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Introduction

The Greek novels, to strip them down to their essentials, are each about a
pair of lovers. The protagonists are exceptionally beautiful and inspire amo-
rous feelings not only in each other but also in those around them. Emotions
invariably run high; they are also at times contradictory. The psychological
factor in the novels has not gone unnoticed,' but one of the ways in which
the novelists describe the emotional turmoil of their characters deserves spe-
cial attention. In an article which examines conflicting emotions, Fusillo
concentrates on certain passages which contain lists and descriptions of dif-
ferent feelings, demonstrating that:

... the narrative of the Greek novels is not restricted to the mechanisms
of external episodes, but shows an internal dynamic based on a view of
the human psyche as a field of tensions and contradictory forces ... >

In what follows I shall take up this idea and attempt to show that the way in
which some of the novelists portray the psychological states of their charac-
ters is in places influenced by philosophical, and particularly Platonic, or
Platonist, theories of the soul. Achilles Tatius and Heliodorus will be, as one
might expect, the main foci, but it is also worth seeing what Chariton does,
since he combines an interest in psychology with arguably some knowledge,
or awareness, of philosophy. Rather than conducting a comprehensive sur-

! See, for example, Perry 1930, 115-123, on Chariton’s character-portrayal and psycho-
logical realism and depth, and Fusillo 1999.
? Fusillo 1999, 64.

Philosophical Presences, 53—84
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vey, | shall do little more than draw attention to a phenomenon and some
examples of it in the hope that it will open up new avenues of inquiry. First,
however, some background is required, and a look at two other Second So-
phistic authors — one, Plutarch, probably a contemporary of Chariton, the
other, Lucian, of Achilles Tatius — for their discussion and use of the same
device.

Platonic psychology

An interest in the soul and psychology is pervasive in the Platonic corpus,
but there are three dialogues that are particularly important for the ideas
concerning the structure of the soul and for the reception of those ideas in
subsequent antiquity: the Republic, Phaedrus, and Timaeus. The Timaeus
was arguably the most important Platonic text for later Platonism,” but, as I
hope will become clear, the first two were more influential as far as the
structure of the soul was concerned, and were more influential generally for
those not writing technical philosophical works. I shall therefore focus pri-
marily on the Republic and Phaedrus.*

In order to discover what justice is in the Republic, Socrates and his in-
terlocutors decide to consider it on a large scale before looking at it in an
individual; they then create a state from scratch and divide it into three
classes: the guardians, auxiliaries, and money-makers (368c ff.). From 434d
on they look at the soul to see whether it contains the same number of parts
which are also similar in type to the classes of the state; it is no surprise to
find that it does, and these parts are: ‘the rational part’ (to logistikon), ‘the
appetitive part’ (to epithymétikon), and ‘the spirited part’ (to thymoeides).’
The principle on which this division is based is the argument that

the same thing will not be willing to do or undergo opposites in the same
part of itself, in relation to the same thing, at the same time.

3 See, fora rough indication, the ‘Index of Platonic Passages’ in Dillon 1996, 458.

* For modern material on Plato’s soul-partition, see Cooper 1984, Robinson 1995, and
Miller 1998.

° PL. R. 434d2-441c7. In the process of defining these parts Plato also uses the cognate
nouns: ‘reason’ (logos and logismos), ‘anger/spirit’ (thymos), and ‘desire/appetite’
(epithymia). It will become clear, I hope, that post-Plato these nouns can occasionally
represent the Platonic parts of the soul, although context is clearly crucial for this.

% PL R. 436b8-9.
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Examples are produced in which each of the three parts is in conflict with
each of the others, and the presence and effects of different desires and im-
pulses in the soul are very much the focus in this section. As will become
clear, this is a treatment of psychological processes which became standard
for later writers, and its clarity aided its popularity.

An even more popular piece of Plato can be found in the Phaedrus, itself
hugely influential in the Second Sophistic.” In Socrates’ second speech he
covers a large number of what we might think of as central Platonic ideas,®
including the immortality and structure of the soul, the Forms, transmigra-
tion of souls, and Platonic love. Because of its combination of psychology
and erotics, this speech is crucially important for later Greek writers, and
there is the additional bonus that the structure of the soul is discussed in
particularly memorable imagery. Socrates says: ‘Let it [sc. the soul] resem-
ble the combined power of a winged team of horses and their charioteer’.’
The principal distinction here seems to be between the charioteer on the one
hand, and the team of horses on the other.'” However, the horses themselves
are also clearly distinguished: while gods’ souls are entirely constituted from
good parts, those of others are mixed:

In the first place our driver has charge of a pair: secondly one of them he
finds noble and good, and of similar stock, while the other is of the op-
posite stock, and opposite in its nature."'

Socrates picks this up later in his speech: ‘As in the beginning of our myth
we divided each soul in three, two parts in the form of horses and the third in
that of a charioteer ..."."* Of the horses, the good one is ‘a lover of honour

when joined with restraint and a sense of shame, and a companion of true

opinion, needing no whip, responding to the spoken command alone’,"

while the other is a ‘companion of excess and boastfulness, shaggy around
the ears, deaf, hardly yielding to whip and goad together’.'* The differences

7 See Trapp 1990; also De Lacy 1974, for a brief account of Plato’s importance in the
period.

* Rowe 1986, 9-10.

° PL. Phdr. 246a6-7.

' Dillon 1993, 73 suggests that what we have here is a ‘virtual bipartition’ which later
Platonists felt obliged to reconcile with the tripartition of the Republic.

"' P1. Phdr. 246b1-3.

"% Ibid. 253¢7-d1.

" Ibid. 253d6-el.

" Ibid. 253€3-5.
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between the three parts represented by the charioteer and the two horses are
made clear when the charioteer sees ‘the light of his love’," since the two
horses react in opposite ways, and we are given a vivid description of the
inner struggles caused by erotic desire: the good one restrains itself and
obeys the charioteer, while the bad one springs forward and wants to men-
tion the pleasures of sex; after a delay the other two agree, but the charioteer
is so struck by the boy’s face that he recoils and pulls back the reins; the
good horse obeys, whereas the bad horse, after recovering, tries to make the
other approach the beloved again; it agrees to a delay, but again strains for-
ward, making the charioteer rein it back again with even more force. This
happens often until the bad horse is brought under control.'® The contrasting
impulses of shame and violent, forceful desire feature strongly in this pas-
sage, and the behaviour of the charioteer and his team effectively conveys
the turmoil in the lover’s soul. In this case, base desires are overcome and
the good horse is closely allied to the charioteer, but there is always the dan-
ger, even in a philosophically enlightened soul, that the bad horse might get
out of control. We are given only one version of events, and in a soul where
the bad horse proved too strong, or the good horse for some reason did not
obey the charioteer or even sided with the bad horse, the result would pre-
sumably be very different."”

Plutarch and Lucian

The changes of emphasis, purpose, and imagery in the different treatments of
the division of the soul led to later Platonists, especially those of the so-
called ‘Middle Platonic’ period (c. 80 B.C. — c. 250 A.D.), attempting to
reconcile perceived differences in the accounts by first dividing the soul into
a rational (logistikon) part and an irrational (pathétikon) part and then subdi-

"* Ibid. 253e5.

% Ibid. 253e5-255al.

'7 Robinson 1995, 117, argues that the charioteer and the good horse are hardly distin-
guished, since they both act in tandem against the bad horse. However, Socrates de-
scribes a situation in which the lover and beloved either do not give in at all to the desires
represented by the bad horse, or do so only infrequently (255e4-256e2), and not one in
which the bad horse gets its way whenever it wishes. In the Timaeus it seems that Plato
preferred some sort of bipartition between the immortal and mortal parts, although he
does still maintain the tripartition of the Republic, with the spirited and appetitive parts
assigned to the mortal soul. The immortal, rational part, is located in the head, the spir-
ited part in the upper part of the torso, and the appetitive part in the lower (69¢5—-72d8).
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viding the irrational part into the appetitive (epithymétikon) and spirited
(thymoeides) parts which are found in the Republic. A particularly good
example of this can be found in Plutarch. It is no surprise that a Platonist
such as Plutarch should know about Plato’s division of the soul, of course,
but the extent to which he uses and discusses it gives the impression that it
was an idea which was considered important and relevant among the edu-
cated elite several centuries after its conception.

In his On Moral Virtue, he begins with a summary of the views of the
philosophers, examining different theories concerning the construction of the
soul, and soon comes to Plato’s views. He uses the Timaeus first (441e—f), to
argue that the soul is not simple, before moving on to the Republic:

The soul of man ... is not simple nor subject to similar emotions, but has
as one part the intelligent and rational (fo noeron kai logistikon), whose
natural duty it is to govern and rule the individual, and as another part
the passionate and irrational and variable and disorderly (to pathétikon
kai alogon kai polyplanes kai atakton), which has need of a director.
This second part is again subdivided into two parts, one of which, by na-
ture ever willing to consort with the body and to serve the body, is called
the appetitive (epithymétikon); the other, which sometimes joins forces
with this part and sometimes lends strength and vigour to reason (¢6i lo-
gismoi), is called the spirited part (¢thymoeides). And he [sc. Plato] shows
this differentiation chiefly by the opposition of the reasoning and wise
part (tou logizomenou kai phronountos) to the appetitive part and the
spirited part (to epithymoun kai to thymoumenon), since it is by the very
fact that these last are different that they are frequently disobedient and
quarrel with the better part (to beltion)."®

4411-442b; translations are taken and adapted, and Greek is cited, from the relevant Loeb
volumes of Plutarch’s works. Plu. Fragment 200 also contains discussion of the three
parts of the soul, in relation to the afterlife and rebirth. Cf. Alcinous’ Didaskalikos 24.
According to Dillon 1993, 149, the bipartition with which Alcinous subsumes the three
parts is ‘basic to later Platonism’ and is found as early as the first century AD in writers
such as Philo of Alexandria and Aétius the doxographer. Alcinous does not use the term
thymoeides, preferring the Aristotelian term thymikon, but it is quite clear that we are to
see no difference between the two: although it does not occur in Plato, nor in Achilles
Tatius or Heliodorus, Lucian uses thymikon at On the Dance 70, where the context is un-
ambiguously Platonic — see below.
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In addition to the basic point concerning the awareness of Platonic psycho-
logical theory, the terminology in this passage is also noteworthy. There is a
large number of what appear to be synonyms for the three different parts:
‘the rational part’ (¢o logistikon) is also referred to as ‘the intelligent part’ (fo
noeron), ‘reason’ (ho logismos), ‘the reasoning part’ (to logizomenon), ‘the
wise part’ (to phronoun), and ‘the better part’ (to beltion);" the other two
parts combined are referred to as ‘the passionate and irrational®® and variable
and disorderly’ part (to pathetikon kai alogon kai polyplanes kai atakton);
‘the spirited part’ (to thymoeides) is also referred to as to thymoumenon; and
‘the appetitive part’ (to epithymétikon) is also referred to as fo epithymoun.
The significance of this will become clear when we look at passages from
the novelists, since we should not necessarily expect them to use only those
terms found in Plato, and Plutarch’s flexibility allows us some flexibility
when reading other texts which are primarily non-philosophical.

Plutarch continues his discussion by saying that Aristotle followed this
tripartite division, but later ‘assigned the spirited to the appetitive part’ (to ...
thymoeides toi epithymétikoi), ‘on the ground that anger (thymon) is a sort of
appetite (epithymian tina).”' He did, however, continue to treat ‘the passion-
ate and irrational part’ (20i pathétikoi kai alogoi) as distinct from the rational
part (tou logistikou).”* After further discussion in which Aristotle is the main
source, Plutarch moves on to a clear demonstration of the difference between
‘the irrational part’ (to alogon) and ‘the rational part’ (fo logikon), that is
‘passion’ (fo pathos) and ‘reason’ (fou logou).”> We do not use the same part
of the soul (psychés) for desiring and forming judgements:

But the fact is that temperance belongs to the sphere where reason (ko
logismos) guides (héniochei) and manages the passionate part (fo pa-

' Cf. P1. Ti. 70b8, where the immortal part is called ‘the best part’ (to beltiston).

20 Cf. P1. R. 439d7, where the appetitive part is first distinguished and called ‘the irrational
and appetitive part’ (alogiston te kai epithymetikon).

2! 442b.

22 Space does not allow full consideration of Aristotelian psychology, but it is clear that he
is seen, probably fairly, as very much taking Platonic ideas and adapting them. In any
case Plato is a far more popular and important author in the Second Sophistic, especially
for writers of fiction, so no intolerable injustice is done here by more or less leaving Ar-
istotle out of the equation, although the syncretistic tendencies of the age (see Dillon &
Long 1988) would have ensured his influence was substantial, if not necessarily felt.
Nevertheless, see below on Chariton.

> 445a-b.



EMOTIONAL CONFLICT AND PLATONIC PSYCHOLOGY 59

thétikon), like a gentle animal obedient to the reins (euénion),”* making it
yielding in its desires (tas epithymias) and willingly receptive of modera-
tion and propriety; but the self-controlled man, while he does indeed di-
rect his desire (ten epithymian) by the strength and mastery of reason (#0i
logismoi), yet does so not without pain, nor by persuasion, but as it
plunges sideways and resists, as though with blow and bit, he forcibly
subdues it and holds it in, being the while himself full of internal strug-
gle and turmoil.”

This is clearly based on the charioteer and horses image of Plato’s Phaedrus,
as Plutarch acknowledges:

Such a conflict Plato portrays in his simile of the horses of the soul,
where the worse horse struggles against his better yoke-fellow and at the
same time disconcerts the charioteer (héniochon), who is ever forced to
hold out against him and with might and main to rein him in.*®

While it is not made explicit, presumably we are to see the pair of horses as
constituting ‘the passionate part’ (fo pathétikon) in the first of these two
passages, with the better horse dominant in the case of the temperate man,
and the worse in the case of the intemperate. It is worth emphasising, how-
ever, that Platonic language and imagery are deployed in discussions of the
division of the soul, even if an Aristotelian bipartition seems to be the focus.
Furthermore, the imagery is that of the Phaedran charioteer and horses of the
soul, an image which we can see used or alluded to repeatedly in Plutarch,
and in Second Sophistic literature generally.”’

Another example of Plutarch discussing Platonic psychology can be
found in his Platonic Question 9, which concerns the simile at Republic
443d5-7 likening the order and harmony of the parts of the soul to musical
notes in a scale. The entire discussion is focused on the tripartition of the
soul and the passages from Plato which are the sources for this psychological
theory. Rather than look at this in detail, I should like to draw attention to

* See 442d for a mention of ‘reason shaking the reins’ (celoavroc Gomep fviag Tod
AoyiopoD).

> 445b—c.

20 445¢.

2T Cf. Plu. Amat. 759d and 763e—f; the extended use of this metaphor at Plu. On the Sign of
Socrates 22 = Moralia 592a—c; Plu. On the Face which Appears in the Orb of the Moon
28 = Moralia 943d; Plu. Ant. 36,2; and Ps.-Lucian Amores 37. See below for examples in
Achilles Tatius.
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one passage of it, which is an excellent piece of evidence that the Second
Sophistic reader of Plato would have regarded it as natural to equate the
three parts of the soul of the Republic with the charioteer and horses of the
Phaedrus:

Plato too, when he likened the structure of the soul to a composite of
team and charioteer, represented, as is clear to everyone, the rational part
(to logistikon) as charioteer and in the team of horses represented as
shaggy about the ears, deaf, scarcely yielding to whip and goads (mepi
oo Mooy, koedy, pdotyt petd kévipov pudyic daeicov) the disobedi-
ence and utter indiscipline of the appetites (10 pév mepl tag Embopiog
anelfes Kol Gvdyoyov tavtdmact) but the spirited part (to thymoeides) as
mostly tractable (euenion) to the reason (toi logismoi) and allied with it
(symmachon).™

The appetitive part is described in terms straight from the Phaedrus: ‘shaggy
around the ears, deaf, hardly yielding to whip and goad together’,** but the
description of the spirited part is a combination of elements from the
Phaedrus, including ‘tractable’ (euénion) from ‘easily controlled’/tractable’
(euénia, Phdr. 247b2), where it is used of the gods’ chariots, and ‘allied with
it” (symmachon) from the Republic:

Therefore isn’t it appropriate for the rational part (20i ... logistikoi) to
rule, since it is wise and exercises foresight on behalf of the whole soul,
and for the spirited part (z0i ... thymoeidei) to obey it and be its ally
(symmachai)?*°

The linking of the two Platonic passages on the division of the soul extends
as far as an interweaving of vocabulary from the two sources. Moreover, this
assimilation gives us greater confidence to see an engagement with Platonic
psychology where authors use, whether alone or in combination, abstract
nouns such as ‘reason’, parts of the soul, and metaphorical imagery. Indeed,
the combination of philosophical ideas and vivid imagery is one of the fac-
tors which both made Plato so popular and makes his influence all the more
manifest.

28 Plu. Quest. Plat. 1008c.
29 P1. Phdr. 253e4-5: mepl d10 Mdo10C, KOOGS, HAoTiyt Petd kévipov péyic drelkmv.
*PL R. 441e4-6; cf. 440a8-b7.
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Before looking at a final short extract from Plutarch, it is worth consider-
ing another non-novelistic passage, which is close to Plato in language if not
in spirit. Lucian, an author who knows his philosophy and philosophers, but
whom we might not necessarily expect to use theory to any great extent, also
gives us an indication of how well-known the Platonic partition of the soul
was. In his On the Dance, Lycinus praises dancing to the extent that he con-
verts the previously hostile Crato. One of his arguments includes the use of
philosophy and philosophers, no doubt responding to Crato’s concern that in
spending his time watching dancing Lycinus is oblivious of ‘Plato and Chry-
sippus and Aristotle’.”’ After some remarks about the purpose of dance being
to impersonate and to accommodate oneself to the role one assumes,* and
about the dancer enacting different sorts of people — the sort of imitation that
would presumably lead the Socrates of the Republic to disapprove of danc-
ing® — he says that Timocrates, having seen for the only time a dancer danc-
ing, said: ‘What a treat for the eyes my reverence for philosophy has de-
prived me of!”.** It is clear from this, then, that any argument which deploys
philosophy is going to be tongue-in-cheek at best. Nevertheless, it is interest-
ing to note how Lucian marries the two themes of variety and philosophical
theory:

If what Plato says about the soul is true, the three parts of it are excel-
lently set forth by the dancer — the spirited part (to thymikon) when he
exhibits a man in a rage, the appetitive part (to epithymetikon) when he
enacts lovers, and the reasoning part (fo logistikon) when he controls
(xolwvaymyi) each of the different passions (ton pathon); this last, to be
sure, is disseminated through every portion of the dance just as touch is
disseminated through the other senses.”

3! Lucian Salt. 2; translations are taken and adapted, and Greek is cited, from the relevant
Loeb volume of Lucian’s works.

3 Ibid. 65.

33 Ibid. 66-67; see Republic 3 and 10. Note, however, that Lycinus does mention Socrates’
keenness on dancing at 25, although, of course, he is using X. Smp. 2,15-19 there.

** Ibid. 69.

35 Ibid. 70; cf. “Then, too, all the rest are activities of one or the other of the two elements in
man, some of them activities of the soul, some of the body; but in dancing both are com-
bined. For there is display of mind (Siovoiag énidei&wv) in the performance as well as ex-
pression of bodily development, and the most important part of it is the wisdom (7
copia) that controls the action, and the fact that nothing is irrational (10 undev #w
Aoyov)’ (69).
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Lycinus walks the tightrope of citing the authority of Plato while at the same
time saying things antithetical to opinions about imitation and specialisation
expressed in the same text. There is not space to look at this text in detail,
but there are several points which come across strongly and which confirm
and build on those already made: Plato’s division of the soul was common
and recognisable currency — Lycinus does not cite the relevant dialogues; the
language of the Republic and the Phaedrus is readily combined — ‘controls’
(xoAwvaywyij) shows the influence of the latter; and authors could use the
partition of the soul to their own ends, whether Platonic or not.

The last piece of evidence I wish to adduce from Plutarch comes from a
work which is not only thoroughly Platonic,*® although not in such a techni-
cal way as the texts looked at so far, but also far more akin in subject matter
and ethos to the Greek novels: the Amatorius.”” The passage comes from an
argument about the relation of gods to emotions, probing the question of
personification:

‘Well now,” my father asked, ‘do you believe Ares to be a god or an emo-
tion of ours?’ Pemptides replied that he believed Ares to be a god who
ordered the spirited and courageous part within us (fo thymoeides ... kai
androdes). “What is this, Pemptides?’ cried my father. ‘So the warlike, in-
imical, and antagonistic part (to ... machetikon ... kai polemikon kai anti-
palon) has a divinity, while the affectionate, sociable, coupling part (zo ...
philetikon kai koinonikon kai syneleustikon) is to be left without a god?’

“The spirited part’ is familiar enough, and, as was the case for the rational
part discussed in On Moral Virtue 441-442b (quoted above), we find sev-
eral synonyms, although there is a nice twist from positive to negative in the
language of the father’s (Plutarch’s) reply, which hints at the Platonic duality
and ambiguous status of ‘the spirited part’. However, what is more interest-
ing here is the part of the soul which is implicitly contrasted with the spirited
part: ‘the affectionate, sociable, coupling part’. Plutarch has seemingly ‘in-
vented’ a part of the soul, since this is not found in the classic tripartition,
and the evidently positive attitude towards it means that it can hardly be a
sub-part of the appetitive part.”® At any rate, Plutarch seems to be playing

36 See Trapp 1990, 157-161, Goldhill 1995, ch.3, and Rist 2001.

37 1t is especially similar to the debate on the merits of boys and women as sexual partners
at the end of the second book of Leucippe and Cleitophon, 2,35-38.

¥ We find another example of such flexibility a little later, from a context which is particu-
larly steeped in Plato even by the standards of this dialogue: ‘But all those who by sober
reason (sophroni logismoi) and modesty have excluded the raging part (fo manikon), as if
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with the Platonic division of the soul, and again this is something that is
significant for other writers whose concern is not necessarily or primarily to
engage in philosophical debates: we should perhaps expect novelists, if they
are going to take advantage of this motif, to indulge in greater variation on
the Platonic texts even than Plutarch allows himself here, and to exploit the
potential of the partition of the soul while still allowing us to attribute the
basis of that exploitation to Platonic theory. One might expect in particular
such a part of the soul as we find linked to Eros here to appeal to writers of
erotic fiction with an interest in psychology, yet in fact the fundamental po-
larisation between reason and desire forms the basis of what the novelists do,
although later exponents of the genre evidently realised the possibility of
expansion.

On this point it is worth stressing that Plato himself does not rule out the
possibility that the soul is not exactly as described in his dialogues; in fact he
seems readily to give later writers the freedom they would have to wrench
from more dogmatic philosophers. In all three texts in question we find very
similar comments: in the Republic, after the three parts in the state have been
distinguished and Socrates has raised the problem of whether the corre-
sponding parts are to be found in the soul, he says:

... in my opinion, we shall never get a precise answer using our present
methods of argument — although there is another longer and fuller road
that does lead to such an answer.”

Plato hopes to give only an idea of what the soul is like, and this creates
freedom to play with his ideas. However, not only are the descriptions of the
psychology of man in the Platonic corpus not necessarily supposed to be
accurate, but they do not seem to be exhaustive, since in the Republic we
have positive indications that the soul is more complex than described. After
the tripartition of the soul the just man is defined:

[He] harmonises the three parts of himself like three limiting notes in a
musical scale — high, low, and middle. He binds together those parts and

it were literally fire, have kept in their souls (zéi psychéi) only its light and radiance and
warmth’ (Plu. Amat. 765b). The raging part (fo manikon) could be argued to be the same
as ‘the spirited part’ but it could equally be a sub-part of that part, or even a different
part. In any case, by using a term for a part of the soul not found in Plato, Plutarch opens
up and reveals the possibilities.

* PL. R. 435¢9-d3; cf. Phdr. 246a4-6 and Tim. 72d5-8.
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any others there may be in between, and from having been many things
he becomes entirely one.*’

We are not, then, limited to the three parts of the soul; in fact from what
Socrates says in the final book, presumably referring to the discussion at
434d2-441c7, we should perhaps imagine a far larger number: ‘... we said
that our soul is full of a myriad of such oppositions at the same time’.*' Since
we know that: ‘... the same thing will not be willing to do or undergo oppo-
sites in the same part of itself, in relation to the same thing, at the same
time’, there must be myriad parts of the soul.*” We have already seen Plu-
tarch take advantage of this possibility, and it will be interesting to see to
what extent the novelists depart from the two or three basic parts of the soul,
to experiment with the delineation and opposition of other, different parts.

Chariton

Chariton is generally regarded to have written his Callirhoe in the first cen-
tury A.D.* This is consonant with the fact that, although it is not the case
that philosophy has no part to play in his novel at all,** he does not demon-

“OPLL R. 443d5-el.

*! Ibid. 603d5-7.

2 Ibid. 436b8-9; Biittner 2006, especially 7678, discusses this clause and argues for no
more than three parts of the soul; he does not, however, consider the passages from the
later books in detail. Cf. the discussion at R. 588b10—e2, where Socrates asks Glaucon to
fashion ‘an image of the soul in words’, which consists of a ‘single kind of multicoloured
(mowcilov) beast with a ring of many heads (moAvkepdlov) that it can grow and change at
will — some from gentle, some from savage animals’, ‘one other kind, that of a lion, and
another of a human being.” It is clear that these three parts should be seen as correspond-
ing to the appetitive, spirited, and rational parts, but the multiform nature of the appeti-
tive part both conveys the range of desires which one may feel, and also allows for fur-
ther and more specific division.

See Bowie 2002 for the arguments and further bibliography.

For an argument that Chariton shows an awareness of peripatetic philosophy, see
Rijksbaron 1984; cf. the comments of Reardon 1982, 21-22. Chariton has a philosopher
in his cast of characters, Demetrius (8,3,10), and one of the pirates berates another for his
suggestion that they return Callirhoe, and so act justly and piously, with: “You inoppor-
tune idiot — are you telling us to act like philosophers (philosophein) now? (1,10,4). For
arguments in favour of a relatively well-educated readership of the Greek novel, and so
one which it is reasonable to suggest would have had some knowledge of philosophy and
have read the principal texts, see, e.g., Wesseling 1988, Stephens 1994, Bowie 1994 and
1996, and Morgan 1995.

4
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strate the intimate acquaintance with at least the portions of Plato that we
find in the later novelists, since Platonism, and the reading of the Platonic
corpus, did not come to be universally important until the second century,
nor dominant until the third.* However, there are some points at which we
can see the influence of philosophy in the way in which Chariton portrays
the psychological processes of one of his characters at moments of intense
emotional conflict.*®

At Callirhoe 2,3,5 Dionysius first sees the beautiful Callirhoe. He is still
grieving for his late wife, but before long he is ‘aflame with love’.*’ Diony-
sius shows a restraint of character which surpasses that of the protagonist,
Chaereas, who had been volatile enough to kick his beloved new wife in the
stomach (1,4,12), and his portrayal throughout the novel is relatively sympa-
thetic. Nowhere does the reader feel more sympathy for him, however, than
when he is trying to overcome his desire for Callirhoe, something which
marks him out as almost unique among novelistic love-rivals.** At dinner on
the day of their first meeting we see the beginning of a noble, but doomed,
struggle:

Dionysius had been wounded, but tried to conceal the wound, as became
an educated (pepaideumenos) man who made especial claim to virtue.*

This is then amplified:

Then you could observe a struggle between reason and passion (agona
logismou kai pathous), for although engulfed by desire (epithymias), as a
noble man he tried to resist, and rising above the waves, as it were, he
said to himself ...

* Dillon 1996 is the standard treatment of the phenomenon of ‘middle’ Platonism.

* Fusillo 1999 draws attention to the following passages for the portrayal of simultaneous
different emotions in Callirhoe: 1,9,3; 3,5,3; 3,7,6; 5,8,2; 5,8,3; 6,6,1; and 8,5,8. Similar
passages in the novel of Xenophon of Ephesus are: 1,9,1; 1,11,1; 2,5,5; 3,7,1; and 5,13.3.

47 Chariton 2,3,8: preySuevog ... 1 Epott; translations of Callirhoe are taken, and occa-
sionally adapted, from Goold 1995. Greek is cited from Reardon 2004.

8 See Kaimio 1996, 153—159, for emotional conflict in Chariton, and Balot 1998, 145-154,
for Dionysius’ and Artaxerxes’ struggles with their feelings for Callirhoe. Balot is rather
more condemning, especially of the former, than readers might normally be: cf. Perry,
1930, 116, and Fusillo 1999, 70-71.

* Chariton 2,4,1.

0 Ibid. 2,4,4, Cf. the eunuch Artaxates to Artaxerxes on overcoming his desire for Callir-
hoe: ‘Do not apply to your love the same remedy that other men use, but rather the more
potent and kingly one of fighting against yourself (dvtoyoviiépevoc ceavt®). For you
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Although we have here the distinction between reason and passion which we
saw in the (bi)partition of the soul, it might be argued that there is no par-
ticularly strong reason to think that Chariton is consciously reflecting phi-
losophical theory. It is, after all, a natural distinction for a writer to use at
this point in his narrative, but, as Scourfield puts it: ‘the language employed
in describing Dionysius’ resistance to his emotions ... points to a philoso-
phical underlay, albeit of a non-specific kind’.”’ He goes on to make some
interesting points around philosophical ideas of how to react to strong emo-
tions, but I think we could argue for an influence that is a little more substan-
tial here. The first reason for this is that Chariton himself very soon gives us
cause to think that he is consciously using philosophy, since at the end of
Dionysius’ speech we find:

But Love fought against these sensible thoughts, considering his self-
restraint an insult, and for that reason inflamed (énvpmdirer) all the more
a soul which attempted to philosophise in love (yuynv év &pmtt Pihoco-
podoav).”

The mental anguish of one of his characters, a conflict between reason and
passion, is here described by Chariton as ‘philosophising’, and I think that
we should take this as a signal that Chariton is aware of the philosophical
pedigree of the distinction he is using. That Dionysius is pepaideumenos
adds weight to the argument, for as such he is likely to have read his phi-
losophical texts and to know what the ethical and social demands of his
situation are.” The second reason to argue for a philosophical awareness
here is that we find a passage which shows remarkable similarities in Plu-
tarch’s On Moral Virtue. Against the argument of some of the Stoics that
reason and passion are not essentially different, but that the former can be-
come the latter, one point we find made is:

alone, master, can overcome even a god. So distract your soul (v cgavtod woynv) with
every pleasure’ (6,3,8-9).

St Scourfield 2003, 170. Cf. Balot 1998, 146-147. Konstan 1994, 32-33, ignores, or vastly
simplifies, the dynamics of the narrative, philosophy, and emotion which conjoin at this
point, and presents a distorted and dismissive view of Dionysius, seemingly because this
fits in better with his argument for ‘sexual symmetry’ and ultimate generic conformity
and similarity.

** Chariton 2,4,5.

33 “Philosophy’ and ‘philosophising’ can mean very different things in Achilles Tatius, who
has a far more ironic view of the relationship between theorising and desire: see Goldhill
1995, 94-100, and Morales 2004, 57-60.
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For the lover who admonishes himself uses reason against his passion (0
Yap vovleT®dv avtov Epdvta xpfitar T@ Aoyioud mpoc T ndhocg), since
they both exist at the same time in his soul, as it were pressing with his
hand the other part, which is inflamed (pAeypaivov), and clearly perceiv-
ing that there are two distinct forces and that they are at variance.™

Not only do we have here the conflict between reason and passion, but it
occurs in the soul of a lover, part of which is inflamed, just as Eros inflamed
Dionysius’ soul (2,4,5) when he was already ‘aflame with love’ (2,3,8). In
spite of these similarities I do not wish to argue that one passage necessarily
influenced the other; rather that Chariton’s focus on, and description of,
Dionysius’ mental turmoil can be paralleled closely in a roughly contempo-
rary philosophical text in a way which suggests some philosophical knowl-
edge on the part of the novelist. Chariton may be relying on a basic, Aristo-
telian bipartition such as is clearly important even for a Platonist like
Plutarch, but I would argue that Chariton is doing more than just subcon-
sciously recycling platitudinous and straightforward philosophical ideas.

This same distinction is used by Chariton in the next book, after Diony-
sius has learned that Callirhoe wishes to marry him. At the beginning of the
book he had been so disconsolate that he had decided to starve himself to
death, so the news that she has decided to marry him results in a tide of emo-
tions which he has difficulty in controlling:

His passion (to erotikon pathos) now mounted and brooked no delay to
the marriage: control is irksome when desire (epithymias) can be in-
dulged. Though an educated (pepaideumenos) man, Dionysius was
caught in the tempest and his heart was engulfed. Yet he forced himself
to rise above the billows of his passion (kafdmep &k Tpucvpiog tod
ndBovc). And he then gave himself over to the following reflections (lo-
gismois) ...~

He is desperate to consummate his love and he has now been given a green
light, but Dionysius is a man of such virtue that he resolves to postpone the
marriage so that by honouring his wife with a public wedding he might show
her more respect and have a more watertight case should his claim to her
ever be contested. Near the end of the soliloquy which follows the above

54 Plu. Mor. 448b.
55 Chariton 3,2,6.
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quotation he addresses his own soul: ‘Endure a brief delay, my soul (psy-
ché)’.>® This time logismos gains the ascendancy, if only briefly.”’

Chariton does not, in these passages or elsewhere, use the Platonic parts
of the soul, and so it is harder to claim that he is using Platonic theory in
particular. However, the conflict in Dionysius’ soul between reason and
desire, specifically erotic passion, is one which it is fair to conclude is drawn
from philosophy, and directly so given the annotation Chariton provides in
characterising what Dionysius does as ‘philosophising’. What is perhaps
even more noteworthy is that Dionysius is the sole character whose emotions
are analysed in this way. This is, I think, not only because he is the only man
who encounters Callirhoe and makes a concerted attempt to control and re-
strain himself, even when he is in a position not to do so, but also because of
one of the reasons he does this: he is such a cultivated man. The fact that he
is educated is emphasised at both 2,4,1 and 3,2,6, and the combination of
this and his ability at least to try to master his emotions is an indication of
how astute and, in this case, consistent Chariton’s characterisation is. In
addition to the shared language and phraseology in these passages — the im-
agery of being engulfed by waves and attempting to rise above them is also a
common factor’ — Dionysius and his feelings are described in ways appro-
priate to him and what he represents. He is the character whose education,
and so philosophical knowledge, is most emphasised,” and so it is fitting
that his experiences are portrayed in terms which he himself would both
understand and use, as if Chariton’s descriptions of what Dionysius feels are
so empathetic that they are focalised through the mind, and soul, of the char-
acter himself.

% Ibid. 3,2.,9.

57 There is this same pathos/logismos distinction at 4,4,2 where Mithridates, with his own
gain in view, is advising Chaereas on how he ought to proceed: “Your present haste
springs more from emotion than reason (vOv yap oneddeic mdbet pdArov §j hoyioud)’.

38 See also below on Achilles Tatius.

% For Dionysius’ education see: 1,12,6; 2,1,5; 2,4,1; 2,5,11; 3,2,6; 4,7,6; 5,5,1; 5,9,8; and
8,5,10; cf. 8,4,5, where Callirhoe in her letter asks Dionysius to educate ‘their’ son (it is
in fact Chaereas’) in a manner worthy of his parents. Excepting 1,12,9, where Leonas
claims Callirhoe is a trained nurse for a child, education is only mentioned elsewhere at
6,5,8 and 7,6,5, where Callirhoe is the focus, 7,2,5, where it is Chaereas, and 8,3,10,
where it is the Egyptian philosopher Demetrius.
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Achilles Tatius

Achilles Tatius has often been commended for the psychological realism in
his novel Leucippe and Cleitophon.”® He provides a less idealised portrayal
of his protagonist, Cleitophon, than the other novelists,’' and Melite is drawn
extremely sympathetically for a love rival.** In fact he shows a rather
marked interest in psychology, especially in the use of generalised, senten-
tious passages; this is an interest which might not always appeal to the tastes
of modern readers, but there is no doubt that there is much to be said on this
as well as on the sententiae and ‘digressions’ of every kind in the novel.*’
One set of questions for which there is not space for a full treatment here
concerns the levels of narration and the extent to which the reader might be
supposed to think that it is Cleitophon the narrator (or, indeed, actor) who
demonstrates these interests, rather than the (implied) author. However, |
think Morales is absolutely right to see a separation between the author and
the narrator, and this is something which I shall assume in order to see how
the aspects under consideration contribute to the portrayal of Cleitophon.**
Since Leucippe and Cleitophon provides such abundant material for the
topic in question,”® I shall restrict my focus to certain elements only of
Achilles Tatius’ psychology, namely two ways in which he exploits Platonic
ideas, and to representative examples of these which betray the influence of

50 See Fusillo 1999, especially 73—77. This novel dates from the middle of the second
century A.D. (see Bowie 2002), when Plato and Platonism were increasingly important.

%' In a note to his translation Gaselee 1969, 390-391, writes: ‘The reader, bearing in mind
Clitophon’s behaviour at his previous meeting with Thersander (V.xxiii.), will by this
time have come to the conclusion that the hero of the romance is a coward of the purest
water’.

% Fusillo 1999, 76-77.

83 See Morales 2004, especially 106-130.

64 See in particular her comments, 2004, 115-116, on what Cleitophon says about barbari-
ans and women at 5,5,2. For other material along these lines see Whitmarsh 2003, and
Morgan 1997, 179-186, 2004a, and 2007, and also Conte 1996 on Petronius, and Morgan
2004b on Longus.

65 As far as relatively straightforward conflicting emotions are concerned, Fusillo 1999
discusses or mentions the following passages: 1,1,7; 1,4,5; 1,11; 2.,5; 2,18,6; 2,23,4;
2,29,1; 3,8,7; 5,3,7; 5,19,1; 5,21,1; 5,24,3; 6,19; and 7,1,1. The last two will be discussed
below. Although it is not a set of data whose significance should be overestimated, it is
perhaps worth noting that if we compare the occurrences of ‘soul’ (psyché) in each Greek
novel with their length (measured by pages of the translations in Reardon 1989) we find
the following ratios: Achilles Tatius: 83/109; Chariton: 27/123; Xenophon of Ephesus:
22/42; Longus: 11/60; and Heliodorus: 63/235.
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Plato and Platonism particularly clearly.®® Before considering conflicts in the
soul in Leucippe and Cleitophon which are comparable to those we have
seen in Chariton, [ want to look at a handful of passages where we can see a
significant difference between the two. For, unlike Chariton, Achilles Tatius
uses specific parts of the soul. One such instance occurs in Bk. 3. Cleitophon
and Leucippe have been captured by the Egyptian herdsmen shortly after
their shipwreck has brought them to land at Pelusium. During the night Clei-
tophon silently laments the manifold misfortunes that Leucippe has suffered
because of him, among which is the fact that they have been taken prisoner
by men who do not understand the Greek language. This means that they
have no chance of receiving pity. As he himself says:

Speech often procures compassion; for when the tongue is mandated by
a suffering soul (1@ ... movodvti g Yuyfc) to appeal for clemency it
softens the raging souls of its audience (tfig T@®V dxovOVTIOV YOYAS ... TO
Bupovpevov).”’

Achilles could simply have written ‘softens the rage (thymon) of its audi-
ence’, whereas a literal translation of what Cleitophon says would be: ‘sof-
tens the raging part of the soul of the listeners’.® There is no particular need
for Platonic psychology at this point; when reading this novel, it is important
to recognise unnecessary as well as appropriate allusions to Plato, since the
way Cleitophon talks about his world and his experiences is fundamental to
the portrayal of his character. Moreover, we find not only one of the canoni-
cal parts of the Platonic soul here, but also something that clearly derives
from the same theory: a literal translation of 1@ ... movodvtl T yuyig
would be ‘the suffering part of the soul’. This exploration of the psyche,
where each emotion is assigned its own part, follows logically from what

5 See Repath forthcoming for a more detailed treatment, especially of allusions to the
Phaedrus. For knowledge and use of Plato by Achilles Tatius, see the Phaedran setting at
1,2, with Martin 2002 and Morales 2004, 50-60 and Ni Mheallaigh (this volume); the
debate on love and sex at 2,35-38, with Wilhelm 1902 and Goldhill 1995, ch.2; the use
of names such as Cleinias, Charmides, and Cleitophon, with Morales 2004, 56; and the
repeated use of the physiology of desire from the Phaedrus (1,4,4; 1,9,4-5; 5,13,4), with
Vilborg 1962, 26-27, Trapp 1990, 155 and 172, Garnaud 1991, 17, Bychkov 1999, 339—
340, Goldhill 2001, 170, and Morales 2004, 132. All these aspects are treated in depth in
my forthcoming book.

87 Ach. Tat. 3,10,2; translations of Leucippe and Cleitophon are taken, and occasionally
adapted, from Whitmarsh 2001. Greek is cited from Garnaud 1991.

58 We can tell from Plu. On Moral Virtue 441f-442b (quoted above) that it must surely be
correct to identify #és ... psychés ... to thymoumenon with to thymoeides of Platonism.
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Plato wrote, but it is significant that we find such expositions in the mouth of
a young man recounting his adventures with his girlfriend.

A little later we find that Cleitophon has been rescued from the herds-
men by the general Charmides and his soldiers, and Leucippe has been re-
covered after a particularly lurid Scheintod.”” All seems to be going well for
the couple until, inevitably, the general falls in love with Leucippe.”” When
Cleitophon learns from his friend Menelaus, whom the general is using as a
confidant, that Charmides is determined to consort with Leucippe even if sex
is out of the question, he gives way to despair and indulges in a characteristi-
cally ludicrous sententia about kisses.”' In reply Menelaus too generalises,
yet at least what he says is directly and practically relevant to their predica-
ment. He points out how dangerous a disappointed man can be:

If he also has the power to act without fear of recrimination, the part of
his soul uncurbed by timidity (t&s psychés to mé phoboumenon) aggra-
vates the part impelled by acerbity (to thymoumenon).”

To thymoumenon is already familiar, but to mé phoboumenon has not yet
been encountered. Although one could argue that the ‘spirited’ part and the
‘non-fearing’ part are more or less identical, or that the latter should be sub-
sumed under the former, it is the formulation of the idea that is interesting.”
In Achilles Tatius psychological generalisations lead to abstract expressions
such as this, and the expression here, I would argue, is also derived from the
Platonic idea of the divided soul.

The examples looked at so far (including those in the notes) are generali-
sations made by characters/narrators — Cleitophon and Menelaus — about the
feelings of others. If this were always the case in Leucippe and Cleitophon, it
might seem to be a device to allow access, albeit indirect, into others’ minds.

% Ach. Tat. 3,15.

7 Ach. Tat. 4,3 and especially 4,7,3 where Charmides says: ‘For now I shall advance to a
war against the Herdsmen; but another war is being fought over the territory of my soul’.

! Ach. Tat. 4,8,1-4.

2 Ach. Tat. 4,8,6. Cf. the phrasing earlier in the same speech, where the appetitive part
seems to be alluded to (bearing in mind especially Plu. On Moral Virtue 441f-442b):
‘but if he is desperate, his appetite (to epithymoun) changes its focus, and he takes it on
himself, using every resource he can muster, to repay whatever stands in his way with
equal measures of pain’ (4,8,5).

3 Cf. Cleitophon on Leucippe’s feelings at 2,29,4: ‘it checks the heart’s ardour and withers
the soul’s dolour’ (tfic xopdiag Emavoe 10 Bvpoduevov kol thic wouxfic &udpave to
Amovpuevov), where the spirited part is also found, although in the heart; the soul has a
‘grieving part’. This part is found also at 2,23,4 (see n.74) 1,8,11 (see n.75).
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However, it is not just other people whose emotions are described in this
way. At 6,14 Cleitophon has been put in prison as an adulterer and he is
visited by Cleinias and Satyrus. They are not allowed to stay with him, but
before they are driven away Cleitophon tells them to return at dawn if Leu-
cippe reappears. He describes his own mental state as follows:

My soul was poised between hope and fear: the part that hoped was fear-
ing, the part that feared hoping (v yuyiv elyov émi tputdvne Amidoc
Kol ebPov, kot EpoPettd pov o EAnitov kal fiAmile T pofovpevov).”

Achilles Tatius/Cleitophon here indulges in another of his favourite devices,
antithesis with a paradoxical twist. Of course it is philosophically, and Pla-
tonically, absurd that the ‘hoping’ part should do anything other than hope,
or that the ‘fearing’ part should do anything other than fear, but, by using the
possibility afforded by Platonist theory of dividing the soul into different
faculties, the mental distress and confusion that the protagonist felt is effec-
tively conveyed. That he uses this means, and that in this case we do not
have a generalisation, since Cleitophon is describing how he felt on one
particular occasion, creates an even stronger impression that the narrator is
fond of such abstract phrasing.”

In addition to the use of parts of the soul scattered throughout the text,
there is one episode from a little later in Bk. 6 in which the psychology of
one character is persistently emphasised. In this episode Thersander, who
has scarcely any redeeming features, lets his feelings for Leucippe get the
better of him, and the contrast with Chariton’s Dionysius will be instructive.
Following the advice of his henchman Sosthenes he has decided to approach
her, relying on the belief that he will be able to oust Cleitophon from her
affections. Cleitophon the narrator makes a generalising comment, with the
conclusion that: ‘desire (to epithymoun) takes what is wants as an ally (sym-

™ Ach. Tat. 6,14,2. Cf. the very similar passage at 2,23,4: ‘my fear of the danger was per-
turbing the hopes of my soul (tdg tfic wuyfic éAni{dac), while my hope of success was
overwhelming my fear with pleasure; thus the hopeful part of me was terrified and the
anxious part ecstatic (oUt® kai 10 éAnilov 8pofeitd pov kal Eyoipe 16 Avmoduevov)’. Cf.
also 6,19,3, where it is Thersander’s soul which is a tputdvn (‘balance’), in his case of
‘desire’ (pwc) and ‘anger’ (Bopudc) — see below.
However, it is not obviously the case that Cleitophon is the only one, since we find even
Charicles saying: ‘The exercise will lighten the pain in my soul (tfic wvuyfic 0
Amotuevov)’ (1,8,11). This raises the (unanswerable) question of whether and to what
extent it is the author who is fond of this phraseology, this is a world in which everyone
talks like this, or it is Cleitophon the narrator who filters and characterises his narration
and everything in it.

75
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machon), and arouses hope’.”® This sets the scene for Thersander’s encounter
with Leucippe in several ways: desire is his overriding feeling; the abstract
formulation of ‘desire’ anticipates the concentration on psychology in what
follows and the means by which it will be achieved; and the mention of an
ally might fulfil a similar function by recalling the alliance of the rational
and spirited parts at Republic 440—1 — for the desiring part to be taking allies
is an ominous sign that Thersander’s soul might be about to lose control of
itself.

At 6,18,1 Thersander goes into the hut in which Leucippe is being held
captive and is immediately overwhelmed by the sight of her: ‘When he saw
Leucippe, his soul was inflamed (Gvepiéyn v yoyfiv):”’ she seemed to
have grown more beautiful on this occasion’. He nearly embraces her on the
spot, ‘but he controlled himself, sat down next to her, and struck up a con-
versation, stringing together various nonsensical themes’.”® The control
which he is able to exert is purely physical: there is no sense in which he is
trying, like Dionysius, to master his desire. We now encounter a familiar sort
of psychological sententia:

This is what lovers are like, whenever they seek to chat with their belov-
eds. Reason (fon logismon) has no authority over their language, and
their entire soul is instead focused upon the beloved: they blather with
the tongue alone, without reason as charioteer (choris héniochou tou lo-
gismou).”

The mention of Thersander’s soul, reason, and the charioteer is an unmis-
takably Platonic combination,*® and the reader of Achilles Tatius would not
have needed to think twice about whether this was an allusion. It also comes
at a crucial point as we see that Thersander’s desire for Leucippe is so great
that reason is allowed to play no part in his dealings with her.*' It is not the
bad horse in Thersander that is causing the problem, rather it is the absence
of the controlling part, the charioteer. Without reason to control the horses of
the soul, it is a fair bet that the bad horse will run amok and that the good

6 Ach. Tat. 6,17,5.

7t Dionysius at Callirhoe 2,3,8, quoted above.

"8 Ach. Tat. 6,18,1-2.

™ Ach. Tat. 6,18,2-3.

8 Plepelits 1980, 250, n.166, notes the allusion to the Phaedrus.

81 A little earlier in the same book Melite, Thersander’s wife, makes a partially successful
attempt to calm him down, saying, among other things: ‘give up the anger in your heart,
listen to me with pure reason (logismon) as a judge’ (6,9,2).
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horse will have little chance of restraining it.** The contrast with Dionysius
and the conflict in his soul between reason and passion could not be clearer.

Thersander does lose control of himself to the extent that he attempts to
force his kisses on Leucippe, but she successfully resists him, both physi-
cally and verbally. However, this only increases the danger she is in, for
Thersander is attacked by both anger (thymos) and desire (eras).”® The rest
of the chapter consists of the description of the battles between, and alliances
of, the two emotions in a manner reminiscent of the internal struggles that
take place in the soul during the degeneration of the just man as described in
the Republic.** Without analysing this in detail, it is clear that at war within
Thersander are desire and appetite on the one side, and anger on the other,
with no role for the third Platonic part of the soul: reason. We have already
been told that Thersander lacks this inner control, and so anger is a largely
negative impulse here, since there is no rational part with which it could be
allied.® This, I argue, is crucial in the portrayal of Thersander as the villain
of the piece, a man who is capable of nothing but base desires and anger at
the frustration of those desires, and who demonstrates what happens in the
soul of a man who does not, and is not able to, follow the philosophical ex-
ample of restraint which Socrates describes in the Phaedrus. This Platonic
and Phaedran influence is confirmed by what Cleitophon says next, as the
allusion to the charioteer and horses of the soul is picked up:

And so when Thersander had initially hoped that his erotic ambitions
(gl tov &pwta) would be fulfilled, he was totally enslaved to Leucippe;
but when he failed to get what he had hoped for, he abandoned the reins
of his soul to anger (Gpfike T@ Bopd Toc fviac).*

8 Achilles Tatius may have been inspired by the same myth when naming his heroine
‘Leucippe’ — ‘White Horse’. Of the two horses in the myth, the good one is white (Phdr.
253d5). Morales 2004, 66, briefly includes this suggestion. See the final chapter of my
forthcoming book for a more detailed treatment.

 Ach. Tat. 6,19,1.

8 See Morales (2004), 117-121, especially 120, on this passage; among other points, she
draws attention, 117, to ‘Plato’s discussion of desire in Republic 9 586¢—¢’; cf. the transi-
tion from the timocratic man to the democratic, R. 559d7-561a4, and from the democ-
ratic to the despotic, R. 572d8-573b4. Timaeus 69c5-72d8 is also in the background to
Ach. Tat. 6,19, although I wish to focus here on the general point of Platonic influence
and the use of the Phaedrus.

8 At 6,17,5 Thersander’s desire took hope as its ally, but now hope is replaced by anger in
an intermittent alliance (6,19,3 and 6,19,7; cf. 6,19,4).

% Ach. Tat. 6,20,1.
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Anger wins the battle against love, and there is now no prospect that the
charioteer of Thersander’s soul — assuming he has one — will be able to re-
gain control, or even have a chance of fighting for it, since he has surren-
dered the means of doing s0.*” Such a man is clearly a danger, not least to his
beloved.

In fact his anger is so great that he strikes Leucippe and unleashes a bar-
rage of verbal abuse at her; this results in a fierce exchange, involving Sos-
thenes too, in which Leucippe defiantly asserts her virginity with such force
that Thersander does not know how to respond:

When Thersander heard this, he went through the full spectrum of reac-
tions (mavtodandc fv): he was distressed, he was furious, and he plotted
(AxOeto, dpyileto, EBoviedero). He was furious because he had been in-
sulted, he was distressed due to his failure, and he plotted since he felt
passionate desire (og £p®dv). His soul was torn apart, and without a word
to Leucippe he ran out. On the surface it was an exit in fury, but in fact
he was giving his soul the opportunity to dissipate the threefold wave
(tpucoptac) that had struck him.*®

Thersander’s soul is split in three, and after the use of the Phaedran chario-
teer of the soul it is tempting to argue that this represents, in however de-
based a form, the Platonic tripartition of the soul as found in the Republic,

87 See Morales 2004, 120, on the bathos here and the humour both within 6,19 and in how it
relates to its context.

8 Ach. Tat. 7,1,1. A very similar passage occurs at 2,29,1 where Leucippe’s honour has
been impugned by her mother Pantheia, and she reacts with indignation (rather ironically,
for she was perfectly willing to lose her virginity to Cleitophon and was prevented from
doing so only by the intrusion of her mother): ‘Finding herself alone and overburdened
with her mother’s words, Leucippe felt the full range of emotions (ravtodomy Tic v):
she was distressed, she felt ashamed, and she was furious (Hx0eto, fjoydvero, dpyileto).
She was distressed at having been found out, she felt ashamed at being reproached, she
was furious at being mistrusted. Shame, grief, and anger are the soul’s three waves
(0idag 8¢ Kol AMmn kai opyn tpia ths yuyfic kdpata).” The adjective mavtodomds, the
verbs fixbeto and mpyileto, the asyndetic construction, and the metaphor of waves of the
soul link these two passages. The rest of this chapter develops this metaphor into an ex-
tended topos of the kind found at 6,19, including the mention of parts of the soul at
2,294, quoted above in n. 73. Cf. 5,24,3, where Melite reacts to Cleitophon’s letter to the
formerly presumed-dead Leucippe, shortly after the unexpected return of her husband
Thersander: ‘her soul was simultaneously divided between multiple emotions
(duepépioto moMols duo THV yoyfv): shame, anger, desire, and jealousy. She felt
ashamed (fjoydveto) before her husband, she was furious (opyieto) at the letter, desire
withered her anger, jealousy inflamed her desire, and finally desire won out.’
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which Plutarch in particular assimilated to the simile of the charioteer and
horses. Such a reading would take the three verbs of the quotation as repre-
sentative of the three parts of the soul: ‘he was distressed’ corresponds to the
appetitive part, ‘he was furious’ to the spirited part, and ‘he plotted’ to the
rational part.” However, far from implying that Thersander is capable of
rational, let alone philosophical thought, this further emphasises the strength
of his lust, since his plotting is the result of his erotic feelings rather an at-
tempt to control them. In drawing attention to a three-way division in Ther-
sander’s soul, Achilles Tatius simultaneously alludes to the famous, Platonic
partition and distances his character from it: Thersander patently does not
live up to the Platonic exemplar of the just man whose soul-parts are in har-
mony, with reason at the helm. Nor does the fact that he leaves Leucippe go
very far in exonerating him, since his next act is to attempt to persuade the
jailer to have Cleitophon poisoned. There is a further, and I would argue
deliberate, contrast with Chariton’s Dionysius at this point, since he too is
swamped by a threefold wave (tpwcopia).”® Dionysius, though, attempts to
overcome the metaphorical wave, rather than waiting for it to dissipate, and,
crucially, he uses his reason to try to cope with his feelings, rather than let-
ting any thoughts he has be dominated by them.

In the rest of Leucippe and Cleitophon Thersander will be thoroughly
despicable, and the portrayal of his psychology in Platonic terms at these
pivotal moments is a readily understandable and clear way of establishing
what kind of character he is. It is, of course, the case that he is portrayed in
this way by Cleitophon, and we may like to ask to what extent the descrip-
tions of Thersander’s mental processes are based on, and skewed by, this.
And yet, despite this potential narratorial bias and the concentration of Pla-
tonic psychology at the end of Bk. 6, these passages are in keeping with the
generalising, theorising, (pseudo)philosophical, and Platonic atmosphere
which we find pervading Cleitophon’s narration and the novel as a whole.
The phraseology, which marries abstract parts of the soul with metaphorical
imagery, is a key and integral part of this and also yet another aspect of this

8 Cf. Tim. 70e6-7, where the rational, immortal part is called ‘the part that takes counsel’
(toD PovAigvouévov).

% See Chariton 3,2,6, quoted above. Tpwvpia, a rather rare word, occurs only once in
Chariton, twice in Achilles Tatius (the other is at 3,2,5), and once in Heliodorus (5,27,2);
in these last two occurrences it has its literal meaning. The likelihood of this being an al-
lusion is increased by the fact that it is not normally used metaphorically, although it is at
its only two occurrences in Plato: Euthd. 293a3 and R. 472a4, where, however, the meta-
phors are to do with the arguments, not emotion.
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novel which demonstrates and demands a high level of literary and intellec-
tual sophistication.

Heliodorus

Heliodorus does not display the intense focus on psychology that we find in
Cleitophon’s narration, but he does use the division of the soul at moments
of heightened emotion, and it is worth considering the handful of passages in
his Aethiopica where this philosophical influence is noticeable.”"

At 2,15,1 Theagenes, Charicleia, and Cnemon suddenly take stock of
their situation. They are alone, lost in a foreign land, without food, and
caught up in a fight between two groups of brigands. They try to come up
with a plan, but are overwhelmed by their predicament:

They seemed to want to form a plan, but the number of their past woes,
the hopelessness of their present predicament, and the uncertainty of the
future, clouded their intellects (t&s psychés to logizomenon).”

No one says anything, they ease their pain (fo pathos) with a sigh, they re-
cline, and they try to remain awake since they want (epithymountes) to de-
vise a plan; eventually, however, and against their will they give in to nature
and fall asleep:

Thus it is that sometimes the conscious mind (fo noeron tés psychés)
consents to accede to bodily pain (somatos pathei).”

It does not seem that the reader is to distinguish between tés psycheés to lo-
gizomenon and fo noeron tés psycheés; rather the two are to be regarded as

%! Fusillo 1999 discusses the following passages: 4,9,1; 4,11,1; 7,7,3; 10,13,1; and 10,38,4.
For Heliodorus’ relation to, and use of, philosophy, especially Platonism, see Sandy
1982, Morgan 1989a, Bowie 1995, Dowden 1996, and Jones 2005 and 2006.

%2 Translations of Aethiopica are taken, and occasionally adapted, from Morgan 1989b.
Greek is cited from Rattenbury and Lumb 1935-1943.

% A passage which is thematically and verbally very similar to these occurs at 6,9,1, where
Charicleia has just witnessed the betrothal of Cnemon and Nausicleia and has retired to
her chamber to escape the celebrations and lament her own situation: ‘her sorrow grew
past bearing, and a swirling mist stole over her, plunging her conscious mind (to noeron
tes psycheés) into darkness and causing her to slip, despite herself, into a slumber ...’
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synonymous and equivalent to fo logistikon.”* The use of the supreme part of
the Platonic soul division here emphasises the plight of the protagonists, for
in one stroke we are given the impression that rational thought is normally
the dominant part within them and that even their desires (epithymountes)
are rational, but that in this extreme case they succumb to their worries and
their need for rest. There is a comparison to be made with Chariton’s Diony-
sius, in whom there was also this opposition between reason and pathos, but
the difference here is that this is a momentary lapse which in fact enables the
protagonists to fare better, not the beginning of an all-consuming and
doomed passion. The other difference is the phraseology employed: Helio-
dorus uses parts of the soul at this point rather than abstract nouns, and so
betrays the influence of Platonism.

Another character whose soul is generally well ordered, as it were, is
Calasiris.” At 2,25,4 he has begun his narration of his story to Cnemon and
he tells him how he tried to escape the temptation of a woman named
Rhodopis. In spite of being forewarned of trouble and so able to temper the
prospect of it by reason (¢0i logismai, 2,24,7), the sight of Rhodopis is too
much for him:

For a long time I pitted the eyes of my soul against the eyes of my flesh
(to1c cdpaToc OQOAALOTC TOVS Yuyfic), but in the end I had to admit de-
feat and sank beneath the weight of carnal passion (pathos erdtikon).”®

The eyes of the soul and of the flesh represent the conflict of reason and
desire, and eventually Calasiris had no option but to exile himself in order
not to disgrace his priesthood and defile the gods’ temples and precincts:

... referring my case to the court of reason (ton logismon), 1 punished my
desire (epithymian) with flight ...

This conjunction of reason, the soul, passion, and desire points effectively,
and in philosophically loaded terms, to the intense internal conflict that
Calasiris felt. The comparison with Dionysius is even more direct this time,
since erotic desire is the root of the problem, but Calasiris is able to avoid

** Cf. Plu. On Moral Virtue 441f-442b.

% See Jones 2005, 81-82, with bibliography, on Calasiris as a representation or embodi-
ment of Pythagorean/Platonic philosophy. ‘Philosopher’ (philosophos) occurs only once
(its cognates do not feature at all) in the Aethiopica, at 2,27,2, where Calasiris is describ-
ing his stay in Delphi.

0 H1d.2,27,2.
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giving into his desire by fleeing from its cause.”” On the other hand, although
this act is made to seem less passive than it might be by the way Calasiris
claims that he ‘punished’ his desire, there is a contrast with the protagonists,
and especially the resolutely virginal Charicleia, in that he did not feel able
to overcome his desire by will power alone.

Perhaps the clearest example of the divided soul being used for emo-
tional effect by Heliodorus comes at 10,16,2, where Hydaspes finally comes
to recognise that the female sacrificial victim who had been part of the first
spoils of the war against the Persians is none other than his daughter:

His soul was buffeted by waves of fatherly love and manly resolve that
fought for possession of his will, which was pulled in two directions by
their opposing tide races (tfic yuxfic odT® moTPK® T® mAOel Kol
avdpel @ Ajuoatt Kvpotovpdvne kol ThHE yvoOunc v Apeotépwv
otaclolopévng kol Tpdg Ekatépov Kabdmep VO GAAOL HETUCTOUEVNG).
But finally he bowed to all-conquering nature: not only was he con-
vinced that he was a father, but he also betrayed a father’s feelings.”®

This passage forms part of the extended climax of the novel and so all the
stops are pulled out, including the metaphor of the soul being buffeted by
waves of emotion which we have seen used by both Chariton (2,4,4; 3,2,6)
and Achilles Tatius (7,1,1). These emotions (‘fatherly pathos’ and ‘manly
resolve’) could be said to spring from the appetitive and spirited parts re-
spectively, but they are not negative in this context, since each represents a
conflicting duty between which Hydaspes is torn and has to decide. He de-
cides, of course, not to kill his daughter, but the division of the soul conveys
the strength of Hydaspes’ emotions and their contrary effects and creates
suspense in the reader by suggesting that the king might have made a differ-
ent decision.

Heliodorus, like Achilles Tatius before him, also moves beyond the
‘standard’ parts of the soul. In the course of the bizarre intrigue in which
Calasiris dupes Charicles about the nature of his supposed daughter’s illness,

97 Cf. the lack of self-control at 3,3,8, where Theagenes appears at the climax of the proces-
sion at Delphi. The vision of his beauty so stuns the crowd that: ‘all those women of the
lower orders who were incapable of controlling and concealing their emotions (fo tés
psyches pathos) pelted him with apples and flowers in the hope of attracting his good
will’. See Jones 2005, 87 on this. The crowd forms a direct contrast with Charicleia, who
is able to master her desire for Theagenes, even aggressively at times: see, for instance,
1,25,4-5.

% On this passage, see also Jones (this volume).
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he approaches the girl and asks her to reveal to him what is evidently trou-
bling her, despite the fact that he already knows that she is deeply in love.
She asks for one day’s grace and Calasiris gives it to her, telling his narratee
Cnemon that:

I rose and left without a word, allowing the girl an interval in which to
come to terms with (diaitésai) her sense of shame (tes psychés to ai-
doumenon).”’

As in Achilles Tatius, the phraseology is interesting here: Heliodorus
writes ‘the part of her soul feeling shame’ rather than ‘her shame’ or even
‘the shame of her soul’. The philosophically familiar term employed is influ-
enced by the Platonic method of dividing the soul to account for psychologi-
cal phenomena, specifically contradictory emotions. Charicleia’s shame is
here couched in such a way as to emphasise simultaneously how love-
stricken she is and that she is a woman of such virtue that she aims to over-
come her feelings.

Another example can be found at 7,28,1, where Achaemenes wants to
see Charicleia, to whom he believes he is betrothed, and with whom he is
besotted. He is upset at the preferential treatment shown to Theagenes by
Arsace, and is seeking some sort of consolation, thinking that he will find it
in the form of Charicleia:

But at the moment, Mother, I should like to see my betrothed, my dearest
darling Charicleia, in the hope that in the sight of her I can find a cure
(diaitésai) for the hurt that has stung my soul (fo dedégmenon tés psy-
cheés).

The passive nature of his affliction and his proposed method of dealing with
it contrast with the positive emotion of Charicleia and her attempt to subdue
her feelings in the passage quoted above. The verb diaitésai (‘come to terms
with’/‘cure’) links these two passages, as does the use of parts of the soul to
describe strong psychological impulses. Achaemenes is such an epithymetic
character that he is unable even to express his feelings in terms of anything
other than pain, and there is certainly no attempt to control his desire.

As should be clear from these passages, Heliodorus reserves the device
of dividing the soul for moments of emotional conflict, mental distress, or to
emphasise the psychology of a particular character. The Aethiopica, like

% HId. 4,6,1.
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Leucippe and Cleitophon, has what one might loosely call a philosophical
atmosphere in that wisdom and knowledge are crucial factors,'” and the use
of soul-partition fits into this. However, the way Heliodorus uses it is rather
more akin to Chariton’s deployment of the conflict between reason and de-
sire, that is for the purposes of characterisation, whereas Achilles Ta-
tius/Cleitophon is at least as concerned with general theorising as with de-
scribing individuals and their feelings at any one point. The result may be
that the effect in Heliodorus is rather more subtle and unobtrusive, but then
an obtrusive and bombastic narrator seems to be precisely what Achilles
Tatius is aiming at.

Conclusion

The narratives of the Greek novels virtually necessitate conflicting emotions
and desires, and each of the novelists discussed shows a fascination with the
dramatic tensions and paradoxical possibilities available in conveying these
feelings.'”' Philosophy and philosophical concerns are also common to all
three, albeit in varying degrees, and the soul, as the site in which emotions
and desires dwell and conflict, is often explicitly the focus of attention. Start-
ing from the fundamental opposition of reason and desire in Chariton, later
novelists constructed a more elaborate and flexible psychology to account
for the full range of emotions. The increasing influence of Plato during the
period in which the novelists were writing, and the contemporary interest in
all things Platonic, including the division of the soul, enabled the use of this
device to convey psychological turmoil in an effective and powerful way,
and nowhere more clearly or pervasively than in Leucippe and Cleitophon.
Finally, the presence of psychology allied with philosophy, the use of Pla-
tonic soul-partition, and a willingness to adapt it according to context, all
show that the authors under consideration were to a certain extent philoso-
phically literate and writing for a readership which shared that knowledge
and appreciated its meaning and impact.

1% See especially Jones 2005.

1% This is also true for Xenophon of Ephesus. Longus, as often, is the exception, and the
reasons in this case include the significant difference in his narrative, the characters in-
volved, and the register, although not content, of his novel.
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