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ABSTRACT

This article explores Herodian’s History of the Roman Empire alongside Chariton’s novel
Callirhoe with an eye to how the minds of collective entities are represented and function
in the two narratives. It argues that Chariton, unlike Herodian, elaborates on the diversity
of emotions that characterizes a specific collective experience and has groups use direct
speech throughout. These choices add vividness to the narrative and intensify the fictional
sensationalism and dramatic character of the novel. It also shows that, whereas collectives
in Chariton’s narrative are primarily designed to highlight a specific characteristic of a
hero, dramatize an event and enhance suspense, in Herodian’s historiography they are
an integral part of the plot and central to his historical analysis of contemporary political
and social world. This article offers a new analytical tool geared towards the development
of a poetics of the collective in ancient narrative as well as a poetics of fictional and
factual narration in antiquity, and advances our understanding of the complex relationship
between ancient historiography and novelistic writing.

Keywords: Herodian; Chariton; group minds; cognitive narratology; literary technique;
ancient historiography; ancient novel

INTRODUCTION

This article examines Herodian’s History of the Roman Empire, written around the middle
of the third century, alongside Chariton’s Callirhoe, a novel written sometime in the mid-
dle of the first century or a little before, with an eye to how the minds of collective entities
are represented and function in the two narratives. Although Cohn has argued that the por-
trayal of the mental workings of a person other than the speaker in narrative constitutes a
‘signpost of fictionality’ that sets fictional narratives apart from non-fictional ones,1 in
recent years it has become clear that the mental functioning of characters and their collect-
ive thought play a significant role in both fictional and factual narratives. Not only nove-
lists but also historians are interested in making transparent what is going on in people’s
heads as though they are in full possession of their ‘experientiality’.2

As far as ancient literature is concerned, Grethlein has shown that in Thucydides’
History and Heliodorus’ novel Aethiopica the representation of collective minds
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1 D. Cohn, The Distinction of Fiction (Baltimore, 1999), 16–17.
2 See M. Alders, ‘Mind-telling: Social minds in fiction and history’ (Diss., Freiburg, 2015); M. Alders

and E. von Contzen, Social Minds in Factual and Fictional Narration, Narrative 23 (2015). M. Fludernik,
Towards a ‘Natural’ Narratology (London and New York, 1996), 12 defines ‘narrativity’ as mediated
‘experientiality’, mainly ‘the quasi-mimetic evocation of “real-life experience”’.
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comes in handy for both authors and makes their narrative ‘experiential’ by restoring
presence to the past.3 In this study, therefore, I take it for granted that (i) ancient
Greek historiography and the ancient Greek novel do not easily fit into any sort of
fictional vs factual division; (ii) historians in antiquity accommodate the modes and
themes of fictional writing, while novelists can use historiographical commonplaces;4

and (iii) collective minds figure prominently in both fictional and factual ancient
narratives. Nevertheless, two crucial questions are raised by this set of ideas: do
historians and novelists employ the same narrative techniques to (re)construct the mental
life of their characters? And to what ends do such mental (re)constructions are put,
especially in relation to other core parameters of narrative such as character, focalization,
or even action? This comparative study feeds into ongoing narratological discourse
concerning what Fludernik has conceived as ‘a poetics of factual narration’.5

Herodian’s History and Chariton’s Callirhoe serve as two very apt case studies of
the nexus between fictionality/factuality and narrative minds. Herodian’s historical
work has often been labeled as ‘novel’ or ‘historical novel’,6 and an examination of its
narrative technique along that of the ancient Greek novel can further enlighten whether
or not there is any kind of relationship between Herodian’s historiography and the novel-
istic tradition.7 Of equal relevance is that Chariton’s Callirhoe has been characterized by
modern critics as a ‘historical novel’ that shows several connections with history—the
action of the novel is actually set against a historical background—and historiography.8

The main thrust of my comparative approach derives from Palmer’s emphasis on social
minds and shared forms of cognition in narrative texts. Palmer devoted a series of essays9

and two monographs on the Victorian novel10 to the construction of fictional minds within

3 J. Grethlein, ‘Social minds and narrative time: collective experience in Thucydides and
Heliodorus’, Narrative 23 (2015), 123–39; J. Grethlein, ‘Is narrative “the description of fictional
mental functioning”? Heliodorus against Palmer, Zunshine & co.’, Style 49 (2015), 257–84.

4 See J.R. Morgan, ‘Fiction and history: historiography and the novel’, in J. Marincola (ed.),
A Companion to Greek and Roman Historiography (Malden, MA, 2007), 553–64. On novelistic
elements in historiography, see B. Jones, ‘The novel world of Cassius Dio’, in A. Kemezis,
C. Bailey and B. Poletti (edd.), The Intellectual Climate of Cassius Dio: Greek and Roman Pasts
(Leiden and Boston, 2022), 327–54; A. Kemezis, ‘Narrative technique and genre: Herodian the
novelist?’, in A. Galimberti (ed.), Herodian’s World: Empire and Emperors in the III Century
(Leiden and Boston, 2022), 21–46.

5 See M. Fludernik, ‘Factual narrative: a missing narratological paradigm’,
Germanisch-Romanische Monatsschrift 63 (2013), 117–34.

6 See K. Fuchs, ‘Beiträge zur Kritik der drei ersten Bücher Herodians’, WS 17 (1895), 222–52, at
226; F. Kolb, Literarische Beziehungen zwischen Cassius Dio, Herodian und der Historia Augusta
(Bonn, 1972), 161.

7 T. Hidber, Herodians Darstellung der Kaisergeschichte nach Marc Aurel (Basel, 2006), 104–5
rejects any association of Herodian’s work with the novel. Kemezis (n. 4) draws several analogies
between Herodian’s narrative technique and that of the Greek novel.

8 See T. Hägg, ‘Callirhoe and Parthenope: the beginnings of the historical novel’, ClAnt 6 (1987),
184–204, at 194–7; R. Hunter, ‘History and historicity in the romance of Chariton’, ANRW 2.34.2
(1994), 1055–86 =On Coming After (Berlin and New York 2008), 737-74.

9 A. Palmer, ‘Intermental thought in the novel: the Middlemarch mind’, Style 39 (2005), 427–39;
id., ‘Small intermental units in Little Dorrit’, REAL: The Yearbook of Research in English and
American Literature 24 (2008), 163–80; id., ‘Storyworlds and groups’, in L. Zunshine (ed.),
Introduction to Cognitive Cultural Studies (Baltimore, 2010), 176–92; id., ‘Large intermental units
in Middlemarch’, in J. Alber and M. Fludernik (edd.), Postclassical Narratology (Columbus, OH,
2010), 83–104; id., ‘Social minds in fiction and criticism’, Style 45 (2011), 196–240.

10 A. Palmer, Fictional Minds (Lincoln, NE, 2004); id., Social Minds in the Novel (Columbus, OH,
2010).
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a storyworld, the interaction between these minds and the formation of an intermental
mind and groups in narratives. He paid particular attention to two main ideas. The
first is the idea of ‘intermentality’, meaning the connection and relation between
two or more minds in a narrative which results in the formation of a collective that
has a single consciousness and a single mental functioning. According to Palmer,
‘an important part of the social mind is our capacity for intermental thought. Such
thinking is joint, group, shared, or collective, as opposed to intramental, or individual
or private thought […]. Intermental thought is a crucially important component
of fictional narrative because, just as in real life, where much of our thinking is
done in groups, much of the mental functioning that occurs in novels is done by
large organizations, small groups, work colleagues, friends, families, couples, and
other intermental units’.11 Secondly, Palmer underlines the idea of an ‘external’
depiction of consciousness which seeks to understand characters’ construction not
from the internal states of their minds but the external manifestations of their thoughts
and emotions in their speech, behaviour, appearance, or even actions.12

Since Palmer’s publications, a good deal of illuminating work has been done on the
depiction and function of collective consciousness in narrative texts.13 But, still, as
Fludernik has shrewdly noticed, a poetics of the collective in narrative is missing.14

The present article builds on this observation and contributes towards filling this gap.
The discussion falls into four sections. The first section examines the techniques
that Chariton and Herodian employ to represent the states and activities of group
consciousness (I). The second considers the function of collective minds in the plots of
the two works as agents or simply as dramatic constructions (II). In the third section,
I turn to the different ways in which the two authors are preoccupied with the
dynamics of, and within, group minds (III). Finally, the fourth section draws the
main threads of the analysis together and offers some conclusions on the similarities
and differences of consciousness representation in Herodian’s History and Chariton’s
novel, and accordingly the complex relationship between the fictional or factual status
of narratives and their representation of collective thought (IV). The juxtaposition of
the two works in terms of their construction and use of group minds provides a new
angle for exploring the relationship between fictional and factual narratives in

11 Palmer (n. 10 [2010]), 41.
12 On such anti-Cartesian approaches to narrative mind, see also U. Margolin, ‘Telling our story: on

“we” literary narratives’, Language and Literature 5 (1996), 115–33; M. Anderson, The Renaissance
Extended Mind (London, 2015); M. Anderson, D. Cairns and M. Sprevak (edd.), Distributed
Cognition in Classical Antiquity (Edinburgh, 2019).

13 See M. Fludernik, ‘Collective minds in fact and fiction: Intermental thought and group
consciousness in early modern narrative’, Poetics Today 35 (2014), 689–730; M. Fludernik, ‘The
politics of we-narration: the one vs. the many’, Style 54 (2020), 98–110; Alders and von Contzen
(n. 2); Grethlein (n. 3); F. Budelmann, ‘Group minds in classical Athens? Chorus and dēmos as
case studies of collective cognition’, in M. Anderson, D. Cairns and M. Sprevak (edd.),
Distributed Cognition in Classical Antiquity (Edinburgh, 2019), 190–208; G. Shams, Social Minds
in Drama (Berlin, 2020). Besides Grethlein, only Budelmann focusses on antiquity by exploring
the epistemological and ontological status of the chorus and the dēmos as group minds in classical
Athens.

14 See M. Fludernik, ‘The many in action and thought: towards a poetics of the collective in
narrative’, Narrative 25 (2017), 139–63.
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antiquity, which has been a recent topic of interest for both classicists15 and literary
theorists.16

I. RECONSTRUCTING COLLECTIVE MINDS: HOW?

Herodian is fond of depicting the mental workings of groups, particularly those of the
people, the Senate and the army, which often appear as unitary entities that act, feel,
decide, believe and judge together.17 Herodian employs a wide array of narrative
techniques to illuminate their inner lives. For example, he openly describes their
emotions, ideas, behaviour or reactions towards specific people and situations,18 often
combined with details about their actions.19 He makes references to their thoughts20

and gives indirect reports of their words.21 At times he makes use of free indirect
speech, which blends the subjectivity of the collective character with the voice of the
narrator.22 He conveys, in addition, what other people thought about the mind of a
group,23 and he focusses on specific individuals who act as spokesmen of the communal
mind.24

Herodian’s reader is also invited to infer the state of the mind of a specific group
from its appearance. For example, the soldiers ‘put on full armour and formed in closed
battle order’ after Julianus’ accession, because they should protect the new emperor by
fighting if it was necessary (2.6.12–13). The Praetorians abandon their arms, wear their
ceremonial clothes and bear wreaths of laurels because they believed that Severus would
truly accept them as his guard (2.13.2).25 Especially striking are those moments of
discrepancy between how groups appear or behave and what they actually think. The
soldiers who fought next to Maximinus against the Aquileians ‘were dressed for
peace and carried laurel branches’ in order to welcome Maximus in Aquileia, but
Herodian makes clear that ‘not all of them acted from genuine feeling, but they

15 See W. Rösler, ‘Fiktionalität in der Antike’, in T. Klauk and T. Köppe (edd.), Fiktionalität: Ein
interdisziplinäres Handbuch (Berlin and Boston, 2014), 363–84; S. Halliwell, ‘Fiction’, in P. Destrée
and P. Murray (edd.), A Companion to Ancient Aesthetics (Malden, MA and Oxford, 2015), 341–53;
B. Zimmermann, ‘Der Macht des Wortes ausgesetzt, oder: Die Entdeckung der Fiktionalität in der
griechischen Literatur der archaischen und klassischen Zeit’, in M. Fludernik, N. Falkenhayner and
J. Steiner (edd.), Faktuales und fiktionales Erzählen: Interdisziplinäre Perspektiven (Würzburg,
2015), 47–57; K. De Temmerman and K. Demoen (edd.), Writing Biography in Greece and Rome:
Narrative Technique and Fictionalization (Cambridge, 2016).

16 See G. Genette, ‘Fictional narrative, factual narrative’, Poetics Today 11 (1990), 755–74; Cohn
(n. 1); Fludernik (n. 5); M. Fludernik and M.-L. Ryan (edd.), Narrative Factuality: A Handbook
(Berlin, 2020); M. Fludernik. and H.S. Nielsen (edd.), Travelling Concepts: New Fictionality
Studies (Berlin, 2020).

17 I use throughout the translation of C.R. Whittaker, Herodian. History of the Empire, 2 vols.
(Cambridge, MA, 1969–70) for Herodian’s text, slightly adapted.

18 1.2.3–5; 1.4.5; 1.7.1–4; 1.7.5–6; 1.12.5; 1.13.3–5; 1.14.7; 2.2.3–5; 2.4.1; 2.4.4–5; 3.8.3; 4.7.4;
4.13.7; 5.8.1–2; 8.5.8; 8.6.1–4.

19 1.10.7; 1.12.5; 2.2.3–5; 2.2.9–10; 2.4.4–5; 2.6.13; 2.8.6; 3.5.2; 8.6.1–4.
20 3.8.3; 3.15.5; 4.13.7.
21 2.2.4; 2.2.9; 2.3.3; 2.7.3; 4.4.8; 5.5.2; 6.9.4–5; 8.8.7.
22 See 4.3.2–4; 7.10.1.
23 1.10.4: Maternus on the Roman people; 2.1.9: Laetus and Eclectus on the Senate and the Roman

people; 2.6.12: Julianus on the Roman people.
24 1.6.4–6: Pompeianus; 7.5.5–6: a young man.
25 Cf. 2.14.1; 3.8.3; 4.11.3; 5.6.8.
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pretended to show their loyalty and to honour the emperor’, since they were extremely
angry that Maximinus died, while the senatorial emperors were in power (8.7.2–3).

Chariton’s techniques of presenting the states and activities of the minds of
collectives overlap to a substantial degree with those of Herodian.26 However, there
are two aspects of Chariton’s narratology that are peculiar to him and his novelistic
writing. First, he elaborates on the varieties of emotions experienced by a specific
group. For example, at the extraordinary news that Callirhoe was alive, ‘everyone
quickly assembled on the seashore, and every kind of emotion was expressed at the
same time: people wept, marveled, inquired and disbelieved, astounded at the strange
tale’ (3.4.1).27 Here we may compare Chariton’s delineation of the people’s reactions
at the moment of Chaereas’ departure from Sicily (3.5.3). Such elaborate descriptions
of collective experience, which pertain to individual experience in Chariton’s novel
as well,28 do not occur in Herodian’s History, and they should be associated with the
fictional sensationalism and dramatic character of the work.29

This aspect of Chariton’s work is reinforced by his preference of attributing direct
speech to collective characters. The people cry in the assembly in favour of the marriage
between Chaereas and Callirhoe: ‘Excellent Hermocrates, mighty leader, save Chaereas’
(1.1.11). The Syracusan women are amazed with Callirhoe’s beauty and shout:
‘Aphrodite is the bride’ (3.2.17). The crowd in Miletus prompts Chaereas to tell them
what happened with Callirhoe’s tomb: ‘Courage, speak’ (3.4.5). There are multiple
other examples of shorter or longer utterances of collectives in Chariton’s novel,
which are given in direct speech.30 Herodian could have easily used this technique of
representing collective minds, following the example of other historians, such as
Herodotus (7.168.3; 9.26.1)31 or Cassius Dio (73[72].18.2; 74[73].2.1–4).32 But with

26 For direct descriptions of mentalities, see 1.1.10; 1.1.16; 1.2.1; 1.2.4; 1.5.6; 1.14.3; 2.2.8;
2.3.9–10; 2.5.4; 2.5.7; 3.3.7; 4.3.11; 7.3.3; 8.4.1; 8.6.7–8. On action descriptions, see 1.1.12;
1.1.16; 1.5.3; 3.2.14–17; 3.8.5; 4.1.9; 4.1.12. Cf. thought reports (8.6.5), statements about other
people’s views of collective minds (1.1.14: Callirhoe’s nurse on the city; 8.7.5–6: Hermocrates on
the people), individuals who function as spokesmen of a group mind (8.6.3) or assume in their
speeches the communal mind through a we-language (1.2.1–4; 1.10.1–8).

27 Throughout I use the translation of G. Goold (ed.), Chariton. Callirhoe (Cambridge, MA, 1995),
slightly adapted at some points.

28 6.6.1; 8.5.8. On this point, see M. Kaimio, ‘How to enjoy a Greek novel: Chariton guiding his
audience’, Arctos 30 (1996), 49–73, at 57–8.

29 See M. Fusillo, ‘The conflict of emotions: a topos in the Greek erotic novel’, in S. Swain (ed.),
Oxford Readings in the Greek Novel (Oxford, 1999), 60–82. Equally important for an understanding
of psychology in the Greek novels are B. Kytzler, ‘Der Regenbogen der Gefühle: zum Kontrast der
Empfindungen im antiken Roman’, Scholia 12 (2003), 69–81; I. Repath, ‘Emotional conflict and
Platonic psychology in the Greek novel’, in J.R. Morgan and M. Jones (edd.), Philosophical
Presences in the Ancient Novel (Groningen, 2007), 53–84; M. Cummings, ‘The interaction of
emotions in the Greek novels’, in M.P. Futre Pinheiro, D. Konstan and B.D. MacQueen (edd.),
Cultural Crossroads in the Ancient Novel (Berlin and Boston, 2018), 315–25; T. Whitmarsh,
‘Emotions and narrativity in the Greek romance’, in M. de Bakker, B. van den Berg and
J. Klooster (edd.), Emotions and Narrative in Ancient Literature and Beyond (Leiden, 2022), 633–49.

30 5.3.3; 5.8.6–7; 6.1.1–5; 6.2.1–2; 7.3.11; 8.1.11; 8.2.11; 8.7.3–8; 8.8.2. On speech in Chariton,
see K. De Temmerman, ‘Chariton’, in M. de Bakker and I. de Jong (edd.), Speech in Ancient
Greek Literature (Leiden, 2022), 635–53.

31 M. de Bakker, ‘Herodotus’, in M. de Bakker and I. de Jong (edd.), Speech in Ancient Greek
Literature (Leiden, 2022), 197–222, at 201–2. See also Thucydides in T. Rood, ‘Thucydides’, in
M. de Bakker and I. De Jong (edd.), Speech in Ancient Greek Literature (Leiden, 2022), 223–45,
at 230, 232.

32 See L. Pitcher, ‘Cassius Dio’, in M. de Bakker and I. de Jong (edd.), Speech in Ancient Greek
Literature (Leiden, 2022), 309–28, at 317–18, who also highlights Dio’s difference from Herodian.
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the exception of the speech of the sycophants to Commodus (1.6.2),33 Herodian favours
indirect or free indirect speech, or even resorts to other mind-revealing techniques, such
as descriptions of external appearance, which Chariton avoids.34 Herodian is generally
reluctant to attribute direct speech to speakers ‘who are neither members of the elite nor
political power-brokers’,35 and even among the emperors and pretenders, not all of them
get to deliver direct discourse in Herodian. The use of direct speech mirrors ‘the quality
of the people who are running the empire’, while the ‘lack of oratorical output reflects
on their fitful political competence’.36 Thus, Herodian’s reluctance to include speeches
delivered by collective groups might have an evaluating force, reflecting on the quality
and political capacity of the collectives themselves. Chariton’s predilection for allotting
direct speech to collectives, on the other hand, leads him to depict moments of high
emotion and make his narrative more lively, dramatic and engaging at crucial
junctures.37 We shall look at this point and more generally at the role of collectives
as actants (political and social) or simply as aesthetic tools in the next section.

II. GROUPS AS AGENTS?

Group minds appear at major turning points in the plot of Chariton’s novel and serve to
signpost the narrative.38 They can be seen as a spectrum ranging from active participation
in the plot (just as that of individual actors) to a kind of participation that mainly amounts
to verbal or emotional responses to dramatic events or admirable qualities of the two
protagonists. On the role of groups as narrative agents, we may recall, for example,

33 L. Pitcher, ‘Herodian’, in M. de Bakker and I. de Jong (edd.), Speech in Ancient Greek Literature
(Leiden, 2022), 329–49, at 335 notes the exception. The use of direct discourse, following a record of
speech acts (Pitcher, ibid. 335), to convey the words of Commodus’ flatterers serves to accentuate the
powerful effect on Commodus and explain his sudden interest in returning home (1.6.3 vs 1.6.1). A
plausible explanation for this unique use of oratio recta might be that Herodian, an author who has a
penchant for intratextual comparisons, wants these specific words to be read in contrast to
Pompeianus’ direct speech, which follows at 1.6.4–6, thus creating a lively mirroring of the dilemma
which Commodus faces—a kind of ‘antiphonal speeches’. See the similar way in which the two
speeches are introduced (1.6.2� 1.6.4) and the similar way in which Herodian describes their
opposing effects (1.6.2–3� 1.6.7).

34 Chariton tends to withhold information about the physical appearance of the protagonists apart
from the fact that they are beautiful. See K. De Temmerman, ‘Blushing beauty: characterizing blushes
in Chariton’s Callirhoe’, Mnemosyne 60 (2007), 235–52. Contrast Longus 1.2.3; 1.5.1–4; 1.24.1–3;
2.3.1; 2.4.1; 4.13.2; 4.17.5; 4.31.1; 4.32.1; Xen. Ephes. 1.1.2; 1.1.5–6; 1.13.3; 2.14.2; 3.3.5; Ach.
Tat. 1.1.7–8; 1.3.4; 1.4.2–4; 1.19.1–2; 2.4.5; 2.6.1; 2.11.3–4; 3.7.3–4; 3.9.2; 5.13.1–2; 6.6.1;
8.13.1–2; Heliod. Aeth. 1.2; 1.21.3; 2.35.1; 3.3.4–5; 3.4.1–5; 4.1.2; 4.5.5; 7.2.1; 7.10.4; 10.7.3–5;
10.9.3; 10.25.1. On this technique, see K. De Temmerman, Crafting Characters: Heroes and
Heroines in the Ancient Greek Novel (Oxford, 2014), 30, 31, 35, 39–40, 41, 192.

35 Pitcher (n. 33), 338. The only exception, according to Pitcher (n. 33), 336, is the anonymous man
dressed as a philosopher to Commodus (1.9.4).

36 Pitcher (n. 33), 342.
37 See Goold (n. 27), 15.
38 See the wedding of Chaereas and Callirhoe (1.1.11–13; 1.1.16); Callirhoe’s Scheintod (1.5.1–3);

the wedding of Dionysius and Callirhoe (3.2.15–17; 3.8.5); the revelation of truth about Callirhoe’s
life before the Syracusan assembly (3.4.1; 3.4.4–5; 3.4.10; 3.4.15–17); the departure from Syracuse
of the mission for Callirhoe’s return (3.5.3); the entrance of Callirhoe and Dionysius in the Great
King’s empire (5.1.8); the entrance of Callirhoe and Dionysius in Babylon (5.3.6–7); the trial in
Babylon (5.4.1–4); the revelation that Chaereas is alive (5.8.1–3); the second planned trial in
Babylon (6.1.1–5; 6.2.1–2); reunion (8.1.11–12); homecoming (8.6.5–11); the final appearance
of Chaereas and Callirhoe before the Syracusan people (8.7.1–3).
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that the Syracusan dêmos, swayed by Love,39 petitions for the marriage of Chaereas and
Callirhoe, and Hermocrates gives his consent (1.1.11–13). They also approve
Hermocrates’ proposal to send a mission for Callirhoe in order to recover her (3.4.16–17;
cf. 4.3.3; 4.4.7). And, at the end, using a language which evokes honorific inscriptions,40

they acclaim the proposal of honours suggested by Chaereas for his friend Polycharmus
and the band of thirty men who fought next to Chaereas (8.8.12–14). Hermocrates in his
final speech to Chaereas foregrounds the prominent role of the city in the course of events
(8.7.4–8).41

In most of the cases where Chariton depicts the minds of groups, however, the
emotional and cognitive reactions of collectives do not determine the teleology of the
plot, but either call attention to a crucial characteristic of a hero (especially the beauty
of Callirhoe and the andreia of Chaereas)42 or dramatize a specific event in the story
with particular intensity. On many occasions, the reaction of the group mirrors and
even reinforces the similar reaction or behaviour of the individual.43 For example,
when it is discovered that Callirhoe’s tomb is empty, ‘all were baffled, and one of
those inside said, “the funeral offerings have been stolen! This is the work of tomb
robbers. But where is the corpse?”’. Chariton then underlines that ‘many different
speculations were entertained by the crowd’ (3.3.4). Both the individual and the
group experience astonishment and wonder at this striking event. The same effect occurs
in Chariton’s stress on lamentation, pity or tears of a specific group, which reflect and
enhance the distress of a particular character or a situation.44 After Chaereas’ distressing
speech of self-conviction about Callirhoe’s (supposed) death, ‘a cry of grief broke forth
and everyone forgot the dead woman and mourned the living man’ (1.5.6).45

Chariton, as noted above, often delineates the conflicting or multiple feelings of a
group towards an extraordinary situation. Such powerful descriptions do not serve to
influence or carry forward the action of the novel, but simply to enhance the emotional
and mental engagement of the reader with it. One might consider Chariton’s depiction
of the reaction of onlookers towards Chaereas’ departure from Sicily: ‘When the
appointed day for departure arrived, the people flocked to the harbour, not only men
but also women and children, and there simultaneously occurred tears and prayers,
moaning and encouragement, terror and courage, resignation and hope’ (3.5.3). The
mood of those who listen to Polycharmus’ speech to Mithridates about Callirhoe and

39 On the association of love with politics here, which reflects a basic theme of the novelistic plot,
see M. Baumbach and M. Sanz Morales, Chariton von Aphrodisias, Kallirhoe: Kommentar zu den
Büchern 1–4 (Heidelberg, 2021), 81 ad loc.

40 T. Oppeneer, ‘The rhetoric of democracy in Second Sophistic literature’ (Diss., Ghent
University, 2018), 215.

41 On this theme, see T. Whitmarsh, Narrative and Identity in the Ancient Greek Novel (Cambridge,
2011), 32–40.

42 On Callirhoe’s beauty, see 4.1.9: ‘In fact not a single one there could withstand her dazzling
beauty. Some turned their heads away as though the sun’s rays shone into their eyes, and
others actually knelt in homage; even children were affected’. Cf. 2.2.2–3; 2.2.8; 2.3.9–10; 2.5.4;
3.2.14–17; 5.1.8; 5.5.8–9; 8.6.10–11. Notable is that the praise of Callirhoe’s beauty is universal,
bestowed by different collectives in all cities (Syracuse; Miletus; Babylon). On the beauty of both
protagonists, see 8.1.11; and on Chaereas’ andreia, see 7.3.6. See R.S. Ascough, ‘Narrative
technique and generic designation: crowd scenes in Luke-Acts and in Chariton’, Catholic Biblical
Quarterly 58 (1996), 69–81, at 76–7 on the crowds revealing the popularity of the protagonists.

43 See Kaimio (n. 28), 59, 68, 72.
44 See Kaimio (n. 28).
45 Cf. 2.5.7; 3.3.7; 3.4.2; 3.4.10; 4.1.12; 4.2.13; 4.3.11.
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Chaereas ‘turned full circle: anger changed to pity, and Mithridates was more moved
than the rest’ (4.2.14).

Although detailed descriptions of group minds in Chariton’s novel do not affect plot
development in general, they contribute towards retarding it, thus keeping the readers in
suspense.46 One might consider, as an example, Chariton’s narrative of the arrival of
Chaereas and Callirhoe in Syracuse: ‘When it dropped anchor, the whole harbour
was full of people. Now crowds are naturally curious, and on this occasion they had
many reasons for gathering. On seeing the tent, they thought it contained not people
but some valuable cargo, and they made various guesses, suggesting everything except
the truth. Indeed, now that they were convinced that Chaereas was dead, it passed belief
that he could be sailing home alive and amid such magnificence’ (8.6.5–7). A detailed
report of the people’s ignorance in Sicily suspends the action, enhances suspense
and thereby helps the reader to become more immersed into the story. It is true that
the reader already knows who are the people arriving in Sicily, so (s)he cannot share
the anxiety of the group. But, still, the reader does not know how the people on
shore will react and how the events will develop.47 In fact, the dissonance between
the ignorance of internal audience and the knowledge of external audience draws all
the more sharply into relief the surprise which the former experience upon the revelation
of the identity of the people on board: ‘All were puzzled and straining their eyes when
suddenly the tapestries were drawn aside […]. Never did anyone who had discovered a
treasure of gold shout so loudly as the crowd did then at this unexpected sight too
marvellous for words’ (8.6.7).

In Herodian’s historiography, unlike Chariton’s novel, the portrayal of the workings
of the various group minds is closely linked with the narration of the action. The
thoughts, feelings and motives of collective entities are presented as shaping
deliberation and agency, thus having a profound effect on the lives of the emperors,
and so on the plot of the work. Indeed, pivotal events in the story, such as the accession
of an emperor to the throne,48 the adventus (or return) of the emperor(s) in Rome,49

the decisions regarding removal of emperors from office50 and their killing51 tend
to be foregrounded through their presentation as a collective experience.52 Even in
those cases where group minds draw attention to a particular characteristic of an
individual—we may remember, for example, the admiration felt by the Romans and
the soldiers in Syria for the noble origins and beauty of Commodus and Elagabalus

46 At 3.4.4 ‘the citizens sat in suspense’ (ὁ μὲν οὖν δῆμος μετέωρος καθῆστο), waiting for
Chaereas’ talk about Callirhoe’s (seeming) death. On a similar effect in Heliodorus, see Grethlein,
‘Social minds’ (n. 3), 131–3. Cf. S. Montiglio, ‘Suspense in the ancient Greek novel’, in I.M.
Konstantakos and V. Liotsakis (edd.), Suspense in Ancient Greek Literature (Berlin and Boston,
2021), 349–77, at 351–5 on Chariton.

47 Cf. 8.7.3–8 and 8.8.2 on the same kind of suspense: internal audience urge Chaereas to tell them
everything about his adventures from the beginning. External audience know of what happened, but
they might still feel agony about how Chaereas will present his own version of the story as well as how
the novel will end. Whitmarsh (n. 41), 65–6 notes that the internal audience’s commentary reveals the
dynamic character of the act of narration and creation of meaning of Chariton’s story.

48 2.2.9–10; 2.3.3; 2.6.11; 4.14.1–3; 7.10.2–5; 8.8.7.
49 1.7.1–4; 2.14.1–2; 3.8.3; 4.1.3.
50 2.5.1; 5.2.4–6; 6.8.3–4.
51 2.5.8–9; 5.8.4–8; 8.5.8–9; 8.8.3–7.
52 On the role of groups at these crucial stages of an emperor’s career, see C.S. Chrysanthou,

Reconfiguring the Imperial Past: Narrative Patterns and Historical Interpretation in Herodian’s
History of the Empire (Leiden, 2022).

GROUP MINDS 879

https://doi.org/10.1017/S0009838823000903 Published online by Cambridge University Press

https://doi.org/10.1017/S0009838823000903


respectively (1.7.5; 5.3.8; 5.4.1–2)—the depiction of their emotional and mental states
goes hand in hand with the development of the plot. The enthusiasm of these groups
contributes towards the acceptance of Commodus and Elagabalus as new emperors
(1.7.6; 5.3.11–12). It also contrasts with the disgust that the same groups feel later at
the emperors’ abominable appearance and public conduct (1.15.7; 5.8.1–2), which
eventually lead to the emperors’ downfall.

I do not mean to suggest here that Herodian’s use of group minds as plot motivators
undermines the engaged and affective response that he elicits from his readers at crucial
moments of his narrative. But Herodian goes further than simply using group minds for
dramatic effect. A brief comparison between two scenes in Herodian and Chariton
drives the point home. Herodian relates how Severus Alexander and the onlookers in
Rome reacted during his departure for the war against the Persians (6.4.2):

Escorted by the Senate and all the people, Alexander set out from Rome, continually looking
back to the city with tears in his eyes. Not one of even the ordinary people in the procession
was without tears either. Brought up under their eyes and after so many years of fair rule, he
had made himself loved by the people.

This scene brings to mind Chariton’s narrative of Chaereas’ departure from Sicily. At
that moment, as we saw earlier, ‘the people flocked to the harbour […], and there
simultaneously occurred tears and prayers, moaning and encouragement, terror and
courage, resignation and hope’ (3.5.3).

Both scenes in Herodian and Chariton evoke the reactions of the onlookers to the
departure of the Athenians for Sicily as described by Thucydides (6.30).53 However,
the purposes and the final effects of the two scenes are different. Chaereas, unlike
Severus Alexander (and the Athenians in Thucydides’ text), will succeed in his
expedition. Moreover, the perspective of bystanders in Herodian’s story is artfully
used to flesh out Alexander’s distinctive characteristic of quietness and aversion to
military action, which is directly associated with his flawed military conduct and
eventual downfall. In Chariton’s novel the bystanders’ reaction does not spell out any
characteristics of Chaereas that are functional in developing the plot. Chariton has the
people simply express their emotions towards the situation, without giving any details
about what exactly provoked the specific emotional response. In Thucydides, on the
contrary, the contrasting feelings and thoughts of the internal audience—they were
full of hope that they would conquer Sicily and equally full of lamentation that they
might never see their friends again, considering the dangers of the expedition and the
long voyage, despite their earlier voting for it; but they had courage again at the sight
of their strength (6.30.2)—serve as a prompt to reflect not only on how the expedition
was conceived but on several inauspicious consequences of it as well. As Hornblower
says, ‘there are several sinister hints of future disaster in the present ostensibly joyful
narrative of the send-off of the doomed fleet’.54

Hence in both Herodian and Thucydides, collective minds are not an end in itself,
but are associated with the advancement of the plot and thus become a useful means
of historical analysis. On the contrary, in Chariton’s novel they primarily serve to

53 Kaimio (n. 28), 62 notes Thucydides as an intertext in Chariton. In Xenophon of Ephesus’ novel
Anthia and Habrocomes the scene of departure from Ephesus is signalled dramatically as well, but the
emphasis lies on children and parents rather than any groups of bystanders.

54 S. Hornblower, A Commentary on Thucydides: Volume III. Books 5.25–8.109 (Oxford, 2008),
382 ad loc.
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establish a narrative background and dramatize events. There are some exceptions, as we
saw, in Chariton where groups appear to be agents. But again these are exceptions that
prove the rule, since groups assume a more active role only in settings, such as an
assembly, which are intrinsic to political life and historical reality.55

III. DYNAMICS OF GROUP MINDS

Herodian’s use of group minds as a useful tool of historical interpretation is clearly
shown by the way in which he traces the various relationships between them.
Collective entities are often in agreement with each other and therefore produce a
consensus view on a specific topic. For example, the narrative of the posthumous
reactions to Marcus Aurelius’ death:

When the report of his death was known, the whole army that was with him and the common
people alike mourned for him. There was not a single subject throughout the Roman Empire that
did not grieve at the news and join together as if they had one voice (ὥσπερ ἐκ μιᾶς φωνῆς) to
proclaim his praise. Some praised his kindness as a father, some his goodness as an emperor,
others his noble qualities as a general, still others his moderation and discipline as a ruler.
And everyone was telling the truth (1.4.8).

Two points are particularly noticeable here. First, the unanimous viewpoints of
contemporaries are outlined to highlight and neatly recapitulate the most creditable
features of Marcus’ character and rule.56 Second, this striking union of the different
groups reflects the eunoia and pothos that Marcus instilled in the hearts of his subjects,
thus exemplifying his avowed leadership statements so far (cf. 1.4.4–5) and highlighting
the lack of any gulf between Marcus’ words/theory and practice.57 It also powerfully
indicates his exceptional ability to control the different collective forces within
Roman society and to conduct (using the words of Aelius Aristides) the empire in
harmonious song as a chorus.58 Crucially, other moments of agreement between
different groups in Herodian’s History are only temporary and often based on
assumptions that prove to be untrue (cf. 1.7.1–4 on Commodus’ accession; 6.1.2 on
Severus Alexander’s accession). It is notable that Cassius Dio, one of Herodian’s
main sources,59 reconsiders Marcus’ qualities after his death through explicit narratorial
commentary (72[71].34–6). Herodian, however, prefers to foreground the perspective of
contemporaries here. This narrative choice allows him to emphasize not only the
individual personality and shrewd leadership of the emperor but also his distinctive

55 On assemblies in Chariton’s novel as reflective of the first/early second-century assembly
politics, see Oppeneer (n. 40), 212–23. Cf. O.M. van Nijf, ‘Affective politics: the emotional regime
in the imperial Greek city’, in A. Chaniotis and P. Ducrey (edd.), Unveiling Emotions II: Emotions in
Greece and Rome (Stuttgart, 2014), 351–68, at 358–9, on Chariton’s first assembly scene as evidence
that the imperial Greek city was conceived as emotional community.

56 See Hidber (n. 7), 192; G. Andrews, ‘Rethinking the third century CE: Contemporary
historiography and political narrative’ (Diss., Cambridge, 2019), 132–3.

57 See M. Zimmermann, Kaiser und Ereignis: Studien zum Geschichtswerk Herodians (Munich,
1999), 30–1; Hidber (n. 7), 234–5.

58 Aristid. Or. 26.29 Behr. See A.M. Kemezis, Greek Narratives of the Roman Empire under the
Severans: Cassius Dio, Philostratus and Herodian (Cambridge, 2014), 234–5, to whom I owe the
reference to Aelius Aristides.

59 See C.S. Chrysanthou, ‘Herodian and Cassius Dio: a study of Herodian’s compositional
devices’, GRBS 60 (2020), 621–51 with further bibliography on Herodian’s knowledge of Dio’s work.
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interaction with potentially destructive social units. This is a crucial theme in Herodian’s
analysis of the post-Marcus period,60 and one which Herodian’s treatment of group
minds is especially concerned to illuminate and examine further.

Rather than agreement between different groups, Herodian often details contrast
and separation. Almost everyone, for example, loves and honours Pertinax (2.2.9–10;
2.4.1–3), but the Praetorians are annoyed with him, for his regime was detrimental
to their own unlimited power (2.4.4–5; 2.5.1), and thus they decide to kill him
(2.5.8–9). On the other hand, the soldiers are won over by bribes and support (at
least initially) Didius Julianus, while the people scorn him (2.6.11–14).61 The soldiers
in Syria admire Elagabalus’ noble origins and exceptional beauty (5.3.8–10), and decide
to appoint him emperor. The Senate and the people, however, are annoyed with this
decision (5.5.2). Similar patterns can be noticed in the reign of the emperor
Maximinus,62 while in the time of Maximus and Balbinus Herodian makes clear that
the soldiers are vexed with them, dislike the people’s approbation of the two
emperors and hate the fact that they are ruled by two men chosen by the Senate
(8.8.1). In all of these instances, Herodian’s depiction of the opposing minds of
collectives serves to characterize the collectives themselves (cf. Herodian’s explicit
commentary on the corrupt character of the soldiers at 2.6.14) and the individual
emperors, their virtues (Pertinax; Maximus and Balbinus) or vices (Julianus;
Elagabalus; Maximinus). In addition, it helps to articulate and further elucidate the
turbulent and chaotic post-Marcus world, thus establishing a framework in terms of
which the reader can explain why virtuous emperors, such as Pertinax or Maximus and
Balbinus, suffer ignominy after failing to realize Marcus’ ideal of consensus universorum,
while bad or cruel individuals, like Julianus and Maximinus, ascend to the throne.

Herodian’s delineation of shifting group mindsets has a similar effect. For example,
the Roman people love Commodus (1.7.1–4; 1.13.7), but then dislike him (1.14.7;
1.15.7; 2.2.3–5);63 the soldiers favour Didius Julianus (2.6.8–11), but, after they are
deceived by him, they contempt and insult him (2.7.2–3). The Roman people call for
Niger’s help (2.7.5), but then they accuse him of his negligent delay (2.12.2).
Initially, the soldiers reject Caracalla’s briberies to kill Geta out of respect for
Septimius Severus and both brothers (3.15.5), but soon, after Geta’s murder, they are
swayed by Caracalla’s donatives, proclaim him sole emperor and declare Geta a public
enemy (4.4.8). Likewise, they turn favourably towards Severus Alexander because of
his modest and serious education (5.8.2), but later they are furious with him because
of his cowardly idleness on campaign (6.6.1–2; cf. 6.7.3; 6.7.9–10). The shifting
minds in Herodian’s History invite the readers to engage with the discrepancies at stake
and actively weigh up the opposed strands into their own interpretation and evaluation of
the character of collectives and individuals.64 They also expose the reader to the atmosphere
of uncertainty and instability that predominated after the death of Marcus Aurelius.

A group in Herodian’s History not only changes its mind, but is often split into
various subgroups that appear to be in agreement. A fine example of this occurs in

60 Kemezis (n. 58), 235.
61 On the interpretative pattern of opposition between civilians and soldiers in the reigns of Pertinax

and Julianus, see D. Motta, ‘The demos in Herodian’, in A. Galimberti (ed.), Herodian’s World:
Empire and Emperors in the III Century (Leiden and Boston, 2022), 173–201, at 180–3.

62 6.8.3–6; 6.9.4–5; 7.3.4–6; 7.7.1–2.
63 See Motta (n. 61), 175–9.
64 Cf. 7.7.1; 7.8.6 on the fickleness of the Roman people.
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Herodian’s explanation of the soldiers’ reluctance to fight for Severus Alexander: ‘Some
of them demanded the execution of the military prefect and Alexander’s household on
the grounds that they had been responsible for the retreat. Others criticized his mother’s
rapacity and miserliness over money […]. Thus the soldiers remained where they were
for some time shouting out different complaints’ (6.9.4–5). The minds of the subgroups
work together to foster collective blame and illuminate the multiple reasons behind it. In
some instances, however, subgroups tend to be distinct from, and even opposed to, each
other. One might consider, for example, Herodian’s description of how the soldiers
reacted to Pertinax’s last speech. The speech influenced some of them, since ‘several
of the soldiers turned round and went back out of respect for the age of the respected
emperor’. The text continues that the remaining soldiers fell upon Pertinax and killed
him (2.5.8). Similarly, we might compare the opposing attitudes of Maximinus’ soldiers
after the death of their emperor. Not all of them were happy about this and accordingly
‘did not act from genuine feeling’ in celebrating peace with the Aquileians. Rather, they
‘pretended to show their loyalty and to honour’ the new emperor Maximus out of
necessity (8.7.2). ‘The majority were resentful and privately angry’ that the senatorial
emperors were now in power (8.7.3). Split minds in Herodian’s History, just like
opposing and shifting minds, draw attention to critical moments of social conflict and
crisis. Indeed, Pertinax and Severus Alexander are murdered, while Maximinus’ soldiers
kill the senatorial emperors Maximus and Balbinus. An important point to notice,
nevertheless, is that the fragmentation of views within groups in Herodian’s world is
only temporary and does not disrupt the power and authority of the group in question.
Groups in Herodian’s post-Marcus history do not disintegrate to the extent that disunity
weakens their force and disperses their energies in different directions. They remain
strong throughout and retain their power to exercise great and potentially threatening
pressure on the world of the empire.

Comparison with Chariton’s treatment of the various dynamics of group minds offers
further insights into the narrative methods of both authors. Sometimes different groups
in Chariton’s story appear to be in agreement. For instance, in an assembly meeting in
Miletus ‘not a single one could withstand her (that is, Callirhoe’s) dazzling beauty.
Some turned their heads away as though the sun’s rays shone into their eyes, and others
actually knelt in homage; even children were affected’ (4.1.9).65 Compare also
Chariton’s description of the arrival of Chaereas and Callirhoe in Syracuse: ‘The voices
of those from the sea hailing the people on shore were blended with these welcoming the
arrivals from the sea; both exchanged endless blessings, cheers and prayers with each
other […]. Clubmates and fellow athletes jostled with each other in their eagerness to
welcome Chaereas, as the women to welcome Callirhoe’ (8.6.10–11). In both instances,
the consensus between different groups reinforces the praise bestowed upon the
characters and reveals the reasons behind it. We may recall Herodian’s posthumous
praise of Marcus Aurelius through the eyes of his contemporaries, although in
Herodian’s History this consensus has been of crucial importance for the success of
the empire and the progression of history.

Similar things might be said about Chariton’s treatment of subgroups, which stand in
agreement with each other. After the return of Chaereas and Callirhoe to Syracuse, we
are told that ‘with a single voice the crowd shouted, “Let us go to the assembly!’” and
that ‘the theatre was filled with men and women’ (8.7.1). Chariton continues to relate

65 Cf. 1.1.16.
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that ‘when Chaereas entered by himself, all clamoured, women as well as men, “Bring
along Callirhoe!”. In this too Hermocrates gave in to the people and brought in his
daughter as well. First of all the people lifted their eyes to heaven and blessed the
gods, being more thankful for that day than for the one of their victory. Then, they
first divided, with the men cheering Chaereas and the women Callirhoe, next united
again to cheer them both together; and that pleased the couple more’ (8.7.1–2).
Chariton is scrupulous in reflecting how the different voices of the different subunits
of the people of Syracuse work both separately and together to highlight the excellence
of Chaereas and Callirhoe and the final reunion of the couple. Similar scenes of popular
unison occur in the novels of Longus, Xenophon of Ephesus and Heliodorus at similar
moments of the action.66

What about groups in Chariton’s narrative that stand in disagreement with each
other? Chariton offers a detailed account of the conflicting minds of the supporters of
Chaereas, the supporters of Dionysius and those of men and women in Babylon before
the trial (6.1.1–5). Chariton’s vivid description—we commented above on his use of
direct speech—of the several groups does not simply function as ‘a good reminder
to the audience (of) how they should feel at this moment of the plot’,67 but help to
reconstruct and expose the readers to the atmosphere of courtroom (δικαστήριον, 6.1.5)
and uncertainty (μετέωρος, 6.1.1) which predominated in Babylon at the time.
Chariton’s readers are exposed to different evaluative responses to the heroes of the
novel—in some ways the opinions expressed are exaggerated, but quite understandable
in this judicial context68—and are primed to reconsider them together with their own
understanding of the characters and social positions of individuals. Opposing minds,
just as in Herodian’s history, are used to reveal the culture of division, turbulence and
conflict which pervades the social world. Yet whereas in Herodian these opposing minds
play an active role in the narrative progression, in Chariton they simply provide a social
context, which suspends the action, heightens suspense and thus highlights the significance
of a specific event without having any causal relationship with it.69 The same principle
holds for split groups in Chariton’s novel, in which voices of dissent are sketched
(cf. 5.4.1–2 on the divided oriental people before the trial of Dionysius and Mithridates),
as well as those group minds that display a complex experience of emotions.70

IV. CONCLUSION

Group minds are a particular feature of both Chariton’s novel and Herodian’s
historiography. An analysis of these two works in this respect reveals how the emotional

66 Longus 4.33.3–4; Xen. Ephes. 5.13.1; Heliod. Aeth. 10.38.3–4.
67 Kaimio (n. 28), 62.
68 e.g. the supporters of Chaereas argue that he did not desert his bride, but the reader already

knows of his jealousy and subsequent ‘cruel’ treatment of her. Likewise, the statement of
Dionysius’ supporters that Dionysius rescued Callirhoe from the pirate band is wrong. Moreover,
Dionysius and Callirhoe do not have a child in common. Cf. S. Schwartz, From Bedroom to
Courtroom: Law and Justice in the Greek Novel (Groningen, 2016), 84, who notes that the divided
opinions of the Babylonian people reflect the main arguments of Chaereas and Dionysius (5.8.4–6).

69 On crowds in Chariton as listeners of important stories, see Ascough (n. 42), 74–5.
70 Shifting collective minds in Chariton’s novel are quite different from those in Herodian. They

denote the co-existence of changing, and often opposing, emotional states within a specific group.
See 3.4.1; 3.4.15; 5.8.2–3. A shift in a group can be noticed at 1.5.3–6, where one can sense the
change of heart of the crowd at the trial of Chaereas for murdering his wife.
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and mental states of groups are represented in the two genres, as well as remarkable
differences between them. Chariton, unlike Herodian, elaborates on the diversity of
emotions that characterizes a specific collective experience and has groups use direct
speech throughout. These choices add vividness to the narrative and intensify the
fictional sensationalism and dramatic character of the novel. Closely related to this
point is that collectives in Chariton’s narrative are primarily designed to highlight a
specific characteristic of a hero or dramatize a specific event rather than drive the
plot as in Herodian’s work. More often than not, the reactions of groups in Chariton
are significant because they parallel or reinforce the hero’s behaviour, retard the action
and enhance suspense. They signpost the narrative structure and draw attention to the
importance of the action, but rarely have a bearing on the action itself. In fact, it is
noticeable that the rare occasions where group minds function as actors in Chariton’s
novel concern settings (for example, an assembly) which are intrinsic to socio-political
life and historical reality.71

A comparative survey of group minds in the ideal novelists other than Chariton
reveal similar concerns. Groups are used to draw attention to specific characteristics
of individuals, mainly beauty and excellence.72 These groups, like in Chariton, may
be split into subgroups that stand in concord with each other. One might consider,
for example, the narrator’s description of the multiple reactions of the Ephesians to
the beauty of the novelistic heroine in the tale of Anthia and Habrocomes by
Xenophon of Ephesus (1.2.7).73 In Longus’ pastoral novel Daphnis and Chloe, groups
of animals understandably appear as if they attain experiential capacities, and they serve
to excite mental or emotional reactions in the reader and dramatize specific situations.
For example, at Dorco’s death ‘there was the sound of cattle mooing in pity and the
sight of them running in disorder as they mooed’ (1.31.4); and after Chloe’s liberation
due to Pan’s miraculous intervention, ‘the animals formed a circle around Chloe like a
chorus, frisking and bleating and looking joyful’ (2.28.3–29.1).74

Examples of the same technique in the other extant Greek novels may easily be
multiplied, although the focus lies on humans rather than animals. One might remember
the famous opening scene of Heliodorus’ Aethiopica (1.1–3), where through the eyes of
a band of astounded Egyptian bandits the reader is ‘drawn into a hermeneutic quest to
account for what (s)he already knows […]. The narrator knows what the scene on the
beach means, but he is not telling. The reader is compelled to share the ignorance of
the bandits’.75 This quality in its turn endows the narrative with dramatization,

71 Cf. 7.3.10 on a group encouraging military action as a reaction to Chaereas’ military speech. See
also 8.2.11–14.

72 See Longus 2.2.1–2; 4.33.3–4 (in both instances there is a division between men and women);
Xen. Ephes. 1.1.3; 1.2.8 (direct speech is being used throughout); 2.2.4; Heliod. Aeth. 2.27.1; 3.3.8;
7.7.7; 7.8.2; 10.9.1; 10.9.4; 10.30.5; 10.30.7.

73 ‘Often when seeing her at the shrine, the Ephesians worshiped her as Artemis, so also at the sight
of her on this occasion the crowd cheered; the opinions of the spectators were various, some in their
astonishment declaring that she was the goddess herself, others that she was someone else fashioned
by the goddess, but all of them prayed, bowed down, and congratulated her parents, and the universal
cry among all the spectators was “Anthia the beautiful!”’, transl. J. Henderson (ed.), Longus: Daphnis
and Chloe; Xenophon of Ephesus: Anthia and Habrocomes (Cambridge, MA, 2009). Cf. Xen. Ephes.
1.12.1; Heliod. Aeth. 3.4.8.

74 Transl. Henderson (n. 73) for Longus’ novel. Cf. Longus 1.32.3; 2.29.3; 4.15.1–4; 4.38.4.
75 J.R. Morgan, ‘Heliodorus: An Ethiopian story’, in B.P. Reardon (ed.), Collected Ancient Greek

Novels (Berkeley, 1989), 349–588, at 349–52. Throughout I use Morgan’s translation for Heliodorus.
Dramatic scenes in Heliodorus featuring collectives who do not play any role in the action itself also
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affectivity and immediacy.76 In Achilles Tatius’ Leucippe and Clitophon, Sopater, the
counsel for Thersander, accuses Melite of adultery by emphasising the exposure of
her unfaithfulness to the public gaze (8.10.10–11).77 He states that ‘all Ephesus knew
of her gallant’ (Ἔφεσος ὅλη τὸν μοιχὸν ἔγνωκεν) (8.10.11). Crucially, Ephesus is
treated here as a kind of singular human agent with knowledge, to whom Sopater resorts
to reinforce his claim. This habit of approaching nations and states as single human
agents occurs not only in novelists (cf. Heliodorus),78 but in historians as well, such
as Thucydides (for example 5.27–83).79 Just as in Chariton, moreover, opposing
(sub-)groups serve to reflect the turbulent atmosphere of a court without playing any
active role in the development of the plot.80 This observation does not mean that groups
appearing as personified actants that forward the course of the action are missing from
the other extant Greek novels. Indeed, there are multiple collective characters—for
example, the Nymphs in Longus (2.23.1–5; 3.27.2–5; 4.34.1) or pirates and
bandits81—who affect the progress of the plot. Like in Chariton’s novel, moreover,
there are several settings, such as wars, assemblies and courts, in which groups figure
prominently as actants who shape deliberation and agency.82

That said, the final effects and purposes of such collective agents in the novels mark
them as something rather different in character from their presence and function in
Herodian. In the novels groups are rather static and ‘flat’ entities, whereas in
Herodian they are ‘round’ and dynamic.83 To put it otherwise, Herodian, unlike
Chariton and the other ideal novelists, is interested in delineating the mental functioning
of specific groups over the course of the narrative and tracing how they might change
over time or progressively develop complex interactions within and between them,
which influence the social world.

I argue above that the portrayal of the workings of group minds in Herodian’s
historiography, including the relationships between different collective minds, the
dynamics of shifting minds or the relation of complementarity and conflict between
the parts of a specific collective, goes hand in hand with the evolution of the plot.

include 4.3.2 (‘The whole of Greece thrilled with emotion at this dramatic turn of events and prayed
for Theagenes to win as fervently as if each man were running the race himself’); 4.3.2–4 (with
Grethlein, ‘Social minds’ [n. 3], 130–2); 4.19.5; 5.11.1–2; 5.33.4; 7.7.4; 7.8.3–5; 7.9.1; 8.9.15;
8.9.19; 9.22.1; 9.27.1; 10.9.5; 10.15.1; 10.29.1; 10.30.1; 10.30.5; 10.35.2; 10.41.3. Often groups in
Heliodorus, like in Chariton, mirror or reinforce the reactions of individuals (e.g. 10.16.3: ‘For a
moment he [i.e. Hydaspes] stood and looked at his people, whose emotions were no less than his
own and who were weeping from a mixture of delight and pity at destiny’s stage management of
human life’).

76 Cf. Longus 2.17.1; 4.23.1; 4.25.2 (with a comic effect); Xen. Ephes. 1.11.1; 3.7.1 (with varied
emotions depicted); 5.4.11 (with an anticipatory force); Ach. Tat. 1.13.1; 8.3.1; 8.14.2; 8.14.6.

77 Individuals appear to be sensitive to other people’s perception of them and social/public minds
more generally in Chariton’s novel as well: 1.1.8; 1.1.9; 2.4.1; 2.4.4; 2.9.2–4; 5.5.3–4; 6.9.5; 7.6.4;
9.5.3.

78 3.4.8; 4.3.1–2; 7.6.4; 7.8.2; 10.4.6.
79 See Hornblower (n. 54), 54, 64 ad loc.
80 Ach. Tat. 7.14.1: ‘I was thus reprieved from the question, and the court had broken up: I was

surrounded by a noisy mob, some expressing their pity, some calling upon the gods to punish me,
others questioning me about my story’. Cf. Heliod. Aeth. 8.9.13.

81 Xen. Ephes. 1.13.1–5; 3.8.3–5; 3.9.1; 3.9.8; 3.11.1; 3.12.2; 4.1.1–5; 5.2.1; 5.2.6–7; 5.4.3; Ach.
Tat. 2.18.2–5; 3.9.2–3; 3.13; 3.19; 8.16.1–3; Heliod. Aeth. 1.32–3; 5.24–7; 5.33.2.

82 See Longus 2.15.1–3; 2.17.2–3; 2.19.2–3; 2.20.3; 2.21.1; 3.1–2; Xen. Ephes. 3.12.6; Heliod.
Aeth. 1.13–14; 1.17.6; 1.21.1; 1.23.1; 1.32–3; 2.27.1; 4.21.1–3; 7.5.1–2; 9.3–27; 10.7.1; 10.7.6;
10.17; 10.30.7.

83 See E. Forster, Aspects of the Novel (London, 1927) on ‘flat’ and ‘round’ characters.
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The perceptual, cognitive and affective operations of collectives are all factors that affect
historical events, and thus have a strong explanatory and interpretative value. One might
parallel the central activity and crucial characterizing function of the tragic chorus in
drama.84 Group minds are, in fact, part and parcel of Herodian’s historical analysis of
contemporary political and social world. Unanimity among different groups alerts the
reader to Marcus’ ideal consensus universorum, while opposing, changing or split
minds tend to illuminate the atmosphere of fragmentation and disfunctionality in the
post-Marcus world. It is notable that internal divisions within groups in Herodian’s
history are only temporary, thus showing the great pressure that groups exercise on
the social world. A capable emperor is required to keep different groups united, uniform
and consistent. In both Chariton and Herodian group minds reconstruct a social
framework within which the character of an individual and that of a collective can be
better understood. However, it is only in Herodian that they have such a prominent
causal role in the action and thus an ideological dimension.

This discussion, which started from a question on the relationship between analyses
of consciousness and the poetics of fictional and factual narration, ends with a statement
about a crucial difference between Chariton’s novel and Herodian’s historiography.
Cohn has stressed that ‘history is more often concerned with collective “mentalities”
than with individual minds’.85 This point has already been stressed by Langland who
noticed, with reference to Joseph Conrad’s Nostromo and Anthony Trollope’s
Barchester Towers, that, when a society switches from a backdrop to the actions of
the individuals to a formal protagonist of the novel, then we begin to move away
from the novel towards the subject matter of history.86 These remarks are true of
Chariton’s novel and Herodian’s historical writing as well. In the latter group minds
are patchier and play the role of a protagonist. In the former they mainly remain in
the background to dramatically enrich a specific event or character.

In sum, this comparative study of group minds in Herodian and Chariton not only
adds to our understanding of the narrative technique and genres of the individual
authors, particularly in reference to the complex association of ancient historiography
with novelistic writing and vice versa; but it also provides a novel pathway to approach
the relationship between fictional and factual narratives in antiquity by showing how
collective consciousness might be present in both, but can come in a variety of
forms, working to different effects in different ways.

CHRYSANTHOS S. CHRYSANTHOUUniversity of Cyprus
chrysanthou.s.chrysanthos@ucy.ac.cy

84 See E. Visvardi, Emotion in Action: Thucydides and the Tragic Chorus (Leiden, 2015);
Budelmann (n. 13).

85 Cohn (n. 1), 121.
86 E. Langland, Society in the Novel (Chapel Hill, NC, 1984), 167.
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