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1. Introduction

It has been widely recognized that the ‘genre’' of the ancient Greek romance
displays some tendencies that are also characteristic of the broader cultural
climate of Imperial Greek literature, which has conventionally been labelled
the ‘Second Sophistic’.? For these influences of the contemporary context,
one can point to the similar interaction with past figures and literary works,
the quest for a distinctive Greek identity, and the overall influence of rheto-
ric and the contemporary literary taste on the novels’ compositions.’

! Goldhill 2008 offers a critical assessment of the importance of genre in the history of the
novel. For the understanding of genre in this paper, see esp. p. 187: “Genre is (...) a for-
mative element in the construction of the typical — and thus normative — scene of com-
munication. It is part of how society projects and promotes — regulates — the functioning
of communication in and as culture.” A similar ‘political’ analysis of ‘genre’ is offered in
Selden 1994.

There appears to be at least one exception: Chariton’s Callirhoe is probably written a
little too early to be situated in the heyday of the sophistic practice, although Tilg 2010
argues that Chariton probably wrote under Nero, which is no earlier than Nicetes, the ear-
liest sophist in Philostratus’ overview of Second Sophistic orators. Note that Bowie 1996,
92-102 treats the readership of the three ‘sophistic’ novels (by Longus, Achilles Tatius
and Heliodorus) quite differently from that of the two ‘early’ novels (by Chariton and
Xenophon Ephesius).

See, e.g., Higg 1983, 104-108, Reardon 1991, 127-168 and Ruiz-Montero 1996, 65-70,
who convincingly treat the over-all influence of other genres, mostly rhetorical and prose
literature, but they offer only few detailed analyses of any specific work. Bowie 2008 of-
fers a detailed reconstruction of the literary context of the five ‘ideal’ romances. Bartsch
1989 points to the importance of description and interpretation in the context of the Sec-
ond Sophistic, with analyses of Achilles Tatius and Heliodorus. For a recent general state
of the art, see the introduction to Whitmarsh (ed.) 2008.
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In adding to these studies, this paper will explore the communication process
which takes place between the learned composer of Daphnis and Chloe and
its learned reader. In support of the traditional viewpoint that Longus should
firmly be situated in the context of the Second Sophistic, it will be argued
that part of the versatile amusement in Longus’ story has its parallel in the
contemporary rhetorical practice of the so-called sophists, who travelled all
around the Roman Empire and gobsmacked various audiences with their
amazing rhetorical talent. After all, such a correspondence can to a certain
extent be expected, for it is quite logical that an audience that was made
aware of certain narratological and rhetorical principles through attendance
at public declamations would have appreciated such procedures in literary
works as well. Moreover, education in the Roman Empire, with its focus on
speaking and reading, imparted both rhetorical skill and literary taste (most
probably with some overlap between the two),* and literary theory and criti-
cism of this period such as Ps.-Longinus’ On the sublime tended to offer a
rhetorical approach to all sorts of literature.’

In other words, I aim to bring together and contextualize some observa-
tions on Longus’ text in the light of its socio-cultural backdrop. As happens
quite often with texts that are amply read and studied, many good analyses
of Longus’ novel have been offered, the results of which are incorporated
alongside my personal observations and further discussed and framed in this
paper. The ultimate objective is to demonstrate how the story-telling in
Daphnis and Chloe is thoroughly in accordance to Second Sophistic poet-
ics.® The idea that Longus is an exceptional novel writer with a lot of sophis-
ticated refinery is self-evidently not new — one thinks for example of the title
Longus ‘Sophista’ already attributed by Jungermann in his 1605 edition —,
but this paper tried to move beyond this commonsensical approach by defin-
ing what precisely this ‘sophistic’ character of the novel actually meant for
its contemporary reader. As will appear from the subsequent discussion, this

4 For the interaction between prose fiction and rhetorical education, see Reardon 1991, 83-
96. For good recent discussions of ancient literate education, see Morgan 1998 and
Cribiore 2001.

5 Cf. Russell 1990, 197-198: “The conceptual framework of rhetoric (...) provided the
standard interpretative and critical method that was applied to all kinds of literature.”

% Anderson’s (1984, 6-15) observation that Longus’ tale is the retelling of an old oriental
story actually does not affect the general thesis of this paper for at least two reasons.
Firstly, as Anderson himself admits, Longus uses the traditional material in a very self-
conscious way (which already becomes apparent from the original prologue). Secondly,
Longus writes this story in a different literary context, which implies that he can rely on a
different cultural horizon of his readers.
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reconstruction of the ‘sophistic’ character is supported by recent publications
that have sharpened the understanding of the literary taste of the Second
Sophistic audience.

In the first part of the paper, I will briefly discuss the rhetorical culture of
Imperial Greece, in which both the rhetorical activity of the Second Sophis-
tic and Longus’ novel can be situated. Subsequently, I will address two ex-
cerpts of the Daphnis and Chloe story. The first excerpt is the prologue of
the novel, which can almost literally be comprehended as the framework for
the entire story. The second excerpt is a scene in book II in which there ap-
pears to be a clear interplay between genre conventions, reader-response and
perversion of expectations. Both these excerpts establish what I believe to be
the sophistic character of Longus’ novel, which probably made it a well ap-
preciated piece of divertimento for the model reader, the pepaideumenos.
After all, the ancient novels were not written for the simple amusement of
the common people, as it was believed earlier, but they addressed the cul-
tural, economical and intellectual upper class (as so often happens, this is by
and large the same group of people).’

As to the methodology, the main focus will be on Longus’ management
of time and especially space in Daphnis and Chloe.* These two aspects,
combined with the genre of the novel, quickly evoke the impression that this
paper will adopt the theoretical approach of the Bakhtinian chronotope.
However, matters are not that simple. For Bakhtin’s framework was primar-
ily developed so as to distinguish between different manifestations of the
novel genre. Bakhtin’s focus was thus on the characteristics of genres and
subgenres rather than on individual literary works. Consequently, Bakhtin
stated that the Greek romance is typically characterized by a highly devel-
oped type of adventure time.” However, in order to reinforce the universal
suitability of his theory, he barely mentions Longus’ novel, although he de-
fines it as “psychologically the most sophisticated of all the novels.”'’ Fur-
thermore, Bakhtin himself also indicates that Longus’ novel is characterized
by a different chronotope, viz. the pastoral-idyllic chronotope,'' thus sug-

7 See the critical study in the ‘class’ of the ancient novel’s audience in the empirical study
of Stephens 1994, and the general discussion in Whitmarsh 2008. On Longus’ learned
audience, see Bowie 1994, 452.

¥ Attention to time and especially space can also be found in Kesmer 1973.

° Bakhtin 1990, 87.

' Bakthin 1990, 87, footnote e.

! Bakhtin 1990, 103. See also Romm 2008, 110: “[Longus] seems to have conceived the
novel as a kind of literary experiment, an ideal romance that dispenses entirely with the
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gesting that it deserves a special treatment. For these reasons, instead of
ignoring the particular treatment of time and space in Daphnis and Chloe,
this paper will emphasize these peculiarities in order to show the author’s
playful interaction with generic expectations in the reader."

The reader-response criticism in this paper will primarily be based on the
theories and analyses of Stanley Fish. Although I do not accept all aspects of
Fish’s polemical position that all meaning is to be situated in the reader and
therefore outside the text,” Fish’s viewpoints have influenced the thinking
patterns in this paper in two different ways. Firstly, the idea of reading as a
communal practice is important to understand how a reader, in this case a
Second Sophistic pepaideumenos, shared a culturally defined horizon with
the author and with his fellow-readers, who can in Fishian terms be labeled
as the ‘interpretive community’.'* By reconstructing the cultural context in
which this text was read, we can give ourselves account of the versatile and
dynamic communication process between the author and the reader. Sec-
ondly, Fish’s method of slowing down the reading process in order to assess
what it is exactly that the text ‘does’ with(in) the reader'” will be instructive
to show how Longus pulls off some narratological tricks in order to keep his
reader on his toes.

2. Second Sophistic poetics

In the first and even more the second century CE, Greek culture witnessed a
remarkable outburst of rhetorical activity. Virtuoso orators who took pride in
the title of sophist travelled around and delivered speeches before large audi-
ences. As Greece was ruled by the Romans, these speeches had no direct
political or juridical relevance, but were merely designed so as to show the
orators’ own greatness. These public speakers were widely respected and
received much public honour, which often resulted in an enormous wealth
and many public duties.'®

element of travel but instead explores the minute changes and day-to-day developments
in a single, unremarkable place.”

12 Kim 2008 uses Bakhtin’s views as a structural point of departure for his own observa-
tions concerning time in the ancient novel.

¥ See some good criticisms in Phelan 1983.

' The gradual development of Fish’s theories can be followed through his collection of
essays in Fish 1980.

"* Fish 1980, 28.

' See Bowersock 1969 and Brunt 1990, 267-281.
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In a sense, the public speeches performed by the sophists can be seen as
a means to preserve elitist prevalence over the common man.'” For the skills
that are needed for versatile speech delivery could only be acquired through
a time-consuming and intensive form of education only available to the well-
off. Hence the concept of paideia was crucial in the negotiation of cultural
power and authority. In the culture of Imperial Greece, paideia can be seen
as the knowledge of an amalgam of cultural values and capacities which
were regarded as heritage from the Greek classical age. This type of knowl-
edge could separate the rich from the lower classes, and could also be used
as a way of establishing social superiority in personal encounters.'"® The
struggle for paideia was thus one of the main preoccupations of the aristo-
cratic upper class, which almost exclusively produced the literary sources
that have come down to us."

The Greek oratory of this period is considerably influenced by rhetorical
school practices by which the young rhetoricians in spe acquired the training
needed for a public career. It appears that these exercises had at least two
common characteristics: 1) they were not directly related to the contempo-
rary world (there is no ‘real’ contemporary political or juridical case to de-
fend), and 2) their themes seem rather conventional and designed so that
they could be treated through a standardized analysis of the situation.*

The best-known example of this kind of public speeches influenced by
school practices is the melete, in which a sophist adopts a historical persona
(e.g. Alcibiades) addressing the persona’s original public (e.g. the Athenian
Assembly) concerning an historical situation (e.g. the Sicilian expedition).*'
Thomas Schmitz correctly argues that these speeches have an important
ideological function by offering a re-enactment of the glorious times of
Greek hegemony, but he fails to see that there is also a personal involvement
of the speaker in it.*> Ruth Webb convincingly states that a sophist perform-
ing a meleté creates a sort of double public, a public that is required to play

' See especially Schmitz 1997 and Korenjak 2000.

'® On the role of language purism in this process, see the first general chapter in Swain
1996.

' See Borg (ed.) 2004.

20 Cf. Anderson 1982, 2: “It is necessary to recognise the playful handling of melodramatic
themes in the many genres which fostered the growth of the novel (whatever their rela-
tive role in its formation); and in the literary diversions in Imperial literature which so of-
ten use the same material in different moulds.”

21 For this and other rhetorical exercises in the Roman Imperial age, see Anderson 1993,
47-68.

*? Schmitz 1999.
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not only the part of historical persona’s addressees, but also the part of the
judges of the rhetorical masterpiece performed by the contemporary orator in
front of them.”

Apparently, this rhetorical exercise was well appreciated by Imperial
Greek listeners, which implies that in this climate there was a possibility of
experiencing aesthetic pleasure for the rhetorical merits largely independ-
ently from the inventio (which must have been rather conventional and well-
known to the cultivated members of the audience). The adopted persona
determined to a fairly large extent what the orator had to say, and even
which arguments he had to use in support of his case (of course, introducing
a new argument could be a way to display one’s own creativity, but it does
not seem to have been a sine qua non for the public’s appreciation). The
character of Second Sophistic speech delivery thus invited the audience to
focus on the verbal virtuosity, which appeared to be the major merit of the
speaker in front of them.

In a recent contribution, Wannes Gyselinck and Kristoffel Demoen
translate the practice of sophistic declamation as described above to the gen-
eral notion of Second Sophistic poetics.”* They argue that Philostratus de-
ploys literary strategies that are very similar to the rhetorical procedures of
his day. Especially the Vita Apollonii appears to gain a lot of depth when
read against the contextualizing backdrop.

Given that Longus is traditionally considered as the most ‘sophistic’
novel writer, it may be worthwhile to look for similar strategies in Daphnis
and Chloe, in order to determine how this text presents an intellectual chal-
lenge to its reader, a challenge that was most probably perceived as an im-
portant facet of good sophistic literature.

3. Daphnis and Chloe and its ‘sophistic’ dialogue
between author and reader

The observations on Second Sophistic poetics will now be used as a frame-
work for the interpretation of Longus’ Daphnis and Chloe. In order to do so,
close readings of two excerpts will be offered. Moreover, an attempt will be
made to read the excerpt from book II in light of the observations obtained in
the analysis of the proem.

2 Webb 2006.
2 Gyselinck — Demoen 2009, esp. 95-98.
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A. Praefatio

A close reading of the praefatio of Daphnis and Chloe already provides
some insights into the specific character of Longus’ tale. On the other hand,
it also demonstrates that the storytelling cannot be thought apart from the
context of the other novels of Longus’ era.

2

G
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robfoetat, 1OV épachivia dvapvioet, TOV 00K £pacOévio TponudevoeL.
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When I was hunting in Lesbos, I saw the most beautiful sight I have ever
seen, in a grove that was sacred to the Nymphs: a painting that told a
story of love. The grove itself was beautiful—thickly wooded, flowery,
well watered; a single spring nourished everything, flowers and trees ali-
ke. But the picture was lovelier still, combining great artistic skill with
an exciting, romantic subject. Many people were attracted by its fame
and came, even from abroad, to pray to the Nymphs and to look at the
picture.

The picture: women giving birth, others dressing the babies, babies
exposed, animals suckling them, shepherds adopting them, young people

Reeve 1982, 1 indicates that the last five words of this sentence are commonly read as the
first ones of the following sentence. However, I hope it will be clear that this uncertainty
as to how the text should be read does not thoroughly affect my subsequent argumenta-
tion.
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pledging love, a pirates’ raid, an enemy attack—and more, much more,
all of it romantic. I gazed in admiration and was seized by a yearning to
depict the picture in words.

I searched out an interpreter of the picture and produced the four vo-
lumes of this book, as an offering to Love, the Nymphs, and Pan, and
something for mankind to possess and enjoy. It will cure the sick, com-
fort the distressed, stir the memory of those who have loved, and educate
those who haven’t. For certainly no one has ever avoided Love, and no
one will, as long as beauty exists, and eyes can see. As for me—may the
god Love let me write about others’ passions but keep my own selfcon-
trol. (transl. Gill 1989)

A first important observation may justify our reading of this proem as a
bearer of sophistic meaning, and not just as a rather meaningless and cliché
introduction. The fact that Longus speaks of himself as having already fin-
ished the four subsequent books of the story (implied in the aorist form of
gEemovnoduny) indicates that Longus consciously composed this proem
retrospectively, that is, after the writing process and in full knowledge of the
story itself as he wrote it down. Moreover, Longus must have been attentive
to the function of this proem as influencing the interpretative horizon of his
readers. These conclusions have two implications for the general interpreta-
tion of the prologue: 1) it is composed with the clear purpose of introducing
the novel to the readers; and 2) although the author himself already knows
what will follow, he is aware that his readers do not know the story yet. If
we are conscious of the second implication, we might avoid falling prey to a
bias which often occurs in analyses of this proem: scholars tend to reflect on
the proem post factum, viz. in the light of their knowledge of the entire
novel.? I aim to offer a reading of the proem as a proem, which establishes
the interpretative horizon of its public and thereby influences the rest of the
novel which the readers have not read yet.

The most obvious component of the proem is the description of the
painting. The ekphrasis of a piece of art is a well established fopos in Greek
literature,”” but the specific character of the description seems to raise it

% For a pertinent general critique of many publications concerning the structure of the
proem, see Nimis 2001.

?7 The oldest and probably best-known example is Homer’s description of Achilles’ shield
in book 18 of the /liad.
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above the level of plain verbal depiction.”® Driven by the uniqueness of this
passage, a number of studies have tried to connect the content of this proem
with the typical characteristics of ‘sophistic’ prose, pointing to the superfi-
cial naivety of the narration, the absorption of different genres, and the om-
nipresence of rhetoric.”> However, no full reconstruction is offered of the
actual intellectual dialogue between the ‘sophistic’ author of this proem and
his ‘sophistic’ reader. How does the text present itself to a contemporary
reader as a playful intellectual challenge? How does it resist a plain interpre-
tation of the narrative presented? And how does it make its reader constantly
aware of its ambiguous character, despite its superficial appearance as pure
divertimento? In order to answer these questions, we must turn to the cultural
taste of the era of the Second Sophistic, a taste which must have established
a basis for the communication between Longus and his readers.”® The focus
is thus on the effect of the author’s narrative and rhetorical efforts as re-
ceived by the (model) reader.

In the beginning of the proem, the reader gets information about the
source of Longus’ inspiration. The author narrates how he, while hunting in
the diooc of the Nymphs, discovered a most beautiful sight (6éau...
KdAMotov), which he more precisely describes as a painted image (gikdvog
ypa@rv) and a love-story (iotopiav Epwtoc). Especially the latter description

% Moreover, Morgan 2004a, 145 notes that for the ‘genre’ of the ancient novel, Longus’
introduction is unparallelled (of course, we have to bear in mind that we might have only
a small percentage of the ancient novels). The closest resemblance to Longus’ ekphrasis
is Achilles Tatius’ description of some paintings, the most important of which is that of
Europa and the bull (for the influence of this description on the interpretation of the plot
of Leucippe and Clitophon, see the recent study by Reeves 2007).

¥ MacQueen 1990, 175-185 points to the influence of the Second Sophistic on Longus’
novel, but he remains rather vague when the textual composition is concerned. Reardon
1974, 27 comes closer to an actual validation of sophistic influence on the novel when he
speaks about the ‘careful attention on the part of the artist and the audience to language
and to the disposition and articulation of traditional elements of composition so con-
joined as to produce an artistic work’, but he does not offer a close analysis of a certain
text. See also the dense analysis of storytelling and paideia in Daphnis and Chloe in
Anderson 1993, 168-170 and 195-196; Whitmarsh 2001, esp. 100-103; and Id. 2005, 86-
89.

30 Cf. Zeitlin 1990, 430: “[Longus’] other new strategy lies in the framing of the narrative
by an introductory proem that shifts the traditional ecphrasis, the rhetorical display de-
scribing a painting (or other work of art), from an auxiliary function in romantic fiction
to the prime motivation for storytelling, and from a short embedded piece to an entire
novel.” For sophistication in Longus’ novel, see also Anderson 1996, 108-109.
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is fairly remarkable here: Longus does not present this painting as a plain
snapshot of some event, but as a history, ‘a story told in a work of art.”'

The ‘historical’ element of the painting becomes more clear when
Longus tells that it does not contain one single scene, but a large number of
scenes which, as the reader will notice as he reads on, all recur in the novel.
Thus, Longus does not see the painting as an a-historical image which has
provoked him to write a story of his own, but already as (the bearer of) the
story itself. This impression is further supported by the intervention of an
g&nyntic, whose role seems to be to create a chronological narrative contain-
ing all events that are already present in the painting.”

Furthermore, the fact that the story in the painting is actually a love-story
(obviously written in stylized Attic prose®) draws the reader’s attention to
the genre of the ancient romance, which is further confirmed by the two
main virtues of the painting, viz. its consummate art (téyvnv... meprrrijv) and
its erotic theme (toymv épotikiv). In this respect, the painting already antici-
pates Longus’ own narrative effort by means of its extraordinary appearance.

At the end of his enumeration of the events in the painting, Longus con-
cludes with the words oA\ dAAo kol mdvto épwtikd: many other things
occur and all are erotic (in the sense of “having to do with Eros”; for this
reason, | prefer the translation “erotic” over Gill’s “romantic”). Except for
the young lovers exchanging vows, however, the scenes mentioned earlier
by Longus do not seem directly related to Eros. The description of themes
like childbirth and an enemy invasion as erotic only makes sense if they are
regarded as being part of the encapsulating erotic history.** For as the story

3! Hunter 1983, 43.

32 Where the eventual responsibility for the story lies is hard to determine. Morgan 2004a,
146 assumes that Longus (by means of the exegete) is eventually to be taken responsible
for the narrative, and this is most likely true, for it may be doubted whether the painting
and the exegete ever existed. However, this assumption is not entirely in accordance to
Longus’ own self-presentation in the proem, for Longus here seems to suggest that he is
not responsible for the narrative of Daphnis and Chloe, and that the sources for the story
are the painting and the exegete. It might then seem logical to hold the exegete responsi-
ble for the narrative, but it is not unthinkable that the painting itself also made use of
some techniques which indicate that the events should in fact be interpreted as a se-
quence of events. After all, the described painting is commented to be the result of un-
seen craftsmanship. Mittelstadt 1967 argues that the painting could have taken on the
form of a tryptich, in which it would be possible to add some chronology to the depicted
events.

33 There might be a little tension here caused by the non-Attic term ictopia, which has an
Herodotean and thus Ionian flavour.

** Hunter 1983, 46.
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of Daphnis and Chloe itself will illustrate, all these themes are part of a lar-
ger erotic framework. But this is not all: some of these described elements
also provoke the association with Eros straight away, precisely because
characters like the robbers are typical of the genre of the novel, which must
have been well-known to Longus and his public alike, and which conse-
quently must have appealed to their shared communicative and interpretative
horizon.*

Longus thus seems to want his audience to believe that the painting ‘co-
incidentally’ contains the necessary facets of an ancient novel, and that the
story basically narrates itself, for the painting already encapsulates the im-
portant narrative elements.*® One aspect of story-telling in the painting, how-
ever, is different from the written version, and it is here that Longus is com-
pelled to contribute something of his own: since the painting does not make
any use of language, the rhetorical composition is absent, and leaves much
room for subtle and pleasant verbal elaboration.”’

This view may be supported by the last sentence, if we interpret ta T®v
dMwv not only as ‘things that happened to the other persons (viz. Daphnis
and Chloe)’, but also as ‘things narrated by the others (viz. the painter, the
exegete, and more generally the people who knew the myth) which Longus
himself writes down (cf. ypdpewv)’. Both interpretations may simultaneously

33 Goldhill 2008, 191 correctly argues that there is no term for the genre of the novel in
antiquity, but in this case, the structural and thematic traits seem fairly indicative for a
reading of this story in the light of other romances. Nimis 2001, 191 rightly argues that
not all the elements in the painting can be linked to novelistic conventions and stereo-
types, thereby criticizing many studies who try to see every element in the story and the
proem as extremely meaningful. I aim to treat the elements here more prudently than
these studies by seeing some of them as possible markers of the genre of the novel in the
minds of astute and careful readers.

The appearance of the painting as stemming from Daphnis and Chloe themselves (cf.
book IV) has rightly been labelled by Wouters 1989-90 as a Beglaubigungsapparat.
However, one could argue that, at the same time, the apparent fictional character of the
story encourages a reader to consider the painting as the opposite of a Beglaubigungs-
apparat, for the fact that the first person narrator of the proem bases his story on the
painting suggests that the world of the story and the world of the narrator are the same.
As soon as the reader detects that the story is fictional, he cannot but conclude that the
narrator’s introduction is also part of the fictional make—belief, and that the entire tale —
including the proem — cannot be trusted as authentic.

This aspect of Longus’ authorship seems somewhat underestimated by Morgan 2004b,
who in p. 508 nonetheless notices that “the narrator is not [the novel’s] controlling intel-
ligence, but rather a not particularly good reader (of the painting) or narratee (of the exe-
gete), reliant on a third party’s exposition and driven by a potentially irrational desire,
whose take on the story need be no more authoritative than any other reader’s, on either
the factual or the interpretive level.”

36

3

3
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be implied, for the writer displays his willingness to stay cdepav,” and
therefore has good reasons to stress both that he has not experienced the
narrated events himself, and that the story which he is going to tell is not the
fruit of his own mental dealings with Eros, but of those of others. In a sense,
the writer here declares that he has nothing to do with the story whatsoever,
which allows for an intellectual and playful distance to the narrative.” The
astute reader whom Longus addresses may thus feel encouraged to keep the
same intellectual distance and appreciate the novel for a whole lot more than
for the story itself.*’

In this respect, the praefatio of Daphnis and Chloe proves itself a prime
example of a sophistic masterpiece. By explicitly placing the inventio of his
narration outside the realm of his authorship, Longus immediately drags his
audience’s attention towards the rhetorical elaboration of the themes, which
is — or is at least pretended to be — his sole merit and responsibility.*' It is in
this field that he wants to deliver a ktipa tépmvov*” for all men. This does
not mean, however, that the reader cannot appreciate Longus’ novel for the
story itself. But if he wants to grasp Longus’ specific talent and achieve-
ments in Daphnis and Chloe, the prologue of the work urges him to imagine
that the narrative qua narrative by no means exceeds the art of the painting
or its interpreter. He will thus feel encouraged to look beyond the plain nar-

¥ For an overview of the interpretation of this concept in this context, see Zeitlin 1990,
432, footnote 45.

39 Cf. Pandiri 1985, 116: “Longus identifies himself, in a narrator’s preface, as a sophisti-
cated outsider (...).” On the general tendency of pseudo-documentarism in Second So-
phistic literature, see Ni Mheallaigh 2008: “The author and reader are no longer separate
from the fiction but are becoming part of the elaborate strategy of make-belief: the real
author is ‘disconnected’ from the text he has created, is disavowed, and relegated to the
status of editor or translator, ceding his place instead to apocryphal authors.”

0 Goldhill 1995, 1-45 convincingly argues that part of the humoristic playfulness in
Longus’ novel has to do with the subtle ways in which Longus arouses desire in his
reader, which brings this reader in conflict with the ‘ideal” of co@pocivn.

1 Cf. Reardon 1994, 145: “The literary execution, in Daphnis and Chloe, is emphatically
not a mere accompaniment of the action, or a substitute for it. It is what situates it and
energizes it. The “how” is quite as important as the “what.” Longus is after all a contem-
porary of Lucian, Achilles Tatius, Philostratus.”

2 For this phrase, see Hunter 1983, 47 (for the poetic reminiscence) and Teske 1991, 1-7
(for intertexts and discussion of its importance for the interpretation of the novel). Philip-
pides 1983 points to the influence of Thycididean historiography on the word choice and
authorial self-presentation in this proem.
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ration of fictional events, and discover Longus’ rhetorical and sophistic
greatness.”

The auto-referential character of this prologue corresponds well to the
rhetorical climate of the Second Sophistic. Similar self-conscious comments
foregrounding the rhetorical talent of the speaker can be found in the soph-
ists Hadrian of Tyre, who used to start his discourses with the witty an-
nouncement that ‘Once again letters have come from Phoenicia,”** and
Aelius Aristides, who devoted the first paragraphs of his Panathenaic Ora-
tion to his own position as a rhetorical speaker delivering a eulogy on the
city of Athens. Thus, Longus’ narrative techniques stressing the quality of
his eloquence must probably have been well appreciated by his contempo-
rary public.

Moreover, the prologue contains some other relevant information as to what
the spatial boundaries of the narration are. Longus points to the painting as
his source for the love-story and defines his own effort as the creation of a
written counterpart (&vtrypdyor tf ypoaef). This implies that the spatial
boundaries of the novel are restricted to those of the painting.” As Longus
seems to present it, a large number of events in the novel have a depicted
equivalent. Therefore, the spatial limitations of the painting already fore-
shadow the limitations of space in Longus’ novel. Consequently, the bucolic
atmosphere, which is already indicated by the painted portrayal of the
herdsmen and their sheep and further confirmed by the rural place where
Longus finds the painting and by his dedication of the novel to Eros and the
bucolic gods Pan and the Nymphs, appears to become from the beginning till
the end the setting of the narrative, and this will self-evidently have a deter-
mining effect on the way in which the story unfolds.*®

Especially in the light of Bakhtin’s generic categorization of the Greek
romance, this is a remarkable conclusion. For Bakhtin takes the unbridled
freedom of the storyteller to extend the action to whichever possible place as
a general trait of all the Greek romance novels. Consequently, it is to be
expected that this narratological characteristic was intuitively perceived by
ancient readers as an inherent component of the ancient Greek romance. In
this case, however, from the very beginning of Longus’ novel on, Daphnis

# Pace Wouters 1994, esp. 140, who seems to start his reasoning from the (modern?)
assumption that the best literature is composed according to a ars artem celare principle.

*“ Philostr., V'S. 587.

* Hunter 1983, 42.

%6 See Pandiri 1985.
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and Chloe does not fit in this narrow theoretical generalization. Moreover,
elements such as the name ‘Daphnis’, the Nymphs, the theme of love and the
pastoral setting must almost automatically have triggered a learned reader’s
association with Theocritus’ Idylls. Therefore, if we accept the model reader
of this novel to be a literate person who is well aware of the thematic charac-
teristics of the novel, Longus directly generates some typical sophistry vis-a-
vis his learned audience. After having read the first few sentences of Daph-
nis and Chloe, an attentive reader may already point out that the usual char-
acteristics which he expects from the genre of the ancient romance are not
reconcilable with the project which Longus sorted out for himself, precisely
because the spatial limitations imposed by the painting and the intertextual
allusions to Theocritus’ fairly ‘unadventurous’ Idylls contradict the unbri-
dled freedom of space in the typical romance, in which adventure time plays
a significant role. Hence the self-conscious and auto-referential character is
forwarded once more: the lack of correspondence between generic expecta-
tions and the work in front of the reader distracts him from the story itself
and draws attention to Longus’ own practice of writing. In this respect, the
prologue establishes for a perceptive reader the interpretative horizon in such
a way that it evokes a high awareness of the generic expectations and the
author’s playful deviations.

B. Book II, §§ 21-31

As I have indicated in the above analysis, the prologue influences the act of
reading in the rest of the novel and encourages an astute contemporary
reader of Longus (and, as has been proven by the large interest among mod-
ern scholars, the later ones as well) to question the status of the narrator, the
narrative, and the rhetorical techniques. In this context, it may be worthwhile
to point to the inevitable process of forgetting things that one has read, even
when one is still busy reading a certain work.*” Scholars often tend to under-
estimate this process, as they themselves are actually not the ‘normal’ read-
ers of a work. To my mind, however, this process is of particular relevance if
we want to reconstruct the intellectual dialogue between Longus and his
reader. Since we shift our focus now to the second book of Daphnis and
Chloe (in a sense this flash-forward is also a denaturalized mode of reading
for the sake of the general argument), it is quite natural that the prologue has
somewhat faded to the background of a normal reader’s memory, and that

47 See Bayard 2007, 47-58.
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this strong marker of sophistry is no longer as active as in the beginning of
the story (although there are indeed some recurrent prompts to recall the
prologue, but those might only have been picked up by the more concen-
trated readers). It is here that an astute reader like a pepaideumenos can
prove his intellectual scale. For by reading more diligently and by memoriz-
ing more thoroughly than a naive reader of the story, he can distinguish him-
self from the latter and enjoy the feeling of being a perceptive narratee wor-
thy of the resourceful work in front of him. Longus’ text, starting from the
proem, can thus be seen as offering a helping hand to the reader to enter the
denaturalized atmosphere, where the unsophisticated feelings of relaxation
and oblivion must be countered with an extremely aware reading attitude.*®
A person who does not engage in this aware reading attitude risks being
unmasked as such by the author, which might provoke a slight feeling of
frustration and encourage the reader to do better.

How this process is to be understood may be illustrated by one example
of a scene where the element of space is playfully perverted, viz. the scene in
book II where Chloe is kidnapped by the Methymnaeans and finally saved
by Pan. It has already been remarked that this plot breaks through the ex-
pected patterns of the ‘traditional’ romance,” but a closer analysis might
provide some insight in the way in which this practice adds to the sophistic
character of this scene.

The story begins with the hostile attack of the Methymnaeans, which
was already announced in the painting mentioned in the proem. They steal
many possessions of the Mitylenians and capture hostages, among them
Chloe:

‘H 8¢ XA6m mopfiv taig ayélaig kol StoKopév KATaQEDYEL TPOS TOGS
Nopoag ikétig kai é3gito peloachor kol GOV Evepe kol adThg 10 ToG
0sdc. ALL’ fv 0088y doehog oi yap MnBvpvoiot oA TOV dyaipdTmv
KOTOKEPTOUNGAVTEG Kol TOG Gyéhac fhacov kaxetvnv fyoyov domep
oiya f} IpdPatov matovieg Abyorlc.

But Chloe was with the flocks. When she was chased, she ran to the
Nymphs looking for sanctuary and begged the men, in the name of the
goddesses, to spare both her flocks and herself. But it was no good: the
Methymneans jeered a good deal at the images and then drove off the

8 Cf. Wouters 1994: “[Longus] visait surtout le “second lecteur” (le “resisting reader”),
celui qui verrait au-dela de 1’histoire naive racontée.”
49 E.g. MacQueen 1990, 134 and Morgan 1994, 66.
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flocks and took her too, treating her like a goat or sheep and beating her
with willow shoots. (Longus, 2,20,3; transl. Gill 1989)

When she is threatened, Chloe’s first reaction is to flee to the Nymphs in
order to find protection against her offenders. This action, however, has no
effect. In their arrogance the Methymnaeans despise the statues of the
Nymphs®® and take Chloe away. At this point, she seems entirely unable to
resist the men, who hit her like a goat or a sheep. The Nymphs are equally
unable to give Chloe protection (even though they undergo several sorts of
blasphemy), and Daphnis is nowhere around.

Unlike Chloe, the reader might feel quite at ease when encountering a
scene like this. It appears that, just like in other romance novels, the female
character will be taken away and undergo some trials on her own, separated
from the male character Daphnis. The narrative appeals to the reader’s inter-
pretative horizon, which provokes a feeling of comfort and relaxation.

This male character is then in turn to be expected to demonstrate his
heroic courage and hunt the bandits down in order to get his girl back.
Moreover, in the first book, we are told how Chloe has undertaken a similar
successful attempt to rescue Daphnis by piping Dorcon’s flute (§§ 30-31),
and the reader has no reason to assume that Daphnis will not find a similar
solution to save his girlfriend. When the focus shifts to Daphnis, however, he
proves himself a hero manqueé:

‘0 8¢ Adovic novyiag yevopévng 0oV eig 10 mediov EvBa Evepov kal
mite TG olyog oV pite 0 mpdPata katahofodv pite XAdnv eOpdv
GAAG Epnuiay TOAAY Kal THV cUptyya Eppupéviy 1) cuviBng £tépreto 1
XA0n, péyo Podv kai £hecvov KOKV®V, TOTE UEV TPOC TNV ONYOV
Erpeyev &vba ékabilovto, mote 8¢ &ml v 0dAacoay g OYOueEVog adThyV,
noté 8¢ émi tag Nougoag, £¢° Og Stwkopévn kotéeuyey. Evtaddo xai
Eppryev £avtov youol kol Talg Nopeaig ag tpododcuis katepéppeto.

Now that things were quiet, Daphnis went to the plain where they used
to graze. But he did not see the goats, nor did he find the sheep, nor did

3% One might argue that this act of Aybris is already an indication of the punishment which
will follow, but if we read the text according to the narrative sequence of events, the im-
pression seems to arise that the Nymphs are not as powerful as Daphnis and Chloe be-
lieved them to be. Of course, once Pan’s name is mentioned, the reader might realize that
the divine order is much stronger than the human actions, but on this moment in the story
there might have been a little doubt about the Nymphs’ actual strength.
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he discover Chloe, but instead everywhere was deserted, and the pipes
that Chloe used to enjoy were thrown on the ground. He gave a great
shout, and, crying pitifully, he ran first to the oak where they used to sit,
then to the sea, in the hope of seeing her there, then to the Nymphs, whe-
re she herself had run for refuge when she was being chased. Here he
threw himself on the ground and blamed the Nymphs for betraying them.
(Longus, 2,21,2-3, transl. Gill 1989)

Instead of directly facing the enemies who captured Chloe, Daphnis waits
until everything is quiet again,” only to discover that his possessions and
girlfriend are gone. Remarkably enough, this situation does not provoke
Daphnis to display his bravery and start a fierce pursuit; he rather indulges in
passive misery, uttering loud pitiful cries and blaming the Nymphs for hav-
ing forsaken Chloe and him. He cannot think of doing anything other than
lying down and waiting for death or another war ("Ey® yop vépewv £tt o0dév.
"EvtadOa mepipevd keipevog 1) Odvatov 1) téhepov devtepov).

After this scene, the reader might be somewhat puzzled. Neither Daphnis
nor the Nymphs are able to turn the tide, and Chloe seems to be gone for
good. Since his interpretative horizon shaped by the generic fopoi does not
correspond to what the reader encounters in this novel, any outcome of the
story all of a sudden becomes possible. Still, looking at the physical presence
of the volumen in his hands, the reader already knows that there are two
more books to follow. But if Daphnis is not going to go after Chloe, what is
going to happen?

At this moment, Longus pulls off a playful dramatic trick: he introduces
a deus ex machina in the figure of the bucolic god Pan. In Daphnis’ dream,
the Nymphs reveal how this problematic situation is going to be solved:

Kai tov ITave ékelvov Tov 0o Tf) mitut i8popévov, ov duels ovdémote
000 @dvlcowv Empfoote, TodDTov &defOnuev  émikovpov yevécOHou
XAong ocoving yop otpatomédols péAlov MUAV kol TOAAOLG 1o
noAépovg Emoréunoe TV dypoikiav katoMmav, kol £neist Tolg Mnop-
vaioig o0k ayafog moréuiog.

> The genitivus absolutus fiovylag yevouévng does not directly indicate that Daphnis waits
until everything is quiet again, but its place immediately after the nominative Adgvig and
before the participium coniunctum éA0dv seems to suggest a mild causative connection
between the two grammatical units. Moreover, Daphnis’ subsequent behaviour in this
scene suits the cowardice suggested in this sentence quite well.
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You see Pan over there, his image set up under the pine, who’s never re-
ceived from you even the honor of some flowers—well, we’ve asked
him to be Chloe’s protector. He’s more used to army camps than we are,
and he’s already left the country and fought a number of wars. And when
he attacks the Methymneans, they won’t find him a good enemy to have.
(Longus, 2.23,4, transl. Gill).

This is the first time Pan plays a significant role in the narrative of Daphnis
and Chloe. The Nymphs indicate that he has not been honoured by the two
young lovers, which makes it even more unlikely that he comes to the rescue
here. From a narratological angle, it is equally striking that Pan’s previous
passivity in the narrative is not silently ignored, but instead explicitly alluded
to by the Nymphs (and, of course, by Longus himself). For a naive reader,
this plot might be a total surprise.

At this point, the reader might start to realize that he is fooled by the
narrator: the references to the traditional topoi of the novel may have dis-
tracted him from the specificity of this story which has already been pointed
out to him in the proem. Yet, Longus offers some help to his astute readers
by creating a subtle Herodotean intertext. The passage in which the Nymphs
declare that Pan is going to help the young couple contains some obvious
parallels with the story of Phidippides, an Athenian herald who was sent to
the Spartans concerning the battle in Marathon. Phidippides declared, He-
rodotus tells us, that in the Parthenian hills above Tegea, he met Pan, who
told him to ask the Athenians why they did not take thought for him, even
though he had been serviceable to the Athenians, and would be so in the
future as well.”> This intertext also adds to the sophistic character of this
scene in Longus’ novel, in that the intertextual allusion pulls the attentive
and learned reader away from the plain narrative and makes him realize that
he is reading a fictional story composed by a cunning author who expects his
reader to be as sophisticated as he is.

Thus, in perverting the expected novelistic patterns, the author of the
story makes his own presence felt. Above we suggested that Pan’s occur-
rence might be surprising to a naive reader, but an attentive reader who has
kept Longus’ proem in mind could already have known that the action was

32 See Hdt. vi, esp. 105: “T@ &1, dc avtdg te ¥heye Dedunidng kol Adnvaiowst dmiy-
. , ” N Ty , , R
velhke, mept 10 [lopbEviov Spog 10 vrep Teyeng O [av mepninter Pdoavto 8¢ TO oLVop
- / \ e p - ) vy P
100 Oednidem tov [Tava Abnvoioict keledoor anayyeihot, 8’ O TL €ovTod 0VdEpiAV
gmpedeinv mowedvrar €6vrog gdvdov Abnvaioiot kol moddoxfi yevopévov ot 1idn
xpnoipov, ta & &t kai écouévov.”
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not going to spread out to foreign regions, as the boundaries of the narration
were already defined in the prologue. Moreover, the Herodotean intertext
might have reassured this learned reader that Pan’s aid will bring an equally
happy ending to this story as it did to the battle in Marathon.”

Some divine providence can also be found in the references to the god
Eros. Near the end of the Nymphs’ speech to Daphnis, there is a hint of a
more profound reason for Chloe’s rescue: the god Eros himself will be occu-
pied with the couple’s faith (Ta 8¢ Ao pelroet mepi LAV “"Epwtt). Eros’
involvement in the story becomes even more prominent from Pan’s speech
to the general of the Methymnaeans, for the bucolic god’s main reproach to
the general is that he and his soldiers pulled away from the altar a girl from
whom Eros wants to make a story (Aneondoote 8¢ Popdv napdévov & Mg
"Epw¢ pdbov morfioar 0éAet). Once again, the self-conscious narrator situates
the responsibility for the narrative outside his own authorship: it is Eros him-
self who is the maker of the story, not he.**

These tongue-in-cheek references encourage the reader not to pay as
much attention to the storyline itself as to the verbal and rhetorical playful-
ness coined by the author. As the natural way of reading is denaturalized, the
status of the plain narrative becomes highly problematic. It is this auto-
referential and intellectual game which has already begun from the prologue
of the work that urges the reader to realize that he is reading sophistic litera-
ture. If he tends to relax a little and allow himself to be guided away by the
narrative and the generic expectations, he might be trapped by the author and
unmasked as a naive and unsophisticated narratee, not the astute intellectual
whom Longus first and foremost addresses. The nature of the text thus elicits
an extreme awareness of the rhetorical elaboration of the story, which con-
sists of familiar patterns, surprising perversions, and self-conscious narrative
procedures; it is precious literature for a precious reader.

4. Conclusion

This reading of the prologue and the passage from book II brings out how
Longus develops an intellectual challenge for his readers by offering a mild

33 For a more ideological reading of the same passage, see Pandiri 1985, 122-124 and
Whitmarsh 2008, 78. The fact that the self-evident divine aid (which is only self-evident
with hindsight) reduces this scene to a playful non-event can also be seen in accordance
to Second Sophistic poetics. Cf. Anderson 1984, 144.

3 See Morgan 1994, 75.
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perversion of traditional novelistic themes. This is not to say, however, that
Longus entirely abandons the traditional standards of the ancient romance
altogether, but the deviations prove to be quite significant, as they appear to
be composed so as to foreground Longus’ personal involvement in the story.
Just like a Second Sophistic performer could adopt a persona speaking about
well-known and highly conventional themes and yet be appreciated for his
verbal elaboration, Longus uses the form of the ancient romance as a con-
ventional framework to show the quality of his eloquence. In this respect, the
storytelling achieves its highest purpose if it can offer a plausible and well-
told sequence of events, and yet keep its reader aware of the artful verbal
virtuosity underlying the plain naive narration.” In order to do so, the author
deploys a playful amalgam of narratological tricks that restrain his intelligent
reader from naively enjoying the simple narration, and urges him to reflect
on issues like genre, expectations, rhetoric, and authorship. This foreground-
ing of the narrator’s rhetorical elaboration should therefore be interpreted as
a novelistic counterpart of the physical presence of a Second Sophistic orator
during his public performances.

With these observations, this paper has aimed to offer a close analysis of
some aspects of Second Sophistic poetics in Longus’ Daphnis and Chloe,
which supports the traditional view that this author should firmly be situated
in this cultural context. Quite self-evidently, these sophistic poetics thus
appear not to be confined to the strict realm of speech delivery, but they
extend to other domains of literature as well. We should not forget that those
who delivered or attended sophistic speeches and those who read ancient
prose novels like Daphnis and Chloe are in all likelihood the same people. If
we are willing to identify with these critical readers, we might encounter
some narratological fours de force that trigger more sophisticated readings of
a seemingly naive story. In the end, this awareness might offer a glimpse of
the ultimate goal of reading Second Sophistic literature, viz. to enjoy the
pleasant feeling of being a true pepaideumenos.>®

35 Cf. Morgan 1993: “In the Greek novels, side by side with the realistic elements so far
discussed marches a second army of phenomena, which are there to draw attention to the
textual surface and the artfulness of the artefact, and which thus locate the reader pre-
cisely as reader, a person with a book in his hand, reminded continually of the conven-
tional, imaginary and playful nature of the activity in which he is engaged: it is, so to say,
only make-believe.”
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