Rhetoric and Irony in Chariton: a case-study
from Callirhoe!
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Rhetoric plays a prominent part in Charitoi€allirhoe, which comprises
several rhetorical sections, including two interesting trial scenes in Book
five.? Chariton’s apparent fascination with rhetoric, especially forensic rheto-
ric, and familiarity with legal processes of his time (as demonstrated, for
example, in the scene of the sale of Callirhoe to Phocas in Book la)
been conveniently attributed to his occupation as ‘clerk of the lawyer
Athenagoras® stated in the very opening of his wark.

Equally central to this novel is the theme of Love, which is more or less
dictated by the subject-matter of the genre and is found in all Greek novels.
In Callirhoe, Love seems to play a particularly important role. The reader is
presented with an Eros who not only appears to be the invincible power that
implants a burning desire in the heart and mind of the enamoured, but is also

1 A form of this paper was first presented at the International Conference on the Ancient
Novel in Groningen, July 2000.

2 |In an essay presenting the findings of his stylistic analysis of Chariton’s text, Hernandez
Lara (1990) argues th&allirhoe is ‘a clear case of artistic prose’ and shows that there
are good reasons to believe that ‘the presence of Rhetoi@al[iinhoe] is unquestion-
able. Most rhetorical devices used coincide not only with those used by Atticists but also
with Diodorus of Sicily, Flavius Josephus and Plutarch.’. Laplace (1997) has demon-
strated in detail how Chariton exploits the rhetorical tradition known to him, mainly the
works of Isocrates, to construct a novel which can be read esscamiunof Syracuse,
Chaereas and Callirhoe, and Aphrodite -eacomiunof Chaereas and Callirhoe and of
Love more than anything else, in my opinion. In a much earlier study of Chariton’s
novel, Billault (1981: esp. 210-211) had already noted the rhetorical charaCelif
hoeand Chariton’s high level of sophistication.

% See Scarcella (1990).

‘5‘ | have used the translations of Reardon (1989) and Goold (1995).

1,1,1.



56 KONSTANTIN DOULAMIS

portrayed as constantly interfering in the characters’ lives and often haunting
their mind and shaping their thoughts.

In this article 1 aim to examine an example of amatory rhetoric from
Chariton which combines these two central themes (Rhetoric and Eros), in
the light of contemporary rhetorical treatiéeMlore specifically, | intend
first to analyse the structure, content and context of this passage. | will then
determine the style of the speech by correlating it to its contemporary rhe-
torical tradition? and | will also address the question of whether it is in-
tended to be taken seriously or ironically. Finally, | will conclude by making
a suggestion about the likely readership of CharitGaltirhoe.

Scholarship has already noted that nearly half of Chariton’s novel con-
sists of direct speed’nand most of the other half, i.e. the narrative parts, ‘is
taken up with setting the stag@which gives the characters of the novel
several opportunities for rhetorical expression. Thus, the reader is not simply

® Eros engineers a meeting for the hero and heroine who fall in love at first sight (1,1,6); at
6,7,2 the king Artaxerxes, who has fallen madly in love with Callirhoe, is kept up all
night by god Eros who keeps reminding him of the moment when he first saw her; at
6,4,4—7 Artaxerxes is burnt by his passion for Callirhoe and Eros adds fuel to the fire by
putting in the king's mind images of her beauty and fantasies about her; at 6,3,2 the King
confesses that he has been captured by Eros as if a great battle had taken place (‘with ir-
resistible might Love has invaded my heart. It is hard to admit, but | am truly his cap-
tive.”). For the presentation of the physiological and psychological effects of Love in
Chariton’s novel and the influence of earlier literature see Toohey (1999). Alvares (1997)
shows how Chariton transforms material from Greek historiography to create an erotic
history that “revolves around Aphrodite and Eros”.

Mainly DemetriusOn Style and also Dionysius of HalicarnassDgmosthenes

The rhetoric of the Greek novel and its relationship to its contemporary literary discourse
is a relatively neglected area, although in recent years a few worthwhile attempts have
been made to bring out the potential value of this approach. Hunter (1983: 84-98) has
shown how stylistic claritykafopdng), simplicity @Gpéieia) and sweetnesgXvxutng)

are employed by Longus for certain parts of his novel. S. Bartsch (1989) has demon-
strated the usefulness of considering the Greek Novel against the background of the con-
temporary rhetorical tradition and literary practices of the Sophistic world. With respect
to Chariton’s novel, Ruiz Montero (1991a) has shown that there is a correspondence be-
tweenCallirhoe and the “preliminary exercises” in Aelius TheoR'®gymnasmataand

Hunter (1994: esp. 1065ff.), in the course of an analysis of how Chariton exploits motifs
from both epic poetry and historiography, discusses briefly the novelist’s stylistic and lit-
erary pretensions. In connection with the Roman Novel, Conte (1996) has pointed to
ways in which reference to the idea of the “sublime” in rhetoric can help the reader to lo-
cate the authorial tone of Petroni&styricon

® Cf. Hagg (1971: 82ff.); Reardon (1999: 172-173).

19 Goold (1995), xiixiii.

w0 ~
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informed by the narrator of the characters’ actions or intentions, but is told
by the characters themselVé€f all characters it is the heroine, Callirhoe,
who seems to dominate the story with her emotional monologues every time
she faces a dilemma or a cri§iSuch a monologue is Callirhoe’s lament at
the end of Book three (3,10,4-8), an example of amatory rhetoric on which |
intend to focus, hoping to demonstrate how Chariton exploits effectively the
rhetorical tradition in order to bring out the ironic and over-stated quality of
the speech.

The heroine has just been informed that the ship on which her husband
Chaereas was travelling had been burnt down by oriental brigands the night
before, and that the following day eye-witnesses had seen ‘blood mixed with
water and corpses floating on the waves’ (3,1A&hough Chaereas is not
actually reported dead and no mention is made of his corpse being found,
this piece of information is enough for Callirhoe to assume tha dead.

Not only does she jump to this conclusion, but she also grieves by ‘ripping
her clothes off' and by ‘beating at her eyes and cheeks’ (3,10,3). Later on, in
the privacy of her room, we find her ‘sitting on the ground sprinkling dust on
her head and tearing her hair’ (3,10,4). The ground has been prepared for
Callirhoe to burst into a dramatic lament for the loss of Chaereas.

Her monologue at the end of Book three echoes Andromache’s laments
for Hector inll. 22,477-514 and 24,725-745, both of which are included by
Alexiou in the general category of ‘solo laments’: these are all of similar
length and have the same three-part structure, consisting of a direct address,
a narrative (future or past) and a renewed address together with an expres-
sion of grief and/or a reproach The passage in question seems to follow
Alexiou’'s model except that, instead of a renewed address to Chaereas, we
have an address and reproach directed at the ‘unjust goddess Apfifodite’,

1 cf. Fusillo (1996: 53ff.): “il narratore sembra consegnare la parola ai personaggi, ot-
tenendo una trasparenza piena della storia, che facilita I'identificazione del lettore”.

2 Reardon (1999). Cf. Helms’ detailed portrayal of Callirhoe (1966: 42—66, 129-132).

13 Under the same heading are also listed by Alexiou (1974: 132—134) the other two la-
ments for Hector inl. 24 (748—-759 and 762-775), as well as a number of laments found
in tragedy, including APers 532-597, 852-90&h. 306—-478, SAj. 992—-1039EI. 86—

120, 1126-1170Ant 891-928, EHF 451-496|T 143-235, 344-39Fh. 1485-1538,
Med.1021-1080.

4 Aphrodite is no doubt invoked here in her capacity as the goddess of Love who should
have used her divine powers to help and protect the couple. Throughout the novel the he-
roes, and especially Callirhoe, pray to the goddess when in need of aid (1,1,7-8, 2,2,7-8,
3,2,13, 3,8,7-9, 8,4,10-11), complain to her when a crisis arises (2,2,6 and 2,2,7-8,
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accused of showing no pity to the young lovers, and a second one directed at
the ‘odious sea’, which is held responsible for the couple’s frialhie
structure of the passage is organised as follows:

— Direct address (to Chaereas): 3,10,4.
— Narrative (past): 3,10,5-6.

— First reproach (to Aphrodite): 3,10,7.
— Lament: 3,10,8.

— Final reproach (to the sea): 3,10,8.

Callirhoe’s lament is introduced geo0i (3,10,4), a term used in Homer and

in tragedy, normally for intense mournifgAlso, at the beginning of Book
four, we learn that the heroine had spent the entire eigtthrénoi&’ (lam-
entations, 4,1,10f which this passage represents, presumably, only a small
part. The use of the above terms to describe Callirhoe’s mourning undoubt-
edly highlights the tragic character of her situation. Yet we also find in the
text several subtle narrative comments which quite possibly undercut the
seriousness of the entire scene. Firstly, the reader, who, unlike Callirhoe, is
already aware that Chaereas has not died, is reminded that the latter is still
alive (a possibility that had not crossed Callirhoe’s mind for a second!): ‘So
Callirhoe spent that night in lamentatianpurning for Chaereas who was

still alive.’ (4,1,1)"®

3,2,12, 7,5,1-5) and thank her and pay homage to her when things go well (2,3,5, 3,8,7,
8,4,10, 8,8,15-16); cf. Helms (1966: 115-117).

15 Cf. Char. 3,6,6, where, ironically, Chaereas complains to the sea for preserving him.
1%0d. 1,242, 4,103, 4,758, 4,801, 8,540, 10,248, 17,8, 19,213, 19,251, 19,268, 19,513,
20,349, 19,251, 24,328, 17,37, 18,51, 22,430, 23,10, 23,98, 24,723, 24,741, 24,747,
24,761; A.Pers 947,Ch. 449; SA|. 579. Various forms of the vednabare also used
extensively in the same sensd. 4,800, 8,92, 10,567, 19,210, 6,373, 6,500, 14,502,

16,857, 22,363, 23,106; Rers 676, 1072Ch. 632, STr. 51.

17 According to Alexiou (1974, 11-14, and 102-103) the Homeric and Argoaisand
thrénoswere distinguished on the basis of the ritual manner of their performance. The
definitions given byLSJimply a certain difference in the intensity of the lament ex-
pressed by each of these terbi8J(s.v.ydoc) holds thagoosis used for ‘louder signs of
grief’ (e.g.Od. 4,103), whilethrénos(s.v.0pfivog), translated as ‘dirge, lament’, seems to
be more of a ‘sad strain’. Perhaps the tgousinstead othrénosdescribing Callirhoe’s
monologue here, is employed deliberately with intent to mark the intensity of the lament
and single it out from the general lamentatittm&noj that went on for the whole night.

18 The Greek text readFudtnv pév odv v vikto Kodpdn Sifiyev év Oprivorg, Xatpéov
£ {dvro tevBodoa. Another possible translation here would be ‘...mourning for Chae-
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As equally undermining could be read the narrative statement in the
scene whereby Callirhoe has a cenotaph built for her first husband. The
reader is told that the tomb which had been constructed for Chaereas ‘was
very similar to her own tomb in Syracuse in shape, size and opulence’
(4,1,6). This is obviously intended to remind us that Callirhoe too had ‘died’
and, after a sumptuous funeral complete with intense mourning, had miracu-
lously returned to life, and at the same time it hints at Chaereas’ impending
‘resurrection’ later on in the narrative. In addition to 4,1,1 mentioned above,
we are once again reminded that ‘this, (i.e. Chaereas’ tomb), just like that,
(i.e. Callirhoe’s tomb)was for a living person(4,1,6). Also, later in Book
four the author (rather light-heartedly) observes again that ‘while Callirhoe
was burying Chaereas in Miletus, Chaereas himself was working in chains in
Caria’ (4,2,1). It would seem that the above narrative comments result in
undermining to a certain degree the otherwise tragic character of the hero-
ine’s lament. The frequency of Callirhoe’s mourning in the course of the
narrative also contributes to that. Not only is this not her only monologue in
the novel but, in fact, she appears to lament her misfortune at every given
opportunity, normally as soon as she finds herself dfotrere are at least
seven examples of such speeches in Chariton, mainly in Books one and
five.?

Returning to the lament under discussion, it is noteworthy that the pas-
sage seems to be fairly ornate, which is not particularly surprising if we take
into account the widely accepted view that Chariton wrote a novel for edu-

cated readers in an ‘educatenine’?' What is interesting and perhaps less

reas,althoughhe was still alive’, but in either case the tragic irony of the sentence re-
mains unaffected. Cf. the Trojan women’s laments for Hector when the latter, still alive,
decides to throw himself into the battle, although admittedly in this case Hlitaie
eventually(ll. 6,500):ai pgv #T1 {odv yéov “Extopa @ &vi ofke.

19.Cf.1,14,6; 5,1,4; 5,9,4; 6,6,2.

20 callirhoe soliloquises when she realises she has been buried alive (1,8,4); when she is
carried off by Theron (1,11,2-3); when she is sold as a slave (1,14,6-10); when she is
about to cross the river Euphrates on her way to Babylon to attend her present husband'’s
trial with Mithridates (5,1,4); when she appears in court in Babylon, where she ‘bitterly
condemns her fate’ (5,5,2); and shortly after seeing Chaereas (whom she had thought
dead) alive in court (5,9,4).

21 Ruiz Montero (1991), after a close — though by no means exhaustive — study of Chari-
ton’s vocabulary (including separate sections on colloquialisms, atticisms, literary terms,
poeticisms, ionisms, late terms as well as the general linguistic st@allohoe), con-
cludes that ‘Chariton uses two styles: that which corresponds to his time and that which
was inherited from literary tradition. It is then a mixed language in which various levels
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obvious at first glance, however, is that Callirhoe’s lament seems to have the
characteristics attributed by Demetrius to what he calls the ‘forceful style of
composition’ @einotés deindsis’) in his rhetorical treatis©n Style(Ilept
gpunveiag).?® | will now demonstrate how Callirhoe’s address can be per-
ceived as a forceful piece of rhetoric, by identifying in this passage the main
markers of Demetrius’ forceful style.

One of the features that Demetrius identifies as essential to a forceful
text is thedialusis i.e. a word-arrangement characterised by lack of connec-
tives* (268, and esp. 269 and 301). This feature is found in the Chariton
passage, where the conjunctkad is used little and where two asyndetm
be found, the most striking of which is: ‘you have robbed me of my compan-
ion, my countryman, my lover, my darlifgmy husband® (3,10,7-8). The
lack of connectives was not only seen as an effective way of lending force-
fulness to a text, but it was also, apparently, thought to encourage a theatrical
delivery, and was thus considered especially suited to debate and oral per-
formance, as Demetrius points out elsewhere in his treatise: ‘the disjointed
style is perhaps better for immediacy, and that same style is also called the
actor’s style since the asyndeton stimulates dramatic delivery ..." (193).

An author aiming atleinotésshould keep his clauses as short as possible
— in fact, the shorter the clauses the more forceful the text (241-242, and
274) — and periods should consist of no more than two clauses, advises De-

of language are combined’. Cf. Hernandez Lara (1990) and (1994), and Reardon (1996:
319ff.);

22 Demetrius uses the termiginotés(240-301) and deindsis(130) (derived fromdeinos
meaning ‘fearful’ as well as ‘rhetorically skilled’) as synonyms, meaning ‘the capacity to
make things appear fearful’. For a more extensive discussion of the mead#&igasin
classical and late antiquity see Grube 1961, App. I, A.

2| have used Grube’s (1961) text and translation in conjunction with the Loeb edition of
Demetrius (ed. and transl. by D. C. Innes 1995). | have also consulted Rutherford’s work
on ancient stylistic theories (1998).

24 Cf. Dion.H.Dem 20, where the use of antithetical pairs witanandde by Isocrates is
identified as ‘frigid’ and lacking in force, and is blamed for ‘weakening the style’ of the
text.

% The pair of termerastésand erdmenoscentral to Plato’sSymposiunand linked in
antiquity with homosexuality (cf. Dover 1978) is applied here to a heterosexual relation-
ship, that of Chaereas and Callirhoe, possibly to indicate that their love was reciprocated:
Chaereas both loved and was loved by Callirhoe; cf. Konstan (1994: esp. 33-35).

% The list of epithets attributed to Chaereas, which seems to mark the stages of Callirhoe’s
relationship with him in chronological order, is reminiscent of the famous list of Eros’
qualities in Agathon’s peroration in Plat®@ymposiunfl97D-E).
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metrius: ‘These massed periods should, however, be short (I suggest two
clauses), since periods with many clauses will produce beauty rather than
force.” (252). The idea is that short phrases (but ones rich in content) are
more likely to enhance vehemence and achieve the effect of speaking in
abrupt and forceful manner, even when one does not really speak forcefully
(240). Terseness and brevity of speech are mentioned here as examples of
forceful and commanding expression, contrasted with speaking at length
(makrégorei, which is more appropriate in supplications and requests
(‘length in speech suits supplications and requests.’ 242). Chariton, with his
curt and sharp clauses, certainly lives up to the terseness recommended for
forcefulness. Let us consider the following extract from the passage in hand:

Avotogovoo pégpt vov Ehoyilduny / "Syopai mote Xoupéav / kal
dmyrfoopar adto mdoa mémovlo S Exkewov' / tavtd pe moufoet
tuotépav adte. // mdong euminobiioston yopag, / Stav ‘idn wov vidv". //
avovntd pot mavta yéyove, / kal 0 tékvov 1Hdn nepiocdv: / mpooetéin
ydp pov To1g kaxotg dpeavdc. // (3,10,5-6).

Moreover, Demetrius maintains that ‘it also creates force to put the most
striking part at the end, since if it is put in the middle, its point is blunted...’
(249). Again we find this in Callirhoe’s speech, where the most forceful
word is left last in each sentence. The following two cases may serve as ex-
amples:

1. mhviog 8¢ pot kv Emamobavelv dvaykaiov’’ (3,10,4, instead of
AvayKolov TAvTmg 8€ pot Kav Emamodovely).

2. mpooetédn ydp pov Tolg Kokoig dppavéc™ (3,10,6, instead of
OpPOvOG TPOGETEDN Ydp oL TOTG KAKOTG).

This word order not only allows the stress to fall on the last word, but it also
links the final word with the preceding one, thus placing emphasis upon both
and making the end of the sentence forcedwbmobavelv avaykaiov, and

101G KaKOTG OpPavac.

2" ‘Now it is indeed imperative for me to die.’
28 «For an orphan has been added to my misfortunes.’
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Other rhetorical devices found in the passage are the following: firstly,
the repetition at the beginning of the lamedjo( pév npoarobaveiv {
ouvamolaveiv [ ...] kbv énamobaveiv > 3,10,4).

Secondly, the succession of verbs in the Aorist (second person singular)
in the part of the speech addressed to Aphrodite, which takes the form of a
charge being brought against the goddess. The accusation is expressed by
three successive pairs of verbs, one negative and one affirmative, stressing
that Aphrodite didnot do what she should have done, and thatdstielo
what she should not have doned pévn eidec... ovk &deifog...
nopédokac... odk NAéncag... dméktewvag... ovk &fononcac (3,10,6).%°
Thirdly, we have ahomoioteleutonat the very end of the speeckui
Xapéav gig Mikntov Hyayec povevdfivar kal £ug npadfvan (3,10,8).

Another feature that Demetrius sees as an integral part of forcefulness is
kakophénia' ‘violence contributes to forcefulness in word-arrangement, for
harsh sounds are often forceful, like rough roddé246) His examples of
harshness of sound raise the question of the contemporary relevance of those
categories. Demetrius based his study and observations about style on au-
thors who wrote in the Attic Dialedi,at a time when th&oine in which
Chariton wrote his novel was widely spoken. Huéne of Chariton’s time
had already undergone many changes in phonology and morpHciogly
its vowel and consonant systems differed considerably from those ofAttic.

2 To die before or with (you) ...to die even if after (you).” The sequence of infinitive
compounds witlapothaneirechoes Socrates in Plat@gmposiun{208D2-5).

30+Only you saw ...you never showed ...you delivered ...you had no pity ...you killed'.

31 The term is used here as a synonyndwéphoniai.e. the combination of discordant
sounds.

32 Cf. Dion.H. Pem 20), who disapproves of the smoothness and softness of language in a
text which ought to be ‘rough and harsh’ and have ‘almost the effect of a blow’ instead,
otherwise it will lack ‘intensity and ‘force’.

33 The Attic Dialect was undoubtedly the language of literary prose in Classical Greece and
was employed not only by Athenians (such as Isocrates, Demosthenes and Plato) but also
by men from other parts of Greece whose native dialects differed from it, (Aristotle,
Theopompus of Chios, Anaximenes of Lampsacus).

34 These changes are admittedly difficult to date with precision, not least because the liter-
ate few, from whom our literary evidence mainly comes, would naturally maintain in use
words and forms which had already been replaced in everyday language. Besides, his-
torical orthography makes phonological changes even more difficult to detect. In the case
of thekoine such changes are normally given away by errors in papyrus letters and other
documents.

35 Browning (1983: 19-52, esp. 25-28); cf. Swain (1996: esp. 30—31) and Horrocks (1997:
67—70 and ch. 6). See also Kapsomenos (1985) and Andriotis (19Ba% been con-
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The overall effect was a number of new much softer sounds, which naturally
raises the following question: would certain vowel and consonantal clashes
sound as harsh to Hellenistic ears as they would have done to a Classical
Greek? Could forcefulness still be achieved by means of harshness of sound
in literature, even though in the everyday speech of the masses the same
combination of sounds would not have had the same harsh effect as it would
have done in the Classical period? It seems to me that Demetrius would not
have included such a number of examples of harsh sounds in his handbook
had he believed that there would be no practical use made of them. More-
over, if we accept the view that the majority of the people who read the
Greek novels had a reasonably high level of educitiben we could as-
sume that the average reader of Chariton’s work would still have the ability
to identify in literature certain sounds as harsh (by Classical Greek stan-
dards) and perceive them as forceful, even though they may not have been
pronounced in exactly the same way in everyday life. Such examples in Cal-
lirhoe’s lament are:

ovvanofavely noéduny (3,10,4),

&v 1 Giv (3,10,4),

Kateyovoa; dvotuyovoa (3,10,4-5),

“Byopat mote Xopéav [...]7 (3,10,5),

noco nénovoa (3,10,5),

noong Euninodioeton yapac (3,10,5),

ok éBonncag &v vukti poPepd povevduevov (3,10,7).

N U RN R

Rhetorical questions constitute another characteristic of forcefulness, accord-
ing to Demetrius: ‘It is also forceful to express some points by asking the

cluded that the complex vowel system of the Attic, consisting of five short and seven
long vowels, was gradually replaced by a new system of only six short vowels and the
second vowel of the diphthongs slowly disappeared. As for the consonant system, spell-
ing mistakes and the transcription of linguistic borrowings, especially those from Latin,
indicate that it had been simplified too.

36 Bowie (1994) convincingly argues that the novel was known in intellectual circles, that
‘the novelists were steeped in sophistic literature, if not practising sophists themselves’,
and that ‘their readership overlapped with the educated classes who read poetry, history,
and occasionally philosophy and attended the lectures of sophists and philosophers.’; cf.
Wesseling (1988) and S. A. Stephens (1990).
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audience questions rather than by making a statement ..." (279). These are
also found in Callirhoe’s speech:

1. ‘For what hope is left any more to keep me aliv@'0,4)

2. ‘Who could pray to such a goddess, who killed her own suppliant?’
(3,10,6-7)

3. ‘What crime had the warship committed for orientals to burn it,
which not even the Athenians could vanquig3?710,8).

The questions here are seemingly addressed to Chaereas and Aphrodite, both
of whom are of course absent from the scene. As Chariton has emphasised
the absence of all other characters, it is not unreasonable to assume that what
Demetrius calls theakouontesare, in this case, none other than the readers,
who automatically become the audience of this theatrical monofdgite.

this point we may also think of Dionysius of Halicarnassus, who points out
that a powerful and forceful text invariably dictates the actions that must
accompany the reading and that it stirs the emotions of the audience and has
nearly the same effect on the reader as an oral delivery by the author himself
would have ha@ Thus Isocrates’ lack of forcefulness in his political
speeches is criticised on the ground that it results in a ‘virtual absence of
spirit’ and a complete ‘lack of life and feelings in his styfe.’

Perhaps the most interesting of the techniques recommendetbifor
notés,are theexairesthaialong with theepanastasi§277-278), and thpro-
sopopoeia265-6). They are all said by Demetrius to give the speaker the
opportunity of a histrionic delivery, and indeed would be appropriate for
Callirhoe’sgooiin this case.

The first two techniques are closely linked with each other, in that the
exairesthal’ (a rise in emotional tension in the speaker) normally causes the

%7 Chariton seems to acknowledge the theatrical dimension of certain scenes in his novel,
e.g. in 5,8,2 when Callirhoe suddenly sees Chaereas (whom she thought dead) alive in
court, and the narrator remarks: ‘Who could do justice to the scene in that courtroom?
What dramatist ever staged such an extraordinary situation? An observer would have
thought himself in a theatre filled with every conceivable emotion. All were there at
once: tears, joy, astonishment, pity, disbelief, prayer.’

% Dion.H.Dem.22.

% Ibid. 18.

0 Grube (1961, App. |, A) rightly observes that the very example from Demosthenes cited
here by Demetrius for thexairesthaiclearly shows that the word does not refer to eleva-
tion of style or to elaborate language, and therefore should not be confusedairitin
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epanastasis (a sudden rise in emotional tone). Demetrius explains that the
epanastasi®ccurs ‘when in the middle [of what we are saying] we get emo-
tionally aroused gxarthentesand denounce someone’, and offers two ex-
amples, both from Demosthenes. The same type of emotional arousal is
found in Callirhoe’s lament, when she suddenly interrupts her discourse to
Chaereas to launch into a vehement invective against Aphrodite at the start
and against the sea at the end. With short, clipped sentences and rhetorical
guestions, both fundamental characteristics of forcefulness as we have
shown above, Callirhoe accuses them both of separating her from her hus-
band. Her words are emotionally charged when she denounces Aphrodite
first, whom she calls “unjust” &dike’ 3,10,6), and later the sea, which she
calls “hateful” (miara’ 3,10,8). Having Demetrius’ examples epanastasis

in mind, one can easily imagine Callirhoe altering the tone and volume of
her voice at the change of addressee.

The prosopopoeids given by Demetrius a twofold definition: firstly, as
personifying and making the personified figure speak, and secondly as bring-
ing characters into the discourse in the forndiamatis personaé265-6).

As far as the first definition is concerned, one could argue that the sea is
personified in Callirhoe’s lament, since it is being charged with Chaereas’
murder and accused of Callirhoe’s enslavement, although it must be said that
the personification is not made to speak in this case.

As for the second type of personification, it renders a passage ‘much
more vivid and forceful’, according to Demetrius, by turning it into some
sort of ‘dramatic presentation’ (266). The above device is indeed employed
by Chariton in this passage. In 3,10,5 Callirhoe does more than just commu-

whose classical meaning is ‘to raise, to ex&lBJs.v.aipo I) and it is so used in 122
and 123; the wordxairesthais used here in the sense of ‘getting excited’ to describe the
emotional tension caused by tepanastasigfor which see following footnote), and it
applies to the speaker.

“1 The word is often found to mean ‘rising up’ or even ‘rising up against, rebellion’ in
Classical literaturelSJs.v. énovdotacig I 1 and 2). In Demetrius it is used to describe
the rise in the emotional tone which results from excitement in the spéakes.y.
énavdotacig 1), and as Grube (1961) points out, ‘the word does not seem to be used
elsewhere in this sense or as a technical term’. Callirhoe’s lament is not the only example
of such a rhetoricapanastasisn Chariton: in Book five, Mithridates seems to employ
this very rhetorical technique (5,7,10), when towards the end of his speech (the style of
which is strikingly theatrical) he raises his voice and asks for divine aid from the deities
who rule Heaven and the Underworld; #y@anastasiss there marked by the narrator,
who observes that ‘taking up from this point, Mithridates raised his voice and uttered as
though under divine inspiration ..." (5,7,10).
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nicate her thoughts; she acts them out in direct speech: ‘Until now | used to
think in my misfortune, “Some day | shall see Chaereas and tell him all that |
have suffered for him and this will endear me to him.” How overjoyed he
will be to see our son!” Admittedly this is dramatisation rather than personi-
fication, since it is only her own reflections that she is presenting in a more
lively manner. However, this technique is not restricted only to Callirhoe’s
mind, and the personification becomes more obvious when it is extended to
other people’s thoughts, namely those of Chaereas and her parents: ‘At this
moment the parents of both of us are sitting by the sea longing and waiting
for our return, and whenever a ship is seen in the distance they say “Chae-
reas is bringing Callirhoe home!” The stage is set first with an introduction
of the characters followed by a brief description of the set, and then, in direct
speech, comes the line of the parents waiting in vain for their children to
return. The personification in this case not only renders the description more
vivid and the passage more forceful, but it clearly gives the soliloquy a dra-
matic character and makes it sound more like a theatrical monologue. This is
not the only example of this type of personification in Chariton. The same
technique is employed by other speakers too, e.g. by Mithridates when he
strives to prove his innocence in court (5,6,7-5,7110).

So far I have tried to show that Callirhoe’s lament in Book three of Cha-
riton possesses the main style-markers that Demetrius prescribes for the
‘forceful style’ (a style best exemplified by Demosthenes and ‘appropriate to
censure™). These include the accumulation of short clauses and periods, a
marked lack of connectives, use of rhetorical questions, the personification,
the sudden rise in the emotional tone, the juxtaposition of harsh sounds, and
the use of rhetorical figures appropriate to forcefulness such as placing the
most forceful word at the end of a sentence.

| have also suggested that this speech has a theatrical quality, on the ba-
sis of its context, and, more specifically, the way in which the scene is intro-
duced and presented. The theatricality of the passage is further reinforced by
the use of rhetorical devices that allow or even require, according to De-
metrius, a histrionic delivery: the use of rhetorical questions, the sudden rise

42 Mithridates has the difficult task of refuting Dionysius’ arguments, which, we are told,
‘had impressed the audience’ (5,6,11). In an attempt to make his case even more impres-
sive and as convincing as possible, he presents an elaborate hypothetical conversation be-
tween himself and the plaintiff! (5,7,1-7).

3 Demetrius 301.
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in the tone resulting from a rise in the emotional tension in the speaker, and
the personification.

| shall now address the question of the tone of this passade.are
dealing here with what at first sight appears to be the serious lament of a
young woman in a plight. She has been separated from her husband, she has
died and has returned to life — twice’>she has been sold as a slave and has
been forced to live abroad away from her family and home, when she dis-
covers that she is pregnant by Chaereas she is forced by the circumstances to
remarry, always hoping that some day she will be reunited with her true
love, and finally she finds out that Chaereas has been killed. One might ar-
gue that, under the circumstances, her tendency to mourn so often for her
ordeals is understandable. But Chaereas is not really dead, which Callirhoe
will be the very last one to find out, and he will come back to life just as she
did in Book one.

One might also argue that the tragic irony of Callirhoe’s ignorance is in
accordance with theopoi and conventions of the genre, in which the ruling
force of Fortune allows many sudden separations, unexpected reunions, as-
tonishing revelations and othparadoxato colour the incredible lives of its
characters. However, it is difficult to ignore the humorous manner in which
the author seems to handle tragic situations such as this, a manner often mir-
rored in more or less explicit comments and haxss/oce auctorishrough-
out the novel. And it is nearly impossible not to single out as highly unusual
the fact that, in this scene, we have a woman declaiffiiNgt only that, but
Callirhoe’s forceful and highly elaborate speech of reproach is levelled at
none other than the goddess Aphrodite and the sea.

At this point | would like to return to the first type of personification
mentioned above and discuss briefly the use of a word from this passage,
which | believe reflects the general tone of the whole speech. Personified or
not, it is intriguing to note that the sea is qualified by the adjectiagos

4 G. Anderson (1982, ch.2) has already detected a humorous and playful touch throughout
the novel, and having established that Chariton ‘owes much to New Comedy’ he goes so
far as to compare the characters fréallirhoe to characters from New Comedy. In the
framework of this comparison he explores Chariton’s techniques of irony, including that
of dramatic irony, which are used ‘to set up elaborate deceptions for the characters’.

5 ‘As for Callirhoe, she experienced a second return to lifeg;1). Callirhoe’s first ‘re-
turn to life’ (paliggenesiqwas described in 1,1,15.

“8 Not surprisingly, it seems that women had been excluded from the teaching and practis-
ing of the art of declamation. See Russell (1983); cf. Richlin (1997).
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(3,10,8), which, in this context, does not mean ‘impure, sacrilegous’ or ‘of-
fensive to moral feeling’, a meaning that occurs in H8freard Herodotu&®

and is also discussed by Aristotleyut rather ‘hateful, odious® The latter
meaning also occurs in tragethbut it is particularly popular with orators.

In fact, miarosseems to be one of the commonest epithets in the vocabulary
of classical orators, who employ the term not in its traditional sense with
direct connotations of impurity and moral pollution, but as a general impre-
cation when attacking their opponerftdts frequent recurrence in oratory,
presumably, attests to the effectiveness of the term, but Aristophanes uses it
too as a term of comic reproathin Plato’'sPhaedrusthe word occurs in a
semi-comic context. It comes up in the playful conversation between Socra-
tes and Phaedrus before the former delivers his first speech. To Phaedrus’
serious threat never to read or tell Socrates of another discourse, the latter
sarcastically repliesBaBoi, & uapé, og €d Gvedpeg v dvdykny avdpt
PoAGY® Totelv O dv kekednc.> It appears, therefore, that the legalistic tone

of the indictment against Aphrodite is extended to the sea, which is being
reproached with a term echoing forensic oratory. That this is what Chariton
had in mind cannot be proved, but it seems likely enough that the strong
term miaros with colourful connotations already from the Classical period,
employed here as a term of reproach agairaassawhich is being blamed

for the ‘crime’ of contributing to the misery of a couple, is being used with a
certain amount of irony.

Callirhoe’s discourse is not impromptu but is a carefully structured and
composed rhetorical speech. It starts off as a lament and suddenly takes the
form of an indictment against Aphrodite and the sea. The forcefulness of the
speech perhaps highlights the seriousness of Callirhoe’s plight, but at the
same time it also underlines the role of the address as an accusation brought
against a goddess and an element of nature, thus giving the passage a light

47 E.g. used for Hector's corpselln24,420.

8 E.g. used fothérionin Her. 2,47.

9 Ar. Poetics53B37-54A9.

%0 As translated by Reardon (1989); Goold’s translation as ‘cruel’ does not convey fully the
meaning of the Greekiarain this passage.

51 E.g. SAnt 746, STr. 987.

52 Moulinier (1952: 180, n.10) cites no less than fifty occurrences of the word in oratory.

53 E.g.Ach 182, 285Eq, 218, 831. The superlativeiardtatosis also used extensively in
Aristophanes. See O. J. Toddislex Aristophaneugl932).

54:0Oh, you wretch! What a nice way you found to make a lover of discourse do as you
wish.” (Pl.Phdr. 236E).
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touch of exaggeration. The theatrical element of the scene, on the other hand,
in combination with the above characteristics gives the speech an over-the-
top quality not suited to an otherwise serious lament.

Was this passage deliberately composed as forceful in order to give the
soliloquy an ironic tone? Is the reader really presented with a heart-rending
lament or is this just a humorous melodramatic scene? Is this scene intended
to move or amuse the reader? Athough it is impossible to answer with cer-
tainty any of the above questions, | would be inclined to see Callirhoe’s
monologue as an example of Chariton’s ability to maintain a balance be-
tween pathos and irony, by injecting a light ironic twist into scenes which
would otherwise be taken as serious, perhaps also reflected in the use of the
adjectivemiarosdiscussed above.

As for the reader’s response to this ‘forceful’ piece of rhetoric which also
serves as the heroine’s lament for the death of her husband, | would think
that it affords him ample opportunity for a second reading. In a world where
rhetoric and oratory play a major part in education and in the culture more
generally’ rhetorical training inevitably moulds the novelist's style of com-
position and at the same time also shapes the reader’s expectations of the
novels. In the case of Callirhoe’s lament it would seem that, without exclud-
ing the less sophisticated reader, Chariton gives his educated readers the
opportunity to get more pleasure out of this passage by enabling them to
enjoy the text on a different lev&l.Intelligent pepaideumenoieaders of
Chariton, educated in a system to which rhetoric was central and being well
familiar with the usual rhetorical exercises and at least some of the stylistic

%5 T. Morgan (1998: esp. ch. 6); Horrocks (1997: ch. 5, esp. 72-73, 79-83 and 97-98);
Swain (1996: 89-100).

%8 A view expressed — but not elaborated — by Wesseling (1988: 75—76) mainly in connec-
tion with Petronius, Apuleius, Achilles Tatius, Longus and Heliodorus. It can be inferred
that, by rejecting Perry’s theory about the readershipadlirhoe, Wesseling p. cit)
adopts the same view for Chariton too (although not without scepticism) and concludes
that “perhaps the real audience [of Chariton’s novel] was of a more varied composition.”.
Wesseling also seems to include Chariton in the group of novelists whose intended audi-
ence was “probably the intellectuals in the first place but not exclusively”. The idea is
exploited by Hagg (1994: 53-55) who presents convincingly the likelihood that Chari-
ton’s novel required primarily butot exclusively a well-educated reader whaaéeio
would undoubtedly enable him to appreciate the novel on a different level and therefore
give him the advantage of getting greater satisfaction out of it, without at the same time
making it impossible for less educated readers to find delight — although possibly to a
lesser degree — in reading it too. Bowie (1996: 95-96) also seems to accept the possibility
of a “multi-level” reading of Chariton’s novel.
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theories of the period, would probably see more in this passage than just a
tragic monologue. They would see an unusual type of female lament,
vaguely reminiscent of Homeric models, dressed up with the stylistic fea-
tures suitable for a forceful Demosthenic accusatory speech. All this, uttered
by a woman and delivered in a theatrical way, would probably leave the
discerning reader with more than just sympathy for the heroine. To the eyes
of the educated reader, the tragic character of the text is undercut not only by
the narrative comments surrounding it, but also by its forceful style. To the
rest, the text is just one more of Callirhoe’s tragic monologues. The subtle
reminder that Chaereas was still alive, which follows the lament, would
probably enhance the tragic effect of the scene in the eyes of the ‘common’
type of reader, whereas it would merely justify the educated reader’'s more
sceptical reaction to Callirhoe’s monologue. In other words, the first type of
reader would be swept along by the heroine’s mourning, adopt more or less
her standpoint and follow her response to the crisis, whilst the second type of
reader will form their own views and draw their own conclusions independ-
ently from Callirhoe’s reactions. Therefore, the only difference between the
reaction to this passage of the unsuspecting, ordinary reader and that of the
perceptive, well-educated readeould be that the latter would read it with
more sceptical detachment. As the plot unfolds, the two categories of readers
follow the same story-line and their understanding of the passage is the
same, but, while the first group remain at the basic level of interpretation,
only the second group will be able to go a step further and appreciate the
ironic undertones in the text.

In this case-study | have chosen to examine an erotic speech from Chari-
ton’s Callirhoe, in which amatory rhetoric is prominent and there is scope
for debate about the tone of the speeches. My aim was to give an example of
how the study of speech-making in the Greek novels, an important and un-
der-researched area, can help us in our interpretation of these works. Close
attention to the rhetorical character of the Greek novels can have important
implications for long-standing questions about the readership as well as the
literary objectives of the novels, and it can contribute to placing them within
the larger literary discourse of the late Hellenistic and Roman Imperial pe-
riod.>’

57| am indebted to Prof. C. J. Gill for his very useful comments on this paper and generally
for his help and support throughout its preparation.
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