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CHAEREAS, HIPPOLYTUS, THESEUS: TRAGIC ECHOES,
TRAGIC POTENTIAL IN CHARITON

J. H. D. ScourrieLn

The affinities of Chariton’s romantic fiction Chacereas and Callirhoe’ with the
ancient theatre have often been remarked. Two important scenes—the plot
in the first book where one of the unsuccessful and aggrieved suitors of the
beautiful Callithoe schemes to dupe her husband Chaereas into believing that
she has a lover, and the moment of high emotion in the law-court at Babylon,
where Chacreas, whom Callirhoe had believed dead, suddenly appears to her,
her new husband Dionysius, and the whole gathering, to general astonishment—
are presented in explicitly theatrical terms.> At the same time, the history of
criticism on this text has sought to emphasize its dramatic character. A century
ago Richard Reitzenstein, building on associations between narrative and drama
found in ancient rhetorical theory and elsewhere, offered an analysis of the work
dividing it into five sections; the conception thus formed of Chaereas and Callirhoc
as a kind of drama in five acts—a highly subjective way ot looking at the text—
was seized on by later scholars and developed further.’? Reacting to this, but
nonctheless thinking in the same kind of orbit, Bryan Reardon suggestively saw
the work as structured around a series of agones between Chaereas and his several

This article has its roots in a series of papers given some years ago in ditferent fora, beginning with
the Colloquium on Aspects of Anger in Antiquity held at the University of Heidelberg in September
1999; thanks are due to Susanna Braund and Glenn Most for inviting me to take part in that event,
and to all the participants for their contributions to the discussion. Later versions were presented
at the Dublin Classics Seminar in October 1999, and at the Third International Conference on
the Ancient Novel (ICAN 2000) held in Groningen in July 2000; the constructive observations of
Catherine Connors and Saundra Schwartz on the latter occasion were especially helpful. T am also
grateful to Douglas Cairns and John R. Morgan for valuable comments on a near-final draft of
the developed article; the anonymous referees for various good suggestions; and especially Monica
Gale, who discussed with me many individual points and helped to shape my thinking on inter-
textuality.

M1 retain what might be called the received title, against the recent tendency to prefer the shorter
Callirhoe, the case for the latter as more accurately reflecting the original title is strong, but the issue
is not as simple or settled as is often supposed. For argument in favour of Callirhoe see, tor example,
Plepelits 1976: 28-29, Reardon 1996: 315-316; for full discussion of the (problematic) evidence
concerning the titles of all the Greek novels, with generic implications, see Whitmarsh 2005. Tilg
2010, an important book which interestingly proposes the title Narratives about Callirhoc (see esp.
214-217), appeared too late for me to be able to take full account of it in this article.

2See Chaereas and Callirboe (CEFC) 1.4.1-3, 8-9; 5.8.2; also, for example, 4.4.2, 6.3.6.

3Reitzenstein 1906: 95-96 (with background from 84), followed notably by Perry (1967:
141-142), and Schmeling (1974, esp. 49, 80-81); the perceived dramatic character of the work is
particularly prominent in Schmeling’s analysis. For criticism of Reitzenstein and Perry, see esp. Miiller

1976: 118-121.
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292 PHOENIX

rivals.* Again, the high proportion of direct speech in the text has seemed to
some a dramatic feature—though this could equally (or better) be associated with
its epic quality, or even its affinities with historiography.’

More valuable for interpretation have been those approaches which have sought
to establish firm and clear connections with dramatic genres. New Comedy in
particular has been seen as one of the formative influences on Chaereas and
Callirhoe and indeed the Greek novel generally.? Euripidean “melodrama” or
“tragicomedy” is frequently invoked similarly,” but this apart, tragedy has tended
to be regarded as a genre of relatively minor significance in the multiplicity of
generic models lying behind the novel ® This is not altogether surprising: as a
whole, and with regard especially to the way in which they conclude—the “happy
end’—the extant Greek novels are far from tragic as the Agamemnon or the
Antigone or the Bacchae are tragic, and, as far as Chariton’s novel is concerned,
it is hard to argue with the judgement of Massimo Fusillo that it has a “strong
consolatory character”—which, for Fusillo, means “on the thematic level, an
absence of tragic conflicts, of problematic ambiguities and ideological depths, and
a concentration on private values and erotic passions, destined to an optimistic
triumph.” Tt may be, however, that this essential rejection of tragic influence in
favour of the much more apparent influence of comedy has resulted in the eliding
of, or the straightforward failure to notice, intertextual relations between passages
in the Greek novels and tragedy of the “tragic” type.’ In this article I argue
for the presence of a tragic intertext in two scenes in Chaereas and Callirhoe, one

*Reardon 1982: 8-11 (= Swain 1999 169-172).

*Higg (1971: 91) reckons the proportion of direct speech in CGC at 44 per cent; for this as a
dramatic feature, see, for example, Goold 1995: 13, Holzberg 2001: 66. For the epic character of the
work, sce esp. Miiller 1976: 126-136; Hirschberger 2001; Scourfield 2003: 166-168, 172-175; and
for its connections with historiography, esp. Bartsch 1934 (20-25 on specches); Papanikolaou 1973:
16-22; J. R. Morgan 1993: 205-208; Hunter 1994; Smith 2007: 153-163, 172-192.

®See norably Corbato 1968; Borgogno 1971; Fusillo 1989: 43-55; Mason 2002; interesting
obscrvations are also made by Lowe (2000: 223-226).

"The play most commonly cited in this connection is Euripides’ Helen. See, for example, (for the
Greek novel in general) Fusillo 1989: 33-34; Reardon 1991: 130-132; (for C&C in particular) Marini
1993; Hirschberger 2001: 166-167, 175-176.

“See, however, Billault 1998 for a useful survey of points of contact between tragedy and the
novel.

YFusillo 1997: 215.

W¥or a recent exception, see Liapis 2006, on a passage in Achilles Tatius. In C&C, a few
connections only have been observed. Traces of Euripides’ Medea may be seen in Callirhoc's reference
to Medea at 2.9.3-4: see Kaimio (1996: 56), who also notes a situational parallel with the Iippolytus,
tor which see below, 305, n. 65; Hirschberger 2001: 178 (though over-reading on the basis of an
unlikely and unacknowledged conjecture; a possible further allusion to the play is identified at 179);
Scourfield 2003: 178 with n. 68; Smith 2007: 111-116. Echocs of Soph. 4. 550-553 have been
detected at 2.9.4, 3.8.8, and 5.10.3: see Papanikolaou 1973: 16; Gerschmann 1974: 57, Hirschberger
2001: 179 (who also [180], less persuasively, perecives a reminiscence of 47, 567-570 at 8.4.6); Smith
2007: 117-119. Finally, as Gerschmann (1974: 133, n. 23) notes, D'Orville (1750: 64 [ Annotationes|)
links Chacreas’ pleading for his own execution at 1.5.4=5 with Ocdipus’ words at Soph. 07" 1410-12;
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of them of central importance to the action of the novel; and then consider the
consequences of this identification for our reading and appreciation of this work.

A few initial words of clarification on my position in regard to the discourse
of “intertextuality” and on the language I incline to use in expressing intertextual
relations may be helpful. My argument will be that Chariton’s novel can be shown
to be in significant relationship with a fifth-century tragic drama. The existence
of this relationship is demonstrable through a complex of verbal, situational,
and other connections. My preferred metaphor for referring to this and other,
similar, relationships is to say that the later text “echoes” the earlier, though I will
sometimes use the expression “allude to,” or, effectively looking at the relationship
from the opposite pole, say that the earlier text leaves “traces” in the later. My
use of one term rather than another at any particular point does not imply
an essentially different understanding of the nature of the relationship between
the texts concerned, or an unstable attitude towards the question of authorial
intention. The problematics of “intention” are well known, and my commitment
is to what Stephen Hinds has called “a text-and-reader-oriented intertextuality”;
at the same time, Hinds has valuably shown how the language of “allusion” may
retain a practical value within a broader “intertextual” discourse,!! and I have not
sought to eliminate the notion of the alluding (real or implied) author from my
discussion entirely—in places, indeed, Chariton’s text may suggest an “intention”
quite strongly.'? Nonetheless, my approach is fundamentally reader-based; I take
the view that whatever the author may or may not have “intended,” the intertext
for whose presence I argue is in principle identifiable by any reader, modern or
ancient. )

The key scene occurs at the end of the sequence of events that stem from
the desire of Callithoe’s defeated suitors for revenge on Chaereas. The plot
mentioned above results in Chaereas’ being persuaded that Callirhoe is unfaithful
to him. Pretending to go to the country, he keeps watch on his house after
dark; and on seeing a man, dressed in the fine clothes of a lover, enter the
house—admitted, in reality, by Callirhoe’s maidservant, whom he has seduced as
part of the plot'*—Chaereas assumes that what he has been told about his wife is
true, and loses control:

tabta Deacdpevos Xoaupéas odkétt katéoyev drAd cioédpapey & adToddpo TOV
potydv dvaupnowmy. O uiv odv mapd v adrsiov Bipav drootds 0L EENAdey,

the inclusion in both petitions of a request to be thrown into the sea and Chaereas’ reference to his
having committed an act worse than parricide offer good grounds for supposing a direct echo.

Hinds 1998, esp. 17-51; quotation at 49. My understanding of and approach to intertextuality
owe most to work done in the field of Latin literature, especially poetry; in addition to Hinds, see
particularly Fowler 1997.

12 For example, the programmatic quality of the passage at 1.1.3 where Chaereas is first introduced
(see below, 296-297) suggests design in the text.

B3 The maid and the seducer can both be regarded as New Comedic character types, and the scene
at this point as having a strong comic flavour; ¢f. Mason 1998: 2 and 2002: 21-22.
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f & Kadlpdn kaOnoto énl ) kAivhg Intovou Xaipéay kul unde Adyvov dyuca
Stée TV L0TV yGhou S TOSMmY YEVOREVOL TPMTN TOL Gvdpds fobeto TV dvarvony
KO xaipovsa aOT) Tpocédpaptey. O 38 doviy pév otk Eoyev Bote Aobopiousdal
KPUTOVHEVOSC 88 U The Opyis EAGKTIOE TPOGIOLoRY.  £UGTOYME 0DV O TOLL KUTH
100 Stadpdynatos Evey el Endoye T TondOs TV Gvamvonv, Eppiupévny 88 avmv «l
Depamavide: Bactdousal KUTEKAIVOY €T TV KOt V.

Seeing this, Chacreas could no longer restrain himself but rushed in to kill the adulterer in
the act. He, however, had hidden by the courtyard door, and made his exit immediately.
But Callirhoe was sitting on her couch longing for Chacreas, and was so unhappy that
she had not even lighted a lamp. There was the sound of footsteps; she was the first to
recognize her husband by his breathing, and joyfully ran to meet him. But he could find
no voice to revile her with, and, overcome by anger, kicked at her as she ran towards him.
His foot struck her right in the diaphragm and stopped the girl's breathing. She collapsed,
and her maidservants picked her up and laid her on the bed. (1.4.10-12)"

This is the critical moment in the sctting-up of the plot of the novel: the
separation of the lovers, which is both the engine of the story and, 1n a sense,
what it is about, depends on Callirhoe’s apparent death!® and burial, and her
subsequent rescuc from the tomb by robbers who carry her off trom Syracuse
(where the initial events have occurred) to Miletus. The situation is that of the
classic love triangle, or rather, suspected triangle: a husband believes that his wite
is engaging in an adulterous relationship, and, enraged, attacks her. Nearly forty
years ago Borgogno suggested that this scene owed a debt to the Perikeiromene
of Menander.'® This play of course survives incomplete, but it is clear that the
situation from which the action derives is roughly as follows. Glycera, mistress of
the soldier Polemon, is seen by his slave, Sosias, in an embrace with her neighbour,
Moschion. Sosias reports the incident to Polemon, who has just returned from
military campaigning. Moschion is in fact Glycera’s brother, but this is known
to no one but Glycera herself, and, put into a jealous rage by the news Sosias
brings him, Polemon assaults Glycera and cuts off her hair. Though none of this
was necessarily represented on stage,17 in essentials the situation is very like that
in Chariton: we have an apparent love triangle, misleading information, and a
consequent assault critical in the development of the plot. While there is little
more concrete evidence to underpin the identification of this episode as a model
for Chariton,'® I have no wish to dispute it: the “openness” of the Greek novel as a

4] follow the text of Reardon 2004; transktions are my own, though debts to those of Reardon,
in Reardon 1989: 17124, and Goold 1995, will be apparent in places.

5 The next sentence reads: KaAlipdn pév odv ddovog kat dnvous Eketto vekpos ElkOVa Taot
napéyovod, “So Callirhoe lay without speech or breath, presenting to all the appearance of a corpse”
(1.5.1).

16 Borgogno 1971: 257-258; sce also Laplace 1980: 111; Hunter 1994: 1064. In referring below
to specific passages of the play I follow the line-numbering of Arnott 1996.

17Sce Arott 1996: 375-376.

8 There are, of course, explicit references to Polemon’s anger, jealousy, and abusive behaviour

{(Men. Pk. 163, 723, 987-988), and, if the lacuna at 723 is correctly filled by Sudhaus (koboiov; sce
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literary form has become part of critical orthodoxy, and it is entirely appropriate to
see Chaereas and Callirhoe as a palimpsestic text, displaying numerous overlapping
debts.!” My contention, however, is that a closer and more significant connection
can be observed with a scene in tragedy, with important implications.

In Euripides’ Hippolytus, when Theseus returns from Delphi to find Phaedra
dead, and reads the wax tablet on which she has accused Hippolytus of raping
her, he immediately curses his son:

On. TO8E UEV OVKETL OTOHUTOS 8V TOAALS
KOOEE® duceknépatov dAodV
KOKOV: i oML
‘Inndivtos eOvns ™ dung FTan Ouyety
Bice, TO ceuvov Znvos Jpp’ dtipdoos.
AAL, & mdtep Mdoedov, &g fuol mote
Gpits OTEGYOL TPELS, MG KOTEPYAGHL
T00TmV ROV Tald’, Nuépay 8& un ddyot
mvd, glnep MUy dracas cadels apds.

Th.  No longer shall T hold within the gates of my mouth this ruinous evil, whose
utterance brings me pain. Citizens! Hippolytus has dared to lay hands on my marriage-bed
by force, dishonouring the holy eye of Zeus! But, father Poseidon, those three curses which
you once promised me

with one of these destroy my son, and may he not get beyond this
day, if indeed the curses you granted me are sure. (882-890)%"

The chorus of women of Troezen instantly urge Thescus to withdraw the curse
(891-892), and at Hippolytus” entry moments later they press him to “relax [his]
evil anger,” 6pyng & g&aveic kakns (900). What we have here is again—like the
assault episode in the Perikeiromene—closely parallel to the situation in Chariton:
arash act committed in anger by a husband on the basis of false information about
transgressive sexual behaviour involving his wife. The obvious differences in the
Euripidean situation, such as the family relationships between the three principals,
the abnormal desires of Hippolytus and Phaedra, Phaedra’s role in providing the
false information, and the fact that she is dead, should not obscure the common

Borgogno 1971: 258; Arnott 1996: 438), a closc parallel to Hermocrates” exculpation of his son-in-law
Chacreas (see below, 299).

9 On the generic complexity of the Greek novel—its “polyphony™—see esp. Fusillo 1989: 17-109.
[n the episode of the suitors” plot and Chaereas’ assault on Callirhoe the influence of a further text has
been detected, namely Lysias 1; for this sce recently Kapparis 2000 (who is unaware of having been
anticipated by Hammer 1922: 106-107), with the critique of Porter 2003, esp. 433-434, 438-44();
Smith 2007: 120-123. For present purposes it suffices to say that, while it is possible that Chariton
“borrowed a number of elements” from the Lysias speech (Kapparis 2000: 382; contra, Trenkner
1958: 159), important features to which T draw attention below are lacking; in particular, the assailant
does not act hastily or under the impulse of uncontrolled anger, the information on which he acts is
not false, and the eritical action—the killing of the adulterer—is by no means akousion (see below,
298-299).

2“Exccpr where otherwise indicated, the 7ippolytus is cited according to the text of Diggle 1984
(with jota subscript for adscript); translations are mine.
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pattern which is evident: the vital elements are the anger, its causes, and its
consequences. I have written of the importance of anger in Chaereas and Callirhoe
elsewhere, stressing its epic associations;*! but it is a characteristic motif of tragedy
t00,% and in the present case the filter offered by the Hippolytus changes the
complexion of Chariton’s text. To pursue for a moment the situational parallelism,
though Theseus in Euripides’ play seems to doubt the efficacy of his curse, the
gift of Poseidon, and imposes also a sentence of exile on his son (893-898), the
curse will be, must be, terribly fulfilled. Theseus’ utterance is a snap action, like a
kick,?® and it seems that it cannot be revoked;** in any event it is not revoked, and
the result is Hippolytus” death. Callirhoe’s death, the consequence of Chaereas’
kick, is only apparent; but to the characters involved, who conduct her funeral
and bury her (C&C 1.6.2-5), it is real enough. In both cases the angry action
leads to desperate loss—temporary, and not in the event catastrophic, in the one,
but seemingly so at first; and Theseus’ desire to die, on finally hearing the truth
(1325; cf. 1408, 1410), is matched by Chaereas’ longing to kill himself at the
equivalent moment (C&C 1.5.2).

There are in my view good grounds for regarding the link between the two
texts as more than one of analogy; for, in fact, seeing the assault episode in
Chariton as a reworking of the situation in Euripides. The trigger is a passage in
the first chapter of the novel, which should put the attentive reader in mind of
Euripides’ play. Having first described the beauty of Callirhoe, the desire for her
of high-ranking men from far and wide, and the wish of Eros to make a match of
his own choosing, the narrator introduces Chaereas thus:

Xaupéas yép 11 fv petpdktoy ebpopov, mévtov repéyov, olov "Axthhén kol Nipéa
kal ‘Tnwohvtov kol "AAKIBLESNY mAdoTan Kot ypadels <Amo>8etkviovot.

There was a certain Chaereas, a youth who surpassed all in good looks, like Achilles and
Nireus and Hippolytus and Alcibiades as represented by sculptors and painters. (1.1.3)

The precise point of comparison—the handsomeness of the characters—is ar-
p ~ p « ;p . .
guably of much less significance at a place in the text where we might expect
to find signs of a literary programme than the generic associations which these
particular characters bring to the text.” The presence in the comparison of
Homeric epic, tragedy, and history is noted by Billault, though he is interested
P gedy ry Y g

21Scourfield 2003, esp. 166-168, 172-175.

22The classic tragedy of anger is of coursc Euripides’ Medea; but one might also think (among
many examples) of Sophocles’ Antigone and Oedipus Tyrannus, Euripides’ Hecuba, or (for divine rather
than human anger) Aeschylus’ Fumenides. See generally Harris 2001: 158-165, 168-174, 276-230.

23 Cf. Artemis’ words to Theseus at 1320-24.

24 Sec Barrett 1964: 166 (on Hipp. 43-46).

251n this regard Nireus, a minor figure compared with the rest, and throughout ancient literature
little more than a byword for beauty (see RIS 17.1.708), can be seen as a kind of footnote to the epic
Achilles—the best-looking of the Greeks at Troy after Peleus’ son (Hom. I/. 2.673-674) takes second
place behind him here too. On a more specific level, Smith (2007: 100) observes interestingly how
the comparison with Achilles, Hippolytus, and Alcibiades can be construed as problematic: all are
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only in its characterizational usc and does not pursue the point further.”® Hunter
too observes the comparison, and points out that Chaereas resembles Hippolytus
not only in his beauty but also in the fact that both suffer at the hands of
Aphrodite;?” but it is the novel’s relationship with epic and historiography that
he highlights,?® and the hint at tragedy in the reference to Hippolytus is hardly
taken up. If the mention of Achilles turns our thoughts to epic and to anger, the
mention of Hippolytus should direct us to the most famous ancient treatment of
this familiar rny‘(h.29

At this point let me briefly anticipate two possible objections, both of which
can be shown to have little substance. The first is that, in the scene of his assault
on Callirhoe, Chaereas takes the role not of Hippolytus but of Theseus. 1 am
arguing here, however, for an evocation of Euripides’ play in general; and even
on a narrower view there is no cause to claim inconsistency. In relation to the
Homeric intertexts of the novel Chaereas is plainly cast in a variety of roles,
including those of both Achilles and Hector;*® and there is no reason in the
identification of an intertext to demand that correspondences between “source”
and “target” texts be exact (indeed, it could be said that exact correspondence is
impossible without complete repetition, in the target text, of the source text, and
perhaps not even then). Chaereas-as-Theseus may not be what the alert reader
expects the prompt at 1.1.3 to deliver, but s/he should not be surprised to be
surprised in this way. Nor is it a matter for concern that Chaereas’ attack is on the

“famous for their inability to exist on a plane equal with their fellow men.” The comparison with
Alcibiades is explored at great length by Smith in his final chapter (199-248), with further valuable
comment on this passage at 214.

26 Billault 1996 126-127, cf., however, Billault 1998: 191, where the comparison with Hippolytus
is seen as indicating that Chaereas will experience tragic events, whose severity, when they occur, is
underlined by the implicit reference to tragedy.

27Hunter 1994 1079; tor Chaereas and Aphrodite see below, 299-300.

8 Sce esp. 1083-84; history and cpic are “the two poles between which his work swings.” Alcibiades
and Nireus are again mentioned in this connection (1084).

2] see no merit in attempting to engage with the idea that Chariton may have known either or both
of the other treatments known to have been produced in the fifth-century Athenian theatre, Sophocles’
Phaedra and Euripides’ Hippolytos Kalyptomenos; endless games can be played with highly fragmentary
texts, and from the point of view of the reader what matters is not what text/s Chariton may or may
not have had in mind but what text/s are actually evoked in reading C&C. The surviving Hippolytus—a
popular text throughout antiquity, well attested in papyri (see T. Morgan 1998: 115-116, with Table
22 [p- 321])—1s, T argue, strongly present in the work.

N See, for example, 1.5.2, 4.1.5, 7.4.6 (Achilles); 3.5.6, 7.2.4 (Hector); 7.3.5, 7.4.6 (Diomedes).
Callirhoe similarly evokes both Helen and Penelope, most obviously at 5.5.9; see also, c.g., 5.2.8
(Helen, with Chaercas implicitly—and tronically—cast as Paris), 8.1.17 (Penelope, with Chaereas
equally marked as Odysseus). Such switching of roles is easily paralleled elsewhere in ancient literature:
W. S. Anderson (1957) brilliantly demonstrated how the figure of Turnus in Virgil's Aeneid embodies
both Paris and Hector (with the added complication that Turnus sees himself as a combination
of Achilles and Menclaus), while Aeneas is mapped on to three Homeric models, Agamemnon,
Menelaus, and Achilles (his enemies meanwhile viewing him as Paris); within the genre of the novel,
turther examples are afforded by Heliodorus’ Aethiopica (sec ). R. Morgan 1993: 222-223).
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woman in the triangle rather than the other man: this is essential for Chariton’s
plot, and it should in any case be observed that Chaereas’ first intention is to kill
the supposed lover, not Callirhoe (1.4.10). 1 shall return to the connection with
Theseus in 2 moment; before that I want to draw attention to specific features
of the assault scene and the trial scene in the next chapter which serve to bind
together the paralle] actions in the two texts. First, when Chaereas rushes into
the bedroom and Callirthoe runs towards him, we are told, pwvnyv ... obx Eoyev
Hote AotdopioacBat, “he could find no voice to revile her with” (1.4.12). This
repeats part of an earlicr episode, where, in a first attempt to damage the marriage
of the lovers, the jealous suitors fabricate evidence of a revel at Chaercas’ house
during his absence in the country; this has the desired effect of putting Chaereas
into a rage with Callirhoe, and in the confrontation scene which follows (where
Callirhoe fiercely rebuts her husband’s unjust reproaches, and at the end of which
the pair are easily reconciled), Chaereas is described as épovos . .. obte ATGTELY
olz £ldev obte moTedety ol ovk f{iBehe Suvduevos, “speechless . . . able neither
to disbelieve his eyes nor to give credence to what he did not want to believe”
(1.3.4). In the present context Chaereas’ specchlcssncssH evokes both the silence
of the wax tablet on which Phaedra’s accusation against Hippolytus was written®?
and Theseus inability to keep silent, which destroys his son—he speaks rashly,
Chaereas, unable to speak, acts rashly, with like results.®? Still more arresting
is Chariton’s description of Chaereas’ speech in the murder trial which tollows,
where instead of putting up a defence the young man accuses himself and votes
for his own conviction,

OUSEY EITOV TV TP THY Groroylay dikalov. ob Ty dtafokny. ob My Inioturiay,
0L 70 BAKOVGLOV.

putting forward none of the arguments that could justly have been used in his defence—the
slander, his jealousy, and the fact that his action was akousion. (154

1 Eor speechlessness as the consequence of emotion in CEC see also 1.1.14 (Callirhoe); 2.5.4,
2.7.4 (Dionysius); 3.9.2 (priestess of Aphrodite); 4.1.9, 5.5.9 (Mithridates); 6.3.3 (the king); 6.5.10
(the cunuch Artaxates); 8.1.9 (Polycharmus). [t is attributed to Chacreas elsewhere only, I think, at
1.4.7, in describing his initial reaction to the report of Callirhoe’s infidelity.

21n both cases, silence bars the way to the truth. An inanimate object, the tablet has no voice, and
cannot be questioned; Theseus simply accepts its false message as true. Equally, Chaereas” inability
to speak prevents him from getting at the truth by questioning Callirhoe. The silence of the tablet
in the Hippolytus is emphasized, especially in retrospect, by Theseus™ description of it as “crying
out” (Bod. fog, 877), and of its misleading message as “a song giving voice in writing” (ypuduis
nékos $Beyydpevov, 879-880)—a powertully ironic representation of the interplay between speech
and silence which is such a dominant theme in the tragedy (on which see esp. Knox 1952).

¥ One might note too the use of the verb wutégary in conjunction with ovkét in both texts:
Chacreas, on seeing the alleged lover enter his house, ovkétt kutéoyey, “could no longer restrain
himself™ (1.4.10); Thescus, baving read the writing on the wax tablet, says “no longer shall T hold
[ovkéTt ... kuOéZe] within the gates of my mouth this ruinous evil, whose utterance brings me pain”
(Iipp. 882-884), pmcccding immediately to rv to the ciny, declare | Tippolytus’ supposed act of rape,

and curse his son.
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The key word here is dkovaiov, which is repeated shortly afterwards by Chacreas’
father-in-law Hermocrates in urging his acquittal (“I know that what happened
was akousion,” 1.5.6), and again in Hermocrates’ summarizing of the action of
the first part of the novel at 8.7.7, when the whole story 1s retold from the
points of view of Hermocrates and Chaercas (“But the people acquitted you,
recognizing that what had happened was akowsion™). At the end of Euripides’ play
Artemis, effecting reconciliation between Thescus and the dying Hippolytus, tells
Theseus to embrace his son, “for dkmv you destroyed him” (Hipp. 1433). The
meaning of the word dkov in this passage has been much discussed; “innocently”
1s Barrett’s approximation,34 “in ignorance,” that is, of the full situation, an
attractive alternative.®® The latter meaning would be particularly apposite for
dxovotov herer®® Chaereas’ kick was delivered in utter ignorance of the true
circumstances.’” But whether Chariton understood it in this way Is not germarne
to the issue; what counts is what I take, given the accumulation of factors, to be a
clear pointer to the Hippolytus.

The view I have argued is buttressed by a number of other features in the
novel. Most obviously there is the controlling role played by Aphrodite in both
texts. ™ In Euripides the action derives from Aphrodite’s determination to punish
Hippolytus tor rejecting her; Theseus’ curse as the instrument of his son’s death is
already mentioned in the prologue delivered by the goddess herself (Hipp. 44-45).
Though Chaereas” kick is not similarly predetermined, it is made clear late in
the novel that the goddess is offended by it—here the parallel is with Hippolytus
again—and that the sufferings which Chaereas has experienced to this point,
which include enslavement, near-crucifixion, and the dangers of war, are her
punishment for his assault on Callirhoc, interpreted by Aphrodite as ingratitude
and insult. At this point in the text Chaereas, having travelled to the cast
from Syracuse in pursuit of the kidnapped Callirhoe, has become embroiled in a
rebellion in Egypt against the King of Persia, and risen to command of the rebel

HBarrett 1964: 413.

% See Rickert 1989: 115, who is followed by Halleran (1995: 141, with n. at 266); Rickert’s
interpretation is grounded in a discussion of Arist. £¢h. Nic. 3.1, on.which see below, n. 37. MacDowell
(1968) prefers “under compulsion.”

% Reardon (1989: 17-124) and Goold (1995) offer for 1o dxobstov at 1.5.4 “[the fact] that his
action was involuntary” (Reardon) and “the lack of premeditation” (Goold); and for éxovoiov at
1.5.6 and 8.7.7, respectively “unintended” and “involuntary” (Reardon), and “unintended” and “not
deliberate” (Goold).

1n Aristotle’s analysis at Ezh. Nic. 3.1, one of the categories of acts that are akousion is that of
those done through ignorance (8" éyvowav). Ct., on Theseus, Stinton 1975: 248 (= 1990: 177):
“Theseus acts wholly 8¢ &yvolav, though his ignorance is culpable to this extent, that his né®oc (his
grief and anger) prevent him from giving due weight to his son’s protestations of innocence. So too
the curse, which is a natural outcome of his mistake, is culpable because it is hastily uttered and
irrevocable.” Once might say that Chacreas demonstrates a kind of damartia very like that of Theseus.

R Recognition of the intertext in the assault scene may (conversely) suggest less “cosiness” in
Chariton’s Aphrodite than Reardon 1982: 24 (who observes [23] the parallelism in Aphrodite’s role
in the two works) would have it.
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fleet; without either of them knowing it, Callithoe—along with the Persian queen
and others left by the king on the Phoenician island of Aradus—is now actually
in his possession. Fortune, Tyche, however—one of the external forces at work
in the narrative’*—intends that Chaereas should remain ignorant of this fact and
leave Callirhoe behind, alone.

GAN ESofe 168 Betvdy "Agpodity 10N yap avtp Siniidrtero, npdrepov dpyiobeica
yohendc S1x Ty dkaipov {nhoturiay, St ddpov map’ avtns Aafdv 1o KGAMGTOV,
olov 00dE "AREEaVBpos 6 TIdpis, UBpiocy cig TV xdpty. émel 8¢ Kahds anchoyicato
1@ “Epott Xoupéag &rd Suoems eis dvatords S1d pupiov talov mhavndeis, NAENcEV
abTOV Adpodit kol Emep 2E apyic dbo Tdv kaAkictov Hppooe Cebyos, yupvdoaoa
S1d yhe kat Oakdoons, mdiy N0EANcEY <GAMloLS> ATOBOLVOLL.

But this seemed too cruel to Aphrodite; by this time she was becoming reconciled to
Chaereas, though earlier she had been made intensely angry by his inappropriate jealousy,
because after receiving from her the fairest of gifts, superior even to the gift Alexander Paris
had received, he had repaid her kindness with insult. But since Chaereas had now made
honourable amends to Love by wandering the world from west to east amid innumerable
sufferings, Aphrodite took pity on him, and, having harassed by land and sea the beautiful
couple she had originally brought together, she now decided to reunite them. (8.1.3)

Aphrodite’s anger against Chaereas is generated by what she regards as the UBpig
(cf. BBpioev) involved in his abusing Callirhoe, Aphrodite’s gift to him, the most
beautiful of women, frequently mistaken for the goddess herself;* Hippolytus’
behaviour towards Aphrodite in the Euripidean play is not far removed from this,
and we might well see here a reflex of Aphrodite’s words at /ippolyfus 6, cOdAI® &
8ot ppovodoty el fuag péya, “I bring down all those whose thoughts towards
me are proud.” Her anger against Chaereas (she is opyioOeion), similarly,
echoes the language of the tragedy: the action of the drama is described by
Artemis as the work of Aphrodite, TAnpoboa updv, “sating her anger” (1328);
dpyad is used of her feelings at 1418.%

39For Tyche in CEC, see esp. Robiano 1984; Van Steen 1998.

“See CEFC 1.14.1, 2.3.5-6, 5.9.1.

41Cf. 445-446. For the close relation between péya dpoveiv and BPpic see esp. Cairns 1996:
10-17, with consideration of Hipp. 6 at 16. The word Upp1 and its cognates are not themselves used
of Hippolytus® attitude to Aphrodite in Euripides’ play, but the nurse’s assertion to Phaedra that it
is UPprc to want to be superior to the gods (474-475, quoted below, 303) could, mutatis mutandis,
readily be applied to Hippolytus too (the point is made independently by Cairns [1997: 73]).

92Harris (2001: 300, n. 66) takes opyai here to refer to Theseus' anger. The passage which
immediately precedes offers support for this interpretation, but it is hard to read the sentence itself
without understanding the anger to be Aphrodite’s. In any event Harris's assertion (174, n. 68)
that épyf is not used of Aphrodite’s anger in this play is erroneous; see Hipp. 438, where the
nurse—without knowing of Aphrodite’s design to punish Hippolytus, in which Phaedra is merely
an instrument, and therefore with irony—tells her mistress, ill and striving to suppress her love for
Hippolytus, that the goddess’s dpyal has struck her (Nauck's proposal to delete this line is universally
ignored by modern editors). The pyai assumed by the nurse in this passage is generally understood
to refer to Aphrodite’s punishment—expressed in the form of the illness—for Phaedra’s resistance o
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More specific substantiation of the connections between the assault scene
and its Euripidean model is afforded by the recurrence at several points of a
mythological parallel to the situation of Chaereas and Callirhoe after the assault.*?
Almost immediately after Chaereas’ acquittal in the murder trial preparations
are made for Callirhoe’s funeral. Lying on a golden bier, wearing her wedding
garments, Callirhoe appears so beautiful “that everyone compared her to the
sleeping Ariadne” (C&C 1.6.2). The allusion is to the abandonment on the
shore at Naxos of Ariadne by Theseus; and if the (apparently) dead Callirhoe is
like Ariadne, the “murderer” Chaercas must be the counterpart of the hero who
abandoned her. A further, more straightforward, comparison between Callirhoe
and Aradne occurs at 4.1.8;** but more significant is a passage which appears
immediately before the depiction of Aphrodite’s anger—with its reference to
Chaereas’ act of jealousy—in the final book. Fortune was planning that, without
realizing 1t, Chaereas would

my Blav [se yovaika] ket kataking oy &2 Aptddvnv kalbeddovoay, obdE Alovioe
vopdio, Addupov 8¢ tols Eavtod Tolepiol.

leave his own wife there [on Aradus], not, like Ariadne, asleep, nor for a Dionysus to
marry, but as spoils for his enemies. (8.1.2)

Again there is an implicit comparison between Chaereas and Theseus, strength-
ened this time by a play on the names Dionysus and Dionysius, the god who
married Ariadne after her abandonment® and the Greek nobleman who married
Callirhoe after her “death,” kidnap, and sale in Ionia. Earlier Chaereas himself
has, all unwitting, drawn the same parallels; after the discovery of the tomb
robbery, he turns to heaven and says:

Tl Gpa 0ebv dvtepustis pov yevdpsvos Kailpdny dnevijvoxe kal vov &yt ped’
adtov . .. i ... oltw kat Onoins "Aptddvny &deireto Aidvucos kal Sepédny 6 Zeba.

her feelings (so Barrett 1964: 239, Halleran 1995: 188, looking forward to Hipp. 444-446); at another
level onc wonders whether in the context the word does not carry the overtones of sexual desire to
which attention has been drawn particularly by Allen (2000: 54; though see also Harris 2001: 52,
n. 11).

The Ariadne/Theseus parallels are also discussed by Smith (2007: 99-104), in the context of an
essentially political argument. My identification of the curse scene in the Hippolytus as a model for the
assault seene in CEC, with its implicit casting of Chaereas as Theseus, incidentally supports Smith’s
reading of Chaereas as a politically problematic figure for democratic Syracuse.

44“The woman’s great fame had spread throughout all Asia, and the name of Callirthoe was now
making its way to the Great King, outstripping that of Ariadne or of Leda.”

This is the canonical version, as found in, for example, Catull. 64.50-264 (251-253 for
Bacchus/Dionysus), Ov. Mer. 8.172-179, Nonnus, Dign. 47.268-469, and traccable as far back as
Pherecydes of Athens in the fifth century B.c. (see FGH 3 F 148). It is of no consequence for my
general argument that Eur. Hipp. 339 apparently alludes to the (rather murky) alternative tradition in
which Ariadne left Dionysus for Theseus, as a result of which she was killed by Artemis (see Hom.
Od. 11.321-325) (on this see Barrett 1964: 222-223); the intertextual links between the play and

C&C do not depend on exact correspondences in other common elements.
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Which of the gods has become my rival in love and carried off Callirhoe and now has
her with him ... 7 ... In just this way Dionysus stole Ariadne from Thescus™ and Zeus

Semele. (3.3.4-5)

For Reardon,” the point of the comparison is that Ariadne and Semele were
transformed into divinities (Chacreas’ next remark is that he must have had a
goddess for a wife without knowing it); this is entirely reasonable, but we should
not ignore the male side of the comparison either, which confirms Chaereas’
identity as a Theseus-figure.  The wordplay on Dionysus/Dionysius in this
passage also holds an irony.* Chaereas does not yet know of Dionysius and his
marriage to Callirhoe, which has taken place a page before; the reader does.
Finally, and perhaps most tellingly, a second scene in the novel is reminiscent
of action in the Hippolytus. Like all the other men of high station in the work, the
King of Persia, Artaxerxes, falls in love with Callirhoe and asks his minister, the
eunuch Artaxates, to find a remedy (¢&ppaxov) for his love. The eunuch replies
that “there is no other pharmakon for love except the loved one”* (6.3.7). This
exchange recalls the scene in Euripides’ play where Phaedra’s nurse, to save her
mistress from death, urges her to surrender to her passion for Hippolytus. At the
end of her speech of persuasion (Hipp. 433-481) the nurse speaks ambiguously
of a ¢pdppaxov to cure Phaedra’s love-sickness (479), which, for all the vagueness
and ambiguity of her language, we should in the context’” understand (as Phaedra
clearly does, 486—489) to refer to a means of achieving Hippolytus’ love in return,
even indeed to Hippolytus himselt (cf. 699, where the reference is unmistakable);
at 516 Phaedra herself uses the word, in response to further ambiguous utterances
by the nurse about love-charms.”! Artaxates’ reply to the king could not be more
unambiguous, but his intention is the same as the nurse’s: to procure the object
of desire for the person he serves. He also stands in the same kind of relation
to the king as the nurse to Phaedra: the role is that of an inferior who is also

#The text here reflects a different version of the Ariadne story from that evident at 8.1.2; ¢f. Diod.
Sic. 4.61.5, Paus. 10.29.4, Apollod. Epiz. 1.9, and perhaps Ath. 7.47 (296a), referring to an episode in
the Bacchica of Theolytus of Methymna. The attempt of Cueva 1996 (essentially identical to Cueva
2004: 16-24) to establish Plut. Thes. 19-20 as a specific source for the Ariadne elements (and various
other details) in C&C is unconvincing; among other reasons, the detail of the theft in the present
passage has no counterpart in the Theseus.

47 Reardon 1989: 53, n. 51.

48 Alévuoos here is Reiske's emendation for Ms Atovicios (see Reardon 2004: 47 [app. crit. ad
loc.]); the wordplay seems certain.

Whapparov yip Etepov Epwtos obdEY ot TANY ubTOL 6 EpOHEVOL.

% And particulacly in the light of the nurse’s explicit assertion at 490-491 about Phaedra needing
“the man.”

S Given that the nurse is not actually planning to use any kind of love-magic, but to make a direct
approach to Hippolytus (hence her ludicrous reply—oUk 01’ —to Phaedra’s question about the nature
of the supposed magic drug [516-517]; she has been blathering, and is caught by surprise by the
specific inquiry), the ¢pidtpa . .. Ochxtipra Epmtos of 509-510 might also be taken as a reference to
her coming attempt to win Hippolytus over (the Aéyor Oghktipior of 478, which this phrase echoes,
similarly gain a retrospective gloss from the action that follows). Ct. Gotf 1990: 48-54.
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a confidant. His implicit suggestion horrifies the king, who rejects absolutely
the idea of seducing another man’s wife, and adds: pndepiav pov katayvps
akpuoiav. ovy obto: coroxoapsy (“Don’t accuse me of a lack of self-control. |
am not overcome to that extent,” 6.3.8). dxpacia here should remind us of that
central concept of the Hippolytus, copposivn,’® and particularly of Phaedra’s
cfforts to subduc her passion (ct. esp. FHipp. 398-99: tv dvoiav ed déperv / 1)
codpovety vikoca npovvonoauny, “I took care to bear the folly well, subduing
it with sophrosune”). Shifting his ground, Artaxates encourages the king not to
apply the usual remedy for his love but to fight against himself, distracting his
thoughts with pleasure. In commenting d0vacal vdp, & Séomota, ob pévos
Kpatetv kot 0sou (“for you alone, master, can overcome even a god,” 6.3.8),
Artaxates inverts the tactic of Phaedra’s nurse, who tells the queen that Kompig
. 00 popntov fiv morrn pun (“Cypris cannot be withstood if she rushes upon
us in spate,” 443), and that o0[k] ... &Ako ANy OPpic / dd &oti, kpeloow
doupovov eivar Oéiety (Uit is nothing but Aubris, to wish to be superior to the
gods,” 474-475).5 His specific suggestion is that the king go hunting:
pakicta 8¢ Kuvnyeaiols Eaipdétos yulpets oldu yap o LY NSdovA: dmuepedovia
aBpwrov, dnotov £v OMpa. <0fpa> 8¢ Evdatpifev <Bédtiovs §{ tols Pactieion kaul
£yyLz elvat oL TupdL.
You take very great pleasure in hunting in particular; indeed, 1 know that you spend the
entire day without food or drink when you go hunting, you enjoy it so much. It is better to
spend your time hunting than in the palace and close to the fire. (6.3.9)

Now while hunting 1s the kind of thing which Persian kings in Greek literature
regularly do,’* and its use as a means of counteracting love became something
of a topos in Roman poetry in particular,™ it is also the activity of the chaste
Hippolytus par excellence; and of coursc it is one of the activities in which Phaedra
expresses a wish to engage in the episode of her wild fantasies early in the play

S2CF P Symp. 196¢: elvan ... dpokoyeltar sodpocvvy T Kputely RBovov kal mbupimy; and
esp. Arist. £2eh. Nie. 7.1-10 (for the correlation of the pairs of opposites dxpusia/éyxpdreia and
axorusiu/codposivn). For Phacdra’s talling in love with Hippolytus, and her failure to keep her
secret from the nurse, as dxpuacia, sce Stinton 1975: 247 (= 1990: 176); of. also Cairns 1993: 338.
amdpocOv in the /ippolytus has recently been discussed by Rademaker (2005: 163-173).

“M_\‘ thanks to Simon Goldhill for pointing me towards this connection. With Artaxates’ words
at 6.3.8 ¢t also /ipp. 400~401, where Phaedra, reviewing how she has attempted to deal with her
passion, says that she was unable to “overcome Cypris™ (Kompov wpatioat) by silence or sophrosune.
The notion of sgphrasine as hubris (normally the terms are antithetical), implicit in Hipp. 474-475,
finds a sharp parallel at C&FC 2.4.5, where Eros’ reaction to Dionysius’ attempts to suppress his desire
tor Callirhoc s to consider this Aubris (BBp1v 86kt Ty smdpooiiny My Exsivou) and inflame him
all the more; on this of. Balot 1998: 147,

M See esp. Xenophon's Cyropacdia (c.g., 1.2.9-10, 1.4.5-15, 2.4.16-21), but also, for example,
Hdt. 3.129.1; Heractides of Cyme apud Ath. 12.8 (514¢) (= FGH 689 F 1); Plut. Arzax. 5.3; with
J. Ko Anderson T985: 58-63; Lane Fox 1996: 123, 140-141.

F;SCC, tor Cx;lm]\lc, Virg. Fel. 10.56-60; Hor. Lpad. 2.29-38: Ov. Reram. 199-206; and of. Xen.
Cyn. 5.33.
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(Hipp. 215-222), and in the scene in Chariton, as we have observed, Phaedra’s is
the role taken by the king.% The reference in the above passage to going without
food may also draw on the words of the chorus at Hippolytus 135-138, where they
sing how it is now the third day since Phaedra has eaten:

pltatay 8¢ viv KAGm
TAVS EKGLC APPHDTOL GTOUATOS ApuEpay
Adpotpos AKTaC Sépas ayvov Toyely.

I hear that for three days now, her mouth taking no food, she has kept far off the holy
substance of Demeter’s grain.

tGve Exde &Bpatou is Willink’s text,”” a combination of conjectures by Reiske
(16vd £xds) and Verrall (@Bpitov), for the impossible tavde kot auppociov

of the manuscripts;*® Barrett and Diggle®” follow Hartung’s tévd’ appwciq, the

first emendation along these lines. Chariton’s phrase Sinuepedovta &ppwtov,

dnotov echoes first and foremost Xenophon Cyropaedia 7.5.53: nepiPrentos Ov,
8Tt petd cob dottos kal drotos Sinpépgvov (“I was envied all around because
I was spending a whole day with you—without anything to eat or drink”);®! but
dppwroz does not occur in that work, and it seems highly likely that the novelist’s
&ppwrov—a word less frequently and widely found than &otrog, and exceptionally
rare in an active sense®>—was prompted by the passage in the Hz'])‘/)o/yfm.m

Some comment on the reading process involved in disclosing the presence of
the Hippolytus in Chaereas and Callirboe may be useful at this juncture. At 296
above, I wrote of the reference to Hippolytus at Chaereas and Callirhoe 1.1.3 as
the “trigger” for recognition of the Euripidean intertext in the scene of Chaereas’

6 Plepelits (1976: 183, n. 48) and Goold (1995: 297, n. b) ofter Hipp. 215 ff. as a parallel to the
Chariton passage on the ground that—like the passages cited above, 303, n. 55—it presents hunting
as an antidote to love. The more usual view is that Phaedra is expressing a desire to be in the places
frequented by Hippolytus and taking part in his pursuits (for a summary of critical opinion, see Goft
1990: 32-34); on this interpretation, recognition of the intertext will suggest that the eunuch’s scheme
will fail, as indeed it does—far from distracting the king, the hunt causes his passion to flare up
violently, through the intervention of the god Eros (C&C 6.4.4-7).

STWillink 1968: 37; he is followed by Kovacs (1995), whose colometry and translation I also give.

*¥On the manuscript reading, see Barrett 1964: 187.

59 Barrett 1964; Diggle 1984; so too Stockert 1994,

*Hartung 1848.

o1 For the frequent cchoes of the Cyropaedia in Chariton, see Papanikolaou (1973: 19-20), who
observes the present borrowing,.

02 A search of the Thesaurus linguae Graccae online undertaken on 17 July 2007 generated (as raw
data) 113 instances of @ppotos in Greek up to and including the second century A.p., against 154 tor
dortoz; much more significant is the fact that of those 113 instances only two evidently bear an active
sense (“not cating,” rather than “inedible” or “not caten”): the Chariton passage discussed here and
Soph. fr. 967 Radt, which depends on very sketchy evidence in the Onomasticon of Pollux (6.39; tor
15 unpldcs the 77.G ]nuunts Diggle's text).

"3 Where note too apépav. The Chariton passage and its context ofter excellent xubﬁtmrl ation for
Verrall's conjecture; [ shall discuss the whole matter more fully in a further article.
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assault. Located at the beginning of the novel, and in a context disposed to
activate the reader’s generic consciousness, the reference offers a clear pointer
towards coming engagement with Euripides’ play; and this engagement appears a
few pages later, to be reinforced by the subsequent connections I have identified.
But in fact identification of the intertext does not depend on a unidirectional
reading. The awakening of an intertextual awareness is a complex process in
which the reader may follow any number of paths; to put this differently, there is
not one trigger, but many. The uncovering of the Euripidean intertext may begin
with any of the details to which I have drawn attention (or some other which I
have not observed), so that (for example) the recognition of the scene of Theseus’
curse beneath the assault scene in Chaereas and Callirhoe may either stimulate or
follow the recognition of significant details associating the two texts elsewhere in
the novel; even my initial trigger at 1.1.3 might be the final intertextual element
to be identified. The fundamental point is that the individual threads in the
intertextual web are mutually supportive; it is the accumulation of links that gives
strength to each and to all.®*

Two scenes in Chaereas and Callirhoe, then, can claim to be modelled on scenes
in the Hippolytus of Euripides.® In the second, the model is made subject to gender
inversion (two men take the roles of two women) and, as the scene proceeds,
to reversal in the role of the character of lower status: the nurse blusters and
conceals her true intentions, but never seriously adopts a different policy towards
Phaedra, while the eunuch at this point (later he encourages the king’s desire
for Callirhoe®) seeks to assist the king to overcome his feelings. Recognition
of the intertext points to potential tragic consequences, for the desiring subject
(the king/Phaedra), the object of desire (Callirhoe/Hippolytus), or both; in the
event—in the way of the Greek romantic novel—such consequences do not ensue,
though the king’s desire for Callirhoe remains unfulfilled and he experiences defeat
in war at the hands of a rebel army led by Chaereas. This tragic potential, however,
should not be ignored; I shall return to this in a moment.

® For further helpful obscrvations on the kind of reading process I outline here, see Gale 2000:
15-17.

55 Kaimio (1996: 56-57) also points to similarities in Chariton’s presentation of the response
of Dionysius to falling in love with Callirhoe early in the novel (concealment [2.4.1], attempted
suppression through self-discipline [2.4.4], resolve to commit suicide [2.6.2, 3.1.1]) and Euripides’
depiction of Phaedra in the Hippolytus (see esp. 391-402); she also draws attention to the role played
by servants in both cases. In Kaimios view, these similaritics “may be conscious reflections.” We
can at all events see here a double use of the Euripidean model—which, given that the characters of
the king and Dionysius have much in common, especially in their reactions to the assaults of Eros,
should not surprise us—but in my judgement the model is much more evident in the case of the king:
the density of influence in the scene just discussed (C&C 6.3.7-9) is far greater than in the sequence
with Dionysius, where the echoes are diluted owing to their being distributed through a much longer
portion of text (the better part of Book 2, and into Book 3).

%6 See esp. C&C 6.4.7-8. In making approaches to Callirhoe on the king's behalf (6.5, 6.7) the
cunuch again acts in a parallel way fo the nurse in the Hippolytus, with the ditference, of course, that
this is done with the approval (indeed at the command) of his master.
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But the more striking and more important intertextual connection between
Chacreas and Callirhoe and the Hippolytus is that involving the scenes of Chaereas’
assault and Theseus” curse. As 1 have said, the assault scenc is absolutely central
in the development of the plot of the novel. The parallel with the Hippolytus
is also closer than that with its comic counterpart in Menander's Perikeiromene
in two important respects. First, the false information which triggers the act
of anger is in Chacreas and Callirhoc and Euripides’ play deliberately conveyed
to the perpetrator for malicious purposes: the suitors stage the apparent love
affair and set up Chaereas, Phaedra leaves her lying message for Theseus. In
Menander, by contrast, there is only misunderstanding. Secondly, Polemon’s
act of cutting his mistress’ hair is clearly of an altogether different order from
Chaereas’ kick to the stomach and Theseus’ curse, and carries far less risk of
catastrophic conscqucnces.(’7

As 1 made clear earlier, this is not, of course, to deny a comic as well as
a tragic model for the scene in Chariton. In his stimulating discussion of the
relationship of Chaereas and Callirhoe to classical and post-classical historiography
Hunter draws attention to this episode from the Perikeivomene,®® and later seeks
to demonstrate how “this sequence of action is crucially integrated into Chariton’s
concern with history and historicity.”” In his analysis he alerts us, inzer alia, to a
range of texts which preserve stories of historical figures striking their pregnant
wives in anger (Callirhoe is, as it later turns out, pregnant), the legal situation
regarding adulterers caught in the act in fifth-century Athens, and the position
assumed in respect of such cases in Greek and Roman declamation; and concludes
with the view that Chariton has deliberately problematized what “code” should
be used when we read the scene—historical? comic? rhetorical/declamatory?
“Rather,” says Hunter, “we must recognise in this scene an interplay of various
codes which, and this is crucial, we are supposed to recognise” (his italics).”
Though I would state this in a less intentionalist way, I am in absolute agreement
with the fundamental point being made; and to Hunter's categories I would add
“tragic.”

The evocation of the Hippolytus in the assault scene in Chaereas and Callirhoe,
so important in the narrative, invites us to read this episode as serious tragcdyﬂ—

671t is worth noting at this point a possible direct link between the Hippolytus and the Perikeiromene.
In both there is a divine (or quasi-divine) level of causation, Aphrodite controlling the action of
Euripides’ play, Agnoia (Misconception or Ignorance}—who similarly delivers a prologue—promoting
Polemon’s act of rage (but with good intent) in Menander’s {see P£. 162-170). (One might also
compare the malicious dafmon which lies behind the suitors” plot in CEC [see 1.1.16], though this
figure is far less prominent.) And the presence of the “goddess” Agnoia herself may echo the action of
the Hippolytus as well as supporting the suggestion of Menandrean influence on Chariton.

08 See above, 294, n. 16.

% Hunter 1994: 1079.

" Hunter 1994: 1082.

nTrzlgic qualitics in the episode as a whole are also noted by Cicu (1982: 125-129), examining it
through the lens of Aristotle’s Poctics; he does not, however, make connections with specific plays.
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which s not ar all to exclude our reading it in other w;lys.’_z Generically (and
because the author has provided hints that there is going to be more”™) we may
know that the tragedv will be temporary, but tamiliarity with normal closural
patterns in genre does not suck out all emotional life from a text. Until we reach
the end we can never be completely certain that the expected conclusion will
result, and it Chariton’s work represents an carly stage in the history of the ancient
novel ™ L\pCLt‘Af]()I]‘« may in any case have been Icas clear; besides, tension can be
experienced even in the course of reading a text we have read before, when we
are absolutely certain of the outcome—we may know that Oedipus will find out
the truth about himself in Ocdipus Tyrannus, but we are still capable of engaging
emotionally in resistance to his drive to do so as the action procecds. Again—and

this is something of which we should not lose sight—among the perspectives
offered by a text is the perspective of the characters, and from the point of view
ot Chacreas and all the people of Syracuse the consequences of the assault on
Callirhoc are utterly tragic. Some sense of the emotional complexity to be found
here may be acquired by looking at a much later play, the Shakespearean comedy

2 Paulsen (1992: 85-102) takes a slightly different approach in considering the generie (or modal)
complexity of Cnemon's story in the Aethigpica ot the much later novelist Heliodorus (Aezk. 1.9-17),
but comparison may be illuminating. In Paulsen’s analysis this episode, an instantiation of the common
“Potiphar’s Wife” story-type most familiar in Greek literature in the torm of the Phaedra/Hippolytus
legend (which Heliodorus explicitly evokes, and with specific reference to tragedy [see Aeth. 1.8.7,
1.10.2]; an unmistakable verbal ccho of Eur. Hipp. 802 is also evident at Aerh. 8.15.2, in the context of

asccond reworking of the legend), can be seen to possess a tragic character, which is, however, undercur

by the presence of comic elements. Tn this article | offer a different sort of solution to the generic
problem raised by the assault scene in C&C, but the two approaches are in accord in underlining the
point that genericully these are slipperv texts which refuse the reader easy purchase. It may be added
here that Cnemon's story in Heliodorus™ novel displays interesting and complex links with the episode
of the suitors” plot and Chaereas” assault on Callirhoe in C&C: note, for example, the accusation
made by the Phaedra-figure, Demainete, who claims to be pregnant, that she has been kicked by the
Hippolytus-figure, Cnemon (Aerh. 1.10.4); the evocation of Theseus’ anger (Aeth. 1.11.1-2); and the
plot with deliberate misinformation which results in Cnemon, in anger, bursting in upon Demainete
and her alleged lover in the bedroom, with the intent of killing them (Aerh. 1.11.3-12.4).

73n the first sentence of the novel (C&EC 1.1.1) Chariton states that he is going to tell a love
story (nd0o: gpmuikdv), which (whatever the novel's true title [see above, 291, n. 1]) no reader of the
opening chapters is likely to take to be anything other than that of Chacreas and Callithoe—which
can hardly end so soon. More specifically, the carcful wording at 1.5.1, where Callirhoe “present[s] to
all the appearance of a corpse™ (see above, 294, n. 15), provides the attentive reader with a firm clue
that she is not actually dead.

" Dating is uncertain; the broad consensus now is that it belongs to the second half of the first
century A.p. or possibly the first decades of the second, though it could be carlier. In any event, with
rare exceptions (most notably O'Sullivan 1995: 145-170, who argues for the priority of Xenophon's
FEphesiaca), itis aceepted that CE&C is the carliest of the five extant Greek novels. For a recent summary
of scholarly positions and arguments concerning Chariton’s date, sce Cueva 2000; and for a fresh
discussion of the dating of C&C, the fragmentary novel texts Ninus and Metiochus and Parthenape,
and Xenophon's Liphesiaca, Bowie (2002: 47-58), who argues that all were probably written within
the space of a few decades in the mid- and late first century A.D., and tentatively proposes ermini of
41 and 61 or 62 for Chariton.
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Much Ado About Nothing, where the Claudio—Hero plot offers striking similarities
to the assault episode in Chariton, with undoubted tragic colour.”

None of this, of course, is intended to suggest that Chariton’s novel as a
whole is to be regarded as having a tragic character; but neither is it truc to say,
with Reardon, “there is not even a glimpse of trngcdy.”"‘ Indeed, the existence
of an expressly tragic dimension to the work may be thought to be implied by
the apparent allusion to Aristotle’s doctrine of catharsis (Poet. 6 [1449b]) early
in the last book, where the narrator, addressing his readers in the first person
in a kind of internal prologue, expresses his beliet that they will find the final
book very enjoyable, xabdpoiov ydp €0t OV £V TOLL TPOTOLS SKLOPOTOV
(“for it washes away the gloomy cvents in the earlier books,” 8.1.4).”7 Whether
this reflects a misunderstanding or “trivialization” of the Aristotelian passage, or
testifies to a less accepted interpretation of it,”® it directs us towards reading the
novel in partly tragic terms’’—even if the tragedy it invokes is (necessarily) of
the “catastrophe survived” type. As far as more “tragic” tragedy is concerned, I
suggested earlier (292) that the critical emphasis on the influence of comedy on
the Greek novel may have led to the failure to perceive intertextual connections
between the novel and such works, a kind of critical blind spot. But the greater
responsibility lies with the history of scholarship on the novel since Rohde,*” the

*The key points of contact are the duping of the male lover (Claudio) into believing that the
beloved (Hero), whom he is to marry, is unfaithful; the means used in effecting the ruse (the apparent

affair is “staged” for Claudio—who has been primed with the false information—to see with his own

eyes, and a female servant of the heroine is involved in both cases); and the accusation hurled at Hero
by Claudio at their wedding, which results in her swooning and apparent death. Claudio’s remorse on
learning that he has been tricked can similarly be compared with Chaereas’ wish to die when the truth
about Callirhoe’s innocence has been revealed (C&3C 1.5.2, 1.5.4=5, 1.6.1); both still believe their
beloved to be dead. In the case of Much Ado, the audience is assured moments after the assault that
Hero is not in fact dead; but this does not, in my judgement, diminish the sense of tragedy inherent
in the assault scene and in Claudio’s subsequent regret and mourning, with which we can still fully
empathize. The Shakespearean story finds close analogues in a number of earlier Renaissance texts,
and while the lines of influence are impossible to establish with precision, the hypothesis that C&C
lies at the back of the tradition is plausible and attractive; see the discussions of Weichberger 1898;
Gesner 1970: 64-70; Mason 1998,

76 Reardon 1982: 24 (= Swain 1999a: 185).

TThe association with pleasure of course reinforces the Aristotelian connection; see esp. Poer. 14
(1453b), with Miiller 1976: 134-135, who also rightly draws attention to the further implication of
the Chariton passage that readers will have derived pleasure from the carlier parts of the narrative—the
“sloomy events”™—as well (vouiCw 88 kol 10 T8AevTAioV TOUTO GUYYpUpnA 1Ol AVUYIVICKOUGLY
fiorotov yevioeoBat, 1 think this final book foo will prove very enjoyable to my readers”). The
relation of the Greek novel to Aristotle’s analysis of tragedy in the Poctics generally is considered in
some detail by Cicu (1982, esp. 115-135), with considerable emphasis on Chariton; Reardon 1988:
205-211; Reardon 1991: 77-83, 100-106.

8See Miiller 1976: 134-135; Rijksbaron 1984

7 A conclusion which scholarship has been reluctant to draw; the possible wider implications of
the allusion have routinely been ignored.

89 Rohde 1876.
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attitude of disdain towards these texts—particularly the so-called “presophistic”
or “non-sophistic™! examples (Chariton, Xenophon of Ephesus)—from which
we have begun to emerge but have still not entirely escaped,82 and which resists
the serious association of the novel with “high” genres. Recognition of the scenes
in Chacereas and Callirhoe which echo Euripides’ Hippolytus reveals the tragic
potential in the work, and this should both complicate and enrich our response
to it** and give us further encouragement towards a more gencrous estimation
of this novel and its genre. Such recognition also marks the passage at 1.1.3,
where the initial comparison between Chaereas and Hippolytus is made,* as
more strongly programmatic than has hitherto been observed; and this should
alert us to the possibility that other tragic intertexts lurk beneath the surface of
Chariton’s romance.
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CHAEREAS, HIPPOLYTUS, TIIESEUS: TRAGIC ECHOES,
TRAGIC POTENTIAL IN CHARITON

J. FL. D. ScourrieLD

This article argues for the presence of previously unrecognized intertextual connections
between Euripides” Hippolytus and two scenes in Chariton’s Chaereas and Callirhoe, one of
them of central importance to the action of the novel; and then considers the consequences
of this identification for our reading of Chariton's work.

Cetarticle démontre la présence de rapports intertextuels qu'on n'avait pas ce jour identitiés
entre ' Hippolyte d'Euripide et deux scenes du roman de Chariton, Chéréas e Callirhod ;
une de ces scenes est d'importance capitale pour action du roman. 1 article s'intéresse
ensuite aux conséquences de ces liens sur notre lecture de Ueeuvre de Chariton.

IPSA DINERAT: WOMEN'S WORDS IN ROMAN LOVE ELEGY
Stiaron L. JamEs

The speech of women in Roman love clegy, represented in oratio recta, oratio obliqua, and
summarized or inferable specch, does not characterize any puclla. Outside of Propertius
Book 4, all female elegiac speech is generic, designed to reflect what the male lovers want
and to manipulate them.

La parole des femmes dans I'élégie wmnourcuse romaine, mise en scne en discours direct,
discours indirect, résumée ou insinuée, ne représente aucune puclla. A l'exception du livre
IV de Properce, tous les discours ¢légiaques féminins sont génériques, destinés a refléter ce

que Famant recherche et a les manipuler.

PASSEISME ET MODERNISME AU DEBUT DU SECOND SIECLE:
LF CAS DE PLINE LE JEUNE

NicoLe MiTHy

Attachment to the past and modernism are cqually present in Pliny the Younger's thought.
The tormer is based on traditional moral criteria, the latter on newer, intellectual and
spiritual criteria. This integration in a system of values allows the author to reconcile both
artitudes and to transcend them.

Passéisme et modernisme sont également présents dans la pensée de Pline le Jeune.
Le premier se fonde sur des eriteres moraux, traditionnels, le second sur des criteres
mtellectuels et spirituels, plus nouveaux. Cette intégration dans un systetme de valeurs
permet de concilier les deux attitudes et de les dépasser.
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