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The Greek world was full of the divine, and the imagined world of the ancient
novels was no different.' Divinity and its worship pervade the novels’ narra-
tives, helping to unite, drive apart, and then reunite their protagonists. In this
paper, I explore the relationship between ancient religion and literature, the
transformation of literary tradition, and the place of the marvelous in the nov-
els’ narratives by examining the role that one aspect of the human experience
of the gods, epiphany, plays in the genre. Although the novelists describe very
few scenes of actual epiphany,” they make abundant use of the epiphanic met-
aphor in what I will call “epiphanic situations,” when an internal audience
reacts to the hero or, most often, the heroine of the novel as if he or she were
a god or goddess. These epiphanic situations transform the common metaphor
of divine beauty into a reality, at least as experienced by the internal audience,’
and they offer the novelists an alternative to ekphrasis for expressing ineffable
beauty.

I Zeitlin 2008, 91 writes: “The novels are full of: temples, shrines, altars, priests, rituals and
offerings, dreams (or oracles), prophecies, divine epiphanies, aretalogies, mystic language
and other metaphors of the sacred (not forgetting, in addition, exotic barbarian rites).”

2 In the novels, mortals are most frequently visited by divinities during dreams: e.g., Chari-
ton 2,3; X. Eph. 1,12; Longus 1,7-8, 2,23, 2,26-27, 3,27, 4,34; Ach. Tat. 4,1,4; Heliod.
1,18; see further Hagg 2002, 57, Carlisle 2009, and Whitmarsh 2011, 194 n. 98 on dreams.
True epiphanies in waking visions are much rarer: Longus 2,4-6 (a vision of Eros reported
by Philetas), 2,25-26 (a series of strange phenomena which are understood as the aretai of
Pan); Ach. Tat. 2,2,3-6 (a mythical tale of the epiphany of Dionysus), 7,12,4, and §,18,1
(which both describe an epiphany of Artemis during battle); Heliod. 3,11,5-3,12 (Calasiris
reports seeing Apollo and Artemis in a night-time waking vision).

3 Cf. Hagg 2002, 53: “there is a constant oscillation in the novels between metaphor—*di-
vine beauty’—and religious awe.”
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My argument in this paper charts a course between several widely diver-
gent views of the role of religion in the novels. The first is represented by
Tomas Hégg who proposed a “secular-literary interpretation” of epiphany,
privileging the literary and aesthetic qualities of the epiphanic metaphor over
its power to describe a religious experience.® Hiigg’s highly aestheticizing
reading of the genre’s epiphanic scenes, which focuses primarily on Chariton,
argues against both Karl Kerényi’s and Reinhold Merkelbach’s very different
suggestions that the novels were close reflexes of sacred texts.” While Kerényi
believed that the novels were purely secular works which drew on the struc-
tures of Egyptian religious narratives (specifically those of Isis and Osiris),
Merkelbach argued that the novels were in fact encoded sacred mystery texts,
whose true meaning could only be understood by initiates.® Both theories,
which are often conflated, have been strongly resisted by more recent scholars,
but in the words of Ken Dowden they remain “strangely influential.””

My approach differs from all three. Although I do not follow either
Kerényi or Merkelbach, I give fuller weight than Hagg to the novel’s treatment
of epiphany as part of a wider cultural and religious system. In particular, |
advance three specific claims about the role of epiphany and epiphanic situa-
tions in the genre: first, the novelists draw upon a literary tradition of describ-
ing what is at heart a religious experience by using and adapting a well-estab-
lished set of epiphanic protocols in Greek literature and culture; second, these
epiphanic situations are an integral part of the novels’ generic self-definition
and, as such, they are remolded and reshaped by different authors to suit their
individual narrative strategies; third, epiphany’s emphasis on sight and recog-
nition is implicated with other concerns that have been recognized as central
to the novelists’ projects, namely their interest in visual representation, per-
sonal identity, and the narration of the marvelous.® I suggest that the novels’

4 Hagg 2002, 59.

5 Kerényi 1962 (see esp. 95-122 on the relationship between the protagonists and the gods);
Merkelbach 1962.

¢ In the afterword to the second edition of his work, Kerényi (1962, 291 n. 2) explicitly
distanced himself and his approach from Merkelbach. Henrichs 2006 discusses the differ-
ences between the two theories and their critical receptions.

7 Dowden 2005, 3. Beck 2003 describes the critical backlash against Kerényi and Merkel-
bach, but does not dismiss either theory entirely, asking (132) “What is it about these nov-
els that seems to resonate so deeply with the mystery cults—and vice versa?”

8 On visual representation, see Bartsch 1989, Goldhill 2002, Zeitlin 2003, and Morales 2004;
on identity, which is especially relevant to Heliodorus’ use of the epiphanic metaphor, see
most recently Whitmarsh 2011; on the narration of the marvelous, see Morgan 1982, Tilg
2010, 164-197 (on “novelty”), and Scippacercola 2011.
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treatment of epiphany and epiphanic situations shows that they are deeply en-
gaged with ancient religious experience, as refracted through the Greek liter-
ary tradition. Ultimately, the epiphanic metaphor derives its power from the
awesome experience of meeting a god or goddess face-to-face, and I outline a
reading of the novels that gives weight to their engagement with Greek reli-
gion without suggesting that they themselves are sacred texts.’

Greek Epiphanic Conventions and Protocols

The epiphanic experience kindled the Greek literary imagination from the be-
ginning; divine epiphanies appear in a remarkably diverse set of literary and
epigraphic texts from Homer to the Roman imperial period. Before I turn to
the novels, this section lays out the fundamentals of Greek epiphanic protocols
and conventions. I provide a detailed discussion here, because several im-
portant studies on epiphany in Greek literature and culture remain un-
published.”

The English term “epiphany” refers to the awe-inspiring moment in which
a divinity reveals him- or herself or manifests his or her power to a mortal or
group of mortals, whether in a dream or a “waking vision.”'' Al-though the
noun &m@dveta is not used in a religious sense until the Hellenistic period,'?
divine epiphanies could instead be marked by a remarkably consistent vocab-
ulary and set of “epiphanic protocols” for describing a three-step process: the

9 Several studies have examined the role of the gods either in specific novels (WeiBenberg
1997, Bargheer 1999) or across the genre (Alperowitz 1992). Others have focused on reli-
gion and religious practice in the novels: Edsall 2000-2001, Beck 2003, Bierl 2007, Zeitlin
2008, and Bowie 2012.

10 Platt 2011 offers an extremely sophisticated and subtle treatment of epiphany in literary
texts, the visual arts, and Greek religion. Petridou’s unpublished dissertation (Petridou
2006), which provides the most systematic collection of epiphanic scenes in Greek litera-
ture, is eagerly anticipated in print. In the following discussion, I am grateful to Albert
Henrichs for sharing an unpublished paper which examines the language and tripartite pro-
tocols of epiphany (paivecOai-Opav/ideiv-yryvookew/yvdvar). For epiphany in the Ho-
meric Hymns, see further Richardson 1974, 208-209, 306-307 and 2010, 6, 81-82, 102,
137, 141, 143.

1 On the distinction between dreams and waking visions, see further Dodds 1951, 102-34
and Versnel 1987; for a definition of epiphany, see Pfister 1924, Pax 1962, Graf 1997, and
Henrichs 2012.

12 The first attested usage of émedveia in a religious sense is in an inscription from Cos for
the Delphic Soteria festival that thanks Apollo for his epiphany and his protection of Del-
phi (278 BCE; SIG> 398,17, Nachtergael 1977, no. 1, SEG 45,468); see further Nachtergael
1977, 152-164 and Platt 2011, 154-157.
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moment of divine self-revelation (usually expressed by @aive in the middle
voice), mortal perception (most typically expressed by the aorist of Opdm
and/or the noun dyic), and, finally, recognition (often expressed by
yiyvook®). These epiphanic protocols are already evident in the earliest liter-
ary epiphanies, such as Athena’s appearance to Achilles near the beginning of
the Iliad (1,197-200):

ot 8 dmbev, EavOfic 8¢ koung éhe Inkeiwva

ol eavopévn: TOV 8 dAlmv ol tic Opdrto-

Oaupnoev 8 Axihede, peta 8 érpamet’, avtika 8 Eyvem
TMoArGS” ABnvainy: dewvem 3¢ ot Gooe PaavOey.

She stood behind him and grabbed the son of Peleus by his golden hair,
appearing to him alone. None of the others saw her, but Achilles was
amazed. He turned around and immediately he recognized Pallas Athena.
Her eyes flashed terribly.

Athena’s epiphany to Achilles, which will serve as my paradigmatic example,
is described by a tripartite sequence and vocabulary of appearance
(povopévn), sight (0pdto), and recognition (8yvm). Achilles’ perception of
Athena is both visual and tactile: he first notices her when she grabs his hair,
but it is not until he turns and sees her that he recognizes her as a goddess.
This process is repeated with some variation in epiphanic scenes throughout
Greek literature, and by the time of the novels it had become well-estab-
lished.'® The fact that Athena’s epiphany prevents Achilles from slaying Ag-
amemnon illustrates another typical feature of such scenes: gods seldom ap-
pear to mortals without reason. Epiphanic gods can hinder or prevent; they
can provide aid or advice to mortals; and they can establish new rituals.'* In a

13 Examples include Hom. Od. 16,155-177, h.Bacch. passim, but esp. 1-18 (with voéw used
in place of yryvdoko, line 15), A.R. 2,674-684 (in which 6dpupog (“wonder,” line 681)
simultaneously signals both the moment of recognition and the concomitant terror of being
in the presence of Apollo). For more examples, see Richardson 1974, 252 and Petridou
2006.

These categories are not mutually exclusive (a single epiphany could fit in more than one
category), but they aim to suggest the range of epiphany’s possible functions. Some exam-
ples from early Greek poetry: hindering: e.g., Hom. /l. 1,197-222, in which Athena pre-
vents Achilles from slaying Agamemnon; aid or advice: e.g., Sappho fr. 1, in which Sappho
asks Aphrodite to appear to her and help her, citing past aid she has received; establishment
of new rituals: e.g., Demeter to Metaneira, 4. Cer. 188-211. In inscriptions, the motif of aid
or advice offered by a divinity is most prominent: e.g., SIG® 398 (278 BCE; Nachtergael
1977, no. 1, SEG 45,468, see n. 12 above) and Delph. Inv. 697, 698, 699 (246/5 BCE;
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significant subset of epiphanic encounters, the appearance of one or more di-
vinities authorizes certain types of poetic composition.'> All of these types of
epiphany are manifestations of the gods’ power.

It is important to stress that these scenes are not rigidly invariable, and that
authors work within and against established epiphanic conventions.'® For in-
stance, apart from visual and tactile epiphanies, human experience of divinity
can also be auditory or even olfactory.'” In some cases, the moment of recog-
nition is replaced or supplemented by a description of mortal surprise, terror,
and awe.'® Further, aretalogy, a narrative of the miraculous deeds of a god or
god-like holy person, frequently accompanies a description of epiphany. '’

Nachtergael 1977, no. 25, LSmyrna 2,1,574, FD 111,1,483, SEG 46,547), which attribute
the salvation of Delphi in 279 BCE to an epiphany of one or more gods. See further Pax
1962, 842-844 and Platt 2011, 154-157. Petridou 2006, 265-307 provides a different tri-
partite categorization of epiphanies, which roughly corresponds with my schema, but she
focuses on the outcome for mortals rather than the agency of the divinity: epiphanies that
provide an explanation; epiphanies that provide authority, validity, or legitimization; and
epiphanies that functioned as a crisis management tool.
15 The Muses’ appearance to Hesiod (Hes. Th. 1-34) is the prototype for many such scenes;
see most recently Platt 2011, 50-55. The Mnesiepes inscription from the Parian Archilo-
cheion (SEG 57,809, ed. pr. Kontoleon 1952) relates the Muses’ epiphany to and poetic
initiation of Archilochus (lines 27-41). The inscription is from the mid-third century BCE,
but the content may be much earlier (see Miiller 1985). Unlike the initiation of Hesiod, the
Muses provide Archilochus with a lyre, which is a physical token of his inspiration. In
addition to these two archaic poets, Callimachus also claims divine intervention as the
inspiration for his poetry at Aetia 1,21-24. His relationship with the god is more complex,
however: Apollo appears in order to stop him from writing epic, and he bids him to turn to
a different kind of poetry, which is embodied by the 4etia.
Consider, for example, the play on epiphanic conventions at S. 4j. 1-37, in which Athena
emphasizes that she can see Odysseus (8450pka, 1; 0p®d, 3) and recognize his plans (Eyvov,
36), even though he cannot see her (15). For further discussion of this scene, see Pucci
1994, 18-31.
For visual recognition of the gods, see Prier 1989, 56-64; on auditory recognition, see Pucci
1988, 6 with n. 4 and Pucci 1994, esp. 18-31 (discussing the epiphany of Athena in S. A4j.
1-133, esp. 14-17). At E. Ba. 1082-1083, the words of the god are accompanied by a “light
of holy fire” (p&g oepvod mupdc, 1083). On cases of olfactory epiphany, see Platt 2011, 1-
2, 10, 56, 64 and Petridou 2006, 23 with n. 76, 318-321; examples include: Hes. fi. 140,
h.Cer. 277-278, h.Merc. 231-232, Thgn. 1,8-9, [A.] Pr. 115-116, Eur. Hipp. 1391-1392,
Ar. Av. 1715, and Mosch. Eur. 91-92. Epiphanic encounters frequently combine two or
more modes of perception into a multisensory experience of the divinity.
18 On awe in epiphanies, see further Richardson 1974, 208-209, 306-307, Lane Fox 1987,
109, and Richardson 2010, 6, 81-82, 102, 137, 141, 143. Awe is noted as a feature in the
novels by Hagg 2002, 58 and Dickie 2004, 168.
The combination of aretalogy and epiphany occurs, for instance, in Hor. Carm. 2,19, a text
which engages deeply Greek epiphanic protocols and conventions. Horace says that he
“saw” Dionysus (vidi, 2,19,2; the precise Latin equivalent of Greek €idov) and that his

<2
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In this paper, I will be concerned with an equally significant variation on
epiphanic conventions: moments in which the appearance of a mortal, not a
god or goddess, triggers an epiphanic response. These epiphanic situations de-
pend upon the duality of two intimately related and complementary phenom-
ena in Greek religious thought: a mortal’s likeness to a divinity, sometimes
termed Gottihnlichkeit, on the one hand, and divine anthropomorphism on the
other.?” Mortals’ resemblance to divinities could function on many levels, but
the novelists single out their protagonists’ visual beauty and, less often, their
voice (e.g., Chariton 2,3,8) for comparison. Paradoxically, artistic representa-
tions of divinities simultaneously depend upon, reinforce, and challenge the
similarities between men and gods; gods were imagined and depicted in cult
statues as looking like humans, but more beautiful and more outstanding.?' In
their own use of the epiphanic metaphor, the novelists consistently highlight
and problematize the relationship between god, mortal, and artistic represen-
tation.

These epiphanic situations represent the novels’ most prolonged and sub-
tle engagement with epiphany. Although they are not unique to the genre,*
they are highly typical of it, occurring in all five extant novels and in at least
some of the fragments;>* I am aware of no other prose genre which integrates

“mind trembled with fresh terror” (recenti mens trepidat metu, 2,19,5). The remainder of
the poem describes the wonders of Dionysus in aretalogical terms; see further Henrichs
1978.

20 The first extant discussion of divine anthropomorphism comes in Xenophanes’ critique of

it (fr. 11, 14-16, 23 D-K); see further Jaeger 1947, 47-48, Lesher 1992, esp. 85-94, Morgan

2000, 47-53. On Gottihnlichkeit or 6poinoig 0, as Plato terms the concept at Tht. 176b,

see Roloff 1970, 102-142 and Sedley 2000. Henrichs 2010b, 32-35 and Platt 2011, esp.

77-123, 180-211, 322-329 explore how epiphanic narratives and visual representations of

the gods depend on and problematize anthropomorphism. Kerényi 1962, 95-122 (“Got-

tlichkeit und Leiden”) discusses the similarities between the protagonists of the novels and
gods in order to connect them with Egyptian narrative texts insofar as they are “narratives

of the suffering of divine persons” (“Erzéhlungen von Leiden gottlicher Personen,” 95).

See further Burkert 1985, 182-189. Burkert (1997 and 2004, 14-19) collects evidence for

a priest or priestess imitating the appearance of the god in ritual contexts (citing, among

other examples, X. Eph. 1,2,7, discussed below).

22 For instance, Hellenistic ruler cult often used epiphany to emphasize the godlikeness of
the king. The title émavig was first adopted by Ptolemy V, ruler of Egypt, in 197 BCE
(OGIS 90A,5 (Rosetta stone); see further Koenen 1993, 65, Burkert 2004, 16, and Platt
2011, 142-143). For a comparison between ruler cult and the divine beauty of the protag-
onists of the novels, see Scott 1938. In the case of ruler cult, rulers wished to emphasize
that they were like gods in all ways, not just in their looks.

23 T have identified three possible epiphanic situations in the fragmentary novels: (1) Chione (?)
P. Berol. 10535 col. ii, line 7-9: “They escorted . . . and some were amazed and awestruck”
(mpodmepmov 8¢ [avlt- ol plév dAhor Bavpd[Cov]te[c K]ai éxmeminypéviot  1); (2) P.

2
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such scenes so thoroughly into its narratives.” In fact, despite the challenges
of defining the novels as a genre,” these epiphanic situations are so pervasive
and are adapted so self-consciously by later novelists that, [ argue, they are an
important generic feature, which should be counted among other so-called
conventions of the novels, such as travel, piracy, and Scheintod (apparent
death).?® As such, they represent a significant point of contact between indi-
vidual authors, who constantly receive, transform, and reinvent them; in so
doing, these authors express a relationship to and an affiliation with the nov-
elistic genre as a whole.

24

2

G

26

Oxy. 111 416 (considered “ambiguous” by Stephens and Winkler 1995, 409-415), lines 8-
9: “I saw some god advancing with a shadowy figure and a mournful and frightful visage”
(Edpo. Bedv Tva crotwaie mpoidvra gi[det kal] | TevOuwnv kai ep[®]dn Exovia [§lyw);
(3) Lollianus Phoenicica, P. Oxy. XI 1368, lines 6-15, termed a “reverse epiphany” by
Henrichs 2010a, 77: “Glaucetes, astonished, as is natural, said nothing in reply to this, but
only nodded and kept on riding. The young man disappeared when he nodded, and Glau-
cetes kept riding quickly, all the while turning around in case he should see him again, but
he did not see him anymore.” (6 8¢ T'hovkétnc éxjmhayeic, bemep eikde, 8pBéy|Eato pev
ovdev mpoc Tad|ta, émévevey 8¢ povov kol | [dp]o HAavvev. 0 3¢ vedvi[ckoc] Neavicon
émvevcav|[toc, 0] 8¢ Thavkétne katd kpd|[tloc Hravvev kol dua énelctpipeto, & mov
on0ic 180t | éxeivov, GAL odKkéTt EBAemey.)

Pausanias, whose descriptions of epiphanies are prompted by the sites he describes, is the
only prose author who comes close, albeit in a very different way. Many of the epiphanies
he narrates occurred during battle; see further Pritchett 1979, 11-46 and Platt 2011, 218
with n. 17. Plut. Arat. 32,1-2 describes an epiphanic situation similar to the ones I discuss
in this paper: the daughter of Epigethes, who happened to be sitting in a sanctuary of Ar-
temis, was mistaken for the goddess herself: “a vision holier than human appeared” (0éapa
oepvotepov 1) kot dvOpomov £pdvn). See further Platt 2011, 12-14 for a discussion of the
passage.

Whitmarsh 2013, 39 offers a productive way of thinking about genre, describing it as “a
relationship between texts, a relationship invoked for specific, tactical reasons and to shape
the reader’s literary reception of the work in question.” On such a definition, points of
contact between novels become especially important for defining genre. The difficulties
entailed in setting generic boundaries for the novels are illustrated by Henrichs 2011, who
demonstrates how new papyrological finds have challenged traditional generic definitions;
see also the discussions of Selden 1994, Holzberg 2003, and Goldhill 2008.

This paper does not consider Roman novels, but both Petronius and Apuleius engage with
Greek and Roman epiphanic conventions; examples include: Petr. 16,2-17,3 (the Quartilla
episode; see further Schmeling 2011, 45-49), Petr. 127,5 (Chrysis’ beauty provokes an
epiphanic response; see further Schmeling 2011, 484-485), Apul. Met. 4,28,3 (Psyche’s
beauty provokes an epiphanic response), Apul. Met. 11,3-7 (a dream vision of Isis, which
combines epiphany and initiation).
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First Appearances:
Epiphanic Situations in Chariton and Xenophon of Ephesus

Already in Chariton’s Callirhoe, the earliest of the extant novels,”’ epiphanic
situations are tightly interwoven with the novel’s narrative and descriptive
strategies. Chariton, whose treatment of epiphany has been the most widely
recognized and discussed,?® contributes to the establishment of an epiphanic
tradition in the novelistic genre through the reception and transformation of
other Greek epiphanic traditions. In his novel, the focus of the epiphanic met-
aphor is on his heroine Callirhoe, whose godlike beauty inspires supernatural
awe in any mortal she encounters. Chariton’s narrative of her first appearance
in lonia at the end of Book One offers a striking example of how the text draws
on the Greek epiphanic protocols to express divine beauty.”’ When the pirate
Theron tries to sell her as a slave in this scene, she appears so beautiful that
some of the lonian onlookers believe they are experiencing an epiphany of
Aphrodite herself:

anokaivyag v Kodlipdny kai Avcoag adthc v kounv, davoiag v
BOpav, TpdTV €kéhevoey gioeAdely. O 8¢ Acwvag kol TavTeg ol Evdov
gmotdong aigpvidiov katemhdynoav, ol uév dokodvieg Oeav Ewpakévar,
<ol 8¢ Kol TPOCKVLVAGAVTEC™ Kol yop NV TIg Adyog v Toig Gypoic
Appoditny émeaivecOar (Chariton 1,14,1).

After removing her veil and loosening her hair, [Theron] opened the door
and he told Callirhoe to go in first. Leonas and all the people inside were
awestruck when she suddenly appeared—some of them thought they saw

27 P. Fay. 1, a papyrus roll which has been assigned to the first half of the 2nd century by
Cavallo 1996, 16, 25 pl. 7, 38, provides a terminus ante quem for the novel; see further
Henrichs 2011, 311. If Pers. 1,134 (“After lunch, I give you Callirhoe” (post prandia
Calliroen do)) is a reference to the title of Chariton’s novel, it would require a first century
CE date at the latest. Tilg 2010 has even argued that Chariton was the inventor of the erotic
novel.

28 Cf. Alperowitz 1992, 43, Edsall 2000-2001, 116-117, Higg 2002, 52-56, Zeitlin 2003,
Dickie 2004, 165-167, and Bierl 2007. On the similarity of Callirhoe to Aphrodite in Char-
iton’s novel, see further Edwards 1991, 191-200, Edwards 1994, and Edwards 1996, esp.
95-100. Edwards argues that there is a political dimension to the comparison; he follows
Scott 1938 in connecting Callirhoe’s divine beauty with ruler cult. Haynes 2003, 48-49, on
the other hand, emphasizes the multiplicity of divinities to which Callirhoe is compared
throughout the text.

29 Cf. Hdgg 2002, 54 for the importance of this scene for the plot of the novel; for more on
the divine beauty of Callirhoe, see Schmeling 2005.
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a goddess, <others worshipped her>—for it was said that Aphrodite made
epiphanies in the fields.

In this passage, Chariton employs a compressed set of epiphanic protocols to
describe Callirhoe’s effect on the Ionians. Their surprise at her arrival col-
lapses the epiphanic process of sight, recognition, and astonishment into a sin-
gle verb (katemAdynoav), which emphasizes their amazement at the sudden-
ness of her entrance and her striking beauty. By shifting Chariton’s description
away from her appearance to the internal audience’s reaction to her, the epi-
phanic metaphor functions as an alternative narrative strategy to ekphrasis.*
The effect of seeing her and being in her presence, therefore, is tantamount to
that of experiencing an epiphany of Aphrodite herself, and this scene fore-
shadows the equivalence and antagonism between Callirhoe and the goddess
that is particularly prevalent in the first half of the novel.*!

In narratological terms, Chariton’s emphasis on the crowd’s reaction also
has the effect of marking a strong distinction between his narrator and the
internal audience. For instance, the narrator’s comment that they “thought that
they saw a goddess (Oeav fwpoxévar)” makes the epiphanic nature of
Callirhoe’s appearance explicit, but it also undercuts the crowd’s narrative au-
thority. Their mistaken identification of her with Aphrodite is further moti-
vated and rationalized by the explanation (ydp) that there was a rumor (tig
LAOyoc) that the goddess made epiphanies (émpaivesOar) in the fields. I suggest
that Chariton’s efforts to distance his narrative voice from the perceptions and
beliefs of the internal audience are part of a broader strategy, familiar from the
historiographical and paradoxographical traditions, for narrating the marvel-
ous.*? In fact, this technique, in which the primary narrator expresses doubt

30 Hunter 2008, 759 discusses Chariton’s limited description of Callirhoe’s beauty; Rohde
1914, 165-166 had already commented on what he perceived to be the novels’ lack of
specificity in their descriptions of female beauty.

31 Antagonism: Chariton 2,2,6, 3,2,12, 3,10,6, 5,1,1, 7,5,2. Equivalence: Chariton 2,2,6,
2,3,5-6 (epiphanic), 3,2,14 (epiphanic), 3,6,4 (epiphanic), 3,9,1 (epiphanic, see below),
4,75, 8,6,11.

32 Cf. Morgan 1982 for Heliodorus’ efforts to create “a credible ambience” (222) in the 4e-
thiopica; 1 extend his analysis more generally to the efforts of all the novelists to make
their fictional narratives more plausible and persuasive, often by acknowledging the
strangeness of what they report (see further Schepens and Delcroix 1996 on this technique
in paradoxography). Chariton particularly emphasizes the paradoxical in his text; see fur-
ther Tilg 2010, 164-197, who catalogues and analyzes the uses of the word kawdg
(“strange”) in the extant novelists. I would not, however, go so far as Tilg in taking Char-
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about the beliefs of his internal audience, is used in the earliest extant prose
account of an epiphanic situation: Herodotus’ description of Pisistratus’ ef-
forts to regain the tyranny in Athens (Hdt. 1,60).>> According to Herodotus,
Megacles and the would-be tyrant outfitted an exceptionally tall and beautiful
woman named Phye with a panoply (mavomiin), seated her in a chariot, and
drove her into the center of the city:

k) ’ N Y \ 4 r b r € 2 r 4
avtika 8¢ & te Todg dNuovg @atic dmiketo mg Abnvain Ieisictpatov
KoTdyet, kol <oit> év 1¢) dotei TeldopevoL TV yovaike tvol a0ty v Hedv
npocedyovto te TV dvOponov kol £6ékovto Ieiciotparov (Hdt. 1,60,5).

And immediately the report spread throughout the demes that Athena was
bringing Pisistratus back, and the citizens, believing that the woman was
the goddess herself, worshipped the human and welcomed Pisistratus.

Herodotus’ narrative provides a model for understanding the epiphanic situa-
tions in the novels.** Like Chariton, Herodotus describes a rogue character,
who uses the religious conventions of epiphany to persuade a group of spec-
tators that a physically exceptional woman is a goddess. Both women’s divine
appearance is partially accomplished by adornment: Callirhoe’s makeover re-
vealed her godlike beauty,”> whereas Phye, bedecked in a panoply, was
dressed to resemble cult representations of Athena Promachus.*® The visual
similarities between these young women and their respective divine lookalikes
helps to rationalize and explain the internal audience’s epiphanic experience.

iton’s emphasis on novelty as evidence for his invention of the genre; rather, I would sug-
gest that Chariton’s is one of several strategies employed by the novelists to narrate the
marvelous.

33 There are earlier poetic examples of mortals mistaking humans for divinities, e.g., Hom.
Od. 6,149-152, where Odysseus asks Nausicaa whether she is a “god or a mortal” (g6 v0
Tic 1) Bpotoc daat; 6,149). It is presumably Nausicaa’s beauty to which Odysseus refers;
the entrance of Phye in Herodotus is far less erotically charged.

34 Connor 1987, 44 compares Phye’s arrival in Athens to the beginning of Xenophon of Ephe-
sus’ novel, where Anthia, its heroine, is likened to Artemis. He offers a highly rationalizing
explanation for the treatment of a woman as if she were a goddess: “The populace joins in
a shared drama, not foolishly duped by some manipulator, but playfully participating in a
cultural pattern they share.” The bibliography on this passage is immense; see especially
Sinos 1993, Harrison 2000, 90-92, Asheri, Lloyd, and Corcella 2007, 122-123, and Platt
2011, 15-17.

35 By loosening her hair, Theron made Callirhoe look more like Aphrodite, whose artfully
styled hair becomes a topos in Hellenistic poetry: see, e.g., Call. Lav. Pall. 21-22, A.R.
3,45-48.

36 Such representations can be seen in LIMC “Athena” no. 118-173.
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Further, in both scenes the narrator makes a strong distinction between himself
and the thoughts of the onlookers.”’ This contrast between the superior
knowledge of the authorial persona and the inferior knowledge of the internal
audience is explicit in Herodotus’ paradoxical expression that the Athenians
“worshipped the human (mpocehyovtd e v dvOpomov).” Herodotus, like
Chariton, is concerned to separate the fact of the matter (Phye’s “epiphany”
was a trick devised by Pisistratus to regain power) from the way in which her
appearance was interpreted (Athena had made an epiphany). There is no
doubt, however, that both Chariton’s and Herodotus’ internal audiences react
to these exceptional women as if they were Aphrodite and Athena.

What does it mean for the experience of viewing a beautiful woman to be
like viewing a divinity? Ancient sources often report that seeing a statue pro-
duced the same epiphanic response as seeing a god or goddess, facilitating the
threefold identification of woman, statue, and goddess.”® We might further
suggest, then, that Callirhoe’s resemblance to Aphrodite is mediated through
artistic representations of her.*> A later case of mistaken identity in Book

37 On Herodotus’ scepticism about Phye’s epiphany, see Harrison 2000, 90-91. It seems that
distance is a key factor that makes epiphany narratives credible. Harrison 2000, 91 writes
of Herodotus: “Belief in divine epiphanies depends on their happening in some far-away
place, to a friend of a friend or a very long time ago.” Divinities often appear in mortal
guises; see Richardson 1974, 179-180 for Homeric examples. Euripides’ Bacchae, in
which Dionysus appears on stage dressed as a human, plays with this possibility to brilliant
effect: the human actor is playing a god pretending to be a human.

38 Cf. Gordon 1979, Gladigow 1985-1986, Gladigow 1990, Piettre 2001, and Platt 2011, 77-
83; Burkert 1997 argues that anthropomorphic representations of gods in cult statues in
fact derived from the experience of epiphany. Zeitlin 2003, 77-78 and Hunter 2008, 759
discuss the relationship of god, human, and representation in Chariton. Heliodorus makes
precisely this comparison: when Charicleia is captured and presented to the second group
of Egyptian bandits (Bovkohot), they assume that she is a “living, breathing statue” (a0t
Eunvouv . . . 10 dyadpa, 1,7,2) plundered from a temple. The identification of a beautiful
girl with a cult image can also be found in Satyrus’ description of Melite at Ach. Tat.
5,11,5: “Seeing her, you would say she was a cult statue” (Gv 8oV adtnyv gimoig dyoipa).
The word dyaipa can simply refer to statuary in general, but the pervasive metaphor of
divine beauty suggests that Satyrus’ point of comparison is a representation of a goddess.

3 In fact, Hunter 2008, 759-761 suggests that the narrator’s description of Callirhoe after
bathing (Chariton 2,2,2) evokes Praxiteles” Aphrodite of Cnidus, the famous statue which
represented the goddess just before her bath. At Chariton 3,8,6, the narrator makes a more
explicit comparison between Callirhoe, who is holding her new-born son, and a represen-
tation of a divinity: “She was a most beautiful sight, such as no painter painted, no sculptor
moulded, no poet described before now. For none of them has represented Artemis or Aph-
rodite holding a babe in her arms.” (&0 Béapa kGAMacTov, otov otite {aypapog Eypayey
obte mAGotng Emhacev olte TomMTNG 1oTOpNoe péypt vov: 00delg Yop avtdv éroinoev
Aptepv §| Adnvay Bpéeog &v dykdiaig kopilovoav).
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Three cleverly probes the relationship between epiphany, anthropomorphism,
and cult statue. In this scene, a priestess tries to comfort Callirhoe with the
news that some strangers had come and worshipped a statue of her in the tem-
ple of Aphrodite:*

oM yop kal 68 Og Hedv ol EEvor Tpookuvodat. Tpdnv NABov Eveade §Ho
VeavioKol Kool TapamAEovies 0 8¢ £1epog avTdV Oeacduevog cov TV
eikova, pkpod delv EEénvenoey. obtme Emeavh o€ 1) AQpoditn temoinkey
(Chariton 3,9,1).

Now foreigners even worship you as a goddess. The other day two hand-
some young men sailed here. One of them nearly fainted when he beheld
your image: Aphrodite made you so epiphanic.

The priestess describes an abbreviated version of the epiphanic protocols:
sight (Beacdapevoc) followed by a single moment of recognition and surprise,
all expressed in the phrase “he nearly fainted” (uikpod S¢iv éEénvevoey). In
her telling, Callirhoe’s appearance is so similar to Aphrodite’s that viewing a
representation of the goddess or of the mortal produces the same epiphanic
experience. The priestess’ final sentence, which has often proved difficult to
translate,*' hints at an invented cult title for Callirhoe: KoaAApon émpovic.
Modeled on the titles of gods and divine kings,** her newly-coined epithet
suggests a further blurring between girl and goddess, and it emphasizes the
epiphanic power of her appearance.

From the perspective of the reader, however, there is yet another layer to
Callirhoe’s epiphanic effect. The “foreigners” (£évotr) were actually her hus-
band Chaereas and his companion Polycharmus. They worshipped her statue
not because of its likeness to the goddess, but rather as a representation of

40 The statue was an “offering from Dionysius” (dvénuo Atovociov, Chariton 3,6,3), a
phrase which suggests the close connections between Aphrodite and Callirhoe. On Chari-
ton’s description of the sanctuary of Aphrodite and of her worship at Miletus, see Jones
1992, 163-164 and Trzaskoma 2012, 300-301. In 1989, an Archaic peri-urban sanctuary
of Aphrodite was discovered on Zeytintepe Hill, just outside the Archaic city walls of Mi-
letus; see further Senff 2003. Greaves 2004 collects evidence of worship of Aphrodite in
both Miletus and its colonies.

41 Higg 2002, 55 discusses the possible translations of émipaviig, which can also mean “vis-
ible” or “manifest.”

4 The term émpovyg can be used as a title of gods (e.g., IG 5,1,1179) or god-like kings (e.g.,
Ptolemy V, Antiochus IV, Antiochus VI, Seleucus VI); see note 22 above.
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Callirhoe herself.** The novels abound in recognition scenes, but what makes
this moment so striking is that Chaereas’ and Polycharmus’ response to
Callirhoe’s image is exactly the response the priestess would expect of for-
eigners experiencing an epiphany of Aphrodite. In fact, when she first encoun-
ters the two awestruck travelers at 3,6,4, she supposes that Aphrodite herself
has appeared to them. Froma Zeitlin interprets this earlier epiphanic situation
as follows: “Epiphany and statuary seem to amount to the same thing. The text
here refuses to distinguish between the full divine presence of one (Aphrodite
‘in person’ and in image) and mere representation or imitation (Callirhoe).”*
I submit that the situation at Chariton 3,9,1 is even more subtle: in addition to
conflating epiphany with representation, this scene self-consciously plays
with the conventions of divine anthropomorphism and epiphanic situations.
The priestess’ interpretation depends on her understanding Callirhoe’s epi-
phanic effects;* the fact that Chaereas and Polycharmus are actually affected
by the sight of Callirhoe gua human being not qua goddess subverts both the
reader’s and the priestess’ expectations for the experience of viewing her.
Callirhoe epiphanes establishes what will become a flexible and adaptable
paradigm for equating the experience of viewing a beautiful young woman
with the epiphanic presence of a goddess. Xenophon of Ephesus, the closest
of the extant novelists to Chariton in date,*® begins his work with just such a

43 See Montiglio 2013, 35-36 on the “infallibility of Chaereas’s eye,” which allows him to
distinguish Callirhoe from Aphrodite.

4 Zeitlin 2003, 81. Platt 2011, 77-123 examines the interaction between divinity, cult statue,
anthropomorphism, and aniconism; see further Gordon 1979, Gladigow 1985-1986, Gladi-
gow 1990, and Piettre 2001 on the relationship between Greek gods and their representa-
tions.

4 In fact, Chaereas’ and Polycharmus’ reaction echoes Dionysius’ own epiphanic experi-
ence of seeing Callirhoe in the same shrine of Aphrodite (Chariton 2,3,6): “Seeing her
Dionysius shouted: ‘Aphrodite, may you be propitious and may you appear to me bene-
volently!”” (Bsachuevog odv 6 Atovioiog dveponcey “themg g, @ A@podim, kol &n’
Gyofd pot paveing.”)

46 Xenophon’s reference to an eirenarch (2,13,3, cf. 3,9,5; see Rife 2002) has often been
thought to suggest that the novel was written in the early second century CE. The decisive
argument for the novel’s date may come from Xenophon’s reference to sailing to Nuceria
rather than Pompeii or Stabiae (5,8,1). On this basis, Coleman 2011 places the composition
of the novel in the period “after it became known that the harbours at Pompeii and Stabiae
had been destroyed in the eruption of AD 79 and before the rehabilitation of Stabiae be-
came common knowledge” (27), that is at the end of the first century CE or the start of the
second century CE.
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scene, when at a festival of Artemis the Ephesians worship his heroine Anthia
as if she were the goddess herself:*’

go0Nc yrrov arovpyne, (wotog €ig Yovu, péypt Ppayidovev kabeyévog,
veBpig TEPIKEIUEVT, YOPLTOS AVIUUEVOS, TOENL < . . . >, AKOVTEC PEPOUEVOL,
KOVEG EmOpevol. TOAAGKIC avtnv &ml tod Tepévoug 186vteg "Egéotot
Tpocekivoav O¢ Aptepty. Kol 6T 0OV dpbeiong dvefomoe O TAROOC,
Kol Noav Totkilot Tapd TV Bempévev eovai, TdV piv O’ EKTAREEDS TV
Bedv slvon Aeyoviov, TdV 88 EAANV Tve Vo Thg Beod <mopomAfclov
E0VTH> TETOMUEVNV: TPOGNVYOVTO 8¢ TAVTEG KOI TPOGEKHVOLY Kol TOVG
yoveig adThg Spakdapiiov, v 8¢ Stapontog toic Bsmpévorg dracty Avoio 1
kaAn (X. Eph. 1,2,6-7).

She wore a belted purple tunic, which was knee-length and fell over her
shoulders; there was a fawn skin wrapped around it; a quiver was attached
to it; arrows . . . she carried javelins; and there were dogs following her.
Frequently when they saw her inside the sanctuary, the Ephesians wor-
shipped her as Artemis. And then too, when she was seen, the crowd let
out a shout and there were many exclamations among those viewing her.
Some in their amazement said that she was the goddess, others that she
was a double fashioned by the goddess. They prayed to her; they wor-
shipped her; and they congratulated her parents. There was a cry among
all the spectators: “Anthia, the beautiful!”

The crowd’s response to Anthia’s appearance in a shrine closely follows the
epiphanic protocols I have been discussing: she was seen (0¢0siong); the
crowd shouted (GveBomoe); and some in their amazement (0’ &kmAn&emc)
proclaimed her a goddess. In fact, her beauty, dress, adornment, and weaponry
are all highly suggestive of Artemis the huntress. By setting this scene in a
temple, Xenophon’s text suggests a triple identification between Anthia, Ar-
temis, and cult images of Artemis, an identification which is further encour-
aged by the narrator’s suggestion that Anthia could be “a double fashioned by
the goddess.” Unlike the scene involving Callirhoe’s statue in the shrine of
Aphrodite, however, it is far more difficult simply to equate girl, goddess, and

47 Cf. Hagg 2002, 53-54; both Anthia and Habrocomes are described in epiphanic terms, but
as Higg observes, Xenophon emphasizes that Habrocomes is “a pipunpo, not the real
thing.”
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image. Depictions of Artemis Ephesia were marked by “egg”-shaped protru-
sions which have usually been identified either as breasts or bulls’ testicles.*
The goddess’ legs were wrapped in a garment depicting busts of lions, bulls,
and horses, as well as small insects, normally identified as bees.* If Xenophon
was a native Ephesian (as tradition states, although this might have more to
do with the setting of his novel than any facts we know), he ought to have
been aware of the difficulty of comparing a beautiful young woman to such a
statue.*

In different ways from Chariton, Xenophon’s expression of Anthia’s
beauty problematizes the straightforward comparison of a novel’s heroine
with a female deity, and it raises important questions about the relationship
between the Ephesiaca and its contemporary context. Nonetheless, the very
fact that Xenophon can compare his heroine with the Ephesian Artemis’ ap-
pearance suggests the extent to which epiphanic situations have become a reg-
ular feature of the novels. Such an argument becomes even stronger when one
considers the rest of Xenophon’s work. This is not the only epiphanic scene

8 Fleischer 1973 catalogues representations of Artemis from Ephesus, Anatolia, and Syria;
the vast majority of the images conform to this description. Although the protrusions are
well-attested, both their interpretation and their significance remain a puzzle. Burkert
1999, 68-70 rejects the possibility that they are breasts on the basis of their position in the
earliest surviving representation (Fleischer 1973, no. E 58, pl. 55). Instead, he supports the
explanation proposed by Seiterle 1979 that the protrusions were bulls’ testicles, which had
been sacrificed to the goddess; compare the illustration in Seiterle 1979, fig. 14. Most re-
cently, Joanna Schmitz has argued in a paper presented to the AIA in 2009 that the protru-
sions are fresh figs, a visually plausible interpretation.

49 Cf. Burkert 1999, 69. The identification of the insects has been challenged by Schmitz
2009. She argues that the small insect associated with Ephesus, which appears both on
coinage and Artemis’ garments, is the fig wasp, not the bee. Such fine entomological dis-
tinctions are difficult to establish given the small size of the fig wasp and the varied ancient
depictions.
Thomas 1995, 86-98 suggests that Xenophon is participating in a broader Ephesian
“reimaging” of the goddess; similarly, Whitmarsh 2011, 29-30 argues that “it is misleading
to allow our idea of Ephesian cult to be exclusively dominated by the [protuberant Anato-
lian hybrid]” (29). Although I agree that local and Panhellenic images of Artemis did co-
exist, the Ephesian statue still seems to be the most obvious point of reference. Her image
was closely associated with the city through statuary and in its coinage. Apart from coins
and statues, Minicius Felix (third century CE) described the Ephesian Artemis’ “many
breasts” (mammis multis, Octavius 22,5). See further LiDonnici 1992, esp. 395-396, who
argues that the image of Ephesian Artemis was particularly important to the city’s self-
identity, and that her statue was often used as a symbol for the city itself.

5
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in the novel,”' and the inclusion of multiple epiphanic scenes in such a rapid
and unembellished narrative suggests their centrality to the genre.*

Epiphany and Interpretation:
Epiphanic Situations in Heliodorus’ Aethiopica

Before examining the second-century novelists, Longus and Achilles Tatius,
I would like to turn to the latest, longest, and most ambitious of the extant
novels, Heliodorus’ Aethiopica. Heliodorus has brilliantly reconfigured his
narrative, which is oriented around three major religious centers (Delphi,
Memphis, and Mero€) and their corresponding cultures. As with so many of
the novels’ generic conventions, he has also reimagined and transformed the
roles that epiphany and epiphanic situations play in his work. In this sophisti-
cated text, the epiphanic metaphor becomes more deeply intertwined with the
fundamental themes of the novel, such as personal and ethnic identity, the re-
lationship between humans and the divine, and the process of recognition and
interpretation. At the same time, it can also be applied to a broader range of
phenomena. One of the Aethiopica’s most striking epiphanic moments comes
in its arresting and enigmatic opening, when a band of Egyptian outlaws, gath-
ered at the Heracleotic mouth of the Nile, peep over a ridge at a young girl
who was “persuading [them] that she was goddess” (0£dg etvat dvaneifovoa,
Heliod. 1,2,1). She tends a young man in the midst of slaughtered corpses:

Kol duo Adyovoa M pév thg métpag avébopev, ol 8¢ émi Tod dpovg VI
Oavpatog dpa kol SknAfEeng domep VO TpNoThpoc The Syewg PAndévteg
dAhog dAlov Vmedveto Oduvove peilov yap TL kai Ogldtepov avtolg
Opbwbeioa #5oke, tOV peév Peddv thi G4Opda kivioel KAayEavimv,

5

Later in the novel, there is an even more elaborate epiphanic scene involving both Anthia
and Habrocomes, when the couple arrives in Rhodes: “All the Rhodians gathered, amazed
at the beauty of the youths. No one who saw them walked by in silence. Some said that it
was a visit from the gods; others worshipped and prayed to them. Swiftly the name of
Habrocomes and Anthia spread through the whole city.” (cuvijecayv 8¢ mévteg ol ‘Podior,
10 KOALOG TAV moid v KoTomemAyotes, Kol 00k Eottv 8oTig Tdv 1ddvimv Tapfiibe clondv,
AN ol pgv Eheyov Emdnuiav &k TV Oedv, ol 8 TPOCEKHVOLV Kol TPOSTVXOVTO. ToD O&
31 8ing thig morews demeportikel 0 Svopa ABpokdpov kai Aviag, X. Eph. 1,12,1; see
also Hagg 2002, 57).

The novel has often been thought be an epitome; see further Hiagg 1966, who argues that
the case for epitome has not been proven, but suggests that the text may have suffered
through its medieval transmission. In his introduction to the Loeb edition of the text, Hen-
derson 2009, 200-211 persuasively rejects the possibility that the text is an abridgment.

5

)
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xPLGoDEODdC 8¢ The £60fTog TPOS TOV iAoV dvtavyalovong, Kol The koung
V10 T® oTEPAve Pakyelov coPovuévng Kol Toi¢ vdTolg TAElotov dcov
gmrpeyovong. Tovg pev Tadto EEESEATOV Kol TAEOV TOV OPOUEVOVY 1) TAV
yYwopévav dyvolo ot pev yop 0edv tva Edeyov, kol Ogov Aptepy §) TV
gyydprov I, ol 8¢ iEpetov V1o Tov Bedv Ekpepmvuiay Kol TOV OpOUEVOV
TOADV @OVOV Epyacopévny. kai ol pév tadto &yivookov, ta dvia 8¢ obmwm
gyivwoxov (Heliod. 1,2,5-6).

And as soon as she spoke, she leapt from the rock, and [the bandits] on the
hillside, struck simultaneously by wonder and surprise at the sight—just
as if by a lightning storm—scattered and went for cover in the bushes.
When she stood up she seemed to them larger and more godlike, her ar-
rows rattling because of her sudden motion, her gold clothing glistening
in the sun, her hair shaking like a Bacchant’s under her crown as it ran
down the length of her back. They were terrified by these things, but their
incomprehension of the events was even more terrifying than seeing them.
Some said that she was a goddess—Artemis or the native Isis—others that
she was a priestess possessed by one of the gods and that she had worked
the great carnage which they were seeing. They recognized these things,
but in no way did they recognize the truth.

Heliodorus revels in ekphrastic word images and multiple descriptive strate-
gies in this beautiful and puzzling scene.® Although his description is focal-
ized through an Egyptian perspective, the details of Charicleia’s appearance,
particularly her long flowing hair and the arrows rattling on her back, suggest
to a reader familiar with the Greek literary tradition that she is a goddess.>
The Egyptian bandits themselves believe they are witnessing the appearance
of a divinity (either Artemis or their native Isis>) or, the closest thing to a
divinity, a priestess possessed by the goddess,*® and their response to Chari-
cleia is articulated in language highly typical of epiphany: at the sight (Syemc)

33 Cf. Bartsch 1989, 77, who describes it as “badly in need of interpretation.”

34 Compare the description of Apollo at Hom. /1. 1,46-47: “His arrows clanged on his shoul-
ders as he rushed down in his anger. He came like night” (£xhay&av 8’ dp’ dictol én” dpov
YOouéVolo, | antod kivndévtog O 8’ fiie vokti doikmg). Long flowing hair is also typical of
divinities; see note 35 above on Aphrodite’s beautiful tresses.

35 For the identification of Artemis and Isis during the Roman imperial period, see Witt 1971,
Dunand 1973, and LiDonnici 1992, 406.

36 Priests and other cult personnel often took on the dress and attributes of the god or goddess
that they served; see further Burkert 1985, 97-98, Burkert 1997, Burkert 2004, 14-19, and
Platt 2011, 16 n. 58.
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of her, they are “struck simultaneously by wonder (Oadpotog) and surprise
(EkmMEemc).””” In fact, the narrator informs us, they are mistaken and their
lack of understanding (&yvoua) causes them greater terror than the sight of the
carnage itself.”® Their incomprehension is reiterated in an ominous gnomé,
which emphasizes the distinction between the internal audience’s incomplete
understanding of the littoral scene and the narrator’s position of greater
knowledge: “They recognized these things (éyivookov), but in no way did
they recognize the truth (¢yivookov).” The verb yryvdoko often figures in the
epiphanic moment of recognition, but, here, the narrator uses it to highlight
the inaccuracy of the internal audience’s thoughts and the deceptiveness of
appearances, a theme that will reappear throughout the Aethiopica. The open-
ing sequence therefore shifts seamlessly between perspectives;* in so doing,
it captures the terrifying and awesome experience of beholding a divinity
while also distancing Heliodorus’ narrator from the internal audience.®

If we read the opening scene as being programmatic for the entire novel,
the epiphanic metaphor underscores the paramount importance that the pro-
cess of decoding and interpretation will have in the novel at large.®' For in-
stance, although it is only through a gradual series of revelations that the
reader learns the name of the girl (Charicleia), then of the boy (Theagenes),
and finally the fact that the two will be the novel’s protagonists, the Egyptian
bandits’ epiphanic reaction to Charicleia adumbrates her role in the novel even
before that position is made explicit.®> Nonetheless, as Heliodorus’ narrator

37 Cf. Edsall 2000-2001, 121-123, Higg 2002, 56, and Whitmarsh 2002, 118: “The awe of
the bandits, moreover, hints at the epiphany of a deity.” Whitmarsh 2002, 119 suggests
that this scene “alludes intertexually to Odyssey 6.150f.” While not excluding such an al-
lusion, I would like to emphasize how this scene works within and transforms the novelistic
use of epiphanic scenes, and how central the epiphanic nature of Charicleia’s appearance
is to the themes of the novel as a whole.

38 A major theme of the Aethiopica is the difficulty of recognition and interpretation, cf. Win-
kler 1982, esp. 114-137 and Bartsch 1989. Recognition in the moment of an epiphanic
encounter is always challenging; see further Platt 2011, 58.

% In the terminology of Don Fowler, this would be an example of “deviant focalization,” that
is a change in focalizer that is not explicitly signaled by the text (Fowler 1990).

0 Morgan 1991, 86-90 discusses the shifting and unstable distinction between the perspec-
tives of the reader, the bandits, and the author in this scene.

61 See also Whitmarsh 2002, 116-119 and Haynes 2003, 67-70 on the difficulty of identifying
Charicleia.

2 Novels often open with their female protagonists being mistaken for divinities, as in Char-
iton 1,1,16, X. Eph. 1,2,7, and Ach. Tat. 1,4,2-5 (discussed below). In both Chariton and
Xenophon, the female protagonist is explicitly compared to Artemis; this is particularly
striking in Chariton given the close relationship between Callirhoe and Aphrodite through-
out the novel.
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stresses, their identification of Charicleia is incomplete, and this is the first of
several times that her identity will be misinterpreted throughout this text. She
looks like many things she is not (a goddess, a Greek), and throughout the
novel she lives with an ever-shifting tripartite identity: Greek and Egyptian
from her two foster fathers, Ethiopian from her biological father.®® Further,
the epiphanic metaphor emphasizes her close connection with the divine. Her
particularly godlike appearance—she had, in fact, donned a crown of laurel
and her golden sacred robes from Delphi (5,31,2)—will be explained later
(5,28-33) as part of Calasiris’ narrative of the events leading up to the opening
scene.** At the very end of the Aethiopica, the connection becomes even
closer, when Charicleia, who will eventually be revealed to be part of the Ethi-
opian royal line, is made a priestess by her mother (Heliod. 10,41,2). Finally,
the bandits’ uncanny ability to intuit the meaning of a scene, without being
able to understand it entirely, looks forward to the crowd of Ethiopians gath-
ered at Meroé€, who are suddenly able to understand or guess at the meaning
of the Greek being spoken among the Ethiopian royals, even though they
themselves do not know Greek (Heliod. 10,38,3).9

In a sprawling act of ring composition that encompasses almost the en-
tirety of Heliodorus’ narrative, Charicleia’s epiphanic presence in the novel’s
opening pages is connected to another equally striking epiphanic scene at its
end. As the novel draws to a conclusion, the action has moved to the Ethiopian
capital Meroé€ (located in modern Sudan). Here, on the edges of the earth,
Theagenes faces the prospect of being sacrificed in an ancestral rite by
Hydaspes, the king of the Ethiopians and his father-in-law-to-be, when a gi-
raffe suddenly appears, the culmination of the tribute and gifts presented to
the king. After a detailed description of the giraffe, an improbable hybrid crea-
ture possessing some features of a camel, some of a leopard, and some entirely
its own, Heliodorus describes the audience’s reaction to its arrival in terms
which evoke the epiphanic moment:

100710 Pavev 1o {Hov 10 pév mARBoc dmay EEminge, kail Svopa O £180¢
ghappovev &k TOV EMKPOTESTEPOY TOD GOUNTOC, AVTOGYES WG TPOG TOD
dMuov kapnAomdpdorig katnyopn0év: Tapdyov ye puny Vv Taviyvpy
gvéminoev (Heliod. 10,27,4).

9 On Charicleia’s tripartite identity in the Aethiopica, see further Whitmarsh 1998,
Whitmarsh 1999, Elmer 2008, and Whitmarsh 2011, 108-135.

%4 See further Edsall 2000-2001, 123-124.

%5 See further Morgan 1991, 90-94 on the Ethiopian audience in Book Ten of the Aethiopica.
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This animal, once it had made its appearance, struck wonder into the
whole crowd and its form took its name from the most prominent features
of its body: it was spontaneously called a “camelopard” [i.e., giraffe] by
the Ethiopian audience. It threw the assembly into confusion.

The giraffe’s arrival is described with precisely the same tripartite vocabulary
and protocols as other epiphanic scenes I have discussed.® In this case, how-
ever, the epiphanic metaphor has been applied not to a remarkably beautiful
human being, but to a natural marvel. Although there is no explicit comparison
between the giraffe and a god or goddess (the giraffe is quite literally incom-
parable), the tripartite vocabulary of appearance (¢avév), wonderment
(¢€€émin&e), and confusion (tépoyog) suggests an epiphanic situation. Like ep-
iphanic situations elsewhere in the genre, the giraffe appears in front of a large
internal audience, which as a group simultaneously experiences an identical
reaction. Unlike the bandits’ reaction to Charicleia, however, the giraffe is
recognized for what it is; upon seeing it, the crowd spontaneously invents its
Greek name on the basis of its appearance: kauniondpdoiig. The Ethiopian
crowd’s Hellenizing onomastic suggests that their perspective has shifted to
become a hybrid one, which is now colored by Greek language and culture.
Their act of naming has replaced the moment of recognition, the third element
of the tripartite structure of epi-phany, and, like the epiphanic situation with
which the novel began, it emphasizes the important role that recognition and
identification play in the Aethiopica.

Heliodorus’ application of the epiphanic metaphor to the giraffe not only
highlights its unusual and hybrid nature;®’ it also signals its importance for the
narrative. The giraffe, which throws the assembly into confusion and startles
one of the sacrificial bulls, sets in motion a chain of events that results in The-
agenes’ salvation and the abolition of human sacrifice in Ethiopia. Later in the
book, Sisimithres, the head of the gymnosophists, will interpret this series of
events as a sign that the planned rites are not acceptable to the gods:

% Henrichs 2010a, 66-67 discusses the application of the epiphanic metaphor to the giraffe’s
appearance. Another epiphanic situation involving an animal occurs at Luc. Zeux. 9-10.
Antiochus I suddenly unveiled sixteen elephants, which caused the opposing Galatians and
their horses, who had never seen an elephant before, to be “thrown into confusion by the
surprising sight (zpdg t0 mapado&ov thg Syeng érapdydnoav).”

67 Apart from Charicleia and the giraffe, Heliodorus describes in detail how the Nile is re-
vealed to be a hybrid entity at Mero€, the fusion of the Astaborrhas and the Asasobas
(10,5,1). On the importance of hybridity in the novel; see Whitmarsh 1998, Whitmarsh
1999, and Elmer 2008.
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o¢ yobv kol mhhar cvuPdrrey &xpfiv Tt un mpooievror ol Beol v
eotpemilopévny Buciav, viv pév v mavorfirov Xapikdieiav &€ adtdv cot
TV Popdv Buyatépa dvadeiavteg kol TOvV TavTng Tpoia, Kubdrep &
umyovis, &k péong thc ‘EALGS0C dviadBa dvomépyavtec, omdic Ty troiay
Kol TOV Tapayov 1oic mpoosPouiog mroig te kol fovsiv émPordvies kai
10 SwaxomioecOol o teEledTepa vouldueva @V iepeimv copPairety
nopéyovieg vOv TNV Kopovida t@v dyafdv kol domep Aaumddiov
dpapatog TOV vopeiov thg kOpng TovTOVi TOV EEVOV Veaviow avapivavTeg
(Heliod. 10,39,2).

You ought to have understood long ago that the gods do not accept the
sacrifice that is being prepared: just now they revealed blessed Charicleia
to you on the very [sacrificial] altars and they have transported her foster
father here from the heart of Greece, as if through a stage device; next they
struck the horses and oxen at the altar with fright and confusion, thus al-
lowing you to understand that those sacrifices thought to be superior
would be cut short; and now, as the finale of these happy events, as if the
climax of a drama, they have revealed this foreign young man to be the
girl’s bridegroom!

Sisimithres provides a synopsis of the novel’s tenth book, and he divides the
Aethiopica’s dramatic conclusion into three distinct phases, indicated by three
temporal adverbs, which only roughly correspond to the order in which they
unfold in the narrative: first (vbv pév), the recognition of Charicleia’s identity
(which comes before the giraffe) and the arrival of her foster father (which
comes afterwards), second (a001c), the divinely sent fear and confusion among
the sacrificial animals (which is caused by the giraffe), and, finally (vdv), the
recognition of Theagenes as Charicleia’s bridegroom. He makes the arrival of
the giraffe—the cause of the confusion among the sacrificial animals—a crit-
ical link in a chain of divinely inspired events that leads to the salvation of
Theagenes and the abolishment of human sacrifice. Few commentators, how-
ever, have given the giraffe due weight as a catalyst for the novel’s surprising
end.®® In narratological terms, its arrival plays the same role as Dionysopha-
nes’ appearance at the end of Daphnis and Chloe, which I discuss below; both
epiphanic appearances set in motion a series of events by means of which the
protagonists are allowed to marry and the novel concludes happily. Insofar as

% Morgan 1978, 463 emphasizes the giraffe’s “structural function” in the narrative; cf. also
Winkler 1982, 102 and Bartsch 1989, 149, who cites the giraffe as an example of descrip-
tions which “function within the narrative as movers of the plot” (148).
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the epiphanic giraffe is a crucial element in the events that lead to the salvation
of the novel’s hero, it matches a well-known pattern of divinities providing
aid to mortals.®” In this sense, describing the giraffe’s arrival in epiphanic
terms is appropriate not only because of its startling appearance, but also be-
cause it can be interpreted as an instrument of divine will.

Epiphanic Transformations: Achilles Tatius and Longus

From the perspective of tradition, Heliodorus’ treatment of epiphany and epi-
phanic situations represents a return to and transformation of many of the par-
adigms established by Chariton and Xenophon of Ephesus. Achilles Tatius
and Longus, whose innovative second-century novels share several points of
contact,”’ reinvent the epiphanic metaphor in very different ways from Helio-
dorus.”" For instance, Longus’ Daphnis and Chloe contains one of the most
explicit scenes of actual epiphany in any of the novels.”* In an exceptional
scene at the end of Book Two, Pan’s aretai are manifest through an entire
night and into the following day: he causes great commotion for the
Methymnaean soldiers (Longus 2,25,3-26), and his instrument, the syrinx,
rings out (Longus 2,26,3). Finally, Pan himself appears and speaks to Bryaxis
in a dream vision (Longus 2,27). Earlier in Book Two, Philetas, a retired shep-
herd-singer reminiscent of the Hellenistic poet of the same name, narrates an

% This pattern is attested in both literary texts and inscriptions. For instance, divine assistance
is already common in the Homeric poems. Epigraphic examples are particularly abundant
starting in the Hellenistic period (SIG? 398 and Delph. Inv. 697, 698, 699 are perhaps the
most famous; see further n. 12 and 14 above). The battle epiphanies described by Pausanias
also fit this pattern; see further Pritchett 1979, 11-46 and Platt 2011, 218 with n. 17.

Cf. Whitmarsh 2011, 93: “The two works have much in common (it is more than likely
that one author read the other, although it is hard to be confident which is the prior).” Both
novelists have been dated to the second century CE, but with different degrees of confi-
dence. The relatively secure second-century date for Achilles Tatius depends on P. Oxy.
LVI 3836, edited by Parsons. Longus, on the other hand, has not yet been found on papy-
rus, although he is generally assumed to have been active in the second century CE. On
the dating of Longus (and its challenges), see further Henrichs 2011, 312.

Whitmarsh 2011, 69-107 highlights other ways in which these two novels “self-con-
sciously revise the paradigms established by Chariton and Xenophon” (106).

In Ach. Tat. 7,12,4 (repeated in 8,18,1), Sostratus cites an epiphany of Artemis as the rea-
son for his visit to Ephesus, but the scene of epiphany is not described. In a narrative of
the origins of the Tyrian wine-harvest festival, Clitophon recounts how Dionysus appeared
to a Tyrian shepherd and taught him to make wine (Ach. Tat. 2,2,2-6). The god’s epiphany,
however, is set in the distant past, outside the novel’s timeframe.
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epiphany of Eros in his garden (Longus 2,4-6).” He tells Daphnis and Chloe
that Eros appeared to him, taunted him, and told him his genealogy, before
sprouting wings and fleeing. Longus reports that the young couple treat his
narrative “as a story rather than fact” (domnep pddov od Adyov, Longus 2,7,1),
thereby shifting skepticism about epiphany from the external narrator to the
internal audience.”™

Apart from these two explicit scenes of epiphany, Daphnis and Chloe also
hints at the kind of epiphanic situations that occur elsewhere in the genre. For
instance, in a passage near the end of Book One, Daphnis looks at Chloe and
thinks that he is seeing a nymph. This is one of the first steps in a gradual
process by which the couple, who have spent their entire lives together, fall in
love:

e \ ) \ bd e \ e ’ bl 7 \ \ e pl4
0 8¢ 10V €v vePpidt Kol 6TEQAV® TITVLOG OPEYOLGAV TOV YOVAOV oV (ETO
1@V €k 100 dvipov Nopedv opav (Longus 1,24,1).

Seeing her in the fawn-skin and with the crown of pine leaves, as she was
holding out the wine bowl, he thought that he saw one of the nymphs from
the cave.

This scene shares its emphasis on sight and visual perception (0pdv) with other
epiphanic moments in the novels, but Daphnis does not experience the recog-
nition and accompanying wonderment so typical of epiphany. This may be
because he is not so much recognizing Chloe, whom he already knows very
well, as seeing her in a new light,”® but there are several details that suggest
that Daphnis’ restricted epiphanic experience is also connected to his narrow
cultural education. For instance, although nymphs are appropriate in the

73 Cf. Hagg 2002, 57-58 and Nickau 2002. Nickau 2002 emphasizes how the epiphany of
Eros interacts with other literary accounts of epiphany, chiefly Homeric ones.

74 Hagg 2002: 58 suggests that “not even the naive children of Longus’ creation believe in
epiphany!” This goes too far; it seems more likely that they can sense the difference be-
tween the artifice of singer-shepherd and “reality,” a distinction that is constantly high-
lighted, explored, and, ultimately, blurred throughout the novel, starting with the preface.

75 This is certainly true for Chloe, for whom the perception of Daphnis’ beauty represents a
kind of de-familiarization (Longus 1,13,2): “Daphnis seemed beautiful to Chloe as she
watched him; because he seemed beautiful to her for the first time then, she thought that
the bath was the cause of his beauty” (£50ket 8¢ tff XA0n Oeopévn kaAdg 0 Adovig, Tt ¢
161 TPOTOV 0TH KoAOg £30KEL, TO AovTpov dvoule 10D KdAlovg aitiov).
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novel’s pastoral world,’ it is puzzling that Daphnis identifies Chloe as one.
Dressed in a fawn-skin and crowned with pine leaves, she looks much more
like a Maenad than a nymph.”” In a novel obsessed with the relation between
nature and culture and between reality and image, it seems that Daphnis’ per-
ceptions of Chloe are mediated through his extremely limited familiarity with
artistic representations of the gods.” The nymphs, as experienced through
their statues (1,4), are his only point of reference for understanding his re-
sponse to Chloe’s divine beauty, regardless of whether they resemble what he
sees. In the same way that the protagonists do not understand that they have
fallen in love until they meet Philetas (2,3-7), Daphnis’ limited education and
lack of cultural knowledge preclude him from fully understanding and ex-
pressing his epiphanic experience of female beauty.

Longus also makes use of epiphany in new ways. At the end of the novel,
the epiphanic experience is the result of a person’s identity rather than his or
her divinely beautiful appearance. Dionysophanes, the biological father of
Daphnis, evokes the experience of epiphany both through his name, which
literally means “Dionysus epiphanic,””® and through his sudden appearance at
4,13,1, which causes the commotion (66pvBog) of herds, servants, men, and
women. Like the giraffe, his arrival leads to the recognition of the protago-
nists’ true identities (as nobles rather than as a poor rustic and a slave), and it
precipitates a series of events which lead to Daphnis’ and Chloe’s marriage at
the novel’s conclusion. In a sense, he and his sudden arrival in the pasture
stand in for an epiphany of Dionysus, whose presence can be felt throughout

76 Larson 2001, 56-8 discusses Longus’ nymphs and their importance for the narrative.
Throughout Greek myth and art, nymphs were associated with herdsmen and the bucolic;
see further Larson 2001, 78-87.

77 She wears the “Bacchic fawn-skin” (vePpig Baxywkn) that Dorcon gave her (Longus
1,15,2). Compare Morgan 2004b, 170: “Fawn-skins and pine-crowns have not previously
been linked with the Nymphs; D[aphnis] reaches for the only divinity in his experience.”
The fawn-skin is typical of and, indeed, a “sacred garment (iepOv évdvtov, E. Bach. 138)”
of Maenads; see also E. Bacch. 24, 111, 176, 249, 696, 835. In E. Bach. 866 the chorus of
Maenads compare themselves to dancing fawns, an apt metaphor both for their choral
dancing and their dramatic personae. In addition, vases often depict Maenads wearing
fawn-skins; see further Edwards 1960, esp. 80-81 n. 17-18.

78 Although Daphnis knows the names of Zeus, Pan, Dionysus, and the Satyrs (1,16,3-4) and
uses them in his argument with Dorcon, he evidently cannot recognize a Maenad.

79 Cf. Schonberger 1980, 204: “Beim Namen Dionysophanes soll man wohl an die Epiphanie
eines Gottes denken.”
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the novel’s pastoral world, even though he never makes an appearance him-
self.®

Longus’ transformation of the novels’ tendency towards epiphanic situa-
tions can be paralleled in his treatment of other common novelistic features:
the hero and heroine of the novel do not fall in love at first sight; instead, their
relationship gradually grows over the course of nearly two years (seven sea-
sons); the novel takes place in an extremely geographically restricted setting
and lacks the wide-ranging travel typical of the rest of the genre; the motif of
Scheintod seems to be absent; and the sex scene between Daphnis and Lycae-
nion is far more explicit than in any other novel.*' Longus’ treatment of these
novelistic conventions represents a kind of oblique commentary on the genre,
in that many of its norms have been reinvented to fit his pastoral love story.
Similarly, his use of the epiphanic metaphor also differs from the other nov-
elists’, but the fact that he reimagines these epiphanic scenes suggests their
centrality to his view of what constitutes a novel.

If Longus challenges his readers’ generic expectations, Achilles Tatius in-
novates by utilizing a radically different narrative structure.®” His novel em-
ploys its male protagonist, Clitophon, as a first-person homodiegetic narrator,

80 Morgan 2004b, 8-9 summarizes many of the Dionysiac references in the novel: e.g.,
nymphs, Maenads, the seasons, the vintage, and, finally, the garden of Dionysophanes,
which contains paintings on Dionysiac themes.

81 Cf. MacQueen 1990, 124-137 on the relation of Daphnis and Chloe to the other novels;

MacQueen argues that Longus does not violate these norms, but rather that he has “trans-

formed them” (136).

It seems that Leucippe and Clitophon is part of a trend of narratological exploration in the

novels and, indeed, in Greek prose fiction of the second century CE. The earliest extant

work of prose fiction narrated in the first person is probably Petronius’ Satyrica, although
the fragmentary nature of the text makes it impossible to be certain about its overall narra-
tive structure. The first-person narrative of the Lucianic Onos is likely to have been com-
posed in the second century CE (on its transmission and authorship, see further van Thiel
1971, Mason 1994, and Zanetto 2010). P. Oxy. LXX 4762, which preserves another ass
novel, is probably a third-person narration (see Obbink’s commentary on lines 5-8). It is
therefore possible that the first-person narration was a Lucianic innovation (if indeed the
novel was written by Lucian); if so, the first-person version of the ass novel in Greek would
be roughly contemporary with the date of Achilles Tatius. Lucian’s Verae Historiae (sec-
ond century CE) also cleverly plays with the relationship between first-person narrative
and fiction; its first-person narrator adopts the rhetoric of eyewitness historiography all the
while proclaiming to narrate falsehoods (see further Whitmarsh 2011, 85-89). During the
same time period, Apuleius wrote the Metamorphoses in Latin, a novel which exploits the
possibilities of first-person narration to their fullest extent (see further Winkler 1985 and

May 2006). In addition to first-person narrative, authors of prose fiction in the second cen-

tury also experimented with a variety of other narrative forms. Lollianus’ Phoenicica,

which has often been connected to the Metamorphoses (Jones 1980 and Winkler 1980),

82
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that is a first-person narrator narrating his own life. Clitophon exploits his nar-
ratological position to great effect: by withholding information which he has
learned later he is able to heighten the suspense of his narrative and can, for a
while, deceive his readers.® The epiphanic situations I have discussed thus far
have been marked by a strong distinction between the external narrator and
the (potentially) fallible beliefs of the internal audience. In Leucippe and
Clitophon, this distinction collapses; Clitophon simultaneously acts as narra-
tor (auctor) and as internal audience, focalizer, and character in the novel (ac-
tor).® As a result of his narratological position, some scholars have been too
quick to downplay the role epiphany plays in this text. Tomas Higg writes:
“Akhilleus Tatius does not weave the motif of epiphany into the plot or de-
velop its potentials.”® I suggest that the epiphanic motif is not underdeveloped
in Leucippe and Clitophon, but rather that it is treated differently because the
novel is narrated differently.

When Clitophon describes the first time he saw Leucippe, his cousin and
the heroine of the novel, he narrates an epiphanic situation very similar to
those in the rest of the genre, but one that is expressed from a first-person point
of view:

v pécolg 8¢ v Yo peydn kol mhovoia Th oTolf. Mg 8¢ dvéteva ToG
0pOaApovg kot adTAV, &v dplotepd mopbévoc Ekeaiverai pot Kol
KOTOGTPATTEL LoV TOVS OPOAAULOVS TA TPOSHI®. TOLHTNV EIO0V €YD TOTE
EML TAVPQ YEYPAUUEVNV ZEAAVIV: Sppo yopyov v Ndovij: koun Eavon, 1o
EavOov odhov: dppdc péhava, TO péAaV dKpoTov- AEVKN mapeld, TO
Levkov eic péoov povicoeto kol fpipelto mopevpav, olav gig TOV

seems to have had a complex third-person narrative with multiple embedded first-person
narrators (see further Stephens and Winkler 1995, 321 and Henrichs 2010a, 74; the newest
fragment, P. Oxy. LXXIII 4945, is consistent with this assessment). Antonius Diogenes’
The Incredible Things Beyond Thule, likely from the second century CE (Stephens and
Winkler 1995, 118-119), takes the penchant for narrative complexity and experimentation
even further. According to Photius, his work had at least seven layers of embedded narra-
tion (Photius codex 166, p. 109a6-112a12 Bekker; see further Stephens and Winkler 1995,
114-118).

8 Cf. Higg 1971, 112-137; see further Fusillo 1989, 165-178 and Morgan 2004a on Clito-
phon as narrator. The most striking example of this technique occurs in the gruesome scene
at Ach. Tat. 3,15-18, where it appears that Leucippe, the novel’s heroine, has become the
sacrificial victim of a group of Egyptian bandits. In fact, as Clitophon learns later, his friend
Menelaus and his slave Satyrus have constructed an elaborate trick to save Leucippe.

84 1 have adopted the terminology of Winkler 1985, esp. 135-179 for this narratological dis-
tinction.

85 Higg 2002, 56, who recognizes only the reported epiphany of Artemis to the Byzantines
(Ach. Tat. 7,12,4, repeated in 8,18,1).
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E\épavta Avdio Pamtel Yovi: 10 61op0 POS@V dvOog N, Stav dpymTat T
POdoV Gvoiyey T@V POUAA®V TA Yeiln. d¢ 8¢ €ldov, £0OVG AmmAdAeLy:
KOALog yap 0&vtepov Titpdokel Béhovg kal o TV dQOaAudY €lg Thv
YOV Kotoppel dOOANOG Yo 630¢ EpOTIKG TPadLOTL TéVTa S [IE ElYEV
opod, Emawvog, Ekminéic, TpoOpog, aidde, dvaideio. &mfjvovy 10 uéyedog,
gkmemAnyunv T0 kAo, Erpepov v kapdiav, EBAenov avauddg, Ndodunv
ardvor (Ach. Tat. 1,4,2-5).

In their midst, there was a tall women, richly dressed. As I directed my
gaze at her, on the left a maiden appeared in my view. Her face flashed
over my eyes like lightning. I saw such a maiden once: a painting of Selene
on a bull. Her eyes were pleasurably fierce. Her hair was blonde, curly
yellow. Her brows were black, pure black. Her cheeks were white; the
white became rosy toward the middle and the blush mimicked the purple
into which a Lydian woman dips ivory. Her mouth was the flower of a
rose, when the rose begins to open the lips of its petals. As soon as [ saw
her, I was immediately lost. Beauty wounds more sharply than a dart and
it flows through the eyes straight to the soul; for the eye is the pathway for
the wound of love. Everything seized me at the same time: admiration,
awe, terror, shame, shamelessness. I admired her stature; I was awestruck
by her beauty; my heart trembled; I looked shamelessly; I felt shame to
have been conquered.

Clitophon’s first-person narrative unites an account of the epiphanic moment
with an ekphrastic description of Leucippe’s beauty. In so doing, he uses the
language and imagery of epiphany differently from other novelists, making
his description of the epiphanic experience simultaneously more intense and
less authoritative. The large group scenes typical of Chariton, Xenophon of
Ephesus, and Heliodorus have been replaced by a single individual’s percep-
tions. Leucippe appears (ékoivetar) and her face flashes like lightning
(cotootpantel).®® As soon as Clitophon sees her (gidov), he is “lost”

8 In fact, it is possible that Heliodorus® description of the Egyptian bandits as being struck
“as if by a lightning storm” (Gomep Vnd mpnotfipog, Heliod. 1,2,5; discussed above) is
meant to recall and embellish Clitophon’s own meteorological metaphors in his epiphanic
description. Weather patterns, especially lightning, could count as a form of aniconic
epiphany; see further Petridou 2006, 207, who notes that both Semele and Danae were
visited by Zeus in the form of weather (lightning and rain). At Hdt. 8,65, a cloud of dust is
taken to be an epiphany of Iacchus (Petridou 2006, 109-110). The association of Leucippe
with lightning recalls the Greek poetic tradition (beginning with Alcman 1) of comparing
women with astrological phenomena.



28

ROBERT L. CIOFFI

(dmordrewv). He concludes with a catalog of emotions: admiration, awe, ter-

ror,

shamelessness, and shame. Awe, terror, and admiration are typical of

epiphanies; only the last two, shame (ai8®c) and shamelessness (Gvaideia), a
paradoxical pair of emotional opposites, belong more firmly in the world of

the

erotic than of religious experience.®” His description mixes the epiphanic

metaphor with a first-person erotic pathology; both express his helplessness
as a spectator of Leucippe’s overwhelming beauty and visual power.®

In addition to his narrative of the epiphanic moment, Clitophon also lav-

ishes descriptive attention on Leucippe herself, comparing her to a painted
image of Selene riding a bull.* Famous for her beauty,” the moon goddess is
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Clitophon’s description is reminiscent of Sappho fr. 31 (Voigt), a poem which cleverly
plays with epiphanic language and the erotic experience; see further Nagy 1990, 7§2n3
and Nagy 2007, 29. If Achilles Tatius were alluding to Sappho’s poem, he would likely
have received it via Hellenistic incipit-lists of lyric poems (on which see further Yatroma-
nolakis 1999), which in the case of Sappho fr. 31 would have given the impression that the
poem described an epiphanic situation: @aivetai pot xfivog icog Ofowotv . . . (“that man
equal to the gods appears to me . . .”).

See further Morales 2004, 158-159 on Leucippe’s visual power over Clitophon in this pas-
sage.

The manuscripts at this point divide between Zekvnv (WMD; 12th, 13th, 15th century,
respectively) and Edpdnnv (VGE; 13th, 15th, and 15th/16th century, respectively). I think
that Selene, which was printed by Vilborg 1955 and Garnaud 2002, is the better reading;
see also Morales 2004, 38-48 and Cueva 2006, who both argue for ZeAfjvnv. The variant
Edpodnnv would be an explicit reference to the painting with which the novel began. It has
some attraction since the depiction of Selene riding on a bull is rare: I have found only one
possible parallel in visual art, Roscher 1884-1937 11,2 3140, fig. 11, which depicts a
winged Selene on a bull; cf. Schwen in RE s.v. “Selene,” col. 1138 and LIMC “Selene,
Luna” no. 46. (A winged Selene may be attested by the epithet Tavvointepog at 4. Hom.
32,1.) Despite the rarity of depictions of Selene on a bull, several other considerations
suggest that ZeAnvnyv is the more likely reading. She is often depicted riding other animals,
such as rams, making the bull only a moderate stretch. Further, as Vilborg 1962, 21-22
observes in his textual commentary on the passage, the use of mote “would be inapt if the
picture just described is meant (we should expect dpti or the like).” Finally, ZeAjvnyv is the
lectio difficilior: it is much easier to imagine how ZeAnvnv could have been corrupted to
Edpdnnyv (a scribe remembered the scene with which the novel began) than the other way
around. Billault 2007, 349 raises the possibility that the two variant readings may be the
result of textual fluidity in antiquity and that they represent two different, ancient versions
of the novel, but in this case, at least, a copying error seems more likely.

In the Homeric Hymn to Helios, for instance, she is listed among his “beautiful daughters”
(kAo tékva, h.Hym. 31,5-6).
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a fitting divine model for Leucippe’s pale complexion; she could also be iden-
tified with Artemis,”! to whom Chariton,’> Xenophon of Ephesus, and Helio-
dorus liken their heroines. As his narrating gaze moves down her face, linger-
ing particularly on her eyes, her hair, her brow, her cheeks, and her lips, his
description hovers between the woman and the image; it could apply equally
to both. Such a comparison marks a departure from epiphanic scenes in the
rest of the genre, in which statuary was the primary point of comparison. Both
plastic and painted arts privilege the role of sight, but this novel’s world is
dominated by paintings (e.g., 1,1,2-13; 3,6,3-3.8,7; 5,3,4-8),” on whose two-
dimensional canvasses Clitophon sees, experiences, and describes detailed
narratives. For him, visual experience—whether of exotic animals, Leucippe,
or art—is a vibrant ekphrastic process, and his narrative of Leucippe’s di-
vinely beautiful appearance is no different. Like the internal audiences in other
epiphanic situations, Clitophon is overwhelmed by Leucippe’s beauty, which
leaves him powerless to distinguish between woman, goddess, and art. Unlike
other epiphanic situations, however, there is no external narrator to explain
and rationalize his experience. His restricted narrative, in which the perspec-
tive of the auctor is tied to that of actor, swoons over Leucippe’s beauty and
the epiphanic experience of viewing her.

Clitophon continues to exploit his first-person restricted perspective in an-
other, very different epiphanic scene in Book Three, when it appears that na-
tive Egyptian bandits have killed Leucippe in a gruesome ritual of human sac-
rifice (3,15,4-5). Just as Clitophon is about to commit suicide in despair, his
friend Menelaus promises that “Leucippe will be resurrected” (Agvkinmn ¢
oot vbv dvafiwcetar, Ach. Tat. 3,17,4).”* After a few raps on her coffin, Leu-
cippe rises from the dead, her stomach gashed open and emptied of entrails.

%1 The identification of the two goddesses is attested as early as A. fr. 170 (Radt); see further
Allan 2004, esp. 116 n. 17.

92 Callirhoe is compared to Artemis in the epiphanic situation at the opening of the novel:
“When she appeared in public, amazement seized the whole crowd, just as when Artemis
appears to hunters in solitude.” (¢rel 8¢ npofiAdev &ig 0 dnuodciov, BapBog Srov 10 TA{OOG
kotéhafev, domep Aptéudog &v Epnpig kovnyétalg émotdong, Chariton 1,1,16).

%3 In addition, at several points in the novel paintings are used as points of reference: at Ach.
Tat. 3,25,6 the identity of the phoenix is verified by comparing it to a ypaen, which could
be either a text or a painting, and at 6,1,3, Clitophon, dressed in woman'’s clothing, is lik-
ened to a ypagn of Achilles on Scyros. See further Harlan 1965 and Garson 1978.

%4 Bowersock 1994, 99-119 notes the prevalence of the motif of resurrection in both the nov-
els and the broader context of Roman imperial writing. He does not go so far as to posit a
direct link between this passage (or any other) and the resurrection of Jesus Christ, but he
does suggest that “it would be wise . . . to consider the possibility that the Gospel stories
themselves provided the impetus” (119) for this aspect of imperial fiction.
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Her apparent revival and macabre appearance can only suggest that she is a
reanimated corpse or a ghost,” but Menelaus promises Clitophon that he will
show him Leucippe unwounded. He warns him to close his eyes because he is
summoning Hecate:

e \ b4 7 \ 4 \ 7 e/ 4

0 0¢ dpyetal tepatevechorl Kol AOGYOV TIVOL KATOAEYEWV: QR0 AEy®V
neploupel To Eml TH yaoTpl ThHG Agukimmang poyyovebpato Kol Gmo-
Kotéotnoey €ig 0 apyoiov. Aéyet 8¢ por “Amoxdivyar.” kol yd polg
Hev kai popovpevog (AAN0&S yap dunv v ‘Exdmyv mapeivar), Spwng &
oVV améoTnoa TOV 0PBalu®dVY TaC YElpag Kol OAOKANpov v Agvkinmany
[ N4 ~ o ) \ 3 , Ie , w3 2

op®. €1 paAkov ovv exmAayelg £6e6unv Mevehdov, Aéywv: “@ ¢@idtote
Mevélae, el Sidkovog Tig &1, déopai cov, mol Y el kai ti Tote TadTa
0p®;” (Ach. Tat. 3,18,3-5)

He began to speak hocus-pocus and to recite some formula. As he was
speaking, he removed the device from Leucippe’s stomach and he restored
her to her former state. He said to me, “Uncover your eyes.” And carefully
and fearfully—for I truly believed that Hecate was present—I removed
my hands from my eyes and I saw Leucippe perfectly intact. Still more
shocked I asked Menelaus, “O dearest Menelaus, if you are some divine
servant, I ask you, where in the world am I and what are these things [ am
seeing?”’

This scene combines three important themes in the novels—Egyptian exoti-
cism, epiphany, and Scheintod—with a first-person restricted narrator. Leu-
cippe appears not in a shrine, but in the wilds of the Nile Delta, apparently
under the spell of Egyptian magic.”® As with other epiphanic scenes, the set-
ting plays a role in conditioning the expectations of the internal audience.

95 Ghosts sometimes retain the appearance of the deceased at the moment of death, especially
when their death was particularly violent or gruesome. Thus Hector appears to Aeneas still
dripping with gore (Verg. den. 2,270-279), as does the ghost of Tlepolemus at Apul. Met.
8,8; see further Felton 1999, 14-18.

% This scene seems to draw on the close associations of Egypt with magic and the occult,
which become particularly prominent from the first century CE and appear in descriptions
of individuals such as the doctor Thessalus, who narrates his travels to Egypt in search of
magical remedies (De virtutibus herbarum, on which see further Moyer 2011, 208-273,
287-292), the magician Pancrates (Luc. Philops. 34-36), and the sorcerer Zatchlas (Apul.
Met. 2,28-30). Heliodorus’ Aethiopica takes this association even further. Cnemon, a
Greek, wonders: “How it is only among the Egyptians that the dead come back to life?”
(8rwg mapa. povoig Alyvrtiorg ot tebvedteg dvofiodotv; Heliod. 5,2,4). Later in the novel,
Charicleia and Calasiris witness the reanimation of a corpse just outside the Egyptian city
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When Clitophon finally opens his eyes, he is “still more surprised” (¥t1 péilov
o0V ékmhayeic) to see (0pd) Leucippe unharmed. I take this description of vis-
ual perception followed by surprise to be an evocation of the epiphanic mo-
ment. His vision of Leucippe’s healthy body seems even more supernatural
than that of her ghost or of Hecate incarnate, and it leads Clitophon to suspect
that Menelaus is “some divine servant” (didkovog Tig). This scene in the Nile
Delta subverts our expectations; the world has been turned upside down, and
what is normal (Leucippe alive) becomes amazing. The epiphanic metaphor
no longer marks out Leucippe’s supernatural beauty, but rather the surprise at
seeing her alive and well. She becomes epiphanic on her own terms, rather
than because of her similarity to a divinity.

How can a first-person narrator describe such an amazing and improbable
experience without losing credibility with his readers? Clitophon’s response,
I suggest, is to separate his role as auctor from that of actor. In fact, several
details of this passage belong exclusively to his auctorial persona. For in-
stance, he narrates what Menelaus did while his eyes were closed,” even
though neither the reader nor Clitophon as actor understand the significance
of removing the “device” (ta . . . poyyavedpoata) from Leucippe’s stomach.
Its role as a gory bit of costuming will only be revealed later (3,19-22). Finally,
when Clitophon explains his reluctance to open his eyes, saying “I truly
(dAn0&¢) thought that Hecate was present,” the adverb dAn0&d¢ suggests that
his belief might now, after the fact, be implausible. I would suggest that Clito-
phon’s efforts as auctor to retrospectively rationalize the experience of Clito-
phon as actor are part of a strategy for narrating the marvelous that appears
throughout the genre,”® whereby the narrator distances himself from the
thoughts and perceptions of the internal audience in order to describe the most
amazing events.

I conclude my discussion of Leucippe and Clitophon with two closely re-
lated scenes that further extend the scope of epiphanic language to the experi-
ence of seeing a text written by Leucippe. Both occur in Ephesus, during Clito-
phon’s brief marriage to the Ephesian widow Melite. In the first scene,
Clitophon has just discovered a letter from Leucippe and recognizes her hand-
writing immediately. The letter’s epiphanic effect derives its power both from
her textual presence and from her surprising announcement that she is alive.

Bessa (Heliod. 6,14,2-7). As an Egyptian priest, however, Calasiris is very careful through-
out the Aethiopica to distinguish his Egyptian religion from baser forms of magic.

7 Cf. Hagg 1971, 132.

% Cf. Morgan 2004a, 497. This is part of a larger narratological strategy with regard to the
divine, in which Clitophon as narrator rarely ascribes events unambiguously to divine
agency.
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In the second, Melite discovers the letter and confronts Clitophon with it. I
suggest that in these scenes the epiphanic metaphor illustrates the textualiza-
tion of the heroine,” in which the process of reading Leucippe’s texts pro-
duces the same reaction as seeing her in person:

(1) kai énel mpoosfHirOov, Aéyel pev ovdév, Emotolnyv 8¢ Opéyet. AaPmv 8¢,
TPV Gvayvdval pe, katemhdynv e00ig dyvodpioa yop Agvkinmng to
ypbupota (Ach. Tat. 5,18,1-2).

And when I approached, he said nothing, but handed me the letter. I took
it and, before I read it, I was immediately stunned. For I recognized the
writing of Leucippe.

(2) kol dpo TV EmeToM|V TG AgVKITANG ot TPOGEPPIYEY. 1dDV 0DV Kol
yvopicag Eppi&a kol EBrenov gig Yiiv g EnAeyuévog (Ach. Tat. 5,25,4).

And she threw Leucippe’s letter at me. Seeing and recognizing it, [ shud-
dered and looked towards the ground as if I had been caught red-handed.

Without explicitly mentioning a god or a goddess, both scenes use language
evocative of epiphany to describe the moment Clitophon sees and identifies
Leucippe’s handwriting. In the first passage (5,18,1-2), the moment of visual
perception is expressed through a reference to reading (npiv dvayvdvoi pe).
This pun on two etymologically related verbs, dvayryvdokew (to read) and
yvopilew (to recognize), suggests a connection between reading as a process
of seeing, decoding, and recognizing and the very similar process encapsu-
lated by the epiphanic moment. In the second passage (5,25,4), Clitophon’s
reaction is described using the full epiphanic protocol of revelation, sight, and
recognition.

Insofar as reading a text is equivalent to viewing its subject, the effect of
Leucippe’s letter in both scenes represents a novel kind of ekphrasis. When
Clitophon scrutinizes the letter more carefully, the ekphrastic effect is even
more explicit. He describes himself as “reading every word of it letter by let-
ter, as if seeing Leucippe through them” (¢ ékeivny 81 adtdv PAérv, Kol
avaywookev kab’ £v, 5,19,5). The process of “reading” Leucippe, therefore,

% See Morales 2004, 202-205 for a discussion of the ways in which the letter represents
Leucippe and gives her a voice in the narrative. In a sense, the letter becomes a proxy for
her.
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is equivalent to seeing and experiencing her presence; texts written by her be-
come a substitute for the real person.'® Clitophon’s response to Leucippe’s
letter might therefore be compared to Chaereas’ reaction to Callirhoe’s statue
(Chariton 3,6,1 and 3,9,1). In both cases the male protagonist reacts to a rep-
resentation of his beloved in a way that is suggestive of an epiphany. In Char-
iton’s novel, the representation is a statue. Achilles Tatius gives the written
word the same status as the plastic arts. This is related to the novel’s broader
project of expressing visual beauty in textual form, and these passages in Leu-
cippe and Clitophon illustrate the power of writing to represent Leucippe’s
corporeal presence as well as the nexus of written representation, sight, and
epiphany.'"!

Conclusion

Clitophon’s epiphanic reaction to a written document is a fitting place to think
more generally about the scope and significance of epiphany in the novels. 1
hope to have shown how integral epiphanic situations are to the novelists’
conception of their genre and to have outlined how the novels have received
and reshaped a complex set of epiphanic traditions in Greek literature and cul-
ture. Epiphanic situations, in which a novel’s heroine is compared to a prom-
inent female deity (Aphrodite, Artemis, Isis, the nymphs, Selene, and Hecate),
frequently emphasize female beauty and desirability, and they appear in all
five of the extant novels and at least some fragmentary novels. In each case,
they have been adapted to fit the broader contexts and concerns of the novels
in which they appear, but they retain as a recognizable core the tripartite epi-
phanic protocol of appearing, seeing, and recognizing that is attested through-
out Greek literature. In this way, they resemble other generic conventions of
the novels, which are manipulated by individual authors in strikingly different
ways. Throughout this paper, I have emphasized how epiphany and epiphanic
situations relate to the novels’ interest in visual perception, the gaze, and the
narration of miraculous events. In particular, epiphanic situations, which are

190 For more on the role of ekphrastic description in the novel, see Morales 2004; Elsner 1995
and Elsner 2007 discuss ekphrasis more broadly in the Roman imperial period.

101 The power of the written word to stand as a substitute for the female protagonist is not
unique to Leucippe and Clitophon. When Dionysius receives Callirhoe’s letter at the end
of Chariton’s novel, he recognizes her handwriting and kisses the document (8,5,13). Alt-
hough his reaction to her letter is not epiphanic, he does regard Callirhoe’s writing as a
substitute for her presence.
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often mediated through the visual arts and have a strong tendency to be focal-
ized through the perceptions and experiences of an internal audience, can
serve as an alternative or supplement to ekphrasis. By shifting attention away
from the object of perception to the experience of viewing, they offer the nov-
elists one strategy for describing the indescribable.

To conclude, I would like to return to Hagg’s “secular-literary interpreta-
tion” of epiphany in the novels.'” The argument of this paper suggests that it
is indeed possible to give weight to the religious nature of epiphany and of the
epiphanic metaphor without reading the novels as encoded religious texts. The
genre’s preference for epiphanic situations over “genuine” epiphany does not
mean that the novelists or their characters did not “believe in” epiphany. To
the contrary, they go to great lengths to draw upon, to allude to, and occasion-
ally to subvert the religious, cultural, and literary traditions of epiphanic ex-

perience.'” Further, “genuine” epiphanies do occur in the novels, but, cru-

cially, they occur outside the main narrative: the gods appear in dreams,'®* in

the mythical past,'® or in settings otherwise out of the narrator’s view.'* This

distancing technique, which appears in both literary and epigraphic narratives

of epiphanies,'?” is familiar from the historiographical and paradoxographical

102 Higg 2002, esp. 59.

103 Epiphanic scenes are not the only religious phenomena that are re-appropriated by the nov-
els as literary motifs. Whitmarsh 1999, for instance, offers a sophisticated interpretation of
Heliodorus’ metaphorical engagement with the narrative patterns of “an adolescent rite de
passage” (19) in order to comment on cultural identity in the Aethiopica.

104 Clitophon’s description of a dream epiphany made by Aphrodite illustrates the importance
of “genuine” epiphanies occurring at a different time and/or place from the main narrative.
When Leucippe reports that she had a dream vision of Artemis (Ach. Tat. 4,1,4-5), she
reminds Clitophon that he had seen Aphrodite in a dream (Ach. Tat. 4,1,5-8). Both narrate
their dreams from the comfort of hindsight; on dreams in the novels, see further Carlisle
2009.

105 E.g., when Dionysus appears to a shepherd at Ach. Tat. 2,2,3-6.

106 B o as Eros is said to do at Longus 2,4-6. Apart from the appearance of Pan and his aretai
at Longus 2,25-27, the epiphany of Artemis at Ach. Tat. 7,12,4 is the closest that a novel’s
narrator comes to endorsing the occurrence of an epiphany in recent memory: “Artemis
made an epiphany in the war against the Thracians, and the Byzantines, since they won,
thought it necessary to send a sacrifice to her as a victory offering for her support” (ot yap
Bulavtiot, Thg Aptéudoc émpaveiong év 1@ moAépm 1@ mpdg Tovg OpGKog, VIKNCAVTEG
ghoyicavto delv avtf Buciov droctéddew thg cvppayiog émvikiov). Clitophon does not
describe seeing the goddess in person, but only relates the Byzantines’ report. Cf.
Whitmarsh 2011, 193-195, who emphasizes the novelists’ preference for setting epiphany
at one remove from their narratives
Cf. Graf 2004, esp. 122 for a similar tendency in the epigraphic conventions of recording
epiphanies; Graf argues that Greeks were more ready to record epiphanies that occurred at

107
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traditions: by expressing their own doubts, authors lend plausibility to their
fictional accounts.'*®

Yet, the novelists’ frequent comparison of their protagonists with divini-
ties need not imply, as Reinhold Merkelbach interpreted it, that mortals were
substitutes (Doppelginger) for the gods in the novels’ narratives.'” Al-though
they provoke the same epiphanic response as gods, paradoxically, the com-
parison of the protagonists with divinities only emphasizes their mortality. In
the novels, mortals resemble divinities strictly in terms of their appearance:
they are so exceptional to behold that they can be mistaken for gods, but these
mortals, who are tossed across the Mediterranean and face death time and time
again, poignantly lack the gods’ power and immortality. In this way, the nov-
els do not describe their heroes and heroines as literal, but as literary, Doppel-
génger of the gods.'"”
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