenes’ tests of sophrosyne, | demonstrate that the Aithiopika, just
like Leucippe and Cleitophon, ends not with simple, believable resolution but a constructed,
performative display of chastity.

A Beautiful Shroud: The Aithiopika and Sophrosyne

In Book | of the Aithiopika, sophrosyne clearly drives the actions of the characters,
despite how little the audience knows about them. For example, when the second group of
bandits comes upon Charikleia and Theagenes, Charikleia demonstrates that sophrosyne is her
highest virtue, even above restraining herself from murder. Standing over the convincing
argument of several dead bodies, she proves that she can and will distribute éxdikiog tfic €ig
cwepocvuvny VPpeme, “vengeances for outrage against chastity” (1.3.1). Later, when she lies

miserable in her bed at the second bandits’ camp, she prays to Apollo, and shows that her

61 When Heliodorus’ multilayered narrative makes their tests impossible to separate, I discuss the events in
chronological order.
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sophrosyne allows not only for the deaths of others but even for her own death.

«Kai ot tadto otioelg; Ei pev ig Odvatov avoPpiotov, 1100 10 1é€log, &1 6¢ pe yvooetal
TIG aioYPAS, IV UNOET® UNdE Oeayévng, &yd HEV dyyxovn mpoAnyopat Ty Dpv, Kabapdav
EUanTNV domep PLAATTO Kol péypt Bovatov PLAGENcH Kol KaAOV EVIAQLOV THV
oOPPOCHVNV ATEVEYKOUEVT: GOD 08 0VOEIS EGTAL SIKACTNG TIKPOTEPOG.»

“And to what end will you bring these things? If it is to an unabused death, that end
would be sweet, but if someone will know me shamefully, which not even Theagenes has
yet done, | will take hanging before the abuse, keeping myself just as pure as | keep
myself now, even until my death, rendering my chastity a beautiful shroud; there will be
no more bitter judge than you!” (1.8.3)

This prayer, our first extended glimpse into Charikleia’s thoughts, shows that sophrosyne is her
first priority, and she is willing to confront anyone — bandits, Theagenes, Apollo himself — to
preserve it.

Honesty, too, is second to sophrosyne for Charikleia. She lies about the identities of
herself and Theagenes, saying that they are siblings rather than lovers. As a result, Theagenes
doubts whether Charikleia will actually remain loyal to him. She responds

«BEvpnunocov» €pn 1 k6p1m «Unodé pot yivov t@v cupgop@dv Baputepog UnoE, Toso0Tnv

Exov €k TV TapeABOVTOV TNV KT’ EUoD 510 TAV EpymV doKipaciov, €K AOY®OV ETKaip®V

Kol TPOG TL YpeudoeS elpnpévemv dye St vmoyiag’. . . Ey®d yop dvotuyelv pév ovk

dpvodpat, Ur) cOPPOVEIV 8¢ 00dv oBtw Platov dote pe petomeicdijvor &v povoy oida p

ocwppovodoa, TOV €€ apytg éml ool TOOoV.»

“Hush!” said the girl, “and don’t be a heavier weight for me than our misfortunes, since

you, after what we’ve gone through, have so much proof about me from my deeds.
Come, don’t become suspicious®? because of my words, which were timely and spoken

62 While éye is more often simply a parenthetical “come,” there is no other finite verb in this sentence to accompany
the second undé, so I have translated dye o1’ voyiog as “become suspicious,” or more literally, “act because of
suspicion.” Heliodorus elsewhere repeats the phrase dye 61" vmoyiag, also in connection with a verbal defense of
sophrosyne at 7.4.1. Thyamis, the son of Kalasiris, is described in 7.2.3 as one who ¢¥o&l e Kai €k Taidwv &0
TEPLKMG TA €iG cw@pochvny, “by nature and from childhood had tended well to the things suitable for chastity.” A
few paragraphs later, Thyamis must defend his chastity before the people of Memphis. When Thyamis was a priest,
he had been accused before the satrap Oroondates of an affair with the satrap’s wife, Arsake, for which his brother
was really responsible. Thyamis was then banished, but he has returned in Book VI to reclaim his priesthood with
the help of Theagenes. When Arsake asks Thyamis to tell his side of the story, the people of Memphis react as
follows. [1pog tadta dtetapdydn peév kot coumav 10 Mepprrdv miiibog, tov e @vapy avoyvopilovieg Kol Tig
GTPOGIOKNTOV PLYTIG VTG TNV aitiov &v Apyfl HEV Kal Nvike &yiveto dyvonoovieg ék 08 TV AgxBévtov d1” dToyiog
1€ dyovteg kai M0y eivor motevovteg. “In response to these things, the crowd of Mempbhitians was thoroughly
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for something necessary... for [ am not denying our bad luck, but there is nothing so
violent that | would change my mind about being chaste. With respect to one thing alone
| know I was not chaste — the desire I had for you from the beginning.” (1.25.3-4)

For Theagenes and Charikleia, anxiety about their sophrosyne eclipses all other morality, defines
(and strains) their relationship, and explicitly connects to falsehood. Counterintuitively,
Charikleia’s commitment to the act of being chaste — cm@poveiv — occurs in the context of her lie
about her relationship and the possibility that she might renege on her vows to Theagenes. The
first use of this verb occurs a few scenes earlier, in Knemon’s tale, and also directly correlates to
lying. Knemon’s stepmother, Demainete, tries to seduce him; when she does not succeed, she
enacts the revenge of Potiphar’s wife: by lying to her husband about the violence of her “suitor.”

TV o1V dmovciav Enttnpnoag tadta o1 td elwbdTa Tapatvodoay Kol coEPovelv

TAPOKELEVOUEVIIV UNdE TTPOG ETaiparg Exety TOV vodv kol pHéBas ... Aag o€ Katd Tig

YOO TPOG EVOAALEVOG 0VTMG EXEV (G Opag O1E0NKE.

So he, watching out for your departure, while | was offering those usual admonishments

and ordering him to be chaste and not to keep his mind on women and drinking ... he,

having leapt forward, put his foot to my stomach, so that I am in the state you see now.
(1.10.4)

Demainete invents Knemon’s failure to control himself (co@poveiv) to conceal her own lustful
and violent behavior.®® This use of co@povsiv complements the other instances in Book I which
use sophrosyne as a justification for dishonesty and violence. It is no surprise, then, that when
sophrosyne returns in Book V111, the theme of deception also returns, and Charikleia and

Theagenes’ sophrosyne again exists alongside manipulation and performance.

disturbed, having recognized Thyamis and, in the beginning, having been unaware of what reason there was for his
unexpected flight. But now, having become suspicious [about his flight] from the things he said, they believed
completely that his story was true” (7.4.1).

83 While this scene is only verbally violent, Demainete’s next scheme is to trick Knemon into murdering his own
father. Demainete has set Knemon up with a female slave, Thisbe, who tricks him into thinking Demainete is being
disloyal to his father. Knemon goes on to murder Demainete’s lover, nearly stabs his own father, and is put on trial
and banished from his home.
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A Fine Reward: Charikleia’s Test

As Book X opens, Hydaspes, the king of Ethiopia, is returning victoriously to his palace.
With him are captives of war, including Theagenes and Charikleia, who will be ritually
sacrificed to honor Hydaspes’ victory. This sacrifice, we learn, is set up as a theatrical
performance. There are restrictions on who can attend as a fswpoc, an audience member,®* and
the pavilion set up for the ritual human sacrifice is described as v oknviv, the dramatic stage.®®
As John Winkler writes, “we are audience to a scene which includes an audience.”®® We also
learn that Theagenes and Charikleia are already performing.

KaTNQEIG pév, ola ikdg, ol GAlor—Ocayévng 82 én’ Ehattov—, 1 Xopikielo 8¢ kol

QUOPGD TA TPOSHOT® Kol LEWIDVTL cLVEXEG TE Kol AtevES gig Vv [lepoivvay dpopdoa,

dote Kakelvny mabelv TL TPOG TV Syv.

The rest of [the captives] were downcast, as you might expect — but Theagenes was the

least downcast among them — and Charikleia with her gleaming, smiling face continually

and unflinchingly gazed at Persinna, so that woman suffered something at the sight of
her. (10.7.3)

Charikleia here has already begun her rhetorical test of chastity by constructing a performance of
the confidently chaste virgin. Although not allowed to attend as a Oewpog, she nevertheless acts
as a spectator here, turning her gaze back upon Persinna, the wife and queen of Hydaspes —
Charikleia is aware of her audience. Theagenes, whose rhetorical test occurs later, is not

explicitly performing, but he, too, is set apart by his “least downcast” expression. These echoes

84 Krjpukeg obv odtika SujyyeAdov TV ypaeiv, HOve ¢ 8ppevi YEVEL THY DIAVINGIY EMITPEMOVTES YOVOIEL 8&
QmayOPEVOVTEC . . . LoV 88 mopsivon yovoukdv Tij iepsia g TeAvaiog émtétponto, kai qv 1 Hepoivva . . . "Epshie
8¢ dpa kai 1 Xapikielo topioecbat 10l dpwuévolg, ovy i Bewpog dAN’ iepeiov écopévn tiig Zeinvaiog. “So
heralds immediately announced [Hydaspes’ return], permitting attendance only to the male sex, and excluding
women . .. only one of the women, the priestess of Selene, was permitted, and that was Persinna . . . Charikleia also
was going to be present for the proceedings, not as a spectator, but in order to be the sacrifice for Selene” (10.4.5).
85 Katd m)v mponutpenicpuévny &v td medio oknviyy mpokadicavteg, “[the crowd] having sat down before the skene
which was prepared in advance on the plain” (10.6.2). J. W. H. Walden notes that skene is almost always “used of
the ‘stage’ (or that part of the theatre devoted to the actors) and of a spectacle,” so it is reasonable to read this skene
as a signal of drama. Walden (1894) 29.

8 Winkler (1990) 156.
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of theater — audience, staging, expression, and performance — encourage us to look for
performativity in the bodily test of chastity which follows.

Both Charikleia and Theagenes undergo the same test of bodily chastity. As sacrifices—
to—be, they must remain unburnt on a hot gridiron in front of a large, almost exclusively male
audience. This test, which has physical, observable results — burned feet — leaves little room for
the ambiguity and deception we saw in Achilles Tatius. As Hydaspes describes this test to
Persinna, however, his language allows subtle ambiguities to cloud an otherwise straightforward
test."Ev povov av Pondnoeiey, i tiig Eoydpac fiv oicOa émPdco ur dyvevovod mog opdiog g
npog avopag eheyyOein. “One thing alone would aid her: if, when she steps on that gridiron
which you know about, she would somehow not be proven clean of intercourse with a man”
(10.7.7). The language of this description is multilayered and knowing on multiple fronts, which
allows for performance, though not for deception. First, éoydpa, which is customarily translated
gridiron, ranges in meaning from grate to brazier to pan of coals to altar; at the very least, it is
something which burns. This language of heat — and, more specifically, the use of éoydpa — adds
a layer of innuendo to the passage. As Jeffrey Henderson, citing Aristophanes, acknowledges,
goyapa is a common euphemism for female genitalia.

KUKV TG Eoyapag, stirring up the coals, at Eq 1286 refers to cunnilingus; the schol.

glosses ta xeikn TV yovoikeiov aidoiov. . . . Eoydpa as labia seems to have been a

common term . . . Aristophanes seems to have made a pun out of a climactic line from

Euripides' Helen (566): o ypdviog EAOav otic dauaptog £ xépoac, O timely arrived to the

arms of your wife!, for the last two words of which Aristophanes has substituted

goyapoc.’
Such an overtone is hardly out of the question, especially since the novels lean heavily on

comedy. If Charikleia and Theagenes are not burned when they encounter the éoydpa, they are

57 Henderson (1991) 143.
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chaste; in other words, they have not touched tac éoydpac. As Helen North observes, a fire—
based test naturally reflects sophrosyne. “The metaphor, ubiquitous in the erotic poetry of all
times, that likens the passion of love to a flame, has as its natural counterpart the comparison of
sophrosyne to a force capable of extinguishing the fire.”®® The gridiron does not merely display
the fact of their purity, but their force of will in maintaining that purity.

The sense of knowingness around the bodily chastity test is confirmed when Hydaspes
describes the &oyépa as fiv oicOa, “the gridiron which you know about,” speaking to his wife.
The relative pronoun here adds a stronger sense of mystery than the deictic Tvde or tavTnv.
Instead, fiv oicOa explicitly invokes knowledge, creating a circle of private information to which
only Hydaspes and Persinna are party. This may simply refer to Persinna’s role as the priestess
of Selene, since she has likely seen this rite performed before, but a more skeptical reading — and
one more consistent with the mystery and nuance Heliodorus favors — encourages the reader
toward doubt. What does Persinna know about this éoyépa? More precisely, what doesn 't
everyone else know? This small interjection clouds the purity of the test with doubt and adds
even more knowingness to Heliodorus’ description of the bodily test of chastity. The subtle pun
in éoydpa, the familiar resonance of sophrosyne as a force which quenches heat, and the explicit
focus on knowledge shifts the bodily display of chastity from a public, unfalsifiable test to a
more self-conscious, performative demonstration of both virginity and sophrosyne. Someone
who recognizes the levels of meaning and opportunities for narrative here could successfully
take and perform this test, just as Charikleia and Theagenes eventually do.

With this knowing, theatrical backdrop, the moment of Charikleia and Theagenes’ bodily

% North (1966) 386.
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chastity test arrives. The éoyapa is brought out; Theagenes steps first. Naturally, he passes — we
have watched him resist the urge to have sex with Charikleia for nine books now. Curiously,
though, the language of his passing the test is kaBapedwv Epaivero, “he appeared to be acting
purely” (10.9.1). The language of seeming and appearance here encourages an awareness of the
performativity of the test. Theagenes also undermines the very premise of the test: death is a
disappointing reward for chastity.

«Koara» Aéyov npépa mpog v Xapikielav «taniyeipa wap’ Aibioyt tdv Kabapdg
Blovviov- Buoiotl Kol ceayai To ETaOA0 TOV COEPOVOVVIMV.»

Speaking alone to Charikleia, he said, “What a lovely reward from the Ethiopians for
those who live their lives purely: sacrifices and slaughters are the prizes for those who are
chaste!” (10.9.1)

His objection to the test enhances the tension in our mind about the results of the test: Charikleia
has promised to die chaste, and it seems like she will. Theagenes also objects to Charikleia’s
sense of timing, which implies that he knows she is giving or could give a performance. He
identifies the test of bodily chastity as an opportunity for her to display rhetorical sophrosyne
and, in Ormand’s words, “distract” from the fatal fact of her chastity.

A guktdrn, T 0Oyl ppalelc cantiv; molov avapévelc ETt katpdv; fj Tov &g av
amodeipotounon tig; Aéye, IKeTeL, KOl PVVE TV GOOTNG TOYNV.

But, dearest, why don’t you explain yourself? What right moment are you still waiting
for? For the time when someone beheads us?! Speak, | beg you, and declare your fortune.
(10.9.1-2)
Theagenes questions Charikleia’s sense of timing, her xaipdc. Like Cleitophon, he supports the
heroine’s subsequent display of chastity by drawing attention to her sophrosyne.
Charikleia’s response offers proof of both her bodily and rhetorical sophrosyne as she

takes advantage of this dramatic opening. She steps onto the grid before she is told to do so,

interrupting the flow of the ritual.
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'H 8¢ «ITinciov 0 dymvy gimodoa «koi vV TaAavtedel T Kod’ HUAg 1 poipoy unde
KeAEDOOL TOVG EMTETAYUEVOLG AVaUEiVAGa EVEOD TE TOV K AEAQDV 1epdV YLTdVA, £K
P10V TIVOG O EMEPEPETO TPOKOUIGAGO, XPLGODPT T€ HVTA Kl AKTIGL KATATOGTOV, THV
€ KOUNV GVEIG Kail 010V KATOY0G Qaveica Tpocédpapé e kol dpiAato Tij £oxdpa Ko
EIGTNKEL TOADV YpOVOV AmadnC.
“My test is near,” she said, “and now fate weighs our circumstances.” Not even waiting
for the test administrators to order her, she donned her chiton from the priesthood of
Delphi, producing it from a little bag she carried. It was sewn with golden thread and
embroidered with sunbeams, and letting down her hair, seeming like a possessed woman,
she ran forward and leapt onto the gridiron and stood for a long time unharmed. (10.9.3)
Charikleia, like Leucippe, exercises impeccable timing, is costumed, and takes ownership of the
test. The language of this passage — seeming (paveica) like a woman possessed — highlights the
performativity and creativity of her test. There is even a certain metanarrative awareness present
in Charikleia’s declaration; ta k08’ fudg directly mirrors the common phrase used to name an
ancient Greek novel.®® Charikleia, in parallel with Leucippe, also performs physically as she

leaps to her chastity test. As Alex Purves writes of Homeric heroes,

The hero’s leap “showcases him at his most performative” and this performance is
thereby inevitably entangled with the whole complex structure of narrative direction and
design; the vibrant self—propulsion of a body through space cannot help carrying the
momentum of the plot along with it.”

Charikleia’s leap here contains the same performative resonances and shows her agency over the
narrative. Her disregard for the timing of the test and its threat to her life showcases her
megalopsychia, her “contempt for death,” which North, drawing on Christian martyrologies,
identifies as yet another signal of sophrosyne.”* Her leap emphasizes her confidence and

continues the challenge she issued to the audience by staring at Persinna. We can see

8 Whitmarsh (2005) 590ff., but especially 596: “We can thus identify three broad categories of title elements for the
novels: (A) ta epi or ta katd + name(s) of protagonist(s).”

0 Purves (2019) 97.

"1 North (1966) 313. “The Christian ideal of the virgin martyr unites in a new synthesis sophrosyne and
megalopsychia, purity and contempt for death.”
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Charikleia’s rhetorical chastity in her awareness of her audience and the stakes of her
performance. Likewise, her unharmed stance on the éoydpa demonstrates her bodily chastity.
Finally, just as the priest recognized sophrosyne in Leucippe because of her interruption,
S0 too the crowd recognizes sophrosyne in Charikleia’s timely display.
Odupog yodv duo mavtoc katéoye: Kol forv piav donuov pev Koi dvapbpov dnAoTiKnv
0¢ tod Bavpatog Ennymoav TOV T€ AAA®V dyacBivies kol TALoV 6Tt KAALOG oUTMC
VIEPAVOpmTOV Kol TO dplov THE akufg dfiktov ETpet kal £xely £VESEIKVUTO GOEPOGHVY
A éoV | T dpQ KOGHOVUEVOV.
And so amazement at once seized everyone; and they uttered a shout, unified and
indistinct and unintelligible, which indicated their wonder. They were astonished (even
more than they were at the rest of the circumstances) that beauty so superhuman and
flowering to its peak was kept untouched, and it was proven to have an even greater
adornment in her chastity’? than in her youth. (10.9.4)
The language of ornamentation, as North notes, is common to sophrosyne, which is “the best or
only proper adornment for a woman.” " Charikleia employs every ornament at her disposal —
beauty, youth, timeliness, megalopsychia — to capture her audience with wonder at her greatest
ornament, sophrosyne. Like Leucippe, Charikleia manipulates her audience while she passes the
test, simultaneously performing rhetorical chastity and bodily chastity.
The Bull and the Ethiopian Champion: Theagenes’ Test
After Charikleia reveals her identity and her marriage to Theagenes,’# it is Theagenes’

turn to demonstrate his rhetorical chastity. His test, which displays themes of self—control,

performance, and Greek superiority, relies on the metaphor of sophrosyne as mastering a beast,

2 There are unfortunately several textual difficulties surrounding sophrosyne here. According to the Budé editor,
manuscripts V, Z, M, and P have cogpocuvy, while Bas, A, and T have cogpoctdvny. Further, V, Z, and P have 1,
while M, A, and T do not. The exact grammar is unclear, but in all cases the sense remains — Charikleia’s chastity is
the more impressive feature of her display.

3 North (1966) 383.

"4 Technically, Charikleia’s display of rhetorical chastity continues well into the revelation of her identity as she
argues against her own sacrifice. | have chosen not to classify this as part of her test of sophrosyne in favor of
framing it as an effect of the test, because Charikleia’s sophrosyne is what allows her to enter into dialogue with the
gymnosophists and argue for her life and status as the Ethiopian princess.
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just as Charikleia’s test relied on sophrosyne as quenching a fire or as an ornament. As North
says, “nothing is more familiar in Greek art than the symbolic battle between the human (or the
Divine) and the bestial, resulting in a victory of order, civilization, sophrosyne over chaos,
barbarism, hybris.”” We see this in Theagenes’ test as he wrangles a bull and fights with
Ethiopian man, displaying his sophrosyne both as a suitable husband for Charikleia and as a
Greek man.

His test begins when some bulls and horses, which are meant to be sacrificed to the Sun
and Moon, get spooked at the sight of a giraffe, which has been presented as a gift for Hydaspes
10.28.1-3). Theagenes, thinking quickly, responds immediately in a way which showcases his
sophrosyne, which here means his self-control and his control over animals.

"Evtad0a 6 Ocayévng, eit’ obv oikodev dvdpein ¢ Auott Kivovpevog ite Kol &k Tov

Oedv OpUR XPNOGAUEVOG . . . KOl TAV 0V S100pAvIeV ITnwv £vOg AABOUEVOC TOIG TE VMDTOLG

gpintatol Kol TdV avyeviov Tpiydv mdpasduevos Kol 6ca yaAtv®d i) xoitn Ypouevos

pvorilet te T TTEPVN TOV ITmov Kol avtl LaoTtiyog Th oxiln cvvexde EMOTEPY®V EML TOV

Sradpbvta TV TapmV HAAVVE. .. TPoidVTOg 8¢ ToD EyyelpuoTog 8Tt Ui AmodeiMacicny

uNnde Amddpacig To0d ceaylacdijvol HeTeEd1dGoKOVTO.

At this Theagenes, whether moving because of his internal, courageous will or

experiencing an impulse from one of the gods . . . having taken hold of one of the horses

which had not run away, flew up to its back and, laying hold of the hair of its mane, using
its hair like a bridle, spurred the horse with his heel. Urging it on continually with a piece
of wood instead of a whip, he drove it toward the one of the bulls which was running

away. . . as his undertaking continued, [the audience] changed their minds: this was not a

show of gross cowardice or an attempt to escape being slaughtered. (10.28.4-5)
Theagenes here is inventive, quick, manly, and, most importantly, in control. He uses the same
sense of timing he displayed earlier to Charikleia to take control of the situation. Though the

word sophrosyne does not appear in this description, it is clear that Theagenes here is employing

the restraint and control which are characteristic of chastity; Theagenes’ sophrosyne conquers the

75 North (1966) 381.
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bull’s chaos.

Once Theagenes has the bull in his control, he doubles his display of order over chaos.
Through his self-control, he performs a creative, generative act: blending a bull with a horse to
create the appearance of a new creature, the hippotaur, to the audience.

TOV dpopoV 0UTmg OpdTAYOV PLOUILMV MC Kol GLUPVEIC ElvoL TAS KOPLPAS TAV LDV TOVG

ToppOTEP® PavtalesOot kai oV Oeayévny Aaunpdg Exberalev EEvny Tiva TadhTV

inmotavpov Euvopida (evéapevov.

He calculated their run so precisely that it appeared from far away that the heads of both

animals were one being, and [the crowd] praised Theagenes as a god, so brilliantly had he

yoked two animals into whatever strange being this was, a hippotaur. (10.29.1)

Not only has Theagenes found a way to solve the dangerous problem of runaway animals, but he
has done so inventively, creatively — and apparently divinely. His performance of sophrosyne so
impresses the audience that they praise him as god (éx6g1alew). Further, his creation of the
hippotaur has the same performative sense of seeming (rather, “making to seem,” pavtalecOat)
which we saw in Charikleia’s chastity test. Theagenes, by making two wild and distinct things
seem like one created thing, performs a victory of order over chaos. All these elements
contribute to Theagenes’ display of sophrosyne, especially in light of North’s paradigmatic
reading of sophrosyne as a victory over chaos.

As the display continues, Theagenes next displays his sophrosyne to the crowd by
imposing civilization on chaos by performing taurokathapsia, bull-throwing, which is traditional

in Theagenes’ home, Thessaly.’® He lets the horse go, straddles the bull, and eventually pins the

bull to the ground, throwing the bull over onto its back and shoulders to land, helpless, with its

76 See Reardon (1989) 580, n.249. Winkler notes that “this description of the technique of bull throwing
(taurokathapsia) accords fairly closely with that found in other references to the sport. It was practiced particularly
in Thessaly, which is Theagenes’ home.”
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belly on the ground.”” This mastery of bull-throwing and, as a result, of his homeland’s
traditions, evokes the “victory of civilization over chaos” to which North refers; Theagenes has
imposed a civilizing force through the Thessalian practice of bull-throwing. His victory restores
order and displays his sophrosyne to the crowd, to Hydaspes, and to Charikleia. Theagenes ends
his impressive shows of mastery with another performative touch which emphasizes his
rhetorical chastity — sophrosyne as the ability to choose the right moment to perform.”®
‘Emékerto 6€ 0 Oeayévng, Toiv xepoiv TV Aoidv Hovny i 10 Enepeidetv Amacyor®dv, TV
de€lav 0¢ €lg TOV 0VPOVOV AVEX®DV Kol cLuVEXEG EMoEiwV €1G T€ TOV Y dAomnV kal TO AL
mAf00¢ Ihapov anéPrene, T® peWdtapatt TPOg T0 cuvndechHat delovEVOS Kol Td
LUKNOUG ToD Tapov KaBATEP GAATLYYL TO EMVIKIOV AVOKTPVTTOUEVOG.
And Theagenes pressed down, using his left hand alone to apply pressure to the bull, and
lifting his right hand toward the sky and waving continuously, he looked joyfully at
Hydaspes and the rest of the crowd, welcoming them with a smile to rejoice with him and
proclaiming his victory with the lowing of the bull just like a war trumpet. (10.30.5)
Theagenes, just as aware of his audience as Charikleia was of hers, uses their expectations of a
delightful spectacle to display a double sophrosyne in his mastery over the hippotaur and his
mastery over the narrative around his victory. His success is confirmed by the crowd’s response.
Avtiyet 0¢ kai 1 Tod oMpov Bor|, Tpavov PEV 0VOLV gl TOV Ematvov dlapBpodoa, KeMVOot
0¢ éml moAV 101G otopacty £ aptnpiag poévne o Badpa EEepmvet, xpovidy Te Kol

OUOTOVOV €iC OVPAVOV TAPATEUTOVCAL.

And there rose from the people a shout, articulating nothing distinct for which they
praised him, but with mouths wide—open from their very lungs they cried out their

710.30.2, 4. gmppintel 8¢ £00TOV TG avYEVL TOD TADPOL Kol TOIG KEPOUGL TO £AVTOD TPOGOMOV KATH TO HETALYULOV
EvidpHioag ToLG TYELS O¢ olovel aTe@dvny TepBeis Kal gig Gppa Kot ToD TOVPEION LETOTOV TOVG SOKTVAOVG
EMMAEEQG. .. ABpOOV €l KePUATV ceevdovnOeic kKOuPoyde te En’ durovg kol vato Prticbeic fmimto HrTiog Eni
TAEIoTOV, TAV PEV KEPATOV TR V1| Tpoomennydtmv. “He hurls himself onto the neck of the bull and, setting his own
face in the middle of its horns, putting his forearms like a crown around it and twining his fingers into a knot around
the forehead of the bull...suddenly, having been slung tumbling over its head and onto its shoulders and back,
bellowing, [the bull] is beaten onto its back, with its horns beating the earth.”

78 North writes that “Zeno defined arete generically as wisdom (phronésis) and explained the other three principal
virtues (protae aretae is the Stoic term) as manifestations of phronésis in different situations: justice in rendering
others their due, andreia in enduring, and sophrosyne in choosing . . . One [of Chrysippus’ definitions of
sophrosyne] says that sophrosyne is knowledge (epistémé) of things to be chosen and avoided or neither; its
antithesis, akolasia, is the ignorance of these matters.” North (1966) 215.
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wonder, sending it to the sky for a long time with continuous volume. (10.30.5)

As with Charikleia, the crowd’s wonder is indistinct, total, and overwhelming. In the face of
Theagenes’ performance of control, the crowd seems to have lost their own ability to control
themselves, which causes the narrative to take an unexpected turn — a second display of
rhetorical chastity.

After Theagenes’ victory over the hippotaur, the crowd calls for him to fight an Ethiopian
man belonging to Hydaspes’ nephew, Meroebos. This offers Theagenes yet another opportunity
to prove his (Greek, refined) sophrosyne by defeating “barbarism and chaos” in the form of
conquering the (Ethiopian, animalistic) other: ‘O tov é\épavta Aafav T@ TOV TaDpoV ELOVTL
Sryovilésm. “Let the one who took the elephant’® compete with the one who captured the
bull!” (10.30.7). This set of events has doubly significant stakes for Theagenes, who must
display his sophrosyne on two accounts. First, Theagenes must prove himself a more suitable
husband for Charikleia than Meroebos, Hydaspes’ nephew, who currently has Hydaspes’ favor to
marry Charikleia. As Hydaspes says before their contest, ig kapov fikeig . . . Huiv pev Buyatépo
ool ¢ vopeny, mg &otkev, é&gupnkacty. “You have come at the perfect time! [The gods] for us
have discovered a daughter, and for you, as it seems, a bride!” (10.24.1). As a result, the
Ethiopian champion who is standing in for Meroebos presents a sort of transferred threat to
Theagenes, who also wants to marry Charikleia. By conquering the champion sent from
Meroebos, Theagenes would prove himself before the crowd and Hydaspes as a more suitable
husband for Charikleia.

Second, and perhaps more subtly, Theagenes must prove himself as a Greek man, one

8 Meroebos said his champion could defeat all comers, and Hydaspes promised an elephant to whomever won such
a contest. No one stepped forward, so Meroebos’ man received the elephant by default in a rather humiliating
display, according to the crowd. For the full story, see 10.25.
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whose civilized sophrosyne can grant him victory over a barbarian’s hybris. North’s
characterization of sophrosyne as a victory of civilization over barbarism®® again becomes
evident when we watch Theagenes (a self-restrained, Greek man) conquer Meroebos’ unnamed
champion (an arrogant, Ethiopian man). 8 Theagenes’ strategy is described as oio. &1 yopveciov
avnp Kol GAOIPTiC €K VE@V AoKNTNG TV T€ Evayaviov Eppod téxvnv nkpipokac, “indeed, the
sort which is typical for a man of the gymnasium and one covered in wrestling oil from his youth
and a precise practitioner of the competitive skill which belongs to Hermes” (10.31.5). This
passage emphasizes Theagenes’ skill, training, and refinement, but it uses animalistic, rustic
language to describe the Ethiopian champion.

&yvo kol dmomepav g dvtiBéTov dvvapems Aapav Tpog pev dykov odTm melmplov Kol

ONPLOdDS TpayLVOUEVOV U] OPOGE YOPETY, EUTELPiQ 08 TNV AypolkoV iYLV

Katocopicactoal.

And [Theagenes], having already made a trial of his opponent’s strength, decided not to

come into the same space with a weight so gigantic and bestially rugged, but, from his

experience, to employ cunning against rustic strength. (10.31.5)
This description pits the language of animalism and raw force (dnpiwddg, Gypoikov icydv)
against experience and wisdom (éumepiq, xatacopicactar), further juxtaposing the two
combatants. By describing the Ethiopian champion’s actions as Onpiwddg, Heliodorus deepens
the divide North identified between “order, civilization, sophrosyne’ and “chaos, barbarism,

hybris.” Throughout chapters thirty—one and thirty—two, the Ethiopian champion is also

described as anoBaponocag, “incredibly confident,” éneyéla Prakddeg, “lazily mocking,” and

80 North (1966) 381.

81 While ancient racial dynamics do not fall into precisely the same patterns of systemic violence we see today, such
as anti—Black racism in the United States, the Aithiopika does emphasize ethnicity (i.e. Greek or Ethiopian) as a site
of difference and otherness. In combination with the violence in this scene, | read the fight between Theagenes and
the Ethiopian champion as a clash between Greekness (civilization, training, restraint) and barbarism (foreignness,
impulse, arrogance). See Lye (2016) and McCoskey (2019) for further discussion.



43

Evopav Eueldio 1€ oeoMPOg Kol EIPOVIKOIG TOIG vEDUAGTY EKQUVAILEY EDKEL TOV AVTITOAOV,
“glaring, he smiled,®? showing his teeth, and with insincere nods he seemed to disparage his
wrestling opponent.” These descriptors play into Greek stereotypes about the barbarian other and
thus allow Theagenes’ sophrosyne to stand out against the Ethiopian champion’s hybris.
Theagenes’ second victory confirms that he can use his Greek wrestling training to twist the
Ethiopian’s strength against him, select the most suitable plan of attack, and generate a crowd—
pleasing performance. As we saw with Cleitophon and Charikleia, the ability to choose the right
moment to perform or the right story to tell is also characteristic of sophrosyne. The crowd
responds to Theagenes’ sophrosyne with an enormous, out—of—control shout,® because he has
given them not one but two incredibly dramatic, skillful spectacles. Theagenes’ victory proves
that his timing, drama, self—control, and skill under pressure — and therefore his sophrosyne — are
as sharp as Charikleia’s.

Both Theagenes and Charikleia, like Leucippe and Cleitophon, perform dramatic,
captivating displays of chastity which confirm their sophrosyne on multiple levels. They possess
bodily chastity, as proven by the gridiron, and they demonstrate rhetorical chastity in crafty
performances of tragically beautiful womanhood and cunningly superior masculinity. While
these scenes lack the outright overtones of deception which characterized Leucippe and
Cleitophon’s tests, they do highlight the inherent potential for performance in these chastity tests.
In and out of the narrative, the audience watches Charikleia and Theagenes employ tools of

performance and drama in order to control the narrative and convince the audience of their

82 Winkler translates this “sneered,” which captures the animosity presumably present in the Heliodorus’ description
of the Ethiopian. In Reardon (1989) 581.

83 Mudic 81 oDv Pofic &mi TovTo1¢ Kol Yeymvotépac 1 10 mpdTepov H1d Tod TABoug dpBeiong, 008E 6 Pacthedg
gkaptépnoev AL’ aviroto te Tod Bpdvov. “So indeed, at these things one shout, sounding louder than the earlier
one, was lifted up by the crowd, and not even the king restrained himself, but jumped up from his throne” (10.31.3).
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sophrosyne. Rather than simply certifying the protagonists’ virginity, these tests of chastity offer
the protagonists a stage on which they can perform in order to soothe the novel’s deep anxiety

about sophrosyne.
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Chapter Three: Shouts, Silence, and Sensing the End
Téte pév ovv dmmAlattopeda, Kot kKpdtog §on VIKnoavteg Kol Hd mévTov eDENHOVUEVOL.
“So then we were free, having already won against his power and being praised by everyone.”
— Leucippe and Cleitophon 8.14.6

I have outlined the chastity tests in the final books of Leucippe and Cleitophon and the
Aithiopika to highlight two main ideas. First, the final tests of sophrosyne in these novels involve
two dimensions: proof of virginity (bodily chastity), and a convincing performance of said bodily
chastity (rhetorical chastity). Second, these chastity tests demand some level of deception,
performance, and manipulation, because sophrosyne is itself a site of performance and
uncertainty. The protagonists and their audiences are participating in a performance designed to
reassure everyone involved that the ensuing marriage will be faithful, chaste, and thus legitimate.
Whether the protagonists provide this reassurance by standing unburned on a hot gridiron,
leaping from a cave at the right moment, or carefully revising the tale of their adventures, the
novels’ tests of sophrosyne necessitate and reward lies and performances.

I turn now to the aftermath of these tests of sophrosyne. What happens after the hero/ine
performs for their audience? What rewards or reactions result from a successful performance of
sophrosyne? How does performed sophrosyne impact the hero/ine’s audience? In this chapter, I
aim to answer these questions by reading the responses of the audiences within Leucippe and
Cleitophon to the performance of each protagonist. | consider what reactions occur, what events
unfold, and what role sophrosyne continues to play in the narrative once the protagonists are
proven chaste. For the purposes of this chapter and the next, | use the term audience to refer only
to the novel’s internal audience: the people who observe the chastity tests as they unfold within
the narrative. | also discuss how the ending of Leucippe and Cleitophon, which is usually

dismissed as perfunctory at best, continues to pull the thread of sophrosyne through to the very
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end of the narrative. | show how Achilles Tatius plays with audiences inside and outside the
novel as he draws the idea of narrative control to its fullest — and most chaste — conclusion.
Crowd Control: Cleitophon’s Sophrosyne

After hearing Cleitophon’s skillfully revised version of events, his drunk (or at least
drinking)®* audience experiences a rush of various emotions in the brief time Cleitophon and
Leucippe allow them to process the story. Cleitophon notes

TaDTO AKOVOVTES O HeV lepeng Ekexnvel, Bavpalov EkacTov TdV Aeyouévav, O O
2DoTPATOG Kol EMEdAKPLEY, €1 TOTE KOTA AEVKITINV &yeydvel <tO> SpapLa.

Upon hearing these things, the priest gaped, marveling at each of the things which were
said, and Sostratos even wept, whenever the story was about Leucippe. (8.5.9)

These reactions — gaping, marveling, and weeping — all indicate an overwhelming amount of
emotion which robs the listeners of their self—control. The witnesses to Cleitophon’s display of
sophrosyne seem to be losing their own.%

Cleitophon’s post—narrative choices encourage this apparent loss of sophrosyne. Rather
than giving his audience time to respond and process the story he has told, Cleitophon moves on
almost immediately. He presses his audience — mostly drunk, weeping, astonished men who have
just heard a disturbing story of violence, near misses, and fear — for a coherent response.
Cleitophon redirects them from his own story of sophrosyne to a question about Thersander, and
by extension, about Leucippe’s sophrosyne.

kai énel mote dmavsduny, “To pév fuétepa,” einov, “frodoate: &v 88 aitd kéyd padsiv

Tapa 6oV, igped, LOVOV: Ti TOTE £0TIV O TEAELTAIOV AV 0 Oépoavdpoc katd Agvkinang

npocébnke, cOptyya einmv;”

And whenever I had finished, I said, “You’ve heard our story; but I ask to learn only one

8 [Ipoidvtog 8¢ Tod mdToL Koi ToD Atovicov kotd pHikpdv EEhackopuévon Thv aidd, “as the drinking went on and
Dionysius little by little washed away our shame” (8.4.2).

8 The exceptions to this loss of sophrosyne, as | will discuss shortly, are Melite and Leucippe, who are also
performing sophrosyne.
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thing from you, priest: whatever was the last thing which Thersander added as he was
leaving about Leucippe, talking about a syrinx?” (8.5.9)

Cleitophon’s words offer several insights into his motivations for telling the story and his
audience’s reactions. First, I suggest that we see Cleitophon’s sophrosyne on display again in his
sensitivity to his audience. He knows that what he has just narrated (ta nuétepa) will be hard to
bear, particularly for Leucippe’s father, and so he moves on to something which he hopes is
simpler and easier to digest (&v uévov). Especially given Sostratos’ reaction to Cleitophon’s
story, and later to the story of the syrinx, it seems prudent for Cleitophon not to dwell on his
story of pirates, mistaken identity, and risk, even edited as it is. We can also see a reiteration of
Cleitophon’s concern for Leucippe’s wellbeing: he wants to know if Thersander is still a threat to
her and thus to himself.

Cleitophon also shows awareness of his power as a narrator, behaving in accordance with
the storytelling sophrosyne he has already demonstrated. He directs the story elsewhere not only
out of courtesy for his listeners, but to obscure any holes in the plot and prevent any questioning
of his narrative. John Winkler writes of the Aithiopika that “the deepest anxiety which informs
this novel is the fear of misinterpretation,” and I think a similar anxiety is present in
Cleitophon’s skillful redirection of the symposium’s conversation.® If Cleitophon gives
Sostratos any more time to worry about his daughter, Cleitophon may be subject to further
questioning. Thus, when Cleitophon passes the narrative baton to the priest of Artemis, we can
read his decision as a conscious manipulation of his audience. If Cleitophon has been paying
attention (and we can assume by his careful editing and excellent recall that he has), he knows

that this priest of Artemis is long—winded — the ideal distraction from any holes in his own story

8 Winkler (1982) 120.
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—and equally narrative—savvy.

“ANLQ 6D vE,” EQN), “KOADC AVIPOL* Kol Yap €100TOC UAG T TTEPL TNV GVPLYYA TOIG
napodov o0Tmg dppocachal Tpoonkel: Kaym tOv 6OV aueiyopot pdbov einmv.”

“But you,” [the priest] said, “are raising a good point; for it is also fitting that we who

know the story of the syrinx adapt ourselves in this way to those present; and I, telling my

story, will answer yours.” (8.5.9).

The priest not only delivers his characteristic long—windedess, but also demonstrates an
awareness of Cleitophon’s tenuous position by affirming Cleitophon’s choice to redirect the
narrative.8’

As the priest of Artemis begins to wrap up his story, Leucippe then takes the reins of the
narrative. She identifies yet another point of vulnerability — the insinuation that Cleitophon’s
muthos may not have fully covered the threats Leucippe experienced — and jumps in to redirect.

“el pev yap ot mapbévog, mg Eymye Povloiuny, dmite yaipovteg Thg cVPLYYog TVXOVTES

gduevodg: ob yap v mote yedoarro Ty kpicyv: i 88 un, odtol yap iote olo eikdg v

ToG0TALG AVTV ETPOLAMIS Yevopévny dkovcsav—" Kai e000¢ 1] Agvkinnan, tpiv TOv

lepéa eimelv TOv €ENG Aoyov: “Qg vé pot dokel, unoe einng:”

“For if she is a virgin (as | at least would wish), go gladly and optimistically when you

meet the syrinx; for it would never falsify its judgment. But if she isn’t, well, you

yourselves know what sorts of things are typical in so many encounters which she has
experienced —” And immediately Leucippe, before the priest spoke his next word, said

“Well it seems to me that you should not say any more;” (8.6.15-8.7.1)

The longer the priest speaks (as he has been for two chapters now), the more he doubts the story
Cleitophon has told. Acting quickly, Leucippe interrupts with force and speed, cutting off
whatever well-meaning but possibly disastrous suggestion he was about to make. Her narrative

control takes a particular form — silencing. By cutting off the priest’s speech, Leucippe directs

the priest toward the only good type of speech: euphemia, or silence. As | mentioned in the first

87 We might even read the priest’s use of tov cov udov to refer to Cleitophon’s story as the priest’s awareness that
Cleitophon has not really told, as he says, ta nuétepa, but a more edited, less direct version of events.
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chapter, the verbal threat of defamation is as harmful to Leucippe’s rhetorical chastity as
physical threats have been to her bodily chastity.

In this scene, Cleitophon and Leucippe exercise dual control over Cleitophon’s audience
in order to present themselves as chastely as possible. While we see no explicit communication
between them about telling Cleitophon’s story, we know that Cleitophon’s narration usually
downplays Leucippe’s agency, as it does one scene later, when the priest’s story of the syrinx —
intended as a timely intervention — disturbs Leucippe’s father.

TOV HEVTOL ZAOGTPOTOV EOP®V DToBopvPnBévta T@ THg cVpLyyog dmynuatt, pur dpa o

nepl Th¢ mapOeviog 51" aidd TV TPOg adTOV Yevdmpeda. dovedm o1 T Agvkinmn

vevpatt Aeavel 1oV eOPov 10D matpog eEelely, Emotapévn oiw o Tpdn® pdAicta oletan

neloev. Kakeivn 0 £60KeL Lot TADTOV VTOTTEVELY, MOTE TAYXL UEV GUVIKE" O1EVOETTO 08

Kol TPOTOD map” EUOD VELLATOG, TS AV KooU®TaTa TpoceveXDein 1@ ToTONOTL.

péALovaa obv Tpdg Bvov avowpely kol domalopévn Tov Tatépa Npépa Tpog odTdv,

“Odppet, matep,” Epn, “nepl nod, Kol TioTELE TOIG ElPNUEVOLS. LA TV Yap ApTepy,

00O£TEPOC UMV 0VOEV yevoaro.”

Then | saw that Sostratos was incredibly worried by the story of the syrinx that we had

falsified the story of her virginity because of shame before him. So | motion to Leucippe

with an unseen nod to allay her father’s fear, since she knows in what manner she thinks
she can best persuade him. And she seemed to me to understand the very same thing, so
she quickly put it together; and she understood even before my first nod, how he could be
led to reassurance most tactfully. So, being about to retire to sleep and saying goodnight
to her father quietly, she said to him, “Take heart, father, about me, and trust the things
that have been said. For by Artemis, neither of us has told a lie.” (8.7.3-5)
Both Leucippe and Cleitophon here have the same instinctual response to preserve the
appearance of their sophrosyne. While the protagonists do not actually communicate or plan
together, this episode nevertheless reveals that Leucippe and Cleitophon are of one mind about
their narrative. With both Sostratos and the priest of Artemis, then, we see that Cleitophon and
Leucippe possess considerable rhetorical chastity. By imposing silence on Cleitophon’s

audience, both protagonists continue to demonstrate their sophrosyne as they prevent any

negative comments or conclusions about Leucippe’s bodily chastity. Though as yet unmarried,
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the two are working together to tell their version of events as they set the stage for Leucippe’s
performance of sophrosyne the next day.
A New Narrator: Leucippe’s Sophrosyne

Unlike Cleitophon, who performed sophrosyne for an intimate audience of symposiasts,
Leucippe performs for the entire populace, mdg pev 6 éfjuog (8.14.2). This audience has followed
the public trials of Leucippe, Cleitophon, Melite, and Thersander, so they are eager for a
resolution to the narrative. In response to Leucippe’s well-timed leap from the cave, then, this
audience can release their collectively held breath: a¢ 6¢ é€60opev 1| Agvkinmn, Tdc pev O dfpog
gEePonoev 1o’ Bovic® Kol OV Oépcavdpov Eloddpouv. “As Leucippe leapt out, the entire
deme shouted for joy and abused Thersander” (8.14.2). This reaction — a loud shout and physical
abuse — emphasizes the moblike nature of Leucippe’s audience. These responses perpetuate the
thread of violence which has run through Leucippe’s chastity test since we first learned what it
would be.

The performance of Leucippe’s sophrosyne also brings with it the revelation, or rather the
public confirmation, of Thersander’s treachery. Both the crowd and Thersander recognize that it
is Leucippe who is now in control of the narrative around her bodily chastity, and their violent,
loud reactions contrast starkly with Leucippe’s restraint. Even Cleitophon, who proved his own
sophrosyne and rhetorical skill only a day ago, loses control of his words and of himself: éym 6¢
doTic £yeyovey ovk v ginoyu Aoyw. “But I (whoever that man had become) could not have
spoken a word” (8.14.2). Cleitophon’s established eloquence deserts him, and his parenthetical

philosophical 6ot éyeydvery reveals that his relief — or perhaps his shock — is so great that it has

8 We might even read 0¢’ idoviig here as a kind of personal agency — it is not the crowd themselves who decide to
shout, but their joy forces them to do so. Such a reading further emphasizes Leucippe’s control over the crowd and
the narrative.
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shaken his sense of self. This response to Leucippe’s performance may remind us of his reaction
to another one of her performances in Book 111, when she, Menelaos, and Satyros conspire to
fake her death on an altar by securing the stomach of an animal to her and ripping out its guts.
Cleitophon, watching that horrible scene, says
T0 oAy va 68 €00VC EEemNonoey . . . €YD 8¢ €k mapardyov Kabfuevog E0eduny. o 8¢
MV EknAnEig: pétpov yap odk Exov 1O KakOV EvePpovincé pe. kai téya 6 tiig N1opne
udOog oK NV Yeudng, GALY Kdkeivn To100ToV Tt Tadodoa &l TH THV maidmv drmAein
d0Eav mapéoyev €K TG dxwvnoiog doel AMBog yevouévn
And immediately her guts leapt out...but I, beyond the ability to reason, sat and stared. It
was an incredible shock; for this immeasurable evil struck me dumb. And maybe the
story of Niobe was not made up, but that woman too, having suffered this sort of thing at
the destruction of her children, experienced because of her motionlessness a belief that
she was becoming like stone. (3.15.5-6)
Leucippe’s performance of death causes Cleitophon to lose his grip on reason and reality, truth
and falsehood, just as he does at her performance of sophrosyne — both performances even
involve leaping. This performance with the pseudostomach (trv mhaotnyv yaotépa, 3.21.2),
though much earlier in the novel, sets a precedent for an audience losing control over their voice,
actions, and even their sense of reality.®
Cleitophon himself, the person most aware of Leucippe’s virginity, is overcome with
shock at her cunning display of sophrosyne — even he had his doubts as she entered the cave. ‘Ot
ngv mapOévog i, Agvkinan, memiotevka, GAAY TV ITdva, & eultdrn, pofoduot. Ogdc dott
euomapOevog, kal dédotka. un devtépa Kol ob cOpryé vévn. “That you are a virgin, Leucippe, |

have full confidence, but | fear Pan, my dearest. The god is a lover of virgins, and | fear lest even

you may become a second syrinx” (8.13.2-3). That Leucippe’s performance of sophrosyne

8 The scene even makes it into Cleitophon’s edited account of their adventures (tfv Tapd 16 Bopud tractiy
yootépa, 8.5.1).
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manages to silence the repeated, explicit doubts of her lover, her father, and an entire crowd is a
testament to her narrative control — the only person unaffected by her display is Melite, the other
woman performing chastity.

Cleitophon’s final description of the crowd’s reaction to these chastity tests also involves
silence—via—praise. After Melite finishes her performance and Thersander flees the city, he says
TOTE P&V 0DV AMMAAATTOUED, KATA KPATOG HidN ViKioavteg kai vrd mdvtov svenuovpevor.? “So
then we were set free, having already won against his power and being praised by everyone”
(8.14.6). The crowd’s praise is a type of silence; the only way to speak well or without
consequence, to the Greek mind, is to remain silent. Thus, even as the crowd hurls insults at
Thersander and joyous shouts at Leucippe, they are silent about the problem of the protagonists’
sophrosyne. Sufficiently convinced that Cleitophon and Leucippe are chaste, they will speak no
more for or against them. In a paradoxical combination, the crowd is simultaneously stirred up to
a clamor and silenced. Intelligible, thoughtful responses are impossible; the populace loses their
own self—control in the face of performed sophrosyne.

The audience’s lack of control then allows the performers — Cleitophon, Leucippe, Melite
— to control the narrative and thus the audience themselves. We see this most clearly after
Leucippe’s test, when she abandons the modesty she had been so carefully displaying and takes
up the role of narrator, displacing Cleitophon as her father’s source of information.

N Aevkinan 0, dte o1 HAALOV TOV TOTEPO UNKETL AOOVEV OC GV capdS TapBEvog
evpebeioa, T cupPdvra peta Ndovilg dmyeiro.

But Leucippe, because she no longer felt any more shame before her father, because she
was found clearly a parthenos, narrated with pleasure the things which happened.
(8.15.3)

% The manuscripts disagree on the text after annAlattopedo and before xai vrod, but | have chosen to follow the
editor of the Budé and provide kotd kpdtog 101 ViknoovTeg.
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Cleitophon’s narration explicitly links Leucippe’s new narrative confidence to her lack of shame
(unkétt aidovpévn) and her public, no longer questionable chastity (¢ Gv cap®dg TapBEvog
evpebeioa). While we have seen Leucippe interject confidently throughout the novel, this is the
first time her speech is an act of solo narration, dimyeito, the same word Cleitophon regularly
uses of his own storytelling.®! Further, Cleitophon cedes his capacity as narrator to Leucippe — an
unusual turn of events.
émel 08 katd v Ddpov &yeydvel Kol TOLG ANOTAC, AEy® TPOS awTHV: “OvK EpEic NUTV TOV
pudlov TdV thg Papov Anotdv Kai thg drotunBeiong €xel TO aiviypa KeQAATg, tva cov
Kol O TP AKoVoT); TODTO Yap HOVOV EVOEEL TPOG AKPOUGY TOD TavTOG dpdipatog.”
And when she came to the part about Pharos and his pirates, I said to her, “Will you not
tell to us the story about the pirates of Pharos and the riddle of the severed head there, so
that your father can hear it also from you? For this alone is missing from the recitation of
the whole story.” (8.15.4)
Cleitophon’s purpose — iva. cov kai 6 watnp dxovor — and the fact that he phrases this as a
question — Ovk €peic; — show that he and Leucippe are again working together to construct their
story, as with the priest of Artemis and Sostratos. Leucippe, no longer hindered by modesty or

public opinion, gives her longest speech in the novel thus far throughout all of Book VI,

chapter sixteen. Therefore, while Leucippe’s display of sophrosyne may have robbed the crowd

%1 Usually, Cleitophon uses Smyéopoi of his own narration. E.g. 4.17.5: éyo 8¢ iSav co@povodoay Drd moAfig
xapdg Elvov pev peta Bopvpou ta deopd, petd Tadta 8¢ 1o O mav avtf) dinyodpat. “And I, when I saw her in
control of herself, with a shout for great joy released her bonds, and after these things | then narrated the whole story
for her;” 6.14.2: 6 pév 81 T0UTOVG ATHAACEY BKOVTOG, £YM O EVIEIMALEVOG 0TI TTepl TG Agukinang, &l
TapayEVOLTo, mepl TNV £ 6movdi| Tpog Ke fikew, Koi tag tfig Mehitng dmynoduevog vnooyéoeis. “Indeed [the jailer]
chased them [Satyros and Kleinias] off, though they were unwilling, but I, calling out to them about Leucippe, if she
was present, that she should come to me at dawn with haste, and narrating the promises of Melite...;” 8.5.1: Kay®
TavTa T0 Kortd TV amodnuiav v ano Topov dunyoduat, Tov mhodv, tv vavayioyv, Ty Alyvrtov, Tovg foukorovg,
Tic Agvkinmng v dmayoynv. “And I narrated everything about our departure from Tyre, the sea voyage, the
shipwreck, Egypt, the cowherds, Leucippe’s capture;” and 8.5.2: v vadv dimyncdaunv, tov gic "Egecov mhodv, kai
MG AUe® ovvekadevdopey, Kai, L TodTV TNV ApTELY, OG GO YuVoIKog avéotn yovn. “I narrated the part about the
boat, the voyage to Ephesus, and how we both slept together, and how, by this Artemis, she rose from the bed as a
woman from the bed of a woman.” In contrast, Leucippe only ever hypothesizes narration in a first person singular
deliberative subjunctive use of duyyéopan (6.16.4), so this scene is her first solo, indicative venture into narration.



54

of their coherent speech, it enhances her own narrative control. The immediate reactions to
Cleitophon and Leucippe’s tests of sophrosyne show that the deception, manipulation, and
performativity which characterized the tests themselves continue or even increase once the tests
are complete. The rhetorical dimension of sophrosyne becomes especially apparent as the two
protagonists work together (knowingly or otherwise) to direct and misdirect whatever questions
and concerns remain about their chastity. By inspiring two disparate but complementary
responses — silence and shouting — to their chastity tests, Leucippe and Cleitophon demonstrate

their mastery over the narrative and their audiences.
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Chapter Four: Identity, Indulgence, and Interrogating the End

«TOv pev adeA@oOV Eyevodunv» Een «Tiic ypeiog TO TAdouo cuvOsiong:»
“I lied that this man is my brother,” she said, “but necessity constructed this pretense.”
— Aithiopika 10.18.3

While Leucippe and Cleitophon ends with various forms of silence imposed on the
internal and external audiences of the novel, the Aithiopika presents (again) a more complex,
involved, and cunning series of reactions to the protagonists’ performances of sophrosyne. At the
end of the Aithiopika, Theagenes and Charikleia both perform for the same audience: the
spectators before the skene set up for the ritual human sacrifice. After the protagonists
demonstrate their sophrosyne to this audience, we see the crowd lose control, as we saw in
Leucippe and Cleitophon, and then go a step further: the internal audience, too, begins to
perform. In the Aithiopika, the crowd’s reactions show us that sophrosyne encourages
participation; it draws those who see it into the performance.

In this chapter, I analyze the web of performances which result from three revelations:
Charikleia’s display of sophrosyne, the discovery of Charikleia’s identity, and the announcement
of the protagonists’ relationship. | begin with the reactions of the crowd, Persinna, and Hydaspes
to Charikleia’s performance of sophrosyne. I then discuss the process of confirming Charikleia’s
identity, where everyone involved is swept into various performances. Finally, | explore the mass
of performances which occur as Charikleia and Theagenes attempt to explain their relationship.
For all three tests, | show that the initial responses to sophrosyne in the Aithiopika involve a loss
of self—control, and then they progress to co—performance. | argue that sophrosyne inspires a
chain reaction of performances throughout the final book of the novel.

(Mis)Interpretation: Charikleia’s Sophrosyne

Immediately after Charikleia has leapt onto the gridiron and been proven chaste, the
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crowd is in an uproar.
Odupog yodv duo mavtoc katéoye: Kol fonv piav donuov pev Koi avapbpov dnAoTiKny
0¢ tod Bavpatog Ennymoav TOV T€ AAA®V dyacBivies kai TALoV 6Tt KAALOG oUTMC
VIEPAVOpmTOV Kol TO dp1lov THE akufg dfktov £mpet kai £xely £VESEIKVITO GOEPOGHVY
A éoV | T dPQ KOGHOVUEVOV.
And so amazement at once seized everyone; and they uttered a shout, unified and
indistinct and unintelligible, which indicated their wonder. They were astonished (even
more than they were at the rest of the circumstances) that beauty so superhuman and
flowering to its peak was kept untouched, and it was proven to have an even greater
adornment in her chastity® than in her youth. (10.9.4)
While I described this response in chapter two as further evidence of Charikleia’s sophrosyne,
the crowd’s reaction also reveals the power of sophrosyne. As often in Greek literature, an
emotion takes hold of them, overpowering them beyond their control. Their shout, like the shouts
of the mob in Leucippe and Cleitophon, does not make sense; the audience has lost their ability
to respond coherently, turning to a reaction which is both donuov and Gvap6pov. They also
receive exactly the message Charikleia wanted to send — her sophrosyne is her defining
characteristic, overwhelming (for a moment) any other doubts about her identity, her status, or
her virginity. Finally, Charikleia’s display sways the crowd and their volatile emotions to her

side. Their astonishment (6aupoc) is so great that it then turns into sadness and fear:

"EAOmeL pév odv koi 8Alovg tdv dxhov appodiog ti Bvsio paveica, ko
deto1dapovodvteg dmg 1o1ota dv 100V €K TIVOG UNYOVTC TeEPLomBEicay.

So she also saddened others of the crowd, appearing fit for the sacrifice, and, although
their superstitions remained, they nevertheless very happily saw that she had been kept
safe by some scheme. (10.9.5)

The crowd has noticed the likelihood that Charikleia, who exists as a beautiful woman in the

92 There are several textual difficulties surrounding sophrosyne here. According to the Budé editor, manuscripts V,
Z, M, and P have coepocvvn, while Bas, A, and T have coepocsvvny. Further, V, Z, and P have #, while M, A, and
T do not. The exact grammar is unclear, but in all cases the sense remains — Charikleia’s chastity is the more
impressive feature of her display.
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world, would not have been able to preserve her chastity regardless of her circumstances. The
display Charikleia provides soothes their fears to the extent that they are willing to exchange
most of their disbelief for relief.

Persinna then confirms the success of Charikleia’s display when she reflects on the sad
necessity of sacrificing Charikleia, who now (presumably) has no escape.

[TAéov 8¢ i v Ilepoivvay, dote Kol eimelv mpog TOV Yddomny « Qg aOMa kai

duoTLYMG 1 KOPT 6LV TOAAD Kol 00K €i¢ KapoOV Th GOEPOGHVN GELVOVOLEVT KO 0avatov

TOV TOAADV TOVTOV Enaivav dAAaTTOpUEV. AAAL T1 AV Yévorto» Epr «o 8vep;»

But Persinna was more distressed, so that she even said to Hydaspes, “How miserable

and unfortunate that poor girl is, having been exalted with so much chastity, but not at the

right time, and being repaid death in exchange for these many praises. But what might

become of her, oh husband?” (10.9.5)
While Persinna was intimidated by Charikleia earlier, she now pities her, and we can already see
that she has been swayed to Charikleia’s side. Persinna also explicitly ties Charikleia’s
performance for the crowd to her sophrosyne. In so doing, she inadvertently echoes the
objections Theagenes (whom we know is attuned to Charikleia’s performance and is on her side)
voiced before Charikleia performed. Persinna raises the same points about Charikleia’s
(apparently bad) sense of timing, kairos; the sad fact that Charikleia’s reward is death; and
expresses the urge to act on her behalf. In the face of Charikleia’s sophrosyne, both Theagenes
and Persinna become performance—minded, considering ways Charikleia could have been (more)
successful in her display of sophrosyne.

Hydaspes’ reply to Persinna and his exchange with the gymnosophists reveals a similar
trend of sophrosyne inspiring performance and sympathy, though perhaps not at first glance.

‘0 8¢ «Manv» €en «pot Evoyreic kal oiktiln v ov cmlouévny dALd Bgolc, d¢ Eotke, S1a

10 VepPaAdov ThHc POoewg apyfBev puiattopévny.» Kai drooctpéyag tov Adyov mtpog

T00¢ TVIVOG0PIoTAG, «AAL’ @ GOPAOTATOW EPN KTAVTOV NOTPETIGHEVOVY Ti 0VY
KOTAPYETE TOV lEPADV;»
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“In vain,” he said, “do you trouble me and pity her who is not saved but, as it seems, on
account of her excess of spirit, has from the beginning been guarded by the gods.” And
having turned his speech to the gymnosophists, he said “But oh wisest ones, since
everything has been prepared, why do you not start the sacrificial rites?”” (10.9.6)
Hydaspes here seems unmoved by Charikleia’s performance, and we have several cues that this
response is not the correct one. First, while the gods may have been guarding Charikleia for the
purpose of sacrifice, Hydaspes’ language recalls Charikleia’s own designs for her virtue in Book
I, where she uses puAdoow repeatedly of the actions she will take to secure her own chastity.
This reminder, however faint, of Charikleia’s intentions points to the fact that Hydaspes seems to
have missed Charikleia’s own hand at work. His parenthetical mg £owke also picks up on the issue
of perspective and performance, continuing the thread of seeming in Book X. In such a
performance—laden genre, Hydaspes needs to be pointed toward his role in the scene about to
unfold. He receives a lengthy correction from the gymnosophists when, in response to Hydaspes’

question about their delay, Sisimithres answers

«Evpnunocovy» dmekpivaro, EAMANviCov dote pn 10 TAf00g Enaiety, «ikavdg yap Kol péxpt
TOVT®V OY1V TE Kol AKOTV £xPAvONUEY.»

“Be silent!” he replied, speaking Greek so that the crowd would not hear, “For we have
been sufficiently defiled already insofar as the sight and sound of these things.” (10.9.6)

As in Leucippe and Cleitophon, we see that those who are not reading the story correctly are
redirected or, in this case, silenced. Winkler notes this as a particular feature of the Aithiopika,
asserting that
Heliodoros’ techniques of displaying incomplete cognition are designed to heighten our
awareness of the game-like structure of intelligibility involved in reading a romance . . .
Heliodoros’ sophistication lies not merely in his mastery as a narrator but in his

presentation of narrators and audiences caught in the fact of understanding or missing the
romantic pattern.®

% Winkler (1982) 101, 127.



59

Something similar is at work here; Sisimithres, who can correctly interpret Charikleia’s display
as a signal that the rites will not proceed as usual,* steps in to adjust Hydaspes’ “incomplete
cognition” of Charikleia’s performance of sophrosyne. He acts almost as an interpreter,
switching languages and clarifying meaning; Sisimithres translates Charikleia’s performance for
Hydaspes by reframing it as theologically and ritually correct, even necessary. Through
Sisimithres’ corrections, the external audience can see the flaws in Hydaspes’ reaction to
Charikleia’s performance.

The responses of the crowd, Persinna, and Hydaspes to Charikleia’s initial display of
sophrosyne are far from definitive. The crowd is in turmoil, Persinna thinks the story is going
wrong, and Hydaspes seems to have missed the point entirely. At this point, however, Charikleia
steps in — rather, leaps in — and again exercises her control over the narrative.

AM 1] ve Xapikhelo KaOAaTo TE TG £6YAPag Kol TPOGIPALODGH TPOGTINTEL TOIG

YOvaGt oD ZIGIiBpov, TdV VINPETAV TavToimg EmexdvTV Kol TNV ikesiov Tapaitnoy

givat Tod Bavatov vouldvimy, kol «’Q copdTaTor EAeye «ucpdv émpsivote: Sikn yap

pot koi kpioig mpdkettan mpodg Tovg Paciiedovtag, IO 08 HOVOLG Kai TOTG TOGOVTOLG
dkalev movBavopat. Kai tov mepi yoyfic dy®dva pot dtoauthoate: ceoylocdivol yap pe

Ocoic obte Suvardv obte Sikatov givon pabycecOe.»

But then Charikleia leapt down from the gridiron and, running forward, fell at the knees

of Sisimithres, although attendants were trying all sorts of things to hold her and were

assuming that her request was an intercession against her death, and she said “Oh wisest
ones, wait a small moment; for | have a plea for justice, and the decision rests before
those who rule, and | have learned that you alone pass judgement over such matters. Even
the contest about my life you will decide; for you will realize that sacrificing me to the

gods is neither possible nor just.” (10.10.1-2)

Charikleia proves here that she has been paying attention to how things work in Hydaspes’ court.

% We saw a signal of Sisimithres’ correct cognition earlier in Book X, when he warns Persinna that not all may go
as planned. «’Q Iepoivvoy Eleyev «ueic pév féopev, oi Ogol yap émrpémovot: 00pvPov 8¢ Tva kai Tapaymy
TPOUNVOEL TO SAUOVIOV, EGOUEVTIV LEV TTapd TG Buciag gig dyaBov 8¢ Kai 1100 10 Téhog KaTaoTpéyovsavy» “Oh
Persinna,” he said, “we will come, for the gods permit it; but the divine spirit predicts some disturbance and
agitation which will happen alongside the sacrifices, resulting in a good and sweet end” (10.4.2).



60

Charikleia also knows Greek, so she may even have heard Sisimithres’ rebuke of Hydaspes and
realized her chance to intervene and stop the sacrifice. Even if she is simply acting from instinct,
her second timely interruption in the final book steers the narrative back on course, away from
the sacrifice. In this way, both Sisimithres and Charikleia correct Hydaspes’ misinterpretation of
her chastity test.

These displays of narrative control by both the audience and the performer illustrate the
multi-sided nature of performances of sophrosyne in the Aithiopika. The performer must capture
their audience’s attention through dramatic, timely actions, of course, but the audience also has a
role: they must respond in an equally appropriate manner, reinforcing the performer’s message
and correctly interpreting their motivations. When Hydaspes does not read Charikleia’s
performance properly, those in the audience who do, like Sisimithres, step in as guides,
instructors, and perhaps even interpreters.

Like Father, Like Daughter: Charikleia’s Identity

Unfortunately, one correction is not enough to teach Hydaspes how to interpret
sophrosyne; he continues to be incredulous and disbelieving, just as Charikleia predicted he
would be. For example, as John Morgan observes,

The wording which Charikleia uses to describe the king's likely reaction (yAeonv, v

oUT® TOYN, Kol VPP TO Tpdypo fiynoduevov, 9.24.6) is recalled later, in authorial

narrative, in a form too close for coincidence, at exactly the point where Charikleia

makes her first explicit claim to be the king's daughter (&dyavaxt®dv épaivero, yAevnv 10

mpdypo koi HPptv morovpuevog, 10.12.2).%

Hydaspes’ suspicious reaction here shows not only his inability to interpret Charikleia’s

% Morgan (1989) 309. The full sentence is: : O 81 Poctheds 10 £viedBev ovy Vrepopdv To Aeydpeva povoy 6AN 1ion
Kol AyovoKTdv Epaiveto, yAevmv 1o mpdypa kol VBpw motovpevog: “Indeed the king at this point seemed not only to
be overlooking the things which were said but also already to be growing angry, considering the matter a joke and
an outrage.” (10.12.2). The language of seeming here may be a suggestion that Hydaspes catches on more quickly
than I have given him credit for doing, though the translations of Morgan and others do not reflect this possibility.
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performance, but also that Charikleia, before and after her test, is alert to her audience, to
dramatic timing, and to the need for performance. It is no surprise, then, that Charikleia directs
her second performance — proving her identity as the Ethiopian princess — primarily toward her
mother, who almost immediately grasps Charikleia’s point and reacts to her sophrosyne with pity
and affection. Charikleia has been watching Persinna intently, and the first piece of evidence she
produces is targeted toward Persinna specifically: the story Persinna herself wrote.%

«UAPTLPO LEV OVY Eva TAV TOAAGYV GAL’ oOTOV YE O1) TOV dkALoVTa TPOKAAOVEVN
(pneyiotn 8¢ olpar T® Aéyovtt mioTig 1) ToD StoutdvTog yvdoIS), ypdupota 8& téde Toyme
TG EUfic T€ Kail VU@V dmynpata tpoicyopévn.» Kai dpa Aéyovsa v cuvektebeicav
€aVTh Touvioy VIO TH) YaoTpl EEPOVGA TPOVPEPE TE Kol avellnoaca th [lepoivvy
TPOcEKOLEV.

“The witness being called is not one of the crowd, but is the very same one who is
judging me (and I think the greatest evidence for a case is the knowledge of the one
trying it), and these documents being presented are stories about fate — both mine and
yours.” And while speaking, bringing the band exposed with her out from under her
stomach, she displayed it, and bringing it to Persinna, she unwrapped it. (10.12.4-13.1)

Persinna, who wove the story of Charikleia’s birth onto the tainia, is the person most familiar
with the truth of the situation around Charikleia’s birth and has been the most receptive to
Charikleia’s rhetoric thus far. These narrative choices continue to pay off; in response to
Charikleia’s narrative decision — to her rhetorical chastity — Persinna is wholly overcome.

'H 8¢ &ne1dn) 10 mpdtov £1dev dyavig Te Kol odog £yeYovel Kol ypovov &mi TAeloTov To
gyyeypoppéva T Tovig Kol Thv KOpnV od0IC &v HEPEL TEPIECKOTEL: TPOUM TE KO oAU
ovvelyeto koi idpdTL dieppeito, yaipovsa pev 8¢’ oig eBpioKey dpmnyovodca 8 Tpog TO
TV Top’ EAmidag dmiotov, dedotkvia 8¢ TV €€ Y SAcmov TdV @avepovUEVEOVY DTToyiay TE
Kol dmotiov 1 kol opynv, v ovto thyn, Kol Tpopioy.

Then she, at the first sight of it, was struck dumb and went weak and for a long time
looked at the things written on the band and then at the girl, and back again in turns; and
she was taken by trembling and shaking and she dripped with sweat, rejoicing at what she
found but helpless in the face of this unbelievable thing beyond her expectations, and

% As clarified in chapter fourteen, when Sisimithres tells Hydaspes: Ilepoivvng 8¢ adtoyepiq kotestiydot mapd coi
néiota yvopillopévny. “And that it was woven by Persinna’s own hand is obviously known to you.” (10.14.1).
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fearing suspicion from Hydaspes about these revelations, or disbelief, or even anger,
since this happened, and even vengeance. (10.13.1)

Persinna is clearly in shock, and the constant stream of participles and emotional nouns
emphasizes the wild, incredible nature of what has happened. As with audiences in Leucippe and
Cleitophon, Persinna’s emotions are thrown into confusion and her physical stability is swept
away.

Unlike in Leucippe and Cleitophon, however, Charikleia’s second performance also
inspires Persinna to turn her mind toward one of the most important elements of performance:
her audience. She considers the possible responses Hydaspes might have, and when he asks her
why she is so shaken, she moderates her reply according to her fear of his anger.

H 8¢ <'Q Boocihed» eine «xai déomota kol &vep, BALO pév o0dEY av gimorut mAgov, Aapov

0¢ avayivooke: d1046KaAOC ol TivTmv 1 Tovia yevioetar.» Kai émdodoa avbic Ecidma

KOTNQCACA.

And she said, “Oh king, and master, and husband, I should not say anything more, but

taking [the band], read it; the tainia will become the chorus—master of everything.” And,

having given it back, she went silent, casting her eyes downward. (10.13.2).

Persinna’s response — downcast eyes, silence, an abundance of titles — clearly communicates
deference. This deference, though, is not simply instinctual, ®" because we know that Persinna
was just now thinking about avoiding Hydaspes’ violent response. Persinna’s use of d1ddokaidg

also hints that she has dramatic intentions in mind. While diddokalog can mean teacher or

instructor,®® the LSJ also defines it as the term for the producer of a play or the trainer of a

9 Morgan reads Persinna’s response as a non-response, calling it “an abortion of Persinna’s putatively decisive
role.” “Charikleia produces the tainia at 10.13.1. It elicits the expected violent reaction from Persinna. This is the
moment when her recognition of her child becomes conscious, but far from acting on that recognition and exerting a
decisive influence on the course of events, she lapses into silence at 10.13.3 and plays no further part in the scene,
other than passively confirming that she recognizes the other gnorismata, which have been brought into the
argument by Sisimithres (10.14.2).” Morgan (1989) 313.

% Even if teaching and instruction are the only overtones in $184okaAd¢ here, those meanings would still point us
toward Persinna’s lack of deference. If the tainia is a teacher, she tells Hydaspes to submit to the written/woven
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dithyrambic or dramatic chorus — Persinna’s weaving is producing the play in which Charikleia’s
identity is revealed. Thus Persinna, like Charikleia, is now offering a performance of her own:
that of the deferential wife.

Her dual responses to Charikleia’s sophrosyne, losing control and performing, may
appear paradoxical — how can someone without self—control give a performance? — but they fit
surprisingly well with evidence from the crowd’s reactions in Leucippe and Cleitophon. Those
performing alongside the protagonists, like Melite, do not succumb to the same loss of control
that the general audience does. Instead, they are able to consider timing, word choice, and
audience responses, all necessary elements of performance. | suggest, then, that one way (and
possibly the only way) to escape the shattering of one’s self—control in the face of performed
sophrosyne is to join into the performance itself.

Persinna’s reactions as Charikleia adds more evidence for her identity further support
this. Because Hydaspes requires more proof,®® Charikleia produces necklaces left with her at
birth, and finally a ruby ring, the pantarbe, which she says she reserved specifically for
Hydaspes.® As Sisimithres continues interpreting, explaining Charikleia’s skin color and
prompting her to show her black birthmark,'°* Persinna can no longer hold back her emotion at

incontrovertible proof of her daughter’s return.

word of a woman, to trust her own account of the story. This, too, suggests that Persinna is conscious of the power
dynamics at play and is manipulating her audience.

9 Despite the many cues Charikleia offers, Hydaspes must be led, point by point, through Charikleia’s explanation
of her identity first as a chaste young woman (chapter nine), then as an Ethiopian (chapters ten and eleven), then as
the Ethiopian princess (chapter twelve), his daughter (chapter thirteen), then as his white—skinned daughter who
looks like Andromeda (chapters fourteen and fifteen), and finally as his daughter with the correct black birthmark
(chapter sixteen).

10 Yet another indication that Charikleia is still thinking about her audience: cov 8¢ 1510v 68¢ 6 daxtohioc, “this
little ring here is distinctly yours.” (10.14.3).

WL Eydpvocey avtika 1 Xapikheio thv Aoudv, kai fv Tig domep EPevog mepidpopog érépavto tov Bpayiova piaivav.
“Immediately Charikleia bared her left arm, and there was something just like a ring of ebony staining her ivory
arm.” (10.15.2).
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Ovkét kateiyev 1 [lepoivva, AL’ dBpdov te avidato tod Opdvov Kol TPocdpapodea
neplEParé Te Kol TEPPDo £dAKPVE T€ Kol TPOS TO AKATAGYETOV THS Yopag LUKNOU® TV
TPOGEOIKOC AvwpveTo (DmepPoAr) yap Ndoviic kai Opfvov mote dmotiktey QiAel), Lkpod
1e £0€1 ovyKateveydfjvor T Xapikeiq.
Persinna no longer restrained herself, but suddenly rose up from her throne and, charging
forward, embraced Charikleia, and, hugging her, Persinna wept and howled an
uncontrollable shout of joy, like some animal bellowing (for an excess of joy is
sometimes wont to beget even a death lament); and she nearly took Charikleia down with
her. (10.16.1)
Immediately, we can see the utter lack, even the impossibility, of self—control in the face of
Charikleia’s display of the band. Persinna’s disturbance is physical, mental, emotional, and even
existential; the lines between joy and grief, animal and human begin to blur because of her
emotion. As with Cleitophon, a powerful display of sophrosyne disrupts the very selfhood of
those who see it. Further, the prose itself has taken on a blurry quality. The sound play of A\’
aBpoov te avirato tod Opovovu lends itself to confusion with the abundance of alpha, lambda,
and theta sounds. The alpha—privitive a0pdov primes an audible slip into the a—0povog: Persinna
is both out of order and out of her chair.
But Persinna does not remain in her overwhelmed state; her daughter’s sophrosyne also
prompts her to take dramatic action. Her response — weeping, wailing, even giving a threnos, a

funeral lament — would suit the tragic stage well, as would the sententious maxim in

parentheses.%? Further, we know from her worries in chapter thirteen that she is conscious of her

102 This line is repeated verbatim in Scholia in Lucianum alongside Lucian’s nineteenth dialogue, Katémiovg §
ToHpavvog. In the dialogue, Hermes asks: MikvAde, o 8’ 000&v oipudels; kol pny ov Béuig adakputi dtomAedoai
twva. “Mikyllus, are you not crying oimoi at all? Indeed, it is not right for someone to sail over [the river Styx]
without tears!” Mikyllus replies: Anaye' 006Ev €otv €@ 6t av olpdEatu edmAo®dv. “Go away! There is nothing at
which I should lament, since I am sailing smoothly.” Hermes then commands him “Opwg kv pikpdv Tt ¢ 10 £00g
gmotéva&ov. “Nevertheless do some groaning, even if only a little bit, for custom’s sake.” (19.20). In the margins of
this passage, a scholion in the delta manuscript (Vat. Gr. 3322) reads: o® Abvmn Tavtnei Tijg oipwyiig cor, MikvAle,
npoEevog aAla TovvavTiov yapad- vrepPoin yap ndoviic kai Opfivov mote dmotiktewy elel. “Have you never had the
grief of this cry of oimoi, Mikyllus, or had joy, its opposite, as a friend? For an excess of joy is sometimes wont to
beget even a death lament.” (19.20, Rabe (1906) 50). Perhaps some scribe has recently read and is quoting
Heliodorus, but | think it more likely that the sentiment of excessive joy producing the accoutrements of mourning
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audience, specifically Hydaspes. As Persinna performs in response to Charikleia’s performance,
she moves Hydaspes toward an emotional reaction which fits with the narrative Charikleia (and
Persinna herself) want to construct. When Hydaspes witnesses his wife’s response, he, too is
moved nearly to tears.

‘0 8¢ Yddaomng nAéet LEV TNV YuVOTKO OSVPOUEVIV OpAV Kol €I GLUTAOEIY EKAUTTETO
NV dtavolay, TO dppa 8¢ olovel k€pog 1j olonpov &ig T OpdUEVA TEVOG EIGTAKEL TPOG TAG
®SIVOG TAV dOKPVOV ATOUAYOUEVOS: KOl THG WYOYTC a0T® TATPIK® T@ TAOeL Kol Avopeim
T@ ANUATL KOUATOVUEVIG Kol THG YVOUNG VT’ AUEOTEPOV oTAGIALOUEVNG KOl TPOG
gkatépov kaBamep VO GALOL LETACTOUEVNG TEAELTAV NTTHON TG TO TAVTA VIKOGNG
PUGEMG Kol TP 0VK £tvorn povov éneifeto GAAY Kol mdoyely doa moThp NAEYYETO.

But Hydaspes pitied his wailing wife when he saw her and was moved to sympathy in his
mind, and stretching his gaze like horn or iron toward the sights, he stood, fighting off the
pangs of tears. But because his soul was being swept seaward by his paternal feeling and
manly resolve and because his judgment was being thrown into rebellion in the face of
them both and was being swayed toward each side just as if by a wave, finally he was
defeated by the nature which conquers all things, and he was not only persuaded to be a
father, but also was proven to suffer all the things a father suffers. (10.16.2)

Hydaspes’ response, like Persinna’s, is emotionally and physically complex. His wife’s
performance clearly convinces him and washes away the last of his resistance to Charikleia’s
declarations, finally drawing him toward the correct interpretation of the events in the last
several chapters. We see Hydaspes lose control in reaction to Persinna’s performance, but like
his wife, he then begins performing, as the Homeric allusion used to characterize his actions
suggests. The horn and iron of Hydaspes’ gaze recall Odysseus’ expression in Odyssey Book
XIX, when Odysseus spins a lie about his own death to Penelope.

ioke yevdea TOAG AEywv ETOHLOICLY OpOTOL:

g 0™ dp’ dKovovomg pée ddkpua, THKETO OE YPOG:

DG 0& Y1V KATATNKET £V AKPOTOAOLIGLY OPECTLY,

fiv T EVpog xatétnéev, émnv ZEpupog kotoyeim:
KopéEVNC & dpa THg motapol TANOoLGL pEovTEc:

was (and still is) a common idea. In any case, the sententious nature of this statement, combined with Persinna’s
shouting, wailing, and embracing, is reminiscent of a tragic performance.
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¢ T TKETO KA Tapnia ddkpL yeovong,
KAotovong £0v dvdpa mapnpevov. adtap Odveceevg
Ooud pev yodmaoav Env Eréaipe yovaika,

0pBaipol 8" Mg &l képa Eotacav NE 6idNpog

atpépog v PAepdpotot: d0AM & 6 ye ddakpua KeLOEV.

He spoke, telling many lies which resembled truths:

And as she listened, her tears flowed, and her skin melted

Like snow that melts down among the high—-ranging mountains

Which Eurus melts once Zephyr has poured it down:

And when it has melted, the flowing rivers are full of it:

So, did her beautiful cheeks melt as she flowed with tears,

Lamenting her husband even as he was present. But Odysseus

In his heart pitied his weeping wife,

And his eyes just like horn or iron stood

Motionless under his eyelids: with cunning he concealed his tears. (Odyssey 19.203-212)
Hydaspes is moved not only to tears but to performance. Like Odysseus, Hydaspes is so moved
by his wife’s emotion that he weeps, and like Odysseus, he works to conceal his feeling through
deception, through performance. Even the crowd, when Hydaspes turns to look at them, can feel
the weight of performance in this scene.

AL OAlyOV €MGTAG TOV TE OT|LLOV KATOTTELGOG A0 TAV {owV Tad®V KeEKvNUEVOV Kol
TPOG TNV oKnvomotioy TH TOYMG Ve’ NdoVi|g Te Gpa Kol EAEov dakphovtag.

But [Hydaspes was] standing a little bit away and scoping out the people, who were
moved by equally intense feelings and were crying from joy as well as pity at the stage
management'® of fortune. (10.16.3)
We can see that Charikleia’s display of sophrosyne both forces her audience into emotional
responses and inspires them to join her in thinking about performance, if not in actually
performing. We can map a chain of performances from Charikleia’s display of sophrosyne to

Persinna’s deferential and tragic attitudes to Hydaspes’ emotional Odyssean deception'® to the

audience’s theatrical response, but Hydaspes’ complementary performance does not end here.

103 T have taken the delightful translation of cknvomnoiiav as “stage management” from Morgan’s translation of the
Aithiopika in Reardon (1989) 570 and from Walden’s discussion of the term in Walden (1894) 42.
104 See Rutherford (1986) for more discussion of the themes of deception and self—restraint in this passage.
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Hydaspes leans into the roles of dutiful king and grieving father in order to get Charikleia
out of the sacrifice, manipulating the emotions of his people so that their outrage motivates her
exclusion from the sacrifice, not his own paternal emotions. His entire speech is a masterful
emotional manipulation of the crowd,*% as the ending makes clear.

«Ypgic 8¢ iMrotte @ Ogol @V eipnuéveov [kai] &l 819 Tt Tpdg Tod TEOOVE VIKMEVOS 0VK

evayeg pBeyEauMV O TékvoV OLOD KOAEGAUEVOS KOl TEKVOKTOVOC Yivopevoc.» Kai tadta

elmmv 0 pev EnéParde i Xapieig tag xsipag, dysw pev €mt Tovg Popovg kol Ty €’

AOTAV TUPKOIAY . . . TNV EmTLYIOY TAOV EVNOPELUEVAOV TT dNUNYopie AGY®V ATEVLYOUEVOG.

“And you, oh gods, be gracious to what has been spoken, even if indeed I, conquered by

emotion, have uttered something which is not pure — I, a man who is calling out “child”

in the same breath as he is made a child—murderer!”” And having said these things he took

Charikleia’s hands, making as if to lead her to the altars and the funeral pyre on them . . .

praying against the success of the words which had been set up to fail by his rhetorical

performance. (10.16.10-17.1)
Heliodorus does not leave Hydaspes’ deception or his intentions to subtext; when his gambit
succeeds, the narrator confirms what we may have already suspected — Hydaspes is performing.
0 8¢ 'Yddonng £xdv 1€ Kol xaipov mpocieto v Nttav, “and Hydaspes willingly and happily
admitted defeat” (10.17.3). The two main responses to Charikleia’s timely performance choices,
then, are a loss of control and more performance. Her sophrosyne inspires her audience into
storytelling, highlights the theatrical nature of the entire scene around her, and encourages
Persinna, Hydaspes, and the crowd to participate in the well-intentioned and necessarily
manipulative process of proving her chastity, status, and identity.
Necessity is the Mother of Deception: Charikleia and Theagenes’ Relationship

At this point in the narrative, the series of performances spirals rapidly out of control, and

it begins to resemble not so much a chain as a very tangled web. As Charikleia and Theagenes

105 For the sake of brevity, I cannot include Hydaspes’ entire speech, but it may be found in Greek at Aithiopika
10.16.4-10, and in English at Reardon (1989) 570-71.



68

work to reveal their relationship, the narrator starts jumping back and forth between scenes; more
and more audience members become performers; and no performance initiated after the
revelation of Charikleia’s identity reaches its conclusion. Eventually, all the players on the stage
(Charikleia, Theagenes, Hydaspes, Persinna, and Sisimithres) are giving simultaneous
performances which both confuse and clarify the nature of Charikleia’s relationship with
Theagenes.

Charikleia, who has already given one stunning performance, must continue performing
in order to convince her audience to save Theagenes’ life. At the same time, she must work to
preserve her newly—displayed sophrosyne by making oblique, roundabout statements about the
nature of their relationships. She makes three attempts to reveal her relationship with Theagenes
first to Hydaspes and then to Persinna. She begins with Hydaspes, who has demonstrated by now
that he is both susceptible to and capable of performance. He infers on his own that Theagenes
cannot be Charikleia’s brother, for Persinna was only pregnant once.'% In response, Charikleia
begins a new performance. She is no longer playing the defiant sacrificial virgin, and she has
adopted instead the role of the modest, discreet royal daughter.

Kai 1 Xapikiela ovv Epuonpoatt katavedoaca «Tov HEV AdeAPOV Eyevsaunv» Epn «Ti|g

ypetog TO TAdoua ovvhgiong: 66Tig 8¢ 0TV AANODC 0 TOG AV Aéyot BELTIOV, Gvip TE Yap

gotv uod te Th|g YuvoKog eV0apcEcTEPOV EEayopevELY OVK aiGyLVONGETAL»

And Charikleia, nodding with a blush, said “I lied that this man is my brother, but

necessity constructed this pretense; for whoever he truly is, he himself would explain

better, for he is a man and will not be shamed if he speaks out more boldly than me, a
woman.” (10.18.2)

106 &AL’ obTosi Tic ToTé €07V, O GOl P&y Bre cLAANEBELC Kai gig Tac émviciove omovdig Toig Oeoic puiaydeic, vuvi
1€ 1015 Popoig gig v iepovpyiav Tpocidpvuévog; "H ndg adtov adelpov avoualeg dte ot O TpdTOV KaTd, TV
TURVIIV TPOGTXONTE; 00 Yip SNmov Kol 0DToC NUéTEPOC VIOS sbpedosTar: dmat yap IMepoivva kai o€ podvny
gkvopopnoe.» “But whoever is that man who was captured along with you and preserved by the gods for the
victory sacrifices, and now is near the altars for the sacrifice? Or how were you calling him your brother, when you
were first led before me at Syene? For I don’t think that he, too, will be discovered to be our son! For Persinna was
pregnant only once — with you.” (10.18.2)
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Citing necessity and feminine modesty as the forces which compelled her to deceive, Charikleia
absolves herself of responsibility for the deception involved in her previous performance. Her
use of plasma — “pretense” or “lie” — also recalls her wordplay with the same term in Book I. As
Winkler notes,
[Charikleia] then recommends that in view of the dangers which surround them they hold
to his lie (mAdopa) as a sort of jiujitsu feint or wrestling trick (mdhouopa) and not trust
even Knemon with the truth. The effect of her cunning and caution is that we will be
given no opportunity to learn what we want to know in order to begin appreciating her
situation as part of an intelligible plot.1%’
Winkler’s analysis of this scene in Book I, the first instance wherein Charikleia lies for the sake
of necessity,%® maps easily onto the scene here in Book VII1. Although the external audience
may understand Charikleia’s situation now, Hydaspes does not. As a result, Charikleia’s
performance — we may even say her overperformance — add layers of feints and twists
(radaiopata) on top of her existing lies (mhaopata). She is further obscuring her relationship to
Theagenes even as she attempts to explain it more clearly.
When Hydaspes fails to understand*®® this admittedly confusing shift, Charikleia dons
another costume, repeating her performance as the bold sacrificial victim.
ey VQEIpe TOV GKOMOV Kol « Q Séomotan ELeyev «8AL’ 008E kOpNV pév iowg £t &yphiv
oe dm{nteiv, dmaé Tod dNpov 1o iepeiov 1o OFAL S’ &uod cvyymprcavtog. Ei d’ odv
TPOCPILOVELKOIN TIC APTIOV Kol £ EKTEPOL YEVOLS Emtelelioat TV iepovpyiav, Gpa 6ot
un k6pnv névov aAla kol veaviav dAlov Emintely, §j pun todto motodvto PundE KOpNV
ANV GAL” €uE oAy cpaydlev.»
Again she crept around to her goal and said, “Oh master, but perhaps it is not still
necessary for you to seek out a girl, since the people have already given up a female
sacrifice once, for me. So if anyone would insist that the sacrifice be completed fully and

with a victim from each gender, take care that you seek out not only another girl, but
another young man; or, if you won’t do this, take care that you sacrifice not some other

107 Winkler (1982) 111.
108 See my discussion of Aithiopika 1.25 in chapter one.
109 117 cuALaBav OV vobv tdv ipnuévav, “Not fitting together in his mind the things that were said.” (10.18.3).
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girl, but me, as before.” (10.19.2)
The language of creeping under (vpeipne), while not necessarily negative, certainly suggests
Charikleia’s lack of straightforwardness, and we begin to see her desperation. She puts her own
life on the line for Theagenes, but Hydaspes again misunderstands, reading her love as
compassion (riavOpommia) for a stranger (10.20.1). Finally, Charikleia tries her hand at a third
role: the lover who would rather kill her beloved than live without him.

«€v yobv pot yapicachot vedoov: avtnVv pe KEAELGOV avToVPYTicaL TO BdpA Kai TO EIPOg
¢ keynAlov de&apévny epiprentov €n’ dvopeiq Tap’ Aibloyv dvaderyOijvor.»

“At least agree to grant me this one thing: order me myself to perform the sacrifice and,
that I, have taken the sword in hand like a widely—admired stored—up relic, be displayed
before the Ethiopians for my manliness!” (10.20.1)

Charikleia’s performance of manliness (évSpeia), her sword—grasping,t*® and her revelation of
something once hidden!'! add even more layers of gendered confusion to an already jumbled
scene. She is giving too many conflicting performances to an audience already alert to
performance, and she risks her sophrosyne in the process. As Hydaspes grows increasingly
frustrated and confused after Charikleia’s various lies, he finally exclaims

«I®G Yap TOV YE UNdE Ovta unde yeyeviiobon avti) o1d TG Eoyapag dmodeyfévta, i Ui
dpa Topd Tt HOVY wevdeTal pev 10 Tap’ AiBloyv dyevndis TV Kabapevdvtwv
nepaTnplov Koi EmPaoay derextov dmonéumetorl Kol maphevedely vobmg yapiletar- povn
0¢ &EeoTt iAovg Kol TOAEPIOVG TOVG AVTOVG &V AKAPET KATOAEYELY, AGEAPOVG OE KOl
Gvopag Tovg U 6vtag AvamAGTIEY.»

“For how could she have a husband who does not exist and who has been proven by the
gridiron not to exist? Unless for this girl alone the test of those who are pure is lying, the
test which has never lied to the Ethiopians, and is letting her walk away unburnt and is
showing favor to a bastard virgin; for her alone is it possible to call the same people
friends and enemies in a single moment, and to craft brothers and husbands who do not
exist!” (10.22.3)

110 Both masculine militarism and, potentially, Freudian euphemism. Take your pick.
1T am referring here to the keiyat root in keyfiiov; many thanks to Dr. Slater for noticing this.
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Hydaspes’ awareness of performance, however slow to take root, allows him to see the holes in
Charikleia’s performances. In his attempts to decipher her many roles, he casts doubt on even the
surest conclusion which can be drawn: the validity of the éoydpa itself, the only definitive
confirmation of Charikleia’s (and Theagenes’) virginity. As Charikleia stretches her sophrosyne
to its limit — or to the limit of the audience’s trust — she risks unmaking it.

As a last resort, Charikleia turns to her most sympathetic audience: her mother, Persinna,
who has also demonstrated an awareness of performance. Charikleia tries three more times to
reveal her relationship to Theagenes without compromising her story, but twice is unsuccessful,
nearly turning her audience against her. Her first attempt fails because Hydaspes interrupts,**?
and her second attempt fails because Theagenes’ performance has drawn the audience’s
attention.'*3 Persinna, for her part, begins to wonder whether or not Charikleia is even chaste at
all,!** casting doubt on her sophrosyne just as the priest of Artemis began to do with Leucippe.

Finally, Charikleia realizes that she must either come forward with the entire story or risk the

112 5 10 dvopa TodTo TANPGHV, £l Kai DUl PovinBeinte.» «BovAncdusdor sinsv 1 Iepoivva netdiicoca «kol ovtika
puéAa Exdmoopev, Bedv vevdvtwv, cod te kol NudV GEov érnteéapevoly Kai 1 Xapikieio yeymvotepov « 000V Sel
EmAEyevy Epn «tov dvta 1ion.» Kai Aéyewv Tt avepdTepov HEAAOVGNG . . . OVKETL KaTAoYMV O YOAoTNG.
“Charikleia, secretly and bending toward Persinna’s ear, said “For I have, mother, one who completes this name [i.e.
the name of husband], if you would consent.” “We will consent,” said Persinna, smiling, “and we will give you to
him very quickly, gods willing, if he is selected as worthy of you and of us.” And Charikleia said, more loudly, “it is
not at all necessary to select a man who already exists.” And although she intended to speak something more
clearly...Hydaspes, containing himself no longer, said” (10.20.1).

13 Emdaxpvcaco ovv &mi mhgictov 1 Xapikieta «Kai todto» Egn «dvetuyé mpog Toic 8AL0IG 8Tl Kai T0ig GUVETOIC
aovveta EOEyyopat kol AEyovca TG £VTHG GLUPOPAG OV A&ysty vopifopot Tpog Youviv 68 Aomov Kol
AmAPAKAAVTTOV YOPETV TV &uanTiic Katnyopiav dvaykalopot» Tadta sine, kol BovAopévn Ta dvia AvoKoAOTTEY
avBig £€skpovahn Pofic Mol EsTATNG TPOC ToD MARBOVG dpbsiong. “So, weeping even more, Charikleia said, “And
in this I am unfortunate beyond other things, that I speak unintelligible things even to intelligent people, and even if
I speak my own misfortune, I think they do not understand; | am forced to release my own defense speech in favor
of what remains: undisguised nakedness.” She said these things, and though she wished to uncover what was
happening, again she was diverted, because a many—toned shout was lifted up by the crowd.” (10.29.4-30.1).

U4 el TL vedTepov <i> kiviua kav mapdevig pn mpémov, 1) ptpda ¢p¥oic T Buyatpdg kai o OfjAv copmadic o
ntoicpo 1O Yuvoikeiov oidev émokidle.» “Even if some more youthful passion or something unbecoming to
virginity, my motherly nature toward my daughter and my female sympathy know how to conceal a womanly [i.e.
not virginal] stumble.” (10.29.4).
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destruction of her life and her narrative.
Kai tij¢ [Tepoivvme moAra Tapnyopovong kai «Eikog cwbijvor Tov véov, €1 pot kai ta.
Aewmopeva Kol capéotepa TOV KATA cavTV £5ayopeey fodAoto» Aeyodong, 1 HEV
Xapikielo Procdeicn Kol TOV Kopov 00K £vorddvta DTEPHESY OpdOA, TPOC TA
Kopuotepa TV dmynudtov dpuncev. ‘O 8¢ Yddonng &l tiveg bmoAeimovtal TV
npecPevodviov Tod sicayyeAémg EmuvOdvero.
And when Persinna was consoling her and saying, “It is possible for the young man to be
saved, if you wish to reveal to me even more clearly the things which have been left out
about yourself,” Charikleia, feeling the pressure and seeing that the right time would not
allow for postponement, set off for the more time—sensitive parts of her narrative. But
Hydaspes was inquiring of his herald if any of the ambassadors still remained to be seen.
(10.33.4-34.1)
Yet even here, as Theagenes’ imminent sacrifice necessitates Charikleia’s third and final attempt
to reveal their relationship, Heliodorus does not actually describe Charikleia’s conversation with
her mother. He leaves it to the external audience’s imagination, transitioning immediately back
to Hydaspes. Instead of allowing the narrative to reach its climax here, the narrator steps in to
make Charikleia’s final (and presumably successful) attempt at revelation a private performance.
It appears, then, that Charikleia cannot give the public performance need to finally reveal
her relationship with Theagenes. This aligns well with what we know of the anxiety inherent to
displays of sophrosyne. Charikleia has already proven herself chaste before a crowd, but too
much further investigation into the surety of that proof will cause it to crumble. Sophrosyne, as
we have seen, is itself an unstable performance, so further conflicting performances can and do
continue destabilizing Charikleia’s already—fraught first performance. For Charikleia, convincing
the audiences that she can hold the identities of wife and virgin simultaneously is too great a task
even for her considerable sophrosyne. She has stretched their patience for manipulative

storytelling — and the concept of sophrosyne itself — to the limit.

Theagenes’ own attempts to reveal their relationships are also unsuccessful, because
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Meroebos and Hydaspes, like Persinna and Hydaspes in previous scenes, still cannot understand
the conundrum of a wife who is a virgin. Theagenes, too, occupies at least three roles, playing
first the grateful but resigned sacrificial victim as he asks Hydaspes «&i 10 diadpdvai pe v
iepovpylay TAVIMG AVEPIKTOV, YEIPL YOOV THG €DPNUEVNC 6oL vuvi BuyaTpog kéAeve.» “If escaping
the sacrifice is completely impossible for me, at least order it done by the hand of your now—
discovered daughter” (10.32.4). As the narrator reminds us,*® Charikleia requested the exact
same thing in chapter twenty, when Hydaspes begged her to explain her relationship to and pity
for Theagenes. While the two (like Leucippe and Cleitophon) likely did not plan this together,
the similarity of the roles they attempt to occupy points toward their suitability for one another
and their predilection for performance.

Theagenes then attempts to lean into a different aspect of his sacrificial status, painting
himself as a prophet. When Hydaspes claims Meroebos will marry Charikleia, Theagenes
interjects

«AML 0082 866pEvoy mpdceg» einev 6 Ocayévng, «&l Tt dym tod Xapikieiov
(QPOVILOTOC EMoON UL KAHol MG BVUATL LAVTEVOUEV® TGTEVELY £0TOL SIKOLOV.»

“But add that this will not come to be,” said Theagenes, “if [ know anything about the
mind of Charikleia. It will be correct for you to trust in me as | give this prophecy,
because [ am a sacrificial victim.” (10.33.2)
Meroebos quickly discredits Theagenes, pointing out that sacrificial victims are prophetic only
once slaughtered, and it is at this point that Charikleia makes her final, private performance for

Persinna.

Theagenes’ final role is that of the scoundrel, the abductor of Charikleia, the role we may

115 AnyBeig 31 mpog 10 eipnuévov O 'Yddonng kai mpog 1o Spotov tiig XopikAeiov mopakincemg 1OV vodv
avoréunov. “Indeed, Hydaspes was stung by what was said and also, calling it to mind, by Charikleia’s similar
request” (10.33.1).
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have forgotten he occupied.!*® Charikles suddenly returns to the scene, adding his own deception
to the jumble of performances onstage as he conceals “the real story” (ta aAn0éotepa) from his
audience and accuses Theagenes of abducting his daughter. As Morgan notes, “Theagenes’
abduction of Charikleia from Delphi has always been characterized as morally ambivalent, so
that the reader must concede that Charikles' case has some force.”*'’ Though the text in Book IV
says Charikleia was willing and aware and prepared for the abduction,*® Theagenes throws this
into confusion in Book X with his final performance, where he validates the accusations
Charikles makes.

‘0 8¢ 'Ydaonng mpog tov Ocayévmy «T» Eon «mpog tadta Epeig;» O 8¢ «AANOT» Epn

«mavTo T0 Katnyopnévra. Anotg ym kol dpmas kai Biotog kol ddtkog mepl TodTOV,

GAL> DUETEPOG EVEPYETNG.»

Hydaspes said to Theagenes, “What will you say to these things?” And he said “It’s true,

all his accusations are true. | have been a pirate and a thief and a violent man and a

wrongdoer to this man, but I have been your benefactor.” (10.37.1)

Theagenes claims to be guilty, which is unlikely both in light of the account given in Book 1V

and because of Charikles’ deceptions within this scene. Why should Theagenes, who will die

116 In Book 1V, as told by Kalasiris, we see Theagenes abduct Charikleia by force but apparently with her consent,
removing her from her impending marriage to another man. énedn péoat vokteg bmve v oy ERdmntilov, Evomhog
K®pog v oiknow tijg Xapikieiog kateAdpupavey, éotpatiiyetl 6& Osayévng TOV EpOTIKOV TODTOV TOAEUOV €1G AdYOV
4o Ti|g mopmiig Tovg £pnPovg cuvtdEac. O om péya Tt kal aBpdov Enforcavieg Kol S0V TV AGTIO®V TOVG KATA
pKpov aicBopévous EuPpovincavtes KO AAUTAGY TUHEVOLS EICNANVTO €iG TO dOUATIOV, THV ODAELOV 0D YOAETDG
gkpoyAevoavieg, dte TV KAelBpwv gig padiav dvor&v EmPefovievpévav, kol v Xapikielov evtpent Kol drovta
mpoedviov kKol TV Biav ékodoav DewoTapévny avaprdlovow. “When midnight plunged the city into sleep, an
armed band of revelers seized the household of Charikleia, and Theagenes was the general of this erotic war, having
organized the ephebes from the parade into an ambush. Indeed, shouting something great and overwhelming and
striking dumb with the thud of their shields those who heard even a trace of the noise, under lit torches they invaded
the house, levering the door without difficulty, because the bars of the door had been secretly meddled with for easy
access, and they snatched up Charikleia, who was prepared and completely aware and submitted willingly to their
force.” (4.17.3-4).

117 Morgan (1989) 317.

18 5 wpecPong (v 8¢ dpa 6 Xapudhiic) té uév dAndéotepa Tob yévoug Tiic Xapucheiog anékpumte P ot dpo Ko
KT TNV QLYNV €Keivng TNV Gve TpoapavicBeiong Toiepov kad’ £avTod TPOg TOV AANODS YEVVNOAVI®V
gmondonrtat dtevhofovpevog, Eetibeto 8¢ Emtépvov 6 undev EPrante. “The old man (who indeed, was Charikles)
concealed the real events of Charikleia’s ancestry, lest somehow she had vanished in her escape, guarding against
drawing a war down on himself from her real parents.” (10.36.1)
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momentarily, assent to a false charge when he has nothing to gain and nothing to lose? The
answer comes in the following scene, where Hydaspes then demands Theagenes return
Charikleia to Charikles. Theagenes then has the opportunity to yell the truth about Charikleia’s
identity to the crowd; when he does, no one (except Sisimithres, who has known the truth all
along*®) can bear it.

«AML 0oVY O Gducnoogy eimev O Ogayévne, «OAL 6 TO adiknuo Exov drodiddvon dikarog:

Eyelc 88 antodc. Amddoc, el un onv Ovyatépa sivar Xapikheiow kai 00Toc OLOAOYNGEIEY.»

OvKéTL KapTepETv 00O€lC NVEGYETO, BAL’ dpa TAVT®V GVYYVOIS £YiveTo.

“But it is not the wrongdoer,” said Theagenes, “but he who possesses the profit of

wrongdoing who is responsible for its return; and you yourself are that man! Give her

back, unless even this man would agree that Charikleia is your daughter!” No one could

bear to hold back any longer, but at once there was confusion for everyone. (10.37.2-3)
Theagenes’ performance, bolstered by Sisimithres’ interpretive work, confuses the audience
further, wresting self—control from their grasp and adding even more confusion to the scene. His
performances, like Charikleia’s, add to the audience’s confusion and risk their relationship
further.

When Charikleia runs out of the skene like a Maenad (her seventh role in Book X, by my
count), claiming to be a parricide and asking for punishment (also her last words in the novel),*?°
Persinna finally reveals that Theagenes and Charikleia are married.

er

‘H Iepoivva kab’ Etepov puépog tov Yodomny Evnykaiileto, kai «I1dvta ovtmg Exety,
dvep, mioteve» TPOg aTOV EAeye «kal vopeiov etvat Tod Buyatpiov Tov "EAAnva tovtovi
veaviay aAn0d¢ yivooke, aptt pot tadta EKeivng Kol LOAS EEayopevadiong.»

Persinna, at a distance, took Hydaspes in her arms and said to him, “Be confident that
everything is so, and know truly that this Greek young man is the bridegroom of our

19 <0O> Zio1pifpng 8¢ &mi modd Srapkécag kol mhhat Té AeyOpeva Kol Tpattopeva Yvopilov, eig T dxpiBc 5&
nePLEADETY 10 PavepodEVa TPOG TOD KPEITTOVOS Avapuévay mpocédpapé te Kol Tov Xapikiéa tepientiooeto. “But
Sisimithres, having full control of himself to a great degree and comprehending from the beginning the things said
and done, waiting for the things made manifest to him by a higher power to become completely clear, ran forward
and embraced Charikles.” (10.37.3).

12010.38.1.
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daughter, because just now she betrayed these secrets to me, even though it was
difficult.” (10.38.2)

These words are meant to reassure Hydaspes, but they do not, I think, reassure the external
audience. Persinna asks Hydaspes to accept things as they are (obtwg &xewv) and to trust words
spoken in secret between women. Hydaspes and the audience are explicitly asked to let things
go, to join in the performance of celebrating a not—entirely—certain series of revelations. From
Charikleia’s initial demonstration of sophrosyne all the way to the re—revelation of her two
fathers and her relationship with Theagenes, it is clear that the “real story,” whatever it may be,
is now hopelessly tangled in performances.

The narrative has reached its breaking point. Morgan characterizes the sequence of
attempted revelations | have outlined as “the game of ambiguity and incomprehension” with a
system of signs that are set up as definitive, undermined, and then rewritten so that Heliodorus
can showcase his narrative skill.*2t While this may be a motivation for the twists and turns in
these scenes, | think reading these events as a system of performances, rather than signs, offers
clearer insight into Heliodorus’ strategy for ending. The protagonists have proven their
sophrosyne, and therefore their skills at performance, as they overwhelm their audience’s ability
to maintain self—control. At the same time, however, their performances and the performances
they elicit from their audience pose a conundrum — a virgin wife, a virgin husband, a sacrifice—
making sacrifice, an innocent criminal — which the internal audience, in their overwhelmed state,
cannot understand. Even the performance—savvy characters have trouble making meaning from
this series of performances. Sophrosyne at the end of the Aithiopika, then, offers the viewer a

kind of narrative ultimatum: either make up an ending for the story and declare it so via

121 Morgan (1989) 316, 319.
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performance, or be swept away while trying to maintain a sense of self—control and reality in the

face of so much manipulation.
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Chapter Five: Close, Closure, and Craft
“The text of, say, a romance is not just a dead letter or inscribed memorial but a semantic
performance in which both author and reader have active parts to play.”
— John Winkler, “The Mendacity of Kalasiris”'?2

The reactions of the internal audiences in Leucippe and Cleitophon and the Aithiopika
reveal that performances of sophrosyne encourage and even demand a response. Those watching
the chastity tests in these two novels are overwhelmed by the protagonists’ performances, just as
we, the external audience, are overwhelmed by the pace and intricacy with which the plot
appears to be resolving. We can sense that both novels in their final chapters are hurtling toward
the end which has been looming since the start, and the two problems | have identified — the
knowability of sophrosyne and the possibility of ending a polyphonic novel — remain unsolved at
both the narrative and metanarrative level. At the narrative level, the reactions of internal
audiences to performances of sophrosyne suggest that the solution to both of these problems is
either to go silent, as in Leucippe and Cleitophon, or to join in the performance, as in the
Aithiopika.

In this final chapter, | argue that resolving the problems of sophrosyne and endings at the
metanarrative level of each novel requires these same solutions: silence and performance. We as
readers, the external audience, must demonstrate our own sophrosyne. We need not necessarily
be chaste, but we must notice when the time for an ending has arrived, restrain or exercise our
curiosity at the appropriate points, and understand the stakes of our performance. Like the

internal audiences, we must agree to keep quiet in order to end Leucippe and Cleitophon, and we

must agree, despite our confusion, to perform joy and celebration at the end of the Aithiopika. If

122 \Winkler (1982) 139.
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we refuse to play these roles at the end of the novel, we will not reach our long—desired happy
ending. The final performance of sophrosyne in these two novels, then, is not the protagonists’
grand demonstrations of bodily and rhetorical chastity, but the external audience’s response, the
sophrosyne we display as we agree to participate in the “semantic performance” of an ending.?®
Leucippe and Cleitophon: Encouraging Euphemia

The internal audience’s reactions to sophrosyne in Leucippe and Cleitophon include, as |
have shown, silence and a loss of physical, emotional, and even existential control. Those
watching performances of sophrosyne are reduced to silence, to euphemia, the only harmless
kind of speech. The metanarrative dilemma posed by Achilles Tatius’ ending demands euphemia
of the external audience as well. We are silenced and cut out of the narrative by Cleitophon’s
narrative pacing, and there are consequences if we do attempt to speak. If we make any further
comments on Cleitophon and Leucippe, we risk Leucippe and Cleitophon collapsing altogether.

The notoriously problematic final scene of Leucippe and Cleitophon makes the threat of
collapse very clear. As many scholars have noted, the Cleitophon we see at the end of the novel
who is finally married to Leucippe contrasts sharply with the Cleitophon who is narrating the
novel, who we find in the temple of Astarte at Sidon in Book I lamenting tocabtag OBpetg €€
Epmtog, “so many outrages of love” (1.2.1). Cleitophon is not with Leucippe at the beginning of
the novel, and love has (apparently) done him wrong. Further, he is in a temple at Sidon, where
he stopped at the end of the novel, not the Byzantium to which he planning to sail with Leucippe.
Glenn Most identifies many of the questions this situation raises.

Where is Leucippe when Cleitophon meets the anonymous narrator in the temple at

Sidon? Has Cleitophon lost her yet again? If so, why does he not say so? If he still has
her, what is he doing alone at the temple and why does he spend eight long books talking

123 Winkler (1982) 139.
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about her to a stranger? Why is he not at home reading Greek romances in bed with
her?124

These disconnects between the beginning and the ending of the novel are not the only curious
features of Achilles Tatius’ novel.

After Leucippe and Cleitophon finish their performances of sophrosyne, more and more
stories are told at a faster and faster pace. After Leucippe finishes recounting her adventures, her
father leaps into the storytelling. Curiously, Sostratos does not address his daughter, for whom he
has expressed so much concern, but Cleitophon. Sostratos says he wants to take a turn as narrator
tva un dodpBorog ® pvboroyiog movtdmoot, “so that I am not one who doesn’t pay their share in
all the storytelling,” and promises to tell Cleitophon about his sister, Kalligone (8.17.1).
Sostratos’ story reads like a miniature version of the Greek novel: Kalligone and Kallisthenes, a
prince who was supposed to marry Leucippe, meet, fall in love, promise to remain chaste
(tnpnoo 6¢ oe mapBévov puéyputep av ool doki, 8.17.3), travel around, go to war, reunite, and
finally, having remained chaste (mapB&vov yap v kOpnv péypt TovTOoL TETNPTKA, 8.18.2), they
promise to marry. Though much shorter than Leucippe and Cleitophon, this inset novel is
obviously more conventional, perhaps even more ideal, than the novel in which it is told, and it is
certainly less interesting now that we have had a taste of Cleitophon’s tricky, biased narration.

More curiously still, there are no audience reactions to the quickly—told stories at the end
of Book VIII. In fact, there has been no reaction or interpretation to any story told in Book VIlI
after Cleitophon’s chastity test, where he does not give his audience the space to react and
redirects their attention to the priest’s story. Likewise, any responses to the priest’s story are

prevented by Leucippe’s interruption, and Sostratos’ storytelling prevents any response to

124 Most (1989) 117.
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Leucippe’s newly—exercised narration. After Sostratos’ narrative about Cleitophon’s sister,
Cleitophon and Leucippe simply go to bed as usual: kol tadta Stapvboroyncavteg EkounOnuey
OV antov Tpdmov. “And after having exchanged these stories, we went to sleep in the typical
way” (8.18.5). Finally, there is no description from our usually verbose narrator of his marriage
ceremony, his voyage home, or his bride. The obsession with narration, the forced return to
normalcy and to an ideal novel, and the lack of space for reader reactions in Book VIII convey a
deep anxiety. There is no room for disturbance. If Cleitophon or Leucippe’s sophrosyne, and by
extension their stories, are questioned — indeed, if any story at the end of the novel is questioned
— the ending is undermined.

If we are to understand these strange narrative features at the end of Leucippe and
Cleitophon, we cannot forget that, within the novel, Cleitophon is still narrating and pacing even
these final, hasty chapters. It is he who is managing the space in which other characters and even
the external audience can react to the final (and initial) events of the novel. Even in the beginning
of the novel, 1% Cleitophon is cinching the openings in the story shut, silencing his audience and
directing them away from the many unanswered questions and loose ends which remain at the
end of the novel. Gradually, the narrators tighten their hold on the narrative until even we, the
external audience, are excluded from their private sphere of performative, cooperative
storytelling. I suggest that rather than solely displaying narratological subversion, this ending is
yet another playful demonstration — this time for the audience outside the novel — of sophrosyne.
Achilles Tatius, though Cleitophon, is nudging us away from the instability which inevitably

results from questioning an ending.

125 |, as Repath suggests, the Cleitophon who opens the novel is very close in age, time, and experience to the
Cleitophon who ends the novel, then we can read his opening words as a continuation of the ending of the narrative.
Repath (2005) 262.
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The buildup I have outlined in the last book of Leucippe and Cleitophon — the need for
proof of sophrosyne, the public performances of it, the ensuing narrative tricks the protagonists
play on their audience — reveals that the last chapters of Leucippe and Cleitophon not only
contain tests of sophrosyne but are themselves a test of sophrosyne. This test, embedded as it is
into the fabric of the novel’s ending, invites readers to use not just their virginity or chastity,'?
but their skills at performance, storytelling, timing, and keeping quiet. As lan Repath notes,

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 not provide such an explanation

only increases these doubts.*?’
The presentation of these tantalizing doubts are the reader’s test of sophrosyne. We must
carefully ward off questions as we watch the end of the novel, just as the author and characters
do, in order to safely reach a sense of closure. We must go along with the performance of an
ending. We are reduced to euphemism by the characters’ discreet narration, just as Cleitophon
and Leucippe’s internal audiences are. We, too, threaten their performances of sophrosyne if we
ask questions which might disrupt the carefully constructed happy, chaste wedding and safe
journey to Byzantium.

There are also consequences if question the ending — that is, if we fail the test. If we do
not heed the warnings scattered throughout Book V11, we receive the unpleasant shock of

discovering that there is not really an ending, nor is it happy. Repath writes that “Achilles Tatius

has pulled off the biggest trick of them all: a Greek novel with a non-happy non-ending.”*?

126 Some scholars, including Rachel Bird and John Morgan, read the ending of the novel as an injunction to the
reader to restrain their sexual desire, to turn toward marriage and faithfulness in their own lives. My reading more
closely follows the readings of John Winkler and Simon Goldhill, who take a more playful appraoch to the novel’s
relationship with its readers.

127 Repath (2005) 260.

128 Repath (2005) 265.
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This claim is true if and only if we make the mistake of disrupting the ending. If we agree instead
to keep silent, to euphemize, to let Cleitophon close the curtains of his and Leucippe’s narrative,
then we can walk away from the novel with our hopes for the protagonists’ sophrosyne and their
happily married life intact. We can end this polyphonic novel which rests on the unstable
“virtue” of sophrosyne by collapsing our many questions about the ending into one monophonic
statement in agreement with Cleitophon’s suggested narrative course.
The Aithiopika: Celebrating Confusion

The Aithiopika’s internal audience models a response to sophrosyne almost completely
opposite the response in Leucippe and Cleitophon. We see Heliodorus use sophrosyne not as a
means for subverting the ideal novelistic ending, as Achilles Tatius does, but for interrogating it.
Rather than silencing his readers, he encourages the external audience to add their own responses
to the chain of performances which runs throughout Book X. These performances, as we have
seen, do not require full comprehension of the often paradoxical situations at the end of the novel
but merely an understanding that performance is occurring. | suggest that as the internal
audiences learn to perform in the face of paradox, they provide a model for the external
audience. We, too, must learn to respond to the many paradoxes of Book X by performing, even
if we do not fully understand the situation. This learning process, though messy, allows the
Aithiopika to turn what Winkler calls its “greatest fear” — misinterpretation — into its greatest
indulgence, the tool by which it encourages the audience to agree to construct an ending.'?°

The narrator of the Aithiopika and the crowd of people watching the events of Book X

offer the first demonstration of performances which are not dependent on correct interpretation.

129 Winkler (1982) 120.
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After Persinna asks Hydaspes to accept things as they are, to believe the conversation Persinna
had with Charikleia in secret even to the audience, the spectators before the skene erupt into
celebration and euphemia.

‘O dfjpog Etépwbev cuv gveENUOIS Talg Poaic £€exdpeve, Taco NAKIN Kol TOYN CLLEAOV®G
Td yvopevo Boundodvieg, Td PEV TAETOTA TV AEYOUEVOV 0D GUVIEVTEG, TA OVTa O €K
TV Tpoyeyovotov Eml T Xapikieig coufailovies, | taya kai €€ dpuig Oelag 7
ocvumovTo TadTe EGKNVOYPaPNoEey £ig Drdvolay Tdv 4An0&Y EA06vTec. Y@’ fig Kol To
EVOVTIOTATA TPOG GVUE®ViaY NPUOLETO, Yapdc Kol ADTNG CUUTETAEYUEVDV, YEAOTL
JOKPLMOV KEPAVVVUEVAOV, TV GTVYVOTAT®V €IC E0PTNV HETOPAALOUEVOVY, YEADT®V Gl
TOV KAUOVTOV KOl YoapOvImV TV Bpnvoivimv, eDpiokdviev odg un edntovy Kai
AmoAAOVTOV 0DG gDpMKEVAL £60KOVV, KOl TEAOG TAV TPOGIOKNOEVTOV POVOV €1g EDAYEIG
Buoiag petafoarilopévmv.

The populace from the other side broke out into a chorus with shouts of praise, every age
and status harmoniously rejoicing at the things that happened, although most did not
understand the things which were said, either having put the situation together from the
things which had happened before concerning Charikleia, or perhaps even coming to a
realization about the truth from the divine driving force which had staged all these things.
By which driving force even opposites were joined together in harmony, joy and sadness
entangled, tears mingled with laughter, the most dismal things changed into a festival,
people at once weeping and laughing and rejoicing and mourning, those who found
people they were not seeking and those who lost people they thought they had found, and
finally the anticipated blood changed into a pure sacrifice. (10.38.3-4)
The narrator’s description crowd’s reaction, though joyful, reveals a deep and lingering
confusion. It is unclear what, exactly, the audience is reacting to, since only Persinna’s private
words to Hydaspes precede this scene. The narrator, who knows that the audience’s reactions do
not make sense and are likely uninformed, asks how they could have known to react to
something they cannot have understood: did they piece it together themselves, or did a divine
director visit them with the script to the play? The narrator of the Aithiopika asks questions,
speculates, and thereby encourages the external audience to do the same. As we watch the
narrator watch the crowd in Book X, we learn that the crowd, despite their lack of understanding,

does perform the correct response. The language of performance (é€ey6peve, Eoxnvoyphenoey)
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present in the narrator’s description confirms that the crowd’s apparently nonsensical reaction is
in fact a part of the system of performances in Book X. Even without a correct or complete
understanding of the situation, the crowd senses that a performance has occurred and responds
with a performance of their own. They rejoice in and through their confusion, and we, the
external audience, must do the same. We, like the narrator, may not be exactly sure what is
happening, or why, or how, but we should be able to take our cue to start celebrating the ending,
just as the crowd does.

If we have not yet learned to balance our confusion with the sense of celebration at the
end of Book X, we have a model for responding in Hydaspes. As often in Book X, he needs help
to interpret the situation, so he turns to Sisimithres, the most informed and performance—alert
character, for guidance in his performance.

Tod yap Ydaonov mpog tov Ziciuibpnv «Ti yp1| opdv, & copdtate» gimdvtog «apveichon

™V TV Bedv Buciav odk evceREc, ceaylaley TOLG Tap’ LTV dmPNOEVTIG OVK EDOYES.

EMvonTéoV MUV TO TPAKTEOV.»

For when Hydaspes said to Sisimithres, “What must we do, wisest one? It would not be

reverent to refuse a sacrifice to the gods, and it would not be pure to slaughter those who

have been gifted by them. It is necessary to think about what we must do.” (10.39.1)
Hydaspes knows he should be gleaning something from the situation which would enable him to
respond, but his confusion overwhelms him. Sisimithres replies with a very clear reading of the
ending, which explains that the gods caused all the confusing revelations and performances
which just occurred.

«Q Bached» einev, «Emokiblovratl, Og E0kev, V1O THg &yov xapdc Kai ol GUVETOTOTOL

TAV AvOpdV. X& yoOv Kal whdot cupPdidev xpiv étL un Tpocievtar ol Ogoi TV

evtpemlopévny Buciav... viv v Kopovida TdV ayaddv Kol dorep AAUTASIOV OPAOTOC

TOV Voupiov Thg KOpNG TovTtovi ToV EEVOV veaviav avaenvavtes. AL’ aicBavopedo Tod

Beiov Bovpatovpynpatog Kai cuvepyol yvopedo 1od ékeivov fovAnpatog kai Exdpedo

TV eV0yESTEP®V igpeimv, TNV O avBpodrev Buciav kKai €ig TOV £ETiC aidva
TEPLYPAYOVTEG,.
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“Oh king,” he said, “even the most intelligent of men are cast into darkness, as it seems,
by too much joy. You indeed much earlier ought to have figured out that the gods do not
agree to the sacrifice which is being readied...and now as the completion of good things,
and just like the finale—torch®*° of a drama, they are revealing that this young stranger is
the bridegroom of the maiden. But let us sense the divine wonder—working and be fellow
workers of their will and make a purer sacrifice, drawing a line through human sacrifice,
even to the next age!” (10.39.2-3)

Hydaspes can now play his role correctly. He affirms Sisimithres’ words and provides an
explanation of all these performances to the crowd.
0 'Yddomng v &yydplov yAOTTAY Kol avTtog VIV igic, Thg T XapikAeiog kol Tod
Oceayévoug Emdedpaypévog, «OvKodv, @ Tapdvteg» ELeye, «Oe®v vevpaTL TOVTOV 0DT®
dwmenpaypévav 10 avtiBaivery aféptov... Tpoc ta iepd TpETMUED»
Hydaspes, now himself also using his native language, holding Charikleia and
Theagenes, said, “So, you who are present, by the will of the gods, opposing the things
which have happened in this way is unlawful...let us turn ourselves toward the
sacrifices.” (10.40.1-2)
Hydaspes’ words show that he has accepted Sisimithres’ explanation that the gods are now
working in a new way and have changed their minds about what sacrifices are acceptable.
Hydaspes has learned to accept with the situation, and he has learned to perform his newfound

acceptance for his people. Hydaspes also declares that Theagenes and Charikleia are married,***

which shows that he has decided to put aside the paradox of married virgins which has stymied

130 Walden notes in “Stage-Terms in Heliodoros’ Aithiopika” that there has been much controversy over what a
lampadion is, but he discusses manuscripts of Terence which have drawings of characters about to enter the scene.
These appear with dramatic masks and a lighted torch. “We can imagine that it may have been the custom in Greek
theatre, at the conclusion of a piece, for one or more persons to come forth and make a burnt—offering to the god, or
even to march across the orchestra with lighted torch in symbolic reference to Dionysus...the torch in that case, as
having an actual function to perform in connection with the play, would not be so much out of place among the
masks. It would be to the end of the piece much as the prologus (who also appears in the MSS.) is to the beginning.”
Walden (1894) 35. His discussion is lengthy and mentions many other possibilities, but he seems to conclude that
the torch is, at the very least, certainly a symbol of the end to a drama.

181 Gote YO papTLGLY AVTOIC TE TOC TadTA EMAMGUGL Kol DIV dkdAovOa Ekeivolg Ppovely &vieticvouévolg
Euvapida Tavtny yauniiolg vopolg avadeikvopt Kol cuveival Beopud mtodoyoviag Epinut. “So, by these witnesses,
both the ones who spun these things and you all who in agreement with them have been proven to be prudent, |
proclaim these two a couple, by the marriage laws, and | say that they can live together by the ordinance for bearing
children.” (10.40.2).
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him throughout Book X. Silvia Montiglio argues that the readers, with their knowledge of the
whole novel, should be able to recognize this paradox, even if Hydaspes remains ignorant of it.

Hydaspes does not know the truth but the reader, who knows it, sees highlighted in these

rejoinders a leitmotif in this couple’s proclivities: Theagenes and Chariclea have both

cultivated chastity and considered themselves married all along their journey.'%2
In other words, the audience outside the narrative, should be able to recognize their married
chastity as a paradox and, unlike Hydaspes throughout most of Book X, should be comfortable
with it despite the tension it creates. These developments show the external audience that we can
ask questions when we are confused, as Hydaspes does, and then take the answers we are given
to help perform the ending, whether we truly understand it or not.

In the final scene of the novel, the external audience must prove that we have learned our
lesson about performing while confused. The description of Theagenes and Charikleia’s wedding
is shrouded in mystery, and, as with all the Greek novels, we do not know anything about the
quality of their wedded life.

Tte@0éviec oLV ol véol Aevkdig Toic pitpaug, THY 1€ iepmcivny dvadncduevol Koi Ty

Buoiav avtol KaAMepNGaVTEG, VIO AOUTAGTY UUEVILS, QOADV TE Kol GUPTLYY®mV

uelmdiong, £’ Gpuatog innwv pev 6 Oeayévng dua td Yodaonn (0 Ziowuifpng 6& kad’

grepov apo 1@ XapikAel), Bodv 8¢ Aevkdv 1| Xapikdiela dua ) [lepoivvn, oOv evenuiong

Kol KpOTOLG Kol yopoic €t TV Mepony mopenéumovto, TV Emi T® YOU® HWOCTIKOTEP®OV

KaTd TO GoTL EAdPHTEPOV TEAEGONCOUEVOV.

So the young people, crowned with white miters and having been bound to priestly

service and making a well-omened sacrifice themselves, under lit torches, with the

melodies of flutes and pipes, on a chariot with horses went Theagenes with Hydaspes

(and Sisimithres with Charikles on another), and on a chariot with white cows went

Charikleia with Persinna, and with praises and applause and dancing they were escorted

toward Meroe, in order that the more mystic part of the marriage would be completed in

the brighter city. (10.41.3)

Even in our ignorance of the details about their marriage and our lingering questions about who

132 Montiglio (2020) 238.
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knows what at the end of the Aithiopika, we can see that the ending is well-omened and heading
toward completion (teAecOncopévav). Morgan says of this ending that
[Charikleia’s] story has come full circle and can now relapse into non—narratability.
Likewise in her relations with Theagenes, we as readers can only presume that nothing
narratable ever happens to Charikleia again. Their story only makes moral sense if they
pass the rest of their lives in a happiness so complete and so uniform as to present no
purchase for narration. This is in fact a classic closed ending; no questions are left to be
asked, the text closes because there is nothing more that could be told.*
In light of the confusion we have seen in the final scenes of the Aithiopika, I think it unlikely that
“nothing narratable ever happens to Charikleia again.” If nothing remains to be narrated, it is
only because the time for narration, and thus for processing or resolving confusion, has finished.
Here and now, at the end of the Aithiopika, is the time for rejoicing in our confusion as it stands,
just as we have learned from the internal audience, Sisimithres, Hydaspes, and the narrator
himself. John Winkler writes that this ending is a reflection of reality — after all, in real life, we
rarely receive all the answers to our questions.
The Aithiopika is an act of pure play, yet a play which rehearses vital processes by which
we must live in reality — interpretation, reading, and making a provisional sense of
things.!3
Heliodorus, by providing a model of simultaneous celebration and confusion, has constructed for
the reader “a provisional sense of things.” He encourages his reader to appreciate and recognize
the intricacy of the questions his narrative does not answer while still participating in the final
celebrations necessary for a happy ending. At the end of the novel, we are both happy and

confused, just as Charikleia and Theagenes are both married and chaste.

In the Aithiopika, then, the external audience also has a performance of sophrosyne to

133 Morgan (1989) 320.
134 \Winkler (1982) 158.
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offer. We must use our skills of reading and interpreting first to sense that the ending is a
performance, and then Heliodorus encourages us to add our own voice to join in that
performance. If we do not understand what, precisely, happens at and beyond the ending of the
Aithiopika, we can nevertheless demonstrate sophrosyne by correctly watching the performance,
navigating through our confusion, and mirroring the emotions present in the text. Rather than the
forced monophony we see at the end of Leucippe and Cleitophon, Heliodorus offers a kind of
organized polyphony, the opportunity for us as readers to echo the voices which appear in the
text and carry them with us out of the novel.

As with Achilles Tatius, there are consequences if we read the ending incorrectly,
because the last book of the Aithiopika has put as much pressure on the generically expected
happy ending as possible. We are so mired in performance, manipulation, and confusion at the
end of the Aithiopika that if we do not agree to perform despite our confusion, we will not see an
end to the novel at all. Our questions will overwhelm the opportunity for relief provided by the
hasty prophecy fulfillment and marriage rites. With such high stakes, we are happy to agree to
help the protagonists perform the ending in order to relieve the pressure their convoluted stories
have created. There is a kind of narrative ultimatum here: either decide that the story will end
and declare it so via performance, or be swept away while trying to maintain a sense of self-
control and reality in the face of so much confusion. I suggest that we think of this approach as
the hyper—happy hyper—ending to Achilles Tatius’ threatened non—happy non—ending. At the end
of Leucippe and Cleitophon, Achilles Tatius steers the audience toward a silence which will
become overwhelming if we do not agree to it. We must silently step back from the stage. At the
end of the Aithiopika, Heliodorus directs the audience toward a cacophony which will become

overwhelming if we do not participate in it. We must chose a role and perform.
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Conclusion: Making Provisional Sense!3®
“The novel is a lie only as our quotidian inventions are lies. The power which goes into its
making — the imagination — is a function of man’s inescapable freedom.”
— Frank Kermode, The Sense of an Ending*

The strategies for ending we see in Leucippe and Cleitophon and the Aithiopika are not
the simple or ideal tropes so commonly accepted in novelistic scholarship, but a series of
complex, self-aware, and inherently unstable conditions. The final scenes of both novels are
liminal, messy spaces onto which we must project — or perform — certainty, stability, and
happiness in a narratively relevant way if we wish to reach the ending. In Leucippe and
Cleitophon, we must agree to remain silent, following Cleitophon’s directions, so that we may
emerge unscathed from an ending fraught with inconsistencies. In the Aithiopika, we must
consent to the confusion which pervades the final book so that we can celebrate the triumph of
identity, marriage, and religion which Heliodorus has dangled before us since the beginning. We
do these novels a disservice when we read their endings as happy, ideal, and simple — or worse,
as poor attempts at narrative. To make sense of the lies and loose ends which pervade the end of
the ancient Greek novel, we must read the ending itself as a performance, a shifting, polyphonic
web of manipulation and deception in which the reader can and should engage.

If we read the final books of Leucippe and Cleitophon and the Aithiopika through the
dual lenses of performance and sophrosyne, we can begin to understand the chastity test scenes
not merely as entertaining resolutions to the novel’s anxiety about virginity, but as complex
narrative and metanarrative devices for constructing closure for a polyphonic novel. The ability

to correctly read the chastity test scenes as sites of performance, deception, and manipulation is

135 Winkler (1982) 158.
136 Kermode (2000) 135.
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what then allows us, the external audience, to construct a false — or at least not entirely true —
sense of closure for the novel. To use the phrasing of Nimis and Morgan, among others, it is our
ability to “sense the ending” which allows the novel to end happily. I conclude, then, that the
ending of the ancient novel is not, in fact, happy. It is rather a space wherein we can display the
rhetorical dimensions of our own sophrosyne: our ability to learn, to interpret, to emulate the
performances we have just seen, and to catch on to the shifting layers of truth and narration
which swirl throughout the ending.

Though the lens of sophrosyne, we can identify levels of performance which touch
everyone involved with the novel, from the characters to the readers. As | argued in chapters one
and two, the protagonists understand sophrosyne as a performance, as we can see in the language
of theater, deception, and manipulation which surround their chastity test scenes. Likewise, as |
showed in chapters three and four, the responses the internal audiences offer to the protagonists’
performances of sophrosyne reveal that the internal audiences, too, are performing. Even we, the
external audience, are caught in this web of performance, as | argued in chapter five. Across all
three levels of performance at the end of the novel, we see the boundaries between narrative and
metanarrative, performer and audience begin to blur. The performances of sophrosyne at the end
of Leucippe and Cleitophon and the Aithiopika ripple further and further outward until the
responsibility of ending the novel is firmly on our shoulders. Whether we must agree to be silent
in the face of sophrosyne, as in Leucippe and Cleitophon, or take up our own performances as a
way to navigate conflicting narratives, as in the Aithiopika, we must play along with the endings
Achilles Tatius and Heliodorus have constructed.

Some scholars understand morality as the only or most relevant dimension of sophrosyne

in the novel, reading the end of the novel as a call for readers to recognize and then regulate the
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most transgressive, erotic parts of the novel.®’ | suggest instead that the chastity test scenes at
the end of these two novels invite and even command characters and readers to engage
knowingly with the novel’s ending tableau of erotic performances and storytelling. While
sophrosyne in the novel may include readers’ bodily chastity, it extends well beyond virginity
and its accompanying moral aspects to include self awareness, an understanding of storytelling,
and a keen sense of narrative timing. These qualities — all necessary for and proven through
performance — allow us to read sophrosyne in the novel as more than just its “cardinal virtue.”*®
Rather, we can expand our reading of sophrosyne to something more productive and more
playful: a stage direction. Sophrosyne, in the fullest sense of the word, is the key to reading and
giving the performances necessitated by the narrative tension (are the protagonists chaste?) and
the metanarrative tension (can the novel end?) at the end of the novel. The “happy ending” of the
novel therefore relies on readerly sophrosyne: our ability to notice and follow that stage
direction, and then to perform sophrosyne ourselves.

When we read the endings of these novels as performative, imaginative spaces rather than
lessons in chastity, we encounter newer, broader questions about performance and sophrosyne in
the ancient Greek novel. First, and most obviously, what of performance do we find at the end of
the earlier three extant novels? Is a performative ending a hallmark of the genre, or a response to
the established happy endings of earlier novels? On a more historical level, what conclusions
might we draw about the presence of almost-modern performativity in ancient literature? And

finally, as scholars, how can we continue to revisit assumptions we make about the quality and

137 E.g. Bird (2020) 179, 184. “Sophrosyne is central to characterization and is central on the level of readerly
response, as it regulates the erotic impetus in characters and readers...Readers must understand how their own
possession or lack of this cardinal virtue fundamentally governs how they read these novels”

138 Bird (2020) 184.
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value of literature based on its audience and/or content? The ancient novel has certainly risen in
academic esteem over the past fifty years, but it is clear that scholarly assumptions and biases
about “literary merit” continue to consciously and subconsciously limit the questions we ask
about erotic and popular literature.

This cunning, playful, performance—laden genre asks us to remain alert to our false
assumptions and internalized bias. Morgan, reflecting on novelistic scholarship at the end of the
twentieth century, claims the observations we make about the novel function as a “reflection of
our changing selves.”**® Goldhill, too, argues that our responses to the novel tell us as much
about ourselves as they do about the text; the ancient Greek novel “puts the reader in the
frame.”?*? Kermode, speaking more broadly, notes that “it is ourselves we are encountering
whenever we invent fictions.”**! Any meaning we can make of the ancient Greek novels
therefore depends on our self—awareness, our sense of performance, our willingness to notice and
participate in their hidden humor. Perhaps we can say, then, that reading the novels, and thus
reading ourselves, offers yet another opportunity for performance — a test of scholarly

sophrosyne.

139 Morgan (1996) 73.
140 Goldhill (1995) 14.
141 Kermode (2000) 39.



94

Bibliography

Primary Sources

Garnaud, Jean—Philippe. 1991. Achille Tatius d’Alexandrie. Le Roman de Leucippé et Clitophon.
Paris: Les Belles Lettres.

Godley, A. D. (Ed.). 1920. Herodotus. The Histories. Cambridge: Harvard University Press.
Perseus Digital Library.

Goold, G. P. (Ed., Trans.). 1995. Chariton. Callirhoe. Loeb Classical Library 481.
Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press.

Harmon, A. M. (Trans.). 1915. Lucian. The Downward Journey or The Tyrant. Loeb Classical
Library 54. Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press.

Henderson, Jeffrey (Ed., Trans.). Longus, Xenophon of Ephesus. Daphnis and Chloe, Anthia and
Habrocomes. Loeb Classical Library 69. Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press.

Lumb, T.W., J. Maillon, and R.M. Rattenbury. 1960. Héliodore. Les Ethiopiques (Théagéne et
Chariclée). 3 volumes. Second edition. Paris: Les Belles Lettres.

Murray, A.T. (Ed.). 1919. Homer. The Odyssey. Cambridge: Harvard University Press.
Perseus Digital Library.

Rabe, Hugo. 1906. Scholia in Lucianum. Bibliotheca Scriptorum Graecorum Et Romanorum
Teubneriana. Lipsiae: In Aedibus B. G. Teubneri.

Vilborg, Ebbe. 1955. Achilles Tatius. Leucippe and Clitophon. Stockholm: Almqvist & Wiksell.

Secondary Sources
Anderson, Michael. 1997. “The ZQ®POXYNH of Persinna and the Romantic Strategy of

Heliodorus’ Aethiopica.” Classical Philology 92 (4): 303-22.



95

Bakhtin, Mikhail. 1981. The Dialogic Imagination: Four Essays. Austin, TX: University of

Texas Press.
. 1984. Problems of Dostoevsky’s Poetics. Edited by Emerson Caryl.

Minneapolis, MN: University of Minnesota Press.

Bartsch, Shadi. 1989. Decoding the Ancient Novel: The Reader and the Role of Description in
Heliodorus and Achilles Tatius. Princeton, N.J: Princeton University Press.

Bird, Rachel. 2017. “Virtue Obscured: Theagenes’ Sophrosyné in Heliodorus’ Aethiopica.”
Ancient Narrative 14, 195-208.

. 2020. Sophrosune in the Greek Novel: Reading Reactions to Desire. New York,

NY: Bloomsbury Academic.

Bossu, Annelies. 2015. “Steadfast and Shrewd Heroines: The Defence of Chastity in the Latin
Post-Nicene Passions and the Greek Novels.” Ancient Narrative 12: 91-128.

Brooks, Peter. 1984. Reading for the Plot: Design and Intention in Narrative. First edition. New
York: Knopf.

Burrows, Don. 2014. “The Art of Deception: Longus and the Ancient Novel.” PhD diss.
University of Minnesota.

Chew, Kathryn. 2000. “Achilles Tatius and Parody.” The Classical Journal 96 (1): 57-70.

De Temmerman, Koen. 2014. Crafting Characters : Heroes and Heroines in the Ancient Greek
Novel. First edition. Oxford University Press.

Doody, Margaret. 1996. The True Story of the Novel. New Brunswick, N.J.: Rutgers University
Press.

Dunn, Francis. 1996. Tragedy’s End: Closure and Innovation in Euripidean Drama. Oxford

University Press.


https://login.proxy.library.emory.edu/login?url=http://search.ebscohost.com/login.aspx?direct=true&db=e000xna&AN=712480&site=ehost-live&scope=site

96

Goldhill, Simon. 1995. Foucault’s Virginity: Ancient Erotic Fiction and the History of Sexuality.
Cambridge University Press.

Haynes, Katharine. 2002. “Power of the Prude: Configurations of the Feminine in the Greek
Novel.” Ancient Narrative 1: 73-92.

Henderson, Jeffrey. 1991. The Maculate Muse: Obscene Language in Attic Comedy. Second
edition. Oxford: Oxford University Press.

Kermode, Frank. 2000. The Sense of an Ending : Studies in the Theory of Fiction with a New
Epilogue. Oxford University Press.

Konstan, David. 1994. Sexual Symmetry: Love in the Ancient Novel and Related Genres.
Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press.

Liddell, Henry George, Robert Scott, Henry Stuart Jones, and Roderick McKenzie. 1940. A
Greek—English Lexicon. Oxford: Clarendon Press.

Lye, Suzanne. 2016. "Gender and Ethnicity in Heliodorus’ Aithiopika." Classical World 109, no.
2: 235-262.

McCoskey, Denise. 2019. Race: Antiquity and Its Legacy. Bloomsbury Academic Publishing.

Montiglio, Silvia. 2020. "Erotic Desire and the Desire to Marry in the Ancient Greek Novels." In
The Discourse of Marriage in the Greco-Roman World, edited by Beneker Jeffrey and
Tsouvala Georgia, 219-44. Madison, WI: University of Wisconsin Press.

Morales, Helen. 2004. Vision and Narrative in Achilles Tatius’ Leucippe and Clitophon.
Cambridge University Press.

. 2008. “The History of Sexuality.” In The Cambridge Companion to the Greek

and Roman Novel, edited by Tim Whitmarsh, 39-55. Cambridge Companions to

Literature. Cambridge University Press.



97

Morgan, John. 1989. “A Sense of the Ending: The Conclusion of Heliodoros’ Aithiopika.”
Transactions of the American Philological Association (1974-2014) 119: 299-320.

Most, Glenn. 1989. "The Stranger's Stratagem: Self-Disclosure and Self—Sufficiency in Greek
Culture.” The Journal of Hellenic Studies 109: 114-33.

Nimis, Stephen. 1999. “The Sense of Open—Endedness in the Ancient Novel.” Arethusa 32 (2):
215-38.

North, Helen. 1966. Sophrosyne: Self-Knowledge and Self-Restraint in Greek Literature. Ithaca,
NY: Cornell University Press.

Ormand, Kirk. 2010. “Testing Virginity in Achilles Tatius and Heliodorus.” Ramus 39 (2): 160—
197.

O’Sullivan, James. 1980. A Lexicon to Achilles Tatius. New York, NY: De Gruyter.

Purves, Alex. 2019. Homer and the Poetics of Gesture. Oxford University Press.

Reardon, Bryan (Ed.). 1989. Collected Ancient Greek Novels. First edition. Los Angeles, CA:
University of California Press.

Rutherford, R. B. 1986. “The Philosophy of the Odyssey.” The Journal of Hellenic Studies
106: 145-162.

Thesaurus Linguae Graecae® Digital Library. Ed. Maria C. Pantelia. University of California,
Irvine. http://www.tlg.uci.edu.proxy.library.emory.edu. Accessed Aug. 2020 to April
2021.

Walden, J. W. H. 1894. “Stage—Terms in Heliodorus’s Aethiopica.” Harvard Studies in Classical
Philology 5: 1-43.

Whitmarsh, Tim (Ed.). 2008. The Cambridge Companion to the Greek and Roman Novel. First

edition. Cambridge University Press.



98

Wiersma, S. 1990. “The Ancient Greek Novel and Its Heroines: A Female Paradox.” Mnemosyne
43 (1-2): 109-23.

Winkler, John. 1982. “The Mendacity of Kalasiris and the Narrative Strategy of Heliodoros'
Aithiopika.” In John Winkler & Gordon Williams, Later Greek Literature, 93-158. Yale
Classical Studies. Cambridge University Press.

Wohl, Victoria. 2015. “Dramatic Means and Ideological Ends.” In Euripides and the Politics of

Form, 19-38. Princeton University Press.



