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Drosilla and Charicles: an Instance of the
Ambivalent Classical Conception of Literary
Emulation in Middle Byzantine Context

Abstract: Nicetas Eugenianus® novel Drosilla and Charicles is the product

of mimesis in two ways. First, it is modelled on classical novels and as an
imitation of the novel Rhodanthe and Dosicles by Theodore Prodromus.
Second, another characteristic is even more important than this change in the
established genre. In the work of Prodromus, namely, there are numerous
items from classical novel-writers, which were never marked as such. In the
Eugenianus’ text, however, there are two explicit allusions to a couple of
classical novels whose protagonists are mentioned. Since this is a rare instance
in Byzantine literature, its characteristics are worth analysing.
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As is well known among the classicists, it is still an open question if and
to which extent the classical Greek novel, in capacity of a literary genre — as
a whole or in part — originated from epic poetry, New Attic comedy, myth-
ological narratives, or historiography." Yet, if we examine closely the genre’s
texts which have been preserved to date, we will observe that the literary allu-
sions appearing in them relate to all afore mentioned genres and reflect them.
Among others, C. Miiller was the first, to my knowledge, to become aware
of this kind of relation and define it, in the framework of the Vogt’'s History
of Greek Literature, as the “aesthetics of reception”.? Namely, just as the con-
temporary Lucianic satire, the classical novel too, to great extent, represents
a sort of patchwork made of literary and mythographical allusions. Likewise,
we can assume that the same procédé was especially attractive to the Byzan-
tine authors of novels, since the imitation of literary artefacts was truly more
important for them than the Aristotelian principle of imitation of the reality.
To this Byzantine novels’ specificity we can add another dimension, insofar as
the classical novels themselves represent an important supplementary source
of possible references for the 12th century Byzantine novelists.

In other words, late Classical representatives of what we today primarily
call narrative form, the novels, have not yet found their place on a genealogy

* Cf. Perry: 3—43; Reardon: 292-4; Steiner: passim; Hagg (1971): 334-5.
2 Miiller: 389.
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tree of Greek literary history. Nevertheless, these old-new love stories,orig-
inating from the end of the Middle Byzantine period,still represent contin-
uators of the Classical cultural heritage and literary technique. At the same
time, owing to the identical means of expression, these new novels were tied
to mimesis and literary reproduction that imposed very narrow boundaries of
creativity to the Byzantine writers in the works written in bookish archaizing
language.® Precisely this novelistic genre, that is a group of thematically ho-
mogenous works, became paradigmatic for the entire sector of literary pro-
duction which was related, at least partially, to fiction and which set itself a
goal to entertain the audience.

As far as the subject matter is concerned, these Middle Byzantine novels
— in accordance with what crystallized itself as a privileged plot of fictional
narrative since the Hellenistic period — present stories of love and adventures.
Apart from the constant love-theme, as something mutual with Late-Antique
Greek novel, these works written in literary language have also the use of the
same rhetorical means, which would be as follows: insertion of opulent artis-
tic descriptions, long rhetorical speeches, letters, monologues, lamentations,
and the similar. All these means show evidence of the persistence and conti-
nuity of certain narrative techniques and, more generally, of the strength of a
typically Byzantine tradition of education and culture. However, the relevant
continuity of stylistic modes and forms is followed by some — albeit slight —
innovations in the area of thematic and narrative structure.

Generally speaking, the similarities of plot between each of the three en-
tirely preserved novels on the one hand, and their classical models on the
other, are probably too often overestimated. Still, luxurious introductory
descriptions, like those of Prodromus’ Rhodanthe and Dosicles and of Euge-
nianus’ Drosilla and Charicles, indicate directly to the , opening” scene of the
Heliodorus’ novel Ethiopics® and, through it, to the Homeric descriptions of
Helios” chariots®. Specifically, Prodromus uses the dusk as the ambiance for
the sudden and incomprehensible pirates’ attack on the port.” On the other
hand, Eugenianus, for the same purpose, uses the depiction of dawn?®, but,
this time, it is, incidentally, the attack of brigands on the city’s surroundings
—. In this manner these descriptions reveal to us the nature of the text with
which we are dealing and plot of which we start to unravel. The realistic de-

3 Cf. MacAlister, 275.

+ Cf. Agapitos — Smith: 36-7.

5 Heliod. Aethiop. 1, 1, 1—4.

¢E.g. Hom I1. V, 5-6; XIX, 1—2.

7 Theod. Prodr. Rhod. et Dos. 1, 1-9 (ed. Conca).
8 Nic. Eugen. Dros. et Char. 1, 1-16 (ed. Conca).
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scription at the beginning of Macrembolites” novel Hysmine and Hysminias®
also has similar importance, because it refers to Achilles Tatius’ classical novel
Leucippe and Cleitophon™, albeit implicitly.

Likewise, more or less direct references to the Classical literary texts
abound in all three complete Byzantine novels, so that they have been used
for the achieving of comical effects, too. An extraordinary sequence of this
kind of references can be found in Drosilla and Charicles, i.e. in a speech, more
than 200 verses long, spoken by a rude character, Callidemus, inside the 6th
book of the novel. He is attempting to seduce the female protagonist by way
of persuasive plaidoyer and is comically parading encyclopaedical examples
of great love affairs taken from the Hellenistic répertoire.”* As was already no-
ticed by Hagg and Alexiou, this Eugenianus’ character’s tirade cites or alludes
to the texts of Homer, Heliodorus, Plato and Longus, mentioning the episodes
concerning the vicissitudes of Hero and Leander, Polyphemus and Galatea,
Paris’ judgement, Tantalus, Niobe, Zeus’ love-connected metamorphoses,
Semiramis, and so on.™

On the other hand, the emphasized treatment reserved for the poetry of
Theocritus has to be mentioned as especially important, bearing in mind that
the whole episode of the novel is set in the rural surrounding. An instance
for the appropriation of Theocritus’” poetry (in this particular case: Idyll XII,
16)" in Eugenianus is provided by his repeated usage of the verb avtipiA®,
for example in the phrase «@uAoVpevov Y& avtipidetv o OéAew (Dros. et
Char. V1, 455), where the Byzantine author redirects the description of the love
desire from Hellenistic, homoerotic, to heteroerotic context, but not without
certain ambiguities.

Inside the afore mentioned persuasion-speech of the secondary character
Callidemus, there are two instances which are very rare, if not unique, in the
Byzantine narrative literature of all periods. These instances are the explicit
citing and naming of some fictional characters taken as exemplary authorities
together with other, non-novelistic and mythological examples. The examples
of fictional characters are found in the novels by Heliodorus — the secondary
characters of Arsace* and Achaemenes® from the 7% book , andLongus — the

9 Eust. Macremb. Hysm. et Hismin. I, 1,1-6,1 (ed. Conca).

© Ach. Tat. Leuc. et Cleit I, 1,1 —1,13 (ed. Hercher).

" Nic. Eugen., op. cit.. VI, 329-558. For a more detailed discussion on the episode, see Roilos: 74-5.
2 Hagg (1983): 38—9; Alexiou: 37.

3«0 KAVTEPIANT’ 6 PIANOeic» (ed. Cholmeley).

4 Heliod. Aethiop. VII, 1-VIII, 15

' [bid. VII, 16-VII, 5.
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protagonists Daphnis and Chloe®. The reason for this procedure lies, to my
mind, in the rising appreciation of Heliodorus’ literary work from the time of
Photius in the g century, through Psellus in the 11%, all the way to Philippus
Philagathus in the 12% century.

As it was already mentioned, the best way to trace the reception of He-
liodorus’ novel in the 12th century Byzantine novels is by analyzing the in-
troductory sequences of Prodromus’ and Eugenianus’ novels. We might say
with Agapitos that these introductory sequences, in the new context, are
transformed by taking into account the Psellus’ principle of the construction
of «&meloodx duynuato. (This principle was presented in his essay on the
comparison of characteristics of Achilles Tatius” and Heliodorus’ novels.) This
procedure in Prodromus’ novel implies that the writer, instead of scattered
sections of narration, binds together some shorter narrative and descriptive
scenes with an apparently important reason to achieve an effect of rhetorical
pathos.”?

If we now turn our attention to the analogous scene in the Eugenianus’
novel, even in a superficial way it becomes clear that here we are dealing
with the standard conception of literary emulation, as it was adopted by the
Greek practice of demonstrative rhetoric, at least from the times of the Sec-
ond Sophistic onward. In other words, we can see how Eugenianus reverses
the Prodromus’ already inverted sequence of narrative sections, thus com-
ing nearer to the primary model of both of them, that is to say Heliodorus,
particularly by applying the stylistic figures of antithesis and aposiopesis. Yet,
in other sections of his novel, too, Eugenianus is parodying Heliodorus’ text
much more than Prodromus is. What is more, he gladly includes some other
models, primarily the poetic texts written by Theocritus™, and prosaic ones
by Longus™. In that manner, the applied procedure of rhetorical amplification
and the narrative redimensioning become obvious.

The difference between the two novelists can further be observed in dis-
playing the effect of love suffering on the protagonists’ looks. This effect is less
visible in Prodromus®, while Eugenianus gives himself more liberty, although
only when the secondary characters are concerned, and he sometimes alludes
to the corporal changes caused by the love passion. The above-mentioned
character Callidemus, for example, attempts to incite Drosilla to become more

¢ In: Nic. Eugen., op. cit. VI, 440-51.
7 Agapitos: 234-5.
*# E.g. Nic. Eugen., op. cit. VI, 507, 516, 523; VI, 526 ~Theocr. XI, 30-1, 51-3, 36-7; I, 27-30.
"9 E.g. Long. Daph. et Chl. 1, 18,1, I 7,1, 7,7~ Nic. Eugen., op. cit. VI, 358, 376, 378.
= E.g. Theod. Prodr., op. cit. 111, 236.
168



Dusan Popovié¢

compassionate towards him by describing his own body as being ruined by
the destructive force of love®'. It is important to note here, as another contri-
bution to the thesis on Eugenianus’ double imitation, that this description
of Callidemus ows its contents to the imitation of Heliodorus’ description of
Chariclea in Aethiop. 111, 19, 1.

On the other hand, as far as the displaying of bodily sufferings is con-
cerned, in Eugenianus’ novel a certain reduction of their significance would
be manifested. Namely, if we exempt the sufferings of captivity, to which the
author refers in the same allusive manner as it was done by Prodromus, the
only serious temptations mentioned are Drosilla’s fall into the sea and her
later starving, immediatey before she would be rescued by the old Baryllis*.
Likewise, Prodromus is continually alluding to the absence of carnal con-
gression between Dosicles and Rhodanthe. Moreover, only a small number
of passages in his text gives out indecent tones. On the contrary, the same
cannot be said about Eugenianus, who surely underwent a strong influence
of Hellenistic love poetry. He evidently does not hesitate to let his characters
indulge in love pleasures.

A great difference between the two novelists will be clearly shown by com-
paring some of the garden-scenes written by them. In Prodromus’ text Dosi-
cles takes an opportunity to remain alone with Rhodanthe in Glauco’s garden,
in order to beg the girl to “become a woman”=. She refuses by appealing to
an apparition of the god Hermes, who had announced to her that the couple’s
marriage would be consumed only after their return to the town of Abydos.
Thereafter, Dosicles desists from his primary intention*. The circumstances
in Eugeniuanus’ novel are somewhat similar, but this time Charicles is much
more eloquent during his proposal to Drosilla, as he tries to convince her to
imitate the behaviour of birds, which are mating nearby, and to submit herself
to the universal power of love. Even after the girl refused to give up her vir-
ginity, he continues to insist, in the measure that she finally ends up angrily
reproaching him.

This bold elaboration of Prodromus’ sober episode clearly points to a more
concrete distinctiveness, that Eugenianus intends to attribute to his main char-
acters. This new trend is obvious in Drosilla’s first appearance also, which is
more complete and more repleted with erotic tension, because the writer does

2 Nic. Eugen., op. cit. VI, 341-3.
22 Jbid. VI, 10s; VI, 185-6.
2 Theod. Prodr., op. cit. 111, 65.
24 [bid. 111, 76-7.
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not decline to speak, among other, of her neck, chest, legs ang arms®. Anoth-
er passage, still, reveals even more Eugenianus’ desire to endow his main
characters with flesh and blood. The beginning of the novel’s 5th book* is a
realistic scene within which the heroine’s body acquires complete existence
within the narrative. The actions of the protagonists, too, are more frequently
stressed by Eugenianus than by Prodromus, insofar as the gap between the
main and the secondary characters, present in Prodromus, becomes less pro-
nounced in Eugenianus.

Therefore, the procedure of narrative reduction, rhetorical amplification
and tragediographical rearrangement can be traced all along the texts of the
two novels. While Prodromus gives the impression of stayng in a close inter-
textual correspondence with Heliodorus’ text, Eugenianus, on the other hand,
writes whether in accordance with Prodromus, or contrary to him. Besides,
he often involves other texts in order to correct or to subvert the already ,, He-
liodoric” novel of his predecessor.

Now, returning to the Callidemus episode, it can be argued that it fairly
well reflects the Eugenianus’ attitude toward his models: he shares the same
attitude with most of the other writers of belles-lettres in the Comnenian pe-
riod, and not only then. It could succinctly be defined, as was already done
long time ago primarily by Hunger and Garzya, among others, as imitation
that does not imply mere copying of the original, but reviving the model in
a new context and adapting it to the contemporary taste and particular per-
sonal style.” Similarly, the Eugenianus’ application of the principle of emu-
lation becomes visible in his treatment of the motif of festival, during which
the protagonists’ couple meets and when the patron divinity of the sanctuary
bestows its protection over the recently enamoured couple. In this case the
divinity is Dionysos, chosen by the author in conformity with the famous clas-
sical example found in Longus’ pastoral novel, but differing from all other
pieces of the novelistic genre, not only those from antiquity, but also the con-
temporary ones.*

In conclusion, I would only like to underline that the Eugenianus’ repeti-
tive use of erotic imagery and his often realistic rendering of the protagonists’
emotions lead us to assume his desire to partly liberate himself from the tra-
ditional conventions of his predecessors,® but at the same time we see that he

> Nic. Eugen., op. cit. I, 120-58.

26 More precisely ibid. V, 8.

27 Hunger (1969-1970): passim; Garzya: 1030.

# Merkelbach: passim; Schonberger: 172f.

29 Despite some earlier contrary opinions, notably Hunger (1978): 134.
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stays within the boundaries of the genre thanks to his refined stylistic playful-

ness, based on the principles of literary imitation. Finally, it goes almost with-

out saying — as it is the case with the self-restraint (ccogpooovvn) of the protag-

onists — that our author never entirely breaks the basic rules of the genre, and

that in doing so he receptively meets the expectations of his audience.
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Drosilla and Charicles: an Instance of the
Ambivalent Classical Conception of Literary
Emulation in Middle Byzantine Context

Pesume: Beh je ogaBHO ycTaHOB/LEHO Aa aHTMYKY pOMaH, Kao >KaHp,
yIr4aBHOM IIpeACTaB/ba HEKY BPCTY KOAakKa, HAUMLEHOT O/ PasHOPa3HUX
KIBIVKEBHIIX aay3nja Koje ce A40TIdy aHTIIKe MUTOAO0THje, McTopuorpaduje,
eIICcKe Toe3uje U KoMeauje, Te 4a AeAMMIUIHO Ogpa’kaBa CBe OBe JKaHpPOBe
rcrospemeno. OBaj TUII KIbIKeBHMX yIIyhuBarba BeoMa IIpuKAagHO je
omnucaH nspasom ,ecreruxa petennuje” (K. Muaep). C apyre crpane, ucru
AWTEpapHU TIOCTYTaK Ce, Takobe, y BeAMKOj Mepy MO>Ke ITPUITICATH I
BU3aHTMjCKIM ITMCITMMa T3B. ydeHUX poMmaHa 13 12. Beka, 6yayhu aa je 3a
IBVIX apMCTOTeA0BCKO Hauea0 IoApaykaBarba CTBapHOCTHU 01110 MHOTO Mambe
3HaYajHO 04 MUMe3e KIbMKeBHIX Jeaa 110 cedn. OBy ocobOeHOCT poMaHa 13
Aoba KomanH3, m1To je Takobe youeHo, AoTymbyje joIIT jeAHa KapaKTepUCTHKa,
aTo je ga ce y lhuMa Mo>Ke Hanhu 11 Ha 04pa3 KIbVDKeBHIX aly3lja Ipey3eTnx
U3 IBUXOBUX aHTUIKUX y30pa.
Csa Tpu y IOTIYHOCTH cauyyBaHa BU3aHTUjCKa poMaHa — Tj. Podanma u
Aocuxae Teogopa IIpogpoma, dpocura u Xapuxare Hukure Esrennjana u
Msmuna u Vsmunuja Esctatuja MakpeMBoauTa — 001Ayjy Marbe-BIUIIe jaCHIM
peMMHICLIeHIIMjaMa Ha ICTOBPCHE aHTUYKE KIbVKeBHE CacTaBe, aAll BeAUKU
6poj TakBUX aay3nja, 00be pehn Kpurnro-IuTaTa, MoXKe ce Hahu Hapo4InTO
Y ApyronomMeHyToM pomaHy. KoHKpeTHO, ped je 0 TOBOPY 13 IIIECTOT IleBarba
Esrenujanosor crmca, gy>kxune og rnpexo 200 cTuxosa (0Bae, Kao 1 KOg,
IIpoapoma, meTap je jaMIICKM TpUMeTap, O4H. BU3AHTUjCKM ABaHaecTepail),
KOjU YMTaOIMMa M3HOCH HeoTecaHn MaAaanh, 1o nmeny Kaanaem, y
MOKYyIIajy Aa 3aBede jyHaK/iby poMaHa; Aa OM TO IIOCTUTA0, Kao apTryMeHTe
ybebusarba oH yrmoTpeb.paBa IIMPOK perrepToap 9yBeHNX byOaBHIX
AOTO/OBINITHHA U3 KAACUYHOT U XeAeHUCTUIKOT 400a, unje Habpajarbe
ITorIprMa KOMIYHO AejCTBO, Majyhn y Buay 4a je 0Baj ToBOp 3aMMIILbEeH Kao
dopmasna Gecega y ckaagy ca cBuM IpasnanmMa petopuke. Hajsanmmansuja
ocobeHOCT OBOT Iacyca je Ta Aa Kaanaem osae, ocum Xomepa, I1aatona,
Myceja u Teokpura, Hemocpe4AHO UUTUPa UAN aAyAupa jOII U Ha ABa
aHTIMJKa, T3B. COPICTUYIKA poMaHa, KOja IIOTHYY 13 ITO3HOPMMCKOT TIeproaa
XeAeHCKe KIbVKeBHOCTH, a TO cy Xeanogoposu Teazen u Xapuxaeja u /loHTOBU
Aadrud u XAoja: lbUXOBY IPOTAarOHUCTU, KAO U HEKOAUKM CIIOPeAHU AUKOBU,
HaluMe, U3PIYIHUTO Cy yIOTpeOAbeHN Y CBOjCTBY IIpUMepa, 9uja je cBpXa
ybebusarbe, y HeKoj BpCTy ITourpaBarba ca CTapijoM TpajAuIIjoM KaHpa.
Y 0BOM OPUAOTY yUlIbeH je IOKYIIIaj Aa Ce OBaKaB IOCTYIIaK Y
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OKBMPMMa aHTMIKOT POMaHEeCKHOT XaHpa JoBeje y Be3y ca OCTaauM
CPeAbOBU3aHTHU]CKUM KIbVKEHOUCTOPU]CKUM U KILMKeBHOKPUTUYIKUM
BpeaHOBabliMa HeKOAMKMX ITpeCTaBHMKa UCTOT JKaHpa, KOja Cy M3HOCHUAe
AVYHOCTY TaKBOTI 3Hadaja Kao mTo je Muxanao Ilcea, y ceom oraeay o
Xeanogopy u Axuay TaTujy, aan 1 HeK1 Mambe YTUIIQjHI IUCITY, KaKaB je
Pyavmn ,Pruaocod”, y cBoM aseropujckoM TyMauery Emuoncke nosecmu
(rmoa ycaosoMm aa ra moucrosetumMo ca Puaaratom us Kepamuja u, Tume,

oBaj meros opusculum agatupamo y 12. croaehe). C apyre crpane, mro ce
/lOHTOBOT pOMaHa THYe, MHOTO je Te>XKe Hahu pa3Aor 3a OBaKBO IIOCTYIIambe,
oyayhu aa cy dagrud u Xroja Aasexo pebe komeHnTapucanu 1 Aa Hi

130413a HUCY AOKMBeAM OHAKO pas3rpaHaTy PyKOMNCHY IIpeaajy Kao,
npumMepa paau, Xeanoaop uau Axua Tatuje; aau, Y4uHU ce BepoOBaTHUM Aa
je nHTepTeKcTyaaHa yrioTpeba /lOHTOBOT crca 04 cTpaHe Eprennjana 6maa
yca0BabeHa Oyk0oACKOM aTMocdepoM Koja npeosaadasa y dpocuru u Xapuray.
KonauHo, nsraesa aa Huje 6e3pa3A05KHO 3aKbYIUTU Kako EBreHnjaHoBo
3HaTHO OCJarbaibe Ha TeMe M MOTHBe Ko/ TeokpuTa ogpakapa rodeTaxk
0OHOB/HEHOT 3aHMMarba BU3aHTU]CKIX IIMcalia 3a OyKOACKy 1oesujy, unju he
yTuuaj y HapeAHuM croaehmma pacty, IpBeHCTBEHO 3axBasyjyhn beHoM
9UTay y aAeTOPUjCKOM KAY4y.
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