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ABSTRACT

This thesis examines the narrative strategies of one of the longest and most complex
Late Antique prose fictional narratives, Heliodorus’ Aithiopika, through the lens of modern
detective narrative. It argues that the various kinds of lying by the characters of the former
parallel the conventions, aspirations, and narrative strategies of the latter in order to establish
a precedent for the backwards construction of meaning and reading for clues in antiquity. To
this end, I look at the puzzling blood-bath of the introductory scene (Chapter 2), as well as
the narrative arcs of three of the novel’s characters, Knemon, a seeming buffoon who turns
into an unexpected murderer (Chapters 3 and 4), Kalasiris, an overeager religious interpreter
of oracles (Chapter 5), and Charikleia, a female protagonist of rare rhetorical prowess
(Chapter 6). The establishment of such a precedent has two goals: first, to get a better grasp
of the narratological challenges that Heliodorus presents with his inconsistencies of plot
brought about by the characters’ lying. Second, with the help of clues from within these webs
of lies, to understand the characters’ motivations and the reasoning behind their actions in
order to decipher their rhetorical strategies and ethical outlooks. By reading the story in this
way, this study argues, the reader can account for the openness of interpretation in a text that
invites her to a difficult but rewarding challenge for the construction of meaning. Ultimately,
the reader undertakes a process of reading the Aithiopika that presents an alternative to the
standard reading practices of ancient fiction and in part anticipates the modern genre of

detective fiction.
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CHAPTER 1

THE STRATEGY OF DETECTIVE NARRATIVE

1.1 Introduction

This study examines Heliodorus’ Aithiopika, a work of prose fiction most probably
composed in the 4™ century CE." It seeks to analyze the various associations between two
seemingly distinct literary genres: the Greek novel in its most complex form as crafted by
Heliodorus® and detective fiction as the intellectual product of post-enlightenment 19"
century narrative strategies.” By examining the former in light of the latter I argue that it is

possible to see how Heliodorus’ literary technique approximates and at times anticipates the

"'For the dating of the Aithiopika see Sinko 19401946, 23—45; Lacombrande 1970, 70-89;
Scarcella 1972, 8—41; Szepessy 1976, 247-276; Sandy 1982a, 2-5; Keydell 1984, 467-472;
Chuvin 1990, 321-325; Bowersock 1994, 149—155; Perkins 1999, 210n14; Dowden 2007,
133-150; Tilg 2010, 91, 144—-145; Whitmarsh 2011, 5, 110; Bremmer 2013, 156-159; Futre
Pinheiro 2014, 76—81. The terminus post quem is the reference of Heliodorus’ signature
(cppayic), which limits his date to after 194 CE, when Septimius Severus granted the
division of Syria into Syria Coele and Syria Phoenice, with the latter encompassing Emesa,
and the terminus ante quem is supplied most probably by Georgios Kedrenos (Colonna 1938,
370, testimonium xiv) of the 11th century: HMddmpog 6 ypdwyoag ta Aeydpeva AiBomika
éniokomog v Tpixxng, émi Ocodosiov Tod peydrov Bacirémg (“Heliodorus the author the so-
called Aithiopika was the bishop of Tricca, during the reign of Theodosius the Great™) [379—
395 CE]”, supported also by Socrates, the historiographer of the 5th century CE: AAA& 10D
ngv &v ®@cocoia E0ovg apymyog Hodwmpog, Tpikkng Thc 8kel yevopevog <émickomog>, b
Aéyeton <elvar> movipato épmtikd PipAia, & véog v cuvétatev, koi Aiblomicd
npoonyodpevoe. (“But the leader of such a moral attitude was Heliodorus, who became the
bishop of Tricca, whose written works were rumored to be love stories, which he composed
while he was young, and titled Aithiopika,” Hist. Eccl. 5.22). (The terminus post quem may
be also transposed later, between 211 and 217 CE, when Caracalla bestowed upon Emesa
colonial status and other privileges.) For testimonia to Heliodorus see Rattenbury 1927;
Colonna 1938; Dyck 1986.

? For analysis of the different aspects of Heliodorus’ narrative complexity see Keyes 1922,
42-51; Hefti 1950; Sandy 1982a, 8-14; Winkler 1982, 93—105; Morgan 1994, 97-113;
Doody 1996, 18-30; Whitmarsh 2002, 111-125; 2011, 108-110.

> On detective fiction as the product of Enlightenment and modernity see Messac 1929;
Benett 1979, 233-240; Steele 1981, 555-570; Malmgren 2001; Most 2006, 56—72; Key 2011.



conventions, aspirations, and literary perspectives of detective narrative, a genre almost
universally identified as modern.

This argument might seem unorthodox to scholars of both classical studies and
detective narrative. After all, the standard classification of detective narratives restricts them
to being a part of a modern and utterly new genre in the 19" century.® As this dissertation will
show, however, the Aithiopika has two aspects that allow one to see it as a suitable
predecessor for the genre and the reader that it requires. The first regards the formal,
narratological elements of the plot. How does misdirection work for Heliodorus? How does
he manipulate his reader? What kind of readerly response does he seek to create? A formal
examination of the narrative strategies employed in modern crime novels later in this
introduction will help shed some light on these questions as we test just how much the
Aithiopika can be said to employ them. The second aspect, a corollary of the multiple
unreliable narrators that present themselves in the story, concerns the characters’ moral
integrity, and in particular the status of lying in the novel. Why do characters display an
apparent predilection for lying and why exactly is the decision of whether or not to lie so
integral to the story at so many levels? Detective narrative is concerned with generating,

negotiating, and confronting readers with basic questions regarding the morality, integrity,

* Marsch 1972, 13, suggests an early start to the genre, claiming that “der historische
terminus ‘Criminalgeschichte’, der sich seit Ende des 18. Jahrhunderts eingebiirtert hatte, ist
relativ eindeutig. Sowohl Meissner wie Hitzig und Hdring (Willibald Alexis) gebrauchen ihn.
Er meint die Erzdhlung einer urspriinglich ‘wahrer’ Begebenheit aus dem Bereich der
praktischen Justiz, also einen Rachtsfall mit allen seinen méglichen Umstdnden. Es handelt
sich also urspriinglich um kurze Prosa, die in mancher Hinsicht mit der Novelle vergleichbar
ist und sich im 19. Jahrhundert vielfach mit ihr deckt.” On the other hand, Borges 1981, 89,
sees a later date, which starts with Poe: “In 1840 Edgar Allan Poe enriched literature with a
new genre. This genre is above all ingenious and artificial; real crimes are not commonly
discovered by abstract reasoning but by chance, investigation, or confession. Poe invented the
first detective in literature.” See also Messac 1929, arguing that the birth of the detective
novel was a direct consequence of the scientific spirit of the European Enlightenment;
Todorov (1966) 1971, 42—43, seeing it as a product of Romanticism, which was reactionary
about generic restrictions; Foucault (1975) 1995, 68—69, analyzing the genre as a side-effect
and reaction to the change of the surveillance technologies; Alewyn 1971, 372-374; 1983,
63; Pyrhonen 1994, 10; Marcus 2003, 246; Bradford 2015, 1-18.



and decency of all the characters, including even the detective, who must think like the
perpetrator of the crime in order to bring resolution to the mystery.” The main characters in
the Aithiopika all lie. However, not all lying in the novel is of the same nature. As we will
see, there are at least three main kinds of lying—malicious, “noble,” and defensive—and
sorting through the motivations for each character when they lie is a challenge that parallels
the reading experience of modern detective narrative. Examining these two elements of
Heliodorus’ novel not only proves it to be an important predecessor for the genre of detective
narrative, but also leads to the interesting observation that twists in the plot often coincide
with twists in the perceived moral integrity of the characters, as each of the following
chapters will show.

Before examining the ways in which the novel anticipates detective fiction, it is
important first to explore the scholarly landscape of the Aithiopika, in order to see what
contribution such an analysis might make. It is perhaps challenging to find a form of analysis
of the Aithiopika that can keep all the narrative elements together while doing justice to its
narrative complexity. It is no accident that very few monographs have undertaken to interpret
Heliodorus® narrative in a holistic and extensive manner.® Early scholarship on the novel was
keen to demonstrate that the Aithiopika in its monolithic bulk picks up on many different
classical elements: Homer (both the /liad and the Odyssey), tragedy (especially but not
exclusively Euripides), comedy (both Aristophanic utopias and Menandrian stock motifs),

Neoplatonic and Orphic philosophy (Kalasiris speaks repeatedly about his engagement with

> Auden (1948) 1988, 15-24; Edenbaum 1968, 80—-103; Grella 1970, 30—49; Charney 1981,
2-19; Porter 1981.

% Sandy’s 1982 study does not approach Heliodorus with a research question but with a
survey of the evidence, the surviving sources, and an examination of the characters.
Winkler’s 1982 paper on the mendacity of Kalasiris is perhaps closest to the approach I take
here and is one work with which I will be in continual dialogue in the chapters that follow.
See also Altheim 1942; Hefti 1950; Feuillatre 1966; Paulsen 1992. The lack of monographs
does not justify, however, any claims for lack of interest; quite the opposite, Heliodorean
studies are currently thriving.



rites and higher ideas), religion (oracles seem to drive the plot, and everything ends in a
divinely ordained happy ending), and, of course, the other ancient novels (its close
relationship with Achilles Tatius is astounding, but this affinity goes back even to the cult of
the sun in the Ninus romance, as well as to Chariton’s Callirhoe with its imperfect heroes).”
All these approaches are rich in themselves and consolidate Heliodorus’ position within the
Classical canon.

Heliodorus is indeed widely and deeply familiar with the Classical material, but, as
scholars have shown, he is also doing more than just reshuffling past motifs and imitating
tired rhetorical moves. His vast reputation and enormous influence would not stand if he were
seen exclusively in the light of his predecessors.® More importantly, it would not reflect the
rich reading experience that one has in following the story’s many twists and turns. This
sophisticated narrative engagement has not gone unnoticed by scholars in recent decades,
coinciding with a flourishing in the study of ancient narrative more generally and focusing on
the debate over character versus plot in the novel. Any attempt to encapsulate the current
debate might not do justice to some of its more nuanced aspects. However, for the purposes
of evaluating what my contribution can add, I will engage with an analysis of four recent and
extensive studies by Montiglio, de Temmerman, Grethlein, and Whitmarsh, which are
devoted (either fully or in part) to Heliodorus, having very carefully incorporated and at times
revised nearly the entirety of existing scholarship on the ancient novel and its intellectual
relatives up to that point.’

Before we get to these four studies, however, we first need to take a small step back

here and summarize the foundations of the debate over character versus plot in the novel of

" Rohde (1876) 1914, 448-450; Walden 1894, 1-43; Woronoff 1991, 403—410; Paulsen
1992; Taran 1992, 203-230; Ronnet 1995, 55-68; Dowden 1996, 267-285; Dworaski 1996,
355-361; 2000, 121-129; Most 2007, 16—67; Morgan 2008b, 218-227; Zeitlin 2008, 91-108.
¥ Sandy 1982a; Billault 1992, 307-314; Agapitos 1998, 125—156; Carver (forthcoming).

? Of course, the main seeds for the direction of Heliodorean studies so far remain Winkler
1982 and Morgan 1989a, 1989b, 1991, and 1994.



Heliodorus, which began in earnest with Winkler’s and Morgan’s influential studies in the
1980s. Both set out to engage with the Aithiopika in response to the early ideas of Bakhtin,
whose view is still dominant in the criticism of the ancient novel: one of the genre’s most

distinctive characteristics is that ancient novels have “maximal contact with the present in all
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its open-endedness.” "~ Winkler nuanced this interpretation further by arguing that “the

Aithiopika is an act of pure play, yet a play which rehearses vital processes by which we must

911

live in reality—interpretation, reading, and making a provisional sense of things.” " In other

words, the novel demands an interactive engagement on the part of the reader to interpret not
just its complex plot, but also the elements of that plot, including in particular its characters.
What becomes important to the core of the novel is the idea that the texts should be
understood as a process. Nimis, following Winkler, argues that “Heliodorus is himself ‘going
with the flow,” allowing something to emerge rather than imposing upon events a clearly
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defined structure.”'> At points, he even identifies hints of authorial surrender, following at

large Barthes’ dictum that “discourse has an instinct for self-preservation.”"

At the polar opposite of this Bakhtinian outlook, Morgan has dominated the
discussion with the following view, which is heavily influenced by the work of Kermode on
14

the novel in genera

[T]he meaning of a story flows back from its ending, which constitutes a goal towards
which the narrative can be seen to have been directed. Because an omniscient narrator

' Bakhtin 1981, 11. See also Fusillo 1996a, 49-67; 1996b, 277-305; 1997, 209-227, where
he further exemplifies this discussion between closed form, as exemplified by tragedy (old,
noble, sublime, rigidly coded) and open form, as illustrated by the novel, which has more
flexible rules. This line of analysis is picked up by Nimis, who in a series of articles has
argued in general that “one of the things that makes the ancient novels important is the fact
that they are experimental and heuristic: the end is not fully contained in the beginning”
(Nimis 1999, 216). See also Nimis 1994, 387-411; 1998, 99—-122.

" 'Winkler 1982, 158.

"2 Nimis 1999, 230, citing also Winkler 1982, 130.

13 Barthes 1974, 135. In this later reception of this discussion, however, I believe Derrida
1980, 55-81, has the key role in his theoretical undoing of the “law of genre.” See also Pavel
2003a, 201-210.

'* Kermode 1967; 1978, 144-158.



in the past tense by definition knows how the story ends, his narrative discourse is

itself an act of implicit structuration towards the ending, retrospective for himself,

prospective for the reader, who is led back along an already mapped path through the

maze of contingencies and unrealized possibilities and follows eagerly in his desire to

achieve the meaning which only the end can bring."
Morgan’s contribution was thus to give insight into Heliodorus’ artistic complexity by
arguing that everything coheres in the storyline, contributing towards an intricate, but unified,
web of meaning. By elevating the sense of purpose in the narrative choices made, and by
downplaying the sense of experimentation in the artistic creation, we are able to appreciate
Heliodorus’ craft as premeditated, organized, and symmetrical. It is true, after all, that the
novels all do end with the marriage of the two main characters, which is a clear form of
closure that is anticipated from the beginnings of each novel.'®

This debate between Winkler and Morgan has continued to the present day through
the four main representatives mentioned above: Montiglio, de Temmerman, Grethlein, and
Whitmarsh. In her 2013 study, Montiglio examines recognition in an Aristotelian fashion, as
a function of the plot, which allows, as the famous formulation has it, “the transition from
ignorance to knowledge” in understanding “who one is” and whether “one has done
something or not.”'” However, Montiglio emphasizes in her analysis the theatricality of the
characters, as well as their resemblance to tragedy and its resolutions, and believes that
recognitions operate smoothly in Heliodorus on the level of plot, not leaving much discussion
for the level of understanding inner thoughts and intentions of the characters.'®

To this effect, a helpful complement arrived in the form of the recent study of de

Temmerman, entitled “Crafting Characters,” and particularly his Section 5, which discusses

"> Morgan 1989b, 299.

' Konstan 1994. See also the introduction of Grewing, Acosta-Hughes, and Kirichenko
2013, 5-9.

7 Arist. Poet. 1452a35-36, i nénpayé tic i ui| nénpaye; Poet. 1452b3, &neidn 1 Gvayvdpiotg
TIVAV 6TV AVOYVOPICIC.

'S Montiglio 2013, 114.



Heliodorus." In this work, the author offers the intriguing thesis that the characters in the
Ancient Greek novel, and more specifically in Heliodorus, are “dynamic, realistically
sketched and well individuated.”*® Following the narrative of Heliodorus closely, however,
de Temmerman argues that the characterizations of Charikleia and Theagenes are value-laden
and ambiguous, driven essentially by rhetorical techniques of ethopoeia and effectuated by
narrative flashbacks, metaphors, and metonymies. However careful in its analysis of the
rhetorical practices, this study does not attempt to position itself in any definitive fashion and
offer a future direction as to where it leaves us in the debate over plot versus character.

With Grethlein’s article of 2015, “Is Narrative ‘The Description of Fictional Mental
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Functioning?’ Heliodorus against Palmer, Zunshine & Co,”™" we are asked again to see the

novel as driven essentially by plot and the suspense it creates. In his paper, Grethlein argues

22 and that

that “Heliodorus’ novel draws our attention to the temporal dynamics of narrative,
“the reader is enticed by such features as suspense and curiosity,” since much of the field of
narrative, including the field of paralittérature, “is invested more in the mimesis and
reconfiguration of time than the presentation of consciousness,”* presenting an overall
“priority of plot over character.”** Grethlein’s selection of passages, especially in his analysis
of the introduction of the Aithiopika, is convenient. However, it is not entirely representative.
My argument, especially as it is unfolded in Chapter 2, proposes that Grethlein’s reading is
perhaps misleading in that it mainly hinges on understanding the introductory scene as some

sort of internal focalization. Whereas Grethlein calls the introductory scene “an impressive

instance of internal focalization in ancient narrative,” which plays an essential role in adding

' De Temmerman 2014, 246-313.
2 De Temmerman 2014, 3.

2! Grethlein 2015, 257-284.

22 Grethlein 2015, 261.

> Grethlein 2015, 280.

24 Grethlein 2015, 264.



vividness (évapyew) and intends to “reinforce the reader’s curiosity,”> the introduction is
more nuanced than that, with a much more ambiguous focalizing viewpoint that teaches
readers not to get carried away like the bandits in interpreting the scene without patience.
Grethlein’s view is that ancient narrative is not interested in representing the complexities of
consciousness and therefore cannot contain either any sense of the evolution of characters
and, perhaps most importantly, any real sense of engagement with trying to understand the
behavior of others in terms of their beliefs, feelings, and desires—what has been in modern
literary criticism called “theory of mind.”*® To further his argument for the importance of plot
in the Aithiopika, Grethlein resorts to a comparison between Heliodorus and the detective
narrative of lan Fleming and paralittérature in general. He considers both of them to be
creating plots as machines, providing clear-cut definitions about right and wrong and
generally invested in temporal questions.”’

This debate between plot and character is subsumed and transformed into a debate
about identity by Whitmarsh in his chapter “Hellenism at the Edge: Heliodorus” from his
book Narrative and Identity: Returning Romance.”® He argues that the Aithiopika displays an
“allegory of life as a process of cultural estrangement and refamiliarization,”*’ where some
motifs dominate its narrative discourse: the debate over cultural authority; the contest of the
understanding of the Hellenic center versus periphery in an effort to unpack a universal set of
values; and, perhaps most importantly, the question of narrative finitude, also known as the
question between openness and closedness of the text. Whitmarsh’s argument is significant in

outlining the great stakes of Heliodorus’ text for ancient narratology in general, namely, an

> Grethlein 2015, 266, citing Effe 1975, 152—157.

*% Zunshine 2006.

*7 Grethlein 2015, 278-284. For responses about the importance of intentions and theory in
deciphering Heliodorus see Zunshine 2006, 48, as well as the interesting responses to
Grethlein by Fludernik 2015, 288-292, and Palmer 2015, 285-287.

*% See also Whitmarsh’s chapter “Telos” in the same volume (Whitmarsh 2011, 177-213).
For an earlier attempt to discuss and argue over identity in Heliodorus see Berry 2000.

* Whitmarsh 2011, 135.



understanding of the novel as driven either by plot or by character, as well as of the role of
the reader in the interpretation of such a text. For Whitmarsh, the approaches of Winkler and
Morgan (as well as those who follow in their footsteps) are really two sides of the same coin:
“Winkler elevates what we have called the narrarorial id, Freud’s ‘seething cauldron’ of
energies and potentialities. Morgan, by contrast, elevates the superego, the matrix of cultural
imperatives that determines the inevitability of the prescribed outcome.”’

This study will continue in the direction of Whitmarsh to unite the two sides of the
debate by looking at the two aforementioned aspects of Heliodorus’ narrative that make his
work a suitable predecessor to modern detective narrative: his intricate, backward-reading
plot and the different kinds of lying in which his morally ambiguous characters engage. It is
my strong conviction that action determines character and, consequently, that to understand
the characters of the story we need to decipher the plot. However, I do not discuss plot for
plot’s sake. I do not believe that the Aithiopika constitutes some form of plot automaton.
Rather, I believe that plot is deliberately difficult in order to challenge the reader to
understand and emotionally relate to the characters and make a decision on how to engage
with them in view of their persistent lying. And in this decision-making process, clues work
as guides to understanding the characters involved.

Thus, my argument is that the Aithiopika provides a distinctive predecessor for the
genre of the detective narrative by demanding that the reader become engaged in backward
construction and inferential reasoning—or, to put it differently, that the reader become a
detective in understanding not just the twists of plot but of the characters in it, as well. The
detective narrative patterns and concerns in Heliodorus may be different in their

configuration from the modern versions because of the very different cultural milieu.

3% Whitmarsh 2011, 192.



However, as will become clear, Heliodorus presents a clear, if surprising, proto-model for

this genre.”!

1.2 Prolegomena to the Definition and Origin of Detective Narrative

In order to understand the Aithiopika as a predecessor to the genre of detective
narrative, we need to define the detective narrative genre itself. In 1948, W.H. Auden
provided a “vulgar definition” of the detective narrative: “a murder occurs; many are
suspected; all, but the suspect, who is the murderer, are eliminated; the murderer is arrested

or dies.”?

This definition, admittedly crude, describes consistently the state of the average
understanding of the detective novel. However, detective fiction is more complex than this
simple definition might suggest.”

There are two different aspects in such a story that attract the reader. The first is
curiosity: starting from some effect (a corpse and some clues) to understand the cause (the
culprit and the motive). The second is suspense: we are first shown the causes, the données
(say, gangsters preparing a robbery), and our interest is sustained by the expectation of what
will happen (deaths, fights, crimes).** Detective narratives can do both, but the emphasis falls

mainly on the first of these interests. Indeed, the reader’s confrontation with an enigma and

ambiguities or red herrings that arouse curiosity are keys to the detective novel, which is a

*! The question of origins has been treated as relatively obsolete in the modern analysis of
ancient genres. Especially polemical on the notion of a generic understanding of the ancient
novel is the work of Whitmarsh, who maintains that family resemblance in the quest for a
beginning of a genre is persistently elusive and cannot offer any clear help as to
understanding the boundaries of a given genre (Whitmarsh 2013, 75-76). In my analysis, |
firmly believe that the question of “geneaology” still has some significant import in
understanding key turns in the formation of a genre, especially in our case where we are
tracing the crime novel’s origin back before its modern formulation.

2 Auden 1948, 15.

33 More comprehensive and nuanced definitions can be found in Eckert 1971, 528-533; Byrd
1974, 72-83; Benett 1979, 233-266; Most and Stowe 1983, 1-5; and, most recently,
Bradford 2015, with comprehensive bibliography.

* Todorov (1966) 1971, 42-52.
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code that remains to be deciphered. Here, one can easily see the connection with reader
response theory, as exemplified by Iser: “Reading is an activity that is guided by the text; this
must be processed by the reader, who is then, in turn, affected by what he has processed.”3 >
In the detective novel, the reader in a sense becomes the detective, who must fill in the gaps
and blanks of the text like her fictional counterpart in the story.

Thus the detective narrative is much more than the story of the crime and its
aftermath. It is mainly about the structure of narrative and about how it creates a tension
between two kinds of reading: one that moves forward towards the story’s conclusion and
one that moves backward towards understanding its beginning, that is, the crime.’® As
Haycroft explains in discussing the structure of the detective novel, “the first thing to know
about the detective story is that it is conceived not forward and developmentally, as are most
types of fiction, but backward. Each tale, whether novel or short story, is a conceived solution
foremost in the author’s mind, around a definite central or controlling idea.”’

The theoretical appreciation of the detective novel is not just the purview of literary
critics but often arises from the detective novels themselves. In “A Study in Scarlet,” for
example, Sherlock Holmes claims that

[i]n solving a problem of this sort, the grand thing is to be able to reason backward.

[...] Most people, if you describe a train of events to them, will tell you what the

result would be. They can put those events together in their minds, and argue from

them that something will come to pass. There are few people, however, who, if you
told them a result, would be able to evolve from their own inner consciousness what

% Iser 1978, 163.

%% To this day, the most influential account of the definition of the detective narrative comes
from Todorov (1966) 1971, 42-52, who believes that the main mark of the detective story is
to maintain two storylines: that of the crime and that of the investigation. An extreme
example of this is the “whodunit,” which tends towards a geometric architecture. Agatha
Christie’s Murder on the Orient Express, for example, offers twelve suspects; the book
consists of twelve chapters, and again twelve interrogations, a prologue, and an epilogue (that
is, the discovery of the crime and the discovery of the killer[s]).

" Haycraft 1941, 228.
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the steps were which led up to that result. This power is what [ mean when I talk of
reasoning backwards, or analytically.’®

This interest for how a skilled detective story is constructed backwards was captured also by
semioticians like Umberto Eco. In his study of lan Fleming’s James Bond, Eco remarked that
his novels discard the motive of psychology and rather transfer characters and situations to
the level of objective structural strategies.”® The task of the semiotician then becomes to find
the general grammar, the abstract structures underlying these detective stories. Eco
maintained that detective novels are simple and reducible, yet complex enough to illustrate
some general laws by which the narrative works.

If we were to attempt a definition of detective narrative, it would be a story which
starts with a decipherable enigma, normally a murder, and proceeds in two ways: forwards,
via curiosity, ambiguity, and distractions, towards an eventual solution; backwards, via
inferences, clues and revision, towards the reconstruction of events in their order of
occurrence. This story is engaging because the reader is led to identify initially with the
conceptual process of the detective. In other words, what makes the detective story a
detective story is the kind of reader that it requires us to become. Moreover, as we will see

below, the evolution of detective fiction leads to the kind of detectives who understand, but

3% Conan Doyle (1887) 1953, 4. Given the self-reflective nature of many crime novels, it
should be no surprise that various authors have underlined the close connection between
novels of detection and the general process of writing and reading texts. The most notable
and recent example of this comes from Paul Auster in his City of Glass, where he argues that
“in effect, the writer and the detective are interchangeable...since, like the reader, the
detective is the one who looks, who listens, who moves around the morass of objects and
events in search of the thought, the idea that will pull all of those things together and make
sense of them” (Auster 1985, 15). Most has expanded further on the act of reading as a form
of detection, claiming that the detective is “the one character whose activities most closely
parallel the reader’s own, in object (both reader and detective seek to unravel the mystery of
the crime), in duration (both are engaged in the story from the beginning, and when the
detective reveals his solution, the reader can no longer evade it himself and the novel can
end), and in method (a tissue of guesswork and memory, of suspicion and logic)” (Most
1983, 42).

** Eco 1979, 13. A similar approach is taken by Calinescu 1993.
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also often break, the rules of this game, forcing the reader to make an ethical decision about
the moral integrity of the detective and the other protagonists.

Several starting points have been suggested for a modern beginning of detective
fiction.*” However, the scholarly consensus remains that the advent of the crime-solving
novels comes with Edgar Allan Poe and his detective C. Auguste Dupin, who appears in three
stories: “The Murders in the Rue Morgue” (1841), “The Mystery of Marie Roget” (1842—
1843), and “The Purloined Letter” (1844). Poe called these stories “tales of ratiocination,”
and Dupin is certainly the first character in a novel about crime who makes use of his
deductive skills to arrive at a solution to the transgressive act. In this sense, he could be
regarded as the patriarch in a legacy that includes Holmes, Poirot, Miss Marple, Maigret,
Father Brown, Sam Spade, John Rebus, and so on.*! Poe’s narratives were highly innovative
and have inspired much modern critical debate from authors like Lacan, Derrida, Foucault,

42 . . . . .
and Johnson, ™ but many refuse to see his novels as involving a detective narrative per se,

0 Some scholars position the birth of detective narrative in the 18" century, with two
landmark English authors, Daniel Defoe and Henry Fielding. Both of them had direct
experience with the absurdity of their contemporary judicial systems, with Defoe being
incarcerated for several years and Fielding being a barrister and later a magistrate. Defoe’s
Moll Flanders (1722) is the story of the eponymous anti-heroine’s life of crime and eventual
repentance In Fielding’s Joseph Andrews (1742) and Tom Jones (1749), prejudiced and
ignorant squire magistrates feature regularly and are depicted by Fielding as a social
contagion. Later on, the state recognized the potentially degenerate nature of this and
attempted to regulate popular tastes with the publication first in 1728 of Accounts of the lives,
crimes, confessions and executions of criminals..., all written by prison chaplains who
extracted the necessary information from the prisoners, usually those sentenced to death, and
their fellow inmates. These miniature biographies were quite disparate in purpose but their
successful and creative reception/distortion led to a more official account of events, which
came to be known as the Newgate Calendars. Serious literature, like Dicken’s Oliver Twist
(1839), carries the stamp of the Newgate novel and its fictional reappropriations, leaving the
choice of determining guilt to the reader.

*I Conan Doyle 1901, 15: “Edgar Allan Poe, who in his carelessly prodigal fashion, threw out
the seeds from which so much of our present literature has sprung, was the father of the
detective tale.”

*2 Lacan 1956, 39-72; Derrida 1975, 173-212; Foucault (1977) 1995; Johnson 1977, 457—
505.
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since Dupin’s role in providing solutions seems incidental to some of the author’s other
concerns.”

An alternative to this Poe-centric genealogy is provided by Collins’ The Moonstone
(1868). T.S. Eliot considered it “the first, the longest, and the best of modern English
detective novels” in “a genre that was invented by Collins and not by Poe.” Nor was Eliot
alone in this sentiment: Dorothy L. Sayers and G.K. Chesterton both agreed that The
Moonstone is the “best” and “finest” detective story ever written.** This is the first novel
actually to include a police detective, and it is the first novel also to include a proper solution,
with the reader being guided through the multiple layers of red herrings, false clues, and
suspects towards a privileged understanding which involves her much more into its
deciphering.

Admittedly, the popularization of the genre came with Arthur Conan Doyle’s “A
Study in Scarlet” (1887) and the series of short stories that followed entitled The Adventures
of Sherlock Holmes. The narrative prowess of these stories is clear and can account for some
of the popularity of Holmes. However, Conan Doyle also revolutionized the genre by
pointing to Holmes’ imperfections and mistakes and thereby creating an extra layer of
difficulty in figuring out the correct reasoning required to solve a case. Hence, the readers
were confronted with the paradox of a fallible detective who was however always capable of
solving a mystery—a paradox that made them all the more invested in the story while making
their identification with the protagonist problematic.

Although many types of variants succeeded Conan Doyle, the most important for our
purposes is the metaphysical detective narrative. It subverts and toys with the basic
conventions of the classic versions in order to examine their philosophical and cultural

implications through gaping inconsistencies, paradoxes, and even absurdities. Since it dwells

* Bradford 2015, 12.
* Chesterton 1902, 118-123; Sayers 1929, 56.
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on the reverse side of the conventions of the “straight” detective narrative, it has also been
named the antidetective or analytic novel.* The reader’s role becomes one of highly active
participation, as her reading activity is the major means of lending coherence to the narrative.
In fact, the metaphysical detective narrative structure should be considered most relevant for
the analysis of a text like Heliodorus’ Aithiopika for the way in which it forces the reader to
solve crimes and narrative complexities without the guidance of a centralizing and

completely trustworthy character.

1.3 Glimpses of a Prehistory: Clues, Inference, and Detection in Ancient Narrative

An important topos that has often been associated with the prehistory of detection is
the oracle. The oracle as a site of ambiguity and authority has been very well explored in
Classical literature, with numerous studies examining its philosophical, narratological, and
historical impact in both Greek and Roman Antiquity.*® According to Boileau and Narcejac,
the oracle that must be solved is “the archaic form of the detective novel.”*” They argue that,
in some respect, these small, self-contained narratives include the seeds of both the pursuit of
action and the clues for its deciphering, exemplifying solution and simultaneously
misdirection. This study of the Aithiopika, especially Chapter 5, analyzes Kalasiris’ pursuits
as seen through the spectrum of explaining one main oracle, which governs the entire

procession of the story.

* Poe’s The Murders of Rue Morgue and Chesterton’s The Man Who Was Thursday have
been normally classified as the early anti-detective or metaphysical narrative. Modern authors
of these kind of narratives normally include Jorge Luis Borges, Alain Robbe-Grillet,
Leonardo Sciascia, Koba Abe, and Umberto Eco. See Haycraft 1941; Holquist 1971, 135—
156; Tani 1984; Sweeney 1990, 1-14; Pyrhonen 1994, 41-47; Irwin 1994; Suits 1995, 200-
219; Pyrhonen 1999, 3—14.

* Recent and compelling studies of oracles in general include Johnston and Struck 2005;
Eidinow 2007, Flower 2008, Johnston 2008; Addey 2014; Marx-Wolf 2016; Struck 2016;.
For the importance of oracles in Heliodorus see Winkler 1982; Pouilloux 1983, 259-286;
1994, 691-703; Rougemont 1987, 93-99; Hilton 1996, 187—-195; 1998a; 2001, 77-86;
Baumbach 2008, 167-183.

*" Boileau and Narcejac 1964; 1971, 71.
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Besides from identifying this specific topos of detection, scholars have also looked to
certain texts as proto-detective narratives.”® Ancient narrative material, such as the “Story of
King Rhampsinitus” in Herodotus and the Biblical “History of Susanna,” are more often than
not included as the early, yet very dissimilar predecessors of the genre of detective
narrative.”” However, what scholars have looked to again and again in the formation of the
genre is Sophocles’ Oedipus Rex, traditionally considered as the prime candidate for the
genre’s Ursprung.

Oedipus Rex has puzzled generations of detective theory scholars for its potential
relevance to the establishment of the detective novel. Critics like Woeller and Cassiday
regard Oedipus as clearly the ancestor of the detective hero, since the story is focused upon
the uncovering of the murderer, and the protagonist solves the mystery through an adaptation
of the question—and—answer technique.”® Building further upon their argument, Belton has
observed two similarities between Oedipus and the detective hero: first, that “both of them
are led step by step to an acknowledgement of the essential irrationality that governs human
existence”; and the second, that “both of them struggle under the weight of their knowledge

and reconstitute the symbols of order by ‘seeing justice being done’, Oedipus, by casting

* Byrd 1974, 72-83; Haining 1977; Woeller and Cassiday 1988, 10; Calhoon 1995, 307—
329; Belton 1991, 933-950.

* At this point, I consider it essential to refer to the rather unnoticed collection of Haworth
1927, entitled Classic Crimes in History and Fiction. In that work, Haworth has gathered in a
comprehensive yet methodologically incoherent way a reading compendium of a vast
material which may be considered as the most representative early specimens of the detective
mode of reading. This material runs from the “Story of King Rhampinitus” in Herodotus and
the Biblical “History of Susanna” all the way to Dicken’s “The Pair of Gloves” and “The
Detective Police.” This catalogue includes some famous stories like the Medieval “Gesta
Romanorum,” Boccaccio’s “The Life accused of Wantonness,” Defoe’s “The Life and
Actions of Jonathan Wild,” Voltaire’s “The Dog and the Horse,” and Schiller’s “The Host of
the Sun,” among many others. Unfortunately, this material is left without commentary or
analysis by the compiler. It denotes, nonetheless, the flexible, yet critically unexamined,
limits of this genre by including some rather unfamiliar material from quite early on.

> Woeller and Cassiday 1988, 10. Sayers makes a similar inclusion of such works as the
Oedipus Rex, “The Story of Susanna,” “Bel and the Dragon” in the Apocrypha, and later on
Shakespeare’s Hamlet.
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himself into exile, the detective, by explaining everything about the mystery and showing the
force of reason.”"

Of course, we need to be careful here in order to avoid falling into the trap of seeing
every story of search and discovery as a detective story. (It is not usually the case, after all,
that the detective is ignorant of his own guilt, a narrative pattern more fitting to a reversal of
Greek tragedy than to modern detective narrative.) The need for a story of crime and
punishment, of justice being done, should be considered universal. However, the backward,
hermeneutic construction of a story that starts with a puzzle and leads one along, through
false clues, red herrings, and small, suggestive details towards the truth should not be
considered common.’* Nor should be the requirement of such a “detective” reader, who is
able to decipher a story at both the level of the plot and at the level of character.

As another testimony to the potentially ancient pedigree of the detective story, this
time from the field of ancient criticism, Sayers composed a unique paper on the Aristotelian
“suitable standards” of the detective novel entitled “Aristotle on Detective Fiction.”>* There,
she argues that the true desideratum of Aristotle’s was a good detective story on the basis of
three things: his predilection for the gruesome, the unexpected turn of events happening in
strict consequence of one another, and his desire to recognize whether or not someone has
done something.>* The art involved in writing detective fiction was thus characterized as “the

art of framing lies” or of telling the truth in such a way that the intelligent reader is seduced

into telling a lie to himself or herself.”> A good clue is one that “point[s] in the right direction,
g g P

> Belton 1991, 933-950, especially 937.

>2 The very modern term for this kind of narrative in cognitive science is the “garden-path”
narrative, and it refers to the technique of intentionally misleading “first narrative
impressions” in characters and plots in order to require constant revision as the narrative
progresses. See Perry 1979, 311-361; Schank 1995; Turner 1996; Jahn 1997, 441-468; 1999,
167-194; Hermann 1999; 2003.

>3 Sayers 1936, 23-35.

> Ar. Poet. 1462b35-6: koi i mémpayé Tig i pi| némpayev Eotv avayvepicot.

> Sayers 1929, 54.
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but which seems at first to point in the wrong direction, to mean something other than it does,
or to point nowhere at all.”*® The real feat of detective artistry is in fact the “double-bluff,” in
which the reader’s own cunning is used to achieve his or her own downfall: she is lured to
make wrong hypotheses on the basis of generic knowledge.”’

It is possible to go back further than Aristotle and Sophocles in ancient precedents. In
fact, as the landmark contribution of Cooper almost a century ago has shown, there is also
perhaps a Homeric precedent to the crime novel, as well.”® At Poetics 1460a17-26, Aristotle
speaks about how Homer, like any poet successful in framing lies, uses the essence of the
method of paralogism by showing how people tend to make illegitimate inferences from a
known, truthful B to a supplied (npoctiBéviec/mpocbeivar) but untrue A in order to process a
syllogism or a story. The example Cooper uses—and it was widely known in ancient literary
circles, as it was the example provided by Aristotle himself—is from the Bath scene of Book
19 of the Odyssey. In that scene, Odysseus, disguised as a beggar, wants to persuade
Penelope that he has seen the real Odysseus alive, a falsehood. He thus provides an accurate
description of the hero’s clothing. Penelope, recognizing this description as accurate, since
she gave Odysseus these clothes, infers that the beggar is telling the truth. This common
principle of verisimilitude as leading to false assumptions, also known as a grain of truth in a
successful lie, has become a fopos in classical studies of recognition in poetics.”

However, ancient narratives have not been considered so far committed to procuring
clues and a “backwards reasoning” process as an end in itself. The surviving early literary
examples have been thought to display a rather incidental interest in the crimes presented and

their detection, existing merely for the sake of exciting the audience and being rather

>® Rodell (1943) 1946, 264-265.

>7 Sayers (1946) 1988, 31-33. Agatha Christie is to this day the most ingenious in this
method. On a persuasive argument for the technique of Christie see Barnard 1980.

>¥ Cooper 1918, 251-261.

> Cave 1988 is the landmark in the field, with very comprehensive bibliography. The most
recent study is Montiglio 2013.
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subordinate to questions of higher order, like mortality, error, and human tragedy.®’ Hence,
there has been no systematic analysis or overview of this ancient literature as bearing any
close resemblance to the narrative and ethical concerns of the modern detective stories
discussed in the previous section. The closest any study of ancient narrative has come to
considering its proximity to detective narrative has been with Helm, who, in his early study
of the Aithiopika has argued, based upon its introductory scene, for its affinities with the
modern detective novel, due to the delayed clarification of the scene.®’ His comparison was
not further pursued for a long time, presumably because both genres have also enjoyed, for a
long while, an ambivalent status. Building upon this rather unnoticed assumption, however,
Winkler revived the interest in Heliodorus, when he argued that this novel “include([s]
decipherment and reading small signs as tokens of a larger pattern” and that “every sentence

62 This present study, in principle, agrees with these aforementioned premises and

is a clue.
the detective narrative insights of Winkler, which are explicit but not systematic or developed
in length. Nonetheless, starting from a careful reading of the plot of the Aithiopika and a
rather serious reading of detective stories and their interpretative predicament, it revises the
vast majority of its assumptions.”® In what follows, I hope to show that the dithiopika

demonstrates to a surprising degree many of the generic characteristics of detective narrative

and provides an interesting parallel to the plot and the type of reader it seeks to create.

% As Segal 1993, 25, puts it, the Oedipus Rex is concerned with “the meaning of existence,
the individual’s alienation from the world and himself, the mystery of individual destiny, and
incestuous attraction.”

1 Helm 1948, 40: “Ist es nicht, als ob wir ein moderne Kriminalroman vor uns hétten? Diese
Eingang ist typisch fiir die ganze Darstellung. Der Leser tappt zundchst vollig im Dunkeln,
bis Kalasiris ihn spdter iiber die Flucht des liebenden Paares aufkldrt.”

°2 Winkler 1982, 98, 151.

% For the serious critical implications of the detective novel see Kaemel 1971, 516-522;
Kragauer 1971, 343-356; Roder 1971, 523—-527; Bloch 1980, 32—-52; Brooks 1984, 25;
Priestman 1991; Deleuze 2001, 5-10; Segal 2010, 153-251.
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1.4 The Present Study

Heliodorus’ narrative is invested from its very opening in puzzles and their
decipherment. My analysis in Chapter 2 begins with the Aithiopika’s introductory scene and
its fragmented focalization by examining the most predominant criticism of the scene,
especially Winkler’s interpretation, which tends towards a deconstructive reading. Like
Winkler, I focus on the word aporia and its philosophical connotations, arguing that in
Heliodorus aporia is about raising questions that await an answer, one which will, contrary to
the early Socratic method, in fact come in the end. I then move on to discuss the specific
narrative techniques employed by Heliodorus in his introduction, which lead not to a sense of
a fractured, irrecoverable meaning, but to a narrative that prompts readers to uncover
meaning with the help of clues that the narrator plants from the start of the novel. As later
chapters will show, this is a strategy that continues throughout the Aithiopika as a means of
helping readers to refine their skills of detection, since it helps the reader to judge carefully
what they see rather than “rushing in” like the bandits.

Issues of narrative misdirection and morality cluster almost immediately after the
introductory scene in the so-called novella of Knemon. This inset narrative is told to the
protagonists of the story, Charikleia and Theagenes, by their fellow Greek and captor, a man
by the name of Knemon. My analysis breaks down the storyline surrounding Knemon into
two parts. The first concerns Knemon’s narrative of his Athenian past, which is the object of
Chapter 3, while the second examines the cover-up of his murder of Thisbe, the focus of
Chapter 4.

In Chapter 3, I argue—against much existing scholarship—that this inset novella of
Knemon bears a similarly significant narrative import to the introduction examined in
Chapter 2. More specifically, I maintain that its purpose in the Aithiopika is to introduce the

reader to questions of doubt and suspicion, with the ultimate purpose of pushing the reader to
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re-evaluate and nuance her approach to reading, that is, to act as a detective, by reading for
clues against seeing Knemon as victimized. This Heliodorean suspicion raised in the inset
story itself operates as an interpretative key for reading the rest of Knemon’s storyline, as
well as the Aithiopika in general. As I will show, this constant doubting of beliefs is not just a
narrative strategy to arouse delay or to rekindle interest, as has been argued to be the case, **
but is integral to understanding Knemon’s moral ambiguity.

Chapter 4 goes on to propose a radically new way of seeing Knemon, one which
continues the analysis of him in Chapter 3 as a character of whom the reader should be
suspicious. As we will see, Knemon is more than a cryptic storyteller; if we read closely, he
appears to have premeditated and perpetrated the murder of Thisbe. The reader upon repeated
reading is forced to see these lies, taking the clues that are left by Heliodorus and concluding
that Thisbe’s death is not an accident but a matter of foul play. From the start of the story,
then, the reader must be careful not to take characters at face value (Knemon is often seen as
a buffoon-like character), but to look for keys to unlocking the truth. However, Knemon’s
ability to convince others of his innocence through malicious lying also puts the reader in the
position of seeing how to get away with a crime as he goes unpunished in the novel.

Thus, Chapters 3 and 4 propose that we convert our understanding of Knemon as a
timid buffoon to someone that got away with the perfect crime. The aim of Chapter 5 is to re-
evaluate another character’s reputation, that of Kalasiris, as an honest man who is compelled
to lie in order to protect his divine imperative. Scholars have noted the persistent mendacity
of Kalasiris.” However, this chapter will present Kalasiris as much less devious than he
might appear, challenging the standard interpretation of him as a crafty narrator who knows

how to lie and instead seeing him as lying for what he considers to be noble causes. I argue

6% Winkler 1982, 95-103; Morgan 1989a, 99—113.
% Winkler 1982, 93—158; Sandy 1982b, 141-167; Futre Pinheiro 1987; Futre Pinheiro 1991b,
61-83; Baumbach 2008, 167—-183.
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that the inconsistencies in Kalasiris’ stories are there to test Heliodorus’ readers/detectives in
that the apparently devious character might in fact be innocent. Kalasiris is therefore not the
Odyssean narrator that many claim him to be; rather, he is in the novel to challenge the reader
not to evaluate characters based on the easiest and most readily available interpretation. In a
way, then, Kalasiris serves as a model for the red herring character that is so often a part of
modern detective narrative.

Chapter 6 will examine Charikleia, the novel’s principal heroine. I will look back to
the novel’s beginning and follow her more questionable actions all the way to the conclusion
of the Aithiopika. In particular, this chapter analyzes the significant instances of her lying,
while elaborating on her narrative motivations to show them as unlike either the malicious
lying of Knemon or the noble, religiously-oriented mendacity of Kalasiris. I will adopt an
anthropological perspective in demonstrating that Charikleia’s lying—while often very
persuasive—is of a “defensive” nature.’® Charikleia does not lie for the sake of lying but
rather as a means to protect herself and her lover Theagenes. The conclusion of Chapter 6
will also suggest that Charikleia’s lying even anticipates female characters in modern
detective fiction in their conventions and patterns.

By way of conclusion, my study will tackle the issue of the benefits gained by reading
the Aithiopika as a detective narrative. I argue that the readers by searching for clues in the
story can appreciate the reading experience of the Aithiopika as a contest between them and
the author for a determinate reading. In this way, the narrative should be considered as very
intricate, but also very rewarding, since the reader is required to return constantly and
exclude or revisit possibilities. The attention to detail is heightened, but simultaneously these
details can invite a reader to enjoy the irony of deciphering what seemed to be inconsistent.

In that respect, I argue that the process of interpreting the Aithiopika is a process of reading

% Winkler 1990, 129-161.
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against the grain—a fallible yet self-corrective reading, which can offer a sense of truth to be
discovered beneath the surface of the text.
skeksk

Ever since its modern rehabilitation by scholars such as Kermode, Lacan, Barthes,
and Derrida, the detective novel has provoked new critical approaches to intertextual,
psychoanalytic, and deconstructive criticism. Detective fiction has been used to illustrate the
hermeneutic code,”’ the importance of closure in Western literature,’® the way in which
narratives tell stories,” and the way in which readers read them.”’ What is more, it has
become the locus of a revived interest of analytic philosophy, both in terms of its method and

>’ What remains to

of its complexity in the inventiveness in the problem of “fictional worlds.
be argued is to what extent such concerns may be informed and revised if seen through the
ancient lens of the Aithiopika. This study intends to contribute a new dimension to the
existing study of both the ancient novel and modern detective narrative by arguing that in the

Aithiopika, plot misdirection and character evolution are inextricably interwoven, setting a

precedent for modern detective narration.

°7 Barthes 1970, 75-77, 84-88.

% Kermode 1967, 19-21. The most telling influence in my thought from Classical
scholarship on this issue of detection comes from Fowler 1989, 75-122; 1997. Fowler does
not speak about detective narratives per se, but anticipates much of my thought-process in his
examination of fiction at large. See also Carroll 2007, 1-15.

* Brooks 1984, 23-27.

" Prince 1980, 225-240; Prince 1982.

"' Eco (1966) 1979, 144—172; Eco 1984; Sternberg 1987a; 1987b; Lamarque and Olsen 1994;
Schank 1995; Wisniewski 1995; Sternberg 2001, 115-122; Krausz 2002; Caroll 2007, 1-15;
Swirski 2007; 2010; 2014, 115-138.
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CHAPTER 2
HELIODORUS’ INTRODUCTION: A PUZZLING CRIME SCENE
2.1 Introduction

The previous chapter looked at the narrative strategies of modern detective fiction and
suggested that we can identify similar narrative techniques in Heliodorus’ Aithiopika. In this
chapter, I will examine closely this ancient novel’s introductory scene, as well as the
narratalogical challenge in which it engages its readers, in order to demonstrate these
narrative strategies are at work from the very beginning of the text.

I begin my analysis of Heliodorus’ introduction by examining the predominant
criticism of the scene, that of Winkler, which tends towards a deconstructive reading. Like
Winkler, I focus on the word aporia and its philosophical connotations, arguing that in
Heliodorus aporia is about raising questions that await an answer. I then move on to
discussing the subtle clues planted by Heliodorus in his introduction. These clues lead not to
a fractured, irrecoverable meaning, but to a puzzle that prompts readers to forgo following
the hasty interpretation of the bandits and thus to consider more carefully the significance of
the scene. This narrative strategy helps turn the readers into better “detectives” from the

start—something that will serve them well throughout the rest of the novel.

2.2 The Opening Scene

Heliodorus initiates us into his narrative with a famous scene, which despite its
relative length should be quoted in full, due to the nuanced manner in which the narrator
engages his reader in the fiction by laying out a puzzling scene of killings that demands

interpretation:
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‘Huépag éptt drayehdong Koi Niiov tag dxpopeiog Katavyalovtog, dvopeg &v
OmAO1C ANOTPIKOIG HPOVG VITEPKLYAVTES, O O koT™ EkPoAdg Tod Neilov kai otdpa
10 KaAovpevov Hpakiemtikdv vmepteivel, pKpOV EMGTAVTEG TV VITOKEUEVV
BdratTov OQOUANLOTG EMNPYOVTO Kol T@ TELAYEL TO TPMDTOV TAG OYELS EMAPEVTES, OG
0008V dypag ANoTpiki|g EnnyyEALeTo U TAEOUEVOV, €Ml TOV TANGIOV aiylaAov T1) 0q
katfyovto. Kaifjv T &v a0t To168e" OMCAG Gmd TpupvnGimv Gpuel TdV Pev
EUTAEOVTOV ympevovoa, POpToL € TANBovca: kal TodTo Tapfv cvuPaAlety kol
T01¢ TOPPOeV- TO Yap dyBog dypt kKai €l tpitov {woTipog TG vedg 10 DO®pP
avéOMPev. O 6¢ aiyadog, Heotd VIO COUATOV VEOSPAYDV, TOV HEV dpdnV
ATOAMAOTOV, T®V 08 NUIBVNTOV Kol LEPESL TAV COUATOV ETL GTAPOVI®V, APTL
nenadcol TOV TOAELOV KOTyopouvToy. "Hv 8¢ 00 ToAéHon Kadapod T patvopeva
oOUPOAa, AAA’ AVOUELIKTO Kol ED®YI0G 0K €0TLYODS AL’ €ic TODTO AnEdong
ghesva Aetyava, Tpamelon TV €decudtv £t TAndovoat kol dAlat Tpog Th Y1) TdV
KEWWEVOV €V Xepoiv avh’ OTAwV Eviolg mapd TV Héymv yeyevnuévai: 0 yop mOAEUOG
goyedilaoto- Etepat 0 AAAOVS EKPLTTTOV, OC HOVTO, DTEABOVTOC: KPATHpES
GVOTETPOLUUEVOL KO XEPADV EVIOL TOV EGYNKOTMOV ATOPPEOVTIES TAV PEV TIVOVTOV
TOV 08 Avti AMBoV kexypnuévov: T Yap aipvidlov Tod kakod Tag ypelag Ekavotopet
Kai Béreot kexpfioBat 101 Ekndpocty £6idackey. "Exevto 08 0 pev meAékel
TETPOUEVOG, O € KayAnkt BePAnpévoc antdbey and g poyiog memopiopéve, ETepog
ELAW KOTEAYDG, O 0 OOAQD KATAPAEKTOG, Kol dALOC AAMC, o1 0¢ TAgioTOL fEADdV
gpyov koi ToEelag yeyevnuévor. Kai popiov €1dog 6 daipov &mi pikpod yopiov
S1ecKeb6T0, 01voV aipatt poivac, Koi cUUToGiolg TOAEIOV EMGTAGAC, POVOLG Kai
TOTOVG, GTOVONS Kol GQAYAS EMoLVAYAG, Kol TotoDTov Béatpov Anotaig Alyvntiolg
gmdei&ag. Ot yap kot 10 Opog Bewpovg EaVTOLG TAVOE Kabicavteg 000 GuVIEVaL
TNV GKNVIV £30VOVTO, TOVG PEV EXAMKOTAG EXOVTES, OVOAUOD € TOVG KEKPATNKOTOG
OpAVTES, KOl TNV PEV VIKNV Aaumpdy, Td 6& Aaeupa AoKOAELTA, Kol THV VoDV udvnv
avopdVv pev Epnuov tdAla 6¢ doviov domep VIO TOAADY EPOVPOVIEVT Kol DOTEP
&v gipnvn caievovsav. AAAG Kaimep TO YeYOVOG O Tt TOTE £6TLV AMOPODVTEC, €1G TO
képdog EPAemov Kol TV Aelav’ £avtodg oDV viknTac dmodeifavteg dpunoav. (HId.
1.1.1-8)"

The day was just starting to smile, and the sun was just beginning to brighten the
hilltops, when a group of men in pirate gear peered over the mountain that
overlooks the place where the Nile flows into the sea at the mouth that men call the
Heracleotic. They stood there for a moment, scanning the expanse of the sea
beneath them: first they gazed out over the ocean, but as there was nothing sailing
there that held out hope of spoil and plunder, they cast their gaze to the beach
nearby. This is what was present there: a merchant ship, moored by its stern, empty
of crew, but laden with freight. This much could be surmised even from a distance,
for the weight of her cargo forced the water up to the third line of boards on the
ship’s side. The beach was full of newly slain bodies, some of them quite dead,
others half-alive and still twitching, which indicated that the fighting had only just
ended. The appearance provided signs of no proper battle, but amongst the carnage
were the miserable remnants of festivities that had come to this unhappy end. There
were tables still set with food, and others upset on the ground, held in dead men’s
hands; in the fray, they had served some as weapons, for this had been an
impromptu conflict; beneath other tables, men had crawled in the vain hope of
hiding there. There were wine bowls upturned, and some slipping from the hands

7> All texts follow Rattenbury and Lumb (1935-43) 1960.
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that held them; some had been drinking from them, others using them like stones,
for the suddenness of the catastrophe had caused objects to be put to strange, new
uses and taught men to use drinking vessels as missiles. There they lay, here a man
felled by an axe, there another struck down by a stone picked up then and there from
the beach; here a man battered to death with a club, there another burned to death
with a brand from the fire. Various were the forms of their deaths, but most were the
victims of arrows and archery. The demon had contrived a myriad of sights within a
little space. Wine and blood mixed, symposium with battle, murder and drinking,
libations and slaughters—it put forth such a display for the Egyptian bandits. They
seated themselves along the mountain as spectators, but they could not put the scene
together. On the one hand, they captured the losers, but, on the other hand, they
could not see anywhere the winners. The victory was illustrious, but the booty was
untouched. They saw the ship being abandoned by men and the rest being intact, as
if it were guarded by many men and moving lightly as though in tranquility.
However, even though they were puzzled about the nature of the event, they were
looking towards benefit and the loot; having appointed themselves as winners, they
rushed forward.”

The in medias res introduction is startlingly brusque.’* There is no invocation, no prologue,
no clear sense of who is speaking, no definitive time-space besides a location, the Nile.
Measured by the standards of the extant Greek novels, this introduction is too sudden and too
baffling. All the reader knows is that a massacre has occurred—and no one knows who did it
or why.

Scholarship on this scene of apparent carnage has moved in different directions
regarding its interpretation.”” All of these directions, however, may be traced back to
Winkler’s seminal paper on “The mendacity of Kalasiris,” which sowed the seeds for most
subsequent Heliodorean scholarship.’® In that paper, Winkler performed a principally

deconstructive, carefully reasoned argument by presenting close readings of the passages in

3 All translations of Heliodorus’ text are my own. [ have consulted, for better effect,
translations of the Aithiopika in several European languages: Reymer 1943; Rattenbury and
Lumb (1935-43) 1960; Lamb 1961; Harsberg and Hiagg 1978; Gasse 1985; Vox 1987; Sideri
1997; most importantly, however, Morgan 2008a.

7 For a summary of all the points made so far on the scene see Temmermann 2014, 213-214.
On the cinematic aspects see Winkler 2000-2001, 161-184. Grethlein 2015, 265-270, also
comments on the scene. For the importance of introductory scenes in ancient narrative and
especially in the ancient novel see Kahane and Laird 2001, 3—17.

> Winkler 1982, 93—158. Modern scholarship on the introduction includes Biihler 1976, 177—
85; Marino 1990, 203-218; Birchall 1995; Winkler 2000-2001, 161-184; Whitmarsh 2005,
87-104; Telo 2011, 581-613; Whitmarsh 2011.

7® Winkler 1982, 93-158.
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which Heliodorus displays deviations from a main narratological line in order both to
manipulate the sense of suspense in the story and to delay the investment of coherent
meanings in the narrative. His main thesis is that “Heliodoros’ techniques of displaying
incomplete cognition are designed to heighten our awareness of the game-like structure of
intelligibility involved in reading a romance.””’ The main thrust of this argument is based
upon two chief points. The primary one rests on the supposedly devious personality of
Kalasiris, whose manipulative character is directly reflected (according to Winkler) in an
equally devious unfolding of his telling of the story. For Winkler, Kalasiris displays a
remarkable “Protean” finesse in transforming the versions of his story to fit his respective
audience’s diverse needs.”® To this end, he chooses to give, at different times, very different
versions of his personal story and travels to Knemon, Charikles, the Egyptian pirates, and
Charikleia.” Although this point is sensibly argued and textually supported, it reads
Kalasiris’ character a bit too metafictionally, as Chapter 5 will show. However, Winkler’s
paper contains a second, more ambiguous point, which is based on the Aithiopika’s
introductory paragraph and particularly on two phrases in the latter part of the section cited
above: “the bandits could not put the scene together...puzzled about the nature of the event”
(000& cuviEvar TV GKNVIV £d0UVaVTO...TO YeYoVOg & TL ToTé €TV Amopodvteg). Drawing on
these two phrases, Winkler assumes that Heliodorus proceeds right from the beginning in an
“aporetic style of exposition” and goes so far as to say that the Aithiopika is “an act of pure
play, yet a play which rehearses vital processes by which we must live in reality—

9580

interpretation, reading, and making a provisional sense of things.””" This confusion which the

pirates show suggests that the readers are also supposed to suspend their understanding

"7 Winkler 1982, 101.

78 Hld 2.24.4: ebpnia yap oe katd tov [patéo Tov Daptov, od Kot® adTdV TPETOHEVOV EiC
YeLdoUEVIV Kal pEovcay OYtv AALA LE TAPOPEPELY TEIPDUEVOV.

7 Kalasiris story—telling dominates the narrative from Hld. 2.21.3 up to 5.34.2.

* Winkler 1982, 97, 158.
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throughout the narrative.® What is more, this suspension signals for Winkler an overall call
for interpreting the rest of the Aithiopika as an open—ended, fluid narrative that proceeds in a
mainly “hermeneutic” manner and excludes any certainties on all levels.*”

If we interpret aporia in light of this postmodern tradition, exemplified by Winkler
and consolidated over the past thirty years, which takes aporia to mean cognitive dissonance,
semantic unreliability, and, hence, the inability to form lasting conclusions,” we end up
understanding the introductory scene and in fact the entire novel as a self-referential
commentary, primarily concerned with the openness of interpretation and with an agenda
closely connected to the constant deferral of meaning. Such a line of interpretation has not
only become the communis opinio among Heliodorus’ experts so far; more than that, it has
colored the reading of most ancient novels in general.**

This interpretation is tempting or even convenient for establishing Heliodorus as a
contemporary figure with a postmodern outlook. It is true that Heliodorus is very aware of
the self-reflectiveness that artistic composition requires, and this is obvious throughout his
narrative.®> Moreover, in support of the proponents of a postmodern aporetic reading,
Heliodorus does actually use the word twice in the first two paragraphs.®® However, this
interpretation of aporia in its postmodern reception may not apply directly to all classical
cases. Aporia and the aporetic element has a long history in Classical literature, which is

mainly not one of self-cancelling logic. Smyth in his Greek Grammar suggests the more

*! Winkler 1982, 98.

*2 Winkler 1982, 99.

% For aporia as paralysis in the Meno see Pl. Men. 80c6—d1: pv 1) vapkn adth vapkdoa
oDT® Kol TOLG AAAOVE TTOLET vapkay, Eotka aVTH: €1 0€ pr|, 0V. 0V Yap EVTOPDV AVTOG TOVG
dAAOVG IO ATOPETV, AALL TOVTOG LAALOV ODTOG ATOP@DY 0VTMG KOl TOVG BAAOVG

now® amopeiv. See also Derrida 1993 for his influential interpretation of this passage.

** See e.g. Winkler 1982; Nimis 1996; 1999; Whitmarsh 2011; Olsen 2012.

% For the most thorough discussion of Heliodorus’ self-reflexiveness see Lowe 2000, 249—
258, including a very illuminating diagram for scenes and narrative levels at 252-253.

% H1d. 1.1.8: 10 yeyovoc 6 1t moté oty dmopodvte; 1.2.1 Ofapa TPOCTINTEL TOY TPOTEP®OV
ATOPMOTEPOV.
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standard interpretation of aporia is as “an artifice by which a speaker feigns doubts as to
where he shall begin or end or what he shall do or say.”’ Smyth’s interpretation emphasizes
not the feigned confusion of the narrator, but the effect that the apparent confusion has upon
the audience, which takes us back to a long-standing rhetorical tradition of orators posing as
ignorant without actually being so in order to appear cognitively on the same level as the
audience and thus a more reliable and trustworthy figure.*® In this introductory scene, the
bandits’ aporia—though clearly not rhetorical on their part—cannot but contaminate the
narrative itself, bringing the readers into the scene in such a way that they are pushed towards
seeing the carnage through the bandits’ eyes. If aporia is considered from this perspective,
Heliodorus can be understood as starting his narrative not by simply inducing an
interpretative standstill or an impasse. Not only does he give us a truly hard puzzle that
makes his readers into interpreters of the confused crime-scene before them; he also seems to
suggest through the use of aporia that the readers align their interpretations with those of the
bandits.*

However, the readers are not meant to identify with the bandits, who are concerned in
the end only with plunder (képdog) and not with figuring out what happened. The narrator
provides several clues in the passage, including marked vocabulary and multiple
focalizations, which careful readers will pick up on so that they do not fall into the easy trap

of seeing the scene from the uncritical perspective of the bandits.

87 Smyth and Messing 1956, 674, §3014. The examples used come from Luke 16.3 and
Demosthenes 18.129.

88 See Poulakos 1993, 3; Poulakos 1995; Kennedy 2011.

¥ It is a puzzle, but not a “riddle,” as Morgan 1994 puts it. Riddles refer obliquely to the
subject by exploring the boundaries of figurative language with open-ended suggestions,
whereas puzzles require a high level of inductive reasoning aptitude, the ability to recognize
patterns, and, most importantly, a very specific, finite mode of solutions. See also Aristotle’s
definition of the riddle/enigma in Poet. 1458a27-28. (I owe this reference to Professor
Janko.)
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Let us first focus on Heliodorus’ employment of a rather charged word in the history
of interpretation, symbolon.

Kai TodTo Tapfv copfdiiery kol 1oig TOppwdev: [...] "Hv 88 0d moAépov kabapod Td

eowvopeva oopupora, AL dvopEnKTo Kol evwyiog 00K g0TLYODG AAL’Elg TODTO

Mé&bdong éleeva Aetyoava. (HId 1.1.3-4)

This much could be surmised even from a distance. [...] The appearance provided

signs of no proper battle, but amongst the carnage were the miserable remnants of

festivities that had come to this unhappy end.
The choice of this specific word carries interpretative baggage that has gone unnoticed so far.
Heliodorus starts his narrative by providing two congates of the word, coufdAietv and
ovpupoira. In the first case, copfdriewv is used by Heliodorus to mean “surmise” and suggests
that a few assumptions can be drawn for the few available, visual clues.” This use of the verb
as “to infer,” though marginal, is present in texts of the classical era as early as in Pindar.”’
However, and counterintuitive as it may seem, the cognate noun, copfolov, is not used in
classical antiquity as a word meaning “inference.” On the contrary, the conclusion reached by
Miiri in his philological study of symbolon and repeated emphatically by both Coulter and
Struck still holds true: in the classical period, the word “symbol” is used almost exclusively
to mean the token that authenticates a contract.’”

However, given the importance of symbolon in the later (and especially Neoplatonic)
legacy, it is likely that Heliodorus makes a self-conscious choice here by aligning with the

Late Antique exegetical tradition.”® This tradition uses exegesis to reduce contingent literary

. . . 94 .
examples to more abstract wholes in search of unified, universal messages.”” Heliodorus thus

% For an interesting study of visuality as a source of conflict see Goldhill 2001, 154-94.

I See LST s.v. cupPério, I11.3. esp. cvpPoieiv T, Pi. N. 11.33.

? See Miiri 1976, 1-44; Coulter 1974, 18, and Struck 2004, 5. See Struck 2004 more
generally for the bibliography on the subject, which is very rich and escapes the scope of this
chapter.

%3 Philo remarks that a Pythagorean “speaks enigmatically through a symbol” (civitteton 1t
ocupporov), conveying a message equivalent to an oracle (ypnoudt). Cf. Philo, Quod omnis
probus liber sit, 2.4.

** See Copeland and Struck 2010, 8-9.
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uses this connotation of the word in his introduction to brand his text as one of a
postclassical, allegorical tradition.”” Heliodorus’ place in this tradition is important to
acknowledge, because for the Neoplatonists symbolic interpretation would suggest a
hierarchy of interpretations, namely, the hermeneutic journey towards a single, unified
interpretation as part of the path to the good. When Heliodorus uses symbolon so markedly at
the beginning of his text, he is prompting the reader to see the text itself as symbolic, that is,
full of multiple paths of interpretation that eventually, through close reading, lead to one
preferable solution—a narrative strategy that bears remarkable resemblance to that of
detective fiction.

At the very start of the novel, the reader is presented with two paths of interpretation:
that of the bandits, who are unconcerned with uncovering what happened, and that of the
narrator, who appears much more observant of the details of the scene. Determining which
focalization to follow is essential for grasping Heliodorus’ narrative technique in this opening
scene. Focalization is the viewing of the events of the fabula, and the focalizer is an
individual voice that gives its own perspective on the story, one which provides a certain type
of focus.”® In our story, however, the narrative mode is arnbiguous.97 For instance, the
narrative and its focalization is most ambiguous at the start:

HIKPOV EMOTAVTEG TV VTOKEWEVTV BdAaTTOV 0POOALOTG EMpyoVTOo Kol T TEAdYEL

10 TPAOTOV TAG OYELG EMUPEVTES, OG OVOEV AYpPag ANCTPIKTS égnyyéMsro un

mAedpEVOV, €l TOV TANGIOV aiyladov T 06 Katyovto. Kai v 1 &v avtd totdde:

OAKAG Amd TPLUVNGIOV BPUEL TAV PEV EUTAEOVT®V ynpevovod, POpToL ¢ TAnBovoa:

Kol ToDTo Toptv cupPaiiety kai Toig Toppwhev: 1O yap dybog dypt kol éml TpiTov
Lwotiipog TG vedg 10 BOwp dvEOPev. (HId. 1.1.1-2)

%> For the point of Heliodorus and allegory see Most 2007, 160—167.

% De Jong 2014, 55.

”7 See Bartsch 1989, 45-47; Whitmarsh 2002, 117; Whitmarsh 2011, 156, following Biihler
1976. Winkler 1982, 95-106, explicitly calls the bandits “aporetic focalizers.” See also Telo
2011, 583: “the pirates serve as the self-reflexive image of an author faced with the challenge
of composing at the culminating moment of the novelistic tradition.”
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They stood there for a moment, scanning the expanse of the sea beneath them: first
they gazed out over the ocean, but as there was nothing sailing there that held out
hope of spoil and plunder, they cast their gaze to the beach nearby. This is what was
present there: a merchant ship, moored by its stern, empty of crew, but laden with
freight. This much could be surmised even from a distance, for the weight of her
cargo forced the water up to the third line of boards on the ship’s side.
We appear to have what is traditionally known as an omniscient narrator, or what is more
technically known as an overt-external primary narrator-focalizer, which gives one specific
focalization, the authorial. The bandits are possible, internal focalizers, as the narrator
explicitly mentions what they “first...gazed at” (10 mpdtov T0G Oyelg Emapéviec) from the
cliff. There seems to be a possible switch, however, when the narrator starts talking about the
carnage. For instance, “[t]his is what was present there” ([k]oi v T& v a0t To160€) might
indicate a switch of focalization from that of the bandits to that of the narrator. The question
then becomes not only whether or not the bandits are focusing on the objects discussed but
also whether or not they interpret them in the same way as the narrator. As the novel
develops, it would certainly not seem that they are a very perceptive group.” It might be,
then, that the scholarship on the Aithiopika is in error to describe the bandits as focalizers at
this point. Claiming that the focalizers are the bandits does not do justice to Heliodorus’
technique, which tries to create a balance between an omniscient narrator and a possible
focalizer, without a clear indication as to when the perspective might be switching between
the two or which one the reader should follow.
It might be helpful at this point to take a step back and consider how scholars have
interpreted instances of ambivalent focalization in literature more broadly. The common
interpretation of indirectly transmitted messages follows two standard routes. The first route

supposes that the author chooses indirect delivery in order to supply the message with some

distance and thus to allow room for interpretation. This is a rather postmodern reading of the

*% Heliodorus undercuts the bandits’ interpretative authority repeatedly, but most
emphatically at 1.24.
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ambivalence of signs, as it practically considers all messages as skewed, only with a
difference of degree. This view’s most persuassive proponent is Kermode, but the idea at its
core is Nietzschean, arguing for perspectivism.” The alternative interpretation of indirectness
points in exactly the opposite direction: some messages are skewed only to be contrasted with
other messages that are straightforward and possibly preferable.'® This way of reading signs
puts the interpreter on a hermeneutic journey towards a single, unified meaning—or, in the
case of detective fiction, towards solving the crime.

In my analysis, it is this second interpretation that appears to flow from the text itself
and which seems more pertinent to a reading of the Aithiopika. I contend, and will argue in
more detail in the following chapters, that Heliodorus brings up distorted signs and messages
at the start only to juxtapose them with positive evaluations that allow careful readers to
discover important elements of the narrative that they may have missed. In other words, no
sign is intended to be seen as empty. The novelist Paul Auster has put this notion very
concisely in claiming that “behind every story the reader supposes authorial
consciousness.”'

After a closer look at the text, we can see how the narrator begins to unravel the initial
ambiguity of perspective in the novel at the close of the introduction. There, the narrator

claims that:

AAO kaimep TO YEYOVOG O TL TOTE €0TLV AMOPODVTEG, €IG TO KEPOOG EPAETOV KOl TV
Agtov” €0vTOVG 0LV ViKNTaG dmodeifavteg dpuncav. (HId 1.1.8)

Even though [the bandits] were puzzled about the nature of the event, they were
looking towards benefit and the loot; having appointed themselves as winners, they
rushed forward.

% Nietzsche (1878) 1972, 56; Kermode 1967; (1974) 1983, 175-196; 1978, 144—158.

10T amberton 1986; Sternberg 1992, 463—541; Krausz 2002; Swirski 2007; 2010; 2014, 115—
138.

101 Auster 1985, 2, in response to Foucault 1977, 113—138. For further analysis of the
authorial functions in the anti-detective novel see Russell 1990, 71-84; Irwin 1994.
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This ending makes it difficult to say that the bandits were the focalizers of the previous
interpretation of the scene by the narrator, since they are in fact “puzzled about the nature of
the event.” This confusion does not seem to fit well with the controlled and perceptive
discussion of the scene at the shore that the narrator gives. Although we as readers might
have thought that the bandits were the focalizers, these words should make us wary of such
an interpretation.

It is important to see this disconnect between the narrator and the bandits because it
calls into question the bandits’ uncritical perspective, concerned as they are only for plunder.
Let us look again at the very last sentence: “having appointed themselves as winners, they
rushed forward” (£avtodg obv vikntig dnodeitavtec dpunoav). The passage thus ends most
emphatically: Gppnoav. The verb 6pudm has a befuddling variety of recorded meanings.'*
Nonetheless, the main connotation of the verb in its intransitive form entails a widely
accepted meaning of spontaneity and what could be also taken to be as plain rashness. The
bandits do not start moving cautiously towards the desired goal—they hasten. Could that be
taken as implicit authorial criticism of the bandits’ uncritical perspective? Three paragraphs
later, at Hld. 1.4.3, the criticism of the bandits will become absolutely explicit: “Likewise, the
strength of noble birth and the sight of beauty knows how to subdue even a bandit’s ethos,

193 The bandits, despite the fact that they were

and is able to overpower even rougher ones.
puzzled by the apparent events, do not stop in the face of their interpretative difficulty, but
rather look to what is personally profitable (eig 10 képdog €BAemov). They base their own

assumptions upon their intellectual or emotional needs and proceed to action. The

construction of meaning and puzzles do not stop them, so to speak, at the level of abstract

192 For uses of oppéo as “to rush headlong” or “ to hasten” see Hom. II. 4.335; A. Pr. 339;

Phld. Ir. 93W.

103 o 5 ’ o 3 r % 1 \ 3 ¥ < r \
OVtog evyeveiog Eueaots Kol KAALOLG dYic kal ANoTpKov 1100¢ 01dev VTOTATTEW Ko

KPOTEWV Kol TV adUNPOTEPOV SVVOTAL.
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interpretation, since the bandits move towards their own end, as well as their own
interpretation.

The abrupt in medias res introduction, complicated by the confused focalization,
forces the reader to be very attentive to its details—something that Heliodorus relies upon to
embed the opening narrative with “clues” that are only understood as such upon further
reading of the novel. Heliodorus’ craft in sowing several seeds in his narrative is

incontestable.'*

This could be attested in the introductory paragraph, as well, by a yet
undetected, teasing example. Heliodorus portrays there in quite some detail the various,
gruesome ways of death and yet includes the seemingly insignificant fact that most deaths
happened due to arrows and archery. These small details will prove to be important for the
reader to remember for solving the murder of the people on the beach, as they will be picked
again several books later in Book 5, when Charikleia is proven to be the only one with a bow
and a mastery of archery—and eventually is exposed to the reader as the one responsible for
the massacre.'*

It is not just the way in which Heliodorus introduces clues into his narrative from the
start that prompts us towards a close reading of his text. It is also the fact that he seems to
pass judgment on the bandits who rush to conclusions (and to the plunder). Another example,
again latent in the introduction, may be derived from Heliodorus’ overt effort to present
apparently haphazard elements in his description. For instance, he mentions in 1.1.4 that the

battle was done on the spot (6 ToAepog éoyediacto). The choice of the verb oyedidlm in this

case is very peculiar, since it is standardly interpreted as “to sketch, to provide rough lines or

1941 owe 2000, 249265, is the standard locus for this interpretation.

19°H1d. 5.32.3—4: OV piv 098¢ Ocaryévng amorepog v 00dE 1 Xapikdeto, T yip ovykeipevo
TPATTOVTEG O HEV E1PNPNG BaTEP® TA TPDTO LEPEL GVVEUAYEL TOVTATACY EVOOLCIDVTL
TPOGEOIKMG, 1 88 OG GLVEPPOYOTA TOV TOLEUOV €108V Gmd THC vem( £10Egvey eboKOmd TE KO
névov 100 Oeayévoug petdopeva. See Helm 1948, 40; Winkler 1982, 98-99.
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to draft, to improvise, to invent stories.”'% At first sight, then, Heliodorus’ opening frame
appears to be one of hurried, rough strokes towards the effect of immediacy: the reader is to
read the text as if she were present there and then. This might seem to suppose that the
narrator and thereby the reader should identify with the bandits and therefore adopt a here—
and—now confused viewpoint of what is going on. However, as suggested above, the
insistence by the narrator on the bandit’s rashness should perhaps make us more suspicious of
the narrative’s level of design and in fact lead us in the opposite direction: “If one looks
closer,” Heliodorus seems to be suggesting, “you will find what is going on.” All these
details are thus present here not merely for the purposes of raising !’effet du réel.'’” They are
details that will be picked up again as late as in the fifth book, this time slightly changed, to
explain Kalasiris’ flight from the battle scene and the identities of the real killers, that is,
Theagenes and especially Charikleia.'”® There is nothing random in this story, not the
slightest detail.

Why then have multiple scholars interpreted the scene as being purposefully aporetic?
One reason is that scholars have read the novel’s first scene as mere spectacle, that is, without
trying to identify possibilities for a running commentary on Heliodorus’ behalf. Long before
Winkler, in fact, scholars stressed the spectacular nature of the introductory scene. In 1912,
for instance, Wolff contended that Heliodorus “will tell as little as possible; he declines the
role of the omniscient novelist speaking of his men and women in the third person; they must
do their own talking.”'”” Several decades later, a similar assumption was shared by Feuillatre,

when he claimed that “the author’s imagination appears to move readily in a world of

1% For the aforementioned meanings see respectively Plb. 22.9.12; P1. Sp. 387¢; Anaxandr.

15.3; D.H. 1.7; Plb 12.4.4.; D.S. 1.23.

197 Barthes (1968) 1989, 84-89.

% H1d. 5.32.5-6.

199 Wolff (1912) 1961, 4. See also Schissel von Fleschenburg 1913, 83-114.
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. . 110
spectacles: theatre, pantomime, circus.”

Building further upon this line of analysis, Bartsch
consolidated the understanding of Heliodorus as an artist presenting the world as a static
picture. For her, the introductory scene is a prime example of a painted picture, where the
stillness of the picture defies any attempt to interpret; Heliodorus’s description, unlike

111
”""" Here, however, the

Achilles Tatius, when it concerns interpretation, “offers nothing.
scene is described almost as if it were painted: a stillness lies over everything, all movement
is arrested, Charikleia (for it is she) sits on her rock like a statue, until finally Theagenes
speaks and interrupts the inertness.

In short, for Bartsch, while the readers are trying to figure out the introductory scene,
they are “made aware of the possibility, even probability, of incorrect exegesis—if the pirates

: 112
can be misled, so can they.”

However, the reader, according to Bartsch, has only access to
such a conclusion by inference in abstract, and not by paying attention to a subtle, but
existent, nominal commentary by the author himself, which may limit and restrict the overall
openness of the hermeneutic process. She goes as far as to say, in fact, that “the descriptive
passages in these novels lay bare the illusory power of the readers to make of the text what

they will.”'"?

In that respect, for Bartsch, the detailed description of the introduction—picked
up later on both in Thyamis’ and Petosiris’ battle, along with Theagenes’ athletic contests—is

meant to arouse individual, emotive responses, namely, not one set of emotions, but two,

often conflicting sets of emotions that undermine any single interpretation of the scene.''*

"% Feuillatre 1966, 15, cited in Bartsch 1989, 109.

"1 Bartsch 1989, 46: “Here, where Achilles offers a young man telling a story in the place of
a clearly identified interpretation, Heliodorus offers nothing.”

"' Bartsch 1989, 47-48.

"> Bartsch 1989, 39.

14 Bartsch 1989, 15-18, 109-115. See Schlissel von Fleschenburg 1913, 83—114; Mittelstadt
1967, 752-761; Schor 1980, 169, stating how ecphrastic descriptions tend to work for the
interpreter “the lure of narcissistic identification only makes it more difficult for the
interpreter to keep his distance from the interpretant.” See also Schor 1980, 170: “via the
interpretant the author is trying to tell the interpreter something about interpretation and the
interpreter would do well to listen and take note.”
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Description is there to encode different feelings, in other words, and the priority of ecphrasis,
Bartsch contends, is to show, not to tell.''?

Yet this interpretative thread that renders the opening into an emotive picture (even a
fractured one) does not account for the complex nature of Heliodorus’ introductory scene and
its implications for the reader. As we have seen, the text in front of us is more dynamic than a

picture; in fact, this is part of why it is a text, and not a picture.' '

The dynamics behind the
textual medium lie in the fact that the text asks for meticulous attention to every cognitive
detail. The reader is given a picture, certainly, but she is also presented with directions from
the narrative which may suggest something more than a merely emotive or personal response
to the work. An emotive response is not out of the question, of course, given that the
description presented is one of a blood-bath, with vivid pictures of death. It is true, moreover,
that emotive responses can never be excluded from a search for deciphering and generally
from any cognitive quest, but they should not be considered as first-order authorial choices in
a passage whose ambiguous wording invites the reader to examine the text more deeply, as

prompted by two elements of the introduction examined above, namely, the use of symbolon

and the fairly explicit judgment by the narrator of the bandits’ rush for plunder.'"’

2.3 Conclusion
In this chapter, we have examined the initial narrative frame with which Heliodorus
introduces his readers to his narrative universe. Who created all this carnage? Whose

interpretation should we trust, the bandits’ or the narrator’s? This ambiguity helps the reader

> Bartsch 1989, 109-143. See also Rohde (1876) 1914, 450: “A sense of a pictorial effect in
the very effectively arranged pictures at the beginning of the novel”; Winkler 2000-2001,
161-184; Whitmarsh 2005, 87-104.

' Chatman 1980, 221-240.

"7 Harlan 1965, 58: “in the rhetorical literature of the second century A.D. the evocation of a
fictitious allegorical scene was still a routine device.” See also Beaujour 1981, 32-33. For a

general overview of allegorical impact and quest for potential meaning see also Casel (1919)
1967; Boys-Stones 2003.
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to question the narrative, especially concerning from what perspective the fabula is told. It
would seem that choosing the bandits is the obvious choice; however, that does not
necessarily make it the right one. The above examination of the text has shown that the
situation is much less clear: the end of the opening suggests that the bandits are not the best
or sole focalizers for the previous description of the scene. If you choose the author’s latent
but present perspective, you are able to pass judgment against the rashness of the bandits and
perhaps look more closely—as the narrator does—at the details of the carnage.

In action, just as much in interpretation, not all detectives have the same hermeneutic
patience. Some will rush, while others will take their time in the act of interpretation. There is
not one road to take, either. One must take time to think through the puzzle and see it from
multiple perspectives if one is to arrive at the unifying meaning of the text and thereby
sharpen one’s ability to interpret symbols in life as well as in fiction.

My point is that Heliodorus, besides showing, does a lot of telling, a lot of naming
which may be taken further as arguing or pointing towards specific interpretations—nuanced
interpretations but ones that are decipherable. As we have seen so far, this introductory scene
has been mainly interpreted through the lens of its visuality and its affinity to a (motion)
picture, which leaves the readers at a visual loss. This line of interpretation is perfectly
understandable: all narratives in all media are submitted to a broader structuring, an
organization mainly dependent upon its temporal conditions, which allows narratives to offer
a version of a narrated story to readers or audiences with which they tend to identify,
regardless of the medium. However, because of the fact that narrative itself is a deep structure
and can be understood regardless of its medium, the textual element of the Aithiopika’s
introduction is perhaps underplayed. Unlike in films and visual arts, where description and
presentation prevails, the dominant mode of the Aithiopika is textual, that is, nominal and

assertive, which allows in putting a puzzle together that has some sense of finiteness and
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intentionality, more so than a film or a painting.''® Heliodorus does not just show here: he
tells, as well, with a rather evocative and revealing commentary. Hence, like most authors, he
offers guidance and clues as to how we may treat his work. This might be perceived as a way
to antagonize readers’ expectations, who have an instinctual tendency to identify with the
viewing/acting agents, regardless of their perceptual ability.. In Heliodorus, viewpoints
inhere certain limitations, intrinsic to its medium, which should be acknowledged and are to
be kept distinct from other, visual counterparts. However, these limitations are also the very
strengths that invite the reader to triumph over these textual clues and provide a most rich
readerly experience which approximates the detective experience, both regarding its

challenging but rewarding nature and its attention to detail.

% Chatman 1980, 128. His argument has been, thanks to Professor T.W.J. Mitchell, very
influential on me. It maintains that in the visual element (painting, sculpture, film), the
number of details is “indeterminable,” allowing film theorists to speak of overspecification of
details (Uberbestimmtheit). However, with the textual medium, the author is presented with
the ability to name the attribute, rather than simply describe by showing, and hoping for
identification with the visual clue. See also Chatman 1978 for a survey of narrativity in its
different media. For the issue of intentionality the debate is large and heated. I still rely on the
rich discussion of Iseminger 1992.
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CHAPTER 3
THE HERMENEUTICS OF 'YITONOIA IN THE NOVELLA OF KNEMON

Let us not forget that the motives behind human actions are usually infinitely
more complicated and various than we assume them to be. [...] [D]o as we
will, we are now under the absolute necessity of devoting to this secondary
character in our story rather more space and attention than we originally had
intended.

—Dostoyevsky, The Idiot'"’

3.1 Introduction
In his introduction to his critical edition of the Aithiopika in 1804, Korags states the
following about the novella of Knemon:

To avto Aéyom kai mepi Thg NBomotiog tdv Aibomikdv. 'Edv, og diddokel O
Ap1oTOTEANG, T 1ON TPEMNL VAL TOpLoTAVOVTAL TOWWDTO, OTToio ApHOlovV i¢ TOV
Léyovta, §yovv v fvar KatdAANAo €i¢ 1O Yévoc, €ig Ty Hudav, &ig T dndyyeApua,
€1g 10 mBog, Kai €1g T0C AAANG TEPIOTATELS, £ig doag eVpiokeTal O AEymV T} TPATTOV
v dpav Eketvny, £av (Aéyet) Totadta TpEmnt v fvon T HOn, eddoKIpeT Kol Kot
todtov 0 HAddwpoc. Tig novvato va tapactiost mhovotepov v NAibiov
gvmiotiov Tov “Apiotinmov, Koy €ic OAovg Tovg ynpaiéovs, dcot Aappdvovot
yovaikog véag; Tig TOv d0eopov Epta ThHg ANUovETNG; TV VEAVIKTV ATAOTNTO TOD
Kvinuwvog kai tiig Oepamavidng Olopng tag mavovpyiag; (Korags 1804, Emxiaroin
npog AréCavipov Baaileiov, K(—kn)

I say the same thing about the creation of character in the Aithiopika. For if, as
Aristotle teaches, characters should be represented such that would be appropriate
for the speaker, namely, to be appropriate for the family lineage, age, profession,
emotional composition, and all other circumstances in which the speaker or doer
happens to be, at a given time, if he suggests that the disposition of ethical character
should be of such a nature, Heliodorus excels in this respect, as well. Who would be
able to represent most plausibly the idiotic gullibility of Aristippus, common in all
elderly men who get young wives? Who (would be better at representing most
plausibly) the illicit love of Demainete, the youthful simplicity of Knemon, or the
slyness of Thisbe the slave-girl?

"% Dostoyevsky (1868—1869) 2002, 502, cited in Woloch 2008, 12.
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In spite of Koraés’ close reading of Heliodorus in many respects, he failed here to see
Knemon and his narrative as anything but that of a naive, youthful simpleton (veaviknv
amAdtnta), which as a stock type exists only to be contrasted with Kalasiris and his
supposedly crafty inset story later in the novel. In this chapter, I will point out the carefully
planted doubts and inconsistencies in Knemon’s tale (standardly defined as a novella by

Morgan).'*

This will be especially beneficial for both our present purposes and our analysis
in Chapter 4 below, as it is possible to regard Knemon’s novella as another way for
Heliodorus to prepare his readers for the difficult hermeneutic task of solving the murder of
Thisbe that follows shortly after in Books 1-2.

The previous chapter focused on the Aithiopika’s introductory scene and the way in
which it turns the reader into a detective at the very beginning of his narrative. I began by
arguing for the importance of deliberately fragmented focalization in the process of
understanding the complicated narrative strategies that Heliodorus employs from the start. To
do this, I called attention to the disconnection between the implicit authorial and the explicit
protagonistic perspective. Heliodorus allows us, on the one hand, to identify with the bandits
on the first reading; on the other hand, he carefully sows seeds of doubt that compel a second
reading, which ultimately undercuts the bandits’ perspective. Subsequently, I moved on to
analyzing this cautiously undermined outlook and role of the bandits in this narrative. As I
demonstrated, this reversal serves as a way for Heliodorus to introduce his programmatic
intentions at the start of his novel. This led me to propose that Heliodorus introduces and
programmatically requires a hierarchical structure in his interpretative enterprise by
promoting some interpretations while downplaying others, yet still including both.

This chapter will continue in a similar thematic direction, starting from the paragraphs

almost directly after the introduction. Seven paragraphs later, at Hld. 1.8—1.18, we find the

120 Morgan 1989a, 99—113.
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first and longest inset story in the Aithiopika, commonly referred to the novella of Knemon.
In what follows, I will maintain that the purpose of the Aithiopika is to initiate the reader into
questions of doubt and suspicion—both through the way in which Knemon’s tale
demonstrates the importance of acting on suspicions and the way in which the tale itself is
suspicious for inconsistencies that suggest Knemon might not be as simple or naive as Koraés
and many others have thought. Like the ambiguity of focalization in the introduction to the
novel, this Heliodorean suspicion raised in the inset story of Knemon works as an
interpretative key for reading the rest of the Aithiopika.

It is my understanding that such an argument might come as a surprise to scholarly
discussion, which has so far considered this novella in two, markedly complementary ways:
either, according to Winkler, as “an alternative, naive [narrative] strategy to the rest of the
novel,” or, in Morgan’s view, an “example of the Athenian, wrong kind of love, in

12! These interpretations are generally

juxtaposition to the Ethiopian, right kind of love.
sound and corroborated by much textual evidence, which engages, as Morgan rightly points
out, with Heliodorus’ omnipresent vocabulary of love and passion. What is more, the
novella’s narrative is indeed linear in its temporal exposition, a notable contrast to that of the
main story: this could indeed lead us to see it as an alternate narrative strategy, as Winkler
suggests. More importantly, the previous studies have played an important role in situating
the Aithiopika in the literary map of the period, consolidating both its penchant for the
creative appropriation of classical narratives and its occasional departure from them.
However, such an approach also seems somewhat narrow in scope, constraining the
interpretations to reading the novella as solely another love story within a love story. In my

study, I have decided to move in a different direction and broaden the scope and role of this

novella and Knemon’s subsequent narrative arc by maintaining that it is actually the

"2 Winkler 1982; Morgan 1989a.
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(epistemological) construction of belief and doubt in general, and not of love, which is at
stake. In this way, I contend that Heliodorus invites elaborate responses to the persistent
question of seeing belief and doubt as a means of creating a more intense and pleasurable
reading experience for his readers. As I will show, this constant questioning of beliefs is not
just a narrative strategy to cause delay or rekindle of interest, as has been argued to be the
case.'”” It is rather of a much more practical avail, pointing towards the growth of the
interpretative and diagnostic capacities of the reader, who is supposed to remain sceptical and
resistant in her interpretative attitude towards this story in order better to understand the
deceptive nature of Knemon’s character in the main narrative of the Aithiopika.

The theoretical framework used for this study is inspired by philosophical theories
about the function and purpose of narrative fiction, with particular focus on the role played
by inset stories. To be specific, I have been influenced by four thinkers: Habermas, Ricoeur,
Gadamer, and Eco, particularly in their understanding of hermeneutic suspicion and the limits
of interpretation in any one text.'* I agree with all four of them on one, common premise,
namely, that texts open up their meaning to the reader. However, such an approach does
presuppose certain inherent limitations, including linguistic, historical, and emotive ones.'**

Behind its theoretical underpinnings, the practical aim of such an approach to this
inset story is to renegotiate a crucial and thorny issue in the study of the ancient novel: what

role, if any, does the digressive element play in Heliodorus? Several scholars have considered

122 Sandy 1970, 463-475.

'3 Habermas 1968; Ricoeur 1974; Gadamer (1960) 1986, 313—323; Eco 1994.

'2* Ricoeur 1974 strives for a method whereby “one will both uncover the ontological
structures of meaning and perhaps succeed in giving an interpretation of a ‘sort of being-in-
the-world unfolded in front of the text’” (40). For Ricoeur, semiology—a linguistic tool that
strives for meaning on the basis of the text alone (apart from its authorial intent, or solely in
the intent of the reader)—can provide for both “participation” in the intentions of the speaker
and independence from the particular references which the speaker actually had in mind.
Through such a dialectical method of interaction between the reader and the text/symbol, “we
will have a form of knowing in which the subject will possess truth both in the manner of a
participation and in the manner of a truth critically reached” (53).
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the issue closely in the ancient narrative, but no general consensus has emerged. In order to
do this, I focus on the implicit, tacit assumptions in a text, those that are to be found between
the lines and in the gaps, misdirections, implications, and ironies, noticeable yet downplayed,
or at times even inconspicuous. The story of Knemon is full of such instances.

As has been discussed, Knemon has been considered, notably by Winkler, to be a
second-rank narrator. A few scholarly studies, Morgan and Hunter being the most influential,
have tried to save his reputation by arguing that he has some characteristics of a more
elaborate narrator, but with no detailed or sustained analysis.'*> This study will try to build
further upon these passing remarks and illustrate Knemon’s craftiness. In this way, I hope to
illustrate how Heliodorus narrates a story that is not only filled with legitimate suspicions and
doubts regarding the characters’ motivations, but also with inconsistencies that should make
the reader wary of taking Knemon’s novella itself at face value. Both of these aspects of the
inset story are important for preparing the reader for the great interpretative burden of solving

the “murder mystery” that we will examine in Chapter 4.

3.2 The Epic Frame of Knemon’s Novella

In the beginning of Book 1 and after the reader’s initial encounter with the novel’s yet
unnamed bandits and the protagonist couple, Charikleia and Theagenes, the action moves
forward rather slowly. The bandits not only plunder the unclaimed booty but also detain the
young couple and lead them into captivity. The captives, owing to Charikleia’s stunning
beauty (and her rhetorical prowess, as we shall see in Chapter 6), are supposed to be held
totally unharmed.'*® They come under the tutelage of another Greek captive, Knemon,

assigned to them because of the language barrier between the couple and the bandits.'>” Once

125 Morgan 1989a, 260; Hunter 1998, 40—59.

20 H1d. 1.7.3: avOPpiotov 4md Taviev SLapuAGTTELY.

2T HId. 1.7.4: tod¢ pév véoug “EAAVE Tivi mapadidwot veaviok®, ob mpd moAkod map’ adToic
alHLOADT® YEYOVOTL, TOD dltaAlyecOan Evexey.
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the first night shift comes and the captives are supposed to be led to go to sleep, Charikleia
has an emotional outburst of despair at her situation, which is soothed by Theagenes, who in
turn suggests restraint and urges Charikleia to pacify the hostile deities with prayers, not with
angry expletives.'*® It is at that very moment that their young guardian intervenes to appease
the captives by bringing a healing herb for Theagenes’ open wound and words of comfort for
their spirits. This is how he introduces himself to the couple:

«Ei 8¢ pot péder TdV vpetépwv ovk GEov VUiV Bavpdlety, THMg 1€ Yap pHot THG
avthg €oikate kowwvelv kol duo "“EAAnvag Ovtog oikteipo koi avtog "EAdnv
yeyovg.» «ElMnv; @ Ogol» €mefomoav v’ ndovilc Gua ol EEvol «'EAANV @g
aANO®Gg O YéVvog Kol TNV eOVAV: TaXO TIG £0TOL TOV KOKAV GAVATVELGIC.» «AAAL
Tiva og ypn KoAEv;» €pn O Ogayévng. O o6& «Kviuwva.» «I160gv 8¢ yvopilev;»
«Abnvaiov.y «Toyn tivt  kexpnuévov;» «Ilade» &pn- «ti todTOL  KIVElg
KavapoyAevelg; Todto O 0 TOV Tpay@d®dV. Ovk v Kopd yévorr’ Gv €nelc0d10vV
VUV TAOV VUETEPOV TAPN EMEICEEPEWV Kok Kol Gpo o0d’ dv Emapkécele T0
Aewmdpevov mpodg TO dSMynue THS VuKTog Umvov Kol TadTo OEopEVOLS VUV Amd
TOAALGV TAV TOVOV Kol Avamovcems.» Emel 0& ovk dviecav aALG Tavtoimg Aéyey
ikétevov, peylommv mMyoduevor mapoyvynv Ty TV Opoiov dkonv, dpyetor O
Kvipwv évtedBev- (HId. 1.8.6-1.9.1)

“It is not worthy of surprise if I am concerned about you, for you seem to share the
same fate as I do, and at the same time I pity you, since you are Greeks, and [ am a
Greek myself.” “A Greek? O heaven,” exclaimed the strangers together in joy.
“Truly a Greek in birth and speech! Perhaps now there might be some respite from
our troubles. What name should we call you by?” asked Theagenes. “Knemon,” he
replied. “And where are you from?” “Athens.” “What fate have you suffered?”
“Stop,” he said. “why do you batter and prize open these doors? That is a task for
tragedians. This is no time to introduce an episode and add my own misfortunes to
yours; besides, the remainder of the night would not suffice for the story, since you
need sleep and rest from the many pains you’ve been through.” They did not give
up, but implored him in all sort of ways to speak, considering the hearing of similar
misfortunes as the greatest consolation. So Knemon began.

A crucial part of any story is its framing.'*® As a rule, a study of the setting generally helps us
understand the narrator’s and narratee’s original motivations and intentions, along with their

prejudices. We will address the other end of the frame in 3.4 below. For the moment, we have

128 H1d. 1.8.2: TToAkd 81} 0DV dvoudEaca kad’ Eavtiy 1 kOpn...kai oov TheioTov

Emdakpvoaca. [...] o0 yap oveldilev, GALYL TOPAKOAETY YpE®V, VYIS, OVK aiTiong
€€1he0dTON TO KPETTTOV.

12 For the importance of narrative frames in classical studies see especially De Jong 2014,
3842, with relevant bibliography.
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to explain Knemon’s hesitation and his audience’s motivation for this story. The common
understanding of this hesitation so far has been that here Knemon is employing “Homer’s

way of rekindling interest.”"**

Knemon’s “refusal” to tell his story because it would add to
the suffering of himself and his hearers and would simply take too long to tell comes in a
long tradition of such excuses in epic poetry from heroes who have suffered many
misfortunes, including Vergil’s Aeneas and, of course, Homer’s Odysseus."”'

Let us start with the Homeric model:

ooi &’ €ud kNodea Bupdg EmeTpameETo GTOVOEVTOL

elpect’, dpp’ &1L pAAAOV 03VPOUEVOG oTEVOLYILM.

T TPOTOV TO1 EMerta, Ti 6’ VOTATIOV KOTAAEE;

KNoe’ €mel ot moAAd d6cav Beoi Ovpaviwvee. (Od. 9.12-15)

but your heart is inclined to ask about my woeful troubles,

so that I’1l groan still more in lamentation.

What first, what last, will I recount for you then,

since the heavenly gods have given me many troubles?
The epic hero of the Odyssey appeals to the fact that his story is likely to put a damper on the

festive mood of the Phaeacian palace, adding to his own sadness (£t1 pagAiov 66vpdEVOG

otevayiCm, 9.13) upon hearing the tale of Demodocus about the Trojan War. Moreover, the

% Sandy 1970, 465.

BUCE. Verg. Aen. 1.372-374: O dea, si prima repetens ab origine pergam, | et vacet annalis
nostrorum audire laborum, | ante diem clauso componat Vesper Olympo (“O goddess, if
seeking the first things from their origin I shall proceed, and time remains to hear the annals
of our labors, before evening puts an end to the day when the sky has closed”); Verg. 4en.
2.8-13: et iam nox umida caelo | praecipitat suadentque cadentia sidera somnos. | sed si
tantus amor casus cognoscere nostros | et breviter Troiae supremum audire laborem,
quamquam animus meminisse horret luctuque refugit, | incipiam (“And now dewy night
rushes down from the sky and the falling stars urge slumber. But if so great a desire to know
our ruin and hear in brief the final toil of Troy, although my mind shudders to remember and
flees because of grief, I will begin”); Hom. Od. 11. 328-334: ndcag o’ ovk av £y®
pvbnoopat ovd’ OVoUNVe, | 666ag Pd®V AAdyovs 0oV 1oE BOyaTpag:| Tplv Yap Kev Koi vo§
@01t’ duppotoc. AL Kol dpn|| eBdewy, ) €ml vija Bonv EAOOVT’ €¢ £Taipovg | fj avTod: TounY
0¢ Beoio’ VUiv Te peAnoet. | ¢ £pab’, oi &’ dpa TavTeg KNV £yEVovto GLOTH, | KNANOU® o’
goyovto Katd péyapo okioevta. (““But I cannot tell or name all the wives and daughters of
heroes that I saw; before that the immortal night would wane. Nay, it is now time to sleep,
either when I have gone to the swift ship and the crew, or here. My sending shall rest with the
gods, and with you.” So he spoke, and they were all hushed in silence, and were held spell-
bound throughout the shadowy halls,” translation adapted from Merry et al. 1886).
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gods have given Odysseus so many troubles (knog’...mtoAAd d0cav Beoi Ovpaviwveg, 9.15)
that it is hard for him to decide with which one he should start his tale of woe. The point of
this posturing is, of course, to have his Phaeacian audience sympathize with the hero so that
they will not send him home empty-handed.'*

A more expanded version of the same theme appears in Vergil’s Aeneid, when
Aeneas tells of his own misfortunes in Dido’s banquet hall (4en. 2.3—13). Aeneas expands
upon the Odyssean model, stressing repeatedly how painful (meminisse horret luctuque
refugit, 2.12) and almost impossible it is to retell (infandum, 2.3) such sad events (dolorem,
2.3; lamentabile, 2.4; miserrima, 2.5; casus, 2.10). What is pertinent to the discussion of
Heliodorus’ text is how Aeneas also suggests that it is too late at night and that it should be
time to go to sleep: “And now dewy night rushes down from the sky and the falling stars urge
slumber” (et iam nox umida caelo | praecipitat suadentque cadentia sidera somnos, Aen. 2.6—
7)."*? Although Aeneas’ objectives here might not be as clear as that of the crafty Greek of
Homer, the Trojan certainly is not averse from the rhetorical manipulation of an audience, as
is made clear earlier in Book 1 when he addressed his despondent men.'** Additionally,
scholars have suggested that he might not be as reliable a narrator as he seems.'>> Aeneas
does have to make sure, after all, that his Trojans are warmly received (not knowing the
machinations of the gods already at work), and it would seem in his best interest to have his

audience know just how much he has already suffered.

12 See Most 1989, 114-133; Pucci 1998, 145-150.

133 For the lack of time for telling his story see also Verg. Aen. 1.372-374: O dea, si prima
repetens ab origine pergam, | et vacet annalis nostrorum audire laborum, | ante diem clauso
componat Vesper Olympo... (“O goddess, if seeking the first things from their origin I shall
proceed, and time remains to hear the annals of our labors, before evening puts an end to the
day when the sky has closed...”).

B4 Cf. Verg. Aen. 1.208-209: Talia voce refert, curisque ingentibus aeger | spem voltu
simulat, premit altum corde dolorem (“He says such things with his voice, and sick with great

cares feigns hope on his face, pressing pain deep in his heart”).
1> Ahl 1989, 1-31.
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It is fairly clear that Knemon here is attempting to draw upon a long—established epic
tradition of how heroes introduce their tales of woe or delay their narratives.'*® As the rest of
his story will reveal, Knemon is a part of this tradition of narrators who appear much simpler
than they are.”’ One can thus maintain that the story is not only about a trite commonplace of
the past but also, and more importantly, serves as a warning to the reader that Heliodorus is
entering a different register—one that is charged with meaning, requiring careful
interpretation if it is to be connected back to the main narrative in any significant way and
reveal something about its teller.

Heliodorus thus introduces doubt about the straightforwardness of Knemon'’s story
right from the start by recalling epic tropes of storytelling. As we will see, this doubt is
ubiquitous in his narrative. Knemon tells the story of how he was falsely accused and exiled
because of his stepmother Demainete’s illicit advances, but doubt continues to creep in about

his intentions involved in telling his story as he does.

3.3 The Novella of Knemon

Once the stage is set for Knemon to unfold his story, he starts narrating in a
temporally linear manner."*® In spite of the simple, straightforward beginning, the first
element of suspicion in the story follows immediately after Demainete’s introduction as part

of Knemon’s household, when she begins to display signs of explicit amorous advances.

136 L ateness of the hour is often associated with story-telling contexts, such as at Hom. Od.

3.329-336, 4.291-295; Callim. Epigrams 34.2-3 [Gow and Page]; Vergil, E. 9.52, Aen. 2.8—
13; Ov. Met. 9.93-94, 12.159-160, 12.578 79. See also Hld. 5.1.

7 A similar situation where knowledge is dissimulated by an unreliable narrator is Sinon in
Aen. 2, who is able to successfully trick the Trojans to see only the horse’s incredible frame,
its facade, and miss the critical ability to read beneath the surface. See Putnam 1965, 13—14;
Laurence 1996, 111-122.

138 See Winkler 1982, 96, where he argues that the story bears a close resemblance to
Xenophon of Ephesus’ faux-naive introduction, pointing to how traditional, linear novels are
supposed to start. Winkler also points out that this was the way in which Xenophon of Athens
began his Anabasis.
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KAY® TPOGIEUNY, TAV LUEV OVI®MV 0VOEV VTOTTEV®V, OTL O& UNTPOOV EMdeikvuTaL

nepl Eue Bavpalov dabeorv. 'Enel 8¢ ttapdtepov mpoonet kai Oepuodtepa v o

QUM HaTa ToD TPEMOVTOG Kol TO PAEUIA TOD 6OPPOVOG EE1GTALEVOV TPOG DTTOVOLAY

nyev, 1N & ToAAd kol VéPevyov kal mAnctalovoay anwbovuny. (HId. 1.9.3)

I did not object, for I had no inkling of the truth. I was simply surprised that she

showed a mother’s disposition towards me. But when her advances became more

headlong and her kisses were inappropriately warmer and her gaze, farther removed

from prudent, led me towards suspicion, then I avoided her for the most part, and I

pushed her away whenever she was accosting me.
From the very start, then, the reader encounters another situation where there are two levels
of meaning between what appears on the surface and what comes from a closer reading of
signs. At first, Knemon reads Demainete’s kisses as simply a “mother’s affection,” as might
anyone in his situation have mistaken them. After some time, however, he begins to suspect
that something else is going on. He can detect the fine line between a “mother’s affection”
and the erotic “gaze” of a lover. The beginning of Knemon’s story thus puts the reader on her
alert that this will be a tale where things are not necessarily what they appear, much as the
introduction to the Aithiopika itself also suggests."”” And Knemon is certainly one who is
able to pick up on the clues before him.

Things come to a head at the festival of the Panathenaea, when Demainete decides to

make her advances towards Knemon more explicit. The moment she sees him wearing his

festive attire, she becomes totally ecstatic and runs towards Knemon, hugs him, and

139 The language of the introduction here suggests an immediate, Second Sophistic parallel

with Lucian’s Bis Accusatus (Double Indictment) 31, where a Syrian orator (Lucian) accuses
Rhetoric of having changed from an honest woman to a disreputable hetaira: 'Ey®d yap opdv
TAOTNV OVKETL GOPPOVODGHY 0V HéEVOVsay Ml ToD KOGUIOL GYNIATOC 010V TOTE
goymuoticpévny avtv o Iowoviedg €keivog Nydyeto, KOoSHOLUEVV € Kol TG TPIYOG
evBetilovoay €ig TO £Toupkov Kol ukiov Evipiopévny Kol TOeOaAU® dToypapouévny,
VIOTTELOV €VOVG Kol TaPEPOAATTOV OOt TOV 0POaANOV eépet. (“Seeing that she was no
longer modest and did not continue to make the respectable figure she made once when
Demosthenes took her to wife, but made herself up, arranged her hair like a courtesan, put on
rouge, and darkened her eyes underneath, I became suspicious at once and secretly took note
where she directed her glances,” Bis Accusatus 31; translation adapted from Harmon 1913).
What is more striking is the perspicuous parallel with Apuleius, where we have a famous
noverca story in Book 10 of the Metamorphoses. The parallels between this story and the
story of Phaedra have been documented by Scarcella 1985, 213-239.
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pronounces him her new Hippolytus (6 véo¢ Trmoivtog, T 6 Onoede 6 éuoc T, Hld 1.10.2).'*
As any good reader of classical tragedy would do upon understanding the import of this
reference, he sends her off in spite of her nightlong steadfast persistence.

The very next day, Demainete begins her plan of revenge. She waits for her husband
Aristippus in bed, claiming that she feels very weak. However, after Aristippus insists on
learning what happened, she claims that she had a miscarriage because Knemon kicked her
after she told him that he should stop having his mind set only on debauchery. As Knemon
then reports:

Tadta B¢ KOVGEY, OVK EIMEY, OVK NPOTNGEV, OVK Amoloyioy Tpoddnkey, dALL

ToTevEV UNd’ av yevoachat kat’ pod v obte mepl EUE dlaKkelévNy, €06VG Mg

glye KaTd T HEPOG THC oikiag mepITLY DV, 0VdEV £iddTa TOE Te Emane Kai moidag

TPOCKAAESAUEVOS HaoTIEWY NKileTo, uNnde 10 Kovov o1 TodTo 016TL Eovoiunv

ywookovta. (HId. 1.11.1)

As soon as he listened to all this, he said not a word, asked no questions, gave me no

opportunity to defend myself, but without more ado, taking it for granted that one

who was so well disposed to me would not have told lies about me, in that instant
and on the spot where he found me in a part of the house, while I knew nothing of
the matter, he struck me with his fists, and summoning servants had me cruelly
flogged, though I lacked even the knowledge that is commonly given of the reason
for my thrashing.
It is important to note the stress that is placed upon the fact that Aristippus does not say a
word or question Demainete further but goes to find Knemon in order to beat him up. His
emotions prevent him from doubting even in the slightest what his wife had told him. Just
like the bandits in the novel’s introduction,'*' he hastily moves to action without stopping to
consider the situation more closely.
Although Knemon is beaten up by his father and servants, this does not satisfy

Demainete fully, and she therefore comes up with a second revenge strategy, which includes

Demainete’s slave-girl Thisbe making advances towards Knemon and using herself as bait to

140 The insertion of <#§> would solve the textual problem between the cruces (recommended

by Prof. Janko).
'*! And also, as Professor Janko pointed out to me, in Euripides’ Hippolytus, which gives to
Theseus a similar role.

51



set him up. Thisbe tries to win Knemon’s trust so that she (according to Demainete’s plan)
can make him unknowingly try to kill his own father and get caught red-handed. To
accomplish this, Thisbe, who had previously rejected Knemon, seduces him herself, clouding
his judgment with desire for her. Knemon at this point starts to lose his interpretative ability
to doubt. Flattered by the attention of a pretty girl who had previously rejected him, Knemon
persuades himself that he has suddenly become attractive.'** He is still worried, however, that
they might both get into trouble for sleeping together, and Thisbe capitalizes upon this worry
in order to initiate the next part of the Demainete’s plan, as the following passage
demonstrates:
«® Kvfpowvy» &en, «og Moy amhoikog Tig tvai pot Sokeic: i yap éus Oepdmatvoy
ovoav Kol dpyvpmdvntov Ny1] YoAendv gival 6ot Tpocoplodsay GAdVaL, Tivog v
gketvnv a&iav eimoig Tinmpiog, | kol edyeVig VoL PAGKOVGO KO1 VOL®D TOV
ouvotkodvta Eyovca Kol Bavatov 10 T€A0G ToD TaPOVOULOTOS YIVHOGKOLGO,
poryatan» «Ilade» Eenv, «ov yop &xw oot motevew.» «Kai punv, & oot 66&etev, €n’
AaOTOPOP® ToPadDow TOV powyov.» (Hld. 1.11.4-5)
“Knemon,” she said. “I think you must be very naive. If you think that it is wrong for
a bought slave like me to be caught having intercourse with you, what punishment
would you say that a woman deserves who claims to be of a good family, who is
lawfully wedded to a husband, who knows that death is the penalty for such an
offense, but nevertheless knowingly takes a lover?” “Stop,” I said. “I don’t believe
you.” “Nevertheless, if you wish, I shall deliver the adulterer to you in the act.”
Even though Knemon is under Thisbe’s spell, he still is able to doubt the validity of her
accusation against Demainete, namely, that she has an illicit lover. However, after expressing
concern for Knemon’s situation and suggesting that it would be an ideal opportunity for
Knemon to get revenge for the trouble that Demainete’s lies have caused him (cod te &vekev
oVT® TPOG avTiic mepPpiopévovn, 1.11.5), he believes her and goes along with her plan. The

desire for revenge, in addition to his desire to please Thisbe, drives Knemon to attempt to

catch Demainete in the act with her lover. The doubt that once allowed Knemon to avoid

M2 HId. 1.11.3: éyo 8¢ 6 pdratog d0pdov Kaldg yeyeviicOa Emensioumy.
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dangerous situations has been clouded by the strong emotions that he now feels, leading him
right into Demainete’s trap.

Three nights later, Knemon is prepared to enter his stepmother’s bedroom, armed
with a sword and ready to kill her lover. The moment he sees the lantern, he breaks down the
door only to find his actual father. Aristippus begs for his life, but Knemon becomes petrified
and drops the sword, which Demainete picks up. Aristippus then orders his servants to tie
Knemon up. Demainete tells Aristippus the following lie, and the old man falls for it given
the evidence before him:

«o¥ TadTo Qv 8 TPonyYdpELOV) BOMGTC «OC PLAUTTEGONL TPOGTIKEL TO UEPAKLOV, (G

gmPovievoel’ av kapod Aapopevov; eopwv O PAEUpa, cuviny ThG davoiac.» O d¢

«TTPONYOPEVES) EIMMV «AAA’ NicTovvy... (Hld.1.12.4)

“Didn’t I tell you,” she shouted, “that you should beware of this youngster, since he

would try to kill you if he got the opportunity? I saw his gaze, [ understood his

intention.” He responded: “You told me before, but I did not believe you.”
This passage is interesting for our purposes for two reasons. First, there is once again a stress
on the idea of doubt and the construction of belief. Aristippus cannot see the trick that his
wife has played on him and his son. He places his belief in the wrong person—with
disastrous consequences for Knemon. What is more interesting is that, to our knowledge,
Demainete never did tell Aristippus about Knemon’s alleged advances on her, which forces
the reader to decide whether the story itself is flawed, or whether Knemon himself might be
an unreliable narrator. Given the highly constructed nature of the Aithiopika in general, as
well as the nature of the inset story’s frame, the latter of these two options seems more
persuasive.

We will come back to why this is important in a moment. It is first necessary to
examine the rest of the novella and, in particular, its conclusion. The next morning, Knemon

is tried for attempted murder. He is convicted and exiled, but his account of the trial once

again brings us to matters of doubt and believability:
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‘Epod 8¢ mapa tavta tov 00pvPov kai tov ypdvov Ov mepl ThG TIHmpiog
JEXEPOTOVOLV «® UNTPLLA» PODVTOC, «OL0 UNTPVIAV AVOLPODLLOL, UNTPLLYL LE
dKplTtov AmOAAVC TPOGEGTI TOIG TOAAOIG TO AEYOUEVOV KOl EI0TEL TOV dVI®V
vroyia. Kai nrodeOnyv pev ovdg tote, TPoKaTEIANTTO Yap O OT|LOS AKATATOVGTEM
BopvPw. (HId. 1.13.5)
Throughout this uproar and all the time they were engaged in casting their votes
about my punishment, I kept shouting: “Stepmother! I am being killed by my
stepmother! My stepmother is destroying me without a trial!” Many of them took
note of my words and began to suspect the truth. But even then I was not given a
hearing, for the assembly was preoccupied by an unceasing uproar.
Knemon is loudly pronouncing his outrage at an unfair system, and part of his audience
begins to feel his doubt about the circumstances of his arrest. However, the heinousness of
his alleged crime, i.e., attempted parricide, causes an “unceasing uproar” that covers
everything and makes it impossible for his words to be heard.'*’ Knemon is thus not even
allowed to make his case formally but is sent to Aegina into exile.
Demainete soon regrets her decision, resenting Thisbe because she considers the
servant responsible for the failure of her romance with Knemon. Thisbe decides to make

another plot, this time against Demainete, to save herself and have her mistress condemned.

She arranges for Demainete allegedly to sleep with Knemon by pretending to be his invented

143 Closed ears that are preoccupied (npokateilnmto) by other sounds are a common
metaphor for inability to arrive at the truth. Cf. the anonymous author of the Derveni papyrus,
col. 47 (form. 7) v. 6-13. The yet unpublished edited text (drafted by Janko and Kotwick
2016) goes as following: &€cti 8¢ p[avtikn 1] womcie k]t dvBpa[moic] aiviyp]atmdnc. [ka]i
[Op]o[ev]c avt[oic &]pict’ aiv[iypa]ta ovk E0ele Adystv, v [aiv]iypa[ct]v o0& pey]dira.
iep[oroy]giton pév ovy kai 4mod [to]d mpdTov [Kai] péypt Tod [tere]ut[ailov pRpotoc, d[c]
ONro[i] kai &v Tdt evk]pwvnto[t Enet]. “Ovpac” yap “¢mBicOm” 6 kelevcac Toi[c dCi]v
avt[oc kot 0vdev alcepfein enlcwv] // To//[T]c molroic, GAAL H1OACKEY TOVC T1)]V GKONV
[dratnpo]dvrac kaB[apnv (The composition is prophetic and riddling for people, and
Orpheus did not want to tell them disputable riddles, but important things in riddles. In fact
he is speaking allegorically from his very first word right through to his last, as is clear even
in the verse that is easily explained: for he who bids them ‘shut the doors’ on their ears is
stating that he is certainly not commiting impiety towards the many, but instructing
those who are pure of hearing). The importance of purity of ears, open or closed when
appropriate, is present for allegorical interpretation right from the start of the tradition.
Heliodorus’ passage here might have an allegorical resonance.
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girlfriend. Thisbe then goes to Aristippus and turns Demainete in while she is waiting naked
for Knemon. Here is Aristippus’ response to Thisbe’s offer:
Eil yap tadta obtwg émdeitelacy enoiv 6 Apiottnog: «ool pev Elevbepiog piobog
amokeioeTar &ym O6¢ Tay’ Av EmPuonv TV TOAEUIOV ALVVALEVOS: MG TAAOL YE
opdyouat £v ELonT® Kol TO Tpdypo ot voyiog Exwv Aropig TOV EAEYY®V
novyalov. AAAG ti d€l moteiv; (HId. 1.16.5)
“If you show me this as you promise,” replied Aristippus, “you will be rewarded
with your freedom. And as far as I am concerned, I could possibly move on with my
life, after avenging my enemy. For a long time now I have had a smouldering doubt
in my mind; I had a suspicion of that affair, but for want of proofs I kept quiet about
it. Now, what is to be done?
This passage once again brings to the fore the idea of doubt: how does Knemon know all of
this? Aristippus was perhaps not as gullible a fool as he has seemed for much of the story, as
he was for a long time holding a “smoldering doubt” (cpbyopor €v épovt®d) about his wife
and was suspicious of the whole affair (10 mpaypa ot dmoyiog Eywv); only Thisbe’s
admission of what has occurred has given him the opportunity to act on his suspicions.
Therefore, it is ultimately Demainete’s desire for Knemon that clouds 4er judgment, too,
causing her to resent Thisbe and eventually leading to the unraveling of her web of lies and

the revelation of the truth of what happened—all because of her inability to look more deeply

into the machinations of others.

3.4 Conclusion

Now that we have seen how the novella of Knemon thematizes doubt and suspicion, I
want to pursue the idea of this suspicion in the novella of Knemon further by focusing on a
traditionally marked moment in literary composition, namely, its conclusion. Endings tend to
carry great significance for the establishment of meaning in narrative, since, as it has

commonly been remarked, motivation and meaning tend to flow backwards, from the end
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towards the beginning.'** In that sense, the ending can best illustrate the true significance of
Heliodorus’ inset narrative.

Formally speaking, there is no conclusion proper in the novella of Knemon, that is, an
ending that brings all the parts of the story into a coherent, tight conclusion by probability
and necessity,'* at least not what can be seen immediately. Rather, the novella ends
differently for the three different agents. The closest we get to a conclusion of this inset story
is at HId. 1.18—-19, where the narrator employs one of the most formulaic markers of a story’s
conclusion. From there, the novella’s continuous narrative flow is permanently broken, with
its loose ends being picked up only in fragmented, haphazard insertions, nearly intrusions, in
Books 2 and 3. What follows is the closest one gets to a conclusion for Heliodorus’ inset
novella:

«Toadtd pot 6 Xapiag annyysire. Ta 6¢ €N kol dmwg 6eDpo APKOUNV 1| Tiol TOTE

KEYPMUEVOGS TOYOLG, LOKPOTEPOV deTTaL AOYOL Kal xpovov.» Kai duo ddkpuev:

€0dicpuov 0 kal ol EEvot, Ta pev Ekeivov TpoOPaActLy, LV 08 TV idimv

gkaotoc. Kai ovd’ dv EAngav Bpnvodvieg, el un 11§ Hmvog, Emumtdg Ve’ NOOVIg TOV

yYowv, Emavce TV daxpvwv. (HId. 1.18.1)

“That was the news that Charias brought me. What happened next, how I came here,

what adventures I have experienced is a long and time-consuming story.” And he

wept. The strangers wept, too, ostensibly at his story but in fact each one in
remembrance of her own sufferings. They would not have ceased from sorrowing,
had not sleep, drawn by the pleasure they took in weeping, staunched their tears.
The story suggested that one is a much better interpreter when one is level-headed and not a
slave to one’s emotions. Knemon is quick to suspect what his stepmother’s true intentions are
and tries to avoid her at all costs. His father, Aristippus, is easily fooled because of his love
for Demainete and procedes to beat his son up merely upon the word of his new wife,

creating the precedent for his son’s prosecution later on. Although Knemon has a good

amount of doubt and does not initially fall for Demainete’s plan, he cannot resist her agent,

'** Morgan 1989b, 299-320.
195 Arist. Poet. 1451a13: katd 1o £ikdc 1 T dvaykoiov. For techniques and practices of
conclusion in the ancient novel see Schmeling 1991, 352-377; Fusillo 1996, 209-227.
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Thisbe, or the opportunity for revenge that Thisbe suggests. When Knemon is in court,
moreover, outrage at his heinous alleged crime stirs up the crowd to such an extent that
Knemon is unable to be heard. Finally, even once Knemon has been exiled, it is Demainete’s
own anger that leads to her careful plot’s unravelling, as she grows irate at Thisbe, who
eventually turns her over to Aristippus. It is not difficult to see how emotions clouded the
judgment of several of the characters in the story, not allowing them to doubt the accounts
that they heard and leading to problems for them all.

Although it is an established classical fopos, it seems strange, then, that Charikleia
and Theagenes respond by crying.'*® If they should have learned anything from the tale, it
would be to doubt what one hears and not respond in an overly emotional and spontaneous
manner; even if the two lovers cry at their own misfortunes, Knemon is much closer to
gaining their trust than before in that they can all commiserate in their individual sorrows.
There is good reason to doubt Knemon'’s tale, too. As was mentioned in the previous section,
some of the details of the novella seem contradictory. At no point, for instance, does Knemon
claim that Demainete told Aristippus that Knemon made advances towards her. When he
reports his father’s reaction after the trap that Demainete sets for her stepson, the father
claims that Demainete had been telling Aristippus this all along—something that is never
mentioned by Knemon in his narrative. One would expect that when Aristippus beat his son
up the punishment would have been much worse if Demainete had told him that Knemon had

attacked her sexually. That is not what Demainete said, however, as she distinctly removes

146 For the paradoxical reaction of mixing tears of sadness and joy see Hom. Od. 16.213-219,

in the scene of the recognition of Odysseus by Telemachus; /1. 6.484, daxpvdev yehdoooa in
the scene in which Andromache, although weeping at Hector’s danger, is still amused by
fright of Astyanax at the sight of his father’s helmet. This fopos was most exemplarily picked
up by Meleager of Gadara, as portrayed several times in the various epigrams of the Greek
anthology (5.134; 12.167; 5.177; 5.178). Xenophon of Ephesus, Longus, and Heliodorus
preserve this paradox on several occasions: Eph. 1.9.2-3; Daph. 1.31.1; 2.24.1; H1d.10.38.3—
4.
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any notion that Knemon was interested in her and instead claims that he kicked her because
she had commented on his debauchery.

The presence of such inconsistencies in a story again and again demonstrates that one
should take a skeptical approach to what one hears and cannot but put the reader on alert that
perhaps Knemon himself is not being as honest as he appears. However, if Knemon is not
being totally straightforward with Charikleia and Theagenes, what is his point in making
them feel sorry for him? To answer this question, one has to examine Knemon'’s role outside
his tale, especially regarding the murder of Thisbe. Suspicion surrounding Thisbe’s murder
will be the primary focus of the following chapter, at the end of which we will return to
examine Knemon’s part in Heliodorus’ overall lesson for his audience in how to read

carefully.
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CHAPTER 4
KNEMON, THE KILLER
4.1 Introduction

At HId. 2.3.3—4, Knemon and Theagenes come upon a corpse as they enter the cave.
Both men appear to be in shock. As they examine the body of a woman more closely, they
find a weapon lying nearby, as well as a writing tablet tucked under her arm. Who is it that
lies before them? Who could have done this? And why? This chapter will analyze closely the
immediately preceding and subsequent passages in order to solve this murder, relying on a
close examination of clues that has been part of the reading experience from the start of the
novel, both in its introduction (Chapter 2) and in Knemon’s novella (Chapter 3). By
examining a murder mystery in the text that has gone unnoticed by readers up to the present
day, I will demonstrate that the Aithiopika can be seen as a significant predecessor to
detective fiction, along with all the narrative complexity that this modern genre entails.

Our focus will again be on Knemon, a character who has not received significant
scholarly attention, as noted in the previous chapter. At the beginning of Heliodorus’ work,
Knemon serves as a guardian of sorts for the protagonists, Charikleia and Theagenes, tending
to their physical and mental distress after the two have been captured by bandits. He tells
them his story, which seems straightforward enough on the surface, but which we saw to be
more complex than its outward appearance. Knemon then stays with the couple for a short
while after they all escape in the aftermath of a battle, appearing only a couple of times more
in the rest of the novel and disappearing altogether at the text’s midpoint in Book 5. In fact,
due to his limited role, Knemon has been of minor consequence to most scholars of the

Aithiopika, especially regarding what happens after he tells the first of several inset tales in
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the novel, since he is consistently interpreted as a pseudo-tragic buffoon.'*” As Winkler puts
it, Knemon is seen as a simple character whose narrative is “a paradigm of everything the
Aithiopika as a whole was not—a simple, intelligible story of uncomplicated motivation, told
in a sequential, non-digressive style, a model of the kind of ‘romance’ which Heliodorus set
out to bury forever.”'*®

The present chapter proposes that Knemon’s role in the main narrative of the text can
in fact be read as a paradigm of everything that Heliodorus’ narrative is. The focus of this
chapter will not be on his inset narrative until his exile, but on what happens to him
afterwards, namely, his actions regarding the death of Thisbe, another seemingly minor
character who has connections to Knemon from his previous life in Athens. Although their
relationship is discussed at length in the previous chapter, a brief overview of it will be
beneficial at this point. Thisbe is the servant of Knemon’s evil stepmother, Demainete, who
uses Thisbe to secure Knemon’s exile when he rebuffs her illicit advances. Demainete first

accuses Knemon of kicking her, causing her to have a miscarriage, which results in

Knemon'’s father, Aristippus, beating him for his alleged lust for women and general

147 See Paulsen 1992, 99: “Pointierter formuliert: Knemon wiirde sich selbst zu einem
tragischen Helden hochstilisieren. All das, was in diesen Rahmen nicht hineinpasst, wére
Zutat des Autors, um die Erzédhlung mit Ironiesignalen zu versehen.” Bowie 1995, 270-272,
moves along the lines of seeing Knemon as a buffoon: “Knemon, whose name recalls
Menander’s misanthrope, is transformed into a ‘malleable youth, easily interested in sex.””
See also Hunter 1998, 40—44. Jones 2006, 557, notes that “despite the obvious differences
between Cnemon and his namesakes, his appellation places him firmly in the corrupt,
immoral and often trivial Athenian world of New Comedy. He has seeped from his proper
genre into that of the hero and heroine, and is unworthy of anything more than a small and
temporary role in it. Cnemon’s departure from the novel in Book 6 would therefore be no
great surprise to an ancient reader: he lacks the moral qualities necessary to proceed past the
halfway point, and must return to his more appropriate comic origins at Athens.” This
understanding of Knemon as an essentially comic character is to this day still the standard.
See Brioso Sanchez 1987-1988, 101-107; Brethes 2007, 167—70; Montiglio 2013, 111,
arguing that “Cnemon’s misrepresentation of identity has comic effects”; Doody 2013, 106—
127; Finklerpearl 2014; Tagliabue 2016, 410. For the general tragicomic effect in Heliodorus,
besides Paulsen 1992 important is Bretzigheimer 1999, 59-86.

'8 Hunter 1998, 40, in a paraphrase of the argument of Winkler 1982. This view of Knemon
is also accepted by Fusillo 1989.
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promiscuity. This does not suffice for Demainete, however, and she asks Thisbe to pretend to
love Knemon in order to get close enough to him to frame him for trying to kill his own
father out of jealousy. Knemon is then exiled after he does nearly kill his father, thinking him
to be Demainete’s lover. Then, Thisbe decides to frame Demainete out of fear that the latter
might take out the loss of her love on Thisbe herself. Demainete is convicted and commits
suicide, but this leads her family to banish Aristippus for allegedly conspiring against her.
According to Knemon, he is looking for Thisbe in order to exonerate himself and his family’s
name (HId. 2.9.2; cf. 6.2.3)."* We do finally meet Thisbe in the next book: she is lying dead
at the entrance to a cave. My contention is that Knemon premeditated and perpetrated
Thisbe’s murder. I will attempt to reconstruct the crime using the subtle clues provided by
Heliodorus before then examining the impact of Knemon on readers’ hermeneutic awareness.

The reader’s attention to detail demanded by this mini-crime story is intended to initiate the

149 r O SRR . N2 c s ~ ,
HId. 2.9.2: Zvotévteg ovv £mi TOV TaTéEPA TOV EUOV Ol KOTA YEVOS TH ANUotvETn

TPOCNKOVTEG KOl TOVG OEWVOTATOVS TAV PNTOPWV TPOG TNV Katnyopiov €mi ToALOTG ¥prHLocty
avapipacdpevot, dkprtov Koi dvéreyktov avnpricOot v Anpovétny Bowv Kai v
potyeiov TpokdAvppa Tod edvov cuykeichat deénecay kol Emdeikvival TOv potyov i (dvta
1| Kai tefvnrota N&iovv §j Kol Tobvopa epdalety povov nvaykalov, kai téAog v OloPny &ig
Bacdvovug éEntovv (“Later on, the relatives of Demainete conspired against my father and
brought up to the court with a lot of money the most competent orators to shout the
accusation that Demainete was murdered without trial and without any cross-examination.
They considered the adultery a cover for the murder, and they required that they be presented
with the adulterer or at least to be compelled to point out his name, and finally they requested
that Thisbe be interrogated via torture”); Hld. 6.2.3: mpooetifet kai 1OV Tpdmov kal &1t
QLYadeLVBEIN ThG Eveykovong, O¢ TatpaAioig Tod dNpov TavTny {nuioav EmBévtoc, Kol Mg
dtdryovtt kotd TV Afywvov tpdta pev Xapiog tig tdV cvvenPov v Anpoveémy 4t
1é0vnke kol dnwg E€ayyeihete, Thg OloPng kakeivn v EmPovAnv cuvbeiong, Enetta
AVTIKANG Omwg pev 6 matnp ot dnuedoet Tdv dvimv vmoPAndein, cuoTdvioy &n’ aVTOV
TOV KT YEVOG TN ANUOVETY TPOST|KOVI®V Kol TPOg VITOVOLaY eHVoL TOV dTjpov Kot adTod
Kivnoavtav, 6mwg 6& 1 Olofn 1dv ANvav anédpa oV T £paoTi] T@ EUTOP® TA
Noavkpatitn (“He added the circumstance [of his exile] and that he was exiled due to her
being a prosecutor, since the people had imposed the penalty upon him as a parricide; and
that when he was living in Aegina, Charias, one of his fellow young friends, announced to
him the death of Demainete and the manner of it, with Thisbe having also plotted against her.
Then Anticles informed him how his father was subject to a confiscation of his property,
since the blood relatives of Demainete formed an alliance against him to arouse against him a
suspicion of murder; and that Thisbe eloped from Athens with her lover, the merchant of
Naucratis™).
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reader into a kind of reading that is perhaps unparalleled in ancient literature, although it
becomes common in modern detective fiction. This reading entails finding a rewarding
pleasure in the decryption of the minutest clues, reconstructing a linear narrative out of a host

of seemingly unconnected facts and details. Let us begin, then, with just such a minor detail.

4.2 The Perfect Crime

“There still lingered in his mind the suspicion that it was Knemon who had killed
Thisbe” (ov yap aviet Thg yvoung to €ig avtov Ymomtov mg dveddvta v Oicfnyv, Hid.
2.20.1). These are the final thoughts of Thermouthis (one of the bandits) before he lies down
and never wakes up again, dying from an asp’s snakebite. This might strike a reader of the
Aithiopika as strange, for several reasons. First, the heterodiegetic narrator, taking no part in
the plot, seems to suggest at first glance that it was the bandits’ leader, Thyamis, who killed
Thisbe by accident (HId. 1.30.7-31.1), as will be discussed below.'*° Second, the murder
weapon found at the scene was indeed that of Thyamis, as Knemon points out more than once

(HId. 2.6.2; 2.11.4)"" and as is recognized by Thermouthis himself (H1d. 2.14.4).">* Third, as

POHId. 1.30.7-31.1: Y@’ GV koi 6 @dapic TdV pév £V Xepoi TavIev GUvIHoOVAcag, Kai TodTa

domep dpKLGL TOIC TOAEUIOIG KEKVKAMUEVOCS, EpmTL 8¢ kol CnAoTumig Kol Bupud kdtoyog €mt
10 omfhatov EMGV Mg elye Spopov kabardpevog SuPodv te uéya kol ToALd aiyvrTidlov,
aOTOD OV TTEPL TO GTOHOV EVTLUY®V TV EAANVIOL Tf) YAGTTN Tpoc@Beyyopévn, and g
QOVTG &’ a0tV Xelpaywynoeig EmPAailet Te T KEQOAT] TV Aowdv ¥eipa Kol S0 T®V 6TEPVOV
napd TOv palov Eravvel 10 Elpog. Kai 1 pév €ketto mikpdg Ehestvov te Gua kol Eoyotov
kokvoaca: (“This is why Thyamis, unmindful of all of his affairs at hand, and surrounded by
enemies as if by a hunter’s net, possessed by love and jealousy and anger, rushed down,
shouting loudly and greatly in the Egyptian language. There somewhere around the cave’s
entrance he came across some Greek speaking woman and, guided to her by the sound of her
voice, seized her head with his left hand and thrust the sword through her chest and next to
her breast. With a pitiable and final shriek, bitterly she was lying dead.”)

PUHIA. 2.6.2: 'H 8¢ v 6An0dg 1 OioPn kai Eipog te TANGioV KTEnTOKOC EYvdpLiey Amd Tiig
AP, O Tapd TOV oévov 6 Bvapug Ko Bupod Kol oToVOTG EvarnéMme T cEaYT, Kol déAToV
TVA TOV 6TEPVOV VIO T HOCYKEAT TPOKOTTOVGAV AVEAOLEVOG EMEPATO TL TV
gyyeypapupévav mévar (“She was indeed Thisbe and he recognized the sword that was cast
next to her by its handle, Thyamis, who left it to next to the murder scene, due to his anger
and his haste; and some writing tablet was protruding from her chest and under her armpit.
Picking it up, he tried to go over what was written on it”); Hld. 2.11.4: «Ta pev dAla ook &y
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mentioned above, the whole reason why Knemon allegedly set out on his mission and was
captured by bandits in the first place was to find Thisbe alive so that he could exonerate
himself. Why then does Thermouthis suspect that the killer was Knemon?

In this section, I will propose that Thermouthis’ suspicion is well founded and
accurate. Although few scholars have paid attention to Knemon as an unreliable and devious
narrator, he is much craftier than he initially appears; in fact, as the evidence below will
show, there is good reason to believe that he is the mastermind behind Thisbe’s murder.

Let us start this investigation into Thisbe’s death with a brief exposition of the
narrator’s account of the events that occurred immediately before and after her murder. Due
to his fear of the upcoming battle with the opposing gang of bandits, Thyamis decides to put
Charikleia in the cave wherein they usually place their treasure for safe-keeping (Hld. 1.28.1—
2). He asks Knemon to accomplish this task. Knemon obliges, leading Charikleia to “the
innermost recesses of the cave,”'>> before then returning to Thyamis and preparing for the
battle (HId. 1.29.3). During the fray, Thyamis is unable to endure letting Charikleia become

the property of another man and decides to go and kill her so that she cannot fall into anyone

Aéyetvy Epn 6 Kvipwv, «O0 8¢ avnpnkog og Enimav éoti @vapg, i del 1d Elpet texpaipechor
0 mapdL TV ooy eVpRKapey: Eketvov yap eivar yvopilm kai o énionuov Tovti i Aoffig
ENEPaG elg detov EktetOpevta (““As far as the others are concerned, I have nothing more to
say,” said Knemon, ‘the killer is definitely Thyamis, if we are to draw assumptions from the
sword that we found close to the murder scene; I know for a fact that it belongs to him by a
distinguishing badge on its hilt, an ivory carving of an eagle”).

2 H1d. 2.14.4: Kai 6 Kvijpmv dyav §6movdacpévas «@vapic £otv 6 opayedo» Eleyey,
amolvoactat Thg dmoying E0VTOV EMELYOUEVOC, Kol papTOplov Emedeikvy 10 Elpog O mapd TV
ceayny evprkecav. Q¢ 8¢ £idev 6 Oéppovdic &1t Tod aipatog arostalov kai Tov Tpd dAiyov
Povov Beppuov £t TOV 6idnpov dmontvovta &yvopicé e eivar Ouddog, Badd Tt kol PHdov
otevaEag Kol TO Yeyovog 8mmg elyev dunyavév... (“And Knemon, in excessive haste, said
‘Thyamis is the slayer,” eager to remove any suspicion from himself, and displayed as proof
the sword that they found next to the slain scene. Once Thermouthis saw the blood still
dripping with blood and the iron spitting it still warm from the recent murder, he recognized
it was Thyamis’ sword, and heaved a deep and long-drawn sigh and was unable to
comprehend the event...”)

3 H1d. 1.29.3: "Evtaidfa dg kabijke thv Xapikietov 6 Kviuov koi mpodg w0 oyatov tod
dvtpov oefiface Th meipy yepaymynoag... (“Into that place Knemon brought down
Charikleia and led her by the hand, as he was very familiar with it, to the farthest end of the
cavern”).
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else’s hands. “Just by the entrance,” the narrator relates, “he came upon a woman who spoke
to him in Greek. Guided to her by her voice, he seized her head in his left hand and drove his
sword through her breast, close to the bosom. With her last, piteous cry, the poor creature fell
dead” (Hld. 1.30.7-31.1)."** Near the beginning of Book 2, Knemon returns to the cave with
Theagenes (Hld. 2.3). They take only a few steps before Knemon suddenly shouts that he has
found the body of Charikleia (Hld. 2.3.3). After they both lament her death, Knemon claims
to hear shouts “from the furthest depths of the cave,” that is, from the very part where the

155 After the two are

narrator related and Knemon himself claims that he left her (Hld. 2.5.2).
reunited with Charikleia and have read the letter that was found with Thisbe’s body
explaining why she was there at all, they are approached by Thermouthis (Hld. 2.12—-13),
who tells them that he had put Thisbe in the cave (Hld. 2.14.1)."*° Knemon then shows him
the murder weapon, which he had picked up earlier from the scene of the crime (Hld. 2.6.2),

eagerly pronouncing that Thyamis was without a doubt the murderer: “In his eagerness to

exculpate himself, Knemon blurted out with excessive haste, ‘It was Thyamis who killed

PYHIA. 1.30.7-31.1: Y@’ GV koi 6 Odapic TdV pév £V Xepoi TavIeV GUvIHovAcag, Kai oo

domep dpKLGL TOIC TOAEUIOIG KEKVKAMUEVOCS, EpmTL 08 Kol CnAoTumig Kol Bupud

K6T0Y0G £mi 1O oTNAoioV MDDV GG Elxe dpdpov koBodduevog EuBodvy T péyo Kol ToAANL
atyvrtialov, avTod Tov TEPL TO GTOUIOV EVIVYDV TVt EAANVISL 1] YADTTY Tpooebeyyouévn,
Ao THS EOVIG £ ATV YepoywynOeic EMPAAAEL TE TH KEPAATR TNV Aotdv YElpa Kol 610 TV
otépvav Topd TOV palov Eaadver 1o Elpog. Kai 1) pev &ketto mkpdg EAeevov T dpo Kod
goyatov kokvoaca: (“This is why Thyamis, unmindful of all of his affairs at hand, and
surrounded by enemies as if by a hunter’s net, possessed by love and jealousy and anger,
rushed down, shouting loudly and greatly in the Egyptian language. There somewhere around
the cave’s entrance he came across some Greek speaking woman and, guided to her by the
sound of her voice, seized her head with his left hand and thrust the sword through her chest
next to her breast. With a pitiable and final shriek, bitterly she was lying dead.”)

3 HId. 2.5.2: Kai todta SieEtdvtoc £k poxdv 10D omnhoiov eoviic Tig fxog éEnkoveto
«Bgdyevecy kahovong (“As he was analyzing these things, from the depths of the cavern the
sound of a voice seemed to be heard calling ‘Theagenes!’”).

POHId. 2.14.1: ...6md knpdypotog mhvto Tvit Ouaudog eidecOon mapeyyvdvToc, koi TEAog
G €KEVOG PEV O TL Kad YE€yovev ovK Exot AEyely anTog O Tpavpatiog anevi&oto Tpog v yijv
Kol TO Tapov kot {Tnowy kot thg OloPng €mi 10 omAaiov (“He was himself safeguarded
by an order of Thyamis directing everyone to spare his life; and at the end that he did not
know what happened to him eventually; he himself was wounded and swam away to the land;
and he had now come to the cavern in search of Thisbe”).
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her!” And to prove it he held up the sword that they had found at the scene of the crime”
(HId. 2.14.4).">" The four of them join together briefly before then splitting up, with Knemon
going off with Thermouthis. Knemon slips away, however, at which point Thermouthis lies
down, is bitten by an asp, and dies (HId. 2.20.1-2)."

Those are the events as described by the narrator. Before we move on to analyzing
these individual scenes more closely, it is important to acknowledge two points regarding the
narrator’s version of events. First, the narrator never explicitly says that Thyamis kills
Thisbe. The woman in Hld. 1.30.7-1.31.1 is unnamed, only identified by the fact that she was
speaking Greek (an important detail to keep in mind for when we examine the writing tablet
found on Thisbe’s corpse). Second, there is no mention of Knemon or his whereabouts during
the battle; he only reappears after Thyamis returns to the battle himself (HId. 1.31.1)."" As I

will argue below in reconstructing the sequence of events out of several small details, there is

7T HId. 2.14.4: Kai 6 Kvijpmv dyav §6movdacpévas «@vaptic £otv 6 opayedc» Eleyey,
amolvoactat Thg dmoying E0TOV EMELYOUEVOC, Kol paptiplov Enedeikvy 10 Elpog O mapd TV
opaynv evpnkecav (“And Knemon, in excessive haste, said ‘Thyamis is the killer,” hastening
to dissolve himself of all suspicion and displayed the sword that they found close to the
murder as testimony”).

P8 HI1d. 2.20.1-2: 00 yap Gviet Tiic yvodung t £ig adtov dromtov dg dveldvia v Olofny kai
Omwg &v T of T mote drayprcarto Evevoetl, Embéchan te petd TodVTOV KOl TOig TEPL TOV
Ocayévny érdtra. Qg 08 6 Kvniuov épaiveto o0dapod Tfig 6& voktdg yiveto ampi, Tpog
Urvov Tpameic 0 OEppovdic ydAkedv Tiva Kol Topotov Hvov eilkucey Aomidog dMypoTt,
LOp@V TAY0 BOVANGEL TPOG OVK AVAPLOGTOV TOD TPOTOL TO TEAOG KataoTpéwas. (“He could
not let go of the suspicion that Knemon was the murderer of Thisbe and he was thinking
about how he could at some point take his life; he was in such fury to attack, after him, also
Theagenes and his group. As Knemon was nowhere to be found and it was late at night,
turning to sleep, Thyamis was drawn in to his last sleep, heavy as bronze, through the bite of
an asp; according probably to the will of the fates, who arranged his end in a not
inappropriate manner”).

P9 HIA. 1.31.1: 6 8¢ avadpapdv kai Tov 0080V mayayev kol xodv OAiyov émpoproac Kai
«tadTd 6ot TO TP’ NUDYV VOUOIKA dDPO» GV OAKPLGY EITMV, £l T TO OKAPN
TOPOYEVOUEVOS TOVG T HAAOVG KaTAAAUPAVEL OpaGHOV 1101 fovAgVOVTAG, TAV TOAEUI®V
€yyvbev dpopévav, Tov te Oéppovdv fikovta kai 10 iepeiov petayepiopevov (“He ran back
and said in tears ‘these are our wedding gifts to you’ and, when he arrived at the boats, he
found the rest of the men already pondering over flight, as they saw the enemy approaching
and that Thermouthis had arrived and held the sacrificial victim”).
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thus time when Knemon’s absence is unaccounted for by the narrator in which he could have
left the battle, gone back to the cave, and killed Thisbe.

Now that we have laid out the order of events as recounted by the narrator, we can
examine closely Knemon’s interactions with each of the characters involved, starting with
Theagenes at the crime scene when they first discover the corpse of Thisbe. It is important to
note Knemon’s level-headedness in the scene despite his seemingly very agitated emotional
state. First, when Knemon comes upon the dead body, “he dropped his torch to the ground,
where it went out, and sank sobbing to his knees, his hands clasped over his eyes” (Hld.
2.3.3)."%" Then, upon realizing whose corpse it is, he appears dumbstruck and nearly faints
(HId. 2.5-6). This seems like a genuine reaction. However, one should note that when
Theagenes is overcome with grief because he thinks the dead body is Charikleia’s (something
that Knemon himself suggests at first), Knemon is still quite alert and careful, able to remove
stealthily his companion’s sword from his scabbard without his noticing lest he do himself
harm (HId. 2.3.4). It is then Knemon, moreover, who is able to identify Charikleia’s voice,
which as mentioned above is coming from the very innermost part of the cave where Knemon
claims to have left her—something he does not seem keen to remember when he first
encounters the body right near the entrance. One should note that the cave is rather

labyrinthine (Hld. 1.29.1-2),'®! and it is only because Knemon knows the way that he was

160 > N QN 2A 7 L 5 J . , s 1 ¥ ~ s ~
HId. 2.3.3: 'Enei 8¢ dAiyov vméPnoav a0podov 6 Kviumv avékpayev «w Zeb, ti To10;

amolmAapev: avipnTol XopikAeion: Kol 10 1€ Aaumdadiov €ig v yijv katafaidv dnécPece
Kol TO ¥€ipe Toig OPBaAL0ig Emayaydv gig yovu te OkAdcag é0pnvet (“After they had
descended a little Knemon cried out loudly ‘By Zeus, what is this? We are undone;
Charikleia is killed.” He dropped the torch, which went out, and, putting his hands over his
eyes, crouched down on his knees and sobbed”).

I H1d. 1.29.1-2: ...ot6p10v v 0016 6TEVOTOPOV T Kai {OPDSES 0IKNAOTOG KPLYiov BVpOIG
VTOKEIPEVOV, (G TOV 0VOOV BUpav GAANV 1] KaBOO® Yiveshatl dG TpOg TNV ypeiav: EVEMRTE T
aOTl] PUOiMS Kol AVETTVGGETO: TO 08 AVTOEV €I AVAMVOC GKOALOVG ATAKTMS oyiopevov. Ot
YOp €nl TOVG PVYOVG TOPOL Kol aDACKEG T HEV EKAGTOG 101Q TEXVIKMG TAAVAOUEVOL T O
aAAAo1g eumintovteg Kol Pinoov mAekOpuevol TPOg piav evpuywpiov TV €mi Tod Tuhuévog
OLPPEOVTEG AVEGTOLODVTO, KB’ O KOl EYYOS AUVIPOV EK TIVOS SATPNGEWMS TPOS HKPOLG THG
Mpvng mpocémuntev. (“The entrance was narrow and gloomy, situated beneath the doors of a
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able to lead Charikleia to the innermost part of the cave in the first place; for her to get to the
entrance would seem difficult, and even more so when she did not have anything even to
light her path. (Only the shouts and lamentations of Knemon and Theagenes serve as a guide
to her to find her way.) Therefore, we can see that Knemon seems surprisingly able to control
the situation despite his reactions, which are very conspicuous and one might say theatrical—
so much so, in fact, that Theagenes later mocks Knemon by saying: “when you found that the
dead woman was who you least expected it to be, you took to your heels as if she were some
evil spirit in a play; though you were armed and had a sword in your hand, you fled from a
woman, and a dead one at that!” (Hld. 2.7.3).'*

The next witness on the stand is Charikleia. Important to note is her own suspicion of
Knemon. When Knemon and Theagenes are reunited with Charikleia, Theagenes tells her
that it is Thisbe whom they found dead at the entrance of the cave. Charikleia herself
responds incredulously: “How is that possible, Knemon? [...] How can someone suddenly be
spirited away by a sort of theatrical special effect, out of the heart of Greece to the remotest
parts of Egypt? How did it happen that we did not meet her on our way down here?” (HId.

2.8.3).'” We will leave aside for the moment her second question here, which is important

secret chamber, in a way that the threshold stone acted as a second door in case of need, for it
could easily fall into position or open up. That very spot was further divided in a disorderly
manner into winding tunnels. The paths and inner cuttings that led to the innermost recesses
were kept to separate meanderings in some parts; whereas, in other parts, they crossed each
other and became intertwined like tree roots until they converged and opened out in the
depths into a single spacious area, over which a dim light fell, through a small fissure close to
the lake’s edge”). On the labyrinthine in Heliodorus see Morgan 1994, 97-113.

12 H1d. 2.7.3: "Enei 8¢ amatny ékeiva Oedv Tic €0 ye mo1dv Ed1Eev, Gpa 6oL GAVTOV
vmouvicot T dyav dvdpeiac, Vo’ NG £0pNvelg pév Epod Tépd TpodTEPOS THY 08
AmpocdOKNTOV TG KEWEVNG EMIyVRSV Gomep £mi oKV daipovag dnedidpackes, EVOmAog
Kol ELpnpng TV yuvaika, VEKpOV Kol ToadTnV, DTOQEDYMV.

1S H1d. 2.8.3: Tfig 8¢ Xopudheiog skmeminypévng kai «mdc v eikdc, @ Kvipmv,» gimovong
«tv €k péong g EALGSog én’ €oyditolg yig AlydmTov kabdmep €k punyavig dvameueoivat;
OGS 6¢ Kol ELAvOavey d 6edpo koTovTag» «Tadta pev ovk Exm Adyetvy amekpivato Tpog
ad TV 0 Kvmpov: «a 8 odv &xm yvodokety aue’ odth to1dde Eotiv- (“And since Charikleia
was surprised, she said: ‘How was it likely, Knemon, that a woman from the middle of
Greece should be transported to a remote corner of Egypt, as if by a stage-machine? And how
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for piecing together the sequence of events leading to the crime. For now, it important to see
that it is the protagonist of the novel herself who first questions Knemon’s version of events,
as we will see Thermouthis do later, as well. Knemon claims not to know the answer to her
questions but responds with an addendum to his earlier novella from Book 1, telling his
companions about how Thisbe abandoned his father when Demainete’s family conspired
against him, driving him into exile and stealing his property; in fact, Knemon then says, this
was the whole reason why he had set out for Naukratis and was captured by pirates, namely,
to bring back Thisbe and restore his father’s good name (Hld. 2.9.3—4). This addition to his
earlier novella would instantly seem to remove any suspicion from Knemon as the killer,
since he claims that he wanted Thisbe alive. It is very convenient, however, that he chooses
to bring up this information now, with Thisbe’s dead body lying before the three of them.
Knemon’s response (or lack thereof) to Charikleia’s probing questions might seem
defensive. There is no ambiguity, however, when it comes to how eagerly he tries to
exculpate himself of all guilt in his interactions from Thermouthis.. This section began with
Thermouthis’ final thoughts, which centered on the suspicion that Knemon had killed Thisbe.
The relationship between Knemon and Thermouthis is an interesting one that seems to go
beyond what is explained by the narrative in the text. When Thermouthis comes upon
Knemon and the protagonists, Knemon is said to have “gently slunk back, recognizing
Thermouthis, whom he saw unexpectedly, and supposed that he would try something
harmful” (H1d. 2.13.2)."** Why does Knemon think that Thermouthis might be a threat? This
reaction has absolutely no explanation from anything that preceded it in the text. It is in fact

entirely unmotivated. However, there is a possible explanation for why Knemon is afraid of

is it that she escaped our attention as we came down here?’ ‘To these questions I have no
answer,” Knemon answered her, “but what I do know about her are the following things’”).
14 H1d. 2.13.2: 6 8¢ Kvijpov npépa kai dnedidpacke, yvopilov pév tov Oéppovdv 6pdv 88
nap’ Ao Kol TL TV ATOTOTEPMV aVTOV Eyyelpnoely Tpocdokdv (“And Knemon gently
slunk back, recognizing Thermouthis, whom he saw unexpectedly and he supposed that he
would try something harmful”).
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Thermouthis: the latter dearly loved Thisbe (HId. 2.14.3)'%; and if Knemon killed her and
Thermouthis found out, he would most likely not let Knemon get away unpunished. This
explanation would then also help make sense of what happens next, when the narrator more
explicitly turns the reader towards seeing Knemon as a possible suspect, saying, as mentioned
above, that “[i]n his eagerness to exculpate himself, Knemon blurted out with excessive
haste, ‘It was Thyamis who killed her!” And to prove it he held up the sword that they had
found at the scene of the crime” (HId. 2.14.4).'°° Knemon’s extreme eagerness here to clear
his own name is rather suspicious. Again, there is no explicit explanation as to why Knemon
feels he should be so concerned about what Thermouthis thinks about the murder. This can
be inferred not just from what the narrator says, but also from Knemon himself, who admits
openly to believing that Thermouthis harbors some suspicion against him, as he tells
Charikleia and Theagenes a bit later in the following passage:
Anoletmtéov oDV NIV Koi PEVKTEOV (G EPKLG TIVAG Kal SecpmTiplov THv vijcov,
ATOTELYAVTOG TPATEPOV TOV OEPHOVOY TPOPUGY (G TEVGOUEVOV KOl
TOALTTPAYHOVIGOVTA €1 Tt TTEPL TOD OLAIS0G EYot pavOdvew. Paov te yap €9’ Eavtdv
av oKOTOTLEV Kol £yYEPOTUEV T TPOUKTEN KOl BAL®G dvopa EKkToddV Totoactal
KooV, evoeL 1€ APEPatov kol Anotpikdv kai Sucepty 1o f0og, TPOg 82 Kal doyiag
TL @épovTa €ig Nnag Tis OloPng Eveka Kal 0VK dv TAVOONEVOV €1 p)
émpovievoeiey, i kapod Aaporro. (Hld. 2.17.4-5)
We should flee and escape this island as a trap and a prison. But first let us get rid of
Thermouthis on the pretext of sending him off to make inquiries and busy himself
trying to find some news of Thyamis. It would be easier to make our plans and carry
them out without him; and anyway it would be good to be rid of a man who is
congenitally unreliable and has an acrimonious and brigand-like temperament,
particularly as he harbors some suspicion against us over Thisbe, which he will

not let drop until he has perpetrated some villainy against us, should the
opportunity arise.

1 HId. 2.14.3: "EAeye kai todta 6 Oéppovdig kol Smyeito Og Eumdpov aeeileto, M Npaodn

LOVIK®G, Kol TOV HEV dALOV EkpuTtTey EYmV YpOVOV TTopd O& TV EPOJOV TAV TOAEUI®V
kaOfkev gig 0 omlatov (“Thermouthis was saying such things and he was describing how
he carried her off from some merchants, fallen madly in love with her, and kept her hidden
the rest of the time until, upon the attack of the enemy, he took her down into the cavern”).
16 H1d. 2.14.4: Kai 6 Kvijpmv dyav §6movdacpévas «@vaptic £otv 6 opayedo» Eleyey,
amolvoactat Thg Vmoyiag E0TOV EMELYOUEVOC, Kol papTOplov Enedeikvy 10 Elpog O mapda TV
oQAYTV EVPNKEGAV.
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Nowhere up to this point in the novel is this suspicion mentioned by Thermouthis himself
(though we have seen that he does indeed have such suspicion later from his dying thoughts).
It is impossible to know what exactly motivates Knemon’s anticipation of Thermouthis’
suspicion here, but a guilty conscience does not seem an impossibility, especially as our
evidence against Knemon begins to mount.

There are, of course, two important points that still need to be explained. First, we
have not established a motive for wiy Knemon killed Thisbe. Second, and just as important,
if Thyamis is not the murderer of Thisbe and does not kill Charikleia, then whom did
Thyamis kill? We have so far spoken of only two women in the cave, Charikleia and Thisbe.
Both of these issues can be explained by a close reading the writing tablet with its message
from Thisbe to Knemon that is found with the corpse.

Because this letter provides a good deal of important evidence, it will be necessary to
cite a large amount of it:

«Kvquovt t@ deomdt 1 nokeuia Kol én(xm')vaca Oiofn. [Ipdta pev evayyeiilopai oot
TV Anponvég TeAevTiV 81 £Mod pév vmEp 600 yevopévny, 0 8¢ dmag, & pe
TPocdEEaro, napouoa Sdmynoopat. "Emerta gpalm kot THvSe pe vovi etvor v vijoov
dekatnV oM TNV HUéEpay TPHS TIvog TV 0 Anotdv dAodoav, ¢ Kol VTOCTIGTNG
givat oD Anotapyov Opvnteton Kape kotoxheicac &xet undE dcov TpokvLyoL TGV BupdY
EMTPENMOV, MG LEV ODTOG PNGL, 010 PAioy TNV Ttepl EUE Tav TNV EMBELG TNV TIL®PiaY, OC
0¢ &yo GuuBaMsaw aponpedijvai pe mpog Twog dedmG. AAN’ éyd o€ Bedv TIvog
gvd6vTog Kai €100V, O déomota, TOPLOVTA Kol £yvdpioa kol THvSE Got THV dEAToV S
g cvvoikov TpecPiTIdog AdBpa diemepyauny, T@ KoAd Kol "EAAnvt kol ¢ilo tod
dpyovtog Eyyepilev ppdcaca. EEeAoD N pe yeip®dv ANoTpk®dV Kol DTOdeEaL TV
ocavtod Oepamavida: Kol €l pev Bovret, o®le pabav ag 6 pev adwkelv €do&a Pracheioa,
a 0¢ TeTiudpM o TV ool moAepiav Ekodoa dempaduny. Ei 08 &xetl o€ Tig apetdaPfAntog
opyn, k€xpnoo tavTn Kat’ ERod Tpog O oAl pHOVOV VIO G& yevoiuny &l kai tebvivar
déot- (HId. 2.10.1-4)

To Knemon, my master, from your enemy and protector, Thisbe. First I have some
good news for you: Demainete is dead. It was I who brought this about, out of love for
you. How it happened I shall tell you in person if you will agree to see me. Next I bring
you the news that I have been on this island for ten days now, the captive of one of the
bandits who lives here; he boasts that he is their captain’s right-hand man. He is
keeping me shut in and does not allow me even to peep out of doors, claiming that he
has punished me like this because he loves me, but, as I gather, because he is afraid that
someone might take me away from him. But by the grace of some god I saw you walk
past, my lord, and I recognized you. I am sending you this tablet secretly, by way of the
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old woman who shares my dwelling. She has instructions to deliver it into the hand of
the captain’s handsome Greek friend. Rescue me from the hands of these brigands and
receive your servant; and if you so wish, save me and learn that the wrongs I appear to
have done I was compelled to do, but the revenge I took on your enemy I took
voluntarily. But if you are possessed by unchangeable anger, then vent it on me
however you please: just let me be under your command, even if I should die.

Although it might be easy to read this letter as a continuation of Knemon’s inset tale, it gains
broader significance within the context of our case against Knemon. First of all, it establishes
a possible motive for Knemon for killing Thisbe: although she professes to love him, she
acknowledges that he still might be “possessed by unchangeable anger.” This anticipation of
his anger is corroborated by Knemon himself, who after reading the letter exclaims:
«® OioPn» Een «ob pév kakdg morodoa Té0vniag Kol yéyovag NIV odtdyyelog tév
EQVTHG GLUEOPDV £E ADTAV Eyyepicaca TOV GOV cPaydV TV duynoy. Ovtwg dpa
TIPOS Eptvog yiv €mt macav, mg Eotkev, EAaivVoucd 6 00 TPOTEPOV EGTNCE TNV
gvotkov pdotrya mpiv kol &v Alydmto pe toyydvovta tov Noknpévov Beatnv
gmotiioot Thg katd cod mowig. (HId. 2.11.1)
“Thisbe...you have done well by dying and you have become yourself the messenger
of your sufferings, for it was your own wounds that put your narrative into our hands.
It seems indeed that an avenging Fury pursued you all over the world and did not still
her whip of Justice until she had brought you to Egypt, where I also happened to be
by chance, and presented me, the injured spectator, with the spectacle of the
retribution that she had exacted from you.”
Knemon even goes so far upon reading the letter as to claim that Thisbe still had it in for him,
asking the question: “But what was it, I wonder, that you were devising and scheming against
me with this letter, and which divine justice preempted your attempts?” (Hld. 2.11.2)."*
Although he earlier claimed that he needed Thisbe to exonerate himself in Athens, Knemon
seems rather pleased that she has met her end in Egypt where (he reminds his companions) he
just so “happened to be by chance.” Indeed, his apparent joy at her demise seems somewhat

strange, given that it would have been much better for Knemon (according to his story to

Charikleia earlier) if he had found her alive, since he could then go back to Athens and prove

7 HId. 2.11.2: AMAa i v Gpa, O kol oAy o€ kat’ £uod Texvalopévy Kai GopieTenovsay
o Tod ypappaTog 1 dikn wpoapeileto TdV £yxepnudtov; (“But what was it, I wonder, that
you were devising and scheming against me with this letter, and which divine justice
preempted your attempts?”’).
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his innocence. He has clearly not forgiven Thisbe for tricking him into falling in love with
her and for then betraying him in the service of Deimenete, causing his exile, and ruining his
family. Knemon'’s intense hatred for her that the letter makes explicit is certainly enough to
give him a motive to kill Thisbe.

The letter is also important because it indicates that there was a time when Knemon
and Thisbe crossed paths during the brief time that they both were on the island: “by the
grace of some god,” she claims, “I saw you walk past, my lord, and I recognized you” (éy®
o€ Dedv TIvog £v86vTog Koi £1d0v, O déomota, maptdva kai &yvopioa, Hld. 2.11.3). Although
this does not present definitive proof that Knemon knew of Thisbe’s presence on the island, it
does at least present evidence that there was indeed an opportunity for him to have seen her
prior to her murder, which is obviously important for establishing the premeditation of his
act.

The more significant aspect of the tablet for our purposes is that it introduces a third
woman in the picture: Thisbe’s roommate, an old woman to whom she was to entrust the
writing tablet to give to Knemon. There is absolutely no narrative reason for Thisbe to
mention this woman. She does not give the tablet to Knemon—and thus does not seem to
play any role at all in the narrative. However, if Thyamis did not kill Thisbe, then this woman
would play the important part of being his victim, as I will now explain in piecing together
the narrative of the murder from all the pieces of evidence that we have gathered.

Here is how it happened. Knemon takes Charikleia to the cave as ordered by
Thyamis. He leads her to its very back and exits. As he returns to Thyamis, he runs into
Thermouthis, Thisbe, and the old woman as they are getting to the cave (the moment
mentioned by Thisbe in the letter), which gives him the idea of returning during the fray of
battle to kill Thisbe. On his way back during the battle, however, he finds the dead body of

the old woman to whom Thisbe had entrusted her letter, as well as Thyamis’ sword.
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(Thyamis had killed her, mistaking her for Charikleia and dropping his weapon upon
committing the traumatic act of thinking that he killed the woman he loved.) Knemon picks
up both objects, finds the real Thisbe inside the cave, kills her, and drags her body near the
entrance of the cave, planting the two objects near her and moving the old woman’s body out
of sight. He then returns to the battle in order to have an alibi.

Admittedly, there is nothing in the narration to make the reader upon a first reading
go on to believe that Knemon had passed Thermouthis. However, if Knemon had passed
Thermouthis as he was bringing Thisbe to the cave, this would then explain why he would be
so worried about Thermouthis thinking him to be the one who killed Thisbe, since he was the
only one who knew the way to where she was hidden. Moreover, this sequence of events
would also explain how Charikleia did not see Thisbe on their way down, as she rightly
points out to Knemon (HId 2.8.3) when she expresses credulity that it is in fact Thisbe.
Finally, the fact that Knemon saw Thisbe and that she is willing to start spreading word about
their relationship as the letter suggests gives urgency to Knemon to kill her as soon as
possible, since the fact that he can claim that he does not know of her presence would make
him much less of a suspect for her murder.

When Knemon and Theagenes return to the crime scene, Knemon at first pretends
that it is Charikleia’s body, even though he knows that he placed her deep in the cave, as the
narrator relates and he himself later claims upon hearing her voice. He points out (and insists)
that the murder weapon is clearly Thyamis’, first to Theagenes, then to Charikleia, and finally
to Thermouthis. He is nervous about Thermouthis’ return in particular, because they ran into

each other when he returned from placing Charikleia in the cave.

4.3 Conclusions

Before we summarize our case against Knemon and discuss the interpretative benefits

of reading the text in the way proposed above, there is one final bit of evidence to examine.
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Near the beginning of Book 5, Charikleia is told by Nausikles to pretend to be Thisbe and
delivers a soliloquy, which Knemon overhears without seeing who the speaker is. This is his
reaction:

Ovétt katéyew £avtov Ekaptépnoey 0 Kviuov a¢ toutmv fikovcev ovdE vIEUEve

TNV TOV VTOAOIT®V AKPOAGLY, GAL’ €K TV TPOTOV ETEPO VTOVONOAG, EK TMOV €L

téhovg TV OloPnv etvar 1@ Evtt moTevsag, dAlyov pév 88énce Kol kateveyOfvar mop’

aOTaig oyeddv TL Taig BOpaLg: ... kol Téya Gv Kol gig Eoyatov NABE Kivdvuvou &l un

Bdttov 0 KaAdoipig aicOopevog E00ATE T cuvEXDS Kol AOY® TavToiwg AveAaupavey.

‘Enel 08 pikpov dvémnvevoe v aitiav égpdviavev: 0 6& «ATOAwAL con Epn- «{i

YOp ®G AANO®G 1| kaxiotn OloPn»- Kai einmdv avdic €EE0ave. (HId. 5.3.3)

Knemon could not restrain himself any longer; having heard these tidings, he did not

endure to hear the rest of what she had to say. Although her first words had

encouraged him to think otherwise, the latter part had convinced him that this was
indeed Thisbe, and he very nearly collapsed close to that very door. [...] He might
have been exposed to the uttermost danger, had not Kalasiris, perceiving instantly the
situation, brought him round by keeping him constantly warm and rousing him with
words in all possible ways. Knemon breathed a little, and Kalasiris asked him why he
was in such a state. “I am lost”, he said “she really is alive, Thisbe, the most
despicable”; and after saying that he instantly fainted.
Knemon’s mortifying reaction here would seem quite incommensurate with what Knemon
has said about Thisbe or the generally amicable tone of her letter to him, no matter how much
bad blood there is between them. However, as with many of the small details we have
analyzed in this chapter, if it was in fact Knemon who murdered her, then there is good
reason for how he reacts in this scene.

What has been suggested above is not the only possible reconstruction of events. Nor
is it one that is explicitly offered by a text as cryptic as the Aithiopika. There are so many
small details and clues to keep in mind that is not suprising perhaps that this is not an
interpretation that has been offered by scholars previously. However, when one considers all
the small details—Knemon’s strange eagerness to exculpate himself, Thermouthis’
seemingly unmotivated suspicion of Knemon, Knemon’s explicit hatred of Thisbe, his

complete lack of an alibi during the battle, and the fact that the third woman would otherwise

be entirely extraneous to the plot—the reconstruction we have proposed here does not seem
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unaccounted for; in fact, it is perhaps the only one that can make sense of all the details in a
novel where famously nothing is unmotivated or irrelevant.'*®

Thermouthis’ dying thoughts are thus accurate: Knemon is the murderer of Thisbe.
But what interpretative benefit do we gain from acknowledging this while in the act of
reading? An understanding of Kmenon as a murderer makes the narrative all the more
rewarding, as the reader has to keep returning to the story in order to eliminate possibilities
and discover the one, coherent truth that brings the puzzle together, as we have argued above.

Of course, we have to note here that this is not a standard crime novel. There is no
detective character, what happens to the body of the old woman is not discussed, nor is the
crime even made the main point of the plot; more than that, Heliodorus’s narrative strategy
does not readily provide the solution or the connection between all the threads for the reader
about Knemon’s crime. It must be admitted, after all, that none of Heliodorus’ prior
readers—from late antiquity to the present—has solved the crime in the way proposed in this
chapter.

It is likely in fact that in reading this chapter and the reconstruction suggested, one
might not remember all the subtle and dispersed details that we have used to make our case.
There are so many that to keep them all in mind upon a first or even a second reading is
difficult. However, if the text is read like a detective narrative, then piecing together all the
clues is not just possible; it becomes an enjoyable exercise that rewards readers who take the
time (like detectives in modern crime novels) to look closely at all the available evidence and
construct a narrative that makes sense of it all.

The astonishing fact with Heliodorus is that, even if one does not believe that
Knemon killed Thisbe, the text can support the weight of such a reading, as we have seen. |

have argued that Knemon did kill her, and this gives to Heliodorus’ narrative an absolutely

168 Lowe 2000, 249-265. For more discussion of Heliodorus’ attention to detail, see 35199
above.
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unexpected twist, forcing us to re-evaluate the novel’s narrative code towards being a very
sophisticated, if unexpected, predecessor of detective fiction. From his suspicious novella
intended to elicit sympathy from his newly arrived Greek companions (and on another level
from the readers of the text) to his unmotivated need to remove all blame from himself over
Thisbe’s death, it is clear that Knemon is not the buffoon that he has been considered to be.
He is a talented liar who knows how to manipulate his audiences and get away with

murder—not only in the novel itself but in its interpretation by readers until now.
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CHAPTER 5
THE “HONORABLE MENDACITY” OF KALASIRIS'”

5.1 Self-Reflexive Mendacity: Some Background

Chapters 3 and 4 proposed that we convert our understanding of Knemon as a timid
buffoon to someone who got away with the perfect crime through a web of lies and
misdirection. In particular, the previous chapter showed that whereas Knemon’s narrative
appears to be prohairetic—that is, linear and without much surprise—Heliodorus finds an
ingenious method to embed hermeneutic demands extremely deep in his story in such a way
that puts the burden on the reader not only to gather but also to interpret the many subtle
clues of the narrative that point to Knemon’s ability to deceive and manipulate.'”

The aim of this current chapter is to investigate another central character in the
Aithiopika, Kalasiris, described by many scholars as a centerpiece of Heliodorus’ narrative.'”!
Although the scholarly consensus has commented on Kalasiris’ shifting mendacity and

creative story-telling,' ">

I will present Kalasiris as a religious man, who is hyperconfident in
his hermeneutic abilities and lies so that he can achieve a higher calling. In this way, I want
to challenge the standard interpretation of Kalasiris as a self-aware, crafty narrator able to

adapt his story to the situation and present him instead as religious man who tells “noble” lies

in order to attain what he considers to be a religious imperative. My challenge is thus not to

169 This phrase comes from Winkler 1982, 93, in his seminal article on Kalasiris in the

Aithiopika.

70 For the distinction between hermeneutic and prohairetic narratives see Winkler 1982,
114-137; Morgan 1989a, 99; Morgan 1989b, following Barthes 1974; Perkins 1999, 200—
202; Whitmarsh 2002a, 116—119; 1993—-1994, ; 2007, 293; Whitmarsh 2011, 192—193.

71 Goethals 1959, 292, maintains that Kalasiris is the most important character in the novel.
A similar position is also held by Winkler 1982 and Futre Pinheiro 2001.

72 Winkler 1982; Futre-Pinheiro 1991; Baumbach 1997, 333-341.
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dismiss the former interpretations and downplay the obvious mendacity of Kalasiris’ stories,
which are clearly meant to manipulate those around him. On the contrary, I aim to show how
the inconsistencies in Kalasiris’ stories act as a challenge for Heliodorus’ readers: they
present a case in which suspicion against an apparently devious character might prove to be
misleading. In other words, I argue that, while Knemon’s narrative arc is designed to make
the readers look more closely and critically at the text and its characters, the narrative of
Kalasiris is there to warn them against reading too closely and looking for ambiguous
craftiness where there is in fact an underlying consistency—something that is important also
for understanding Charikleia’s character, as we will see in the following chapter.

Kalasiris is not the Odyssean, self-aware narrator that scholars make him out to be.
He is instead a red herring for the reader, serving the equivalent function of the character in
detective fiction who the reader is led to believe is guilty, but whom eventually, and upon
repeated reading she discovers to be a straw man, intended to misdirect from other, pressing
inconsistencies in the narrative. We will return to the red herring character in modern
detective fiction more at the end of this chapter to see its importance to the genre.

But first, why and how did Kalasiris come to be so important for understanding
Heliodorus? The first surviving reactions to the Aithiopika display some characteristic signs
pointing to his importance by calling attention to the seeming contradictions in Kalasiris’
outlook. Michael Psellos (11" century) is the strongest advocate of Kalasiris” superficial
culpability. He states in his De Chariclea et Leucippe Iudicium that Heliodorus “indeed (the
author) elevates the aged Kalasiris from the charge of pandering, something of no great
credibility, until by the complexity of his art this writer has eliminated the apparent

99173

charge.”'” Philip the Philosopher (most likely 12" century)'”™ seems to share a similar view

173 Colonna 1938, 364 (also available in Dyck 1986, 92): obto yé tot kai TOV TpesPoTnv
Koidoipy €Eatpet Thig €ml Th) mpooywyely LEPWEMS, TPAYLUA TAV U TAVL TIGTELOUEVOV, TPLV
dv O GUYYPUPELS 0VTOC TA TOKIA® TG TéYVNC TO dokoDV HaiTiov dmTdcaTo.
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by maintaining that Kalasiris uses lying as a medicine against the discomforts of reality (¢
PapuaKe xpiicdat @ yevdet).!”

Modernity has adopted a more skeptical outlook towards Kalasiris, however. On the
level of character, Kalasiris stood out as an uncomfortable persona from the very first
examination of the genre, when Rohde, unable to square his solemnity and his deceptiveness,
who regarded him as a most problematic character.'’® At the same time, however, Rohde was
also quick to identify in Kalasiris a typical description of what constituted the common
currency for understanding “Egyptianism” in his own time, namely, as combination of both
solemnity and trickery.'”’

To compound the understanding of Kalasiris further, on the level of plot design,
Hefti’s early work on Heliodorus identified and was concerned with the narrative
inconsistencies in Kalasiris’ early appearance in the story at 2.26.1, which he takes to be an
intended lie on Kalasiris’ behalf.'”® Kalasiris’ ability to liec was also of paramount importance
to Goethals, who provided direct and persuasive comparisons of Heliodorus with Homeric

narrative technique and suggested similarities between Odysseus and Kalasiris.'” Then, in

1982, Sandy suggested a compromise between these two positions, maintaining that Kalasiris

7% Compelling argumentation for a 12" century date is found in Colonna 1939; Girtner 1969,
47-69; Roilos 2005, 303; Burton 2008, 272-281. Contra Taran 1992, 229, who takes Philip
to compose his &purivevua around the 6™ century CE, but based only on cultural grounds and
not textual testimonies. See also notes 175 and 227 below.

'7> Philip the Philosopher’s text survives in the Codex Venetus Marcianus gr. 410 (now 522),
a manuscript of the 12" or 13™ century and attracted scholarly attention instantly. See
Hercher 1869, 382-388; Sandy 2001, 169-178; Hunter 2005, 123—-138; Miles 2009, 292-305.
Text found in Colonna 1938, 367 (line 47); cf. Plat. Resp. 459¢—d.

176 Rohde (1914) 1960, 477.

7 Rohde (1914) 1960, 478-479: “Die Zeichnung des Kalasiris mischt ganz wunderlich Ziige
des weisen Gottesmannes und des verschmitzten Agypters durcheinander. Einige Ansétze zu
schirferer Charakterisierung werden bei manchen Nebenpersonen gemacht, welche den
leuchtenden Idealgestalten zur Folie dienen sollen.” For Kalasiris” Egyptianism and some of
its ancient parallels see Rutherford 1997, 203—-209.

178 Hefti 1950, 36, believes that Kalasiris lies and withholds important information at Hld.
2.26.1.

17 Goethals 1959.
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is, simultaneously and inextricably, both a trickster and a saint.'*

He then proceeded to
provide a long and fascinating list of similarities between the practices of Kalasiris” “holy
lying” and the activities of the typical Egyptian priest and holy man, as displayed by
personalities like the the Egyptian prophet Proteus in the Odyssey,'®' the Egyptian priest

Paapis in Antonius Diogenes’ Wonders beyond Thule,'®

and, finally, Nectanebus in the
various versions of the Alexander Romance.'® For Sandy, all three figures hark back to the
ambiguous personality of Pythagoras, who seems to have deployed similar methods in his
interactions with his students.'® However, perhaps even more importantly for Sandy, these
philosophical and simultaneously ambiguous resonances are testimonies to the omnipresent
and unavoidable duality of wisdom.

It was also in 1982 that Winkler published his seminal article on “The Mendacity of
Kalasiris and the Narrative Strategy of Heliodorus’ Aithiopika.” Although similar in some
respects to the views of Sandy regarding Kalasiris, Winkler provided a more nuanced

Y <6

understanding of Kalasiris’ “tension between his oft-alleged wisdom, piety, virtual sanctity

on the one hand, and his outrageous mendacity on the other.”'®

Even though Kalasiris seems
at times to be a devout priest,'*® he tells two dramatically different versions of his motivation
p y

for leaving and returning to Egypt: first, to Knemon, he cites both his threatening flirtation

%0 Sandy 1982b, 141-167, esp. 153: “Calasiris is a complex character and cannot be labeled
fraud or holy man. He is both.”

8! Hom. Od. 4.351-569. For Proteus’ cunning in the context of Greek culture see the
excellent study of Detienne and Vernant 1978. I find Buchan 2004 to be one of the best
interpretations of Proteus available.

82 For trickster and deception in Antonius Diogenes see Cameron 2004, 52—59; Ni
Mheallaigh 2008, 403—430; 2014, 144-206, 264-278.

183 For analysis of Nectanebus and its implications see Pfister 1946, 29-66; Bergson 1965;
Stoneman 1994, 112-129; 2005, 141-157.

184 Sandy 1982b, 151, citing Morrison 1956, 135-156, and further evidence for the uses of
yong as related to the intellectual reception of Pythagoras of Samos.

' Winkler 1982, 93.

186 See Futre Pinheiro 1987,1991a, and 1991b, 69-81, especially 78—79, for a more detailed
analysis of multiple narrative levels in and motivation on Heliodorus, as well as Bargheer
1999. For religious motivation in the ancient novel in general see Edsal 1996; 2001, 114—
133; Stark 1989, 135-149, presenting similarities to Christian narrative techniques.
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with Rhodopis, a woman of Egyptian origin, which causes Kalasiris to depart (Hld. 2.25.4—
6); however, he later claims to Charikleia that he left Egypt at the admonition of the
Aithiopian queen Persinna to find her lost daughter, whom he reveals to be Charikleia herself
(HId. 4.12.1-3)." Winkler interprets this contradiction not as a “mere oversight of the author
or poorly planned effect but more like a deliberate strategy on Kalasiris’ part, and hence an

188 For Winkler, this problem of

aspect of the larger problem of his honorable mendacity.
“honorable mendacity” can be solved by understanding that Kalasiris is not so much lying as
adapting his tale to safeguard the only thing that matters to him: his divinely inspired
protection of Charikleia. However, according to Winkler, “the justification of [Kalasiris’]
behavior is not that he acts basely in the service of a higher cause; rather duplicity itself is the
proper moral attitude, duplicity in the sense of carefully weighing alternatives and respecting

95189

the volition of all the characters. Winkler connects this attitude of Kalasiris to that of the

author of the novel himself, elevating the Egyptian priest to the level of almost a stand-in for
the author, or at least one who knows how to play the same narrative games.'”"

Winkler’s almost impossibly nuanced interpretation of the inconsistencies in
Kalasiris’ tales is correct in concluding that Kalasiris is not lying out of some ill intention.
Winkler’s argument goes too far, however, in emphasizing Kalasiris’ craftiness as a narrator,
downplaying his genuine religious devotion. He reads Kalasiris as a player in a narrative
game, which would seem to undercut the sanctity of what he is trying to accomplish with his

noble lies, namely, the homecoming of Charikleia and the consummation of her and

Theagenes’ love. On the other hand, we have Sandy’s interpretation, which by combining

187 See Anderson 1997, 303-322; Bretzigheimer 1998, 93—118.

'** Winkler 1982, 93.

'*> Winkler 1982, 136.

0 Winkler 1982, 101: “My thesis will be that Heliodoros’ techniques of displaying
incomplete cognition are designed to heighten our awareness of the game-like structure of
intelligibility involved in reading a romance, and that Kalasiris is the major representative of
one who know how to play this game.”
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both attitudes fails to explain adequately the specific textual instances where Kalasiris seems
deceitful or sincere, instead sweepingly accepting both stances as equally forceful.

I propose in this chapter to shift the balance to the diegetic level, towards Kalasiris’
actions, by exploring how it might be out of a sincere attempt to serve a religious drive—and
not as a self-conscious narrative game—that Kalasiris lies about his intentions and
motivations. By explaining this religious drive, we might come to see his actions as less
bewildering or contradictory. In fact, we may see Kalasiris’ actions as predictable or even
banal, since they seem to occur under a specific, religious mindset, and not because he is in
any way more intelligent than the other characters in the novel.

First, I will analyze the beginning of Kalasiris’ narrative arc, including the moment at
which he meets Knemon and then the start of his inset tale. This examination will
demonstrate that, although Kalasiris might seem a suspect character (and for good reason), he
is in fact a devout religious person from the beginning. Then, I will examine how his
interpretation of the oracle influences his interactions with Charikles, Charikleia, and
Theagenes throughout the entire span of his presence in the narrative. Playing upon
Winkler’s understanding of mendacity, this chapter will explore his “honorable mendacity”
and genuine devotion, especially when it comes to the gods and accomplishing their will.
What follows is a complete, stage-by-stage investigation of all of his major actions with and
their reception by the main characters in the novel in an attempt to consolidate further our
understanding of Kalasiris’ intentions and hence explain the contradictions through, and not

in spite of, his religious motivation.

5.2 Kalasiris’ Religiosity: Belief and Performance
Kalasiris’ entrance is striking. Portrayed as an old man with very long white hair that

falls onto his shoulders in the manner of priests, a thick, long beard, and a dress that seems
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somewhat Greek,'”' he is walking up and down the bank of the Nile, seeming to be deeply
perturbed by thoughts—so much so, in fact, that he fails to notice Knemon’s presence before
he is directly verbally addressed by him. Even then, however, Kalasiris seems rather
distracted in his first encounter with Knemon: when the latter greets him, Kalasiris claims
that he cannot be happy because bad luck cannot allow him to be so. Knemon then asks him
to tell his story, and this brings us to the first intriguing part of Kalasiris’ narrative arc, its
frame. This is how he begins:

Tao0ev pe péperg [. ] kol mhvtog T Nuétepa ToOETS AkovE, MOIVM 08 Kol aVTOG

TPOG TvaL EEEETV (€lmoV dv Tdiyo Kol To160E TOTG KAAAOLG KT TOV UbBoV €1 pun ool

npocétuyov). (Hld. 2.21.5-6)

You summon me from Troy [...] You have a desire to hear my story, and [ am

suffering to tell it to someone (if I had not met you, I might even have told it to
these reeds, as the myth goes).

Kalasiris starts by instantly showing off. Beginning “from Troy,” he announces that his story
has epic dimensions. The comparison with Odysseus’ storytelling is unavoidable for
Heliodorus’ learned readers, who know the connotation of the proverbial phrase. After all,
the Aithiopika in its overall structure clearly and unmistakably resonates with the Odyssey.'”
Heliodorus is not so predictable, though, and Kalasiris is not nearly so devious as his
addressee in this situation. This frame might raise readers’ awareness about Kalasiris

intellectual background and depth; however, in this case, it is their burden to read against

their own, elevated expectations.

I'H1d. 2.21.2. One should remember here that Imperial literature (especially reflected by

Polemon of Laodicea, but also by Galen, Plutarch, Philostratus, and Suetonius on the Latin
side) was heavily invested in the study of physiognomy at the time, so the careful depiction
of Kalasiris as a holy man should be considered in Heliodorus’ intellectual environment. See
the classic but now quite outdated studies of Evans 1941, 96—-108, and Evans 1969, 1-101.
For text and translations of all the important physiognomical passages see Swain and Boys-
Stones 2007. For modern studies on physiognomy see Barton 1995; Popovi¢ 2007;
Rohrbacher 2010, 92—-116.

12 For the Odyssean pattern of the overall structure of the Aithiopika see Wolff (1912) 1961,
157, 192; Rohde (1914) 1960, 474-476; Keyes 1922, 42-51; Hefti 1950, 98—103; Futre
Pinheiro 1991, 69—70; Whitmarsh 1998, 93; Elmer 2008, 431; de Temmerman 2014, 246—
248.
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As Kalasiris takes Knemon to the house on the other side of the riverbank, he invites
him to dinner. Before they start, they decide to offer a libation to the gods:

AAO TpdTOV MUV ®G vOROGg Alyvrtiov 6ooilc éomeicbm Td mTpdg TovE Beovg: oV

yYOp ON pe kol Todto VmepPrivorl meicel, un ovtm mote mabog ioyhoelEey MG Pviunv

v €ig 10 Belov éxkmAfiot. (HId. 2.22.5)

But first we must make our libation to the gods according to the custom of the wise

men of Egypt. Even this could not induce me to neglect this observance. May my

suffering never be so great as to make me dispel the memory of my duty to the

divine.
This passage depicts Kalasiris from the start as a devout man, whose religious conviction
conditions everything in life, including his food and his own well-being, much in the manner
of the holy men of late antiquity.'”® In Kalasiris’ words, we have in fact a reminder of
Hadot’s theory of the spiritual outlook predominant at the time, inextricably connected with
the religious practice of spiritual exercise.'”* This outlook maintained that fundamental
philosophical beliefs should cut across all aspects of an individual’s life. Kalasiris’ sacrificial
rite, then, along with his vegetarianism and abstinence from alcohol, clearly marks a pattern
which is consistent with such a spiritual outlook. Right from the outset, then, we get a sense
of Kalasiris’ system of values—and the priority that religion has in it.

Although one might believe this religious tendency to be a performance, as we saw in
the discussion of scholarship in previous section, it is confirmed instantly when Kalasiris
starts his own story by identifying himself as a former prophet from Memphis (ot yop
npoentng, HId. 2.24.5). One of the main reasons why Kalasiris decides to abandon his land is
to avoid the sacrilege of giving into the temptation of Rhodopis, a local Egyptian woman who

tempts him all too much (HId. 2.25.4-5). As Kalasiris tells Knemon, he had no choice but to

leave in order to avoid breaking his vow of chastity that he had taken as a child.'"””> The way

"> Brown 1971, 80-101; Baumbach 2008, 167-183.

"* Hadot 1995; Hadot 2002.

99 HI1d. 2.25.3: iy pév ék moidwv ot chHvTpogov iepmadvy Eyvav i kataoydvor Kai
avtéoyov unoe iepa kol tepévn Bedv Pepnridcon (“I resolved not to disgrace the priestly
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that he reveals his own flaws as a religious man, showing regret for his inappropriate feelings
in his past, suggests that his show of religiosity is genuine. In other words, if he was trying to
deceive Knemon into believing that he is religiously devout, telling about his failure to live
up to his ideals would seem a strange way to do so.

This devotion becomes a constant throughout his travels, as well. Given Delphi’s
reputation for being an isolated, sacred home to Apollo and other gods, including many
Egyptian gods,'” Kalasiris decides to find a haven there. Not only is he himself a self-
proclaimed religious man, but the gods clearly agree: the moment he enters the city, he goes
to the temple, where he receives his first oracle. This oracle bids him be brave and friendly to
the god; in exchange, the oracle suggests, he will eventually find himself back in Egypt.'”’
Because of the fact that he instantly received an oracle, the citizens of Delphi honor him
greatly, and he is admitted to every aspect of their philosophical and religious lives (HId.
2.27.1-2).

This endorsement of the Delphians makes Kalasiris known to a prominent priest of
the sanctuary of Apollo, Charikles, who is familiar with the Egyptian mysteries owing to his
former visit to the Nile. On the occasion of hearing Kalasiris’ explanation of the river Nile
and all things Egyptian, he decides to impart to Kalasiris his own Egyptian story, including
the adoption of his daughter, Charikleia. Charikles’ ultimate intention is to ask Kalasiris to

convince Charikleia to abandon her total devotion to chastity and Apollo, as well as to

encourage her to recognize, either with words or with deeds, that she is a woman who should

service, my childhood companion, and I did resist so as not to disgrace the sacred rites and
shrines of the gods”).

"% paus. 10.32.13.

7T HId. 2.26.5: "Txvog Gepdpuevog am’ £vetdyvog mopd Neilov | pedyels popdmv vipot’
gpioevémv. | TETAoOL, 6ol yap &yd kvavadioxog Alydmtoro | alyo tédov ddcm: ViV 8 &uog
€060 @ihog (“You have brought your footsteps from the fruitful land beside the Nile, to
escape the spinnings of the predominant fate. Persevere, for I will give you very soon the soil
of dark-furrowed Egypt. Meanwhile, be my friend”).
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embrace love and the idea of taking a husband."”® It is precisely because of Kalasiris’ wisdom
concerning Egyptian religion and dealings with the occult that Charikles decides to confide in
Kalasiris and assign this important task to him.""”

As he is discussing this with Charikles, they both receive a request for a religious
procession owing to the fact that a descendant of the Aenianes was approaching, who will
later be revealed to be Theagenes. As this procession goes along, the Pythia utters an oracle.
Here is the message itself, along with response of the crowd:

T yapwv v mpdtorg avtap kKAéog Hotat’ Eyovcav
PpaLecd’, ® Aekgoi, Tov te Odic yevétnv-

01 VIOV TPOMITOVTEG EUOV Kol KOO TEPOVTEG
i&ovt’ neiov mpog xBGva Kvavény,

] mep dprotofiov uéy’ aébAov EEdyovtan
AEVKOV &Ml KPOTAP®V GTEUO LEAALVOUEV@V.

Tadta pev og dveimev 6 Bedg, aunyavia TAEIGTN TOVG TEPLEGTATOS EIGEGVETO TOV
xpNopov & 1t fovrotto epalety amopodvtag: GAAOG Yap TPOg BALO TL TO AdYloV Eomal
Kai ¢ Exaotog el BovAceme, 0BT Kai VreduPovey. OBmwm 8¢ 0¥deic TV GANOGY
EPNTTETO, YPNOHOL YAP Kol HVELPOL TA TOAAA TOTG TEAESL KpivovTal, kKol dAA®G ol
Agl@Oi TPOG TNV TOURTV EXTONUEVOL LEYOAOTPETMDG NOTPETIGUEVTV ITELYOVTO, TO
xpNoBévta mpdg TO dkpiPeg dviyvevew apeanocavrtes. (Hld. 2.35.5-36.2)

The one who starts in grace and ends in glory,

Show, Delphi, and the son of the goddess!

Who, leaving my temple here and cutting the waves,

Will arrive at the black land of the Sun,

Where as the great reward of their virtuous lives they will win and wear
About their temples a white crown on black brows.

As the god said these things, a sense of great perplexity possessed the attendants,
who were puzzled as to what the oracle intended to reveal. Every man drew the
verse in a different direction, and as each one desired, so he interpreted it. But
nobody could yet attain its true meaning; for oracles and dreams for the most part
are only interpreted according to their results. The people of Delphi were in too
much of a hurry, for they were highly excited at the prospect of this procession, for
which such magnificent preparations had been made, neglecting to take time to
investigate the exact meaning of the oracle.

8 H1d. 2.33.6: neicov fj Aoyoic i Epyotc yvopioat Thv £avtiic @by koi Gt yoviy yéyovev

eldoévan (“Persuade her, either by words or by deeds, to recognize her own nature and to
realize that she has become a woman”).

9 HI1d. 2.33.6: Zogiav Tvé kai fvyya kivicov €’ avtiv Aiyvrtiov: (“Bring to her
something of the Egyptian lore and enchantment”).
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The essential point of this passage for our purposes is that Kalasiris plays up to the extreme
the difficulty of this oracle, claiming that everyone seems to be interpreting oracles however
they deem appropriate (§ALog yap mpdg GALO TL TO AOY10V E6Tal Koi (g EKOGTOG E1YE
BovAncemg, oVt kai veAduPavev), with no one being able to get it right, or even taking the
time to think about it more deeply (t& ypno6évta mpog 10 dpiPeg aviyvedey
aperioavteg).”” The oracle is not a difficult one, of course. The names of the two figures
alluded to are basically spelled out in the first two lines: ydpuv... khéog = Charikleia; 6gdic
vevétnv = Theagenes. That is not to say that even the “wise” Kalasiris is completely able to
solve the oracle at first. It is rather only when he sees the two together and notices their
obvious attraction to each other that he claims to have figured out the oracle’s true meaning,
and even then that of only part of it:
Tadta 6& 1oV pev TOAAOVGS, OG €iKOC, ELAvOaveY dALOV TPOG BAANV peiav Te Kol
dtvotav dvtog, EAdvBave 68 Kol TOV XopikAéa TV TATPLOV VYNV Kol EXiKANGLY
KatayyéAlovto: £ym & Tpog piov TNV Tapatpnoty TdV VE®V NoYoAovUNV, £§
gkelvov, Kvquwmv, €€ ovmep 0 xpnopog ént Osayével Buopéve Katd TOvV vemv OETO,
TPOG LIOVOLOY TOV EGOUEVOV ATTO TAV OVOUATOV KEKIVIUEVOC. AAL’ 00OE AKPIBDS
o0d&V &tL TV £ETNG xpnobévimv cuvéBaiiov. (HId. 3.5.7)
These things, as was probable, escaped the notice of the multitude, as they were all
taken up with their own concerns and thinking their own thoughts. Even Charikles
failed to notice this, as he was pronouncing the traditional prayer and invocation. But
I was concerned solely to watch the youths, for at the moment, Knemon, when the
oracle was sung in the temple as Theagenes made his offering, I was moved by

hearing their names towards an inkling of future events. But as yet I had not put
together precisely what the latter part of the oracle meant.

299 Scholarship is currently flourishing on the historical and interpretative significance of
oracles and their divination, with Johnston and Struck 2005; Eidinow 2007, Flower 2008,
Johnston 2008; Addey 2014; Marx—Wolf 2016; Struck 2016. However, Heliodorus is still
very marginal to the discussion of the perceptibility and decipherment of oracles. Marein
1999, 111-122 speaks only tangentially about it. Addey 2014, 15, makes only a passing
mention of Heliodorus, with regard only to the Aithiopika’s date and not concerning its
involvement with oracles. Stoneman 2011, 113—121, speaks marginally about Heliodorus and
Kalasiris in his discussion about fake oracles, but only en passant and without analysis.
Groves 2014 discusses cross-language communication and linguistic barriers in the
Aithiopika but does not engage with the role of oracles in the story.
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It is apparently Kalasiris alone who can do the (relatively simple) arithmetic and add the
words in the oracle together to get the names of the two protagonists of the novel. As
Kalasiris presents it, however, this is a great accomplishment: no one else in the whole city
could get it right, as no one was religiously devout enough to look for the deeper divine
meaning, while Kalasiris presents himself as having discovered the truth through his great
religious devotion.

In the preceding, we have established Kalasiris’ religiosity as a major motivating
factor for him in his actions: he clearly believes himself to be of a higher standing in the eyes
of the gods than everyone else. It is this same conviction, as I will now argue, that leads him
to lie in almost every interaction he has from this point on.

After Kalasiris starts to suspect that the oracle definitely concerns Theagenes and
Charikleia, he and Charikles start speaking about Theagenes’s and Charikleia’s incredible
beauty, with the Egyptian priest comparing her to the moon itself (HId. 3.6.3). It is during this
conversation that Kalasiris displays (in an aside to Knemon) his first sign of mendacity in
service of a higher cause.

“"Hoeto tovTo1g 0 XapikAf|g Kai pot 0 6Komog €K TAV AAN0GV NvveTo, Bapcelv ot Tov
dvopa Bovropéve mavtoing: (Hld. 3.6.4)

Charikles was delighted with these [remarks], and I, too, who wanted to encourage
him in every way, was making progress with my objective by using truth.

This window into Kalasiris’ purpose here lets Knemon (and the reader) know that his flattery
of Charikles regarding his daughter has an ulterior motive. The motive is not entirely clear at
this moment, of course. What is clear is his interest in learning more about Charikleia, as he
says before his conversation with Charikles that “he had become more curious as a result of
what [he] had seen and heard” (ITepiepydtepog toivov & Gv xnidety Te kol Eopdxety, Hld.
3.6.2). From what we already know of Kalasiris, it would seem that his desire to do what he

considers the will of the gods is a leading force in his search for the truth about the oracle’s
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meaning, which he has only partially solved by this point. He knows that Charikleia and
Theagenes are involved but not much else. More investigation is needed, then, and the only
way to do that would be to continue to interact with Charikles and Charikleia herself, even if
it involves manipulating people to achieve that, as he does with Charikles in the above
passage. Kalasiris is in fact sincere when he tells Charikles that he “deemed [Charikles’]
affairs of more pressing importance than any other business he might have” ("Hogto tovto1g
0 Xopuchiig kol pot 6 6Komog €K T®V AANOAY NVHETO, Bapcelv pot Tov dvopa Poviopévem
navtoing, Hld. 3.6.4), even if for different reasons from what Charikles might suspect.
The divine motivation behind Kalasiris’ manipulation of Charikles becomes more
apparent when he tells Knemon about the visitation from two gods on the following night:
"Enel 8¢ NA00v 00 katnydunv dumvog to tpdta Stfjyov mi tiig e0viig dve Kol kaTo
TV TEPL TOV VEOV PPovTida oTPEP®V Kail ToD ypnopod Ta televtaia ti dpa fodAotto
aviyvevwv. "Hom 8¢ pecobong g voktog 0p@d Tov ATOA® Kol TV ApTepy ®G Guny,
el ye Qunv aALa p aAn0dc Edpwv- kol 6 pev Tov Osayévnyv 1 o6& v Xapikielov
gveyelplev: OvopooTi Té e TPookaAloDVTEG «DPa GOy EAEYOV «ELG TNV EveyKoDooV
gmavikety, obtm yop 6 Lotpdv Droyopedel Oeopuodg. AVTog e oLV EE1OL Koi T0VGdE
VmodeEdpevog dye, cuvepmdpovg ioa T€ TOIGT TOOVUEVOS, KOl TOPATEUTE ATO TG
Atyvrtiov 6ot te kal dnwg toig 0ol eidovy. (HId. 3.11.4-5)
After returning to my lodgings, I lay awake in bed for the first part of the night,
turning over and over in my mind my concern for the young couple, investigating
the meaning of the last lines of the oracle. Then, in the middle of the night, I see
Apollo and Artemis, so I imagined—if indeed I did imagine it and I did not see
them for real. Apollo entrusted Theagenes to my care; Artemis, Charikleia. They
called me by name and said: “It is time now for you to return to the land of your
origin, for thus the ordinance of the fates demands. Leave then indeed yourself and
take these whom we deliver to you; make them the companions of your journey and
equal to your own children. From Egypt conduct them onward wherever and
however it pleases the gods.”
This divine visitation confirms in Kalasiris’ mind his interpretation of the oracle as relating to
Charikleia and Theagenes. What is more important for our purposes is how this passage
reveals Kalasiris’ burning desire to understand the oracle’s meaning, as he is shown lying

awake, “examining every facet of the question of the young couple, hunting for the meaning

of the last lines of the oracle” (kdtw TV mepl TOV VE®V PPovTida TPEP®V Kai TOD YPNOoUOD
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Td TeAevToio Tt dpa Povrotto aviyvevwv, HId. 3.11.4). His anxiety is assuaged by the gods,
who seem to appear to him directly and disambiguate the oracle further. Although it is not
made explicit, the implication here is that Kalasiris believes himself to be devout enough to
receive direct messages from the gods themselves, as he argues that these are perhaps not just
dreams but in fact divinities that appear before him and govern his mission “to the land of
[his] birth,” namely, Egypt.*"'

Yet, as before with the frame, Heliodorus pushes back against Kalasiris’ devotion,
and has Knemon question him on how he is so sure about the nature of his divine visitation.
Here is Kalasiris’ fervently argued, though seemingly sophistic, proof that these apparitions
were not dreams but actually the gods themselves:

GALQL Tivo 81 Tpdmov Epackeg vaedelyfai cot Todg Beovg BTt ) vimviov NABoV GAL’

Evapyds pavnoav;» «"Ov Tpdmovy» ey «® TEKVoV, Kol 0 o@d¢ ‘Ounpog aivittetal,

o1 ToAlo1 8¢ 10 aiviypa mapotpéyovoty: “Ixvia yop petdmcobev’ g Ekeivog mov Adyet

‘Tod®V NOE Kvnuawv pel’ Eyvov amovtog, dpiyvotot 8¢ Beol mep.’» (HId. 3.12.1-2)

“But in which way did you say that the gods appeared to you, so that they did not

come to your sleep but appeared in their actual bodily forms?”” “In the same way, my

child, that the wise Homer speaks also in riddles, but the majority overlook the riddle.

As he says somewhere, ‘I easily knew the tracks of their feet or their shins from

behind as they leave; for the gods are conspicuous.’”

Kalasiris shows off an assumed, but not quite applicable or relevant, Homeric knowledge

here®* to explain how he knows for sure that the divine presence that he experienced was

2% For the importance of dreams and their interpretation in Heliodorus’ narrative see Lentakis

1993, 177-208, a study which devotes significant space in the Imperial Greek prose narrative
background of dream interpretation and which, to my knowledge, has received very little
attention from Heliodorean scholarship. For the importance of dream interpretation in that
period see Russell and Nesselrath 2014.

2 K alasiris here refers to Hom. 7. 13, 71-72: fyvio yap petémode moddv Hd kvnpudmv |

pel’ Eyvov amodvtog: dpiyvotol 6¢ Beol mep- “T easily knew the tracks of their feet or their
shins from behind as they leave; for the gods are conspicuous.”; for the Homeric reference
see Rattenbury and Lumb (1935-43) 1960, 115. Kalasiris’ interpretation here should be taken
as overzealous and irrelevant, since the connection between between Poseidon’s recognition
via birdwatching and Kalasiris’ night vision is certainly on the level of a formulaic
expression, rather than of meaning. An interesting study in the Homeric context of the
Second Sophistic is Richardson 1975, 65-81. See also the most recent study of Pitcher 2016,
293-305.
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real. These lines also reveal that Kalasiris thinks he is smarter than others at divining not just
oracles but also texts, such as Homer’s poems, as he claims that “the majority overlook the
riddle” (ol moAAoi 8¢ 10 aiviypo Tapatpéyovosv). Knemon is no fool, however, as we have
seen in previous chapters, and he seems to pick up on this, telling Kalasiris that his purpose in
reciting those lines was to prove that Knemon was also a part of that ignorant majority (HId.
3.12.3). For Kalasiris, though, only he himself has the divine insight to read and interpret
Homer correctly, applying his own religious knowledge to the text in order to extract a
meaning that others cannot see. Kalasiris’ interpretation of the lines is to take pel’ with
amovtog instead of with &yvov. The chief evidence that Kalasiris cites for his unlikely
interpretation is his knowledge of Egyptian statues of the gods. As he claims, “[f]or this
reason, the Egyptians fashion the statues of the gods with their feet joined together, as though

forming a single limb.”*"?

The gods move, according to Kalasiris, as if gliding, and we know
this because that is how Egyptian statues look, that is, “with their feet joined together.”
Knemon doubts the sincerity of the divine insight of Kalasiris—who (somewhat
pretentiously) explains everything through his “Egyptian wisdom” (as Charikles called it)—
and so decides to push the priest even further:
«Tadté pe, @ Ostotate, pepinkog. .. Alydmriov 8¢ ‘Ounpov dmokarodvidg Gov
TOALAKLG, O T®V TAVT®V {6MG 0VOEIG AKNKOEV €1G TNV ONUEPOV, 0VOE AMIGTEIV EX®
Kol 6podpa Bavpalov iketevm U mapadpapeiv oe Tod Aoyov v dxpifeavy. (Hld.
3.14.1)
“To these rites, most reverent sir, you have initiated me. [...] However, you have
called Homer an Egyptian many times, something that possibly nobody ever heard
to this day. I have no doubt about it, and being most surprised I implore you not to
pass over the accuracy of your account.”

Kalasiris cannot resist the invitation to explain his stance and goes off on another tangent to

explain Homer’s alleged Egyptian origins. It is hard to take seriously Knemon’s response that

2 HId. 3.13.3: AW &1 koi té dydhpato Tdv Oedv AlydmTiol T mode {evyviovTes Kol domep

Evodvreg ioTdotv:
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2204 1 fact, the

he finds what Kalasiris has to say about the matter “completely convincing.
whole conversation seems to be set up as a joke: first, Kalasiris embeds a pun in his
explanation by using Knemon’s name (kvnudwv) in a verse about recognizing the gods;
however, as the conversation continues, it is revealed that the joke is actually on him. The
confirmation of divine presence in his dream is nothing more than solipsistic and false
academic reasoning, and Knemon pushes Kalasiris to absurdity to show how misguided the
latter is in his apparent wisdom about divine matters.*”

This interaction with Knemon is there to show that Kalasiris—while very religious—
is perhaps not as smart as he thinks. As in the Odyssean-like frame that we looked at earlier,
this dialogue with Knemon is meant to make the reader again question Kalasiris and his
religiosity. Is he actually someone in contact with the divine? Or is he just mistaken? Are his
intentions really good ones? It is again upon the reader to read against the suspicions that
Knemon raises, if only to remember that it is Knemon himself against whom readers should
be on their guard.

To return to Kalasiris” devotion now, he finally understands the full meaning of the
oracle and the unavoidable need to deprive Charikles of his daughter. He is split over this
problem, however, and understands that the dilemma is seemingly impossible, forcing him to

lose sleep again.

2% HId. 3.15.1: Tadto pév &b te Kai GAn0dS pot Aéyet £8ooc. .. (“It seems to me that you

claim these things well and accurately”).

29> Homer was the repository of many such meanings, even at the level of the absurd. See
Sider 1980, 417-419; Sandy 1982b, 157. Proclus (In Rem. 1.85.26-86.5) exemplifies the later
tradition in which Homer was ransacked for deeper, hidden meanings. For this tradition in the
fourth century, see also Porphyry’s Cav. Nymph. in Lamberton and Keaney 1992, 115-132.
The recognition of two levels of meaning in the text invites the reader to interpret the
romance allegorically and insists on exegesis (Lamberton 1986, 151). Such exegesis is not
entirely alien to the romance, since Heliodorus discusses the Isiac doctrine of the allegorical
significance of the Nile (HId. 9.9.5), and Knemon comments on the enigmatic stance of
Homer (HId. 3.15.1).
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Toig mpotéporg, @ Kvipwv, dpota- mdiy dypumviat koi Bovdedpoto kol voktdv gilo
epovtides. "Exaipov, ebpnréval Tt TdV 00 TPocdoK®mpEveV ATV Kai €ig TV
gveykovoav EnaviEey TpocdoK@V: MVIOUNV 0€, 6 XapikAfig 0Tt otepnoetTal Thg
Buyatpoc Evvodv: Ndpovv, dT® OENGEL TPOT® TOVG VEOLG GLVOYAYETV Kol
KATOoKELAGUL TNV EE000V GUUEPOVAV: TOV OPUGHOV NY®OVIOV dTOG HEV AjcopeY OOt
8¢ tpandpev kol moTeEpov d1d yAC 1) Oadattedovieg, Kol AmAdg KAOSmV pé Tig £ixe
QPOVTICUAT®V GUTVOG T€ TO AemopevoV ETahoummpovy T voktog. (Hld 3.15.2-3)

Much the same as what had gone before, Knemon: sleeplessness again, deliberation,
and the apprehensions that go along with nights. I was happy, because I hoped that I
had found something that I had not expected to find, and could now look forward to
returning home; but I was saddened to think that Charikles would have his daughter
taken from him; I was perplexed when I tried to work out how to bring the young
pair together and arrange our departure by common deliberation; I was tormented
with worries about how we could make our escape undetected, what direction we
should take, whether we should go by land or sea. In short, I was overwhelmed by a
surge of anxieties and was tormented for the rest of the night, sleepless.
Kalasiris’ anguish here reveals not only the respect he has for religious matters (to the extent
that they determine his path in life) but also a genuine difficulty on his behalf to
accommodate the controversial act of taking away Charikleia from her father. He is still
determined to make it happen, telling Knemon that there are two types of Egyptian wisdom: a
“true wisdom” (1] dAn0dG coein), which is in contrast to one that is “of low rank™ (yopoi
gpyouévn) and “devises wickedness and is servant of corrupt pleasures” (rpa&ewv abBepitwv
eVPETIG Kol 1OovaV drxordotov vmnpétig, HId. 3.16.3). It is the former wisdom, Kalasiris
argues, that exiled him from his homeland originally and now commands that he bring
Charikleia back with him at any cost:
Tadta puév ovv 0£0ig te T0ig GALOIG Kol poipaug EmteTpdedm, ol Tod Toteiv 1€ Kai P
10 KPATOg £XOVO1Y, 01 KOl TV QUYNV 1ot TNV &K TH £veykoDong ov dd TadTa TAEOV
¢ gowcev 1 TV XapikAeiog ebpecty EnéParriov, Kai TodTo peV dmwg elon Toig EERC.
(HId. 3.16.5.)
So now I must commit these matters to the care the gods and of the Fates, that have
power to decide over our doing and not doing. They, as it seems, sentenced me to
exile from the land of my origin not so much for this reason as that I should find
Charikleia. How this came about will concern what follows.
Hence, Kalasiris is driven by his deep religiosity and belief in his ability to interpret the gods

to pursue the divine purpose that is in front of him. Fortunately, Theagenes comes to his side

and is rather easy to persuade. Kalasiris brags and pretends to be absolutely certain that he
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can overpower Charikleia’s will. Theagenes is, after all, encouraging such an attitude, by
displaying an open intellectual and emotional surrender in his erotic despair. Kalasiris thus
soothes Theagenes’ ardent love for Charikleia by comforting him:

«Bdpoey Eleyov «amas KaTamépevyos £p° UG 0Oy oVTMG Ekelvn kpeittov EoTon

TG NueTéPag copiag. "Eott pév avotnpotépa kai kateveydfvar Tpog Epmta

dvopayog, Appoditny kai yapov atpalovoa kai ueypig ovopatog: aAAd 1 6€ mavto

Kvntéov: Tévn Kol euo 01de PralesBor povov ebBvOG stvat kod VENYoLHEVE Th

déovta meibecBan mpdrtewv.» (Hld. 3.17.5)

“Take courage,” he said, “once you have come to seek my aid. She will not prove

stronger than my wisdom. She may be very strict, she may be a difficult opponent

against love’s dominion, even the mere mention of Aphrodite and marriage; but on
your account all resources must be mobilized. Art knows how to overpower even
nature. Just be cheerful, and upon my instruction, be confident in doing what is
necessary.”
This “true wisdom” that Kalasiris claims for himself will now be used to sway Charikleia to
marry Theagenes, despite the fact that she is a virgin priestess of the gods. Kalasiris here,
once again, thinks that he knows what is best for everyone involved. He believes that his
knowledge of the gods is more important than the vows that Charikleia has sworn to them.
Since he is convinced that he is guided by the gods themselves, as we have seen, his actions
are not wrong to him, even if it does take a good deal of dishonesty to accomplish them.

Of course, even if he is divinely led to lie, there are still some great obstacles along
the way. First, there is the problem of Charikles, who will certainly not give up his daughter
easily. However, Kalasiris uses his status as a religious healer from Egypt to get closer to
Charikleia right under Charikles’ nose—in fact, at his very urging. He tells Charikles that he
is working up a cure (tnv {acw, Hld. 3.18.3) for Charikleia (whom Charikles believes to be

206

sick, even though she is just madly in love with Theagenes)™ and that, when they go to see

her, Charikles should “speak to his daughter on [Kalasiris’] behalf and tell her that he is a

206 H1d. 3.19.2-3. See Yatromanolakis 1988, 194-204; Dickie 1991, 17-29.
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close and trusted friend, so that she will be more at ease and respond in better heart to his
cures.”*"’

After Charikles’ consultation about the recovery of his daughter, the last day of the
Pythian Games takes place. Theagenes competes to impress Charikleia and wins. After the
end of the games, another day goes by when Kalasiris spends restless and eager to find his
way out of Delphi (HId. 4.4.5). His only clue was that it needed to happen “from the sea”, as
the oracle put it. This leads to the realization that the best way to solve the riddle and get
more clues as to where he needs to lead the young couple is to get the band of Charikleia
mentioned by Charikles (HId 2.31.2, 4.5.1) and discover the identity of the parents that
Charikles hinted at in his own narrative about her, even if (again) it means lying and
deceiving Charikles.

Indeed, once Kalasiris realizes the importance of the band, taking possession of it
becomes his main objective, which he predictably uses deceit to achieve. At 4.5.3, for
instance, he says that he began his “performance” for Charikles (Kdmedn oyoAfic Elafouny,
APyouNV Gomep Emt oknvilg Tig dmokpioemc)”™; moreover, at 4.7.2 he says that he pretended
to be stupid in front of Charikles (ITpog Tadta €0puTOUNY AVEST®V TE TNV 0PPLV Ko
Prok®ddec Paivav).”” He eventually obtains his objective by claiming dishonestly that there
is some sort of divinity that causes Charikleia’s apparent sickness; Charikles must bring him
her band and all possible recognition tokens, since there might be something magical or

demonic about them that prevents Charikleia from recovering (Hld. 4.7.13).

27 HId. 3.18.4 fovhopai o€ Kai AOYovs TV DIEp oD Kwvijoon Tpog Thv moida kai
YVOPUOTEPOV AmoPTvor Tapakatadépevoy, dnmg dv oikeldtepov £xovca PGS e
Bapparedtepov impevov mposinton (“I would like you to use such language to the girl about
me, as will make it plain that you commend me to her better acquaintance, in order to make
her more familiar me and accept my treatment with greater confidence”).

298 «“When I found some leisure I began what you might call a piece of play-acting business.”
209 «At these words I bridled up, raised my eyebrows, and started moving around in a stupid
fashion.”

95



Once in Charikleia’s presence, Kalasiris begins to persuade her to leave with him and
Theagenes in search of her original home. This involves perhaps the most blatant lie that
Kalasiris tells, one which was at the core of Winkler’s analysis of Kalasiris’ “honorable

99210

mendacity.”” " Kalasiris narrates the time he spent at the Aithiopian court of Persinna,

Charikleia’s mother, where he was asked by the queen to use his relationship with the gods to

21 When Kalasiris does this and learns

find out whether her daughter was still alive or not.
“everything from the gods” (Gnavra...éx Oedv, Hld. 4.12.3), Persinna then asks him to
“search [Charikleia] out and persuade [her] to return to the land of [her] birth” (émintelv kai
TPOTPEMELY Tikew &ic v éveykodoav, HId. 4.12.3).

As Baumbach has demonstrated by presenting a detailed outline of its irreconcilable
inconsistencies, this story is completely fabricated: Kalasiris does not know any Persinna, nor
has he ever been to Aithiopia.”'* However, Kalasiris is not lying here for lying’s sake: his
ulterior motive is simply that he wishes to fulfill the divine oracle that he himself solved. He
will do anything to achieve this, even if it means lying, because for Kalasiris the gods ordain
his actions. In this regard, my outlook is very different from Baumbach’s, who considers that

213 1t certainly is a part of

this story “ist ein Teil von Kalasiris’ Uberzeugungsstrategie.
Kalasiris’ rhetorical strategy. But this is not subordinate to some untold, private motivation
for returning to Egypt. It is part of his plan for fulfilling the oracle and thus a divine
command rather than a personal, crafty strategem. We should take note of the fact that
Kalasiris, after Charikleia implores him for the truth, does actually confide the truth to her,

214

downplaying this very fabricated story that he told her to win her trust.”* Therefore, we have

*1% Winkler 1982, 93.

' HId. 4.13.1.

*12 Baumbach 1997, 333-341.

> Baumbach 1997, 336.

1% 4.13.1: Todra ékeivn pév Ereye Kol TOLETY KETEVEY, ETIGKATTOVGE, Ot TOAAL TOV fiktov,
OpKov OV 00deVi coPMV VTEPPTival Oeutov: €Yo 08 K TNV EVOUO0TOV iKeGiay EKTEAECMV, OV
o1t Tobto pEV TNV €l Téde 6movdacas AEEy Be®dv 6& vVIodNKN péyioTov €K ThG dAng TodTOo
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no hidden agenda for manipulation here, but rather an attempt to create some comfort, a plan
which is abandoned once the need to sugarcoat the truth is lifted.

Although Charikleia and Theagenes are on board with Kalasiris’ plan, and they begin
to plot their departure, one problem they face is a lack of money. Kalasiris must work out
how to deal with that, as well, and so he does in his usual manner: by lying. When he listens
to Charikles’ dream (4.14.2), he is able to interpret it correctly this time, but deceives him in
order to get what he needs, i.e., the Aithiopian gems and golden dress with which Charikleia
was exposed. This is more than enough of a bounty to get them on their way out of Delphi
and towards their destiny.

Once these items have been procured, Kalasiris can plan their escape. When the
couple becomes nervous about giving up their lives and starting a new one together in a new
place, Kalasiris is there to offer encouragement:

Kol ypnotas VIoBEpevog Tag EATISNG TAV EGOUEVAOV, GUV Yap Bed TNV dpynV
gmkeyepfioOar. (HId. 4.18.3)

I suggested that you should have high hopes for the future, for our enterprise had been
started with divine blessing.

For Kalasiris, there is no doubt that what they are doing is divinely ordained, starting as it is
with the “divine blessing” of the oracle and the divine visitation. He is completely confident
in his interpretations of both and is well on his way to convincing Charikleia and Theagenes

of them, too.

KepINGOG, &K TOALOD Te (G 01600 TPOGESPED® YpdVov, Oepomeiog pev TG mepi o€ Koi mdhat
TG TPEmOVONG 0VOEV ATOMTAOV, CLOTAV 08 T dvTa, Kopod AafEcOot Kol TV Touvioy pnyovi]
Tt kopicacOot €ig TioTv T®V Tpdg og pndncopévev tepyéveov (“That is what in her talk
with me she begged me to do, conjuring me repeatedly by the Sun, an oath that may not be
violated by any of the sages. I have come here in order to perform the duty laid on me by the
vow that I took at her supplication; not that this was the actual cause of my hastening to reach
this place. It was through an intimation from the gods that I have reaped this richest gain
from my travels, and for a long time now, as you are aware, I have been close to you here,
without ever neglecting any careful attention I ought to pay to you. I have been silent about
the truth, waiting for the right moment and means for obtaining the band that should attest the
statement which I was to make to you™).
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Before we move on to bringing our analysis of Kalasiris to bear on the red herring
character in modern detective fiction, three more pieces of evidence are needed to establish
Kalasiris’ genuine religiosity and favor in the eyes of the gods, as they come from outside
Kalasiris’ narrative and are thus endorsed by the main narrative itself. When the trio finally
arrive in Egypt and are trying to find their way to Memphis, driven by an old woman who
works as a guide, they are walking through a battlefield, when she summons her dead son
with a ritual. The corpse of her son then relates a prophecy to his mother together with the
three wanderers:

AT TPOG 101G BALOIS 0VOE £Mi caVTHG TO OVTMG ATOPPNTO KOl G1YT| KOl GKOT®

QLAOTTOUEVO LLGTHPLO OPAV VTEUEWVOS AAL’ ION Kol €L LAPTLGL TOLOVTOLG TAG TAV

KEWEVOV €EopyT) TOYOS EVI HEV TPOPNTN—KaL TOVTO HeEV EAATTOV, GOPOG Yap TO

TowdTa GyT TPOG TO dvekAdAntov Emcppayicactal, kol dAlmg Beoig ilog: (HId.

6.15.3)

Moreover, you had the audacity to perform these abominable mysteries, properly kept

in secrecy and darkness, not in solitary privacy but in the presence of others, and even

the secrets of the dead before witnesses such as these; one is a high priest—and in his
case less harm is done, for he is wise enough to seal such secrets away in the silence
of the ineffable; besides, the gods love him.
The corpse’s prophecy cannot be clearer about Kalasiris’ priestly stature, as well as his
religious devotion and the divine favor that he enjoys—all of which is further evidence of his
genuine religiosity.”'> As demonstrated above, Kalasiris is not lying out of anything but a
sincere desire to accomplish the will of the gods, and the prophecy of the corpse confirms
this. Moreover, this divine favor is once again made evident in the finale of Kalasiris’ life:
eite 010 TO THG Yopdg HEyehog TOV TVELLATIKDY TOP®V €i¢ VIEPPOATV AvedEvimY Kai
yoAocOEvTmv, ola 81 ynpatod tod cmpatog 4Opdov dtopopndévtoc, eite kai Oedv
aitoavtt Todto mapacyopévev. (Hld. 7.11.4)
[Plossibly due to the magnitude of his joy, the muscles of his respiratory tract became

excessively dilated and broken resulting in the sudden exhaustion of his aged body; or
else perhaps he had prayed for death, and the gods had granted his prayer.

215 See also Feuchtenhofer 2010, 85-87.

98



This time it is the narrator himself who puts forth the idea that the gods are on Kalasiris’ side
and will answer his prayers. Therefore, from the first time that we see Kalasiris to his
deathbed, all the evidence points to a man of high religiosity and devotion, one who receives
messages and the favor of the gods and tries to accomplish their will at whatever price, even
lying and manipulating others.

Kalasiris appears one last time in the novel, at the very end of the final book, when
Charikles goes to Aithiopia and accuses him of being a false prophet:

Yvvepyod 8¢ avTd TG TV Evayh ToOTHV TPAELY YELOOTPOPNTOL TIVOG Meppitov
YEYOVOTOC, £me1dn Kotd TV Ogttaiiov petabénv kai mapd Ottainv dviwv avtod
TOMTOV £ETMV 0VOAUDG NUPIoKOV, EKO0TOV EKEIVMV TOVTOVL KOl £1g GPaynV, OTToL
ToTé v EVpicKNTOL, (MG AAAGTOPA TAPAYOPNGAVTIOV, OpUNTAPLOV Eival THG UYRC THV
Kolasipioog Méppy gikdooag €ic te tavTv deikdpevog, kol Tov pév Koidoipy, g
Expnv, tebvniota Katarafav, mapd Ouaudoc 6¢ Tod £keivov Tonddg dmavto To Tepl
v Buyatépa xddaybeis, Té te dAla Kai 6Tt Tpdg Opoovddtny €ig TV Zvnvnv
gEaméotarto, kol Tod pév Opoovddtov katd THV Zufvny drotuydv (RABoV yap
Kdkeloe), kotd 6¢ v 'Elepavtiviy Ko 100 moAépov katainedeig, fiko Tt viv
gvtadBa kol yivopar ik€tng obtme Mg 1) €MeToAn dinynooato. Tov drocvAncavta
&xeg: v Buyatépa Emlnoov. (HId. 10.36.4-5)

His accomplice in this act of sin was a false prophet from Memphis. I scoured
Thessaly and demanded his extradition by the people of Oita, his fellow citizens, but
he was nowhere to be found. However, they were ready to hand him over, even slain,
wherever he was to be found, as an accursed sinner against the gods. Surmising that
the goal of their flight was Memphis, Kalasiris’ hometown, I made my way there,
only to find Kalasiris already dead, as he so deserved. However, his son Thyamis told
me everything there was to tell about my daughter, including the fact that she had
been dispatched to Oroondates at Syene. But though I went to Syene, I was unable to
reach Oroondates or to enter the town and was overtaken by the war in Elephantine.
Now I have come to you and become your suppliant, just as the letter has explained.
You have the impious robber; now search for my daughter.

This passage may appear to serve as the basis for the common accusation that Kalasiris is a
“false prophet” (yevdompogntov). Charikles, a serial misreader,”'® is proceeding towards an
effort to reclaim his daughter and restore the initial balance of the novel, the reunion.

Charikles has every right to be upset about Kalasiris, as he was the one who deprived him of

*1® Morgan 1991, 102, claims that “Charikles is a persistent misreader” based upon his
readings of HId. 3.19.2, 4.14-15, and 4.19.3. For further comparisons for the readerly
audience of the Aithiopika and its misreadings see Bowie 1995.
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his daughter. However, calling him a false prophet is reading too much into Kalasiris’
actions. The false prophet that Charikles accuses him of being was the very same person who
was fully embraced by the entire Delphic community as extraordinary. As this chapter has
shown, moreover, Kalasiris deceives only when he has to do s0.2!
Charikles is thus the necessary casualty in the process of Charikleia’s return.
However, even he at the end realizes that finally the oracle has been fulfilled.
00 yeyovtog £vOdpiov Tod ypnopod tod év Aeheoig 6 Xapuhiic éAdauBave kol
101G Epyoic Pefoarodpevov 10 Taiot Tapd T®V BedV Tpoayopevdev nipiokey, O TOVG
véoug Eppalev €k TOV AeAP®V S100pAvTaC.
1€ec0’ fehov mpdg xBOva Kvavény,
T1| mep dprotofinv péy’ aEOiov EEdyovral
Agvkov €mi kpotdpov otéupa pedawvopévov. (Hld. 10.41.2)
As soon as this was done, Charikles called to mind the oracle at Delphi, and
recognized that the divine prediction of long ago was being fulfilled in actual fact. For
it had stated that the young pair, after fleeing from Delphi,
Will arrive at the black land of the Sun,
Where as the great reward of their virtuous lives they will win and wear
About their temples a white crown on black brows.
Even for Charikles, then, Kalasiris is eventually seen not to be a pseudo-prophet. Charikles’
acceptance of his interpretation of the oracle brings the story full circle to a happy ending and
justifies the priest’s actions, which at the time might have been seen as deceitful, even if they
successfully led the couple to their fated marriage in Aithiopia.
Kalasiris is a man who will do anything to bring about the will of the gods. This
includes lying, of which he does a good amount in the novel. This is not mendacity for the

sake of mendacity (or Winklerian narrative awareness); rather, for Kalasiris, this is all for the

good of a higher power that guides him through oracles and dreams throughout the

21" H1d.10.18.2: Kai 1y Xopikheta oOv Epuofpott katovedoaca «Tov pev adehodv
gyeguodumv» Een «Tic ypeiag T mAdopa cvvieiong: (“Charikleia blushed, nodded and
answered, ‘I lied in calling him my brother; necessity composed the fiction’”’). HId. 10.37.1:
‘O 3¢ «AMnOT» Eon «mdvta Ta Kot yopnOévia. Anotig £yo Kol dpmag kol Piatog Kol ddtkog
nepl Todtov, AAL” buétepog evepyétno» (“He replied: ‘The accusations are all true. [ am
indeed a thief and a raptor and a violent and an unjust person towards this man: but to you I
am a benefactor’).
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Aithiopika. It might be tempting, however, to look behind this apparent religiosity to some
darker motives that drive Kalasiris to deceive many of the people with whom he comes in
contact. Readers of the novel have been taught the value of reading closely, of looking behind
the facade to the true intentions of characters, such as those of the murderer Knemon. I have
argued in this chapter that Kalasiris should certainly be put on trial by readers; however, if his
motivations and actions are examined carefully, they will end up justifying his innocence,
even in his deceit. He is the opposite of the apparently innocent Knemon by being the

character who appears deceitful, but in reality is not.*'®

5.3 The Red Herring in Modern Detective Narrative

This chapter has suggested that Kalasiris is a red herring character for the reader of
Heliodorus. This type of character is, of course, a staple of modern detective narrative: a
“usual suspect” that fulfills on paper all the criteria for being classified as the main subject of
investigation, criticism, and mistrust.”’’ As we can see from the example below of modern
detective fiction, the red herring constitutes one of the primary narrative techniques that
satisfy the authorial effort to engineer patterns of mistrust and suspicion that are to be
falsified upon a closer look.”

Perhaps the first and most celebrated example of this kind of technique is Agatha
Christie’s The Murder of Roger Ackroyd,”" which exemplifies two narrative strategies: the
framing of the wrong suspect by the main, unreliable narrator and also the absolutely

unexpected twist of the narrator being himself the murderer. Red herring characters serve to

218 1t is also possible that Kalasiris® character may be seen as more than as an exercise in

careful reading and disbelief. For literary exercises in suspending disbelief and their purpose
see Schaper 1978, 5-23.

19 See McQuarrie 1996.

2% For a theoretical approach to the red-herring as a concept (not strictly narratological) see
Currall, Moss, and Stuart 2008, 534—544; for red herrings in detective stories see Barron
2010, 60-77.

21 Christie (1926) 2006.
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help us remain invested in the narrative predicament of a story by overturning our
expectations in the middle of the story and forcing us to keep guessing at possibilities.***

A summary of the Christie’s work is in order here. When the widow, Mrs. Ferrars,
commits suicide, and the wealthy Roger Ackroyd is murdered within a few days, the small
English village of King’s Abbot is more full of gossip than usual. The murder is a source of
incredible bafflement for the incompetent local police. By a rather fortunate chance, however,
the famous detective Hercule Poirot has just moved into King’s Abbot and agrees to take on
the case, even though he has already decided to retire from detective work. Everyone in Mr.
Ackroyd’s household is a suspect, but the main source of suspicion is directed towards Ralph
Paton, Ackroyd’s first stepson, who is nowhere to be found. Ralph is charming but lacks
discipline, naturally leading many to believe him to be the prime suspect. Poirot investigates
the murder with and after the admonition of Dr. James Sheppard, the town doctor and a good
friend of Mr. Ackroyd, who also happens to be the narrator of the story. As Poirot unravels
the case, many secrets, largely around the themes of love and money, come out about each
member of the household. Although every member of the household is a suspect at some
point, the case looks the worst for Mr. Paton. Ralph has several motives, and many clues
point straight at him, but this does not fool Poirot. In a shocking twist at the end, Poirot
discovers that Dr. Sheppard is the killer, even though he is in fact the narrator of the story
(hoping to write of Poirot’s failure, only to admit his own guilt at the very end of the text).
The doctor was blackmailing Mrs. Ferrars for money in return for keeping her secret about
the murder of her husband. Mr. Ackroyd found out about the blackmail through a suicide
letter that Mrs. Ferrars wrote to him. Dr. Sheppard then had to silence Mr. Ackroyd.

Although the correlation between Kalasiris and Ralph Paton is not direct or entirely

proportional, there is a point of significant convergence in the two stories, namely, the

222 For an ingenious analysis of Christie’s work and the issue of narrative control in detective

fiction see Lovitt 1990, 68-85.
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misdirection towards the wrong culprit from the very beginning, based entirely upon false,
prejudicial categories of thought. Christie, like Heliodorus, presents the reader with a
character who might seem like a deceitful charlatan, and yet at the same time does not make
it impossible to see that the red herring is in fact just that when compared to other characters:
the skilled reader must see past the crooked narrative line that confronts her. What is
important to note here is that Mr. Paton also bears significant amounts of guilt for his actions:
his flaws and flight from the crime scene are very real and very puzzling to the reader.
However, they should not be enough for us to hasten towards delivering a verdict on the
actual events. This point is reinforced as the narrative progresses both in Christie and for
Kalasiris in Heliodorus, where characters with similar shortcomings are obviously shown to
be flawed yet proceed to their intended actions owing to some conviction about what they
consider fair rather than from some premeditated malice, even if that conviction is the very
thing that makes them suspicious in the first place.

I have argued that Kalasiris is the red herring of our story, a character with whom we
are encouraged to identify and overestimate as a charlatan in our attempt to decipher the
novel. However, we are also encouraged to take our distance and critically evaluate him in
his attempts to use rhetorical situations to sway people. This critical distance makes us reflect
upon his actions but is ultimately intended to make us lose sight of other more significant and
downplayed actions, like the activities of Knemon and Charikleia. Ultimately, I maintain that
Kalasiris is supposed to be seen as a religiously devout person who, beneath a web of
fabricated stories, is essentially a real and perhaps overeager interpreter of religious and
textual signs, always trying to stay true to his life’s religious purpose. The following chapter
will attempt to shed further light upon the misdirections of the plot of Knemon and Kalasiris
by examining the incredible cunning and perhaps even more nuanced manipulation employed

by the character whom I take to be the main protagonist of the novel: Charikleia.
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CHAPTER 6
CHARIKLEIA’S DECEPTION AND HELIODORUS’ DETECTIVE TENSION

KoAov yap mote kai 10 yeddog, dtav mepelodv To0g Ayovtag undev KatafAGmTy Tovg
axovovtag. (Hld. 1.26.6)

Sometimes even a lie can be good, if it helps those who speak it without harming
those to whom it is spoken.

6.1 Introduction

Upon repeated reading, a stark paradox confronts the reader of the Aithiopika. On the
one hand, the narrative presents us with a chaste, religious, and idealized couple pursuing
virtue, purity, and spiritual union.”** On the other hand, these two idealized protagonists
display repeatedly a penchant for deception, lying, and manipulation that appears problematic
and at times hardly motivated. Scholarship has not let this phenomenon of lying in
Heliodorus pass unnoticed.”** However, discussion of it has been restricted almost
exclusively to Kalasiris, the prophet from Memphis who guides the young couple to
Aithiopia, even though Chapter 5 demonstrated that his lying is much more nuanced than it
may initially seem. Moreover, we have seen also in Chapters 3 and 4 how Knemon is
certainly not as innocent as many have made him out to be. Indeed, he attempts to cover up

his murder of Thisbe through a web of deceit. Here, I intend to shift the focus of this

22 Scholarship has agreed so far almost unanimously that the protagonists of the Aithiopika
are more idealized than in any other surviving ancient novel. See Konstan 1994, 90-98;
Goldhill 1995; Haynes 2003, 73. However, Whitmarsh 2008, 5—7, dismisses the idea of the
ideal novel and substitutes it with the term “less than ideal,” challenging radically its generic
uniformity; also Whitmarsh 2011, especially 117-118, disputing the idea that the Aithiopika
is an ephebic (i.e., socially conforming as a ritual practice reinstating love) romance,
presenting it instead as a peculiar, peripheral endeavor, which should be understood as highly
artificial, partial, and deceptive.

2% Sandy 1982a; Winkler 1982, 97—161; Futre Pinheiro 1987; 1991b, 69—83; Baumbach
1997, 333-341.
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deceptiveness to analyze what I consider to be the main narrative subject in the novel in
Charikleia.**’

So far, this study has analyzed how lying has been thematized in the Aithiopika as a
strategy of misdirection on the parts of both Knemon and Kalasiris. My first argument
regarding Knemon demonstrated that he uses a carefully hidden and devious type of lying in
order to accomplish and conceal the murder of Thisbe. My subsequent argument about
Kalasiris suggests that his lying should be understood as a means to his divinely ordained
religious ends, not as an end in itself or as a metaliterary technique.

In this chapter, I will focus upon Charikleia,”* the novel’s main protagonist, “the
emblem of the text,” and the speaker of the introductory quotation above.**” In what follows,
I hope to examine closely several significant instances of her lying and elaborate on some of
the narrative motivations that may sufficiently explain it as neither malicious (like Knemon’s

lies) nor entirely religiously oriented (like those of Kalasiris). My analysis will explore her

223 For analysis of Charikleia’s personality see Hani 1978, 268—273; Johne 1987, 21-33;
1988, 12—15; 1996; Liviabella Furiani 1989, 43—106; Pernot 1992, 43-51; Egger 1990, 130—
140; Alvarez 2000-2001, 9-17; Haynes 2003, 67—72; Chew 2003, 205-222. De
Temmerman 2014, 246-260, sees her as constantly battling with her emotions, which clash
with her ideal of sophrosyne (Hld. 4.10.3), and believes that this clash exemplifies a profound
ancient polarity between ethos and physis in Heliodorus, with Charikleia’s physis being
constant and unchanging. However, de Temmerman is quick to qualify his statement by
saying that—as Plutarch put it in his ethical treatise On The Delay of Divine Vengeance (De
sera num. 551d, 552b)—sometimes great natures allow for some deviation as to how far
behavior can deviate from innate tendencies, if they need to adapt, but that those exceptions
are marginal and require explanation. See also Lombardi 1997, 387, and Verdegem 2010,
120, for further elaboration on the complications of the Plutarchean position. However, see
Gill 1983, 478-479, where he argues both that Plutarch is not always consistent in following
this distinction and that sometimes physis is too close to ethos and is sometimes even capable
of radical change (cf. Sull. 30.6; Sert. 10.6).

22 For considering this narrative a “novel” instead of a romance see Higg 1983, who
believes that this term is “less liable to implant prejudices as to the nature of the genre.” For a
preference for the term romance as emphasizing “the link between most of them and similar
literature in the West” see Beaton 1989.

*27 For the importance of Charikleia as the symbol of what the Aithiopika stands for see
Girtner 1969, 47-69; Stephens 1994, 713; Whitmarsh 2011, 126, 126n105, referring also to
the work of “Philip the Philosopher,” who defends Heliodorus’ allegory through
“Charikleia’s virtue.”

105



lying from an anthropological perspective that has proven useful for examining other notable

228 .
However, even if she does not

liars in antiquity, such as Odysseus and Penelope in Homer.
lie out of malicious intent, that does not mean she is not good at it. In fact, as I will suggest at
the end of this chapter, Charikleia’s great ability to lie even anticipates certain patterns and
conventions that apply to many “femme fatale” characters in modern detective fiction.

By an anthropological perspective, I mean an examination of lying that covers
“defensive lying” of the sort that Winkler discusses in his work on the Odyssey, that is, lying
as “a policy of systematic and deliberate misdirection, in matters great and small, in order to
protect oneself in a social environment full of enemies and charged with unremitting
suspicion.”**’ As this chapter will demonstrate, Charikleia’s falsehoods fit this description of
defensive lying. In each instance that we will examine, Charikleia lies not simply to fabricate
a false story, but rather to protect herself and Theagenes in a world where, as we have
previously seen, it is hard to trust anyone. After all, even a seemingly foolish character like
Knemon can turn out to be a crafty murderer.

I will first examine events in Book 1 to show both Charikleia’s motivations for lying
under duress and her effectiveness at it. Then, I will turn to Books 2—4 to analyze further
what Charikleia feels she needs to protect most of all, i.e., her chastity, as well as to provide
more evidence illustrating her rhetorical prowess. An examination of her lying in Book 5 will
demonstrate the way in which Charikleia uses lying defensively to ward off advances by
multiple pirates. Finally, we will closely examine the motivations of Charikleia’s lying
during the reunion and recognition scenes in Aithiopia between her and her parents. This

survey of Charikleia’s lies will show that, while she certainly knows how to dissimulate her

228 Winkler 1990; Buchan 1996; Buchan 2004.

> Winkler 1990, 135. On defensive lying in this sense see also Campbell 1964; du Boulay
1976. For further motivations for lying in the Odyssey see Scodel 1998, 1-17. For similar
understanding of lying, from a philosophically analytic perspective see Carson 2010, building
upon the interesting definition of lying found in Carson 2006, 284306, following after
Nyberg 1993 and contra Griffiths 2004.
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thoughts and use words to deceive others, she does so not out of any maliciousness but only

in order to protect herself, Theagenes, and her chastity.

6.2 The Defensive Lying of Charikleia
The Aithiopika initiates us into its narrative, as Chapter 2 showed, through a puzzling
shipwreck of scattered dead bodies along with the remnants of a battle and a symposium.
This scene presents the reader with the split perspective of both the bandits and the
omniscient narrator. After the description of this fableau vivant, we are left puzzled and eager
to learn more. As the bandits approach the young couple, they are further surprised to see a
young girl of Artemis-like stature wearing a bow and hugging a wounded man passionately.
This further puzzle induces them to approach more closely in order better to assess the
situation. These are the first words that Charikleia utters when the bandits are within hearing
distance:
... «el P&V e1dmAa TV KEWWEVDV €0TE,» PNOTV «OVK €V OlKN TapeVoyAeite NUIv- ol puev
YOp TAEIGTOL XEPOi TOIG AAAAWV Avipnode, doot 88 TPOG NUAY, AUHVNG VOU® Kol
gxdkiag thg gic cmppocvuvny VPpewg temdvbate: €l o€ Tiveg TV (DVTOV £0TE,
ANOTPIKOG HeEV VUiV MG Eotkev O Bilog, €ig kapov 08 fikeTe: ADoATE TV TEPIEGTNKOTOV
AAyeEV@dV eOVE T® Ko’ MUV Opdpa TO Tepi NUAG Katactpéyoavtes.» (HId. 1.3.1)
“If you are the phantoms of the fallen,” she said, “you have no right to disturb us.
Most of you were slain by one another’s hands. Those that were killed by us, you
suffered it in self-defense and in retribution for your assault on chastity. But if you are
among the living, your life appears to be one of brigandry and your appearance is
timely. Deliver us from the pains that surrounds us and bring our drama to an end by
killing us!”
Is it really the case that the heroine believes that these bandits may be ghosts? Or is it just the
author’s way of pointing out her rhetorical prowess in order to exaggerate her despair and get
pity from the bandits? Even a reader coming upon this passage for a first time might have

doubts about Charikleia’s sincerity here. Although her words would certainly seem to suggest

genuine fear and emotion at the possibility of being overcome by ghosts or bandits, the
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paragraph just before showed very explicitly that she is not in the least concerned by the
presence of the bandits, who are apparently easy to identify as such from their weapons:
Ktbdmov 8¢ mepuymoavtog kol thic €€ adTdv oK18G TOIG 0QOUALOIG TOPEUTEGOVONG
dvévevsey 1) k0pn koi idodoa ad0ig émévevoe, Tpdc pdv o dnodeg TG ypotdg Koi To
ANoTpoV THg SYems £v OTAOIG SEKVLUEVTG OVOE KATO LIKPOV EKTTAYEToO, TPOG O
v Oepaneiov Tod Kewévov mhocav sovtnyv tpéyaca. (Hld. 1.2.8)
Once their stamping resonated, and the shadows they cast fell across the girl’s eyes,
she looked up, saw them, and looked down again, quite unperturbed by the
unaccustomed color and robber-like appearance, obvious by their weapons, turning
herself wholly to the tending of the prostrate man.
Charikleia sees the bandits coming, but she is not concerned in the slightest by their bizarre
and “robber-like appearance,” instead looking down quickly at her wounded Theagenes. This
description of her actions hardly seems compatible with her subsequent greeting of the
robbers quoted above. It seems more likely, in fact, that she notices their robber-like
appearance and feels compelled to dissimulate her thoughts, pretending that they are ghosts
and feigning her own desire to die (HId. 1.2.4) in order to elicit sympathy from figures who
clearly appear hostile to her. Her lying here is therefore not in any way aggressive but
completely motivated by her desire to preserve herself and her injured lover Theagenes.
Even though the bandits take the two into captivity without harming them, Charikleia
and Theagenes are far from being safe. Thyamis falls in love with his captive and soon claims
publicly that Charikleia should be his lawful wife. Charikleia must think fast if she is not only
to repel the advances of the bandit king, but also to rescue Theagenes, who would surely be
in trouble if Thyamis found out that he was Charikleia’s husband-to-be. She reacts in the

following way:

Kol 01 Tote TPOG TOV BvaY AvTOTNoac Kol TAEOV 1| TPOTEPOV ADTOV TA KOAAEL
kataotpdyaca... (Hld. 1.21.3)

Eventually she looked Thyamis full in the face and her beauty dazzled him even more
now...
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As she will do several times throughout the novel, Charikleia here makes use of her ability to
dissemble her thoughts, varying her appearance so as to appear most beautiful to her captor.
She is a girl who is fully aware of how her beauty affects the judgment of others. It is not just
her looks, however, but her intelligence that allows her to preserve herself and Theagenes
from danger, as the beginning of her tale demonstrates:

"Eott o1 T mepi U@V To180e Yévog pév Ecpev “loveg, Epecimv 6& 1d npdta
YEYOVOTES Kol AUEIOAAETG HVTEG, VOOV TOVG TOL0VTOVS KAAODVTOG iepaTedELy, £Y® HEV
Aptémdoc ATOImVOG 88 0DpOG AdeAPOC 0DTog Ehayydvouey. Eneteiov 8¢ tfig Tiufic
ovomng Kai Tod ypdvov TAnpovpévov Bempiav gig AfjAov fyopev &vBa pLovckols te Kai
YOUVIKOVG ay®vag otfnoesOat kai v iepocvuvny dnobhicechot Katd Tt mdtprov
guéddopev. [...] "Ev pévov aitd koi 80 & Ovapt: cuyy®pnoov gig 46Tu e TpOTEPOV
EABodoav, 1 EvBa Popog 1 vaog ATOAA®VL VEVOLLGTOL, TNV 1Ep®GHVIY KOl TO TOVTNG
amoBécbot cvpuPora. BéEdtiov pev yap eig Méppty, dtov Kol TV TV avaktion tg
npoepnteiog: oVT®G av O Yapog evbupdTEpOV dyorto vikn cuvantdpuevog kol éml
KATOpOOLLEVOLG TEAOVUEVOG €l OE KOl TPOTEPOV, £V GOl KATAAEIT® TNV GKEYLV: HLOVOV
tedecOein pot to métpia TpdTEpOv. Kai 01da m¢ émvevselg iepoi te 8k maidwv, Mg
ONG, dvaxeipevog kal To mepi ToVg Beovg dotov dmocepviveov. (HId 1.22.2, 6-7)

Our story is this: we are of lonian descent; we were born in the first place to Ephesian
parents, and, as blessed with affluence, tradition calls upon such people as ourselves
to undertake divine service: I became a priestess of Artemis, and my brother here a
priest of Apollo. The office is held for a year, and as our tenure was drawing to an
end, we were leading a sacred embassy to Delos, where we were to organize musical
and athletic competitions and resign our office as dictated by an ancestral custom.
[...] Just one thing I request, and you should grant it, Thyamis. First, allow me to go
to a town or some other place where there is an altar or shrine to Apollo, and there to
lay aside my priesthood and its insignia. It would be preferable to do this at Memphis,
where you regained your rightful place as high priest, for then the marriage would be
celebrated with better cheer, linked with victory, and consummated in success.
Whether it is to happen sooner, I leave it to you to decide. Only let me perform the
rites that are customary in my country first. I know you will agree, for, as you say,
you have been destined for divine service since childhood and you hold in reverent
regard the worship of the gods.

Charikleia’s story is almost pure fiction: Theagenes is neither her brother (as is made clear
right away in Book 1) nor a priest of Apollo, and they are certainly not nobility of Ephesos.
Here we can see that she is a skilled liar, as her falsehoods respect the most basic premise of

lying, namely, the detail-oriented character of the imparted information, which guarantees
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verisimilitude and eventually persuasion.>’ She is also intelligent enough to ask them to wait
for her to put aside her priesthood before they consummate the marriage, even offering
Thyamis the choice “to decide” whether it should be sooner. She even appeals to Thyamis’
own past as the high priest of Memphis in order to direct their voyage towards their ultimate
goal of reaching Aithiopia. In short, it is a perfect Odyssean tale. Yet this does not mean that
she has any malicious intent behind what she tells Thyamis and the bandits. Charikleia needs
to buy herself some time before the wedding that Thyamis proposes, while at the same time
ensuring that no harm comes to Theagenes. This is defensive lying par excellence.

It is no surprise, then, that Charikleia’s words are effective:

Tov 0¢ mapdviov ol pev GAAOL TAVTES EMNVOLV Kol TPATTELY 0VTMG EKEAELOV TE KOl

Etolpmg &xewv €ROwv, Emnvet 6& kail 0 VoIS EKOV TE TO PHEPOS Kol AKV: VIO PV THG

nepl v Xapikieav émbopiog kol TV Tapodcay OGPov ATEPAVTOV ¥pOvoL UHKOG 1g

VIEPBESY YOVUEVOS, DTIO O TAV AOYWV BOTEP TIVOG GEPTIVOG KEKNANUEVOS KOl TPOG

10 meifecbon katnvaykaouévoc. (Hld. 1.23.1-2)

Everyone present commended her request and urged Thyamis to do as she asked, with

loud cheers for their readiness. Thyamis also approved, half willing and half

unwilling. So aflame was he with desire for Charikleia that even one hour’s

postponement seemed an eternity of waiting, but he was bewitched by her words as if

by a siren and was compelled to assent.
Charikleia uses her allure to protect her chastity for the time being. Although the reader
might not be aware of her abilities at this point (much as he or she would not know of
Charikleia’s skill with the bow in slaughtering the pirates on the beach), a careful reader
would be able to sense that Charikleia is not a simple damsel in distress—something that she
shares, as we will see, with the women in modern detective fiction, who are often on an equal
intellectual footing with the male characters.

After such an extensive lie, Theagenes demands an explanation from Charikleia for

the ease with which she lies and accepts Thyamis’ proposal. Charikleia’s responses during

this private discussion with Theagenes give us access to her thoughts about lying and provide

230 On the issue of verisimilitude see Barthes 1986, 141-148; Scodel 1999, 9-14.
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evidence that she does so not out of any malevolence but to protect herself and Theagenes
from danger. She tells him first not to be “suspicious” (3t vmoyiog) of her “from words that
were expedient and told out of some necessity” (8k AOY®OV EmKoIp®V Kol TPOS TL YPELDOEG
eipnuévov). “They are in hard times” (dvotuyeiv), she explains, and this is what caused her to
promise herself to Thyamis (Hld. 1.25.3—4). In other words, Charikleia was constrained by
the difficult circumstances to lie. Yet her explanation is still not enough for Theagenes, who
asks her again, “What was the purpose of that pretty speech of yours?”” (Ti obv 8Bovretd Got
Ta TG KoATig Onunyopiog €keivng; HId. 1.25.5). Charikleia then explains the urgency of the
situation and why she had to respond as she did:
‘Opunyv yép, dg oicOa, kpotodong émbvpiog pym pev dvtitumog émeivel, Aoyog 88
elkov kal Tpog TO PovAnpa cLVTPEXOV THYV TPOTNY Kol (Eovoav gopav E0TEINE Kal TO
Kdtodv Thic 0péEemc 1@ MOET T g Emayyehag katevvace. [Ipmtny yap, ®G olpat, TElpov
o1 AypotKdTEPOV EPMVTES TNV VTOCYESY VOUILOVGL, Kol KPOTEV GO THG Emaryyeliog
NyoOUEVOL TPAOTEPOV O1AYOVGLY £l TAV EATIOWV GOAELOVTEC. A O1) KOl VTN
npounBovpévn toig Adyotg Epavtny €edounv. (Hld. 1.26.3—4)
For, as you know, a rigid fight only aggravates the force of overpowering desire,
whereas an answer which is meek and considerate to one’s intent can curb the first
and fervent eruption of desire and soothe away the pangs of lust with the sweet taste
of a promise given. Lovers of the more boorish sort, it seems to me, consider a
declaration of promise as the first success and, since they consider this promise as a
proof of conquest, they act with much more composure, anchored by their hopes. It
was with this forethought that I promised myself to him in words.
Although this passage might seem more fitting for a rhetorical treatise than the words of a
heroine in an Ancient Greek novel, Charikleia’s point is to show the extent of the danger that
she is in and how lying was the most effective manner of dealing with it, which serves as a
more than adequate motivation for her display of deviousness. In order to avoid the danger
that comes from a lover “of the more boorish sort,” she must tame “the force of [his]
overpowering desire” with false promises. As we will see below, her speech here is also a

warning to Theagenes on how to curb the desirer’s wishes and how to offer promises that will

deflect the threatening predicaments ahead of them, which is advice that Theagenes will
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eventually follow when they are captured by Hydaspes and the Aithiopians (Hld. 9.25.2),
even if he is reluctant at first in front of queen Arsake (Hld. 8.6.4).

Yet perhaps the most explicit statement regarding Charikleia’s rationalization for
lying comes immediately after the previous passage:

TOAAG pio uépa Kol dvo nonmg £€0ocav TV €ig Ga)rnpiow Kol ﬂ')xou napEoyov O
BovAdig dvBpwmot pupiong ovk EEedpov. TodTo TOL Kot avTh TO Tapov snwowug
VIEPeBEUNY T TPOOINAQ TOTG AONAOLG StaKpoucsaugvn DuLaKTEOV 0DV, O YAVKDTOTE,
KaBdmep méAoiopa T TAACHE Kol olynTtéov 00 TPOg TOVG GAAOVS HOVOV GAANL Kol
pog avtov Kvijpova: gikavipomog pev yap €ott mepi fudg kol "EAAny, dAL’
alUAA®TOG Kol T KpoTodVTL TAEOV &V oUT® TOYT, Yoplovpevos. Obte yop @iiiog
¥pOVoG ovTe dyyloteiog Becprog Evéyvpov MUl axpieg Thg miotemg avTod TG TEpi
NuaG didwot: 610 Kav €K TIvog Iovoiag Emyahon TOTE TOV NUETEPWV, APVNTEOV TV
npotnv. KaAiov yép mote kai 1o yeddoc, tav d@elodv Tovg AEyovTag UNoEV
KatafAdmntn tovg dkovovtag. (Hld. 1.26.4-6)

A day or two can often do much for our salvation, and chance can bring to pass what
men have failed to find out with a thousand counsels. So, you see how in my case |
have put off immediate threats and averted certainties with uncertainties. We should
maintain, my love, this fiction as our fighting chance and keep it secret, not just from
the others but from Knemon, too. I know he has been kind to us, I know he is a Greek,
but he is a captive and will try to ingratiate himself with his master, if he can. We
have neither a long friendship nor a close connection to give us a firm guarantee of
his reliability, so even if his suspicions lead him to light upon the truth about us, our
first reaction must be to deny it. Sometimes even a lie can be good, if it helps those
who speak it without harming those to whom it is spoken.
I want to note two things here. The first is that Charikleia seems to distrust Knemon,
something that is possibly telling about her very astute reading of his character and his
reliability (or lack thereof) that was discussed in Chapters 3—4. What is more important for
our present purposes is how she essentially sees the necessity of lying in cases where “certain
dangers” are present. As she puts it, “this fiction™ is their only “fighting chance” against such
threats; in fact, according to her, “even a lie can be good” in such circumstances, as long as it
does not “harm those to whom it is spoken.” We can see from this passage that the only lying

that Charikleia deems appropriate is the kind which wards off dangers—and then only when

it does not harm the person to whom the lie is told. This sort of lying is anything but
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malicious. Therefore, from the very start of the novel, Heliodorus establishes Charikleia as
someone who can lie, and lie well, but only when circumstances compel her.

Although it is obvious from the start that Charikleia would do anything to protect her
lover, it is only in Book 2 that we can fully come to understand another important facet of her
character that she needs to protect with her falsehoods, namely, her chastity. We can get a
glimpse of this in the first interaction between her father Charikles and the priest Kalasiris:

AM abtn TotodTn T1¢ ovoa Amel pe My dviotov: dnnydpevtan yap adTh Yapog
Kol wapBevevey 1OV Tavta Piov drateiveton kai tf) Aptépdt {dkopov ovtnv
gmdodoa OMparg 0 ToAAL oyordlet kai dokel ToEeiay. 'Epol 0¢ éotv 0 Biog
apOpNTOC EATicaVTL HEV AdEAPTG EULOVTOD TTadl TAOTHV EKOMGEY Kol LAAa Y AoTEID
Kai yapievit Adyov Te koi §00¢ veavioke, dmotuyyévovtt 8 S1d THY TavTng dmnvi
kpiow. Obte yop Oepanedmv ovte EnayyeAAOIEVOG OVTE AOYIGLOVG AVOKIVAV TETGOL
deduvn AL, GALYL TO YOAETMOTATOV TOIG EHOTG, TO TOD AOYOV, KaT EHOD KEYPMTOL
TTEPOIG KOl TNV €K AOY®V ToALTEpiaY, TV TOWIANY £300EAUNV TPOC KATOGKEVLT|V TOD
1OV dprotov Npficbor Blov, Emavateiveronr Ekbetdlovca pev mapbeviav kai £yydg
afavdtov dnopaivovca, dypoviov Koi dknpatov kol ddidpbopov dvoudlovaa. |...]
neioov 1| Adyoig 7 Epyols yvmpicat TV EaVThc OV Kol 8Tt yuvn) Yéyovev gidéval.
BovAopéve 6¢ oot 10 mpdypa phdtov: obte Yap ATPOCHIKTOG EKEVI TPOG TOVG
Aoyiovg TV Avop®dV AALL TO TAETGTOV TOVTOLG GLVOIAOG EmapBevevdn kol oiknotv
oikel ot v avtv évtavba. (HId. 2.33.4-6)

Yet for all her qualities, she is afflicting me with an incurable distress. She has
renounced marriage and is proclaiming that she will stay a virgin all her life; she has
dedicated herself to the sacred service of Artemis and spends most of her time hunting
and practicing archery. My life is unbearable: I had hoped to marry her to my sister’s
son, a pleasant young man in speech and disposition, but my hopes have been
thwarted by her cruel decision. I have been unable to persuade her with soft words,
promises, and reasoned arguments. But the worst part is that I am, as the saying goes,
hoist with my own petard: she makes great play with that subtlety in argument whose
various forms I taught her as a basis for choosing the best way of life. Virginity is her
god, and she has elevated it to the level of the immortals, pronouncing it without
stain, without impurity, without corruption. [...] Persuade her by words or deeds to
acknowledge her own nature and realize that she is a woman now. It is something you
could do with no difficulty if you set your mind to it, for she is not unfamiliar with
men of learning—in fact, she has passed most of her virgin life in their company—
and she shares the same dwelling with you there.

This passage presents an overview of Charikleia’s character before she undertakes her
adventures with Theagenes, illuminating her original desires, skills, and motivations. It is
clear that Charikles is resolutely intent on having his daughter marry, and her decision to

negate her nature and consequently a husband has caused him much distress. In fact,
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Charikleia is committed to her religious role to such an extent that she refuses to
acknowledge herself as a woman altogether. Charikles is at a loss, moreover, because
Charikleia has turned his rhetoric against him, using “subtlety in argument” to “hoist him
with his own petard,” thus incapacitating his argumentative force. Charikleia is an educated
young woman, having lived her whole life in the “company of scholars” and being well
versed in their dialectic exchange.”®' It would thus seem that Charikleia is not only deeply
religious and committed to maintaining her chastity above all else but also highly trained in
rhetorical argumentation, which as we saw proved useful in the situation with Thyamis, just
as it will in other instances that we will examine below.

Once Kalasiris helps Theagenes carry off Charikleia from her home, she has to ensure
that Theagenes leaves her purity intact, and at the first moment that they are in the clear, she
turns to Kalasiris when he is about to leave them for a little while and says:

«Q narep, dduciog. ..apyn Todto pdilov 8& mpodociac, £l pdvny oiyfon pe
KatoMmdv, Osayével Td ko’ IO EMTPEYOC, 0VOE EVVONCELS O ATIGTOV €iG
QLAOKTV £PUCTNG €1 YEVOLTO TAV EPOTIKAV £YKPATNG Kol 00y HKIOTO TGV KATOOECHL
Suvapévav povoduevog. Avagiéystat yép, g otpot, TALoV 8Tov EVEL TPOUA OV
BAémn 0 mobovpevov Tpokeipevov, Hote 00 TPOTEPOV GE HeBinu mpiv 61 pot TV 1€
TapOVIOV €veko Kol Tt HAALOV TOV HEAAOVTOV OpK® TPOg Oayévny TO ACOAAES
gunedwhein dg oBte OAAcEL T0 APpoditnc mpdTePOV T YEVOG T Kai 01KOV TOV
Nuétepov moraPeiv 1, einep t0T0 KOAVEL Saipmv, AL’ oDV Y& mavime fovAopévny
yovaiko moteicOat i undaudc.» (Hld. 4.18.4-5)

“Father...it will be the beginning of iniquity, or should I say betrayal, if you go off
and leave me alone in Theagenes’ care, considering what an untrustworthy guardian a
lover makes if he is in charge of the object of his desire, and is not in the slightest
constrained by those who can shame him. The flames of his passion burn higher, I
think, when he sees the object of his desire lying defenseless in front of him. So I
shall not let you go until I have Theagenes’ sworn word as a guarantee of my safety
both for the present and, even more importantly, for the future. Let him swear that he
will have no erotic contact with me before I regain my home and people; or else, if
some divinity prevents this, at least let it be that he will make me his wife either with
my full consent or not at all.”

Charikleia clearly wastes no time in making sure that her virginity remains unviolated, at

least until they reach their destination. Although Charikleia loves Theagenes, she is still

21 Cf. HId. 3.19.3: 098¢ 8Ahog 006a TpdS TO AdYI0V YEVOS BITPOCUIKTOC.
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suspicious of him, prompting her to use her ability to manipulate in order to protect her
chastity. She knows that Kalasiris’ religiosity would compel him to agree to this arrangement,
as he had before told her that the only solution to her apparent desire for Theagenes is that the
two young lovers should get married (Hld. 4.10.6). Moreover, the rider at the end of this
passage gives Charikleia even more protection and control, since if they do not get to
Aithiopia, Theagenes will have sworn not to marry her without her explicit consent.
Charikleia’s persuasiveness is in full effect yet again, and Kalasiris’ response indicates that
her speech has had the desired result: “I found this speech quite admirable and decided
without demur that it should be done as she asked” (Epod 6¢ ta gipnpéva Bovpdoavtog kol
obtm momrtéov sivon mhvtmg émikpivavtog, Hld. 4.18.6). Early on in their journey, then,
Charikleia shows her capacity for manipulative, if defensive, rhetoric.

Charikleia’s need to protect her chastity by lying does have an ancient precedent in
the character of Penelope in Homer’s Odyssey.>* Indeed, Heliodorus’ connection of
Charikleia to Penelope is subtle yet unmistakable in the Aithiopika, as we can see in the
message that Odysseus sends from his wife Penelope to Kalasiris in his sleep that he is then
to pass on to Charikleia:

«TnV KOPNV 8¢ fjv dyelg mopd thg EURC YOUETRG TpoOoEUTE: Yaipev yYap ot e ot 0101t

navtov Enimpocbev dysl TV cOEPOcLVNV Kol TEAOG aVTH OeE10V evayyeAleTaL.»

(HId. 5.22.3)

“Give this message from my wife to the daughter that accompanies you: she tells her

to cheer up, since she esteems chastity before all things, and promises that her story

has a happy ending.”
The relay of information suggests that Heliodorus is intentionally suggesting to the reader
that there is a connection between his heroine and Homer’s. Although Charikleia’s lying is

perhaps more expansive and creative, it would seem that even the author of the novel himself

sees a precedent for Charikleia’s actions in Penelope’s defensive lying to protect her chastity

2 For Penelope’s cunning and undeniable ability to lie or manipulate truths see Emlyn-Jones

1984, 3—7; Winkler 1990, 129-161; Buchan 2004, 173-190; Céasseres 2015, 35-36.
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from her many suitors.”>> Making the connection to Charikleia’s literary predecessor explicit
through this message allows Heliodorus further to strengthen not only Charikleia’s devotion
to her chastity, but also the idea that her lying to protect it is not malicious but in fact
defensive like Penelope’s.

As we have seen, Charikleia is motivated by two factors: her own safety, both from
danger and from sexual advances, and that of Theagenes. These themes recur throughout the
rest of the novel. For example, once they are on their way with Kalasiris, their ship is
overtaken by Cretan pirates (Hld. 5.23-25). Charikleia is seen by Trachinus, the pirate
captain who has had his eye on her since their last port of departure. He confesses his love for
her, claiming that his purpose in capturing her ship was to make her his queen (HId. 5.26.1).
Here is Kalasiris’ narration of Charikleia’s reaction:

N 8¢ (EotL yap ypfLa copmTatov) Kapov d100éc0at dpactplog dua o€ Tt Kol Thg

gUfg VoONKNG AvHovsa, TO KATNPES £K TAV TEPLEGTNKOTMV TOD PAEUUATOC

AmEcKEVAGUEVT Kol TPOG TO Emaywyotepov EkPracapévy... (Hld. 5.26.2)

Charikleia, this most clever being, ever quick to manage a situation, but also in part

implementing my own suggestion, discarded the downcast visage caused by her

present situation, and forced herself towards a more seductive expression...
Although Kalasiris seems to take some credit for Charikleia’s ability to disguise her true
feelings, even he admits that she seems innately talented at such dissembling, knowing how
to cast off her downtrodden visage and adopt a “more seductive expression.” It is clear from
this passage that she is not shy about using her sexuality to achieve her ends. However, it is
also important to acknowledge that she seems “forced” (éxpracapévn) into it by
circumstances. She does not enjoy it, in other words, but knows that it is the right thing to do
at that moment if she is to protect herself and Theagenes. After she pleads for Theagenes’ life

as a proof of the captain’s affection, pretending once again that he is her brother, “she fell and

clasped [Trachinus’] knees in prolonged supplication,” allowing him to “take pleasure in her

33 For Penelope’s defensive lying see Winkler 1990, 129-161.
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embraces” (T0ig YOVOOL TPOGEMTTEY Kol £lxeT0 €Ml TAEIGTOV iKeTEVOVOA. .. TOD Tpoyivov Taig
nepimAokaic Evipvedvtoc, Hld. 5.26.3). Charikleia will clearly go to whatever lengths to
manipulate Trachinus’ feelings in order to protect herself and her lover, even if it means
degrading herself in such a way.

In order to escape from their present situation, Kalasiris tricks Trachinus’ second-in-
command, Pelorus, into believing that Charikleia is in love with him. This causes a disruption
at the ceremony, and a battle ensues, with Charikleia and Theagenes killing many of the
pirate’s crew. This is where the novel begins in medias res, with the passages discussed at the
beginning of this chapter, which established for the reader Charikleia’s ability to lie when the
situation demands it.

The next instance when Charikleia is forced to lie comes in Book 7, when she and
Theagenes are being held captive by the Persian queen Arsake, who thinks that the pair are
brother and sister, as Charikleia whispered to Theagenes to tell the queen (HId. 7.12.7).
Arsake is very much infatuated with Theagenes and sends her nurse to act as a go-between to
make Theagenes aware of the queen’s intentions. After several rejections, Charikleia realizes
that the situation might turn against herself and Theagenes if Arsake does not get what she
desires. Thus, at Hld. 7.18.3, when Arsake requests Theagenes’ presence in her chambers,
Charikleia first advises Theagenes to avoid presenting obvious resistance to her and to
pretend to be willing to obey her in everything she requests. He is still unconvinced,
however, and Charikleia addresses him again in the following passage:

«Q Oebyevecy, iéksysv N Xapikiela, «6 p&v daipmv toodTa MUV Tpo&evel T

evTVYNUATO &V 01G TAEOV £0TL TO KOK®DG TPATTELY THG d0KOVONG ELTPAYING: TATV GALY

GUVETMV Y€ €0TL Kol T0 SLOTVY LT EK TAV EVOVTOV TTPOG TO BEATIoTOV dlatiBechat.

Eil pév ovv &xeig yvouny kai tedeiog dpacat 10 Epyov ovk Exm AEyev: KaiTol Y& 00K

av GN(péSpa dteveybeica el mavTmg MUV &v ToUTE 10 odlecBan kai pun nepireinetar. Ei

0¢ €0 o1V dtomov dokUALelS TO aiTtovpEVOV AAAL G0 Y€ TAATTOV TO
ovykatotifesOat kal tpépav Emayyeiiong The PapPdpov v Ope&v vepBicecty

VIOTEUVE TO TPOS 05D TL KB’ MUdV PovAevcacBat, Epndvvav EATio kol
KATOUAAATTOV DTOGYEGEL TOD Bupod TO PAeypaivov: gikdg Tva Kol AVoty Oedv
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BovAncel TOV PeTAED Ypovov dmotexelv. AAML’ & Ocdyeveg, dmog un &k TG HEAETNG
€1g 10 aioypov 10D Epyov katoloOnonc.» (HId. 7.21.3—4)

“So, Theagenes, the divinity procures this sort of good fortune which includes more
adversity than any apparent prosperity. Nevertheless, sensible people ought to make
the best they can of their misfortunes in the present circumstance. Whether you intend
to carry this business through to the full, I cannot say; and indeed I should not have
felt greatly upset if it were the one and only issue on which our life or death
depended. But even if, to your credit, you consider this request abhorrent,
nevertheless pretend to agree to it. Feed this barbarian woman’s desire with promises,
undercutting with deferments any sort of harsh thoughts she may have against us,
soothing her with hope and softening with promise the fiery heat of her indignation. It
is probable that, with the gods’ help, a solution might be brought about in the
meanwhile. But please, Theagenes, do not slip down from the rehearsal to the
disgrace of its actual performance.”
As Charikleia says, they are once again faced with misfortunes that they must make the best
of by lying, just as they previously did in Book 1, when she appears to agree to Thyamis’
wedding in order to keep herself and Theagenes safe. This time, however, she advises
Theagenes to do as she has previously done, that is, to pretend to give in to a suitor’s
demands and delay until some solution should present itself. This sort of lying would, as
before, clearly be defensive, as Charikleia is worried that, if Theagenes does not give himself
over to Arsake, the queen will turn spiteful, and so he must “undercut...any sort of harsh
thoughts” (bmotepve 10 TpoOg OEV) against the two of them. This is not by any means lying for
the sake of lying, but a lie to preserve Charikleia and Theagenes until a method of escape can
be found.

After Arsake’s suicide and the siege of Syene in Book 9, where the queen’s husband
Oroodndates is defeated, Charikleia and Theagenes are led with the rest of the Persian
prisoners to Meroe, the capital of Aithiopia. On their way there, because of their astounding
beauty, Charikleia and Theagenes are chosen to be the sacrificial human victims of the
Aithiopians, who persist in a habit of human sacrifice after any great victory. In spite of the

ominous prospect of their sacrifice, Charikleia retains a cheerful optimism about the eventual

recognition by her mother and positive outcome of their audience with the Aithiopian
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public.>** Her sincere belief, as she makes clear to Theagenes in Book 9, was that the
motherly nature of Persinna will eventually prevent their sacrifice (HId. 9.24.8). Once they
arrive at Meroe, the sacrificial victims need to have their chastity tested by stepping on a
heated golden bar of an altar: only if they are revealed to be impure, can they be sacrificed to
the Sun. After the trial, both young lovers are proven to be pure, and hence the sacrifice is
stopped as unacceptable and impure by the head of the sacrificial procession and leader of the
Gymnosophists, Sisimithres. In the presence of Sisimithres, Charikleia displays a recollection
of his name and gains the courage to reveal her identity. Once she does reveal her identity
through her tokens, everything goes according to plan: she is embraced by both of her parents
in spite of her different skin and is allowed to remain alive, while the Aithiopians are
supposed to look for a sacrificial substitute for her.

However, trouble begins for Charikleia once she is required to explain her
relationship with Theagenes, who previously claimed to be her brother (HId. 9.25.2).
Hydaspes poses the question of Theagenes’ relationship to her succinctly, and this is how
Charikleia responds:

Kai 1) Xapikiela ovv Epuonpatt katavedoaoa « TOV HEV AdeApov yevaaunvy Epn
«f|g ypetog 10 mAdoua cuvleiong...» (HId. 10.18.2)

Charikleia, with a blush, lowered her eyes. “I lied when I said he was my brother,”
she said, “composing this falsehood due to necessity...”

What is made clear in this passage, as it has been throughout the novel, is that when it comes
to Charikleia’s lying, it is always “due to necessity” (tfig ypeiag), that is, to defend herself
whether from danger or in situations of intense suspicion. It is not clear why she feels entirely
compelled to be suspicious of her own parents, given that she has already been recognized by

them as their daughter, but perhaps after so much time traveling in a constant state of

P4 HId. 10.7.3: 1y Xopikheto 88 kai padpd 16 TpocdT® Kol HESIOVTL GUVEXES T KO BTEVEC

eig v Ilepoivvay dpopdaoa.
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uncertainty and amid dangerous people and situations, she has trouble trusting anyone until
she is absolutely sure of their intentions.

Knemon lies maliciously to manipulate others and get away with murder. Kalasiris
lies because he believes that the gods would want him to do so. Charikleia’s lies are a bit
harder to parse. She is clearly skilled at lying just like Knemon. At the same time, she is also
religiously devoted to her chastity, something for which she receives praise throughout the
narrative. By approaching from an anthropological angle the situations where she lies, it
becomes possible to understand that her lies are neither due to malice nor because she feels
compelled by a higher power; rather, Charikleia lies because she is forced by necessity, i.e.,
by the dangers of the situation to herself or Theagenes. It might seem that she lies more than
a typical, idealized heroine in an ancient Greek novel would; as we have seen, however, she

is motivated in each instance by the need to survive.

6.3 Conclusions: Charikleia and the Women of Detective Fiction

Charikleia’s ability to lie—and lie well—using both her intelligence and her
irresistible appearance is something that becomes a prominent characteristic of several female
characters in modern detective fiction.””> These modern heroines assume a leading role
alongside the male detective, challenging his authority and leaving the reader puzzled
regarding their motivations. Of course, their lying seems at times aggressive and uncalled for.
However, this is often not the case in reality, and the reader must turn the pages to find their
true motivations.

An indicative example comes from Collins’ pioneering The Policeman and the Cook
(1881), in which the cook, Priscilla Thurlby, is a woman who escapes the final punishment

and sets the standard for the cunning woman getting away with murder while pointing out the

3 For a comprehensive overview of the role of the female protagonists in the detective novel

see Craig and Cadogan 1981, 15-22, and Harrington 2005, 13-28.
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failure of the detective in the story. Collins thematizes there the motif of “the least likely
person,” a narrative strategy that became common later on. Yet Ms. Thurlby kills her boss
because he traumatized her enough (it is not clear how) that she could see murder as her only
option.

The most characteristic and famous story of this kind comes from Sir Arthur Conan
Doyle’s A Scandal in Bohemia (1891). Conan Doyle has Sherlock Holmes take on as a client
a mysterious woman named Irene Adler, who entrusts him with a mission of protecting a
photo of her with the King of Scandinavia. Holmes ends up becoming infatuated with Ms.
Adler, however. “She has the face of the most beautiful of women, and the mind of the most

236
resolute of men,”

as he says, and this results in Holmes underestimating her, as well as
failing her as his client. His failure was Ms. Adler’s plan all along, however, as she was
assaulted by the King and seeks to get revenge on men in general. The novel ends with her
leaving a letter behind, explaining how she had outwitted Holmes.

What is important about both of these stories is the fact that, although the women
included in them seem to display an outstanding capacity to lie, this capacity stems from
deep-seated motives, such as concerns about social status (as in the case of The Cook) or
actual sexual assault by a dominant male (as in the case of The Scandal in Bohemia). Has a
secret affair or sexual assault happened at earlier stages of their lives, compelling these
women of crime fiction to distract the male detective from finding the perpetrator of a crime,
so that they can find him and deliver justice themselves? That is the role of the reader to
determine. However, the one thing that stands out about all these characters is their ability to
lie and manipulate the men in the story. Their lies, very much like Charikleia’s, are not

unmotivated but are rather enforced by hidden motives, such as sexual assault or social issues

(class hatred and poverty). At times, such lying might seem to be done without much

3% Conan Doyle 1891, 166.
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justification, but a close reader can see that these characters deceive others for reasons that
are gradually revealed or need to be inferred, if only one looks carefully enough.

Charikleia is not a woman from a modern crime novel. She does not go as far as they
do in their lies or their actions (which often involve murder). Yet she is a female character
whose lying makes one want to read the text more closely to understand what kind of
character she is. As is revealed over the course of the novel, she lies to protect herself and her
chastity, as well as her lover Theagenes. Her lying, while at times very effective, is not
malicious but rather a means for her to cope with a world that is full of bandits, pirates, and
people who seek to take away from her what she values most. It is up to the reader to look
closely enough at her and her lies to understand their motivations. Charikleia might not be the
idealized heroine of other Ancient Greek novels, pure and innocent as a maiden can be, but

that might be what makes her so much more interesting and worthy of the reader’s attention.
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CHAPTER 7
CONCLUSION

The detective story differs from any other story in this:
that the reader is only happy if he feels a fool.

—G.K. Chesterton, “The Ideal Detective Story”

7.1 The Benefits of the Detective Narrative

This study set out to explore the Aithiopika’s intellectual proximity to patterns and
modes of reasoning found in the modern genre of detective narrative. Like most narrative
fiction, the Aithiopika provides on the narrative level two primary ways of engaging the
reader’s interest: first, in a forwards direction, in which the reader keeps reading, captivated
by the feeling of suspense over what will happen on the next page as the story unfolds.
Secondly, and more importantly, in a backward manner, where the reader returns over and
over again to the story in order to satisfy her curiosity over understanding the gaps in her
knowledge of what has already happened in the text. My contention is that the narrative of
the Aithiopika, while provoking the reader with various techniques for the production of
suspense, is heavily inclined towards a “backwards” re-reading, namely, towards the
reconstruction and understanding of an un-narrated story through small clues carefully seeded
by the author. I have argued that locating and deciphering these small details constitutes the
primary and perhaps most valid process for understanding the text of the Aithiopika. What is
more, in this process of constant misdirection, which requires again and again the careful
reconstruction of the plot after each new clue, the reader gains an elevated sense of narrative
interest not only in the actions of the characters involved but also in unpacking and

understanding their thoughts and motivations, much as in the genre of detective fiction today.
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In my first chapter, I laid out a synopsis of the common denominators and structural
constituents by which we can understand the genre of detective narrative. The consensus so
far has been that these narratives infentionally use nonlinear plots to thematize narrativity as a
problem, elevating the sense of reward and ratiocinative pleasure through the dispersion of
multiple trails of seemingly disconnected clues towards the solution of a crime or mystery.**’
The intervening chapters provided evidence that this is exactly what is going on when a
reader makes her way through Heliodorus’ Aithiopika. At this stage, we now need to ask
what benefit we can gain by reading Heliodorus’ novel as detective fiction.

First, if we read the novel in this manner, we can enjoy the contest between author
and reader for a determinate reading. As in detective fiction, it entails a kind of double bluff,
namely, a contest where the author uses the readers’ cunning against them so that they will

2% In the Aithiopika, the

arrive at wrong hypotheses on the basis of generic knowledge.
cryptic, counterintuitive clues offered against the grain of our normal strategies of reading
seem to go so deep that one cannot help but wonder: am I still missing something? Is there a
clue I am supposed to see here? Some word that may mean something different? Some detail
that will somehow become relevant? The text seems to offer nearly inexhaustible clues within
clues, making it difficult for us to “consume” it on a first try. We need to return to it again
and again.

Scholarship on Heliodorus has been right to point to some aspects of the purposely

aporetic, open-ended element in the story, which may frustrate the reader’s ability to establish

7 See Hithn 1989. On ratiocinative pleasure in detective stories see Wittgenstein (1953)
2009, 54, §119: “The results of a detective’s work are the uncovering of one or another piece
of plain nonsense and of bumps that he has got by running its head up against the limits
prescribed. These bumps make us see the value of the discovery.”

% For the concept of the double bluff see Agatha Christie’s work, as evidenced by such
novels as The Mysterious Affair in Styles (1920), Towards Zero (1944), and The Hollow
([1946] 1984).
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239 However, this constant return, this constant need to re-read

a firm grasp on “real closure.
the Aithiopika to “get it right” reveals the predicament of the archetypal detective formula at
large: the possible existence of not one meaning but a hierarchy of meanings in the story,
some more correct than others, but all still available to readers.**

This interpretation of the Aithiopika should elevate further our estimation of
Heliodorus’ ability to craft an extremely sophisticated narrative, to create “a narrative of
narratives,” as Peter Brooks has said of the genre of detective fiction.**' Scholars have
suggested that Heliodorus is very attentive to detail in a narrative in which nothing goes
unnoticed.*** My proposed reading of the Aithiopika as a narrative that contains several of the
strategies of detective fiction would help to confirm this understanding of Heliodorus as a
sophisticated writer, who plants very small clues even in seemingly irrelevant sections of his
work away from the main storyline.**’ As a reader, then, one must always be on one’s guard
with such a novel that demands such close reading at every turn.

If read in this way, the narrative becomes all the more rewarding, as the reader has to
keep returning to the story in order to eliminate possibilities and discover the single coherent
truth that brings the puzzle together. This painstaking quest for understanding an accurate
sequence of events in the plot, requiring repeated re-readings of the story, makes the reader
all the more engaged in the narrative predicament. What is more, it equips the reader to

identify and locate even the minutest ironies and to take pleasure in solving the seeming

inconsistencies that are so carefully planted by the author. In this way, the reader is also

23 Hunter 1998, 59, following the tradition of Winkler 1982; Whitmarsh 2011, 156; contra
Morgan 1989.

240 For the hierarchical connotations of meaning in Heliodorus see Dowden 1996, 267-285;
Most 2007, 160—167; Whitmarsh 2011, 132.

I Brooks 1984, 25. See also Eco 1984; 1989; Hoffmann 2005, 17-19; 2013.

> Winkler 1982, 98.

¥ On the relevance of seemingly unnecessary descriptions and digressions see Hefti 1950;
Kirk 1960; Bartsch 1989.
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enabled to inspect more closely the author’s laboratory and break down its techniques, raising
questions as to why the plot took this or that turn at any specific point.

Of course, we have repeatedly shown that this is not a standard crime novel.
Heliodorus seems to come up with something entirely unprecedented and original and does
not seem to have left any known or explicit trace of his influence on the modern detective
novel (although Poe was an avid armchair classicist, and Cervantes may display some

244

uncanny similarities, as will be discussed below in 7.2).”"" However, to quote Todorov, “[t]he

: . 245
masterpiece does not enter any genre save perhaps its own.”

Heliodorus’ narrative strategy
does not readily provide the solution or the connection between all the threads for the reader.
His approach is exclusive and perhaps elitist in its demands: some will pick up on them,
others will not, mostly because they have perhaps underestimated Heliodorus as an author,
especially, but not exclusively, in his inset stories. The need to pay attention to the small
details in this narrative gives to the Aithiopika unexpected twists, forcing us to re-evaluate the
novel’s narrative code as a very sophisticated, if unexpected, predecessor of detective fiction.

Of course, it is not the same as modern detective fiction. And that is perhaps not such
a bad thing. Barthes maintained that “detective fiction...emerges as a much more mechanistic
restructuration of the reading process whereby phenomena are reorganized into formulaic
categories which reduce the complexity of experience to a series of delays, snares,

7246 T these

equivocations, partial answers, suspended answers, and jamming action.
elements of detective narrative that appeared so simplistic to Barthes, Heliodorus seems to
offer a sophisticated alternative: what if you offer the crime and the clues, but not the

answers? The narrative becomes extremely complex, then, but also infinitely more

rewarding, like an open-ended, inviting puzzle that waits for you to bring to it your own

4 Bennett 1983, 262-275.
2 Todorov (1966) 1971, 43.
246 Barthes 1974, 75.
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solution. The agency falls entirely upon the reader, who is supposed to draw from every
possible source, internal or external, to put the pieces together.**’

Admittedly, reading for clues in the narrative of Heliodorus is nothing new. Kerényi
belittled the literary dimension of the novel by pursuing Quellenforschung and, later on,
Merkelbach avidly pursued clues that pointed to a mystical narrative.>*® However, by
allowing ourselves to read this text as a detective narrative and against the grain, future
scholarship can avoid reifying the concept of understanding the story either solely at the
mimetic/structural level as a progression of actions or rhetorically as a means of manipulating
the reader’s interest. Detective stories can display great potential in mastering both levels,
and even though the rhetorical seems to be subordinated to the structural, both perfectly
complement each other.**

What is so surprising, then, is that reading for clues in the Aithiopika to explain the
Aithiopika itself has not been an approach taken by previous scholarship on this text. My
study tries to take into account the merits of reading for clues in both the formation of plot
structures and character intentions by demonstrating that picking up on the clues in the plot
also gives one clues about the characters in the action and reveals their ethical outlook. In this
way, | have shown, Heliodorus does provide a kind of ethical criticism, one that is subtle yet
important for understanding the novel as a whole. A line between good and bad clearly exists
in the text, but is not easy to draw; it requires a closer reading, even at times a reading against
the grain. Is a lie malicious? Is it noble? Or is it defensive? If one pays close attention, the

reality is not what it seems: Knemon is no buffoon, Kalasiris is no criminal mastermind and

%" Here it is interesting to contrast this with Dicken’s The Mystery of Edwin Drood. For a
comprehensive analysis of Dicken’s inadvertent detective story effect see Walton 1969, 446—
462; Bubberke 1992; Grossmann 2002, 137—-162. For a useful parallel between such fictional
practices and everyday practice of detection see Walton 2015, 77-98, 153—182. Many thanks
for this reference to Prof. Janko.

%8 Kerényi 1927; Merkelbach 1962.

%9 Marsh 1972; Dove 1989.
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charlatan, and Charikleia is an uncanny combination of both characters: a defensive liar, out
of radical mistrust of the threatening world that surrounds her, but with good intentions and a
functioning moral compass.

Heliodorus, with this careful seeding of clues, seems to be challenging not only our
ability to follow the actual plot but, more importantly, to follow the actual predicament of
every character and their intentions. Why and how did they come to pursue a specific action?
And what does this or that action say about the characters’ intentions, not to mention
Heliodorus’ intentions as to where the story leads us? Heliodorus is neither quiet nor
detached: he is deliberately cryptic in his efforts to induce backwards reading and the pursuit
of “getting it right,” starting with a puzzle and leading you along, with false clues and only
small but suggestive and important hints pointing towards the truth, which at times is never
revealed explicitly.

Yet we must also avoid the temptation to believe that by progressing towards the end
of the story we can provide a definitive meaning at the structural level of the actions or,
conversely and in a deconstructive manner, that we can never reach any safe conclusions.
What we need to do instead is to revisit the clues and enter a process that is fallible, yet self-
correcting. In that way, the reader can triangulate between the author’s intentions, the text,
and the actual effect upon her, i.e., the achievement of a moderate understanding of the
author’s intentions. And Heliodorus’ intentions appear clear enough: a highly contained
narrative, pregnant with seemingly random clues that await to be deciphered and reach a truth

that is to be unearthed beneath the superficial.”

% For similar intentions in the detective fiction see Wingate 1979, 581: “The satisfaction of

the traditional mystery comes not from the reader’s certainty of the immanence of justice but
from his certainty of the immanence of truth.” Or, as the detective Roger Sheringham
declares in one of Anthony Berkeley’s novels ([1932] 2001, 225), “I don’t care a bit about
convictions. All that interests me is to get to the bottom of a problem and prove it to my own
satisfaction. What happens to the murderer later isn’t my affair, or my concern.”
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7.2 Reflections and Suggestions

Kai towti pév dnpocievovst, mpdg 8& tovg pootag “Iotv v yiv koi ‘Ocipy 1oV
Nethov katayyéhdovot, Ta tpdypata toig dvopact petorapupdvovtes. [ToBel yodv
dmovro 1) 0£0¢ Ko yoipel GUVOVTL Ko pr) Povopevov avdig Opnvel kol Mg oM Tva,
molépov 1oV Tvedva &xOpaivel, uoIK®Y VAV, otpat, Avdpdv Kol Ocoldymv Tpog
HEV Tovg PePNAovg TG YKATECTOPUEVOS TOVTOIS VTTOVOLNG U] TOPAYVUVOOVTOV, AL’
v €10l pHBoL TPOKATNYOVVI®V, TOVG O& EMONMTIKMTEPOVS KOl AVOKTOP®V £VIOC TH
TUPPOP® TAV SVTWV AapUTddl povotepov TeEAoOVTOV. Todtd Tol Kol Nuiv evpéveto pev
ein 1@V eipnpévov, To LLOTIKAOTEPA OE APPNTO GLYN TETWUNCH®, TOV KOTA XVVnV
EENg mepavopévov. (Hld. 9.9.4-10.1.1)

This much they disclose to the public, but to the initiates they reveal that the earth is
Isis and the Nile Osiris, bestowing these names upon real things. The goddess longs
for her husband when he is away and rejoices at his union with her, mourns his
renewed absence, and despises Typhon like a mortal enemy. There is, I imagine, a
school of natural philosophers and theologians who do not lay bare to the uninitiated
the allegorical subtexts sown within these stories; rather, they offer a veiled version of
them in the guise of a myth, initiating more clearly only those who are at the higher
grade and already within the temple with the fiery torch of truth. May the gods look
kindly on what I have said; the more mystical parts should be honored with secrecy
and silence, while events draw to a close in sequence at Syene.
For most scholars, the above passage constitutes a crux in their mode of engagement with
Heliodorus® Aithiopika.>' How are we supposed to interpret the secrecy and silence in the
narrative? In the three levels between a) the public and unlearned understanding, b) the
initiate’s understanding of the connection between the inundation and the myth of Isis and
Osiris, and c) the highest initiates, who understand the myth fully, it is only the last group
that is fully equipped to understand all the aforementioned levels. However, this group will
not reveal its secrets. This lack of an explanation, the tacit implication, and silence are
sometimes taken as more powerful indicators of meaning than what is explained.”* It is to

these silences—the silences which hold all the “right” answers—to which my study has tried

to give voice.

2! the words of Whitmarsh 2011, 132, “Our narrator leads his readers to the second stage,
but no further, theatrically stopping himself before he divulges too much.” For the
importance of this passage see Lamberton 1986; Dawson 1992; Dowden 1996; Sandy 2001,
169—-178; Most 2007. Szepessy 1972, 341-357, speaks about wedding as a form of an
initiation ritual in Heliodorus. For the problematic notion of initiation in antiquity see Graf
2003, 3-24.

%2 See Whitmarsh 2011, 132-133.
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The present research study began as the pursuit of Neoplatonic thought in the work of
Heliodorus, in an effort to understand it allegorically and symbolically, as a text imbued with
philosophical meaning and resonances. After much struggle with the difficult thought of
Plotinus, lamblichus, and Proclus, as well as their vast corpora, I came to realize that the task
of identifying Platonic, Neoplatonic, and allegorical resonances in the work of Heliodorus
was a Sisyphean one: not for the lack of such resonances, but for exactly the overabundant
presence of linguistic and textual hints. Allegory is a very powerful instrument, one that lends
itself to much constructive interpretation and also, inescapably, to subjective relativism. The
process resembles to some extent the interpretation of fragments, which, however pregnant
with meaning, require putting forth much of oneself and of one’s own horizon of expectations
into the text, while always considering its historical circumstances. However, unlike several
of the fragmentary texts available, the scholar of Heliodorus would have to struggle also with
a disconcertingly uncertain date and time in determining his specific philosophical milieu.*”’

Several other lines of future inquiry would bear fruit in reading the Aithiopika in the
way in which I have proposed in this study. First, what is role of the other minor, yet
important, characters in Heliodorus’ narrative? What is the narrative significance of the
inclusion of Charikles, Meroebos, Sisimithres, Arsake, and, most importantly, Theagenes?
Their inclusion in the Aithiopika definitely raises many questions both on the level of
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narrative economy and on that of character formation.”" I believe that, with persistence,

readers may discover strong yet very well hidden clues that could further inform and upset

3 See note 1 above.

24 Nimis 1999, 229-234, has a long discussion over potential inconsistencies in Heliodorus,
especially at the beginning of Book 6. What is more, Nimis 1999 raises an eyebrow in his
discussions of Thyamis’ story at 7.2—4 as exposed by the omniscient narrator. Characters still
open to interpretation are, I believe, Arsake and her death at 8.15.2, which deserves a closer
comparison to Demainete and my own suggestion for reinterpretation through the prism of
Knemon; Morgan 1989a cites some other loose ends, and so does Sandy 1982a, 86—89. Most
urgently, what needs to be interpreted anew is the “ending of omniscience by everyone” at
10.38.2, which seems to me far too obvious and impromptu to be taken at face value.
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the established understanding of the Aithiopika.*>

A second approach that could have been further explored in this study would be to
examine the reception of Heliodorus, especially given that his work was seen after the 16"
century as epic and moralizing “poetry” of the highest stature.**® If this task had been
undertaken, it would have been easier to evaluate and appreciate the importance of
Heliodorean influence on the formation of modern narrative prose discourse, with all the
literary consequences that this may entail. Here, a small, highly speculative digression is in
order. Although somewhat heretical, my personal view is that there has been at least one
close reader of Heliodorus as a predecessor to the detective novelist, and that was Cervantes,
who has likewise been considered a predecessor of the detective novel himself.”>’ My
speculation comes from admittedly weak evidence, yet a very strange fact: that the
labyrinthine path on which Don Quixote and Sancho Panza meet, once they enter the Sierra

Morena, is called “Persean” instead of the obvious Thesean. So far, this instance has been

3 For a very recent study of Arsake’s episode see Lye 2016, 235-262, seen in comparison

with Demainete, connecting simultaneously approaches on both gender and ethnicity as
interpretative factors.

236 For the tremendous importance of Heliodorus in Byzantium see Burton 2008, 272-281; in
the Renaissance and early modernity see Amyot 1559; Wolff (1912) 1961; Prosch 1956;
Gesner 1970; Schneider 1976, 49-55; Sandy 1979, 41-55; 1982a; 1984-1985, 1-22; Berger
1984, 177-189; Doody 1996; Sandy 1996, 735-773; Carver 1997, 197-226; Mentz 2000;
Carver 2000-2001, 322—-349; and, most recently, Carver 2016, citing new findings of
Heliodorus in: a) Joseph Hall’s Epistles (1608) and The honor of the married clergie (1620);
b) Haly Heron’s 4 newe discourse of morall philosophie (1659); c) Mulcaster’s Positions
where those primitiue circumstances be examined, which are necessarie for the training vp of
children, either for skill in their booke, or health in their bodie (1581); d) Brian Melbancke’s
Philotimus (1582); e) Sidney’s The Defence of poesie (1582); f) Fraunce’s The third part of
the Countesse of Pembrokes Yuychurch (1592); g) Shakespeare’s Twelfth Night, V.i (c.a.
1601-1602).

27 For Cervantes’ affinities with detective narrative patterns see Hahn 1972, 128-140;
Herrero 1981, 55—67; De Armas 1992, 8-28; Weimer 1996, 196-210; Presberg 2001;
Cascardi 2002, 58—79; De Armas 2005, 23—-34; Mayer 2005, 371-382; Pavel 2003b;
(forthcoming). For a fascinating study of the genealogy of clues, which does not consider
ancient material at all but only gives the historical evolution from the Renaissance onwards
see Ginzburg 1989. For a study of some ancient patterns of clues as found in the model of the
labyrinth and its resonances in modernity see Miller 1992. For the familiarity of Cervantes
with the ancient novel and particularly with Antonius Diogenes see Weissert 1967, 1-10.
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considered a misunderstanding on Cervantes’ behalf, and it has been obelized.”*® However,
could the two protagonists be referring to the fact that we are entering an alter ego of the
Andromedan labyrinth that Charikleia, as the daughter, by proxy, of Andromeda,
represents?”>’

Let us take a quick look at the picture that Cervantes paints. In Book 3, Chapter 9, of
the first part of Don Quixote, our characters seem to be entering the forbidding landscape of
the Sierra Morena.”®’ As they enter, they find a scattered scene that calls for interpretation: a
saddle cushion, linens, a portmanteau with shirts, a handkerchief with golden coins, and a
pocket book. As they follow these traces, they find also right away a half-naked savage and,
finally, a dead mule. The clues give rise to a series of adventures and misunderstandings with
a chain gang of galley slaves, where everyone provides his own version of his criminal
actions as justified and where Sancho Panza becomes (contrary to Holmes’ Watson) the

261

successful detective.”" Note here that the register of Cervantes’ work changes and the plot

becomes, in this inset tale, much harder to follow.***

What is the role of this story in the rest
of the novel and the reception of this work? A reading for clues has been far from standard

for Cervantes’ masterpiece and comes as a surprise in the outline of the story. Perhaps this

story helps us unpack the Cervantine narrative further by providing clues for many contested

8 Cervantes 1993, 167: “But there is another thing come into my head, quothe Sancho; ‘how
shall I do to find the way hither again, it is such a by-place?’ ‘Take good notice of it
beforehand,’ said Don Quixote, ‘and I will endeavor to keep hereabouts till thy return:
besides, about the time I may reasonably expect thee back, I will be sure to watch on the top
of yonder high rock for thy coming. But now I bethink myself a better expedient; thou shalt
cut down a good numbers of boughs, and strew them in the way as thou ridest along, till thou
gettest to the plains, and this will serve thee to find me again at thy return, like Perseus’s clue
to the labyrinth in Crete.”” Translated by Moteaux (1615) 1993.

% For the role of Andromeda in the conception and inception of Charikleia by Persinna see
Olsen 2012, 301-322.

260 For forbidding landscapes in Don Quixote as hot spots for interpretation of linguistic and
plot in Cervantes see Brownlee 1990, 212; De Armas 2011.

21 Weimer 1996, 198.

*? De Armas 2005, 23-34.
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passages of Don Quixote. Certainly, the story should be revisited and so should the relevance
of its seemingly irrelevant clues.

As Williamson asserts about how the knight experiences clues, “he remains
hermetically sealed within the circularity of his chivalric vision.”*** Any such evidence is
transformed into a proof of Don Quixote’s monomania. If read in this way, Cervantes could
be inverting the position of Heliodorus, which would, in turn, complement the picture of the
struggle between author and reader for meaning. What if the reader and the protagonist/
detective do not share perspectives, with the readers seeing some of the clues but the
detective missing them? The reader may recreate his own understanding of the crime, which,
again, comes with no actual solution from the narrative itself. The importance and relevance
of Don Quixote for the study of clues and how they function has been already established.***
However, its potential relationship to Heliodorus and possibly other works of prose fiction
remains to be explored. Clues have a fantastic way of showing biases of perception.

As this study comes to an end, I acknowledge with some regret the aforementioned
restrictions on my undertaking, but also with the lively awareness that some paths must
inevitably be left untrodden in a text like the Aithiopika and in a genre as rich and
labyrinthine as Imperial prose narrative. I sometimes believe that it is a real, if very fortunate,
accident that I encountered and thought about a text as difficult as this, which requires so
much attention and, in return, gratifies by leaving so many research possibilities open. It is,
after all, no accident that Byzantine scholars and, later on, Renaissance readers have glorified
Heliodorus by putting him in a position third only to Homer and Vergil.** I sincerely hope
that this study will inspire further research on the most cryptic and challenging Ancient

Greek prose narrative available to us. My secret hope is that this might also happen in

263 Williamson 1984, 109.

264 See note 243, above.

293 See Sandy 1982a, 100, citing Pinciano’s 1596 Philosophia Antigua Poetica; Girtner 1971,
322-325; Burton 2008, 272-281.
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conjunction with Wittgenstein’s favorite genre, detective fiction, where the detective, in
Borges’ famous formulation, “has to read with a different brain” in order to be successful.**®
As research on narrative, ancient and modern, is currently thriving, the importance of
Heliodorus for the stabilization and appreciation of the most persistent genre of writing
available to us, the novel, cannot be overstated. If read and “investigated” as a persistent
pursuit of clues, the Aithiopika can inspire an eternal return to both its technique and its
message, one that can repeatedly challenge, reward, and, perhaps, outsmart us.
In the words of Nick Lowe,
the Aethiopica is the ancient world’s narratological summa, a selfconsciously
encyclopaedic synthesis of a thousand years of accumulated pagan plot techniques,
and of the game of story as a way of understanding the world. For the next
millennium and more, it remained the final word.”’
Lowe provides a powerful explanation of many aspects of the intricacies of the Aithiopika
and of how demanding they can be on the reader.*®® And understanding Heliodorus’ stunning
narrative mastery through the prism of resolving some of its small, if titillating,

inconsistencies and paradoxes is one of ancient fiction’s rarest, most secretive, and, hence,

most precious gems of narrative complexity.

2% Wittgenstein (1953) 2009, 56, §129, best explains his intellectual fascination with
detective fiction: “The aspects of things that are most important for us are hidden because of
their simplicity and familiarity. (One is unable to notice something, because it is always
before one’s eyes.) The real foundations of their inquiry do not strike people at all. Unless
that fact has at some time struck them. And this means: we fail to be struck by what, once
seen, is most striking and most powerful (das, was einmal gesehen, das Auffallendste und
Starkeste ist, fdllt uns nicht auf).” See also Borges 1990, 1-4, with the reading of detective
narrative as the embodiment of “Lesen ist denken mit fremdem Gehirn.”

*7 Lowe 2000, 258.

298 See also Whitmarsh 2011, 135, “Heliodorus pushes his chosen genre to the very limit,
allowing no room for imitation and development”, expressing similar thought to Whitmarsh
1998, 93—124.
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