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LONGUS’ NARRATOR: A REASSESSMENT*

An influential position in the scholarship on Longus is that the narrator of Daphnis and
Chloe is dissociated from, and ironized by, the author.! Two articles by John Morgan, in
particular, have propounded this interpretation.>? Morgan argues that Longus’ narrator
relates the story with simplicity and naivety, and in ignorance of the more complex
subtleties to which only Longus and the more discerning reader have access:’
‘Daphnis and Chloe is told by its narrator as if it were a simpler and more conventional
story than it really is, and invites its reader to read it in the same way. One way to
describe this textual duplicity is to think in terms of a surface “narrator’s text” and a
deeper “author’s text”. We can conceive the narrator, as established by the prologue,
as a distorting and simplifying lens between the story and us. As readers we effectively
have the choice of accepting what we see through the lens (that is the “narrator’s text” as
the “narrator’s narratee”) or of correcting it and reading around the narrator (that is read-
ing the “author’s text” as the “author’s narratee™).”* This type of separation of author
and narrator is identifiable in Petronius’ Satyrica, in which the first-person narrator
Encolpius who tells his story in hindsight is ridiculed and his narration destabilized
by the hidden author who ‘is also listening, along with the reader, to Encolpius’
narrative—and along with the reader is smiling at it’.

* This article is a revised version of a paper delivered at the Celtic Conference in Classics at
St. Andrews in 2018: I would like to thank the audience for their questions and the panel organizers,
Jo Norton-Curry and Nick D’ Alconzo, for the invitation. I am indebted to Ewen Bowie, Yvan Nadeau,
Richard Rawles and CQ’s referee for their comments on the written version. Finally, I thank three
successive cohorts of students in my Longus Greek Honours class at the University of Edinburgh
(2009, 2017, 2020), who, above all, helped to shape my views on the novel.

' J. Morgan, ‘Longus’, in R. Niinlist, A.M. Bowie and LI.F. de Jong (edd.), Narrators, Narratees
and Narratives in Ancient Greek Literature (Leiden, 2004), 507-22, at 509 supplies the caveat that ‘it
is not possible or methodologically desirable systematically to disentangle these two levels’ (i.e. of
narrator and author), but he does nevertheless attempt to provide clear instances of demarcation of
voice and function, especially in terms of tone and knowledge. For recent works which accept
Morgan’s position, see e.g. J. Alvares, ‘Innocence, art and experience in Longus’ Daphnis and
Chloe’, in E.P. Cueva and S. Byme (edd.), 4 Companion to the Ancient Novel (Chichester, 2014),
26-42, at 29 and C. Kossaifi, ‘The legend of Phatta in Longus’ Daphnis and Chloe’, AJPh 133
(2012), 537-600, at 585. Neither of two recent important books on the novel—K. de Temmerman,
Crafting Characters: Heroes and Heroines in the Ancient Greek Novel (Oxford, 2014) and
T. Whitmarsh, Narrative and Identity in the Ancient Greek Novel: Returning Romance (Cambridge,
2011)—engages with Morgan’s work on Longus’ narrator, or attempts to separate out two distinguish-
ing levels of voice in Longus.

2 Morgan (n. 1) and J. Morgan, ‘Nymphs, neighbours and narrators: a narratological approach to
Longus’, in S. Panayotakis, M. Zimmerman and W. Keulen (edd.), The Ancient Novel and Beyond
(Leiden, 2003), 171-89.

3 See, too, J. Morgan, Longus: Daphnis and Chloe (Oxford, 2004), 17-20 and passim.

4 Morgan (n. 2), 178.

5 G.B. Conte, The Hidden Author: An Interpretation of Petronius’s Satyricon (Berkeley, 1996),
also discussed in Morgan (n. 2), 172.
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Morgan is in more difficult territory with Longus, in contrast to the narrative struc-
tures in Petronius, in that the external anonymous third-person narrator of the novel is
more likely to have been identified as the voice of the author Longus himself by an
ancient readership.® Yet, there are a number of passages in Daphnis and Chloe that
seem to support Morgan’s thesis, above all the digression on the swimming ox at the
end of Book 1 (1.30.6).7 Daphnis is rescued from the pirates’ kidnapping and, along
with Dorkon’s herd of cattle, swims back to shore. The narrator proceeds to relate
that oxen are excellent swimmers, but for the fact that their hooves fall off when satu-
rated with water. The obvious absurdity of the statement jars with the literary depth and
precision of the rest of the novel and is the kernel of Morgan’s thesis for a differentiation
between the foolish, pseudo-scientific voice of the urban narrator and the mocking,
superior author. As Morgan himself states: ‘From our narratological viewpoint we
can see that the joke is on the narrator himself, whose ridiculous pedantry distances
him from the author and the best reader of the novel.’®

In this article I seek to refute Morgan’s thesis by showing that his characterization of
the narrator is not one which the text can uphold. I engage with some of the specific
categories and most important passages drawn up by Morgan,® and shall show in
every instance that the narrator is a knowing narrator fully aware of the levels of literary
deftness which Longus so carefully deploys, and that, furthermore, we are encouraged to
see this figure as the projected voice of Longus himself. I postpone discussion of the
digression on the oxen from Book 1 until the last section of the article, to establish
that the evidence, apart from that controversial passage, cannot substantiate a diminished
characterization of Longus’ narrator.

THE PREFACE AND LITERARINESS

Morgan sets out four aspects concerning the narrator to prove the contrasting compe-
tence of this voice from that of the ‘hidden author’.!® In summary, these are: 1. The
ironic humour of the narrator is subject to a hidden ‘authorial’ form of ironic
humour. 2. The narrator betrays a less thorough understanding of the story, in supplying
material for the story without further subjective comment. 3. The narrator idealizes the
countryside, something the story itself resists. 4. The urban narrator betrays hostility and
superiority to the real inhabitants of the countryside. I shall broadly follow these cat-
egories, but in different order, by analysing the apparent tension between the true rustics
of the story and the urban idealization in the voice of the narrator, before proceeding to a
discussion of the varying degrees of textual depth of which the narrator is apparently
ignorant. This article will finish with the contentious digression on the oxen.

Any analysis of the narrator must begin with the novel’s preface. Longus is unique of
the extant novelists in that the narrating voice of the preface is the same as that of the

© The discussion of Whitmarsh (n. 1), 78 is key: ‘Readers without the benefit of Genettian narrato-
logical categories would have been more disposed to identify a narrative “I” more or less directly with
the author.” This is even the case where the narrator is not anonymous but antonymous to the author
(as Augustine’s comments on Apuleius’ narrator make clear [August. De civ. D. 18.18]).

7 See Morgan (n. 2), 180—1 with Morgan (n. 1), 516-17.

8 Morgan (n. 1), 516.

® Especially at Morgan (n. 2), 178-9. I cannot cover all of Morgan’s points, but will focus on the
most salient arguments.

1% Morgan (n. 2), 178-9.
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main narrative which succeeds it.!! In the very opening of the preface we read of a sight-
seer, a hunter on a visit, who saw a beautiful sight, a painting, in a grove of the Nymphs
(‘While hunting in Lesbos I saw in a grove of the Nymphs the most beautiful sight I
have ever seen: a depiction of an image, a history of love’, Praef. 1).!? This same ego-
narrator becomes the largely anonymous un-intrusive narrator of the main narrative.!3
This persona is presumably a man of wealth and a city-dweller on a hunting trip
(Bnpdv). The fame of the painting, owing to its outstanding skill, its erotic subject mat-
ter and its more pleasurable aspects, draws many foreigners, who come as both suppli-
ants of the Nymphs and viewers of the image.'# The narrator summarizes the content of
the tableaux.!> He then explains that, after seeking out an exegete, he laboured to pro-
duce four books, as an offering to Eros, the Nymphs and Pan, on the one hand, but also
a ‘possession for pleasure’ (kthuo 8¢ tepmvov, an allusion to Thucydides’ ‘possession
for ever’), which will heal the lovesick, assuage those hurt by love, remind the one who
has experienced the power of love, and teach the one who has never loved.'® No one
will escape love as long as beauty exists and eyes see, he explains, before praying
that the god grant sophrosyné to ‘us’ as ‘we write of the things of others’.

The voice of this ego-narrator is a careful construction of sophistication underlining
the literary and self-reflexive quality of narration. This is not a narrator who evinces
aporetic unsophistication. It is argued that the narrator’s summary of the painting’s con-
tent as a series of scenes reflects his inability to represent the painting as narrative, and
that what follows is a telling of the story instructed by a not particularly good under-
standing of its intricacies. To quote Morgan: ‘The narrator is not its controlling intelli-
gence, but rather a not particularly good reader (of the painting) or narratee (of the
exegete), reliant on a third party’s exposition and driven by a potentially irrational
desire, whose take on the story need be no more authoritative than any other reader’s,
on either the factual or the interpretative level.”!” Morgan bases this conclusion primar-
ily on the summary way in which he outlines the scenes on the pictures without connect-
ing them, on the need for an exegete to unfold their meaning and on the simple style of
the preface. The most important factor to militate against this view is the terms of ref-
erence in which the writing of the four books is set. The narrator (and it is emphasized as
the narrator) is seized with a desire to replicate the picture in writing: 186vta pe Kol
Bovpdoavta mobog Eoyev avuypdyor Tt ypogt. It has been long recognized that
avtypbyon expresses rivalry and emulation, and that the narrator wishes to outdo the

! Important recent discussions of Longus’ preface include J. Lauwers, ‘A pepaideumenoi’s novel:
sophistry in Longus’ Daphnis and Chloe’, AncNarr 9 (2011), 53-76, at 59—-66, and Whitmarsh (n. 1),
93-6; see further Morgan (n. 3), 145.

12 ¢v AéoPw Bnpdv év dloet Nuupdv Oéapo €180y kGAMSTOV GV €180v" £lkdvoC Ypaphy,
totopiav €pwtoc. The Longus text throughout is from M.D. Reeve (ed.), Longus: Daphnis et
Chloe (Leipzig, 1994%), and all translations are my own.

'3 There is one single instance of the narrator referring to himself in the first person (oipou, 1.32.3).
The ego of the main narrative must be assumed to be the same ego of the preface, with no evidence to
su%est that the personae are differing.

(ote moAlol kol TV EEvav koo eRUNY fieoaw, OV ueév Nuugdv ikétal, g 8¢ eikdvog
Oearai (praef. 1). Ewen Bowie points out to me (rightly) that kai t@v Eévev implies that it is locals
too (one of whom may be this narrator) who come because of its reputation. On the significance of
viewing, enargeia and novelistic openings, see R.L. Hunter, 4 Study of Daphnis & Chloe
(Cambridge, 1983), 40-1.

15 ol G kad mhvtol Epatucd. (praef. 2).

16 The pleasure of mythologizing and fiction is emphasized throughout the novel. Cf. 2.3.1, 2.7.1
and the discussion below.

17 Morgan (n. 1), 508.
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depiction of the image in his four-book literary creation.!® It has been further asserted
that this desire to emulate the painting is in keeping with a man of paideia who produces
an epideixis of his ability to respond and surpass the things seen.!® In Lucian’s De domo
2, the narrator points to the difference between a man of culture and the uneducated
man:2° the latter is mute and cannot express a response to what he sees, whereas the
former in taking pleasure in the sight attempts to respond with speech.?! Lucian’s nar-
rator goes on to explain that a flourishing of words (Adywv €nidei&v) within the hall
itself is the best form of praise (3). Similarly, the narrator in the preface takes pleasure
in the image and is determined, because of the pleasure he receives from the images,?? to
respond as only an educated person should. What we find in the preface, then, is a nar-
rator marked as the type of educated responder highlighted in Lucian’s De domo, a man
of sophisticated paideia who can rival in words the sights he sees.?> We should assume,
therefore, that not only in this preface but throughout the narrative of the four books this
is an ideal pepaideumenos who demands from his readership the same level of
paideia.**

There are further indications within the preface of literary knowingness. The ego of
this preface is paralleled by Philetas, the praeceptor amoris of Book 2, both a literary
manifestation of the bucolic poet Philitas and a type of wise, author-figure come to elu-
cidate Daphnis and Chloe.?> He suddenly appears to Daphnis and Chloe,?¢ and gives an
extended speech on his experiences of Eros, whose name the young couple have not
heard before. He begins by explaining that he has a garden which he built for himself
once he had given up shepherding because of old age (2.3.3). The verb he uses for his
labour is €€emovnoduny (2.3.3), used elsewhere in the novel only in the preface, where
the narrator tells us that he laboured to produce the four books: t€ttopag Bifroug
€Eemovnoduny (praef. 3). The garden of Philetas and, by metonymy, the sophisticated
literary creations of the founder of bucolic poetry are identified as paralleled with, or
symbolic of, the four books ‘laboured forth> by the ego of the preface.?” The two voices
in the first person are carefully intertwined.?® The conceit is that the production of the
four physical books we hold in our hands was realized by this preface’s persona, just as

'® This Morgan recognizes and discusses in his commentary: (n. 3), 146.

19 See especially Whitmarsh (n. 1), 94-5 and F.I. Zeitlin, “The poetics of eros; nature, art and imi-
tation in Longus’ Daphnis and Chloe’, in D.M. Halperin, J.J. Winkler and F.I. Zeitlin (edd.), Before
Sexuality: The Construction of Erotic Experience in the Ancient Greek World (Princeton, 1990), 417—
64, at 432-3.

20 De domo 2: “The same rule about sights does not apply to both uneducated and educated men’
(oy O 0TOG mEpt o Bedportar VOUOG 181dToug T€ Kol meEnodevpuévolg avdpdowy).

21 6y duetyocbon thy Oéav.

e.g. M ypon tepnvotépa (praef. 1), 1600g (3), kThuo d¢ teprvov.

23 Cf. Whitmarsh (n. 1), 96: ‘The narrator is vying, competitively, with his source.’

24 On educational elitism of this period, see principally Whitmarsh (n. 1), 100-1.

%5 On the identity and significance of the figure Philetas, see E.L. Bowie, ‘Theocritus’ seventh idyll,
Philetas and Longus’, CQ 35 (1985), 67-91, at 71-4; Hunter (n. 14), 76-83; and Morgan (n. 3), 5.

26 ¢piototon (2.3.1), in the manner, as it were, of a divine epiphany or dream visitation. See
Morgan (n. 3), 178, who compares 2.23.1.

27 0On the parallelism, see Morgan (n. 3), 149; the idea of labour as literary endeavour is
Alexandrian. The final words of the novel, mowévov noiyvia, have also been identified as an insertion
of the title of Philitas’ bucolic collection: E.L. Bowie, ‘Metaphor in Daphnis and Chloe’, in
S. Harrison, M. Paschalis and S. Frangoulidis (edd.), Metaphor and the Ancient Novel (Groningen,
2005), 68-86, at 82-3.

28 Cf. 2.8: Philetas leaves having taught them these things (tocabto Toudevoac), just as the nar-
rator in the preface promises that his pleasurable possession will educate those who have never
been in love (t0v ovk €pacBévto tpomondevoet, praef. 3).
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the garden was physically constructed by the old man in Book 2—pbhysical reality points
to a historical author, and the voice of the preface is to be identified with this author.
Philetas has rightly been identified as ‘acting as the author’s mouthpiece’,?® but only,
following the same principle, if we allow for the same identification of the author in
the voice of the preface’s narrator. As Morgan himself discusses further: ‘The author
makes Philetas and the narrator use the same form of the verb ... respectively of
their horticultural work and effort in producing the narrative: the effect is to make the
garden and the text analogous.’3? All of the learned authoritativeness of Philetas is
assumed in this narrator, just as the text itself assumes the status of the literary associa-
tions of learning of the garden.3! The parallel encourages no separation in the identity of
the author from that of the narrator. This Longan narrator is an authorial
Alexandrianesque Philetas/Philitas figure.3?

This interrelation between the narrator and Philetas helps to elucidate the apparent
lack of specificity about subject matter in the preface. Morgan argues that the preface
is ‘full of words of shallow approbation’ such as the repeated use of koAdg either in
the positive or in the superlative degree in the opening two sentences.?? Furthermore,
he claims that the narrator describes what he sees on the painting as a series of unspe-
cific and unconnected ideas, something which ‘enacts his initial failure to construe it as
a narrative, until an exegete instructs him’.3* Yet, the narrator is aware that the readers
have not encountered the story which follows in detail in the narrative of the four books,
something the narrator states he has already completed (¢€emovnoduny).’> He is surely
encoding into the preface some typical novelistic themes, whereby the narrator gives
mere hints as to what follows, and to an extent misdirects the reader by emphasizing
pirates and foreign incursions, themes more prevalent in more typical Greek novels.3°
The narrator is careful not to give away the vital events of the later stages of the plot,
and in fact does not even reflect the temporal sequence in which he relates the story
in the main narrative.3” He simply summarizes the whole as relating to Eros (molLo
GAA0L KO TOVTOL EPOTIKAL).

The limited understanding of the narrator accounts for the necessity of an exegete, it
has been argued. He is the narrator’s ‘only source of information ... the story that we
begin to read after the prologue is essentially the narrator’s retelling of that of the

2% Morgan (n. 1), 520.

30 Morgan (n. 1), 520.

3! This has further implications for the type of reader required to unpack the sophistication of this
text. Cf. E.L. Bowie, ‘The readership of Greek novels in the ancient world’, in J. Tatum (ed.), The
Search for the Ancient Novel (Baltimore, 1994), 435-59, at 452: ‘This [i.e. the nature of Longus’ lit-
erary allusions] requires readers who are mature, alert and well-educated.’

Pace Morgan (n. 1), 517 n. 29, in particular.

3 A similar style and generality in description, however, are to be found in the opening words of
Philetas to Daphnis and Chloe, whereby he describes his garden (especially 2.3.1-4). R. McCail,
Longus: Daphnis and Chloe. A New Translation (Oxford, 2002), ad loc. is set out to illustrate the
careful balancing of clause length and rhythm of both the preface and Philetas’ words.

3 Morgan (n. 1), 508.

35 A point expertly discussed by Lauwers (n. 11), 60, who states that the aorist of ‘completed’
action in the preface indicates ‘that Longus consciously composed this proem retrospectively, that
is, after the writing down process and in full knowledge of the story itself as he wrote it down ...
[The author] is aware that his readers do not know the story yet’.

Cf. B.P. Reardon, ‘Achilles Tatius and ego-narrative’, in J. Morgan and R. Stoneman (edd.),
Greek Fiction: The Greek Novel in Context (London, 1994), 80-96, at 86.
37 As e.g. Morgan (n. 2), 176 notes.
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exegete’.3® This is a view that fails to take into account the rivalrous creativity of the
narrator, emblematized in &vtypdyor. There is no obvious reason why the narrator
would purposefully (and, therefore, simplistically) cause his plotting to mirror exactly
the scenes on the picture, especially if the readers come to the story first through the
preface before reading the rest of the novel.3® The preface is subject to the same rhet-
orical strategizing as the main narrative,*° in that it is artfully reconstructing the original
putative gazing at the picture, not narrating-while-watching. The preface, moreover, is a
discrete site in itself for programme and allusion,*! a sort of mirror of literary practice
and manual for understanding the rest of the novel.*? It is here above all that we are to
find self-reflexive artistry,*> controlled by the ego who ‘worked out’ the four books. The
reader is to dig deeply here to uncover the purpose and subtexts of the novel.

There are at least two levels of function embedded in the keyword erotika (moAlo
GAro kod Tovto pwtikd).** On the one hand, the adjective chimes with the preface’s
hints at the novel’s potential for titillation, discovered in the narrator’s pothos (praef. 3)
which grips him as he gazes, and implied in the prayer for séphrosyné as he engages to
write of the things of others (praef. 4).#5 On the other hand, the adjective echoes the
opening gambit of the preface: this painting he saw is a history of love (ictopiov
€pwtog), containing an adventure of love (toynv €pwtikny, praef. 1). The personified
figure Eros plays a central role in the story of the novel.*® He is highlighted as ineluct-
able in the penultimate sentence of the preface (praef. 4). He is described as playing an
active role in the events of the couple’s lives (1.11.1). He is the subject of Philetas’
instruction to Daphnis and Chloe at the beginning of Book 2 (2.3-6, the point at
which the couple hear the name of the god for the first time) and is also the force
which makes Philetas’ garden beautiful (St 0010 KOAQ KOi T GvON Kol O PUTAL,
2.5).47 At 2.26, Pan appears to the Methymnian captain in a dream demanding that
the kidnapped Chloe be returned, stating that the maiden he had snatched from the
shrine was one of whom Eros himself wished to make a mythos (mop8évov £E Mg

8 Morgan (n. 2), 177. On the topos of the exegete, see Whitmarsh (n. 1), 99-100.

3 Cf. Lauwers (n. 11), 60.

“In Longus’ preface the position of ecphrasis in progymnasmata is central: J.A.
Fernandez-Delgado and F. Pordomigo, ‘Musical ekphrasis and diegema in Longus’ novel’, GRBS
56 (2016), 696-708, especially 697-8.

*1 On the ‘how’ and ‘why’ of paratexts, see G. Genette, Paratexts: Thresholds of Interpretation
(transl. J.E. Lewin) (Cambridge, 1997), 196-236.

42 Cf. C. Imbert, ‘Stoic logic and Alexandrian poetics’, in M. Schofield, M. Burnyeat and J. Barnes
(edd.), Doubt and Dogmatism: Studies in Hellenistic Epistemology (Oxford, 1980), 183-216, at 206—
7

4 The preface also contains technical vocabulary denotative of literary style: R.L. Hunter, ‘Longus
and Plato’, in id., On Coming Afier: Studies in Post-Classical Greek Literature and its Reception. Part
2: Comedy and Performance, Greek Poetry of the Roman Empire, The Ancient Novel (Berlin and
New York, 2008), 775-89, at 785.

4 The adjective occurs fourteen times outside the preface: 1.15.1, 1.21.5, 1.22.3, 2.10.1, 2.11.3,
2.37.3,2.39.1,2.39.2,3.4.3,3.13.2, 3.19.1, 3.33.4, 4.13.1, 4.17.1.

45 On the implications of these terms, see S. Goldhill, Foucault’s Virginity: Ancient Erotic Fiction
and the History of Sexuality (Cambridge, 1995), 6.

6 For discussion of the representation of Eros in Longus, see H.H.O. Chalk, ‘Eros and the Lesbian
pastorals of Longus’, JHS 80 (1960), 32-51.

47 The grove of the Nymphs in the preface is similarly nurtured by one source, described as a single
spring which nourishes all things, both the flowers and the trees (uio Tnyn névto Etpe@e kol w0 6von
kol T 8€vSpa). The similarity of subject-matter and vocabulary further links the two gardens as sym-
bolic spaces for literary sophistication and inspiration. Chalk (n. 46), 36 rightly sees this fountain as
symbolic of Eros.
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"Epwg pbov momcon 6€Ae, 2.27). Eros is not only behind the beautification of the gar-
dens but also responsible for the very subject of the novel itself.*® The gardens become
analogous with the subject and the plot of the novel, just as the narrator of the preface
hints: everything is down to Eros, as mdvto €pwtikd should be translated, rather than a
translation which restricts the sense of the adjective only to ‘amorous’ or even ‘sexy’, as
Morgan, perhaps tendentiously, suggests.*® The post factum writing of the preface by
this narrator to introduce the pre-written four books of the novel necessitates returning
to the preface to unpack the full implications of erdtika as connotative of a (meta-)lit-
erary spectrum that is larger than a mere promise of amorous adventures.>® In fact, in
the hierarchy of literary creation, this narrator is relegated beneath Eros himself, as
Imbert has shown: ‘It is the God of Love who has caused the whole drama and arranged
the succession of events as a revelation of his power.’5!

The complexity of the preface bespeaks an artful narrator who obfuscates and mis-
directs about the subject matter of the four books he has constructed, but who above all
draws attention to the centrality of Eros and the educational nature of the novel. The
other authorial character within the novel, Philetas, similarly feaches the young couple
about Eros and introduces his name within a literary setting that is loaded with careful
poetic and philosophical allusion. It is essential to correlate this bucolic, learned figure
with the identity of the preface’s narrator, and to read the rest of the novel with this char-
acterization in mind.

THE URBAN PERSPECTIVE

The narrator of the novel, then, is a sophisticated, knowing reader who creates an emu-
lous literary recasting of what he purportedly sees in the painted eikones.>? This narrator
seems to be an urban visitor (Praef. 1), and it has been argued that this persona idealizes
the countryside and overlooks the realities of the rustic life ‘through sentimental fanta-
sies of “noble simplicity” and “pastoral innocence’’, and expresses superiority to the
lack of sophistication evident in the lives of the folk of the countryside.>® This perspec-
tive is certainly evident in the figures of the young couple, who are idealized and do not

“8 For the Platonic implications and underlying allusions of the Philetas episode, see F.-G.
Herrmann, ‘Longus’ imitation: mimesis in the education of Daphnis and Chloe’, in J. Morgan and
M. Jones (edd.), Philosophical Presences in the Ancient Novel (Groningen, 2007), 205-30, at 207.

49 Morgan (n. 2), 176. Zeitlin (n. 19), 150 comes closest with the translation ‘and everything per-
tained to eros’.

30 At the end of the novel, as the reader gains a glimpse into the future lives of Daphnis and Chloe,
the narrator relates that the couple erected an altar to Eros the Shepherd after they had adorned the
grove and had hung up the eikones (presumably the same as those described in the preface—see
Hunter [n. 14], 42-3).

! Imbert (n. 42), 207. Morgan (n. 1), 517 argues that the narrator fails to connect the eikones at
4.39.2 with the paintings described by him in the preface, but he does not account for the deliberate
disconnection between the paratextual preface and the actual narration within the four books, whereby
the narrator never explicitly recalls the preface. The same holds true, for example, of the separation
within Lucian’s True History: see e.g. the discussion of S. Said, ‘Le je de Lucien’, in M.F. Baslez,
P. Hoffmann and L. Pernot (edd.), L'invention de ['autobiographie d’Hésiode a Saint Augustin
(Paris, 1993), 253-70, at 263-6.

32 Cf. Zeitlin (n. 19), 149-50: ‘A sophist rhetorician who would match the graphé of his writing to
the graphé of the painting he sees.’

53 Morgan (n. 2), 178-9. For further discussion of the idealized vs real countryside, see S. Said,
‘Rural society in the Greek novel, or the country seen from the town’, in S. Swain (ed.), Oxford
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reflect the rustic norm. They are mythological others, in the description and experience
of whom plausibility and actuality are suspended as the reader imbibes the fantasy and
suspends expectation of realistic representation. Daphnis and Chloe are divinely pro-
tected at birth and suckled by animals, something typical in myth for children of
gods—as Daphnis himself points out at 1.16.3.>* These are characters closer to the lit-
erary figures in the Idylls of Theocritus, a key source for Longus,>3 in that they ‘belong
to no world we can identify outside the poems in which they appear’.>¢

Daphnis and Chloe, then, represent the literary bucolic world received from
Theocritus (and Philitas) with all of the sophistication one would expect from a novel
which is imbued with advertisement of paideia. It should come as no surprise that
this narrator describes an idealized version of the countryside, given how carefully he
is constructed as a pepaideumenos appealing to the similarly constructed paideia of
his readers. The close alignment of the narrator with Philetas extends to the description
of their idealized places of visitation: the grove of the preface, and the garden favoured
by Eros in Book 2. The privileging of aesthetic ‘prettiness’ over rustic realities is emble-
matized by Philetas’ garden and indeed the novel’s preface. These are literary, conceited
constructs, metaphors of literary creativity constructed within settings that attempt to
bear no semblance to the rigours of actual rural life.>” The literary is foregrounded
before the realities of actual rural life, as Morgan rightly argues,>® but only because
the literary (for which read above all ‘bucolic’) aims of the novel predominate among
other narrative emphases derived from other genres such as New Comedy.>°

The realities of rustic life which seep through to the surface of the text from time to
time, alongside the stock comic aspects, are to be read as part of the literary-bucolic tex-
ture in synthesis. We laugh with the narrator at the naivety exhibited in some of the epi-
sodes, just as we take pleasure in our superior paideia mirrored in that of the narrator,
but the fact that the city folk are sometimes ironized too does not mean that this has to be
at the expense of this urban narrator. Morgan identifies two strands as separated out
focalizations by two different voices. For him, the (hidden) author undermines his nar-
rator’s mockery of the rustics on a number of occasions, in keeping with his overall view
that the novel’s ‘own artificiality and its ironic play with the literary conventions by
which it is configured belong at the level of the author and are at the expense of the
narrator’.®! In what follows, I shall first discuss some aspects of the representation of
the countryside through the varying focalization which the novel provides, and then

Readings in the Greek Novel (Oxford, 1999), 83-107, especially 85 and 106-7, and Whitmarsh (n. 1),
96-9, who places particular stress on the role of urban paideia in the contrast.

3% Cf. Hunter (n. 14), 16 on the blurring of human and divine in the identity of the pair.

35 On Longus and Theocritus, see L.R. Cresci, “The novel of Longus the sophist and the pastoral
tradition’, in S. Swain (ed.), Oxford Readings in the Greek Novel (Oxford, 1999), 210-42, and—for a
more nuanced discussion—E.L. Bowie, ‘Caging grasshoppers: Longus’ materials for weaving “real-
ity””’, in M. Paschalis and S. Panayotakis (edd.), The Construction of the Real and the Ideal in the
Ancient Novel (Groningen, 2013), 179-97.

36 M. Payne, Theocritus and the Invention of Fiction (Cambridge, 2007), 15.

57 This idealization is in line with the general pattern in the Greek novels, wherein ‘the country is a
pleasant picture of the Golden Age ready to be enjoyed’ (Said [n. 53], 90).

8 Morgan (n. 2), 176.

39 The synthesis of bucolic with the novelistic, along with comic elements, is called a ‘bold experi-
ment’ by B. Effe, ‘Longus: towards a history of bucolic and its function in the Roman empire’, in
S. Swain (ed.), Oxford Readings in the Greek Novel (Oxford, 1999), 189-209, at 189, who proves
(at 190) that Longus promotes the bucolic above all.

%0 Said (n. 53), 98.

! Morgan (n. 2), 180.

https://doi.org/10.1017/S0009838820000695 Published online by Cambridge University Press


https://doi.org/10.1017/S0009838820000695

LONGUS’ NARRATOR 835

the extent to which this urban narrator should be paralleled with the other urban char-
acters. In the next section I discuss some of the key instances raised by Morgan about
the apparent naivety of the narrator, with particular attention paid to the tension within
the ‘urban’ and the ‘rustic’ interplay.

By Book 4 the city people who have entered the story give an indication of their
unfeigned superiority to the rustics they meet. 4.20.2 contains a particularly program-
matic statement. Dionysophanes, the man who turns out to be Daphnis’ aristocratic
urban father, on hearing Lamon tell the story of how he found Daphnis, begins to
believe what he has heard, because such a fantastic tale would be beyond a rustic’s
invention: ‘g & &v kol tovto Emlocev dypowkog;” (‘how on earth could a rustic
invent such things?’) he says to himself. In Longus, mAdttm is used only here and in
the immediate context, at 4.20.1,°> where Dionysophanes is reported as telling
Lamon to speak only the truth and not to invent things that have the semblance of
mythoi (und¢ Spowo TAdttety pobog).%3 Dionysophanes implies that his view of the rus-
tic world is an idealized one, on the one hand, whereby it is the locus for literary inven-
tion, as read in, for example, Theocritus, but at the same time mythoi of quality belong
only to educated figures and not to someone such as Lamon, who inhabits a world
wherein the uneducated rustics cannot shape sophisticated mythoi.** It is no accident
that his collocation for truth as an antithesis to mythos recalls a similar reaction from
Daphnis and Chloe on hearing about Eros for the first time from Philetas (u08ov oV
Abyov, 2.7.1). Paideia is requisite for invention and is assumed to be beyond Lamon.%

Longus here encodes what is represented throughout the novel, something that is
apparent too in the primary narrator’s discourse,’® namely a gulf in sophistication
between those who have experience and above all paideia and those who do not. For
example, at 3.15.1 Lykainion is more refined than is typical of the countryside
(&ypowciog aBpdtepov) and is therefore able both to instruct Daphnis and to take advan-
tage of his naivety, because of her experience. Yet, this is not a simple urban vs rustic
snobbery. Urban superiority over the countryside is something the rustics themselves
acknowledge and of which they take advantage. At the beginning of the story, the nar-
rator describes the lengths taken by the foster parents to give Daphnis and Chloe a better
upbringing than would be normal for mere rustics. As the children grow, their beauty
appears to their foster parents as something greater than the country-norm (kdéAlog
aUTolg ve@aiveto kpelttov dypotkiag, 1.7.1). The focalization is that of the rustics,

62 gvamhérro is used at 1.11.1, discussed below.

%3 This latter expression is similar to the formulation by Socrates at P1. 7i. 26¢ (16 & pf) TAo0€vTaL
udBov AL dANOVOV Adyov glvon mduueyd Tov).

% Dionysophanes’ view does not quite parallel that of the narrator. At 2.34 Lamon tells the story of
Syrinx and Pan (the novel’s second inset tale of three), a version he heard from a Sicilian goatherd (an
allusion to Theocritus himself). The quality of the telling is praised by Philetas as a mythos sweeter
than song itself (2.35.1). Thus, the status of mythoi and of their relation to logos, a recurrent theme of
the novel, reappears. Morgan (n. 1), 16-17 gives an excellent overview of the discourse within the
novel on this subject.

K. Schlapbach, ‘Music and meaning in Longus’ Daphnis and Chloe: the inset tales in their per-
formative settings’, Phoenix 69 (2015), 79-99, at 88 n. 32 states that ‘it is hardly a coincidence that the
verb that refers to Lamon’s activity is not pvBoloyelv but simply “to tell” (&pnynoocOou, 2.33.3)’.
This is not extempore creation.

6 As Morgan (n. 3), 237 states, Dionysophanes’ thinking is ‘not just a snooty implication that
country folk are stupid ... the invention of such a tale would require a level of literary education
unlikely outside the town’.
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not of the narrator specifically,®” and they go on themselves to foreshadow the narrator’s
comment about Lykainion’s non-rustic refinement (&ypoixiog afpdtepov) by insisting
that their fosterlings receive a more sophisticated education, even literacy and only the
pleasurable aspects of the countryside (tpo@oig GPpotépaig ETpeov Kol YPOUUOTOL
¢naidevov kod mhvta dool ko Ny &’ drypouciog, 1.8.1).%8 It is altogether clear that
Dryas and Lamon have not only realized that there is something mystically providential
about the survival of these children, but more specifically their superior birth-status,
identified in their exceptional beauty and in the expensive items found along with the
abandoned children (toynv €k omopydveov €moyyelhopevor kpeittova, 1.8.1), is an
opportunity for financial gain.®® By giving Daphnis and Chloe an education and in
keeping them for the fairer things of the countryside as opposed to its harsh realities,
Dryas and Lamon are fostering the class separation themselves.”® Daphnis and Chloe
are on a path of paideia by nature and by nurture, and this is something the novel insists
on emphasizing.”! The first inset narrative, the aetiology of the wood-pigeon (phatta)
told by Daphnis himself to Chloe, symbolizes the two-fold emphases the foster-parents
give the pair.”> Daphnis is able to put his education to use, and the pleasure they take in
the sound of the wood-pigeon reflects the time they are given to enjoy it (mévto doo.
Koo Aiv én’ &ypoikiog, 1.8.1). The introductory words at 1.27.1 illustrate this higher
(that is, literary) level of engagement with the world around them:

érepyev atolg Tote PAtTe. BouKoAKOV €K ThHg VANG eBeyEapévn. kol thg XAdng {ntotvong
HoBely 6 Tt Aéyel, S18diokel otV 0 Adpvig puBoloydv T BpvAoVUEVOL.

A wood-pigeon calling from the woods in a bucolic way gave them pleasure. And on Chloe’s
desire to learn what the birdsong meant, Daphnis taught her, mythologizing the bird’s cooing.”3

The narrator is framing the discourse and enquiry of Daphnis and Chloe in the very
terms of the preface. This is a mirroring of the reader-response of the external recipients
of the rustic literariness. Daphnis and Chloe are participants in our own readerly experi-
ence, and it is often through them that we are encouraged to partake in the layers of
meaning and intertextuality available. They idealize as much as the narrator. The phatta
is described as sounding forth boukolikon, an adjective usually a designator of bucolic
song or poetry (as found in Theoc. 1 in the refrain beginning at line 64: BoukoAukog

67 Contra Morgan (n. 1), 513, who assigns the judgement to the narrator himself, and whose com-
ment at 513 n. 17 on the parallel with Lykainion is misguided—it is not only the urban characters in
the novel who see the superiority of urban characteristics.

8 On the debate on the precise meaning of this passage, see Herrmann (n. 48), 227-8.

 The 1983 motion picture directed by Bill Forsyth, Local Hero, is a very apt comparandum. The
impoverished Scottish villagers are money-mad and are willing to sell everything they have to a Texan
oil company who wish to create a refinery in the area; the American visitor, on the other hand, there to
make the deal, gradually forsakes his old corporate ways in favour of the sentimentalized idyll he finds
on the Scottish west coast.

70 On class difference and exploitation in Longus, see T. Whitmarsh, ‘Class’, in id. (ed.), The
Cambridge Companion to the Greek and Roman Novel (Cambridge, 2008), 72-87.

7! Cf. Said (n. 53), 106: ‘Daphnis and Chloe stand as much apart from the work of the fields as the
author or the readers of the novel.’

72 Scholarship has focussed to a great extent on the worrying implications of violence for Chloe,
given the parallels between her and the parthenoi of the inset tales. See, above all, J.J. Winkler,
The Constraints of Desire: The Anthropology of Sex and Gender in Ancient Greece (London,
1990), 116-20. But it should also be emphasized that the education and the musical skills of the
parthenoi parallel Chloe’s too, given e.g. the similar vocabulary of the Echo inset tale (3.22.4-23.2).

73 Note Schlapbach (n. 65), 84 on pvBoloyeiv: ‘to produce a story that elucidates something.’
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&01d0). The bucolic song gives pleasure to the hearers (£tepyev ohtovG—compare the
empbhasis on fo terpnon at praef. 3 and at 2.7.1). Daphnis responds with his own epideic-
tic telling of what were mere sounds from the bird, that is, he puts a literary enhance-
ment on ta thryloumena.”

Reading idealization through both rustic and urban participants realigns responsibil-
ity to a great extent away from the sole focalization of the primary narrator. Daphnis is a
literary exponent himself, able to construct set-piece manifestations of his own pai-
deia.” In this sense Daphnis is like Philetas in his ability to construct pleasurable
mythological narrative.”® Daphnis’ ability to extemporize is put to the test in Book 2
in his encounter with the rich young Methymnians who accuse him of theft (he has
had practice in extemporization in his war of words with Dorkon at 1.16). Daphnis’
superiority to the Methymnians is underscored by the narrator, who is clearly on his pro-
tagonist’s side. Philetas is the adjudicator of the trial and finds in Daphnis’ favour
(2.17.1). The rustics are then described as triumphing in a mock-epic engagement
which results in the Methymnians being put to flight.”” The reader is left in no doubt
that the Methymnians are unfavourably characterized by the narrator and that
Daphnis is the superior debater,’® a fact which problematizes the scholarly view that
Longus undermines his narrator by paralleling his characterization with that of the
Methymnians. As underlined above, the only indication of the narrator’s background
is that he describes himself as hunting in Lesbos (the novel’s first three words, €v
AécBw Onpav). It is plausible to presume that he is a man of wealth, an urban visitor
to the countryside on a hunting trip. The Methymnians are rich, urban young men seek-
ing pleasurable, exotic rustic pursuits (€v Eevikt €pyet, 2.12.1), and Dionysophanes’
son Astylus is described in similar terms (4.11.1).7 The assumption has been made that
the snobbery of these visitors from the city matches that of the narrator, and that the
novel plays on the contrast between their idealized expectations of the countryside
and its actual realities. Both sets of characters, the Methymnians and the urbanites of
Book 4, have rightly been identified as constructs from New Comedy who infiltrate
the bucolic (in a literary sense) world.®° These intruders’ characterization is undermined
within the narrative, but I submit that it is the narrator himself who propounds this
representation.

The pleasure-seeking Methymnians engage in country pursuits expected by rich visi-
tors (2.12), but encounter rustic realities when their ship’s cable is stolen (2.13.1). They

™ Bpudelv (in the passive voice) is usually translated here as ‘common talk’ (cf. LSJ s.v. II), but I
follow Schlapbach (n. 65), 84, who convincingly suggests that the participle refers to the song of the
wood-pigeon, given the primary meaning of the verb as ‘chatter, babble’ (LSJ s.v. I).

75 «All novel heroes and heroines are pepaideumenoi’: de Temmerman (n. 1), 208.

76 1t is at the level of knowledge of the realities of life, and in particular the mechanics of love, that
he fails, but this is very much in keeping with his bucolic-literary characterization, set apart from the
real world.

7 They are compared to starlings or jackdaws (a conflation of the similes at /7. 16.583 and 17.755,
for which see Morgan [n. 3], 188-9).

78 On the rhetorical skill of Daphnis as a reflection of contemporary practice, see Morgan (n. 3),
188 (on 2.16.1).

7 Whitmarsh (n. 1), 96 n. 135 must be correct in seeing olo, which introduces the description of
Astylus as a rich young man come to the countryside in pursuit of exotic pleasure, as an internal ref-
erence back to the Methymnians (especially given the similarity of vocabulary).

80 On New Comedy and Longus, see Hunter (n. 14), 67-70 and, more broadly, G. Bretzigheimer,
‘Die Komik in Longos’ Hirtenroman Daphnis und Chloe’, Gymnasium 95 (1988), 515-55. On the
Methymnians as belonging to the world of New Comedy, see Morgan (n. 3), 186.
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make little fuss and replace it with a rope made of willow-shoots (2.13.3), which is
eventually eaten by goats (2.13.4). They blame Daphnis and, as discussed above, end
up in a trial to decide the issue. The Methymnians’ assumed superiority is illustrated
by their perceived need to speak clearly and succinctly because (so they thought) it
was only a cowherd who was the judge (Bouvkodiov €yovieg dikaoty, 2.15.1). Their
misjudgement is proved by their defeat and physical expulsion at the hands of the rus-
tics, and the mockery is complete. That the narrator himself knowingly undermines city-
folk is given further weight in a passage towards the end of the novel, at the wedding of
Daphnis and Chloe (4.38.4):8!

£vépovto 8¢ xad ol aiyeg mAnciov, domep koi owtod Kovovodoot Thg £0ptic. 10010 T0lg UEV
QOTUKOIG OV TTOVY TEPTIVOV MV-

And the goats were also grazing nearby, as though they too were joining in the festivities. This
was not at all to the liking of the townsfolk.

The idealized pleasure of the countryside is undermined by the presence of the goats and
presumably their smell. The insistent artificiality of the countryside played out through-
out the novel is constructed by the actual rustics themselves. For example, they ensure
that the garden of Dionysophanes is suitably prettified, with the dung and muck removed,
before his arrival.®> Now and again, however, the reality comes to the surface, as in the
case of these goats. Note the humour implied in the contrast between astykois and terp-
non: this is a joke at the expense of the urbanites’ snobbery,®3 dealt out by the narrator
himself. The disdain of the narrator for the superficial arrivals from the city is clear, just
as he implies that the Methymnians were wrong to underestimate not only the judgement
of Philetas and his paideia but also the ability of the country folk to overcome them in
‘battle’. It is, therefore, misguided to assimilate the competence and person of the narrator
with the young men from Methymna. This narrator is just as prone to ironize the por-
trayal of the urban visitors as he is prone to ironize the actual rustics or Daphnis and
Chloe themselves. It is vital to identify all characters as open to the same treatment by
the same narrator. Yet, arguably, the world of the city comes off the worse in the end.
The mixing of two generic strands, the bucolic and the comic/novelistic, throughout
the novel comes to a head in Book 4, whereby tropes and characters from New
Comedy seem to overwhelm a bucolic world threatened only rarely by foreign incur-
sions. At the end of Book 4, however, Daphnis and Chloe decide to reject the city for
the countryside (4.37.1—they cannot bear life in the city), and to bring up their children
there.84 The countryside (albeit the idealized, literary version) in the end triumphs.83

TEXTUAL DEPTH

I turn now to discuss the most important examples set forth as evidence that Longus’
narrator has a shallow understanding of matters, literary, intertextual and otherwise,

z; This is not a passage discussed by Morgan (n. 1) or Morgan (n. 2).
4.2-3.
85 Cf. Theoc. Id. 20.3—4, a passage which neatly sums up such an opposition.
84 As Said (n. 53), 107 states, this life they choose is not one of hard rustic labour, but a continu-
ation of the pastoral idyll.
85 Cf. Effe (n. 59), 202-3.
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contained in the novel.3¢ In accordance with the line of argumentation that ‘the author’s
narratee is led to see that the narrator does not fully “know” his story’,8” Morgan argues
that the narrator’s knowledge of the divine plane is specifically limited by the author, in
that the narrator acknowledges their presence and function only when they appear to the
characters within the story, a phenomenon which is restricted for the most part to
dreams.®® This ‘reticence about the action of the gods’ is in contrast to the freedom
with which characters relate the presence and even emotions of the gods in the inset
tales.®®

I begin with Eros. As discussed already, the god is given a central role in the fabri-
cation of the story. At 2.27, Pan appears in a dream to the Methymnian captain (he and
his crew have abducted Chloe) and orders him to release their captive, a parthenos of
whom Eros wishes to make a mythos (2.27.1). Before the vision, supernatural events
occur which cause chaos. The whole episode is narrated, Morgan argues, exactly as it
was seen by those involved—the narrator, therefore, is afforded no more knowledge
than the participants themselves.”® What is emphasized is the seeming-ness of the sights
(2.25.3-4): the whole land seemed (£€30ker) to be ablaze with fire, confused shouts and
sounds arise, someone seemed to be wounded (tetp®dcOail t1g £30ket) and another lay
on the ground mimicking a corpse (£kerto vekpod pyovpevog). To an onlooker a
night-battle seemed to be ensuing, only one without any enemies present (eikacev
v T Opav vukTopoyioy oL TopovImv ToAENimv). Morgan states: ‘The supernatural
events of the intervention itself are carefully relegated to the realm of appearances.’®!
Yet, this is standard practice in description of experience because of Dionysiac manifest-
ation, evident as early as Euripides’ Bacchae:°? at lines 918-21 Pentheus describes what
he appears to be seeing (Soxk® ... dokelc)—two suns, two Thebes, the stranger
(Dionysus) as a bull. It is a vision which occurs only to those under the influence of
Dionysus—the most tragic example being Pentheus’ mistaken identity in the eyes of
his mother. Morgan has assigned to the narrator’s ignorance what is entirely expected
in the conventions of describing Dionysiac events.”?

Morgan makes a similar argument about the scene immediately preceding these
events, where the Nymphs appear to Daphnis, and relate to him the care they have
taken and continue to take of Chloe. He states: ‘The narrator’s knowledge of the
Nymphs’ state of mind is limited to what a human observer could infer from their
appearance.’® It is true that the Nymphs intrude into the novel only in the realm of
dreams, and that we receive their information not directly from the narrator but in sec-
ondary narration; however, this is typical of the Greek novel generally. Divine

86 The examples I furnish are mostly taken from Morgan (n. 1).

87 Morgan (n. 1), 509.

88 Morgan (n. 1), 509.

8 Morgan (n. 1), 510.

0 Morgan (n. 1), 509-10.

1 Morgan (n. 1), 509.

2 Cf. E.R. Dodds, Euripides Bacchae (Oxford, 1960%), 193 (on lines 920-2). Longus’ narration
also owes something to an ecphrastic description of battle more generally (cf. Theon,
Progymnasmata 118-19 Spengel).

9 Cf. Verg. Aen. 4.469-70: Dido, maddened, sees visions of the type seen by Pentheus
(Eumenidum ueluti demens uidet agmina Pentheus | et solem geminum et duplices se ostendere
Thebas). A.S. Pease (ed.), Publi Vergili Maronis Aeneidos Liber Quartus (Cambridge, MA, 1935),
on line 469 quotes Schol. Dan.: et bene ‘uidet agmina’ expressit furentem, cum ait ‘uidet’, non ‘exis-
timat’, sed ‘putat se uidere’, a view which neatly sums up the nature of a Bacchant’s perspective.

4 Morgan (n. 1), 509.
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visitations to mortals happen most frequently through dreams, and it is therefore through
the mortal character’s perspective that we understand the vision.?> This is the case with
Daphnis: the focalization through his eyes (it is emphasized that they appeared to him—
Kol oOTd ol Tpelg epiotavtan, 2.23.1) accounts for the fact that they are described as
looking like the statues (tolg drydApootv Suoton). Dryas and Lamon think that very thing
in their dream at 1.7.2 (toig NOpgog £86xouv €ketvog 106 €v 1@ Gvtpw), wherein those
statues, now animated, hand over their adopted children to Eros. Longus is merely
engaging in a novelistic trope.

That this narrator has fully omniscient knowledge of the divine plane within the
novel is unambiguously on display in an important passage early in Book 1: towodto
8¢ avtdv mouloviov towdvde omovdiv "Epwg dvémhaoce (‘While such things kept
their playful attention, Eros plotted the following piece of seriousness’). The playful
beginnings of Daphnis and Chloe’s life together are complicated by the intervention
of Eros himself. Morgan relegates discussion of this sentence to a footnote and argues
that it is merely a metaphor on the part of the narrator which the author’s narratee reads
as a literal truth. Taken on its own, however, following on from the vision of Dryas and
Lamon who see a winged figure but do not recognize the god (1.7.2), this passage indi-
cates not only the superior knowledge of narrator and reader but also, more importantly,
the full awareness of this narrator of Eros’ own role in the formation of the plot. The
verb used, dvémndlaoce, underscores the fact that this is the personified Eros shaping
the story, not a broad metaphor for love. As discussed above with reference to
Dionysophanes, the verb, here with prefix, signifies literary creation, an ability to myth-
ologize and shape a plot. orovdn itself has a literary register beyond its primary mean-
ing of seriousness of circumstance.”® A personified, active and authorial role for Eros in
the construction of the events of the plot could not be more lucidly described by the
narrator, and exemplifies the latter’s full cognition of the role the divine plays in the
story he narrates; this is a full disclosure of direct knowledge.®”

Longus’ novel is often described as untypical in that it downplays typical motifs
associated with the genre.”® A hint of the work’s self-reflexive awareness of this differ-
ence is found at 1.31.1, the point at which Daphnis escapes piracy and shipwreck.

xo@leton pev 8n 1ov tpomov 100tov 0 Adpvic, 800 Kivduvoug map’ EAnido nhoay doPuymy,
Anotmpiov koi vooryiov.

After this manner, then, was Daphnis saved, and escaped two kinds of danger—against all
expectation—piracy and shipwreck.

Escape from such dangers belongs to the very fabric of the Greek novel, and to any
experienced reader of such texts these would not come as unexpected events. Morgan
reads this surprise at Daphnis’ escape as belonging to the narrator who apparently
lacks the knowingness of the author/author’s narratee, and claims that the narrator
‘buys into the stereotypes at face value’.® Yet, the novel’s ‘deconstructive play with

% See R. Cioffi, ‘Seeing gods: epiphany and narrative in the Greek novels’, AncNarr 11 (2014),
1-42, at 1 n. 2 for an exemplary list of this phenomenon.

% Cf. LSJ s.v. omovdaiog II. Cf. Lucian, Ver. hist. 1.1.5.

°7 Contrast Morgan (n. 1), 510.

% See E.L. Bowie, ‘The Greek novel’, in S. Swain (ed.), Oxford Readings in the Greek Novel
(Oxford, 1999), 39-59, at 56. Even the style marks out the novel as untypical: E. Rohde, Der grie-
chische Roman und seine Vorliufer (Leipzig, 1914%), 515-21.

% Morgan (n. 1), 516.
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generic conventions’, as Morgan cogently puts it,'°" surely comes not at the expense of
the narrator but rather at the expense of Daphnis. The latter is the subject of the main
verb and therefore of the participle, and the syntax leads us to see mop’ €Anido as relat-
ing to Daphnis himself. The narrator is playing with Daphnis’ lack of experience and
unawareness that he is part of a larger literary scheme with precedents and standard tem-
plates. A comparable example of the narrator’s play with Daphnis’ naivety is found at
1.8.3, where the young pair are described as rejoicing in their herding roles, in their eyes
‘a great office’ (g dpymv ueydany),!°! without truly realizing just how accurate their
perception of the office is. Their perspective contrasts with that of their foster-parents,
who had sought a role for them superior to their own. Daphnis and Chloe are set apart
from the other rustics as belonging to an idealized mythical world (watched over and
administered by Eros—2.7.2), where this function they receive puts them on the
same path as Eros the Shepherd, to whom they themselves erect an altar (4.39.2).
What would ordinarily be perceived as a mundane task has far higher connotations in
this novel, given Eros’ oversight (1.7.2).

At the end of the preface the narrator prays for sophrosyné in his writing of the things
of others (uiv 8¢ 0 B0 ToPdoY Ol COPPOVOVGL TO TV GAL®Y Ypbpewy, praef. 4). The
reader’s expectation is therefore aroused to the possibility of erotic detail which could
verge on the explicit, especially given the subject of the preface.'92 At the points in
the novel where explicitness might be expected, the narrator tends to revert to euphem-
ism, thus disappointing any titillation-seeking narratee. This is especially evident in
three places: the point in Book 1 at which Daphnis falls in love with Chloe (1.14-15),
Daphnis’ encounter with Lykainion (3.18) and the final section of the novel, the wed-
ding night (4.40). The first two instances have been applied in Morgan’s thesis to argue
that this narrator has a less than insightful awareness of some of the events of the story.
After Chloe’s rescue of Daphnis from the wolf-pit by use of her unrolled breast-band
(1.12.1), the cowherd Dorkon, who was on hand to help, brings to bear his full attention
on Chloe. It is nowhere stated explicitly that Dorkon, as is apt for his name,'%* caught
sight of the bare-breasted Chloe and for that reason amorously pursued her, but that is
certainly the indubitable implication of 1.15.1:

Adpkov 8¢ 6 Poukdrog, 0 1OV Ad@viv €k 10D G1poD Kol TOV TPAYovV Gviuncduevos,
apTiyévelog pelpakiokog kol €i80g €pmwtog Kol o €pyo kKol T0 dvoporto €00VG PEV €
€xetvng g NUEPOS EpOTIKAG THg XAONG dETED.

The cowherd Dorkon, who had drawn Daphnis and the goat out of the pit, a young lad with his
first beard already showing, who knew both the ways and the names of Eros, immediately from
that very day had erotic feelings towards Chloe.

“The narrator says no more, either from obtuseness or from the sophrosyne for which he
prayed in the prologue, but the author’s reader can easily infer that Dorkon’s glimpse of
Chloe’s innocently bared breasts was instrumental in his infatuation. Even his name tips
the wink to the author’s reader behind the narrator’s back.”!%4 It is indeed left to the

1% Morgan (n. 1), 516.

19T Morgan (n. 3), 156 (on 1.8.3): ‘i) the narrator laughs at DC’s rusticity; but ii) in so doing dis-
tances himself from the author, who knows that the shepherd is the analogue of Eros as supreme nat-
ural force (2.7.2).

192 The classic discussion of the novel’s self-strategy for self-control is now Goldhill (n. 45), 1-45.

193 Dorkon < 8épropon: Morgan (n. 2), 182.

14 Morgan (n. 2), 182.
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reader’s discernment to read between the lines, as it were, but the details given make it
very obvious why Dorkon was suddenly so interested. This is someone who has sexual
experience, and it could not be emphasized more that it was immediately, from that very
day, that he was so interested.!?> While no overt connection is made between cause and
effect, the description of the readiness and experience of Dorkon as well as the repetition
of the fact of his rescue of Daphnis (0 TOv Adpviv €k 100 61poV) to remind the reader of
the breast-band are so obviously suggestive that the narrator must himself be party to the
layered game he embeds in his own narration. The narrator’s prayer in the preface for
such self-control in itself implies awareness of the full gambit of narratorial possibilities
in writing of the things of others.'%® Ignorant he is not.

At 3.18 Daphnis receives his erotic paidagogia from Lykainion. The rusticity and
naivety of Daphnis is emphasized here by the narrator perhaps more than anywhere
else.!07 This is the very point of ignorance that brought him such grief (specifically
aporia—3.14.5), and his eagerness to be taught is satirized by the narrator as belonging
to his rustic unsophistication (3.18.1-2):

o

0UK EKOPTEPNOEV O AQPVIS VP’ NBoVTig, GAL’ Gite drypotikog Kol oimdlog kol €pdv Kol VEOG,
PO TOV TOSAV KaTomeEGMY THY AvKaiviov ikétevev 8Tt Téyioto S186Eon ™V t€xvny, St Hig O
BovAeton dpdoer XAdnv- kol domep L u€yo kol Bedmeuntov dANBOG nEALwV Siddokechon
kol €ppov ovTh onkity dwoey €nnyyeilato Kol TUPOVG AMOAOVS TPOTOPPUVTOV YOAOKTOG
Kod TV olyo avThy.

Daphnis could not control himself for pleasure, but inasmuch as he was a goatherd and in love
and young, he fell before Lykainion’s feet and begged her to teach him as quickly as possible
the skill with which he could do to Chloe what he wanted. And as though he were about to be
taught something great and truly heaven-sent he promised to give her a weaned goat and soft
cheeses made from the rich milk and the she-goat herself.

Once the deed is performed, he is desperate to rush off and teach Chloe, given, as the
narrator tells us, he still had a rustic outlook (€11 Towevikny yvouny, 3.19.1). Rustic
unsophistication is emphasized too by dte Gypowcog kot oimdrog (3.18.1), though
not necessarily in a pejorative way, given its collocation with kol €p@dv kol véog—
we both smile at and pity Daphnis. The knowing superiority of both narrator and reader
is brought to the fore as we witness the impossible naivety of Daphnis. Even the opening
words of the excerpt above (oUk €kaptépnoev 0 Adgvig v’ Ndoviig), which on one
level describe the joy of Daphnis, imply a different pleasure (Wdov1}) which he cannot
contain and he will shortly experience. Morgan draws attention to the Platonic idea
behind the words domep Tt péya kol Bedneuntov dANOdS péAmy diddioxechon that
‘Love truly is heavenly, both in this story and at large, and that what Daphnis is
about to learn is the human aspect of the entire benevolent dispensation of Eros as out-
lined by Philetas’.1%® This is an allusion behind the narrator’s back, according to
Morgan.'? The Lykainion episode brings into focus the two competing strands of
the novel. On a human, realistic level, the quest of Daphnis and Chloe is laughable,

195 Note the allusion to PL. Symp. 207b in €potikdg dietédn, where the sexual instincts of animals
are discussed (Morgan [n. 3], 163).

106 gee, above all, Goldhill (n. 45), 26-7.

197 1 do not engage here in the long debates about the episode’s euphemistic details and the ending
‘as for the rest, nature itself taught what had to be done’ (3.18.4). The best discussion is still Goldhill
(n. 45), 20-30.

198 Morgan (n. 2), 184, who compares Pl. Phdr. 245b.

19 Morgan (n. 3), 212 (on 3.18.2).
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and Daphnis’ naivety before Lykainion impossible. But on the mythical bucolic-literary
level, where realism is suspended, Daphnis is being guided by the gods, and Lykainion
is truly a heaven-sent instructor to direct him. The Platonic allusion points to the
Socratic-like instruction he now receives given the previous emphasis on his aporia
and lack of knowledge (3.14.5). We have already seen that the narrator promotes and
idealizes the mythological over the real, and the bucolic over the New Comic/novelistic,
and we should read here two layers of meaning put out by the narrator in full realization
of these levels: the joke at Daphnis’ expense, whereby we read from a position of reality,
along with the narrator, and the promotion of the literary mainframe of the novel,
whereby the unreal ‘other’ plays out to a conclusion.

It is unnecessary to see such layering as beyond the competence of the narrator. The
two coexisting strands of the literal and the literary can be found at either end of the
Lykainion episode. She gains Daphnis’ attention by pretending that an eagle had
snatched away one of her twenty geese, only for that goose to be dropped deep in
the woods (3.16.2). This ploy has a broader literary significance, in that Penelope
dreamed of twenty geese (the suitors) who were killed by an eagle (Odysseus) at Od.
19.535-50: the promiscuous courtesan-figure from New Comedy is framed in reference
which recalls the most chaste of all women.!'? Lykainion’s parting words to Daphnis are
put in terms which evoke another famous female figure from the Odyssey. She says: kol
pépvnoo Ot oe Avdpo £y® mpo XA0ng menoinko (‘And remember that I made you a
man before Chloe did’, 3.19.3). At the level of the plot’s development, this is an entirely
serious and accurate statement: Daphnis now knows the erga of Eros because Lykainion
was the first to have sex with him, before Chloe. Yet, there is another Odyssean allusion
here: at Od. 8.461-2, Nausicaa’s final words to Odysseus are very similarly constructed:

xoipe, EeW’, Tva kol ot €mv €v matpidt yoin
uvnon €uet’, 6t pot mpwt Lwdypt dpErierc.

‘Goodbye, stranger. Sometime, when you’re back in your homeland,
remember me, that it is to me you owe first the price for your life.’

Nausicaa, the archetypal parthenos ready for marriage, is (perhaps comically) a figure
for Lykainion’s parting words to Daphnis. Both have done a service to their respective
addressees, but with very differing physical interactions. Nausicaa is the young woman
whom Odysseus flattered to get into the city, but with whom he carefully avoided any
further involvement to ensure he got home to Penelope, a framework of experience the
reverse of the roles of Daphnis the inexperienced and Lykainion the praeceptor amoris.

There is nothing to be gained from arguing that this intertextual layering is at an
ignorant narrator’s expense, but is rather in keeping with the comic tone of the narration
of the Lykainion episode as a whole.!!! As argued on the basis of the narrator’s self-
characterization in the preface, the learning implied as embedded within the novel, as
something Hellenistic and ‘laboured forth’ (€¢€emovnoouny, praef. 3), is altogether to
be expected of this narrator.

1% Morgan (n. 3), 211 (on 3.16.2) has an excellent discussion.
"1 The Odyssean allusions arguably undercut attempts to read serious undertones in this episode,
contra e.g. Winkler (n. 72).
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vipxeton 8¢ dpo. Bodg dcov 008E EvBpmmog: LoVeV Aeineton TdV EviSpmv dpvibav Koi o TdV
ix0bwv: ovd’ Gv damoérorto Poldg vnyopevog, €1 un AV YMAGV ol dvuxeg mepPTECOLEV
S1aBpoyol yevouevol. HopTLPoDGL T AGY® péypt vOv ToAAol Ttomot thg Boddioons, Boog
mopot Aeyopevor.

An ox swims better even than a human. Only waterfowl and of course fish are superior. An ox
would not perish swimming if it were not for the fact that their hoof-ends fall off when they
become wet. Witness to this account are the many maritime places which to this day are called
‘Bosporos’.

There is no easy solution to account for the absurd digression on oxen at 1.30.4. This
article has attempted to demonstrate that the primary narrator of Longus’ Daphnis
and Chloe is an erudite, careful and artful character. There is nothing in the novel
which suggests anything otherwise, except for this digression. The information in this
excerpt bespeaks a laughably ignorant, foolish pedant. This passage is the cornerstone
of Morgan’s separation of author from less sophisticated narrator:'!2 ‘“The absurdity of
this has dismayed scholars, and even led to a proposal to delete the whole passage as a
copyist’s addition. However, there is no good reason to do so, and from our narrato-
logical viewpoint we can see that the joke is on the narrator himself, whose ridiculous
pedantry distances him from the author and the best reader of the novel. Other discursive
intrusions by the narrator lack the obvious irony of this one, but nevertheless position
him as an eager purveyor of erudite detail from an urban perspective.’!13

If we put Morgan’s approach to the side, as I think we should, then either this pas-
sage is an interpolation, or the passage illustrates a narrator parodying, ironically,
pseudo-scientific digressions common in the prose literature of the Early Empire. The
passage is marked as an interpolation in Dalmeyda’s 1934 Budé edition (following
Castiglioni) but the communis opinio is that the text is indeed of Longus, defended
above all by Reeve in his Teubner edition, who states that it reeks of Longus
(‘Longum sapit’).!'* The language does indeed suggest Longus: if it were an interpol-
ation it must have been by a very careful and early imitator of the novelist. If anything
could lend weight to the idea of interpolation here, it would surely be the temporal
marker péypt vov (which occurs only here in Longus), drawing the reader’s attention
to the moment of composition, in a novel which altogether avoids indication of its
date.!!> This is very much out of keeping with the rest of the text. The temporal marker
does, however, at the same time, point to a narrator who marks his own temporal exist-
ence outside of the novel, as he steps back from the fictional unreality momentarily. This
intrusion points to a voice of an authorial reality, who physically produced the four
books (praef. 3), and wrote them (ypdupev, praef. 4). It would be odd for a so-called
hidden author to present the narrator in such authorial terms of physical reality only
to undermine him.

"2 Morgan (n. 1), 517.

'3 The other long digression in the primary narrative is found at 2.1.4, on the nature of the low-
growing vines in Lesbos. There is a short comment by the narrator on the fine quality of Lesbian wine
at 4.10.3. Neither passage is comparable with the ridiculous content at 1.30.4.

114 Reeve (n. 12), ad loc.

5 Morgan (n. 3), 2: the novel puts forward ‘a mise en scéne in an idealized and chronologically
indeterminate past’.
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The alternative solution is to read parody here of pseudo-scientific writings, most
likely contemporary. In his newly published commentary on Daphnis and Chloe,
Ewen Bowie settles for this explanation.!'® For him, Longus is mocking novelists
such as Achilles Tatius and other contemporary authors for their fondness for such
digressions. The reader is to see the nonsensical inaccuracy about the results of oxen
that swim as just that, nonsense inserted for amusement. Contemporary readers would
be very used to reading ‘scientific’ asides in other prose works. The irony at work
here is targeted at authors of other texts and is not at this narrator’s expense. The narrator
relates Lykainion’s education of Daphnis ‘with a straight face’, as it were; he is similarly
straight-faced as he relates this seeming aetiology of Bosporos. This line of argumenta-
tion is at least plausible and would be worthy of an author who so carefully creates an
alternative novel, one which plays with the conventions so forcefully. Yet, there is no
other passage in Longus which so openly displays such a facile pose, if only to engage
in literary parody. The passage is unique in Longus, for that reason.

In his apparatus criticus, Reeve writes ‘utinam recte’ of Castiglioni’s argument for
interpolation. It would indeed be the easiest way to deal with a most unusual passage.
Bowie’s explanation is surely the only realistic one, however. What must be denied is an
interpretation that wants to separate a naive, foolish narrator from a mocking author. The
evidence in the rest of the novel points to a very different type of narrator, and this
digression must be approached from that standpoint.

University of Edinburgh CALUM A. MACIVER
calum.maciver@ed.ac.uk

116 E 1. Bowie, Longus: Daphnis and Chloe (Cambridge, 2019), on 1.30.6, where he notes, too,
the other similar uses of paptupeiv in both Longus and Achilles Tatius, both of whom seem to be
imitating Herodotus.
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