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<sc>summary<sc>: Despite the long debate over whether it was composed in the third or
fourth century <sc>c.e.<sc>, Heliodorus’ Aithiopika has usually been understood through the
imperial literary contexts which characterize earlier novels. This article inverts this
perspective to explore instead how the novel fits into contemporary late antique
considerations about fiction. By reading the Aithiopika against late-fourth and early-fifth
century discussions of plausibility, and falsehood found in Augustine and Gregory of Nyssa,
this article argues that the Aithiopika both reworks classical models for reading fiction and

also illuminates late antique concerns about fiction, falsehood, and belief.

<sc>keywords<sc>:

<sc>Heliodorus’ Aithiopika is characterized by its liminality. Whether the novel should be

dated to the third or fourth century <sc>c.e.<sc> has long been debated,* but what this
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dispute makes clear is that the novel stands on the cusp between the imperial era and late
antiquity. The earliest testimonium to the novel dates from the fifth century, in Socrates
Scholasticus’ Ecclesiastical History, and declares that Heliodorus became bishop of Tricca
after writing the novel (5.22).2 Few, if any, would accept this as the literal truth of the
biography of the Aithiopika’s author.® Nonetheless, this statement demonstrates that
regardless of when the novel was composed, the Aithiopika was being read in late antiquity.*
The contested evidence for the novel’s date of composition and the proof of its presence in
the fifth-century places the Aithiopika squarely across the divide between the imperial literary

contexts which characterize the novel genre and the late antique contexts of its reception.

Despite this, the novel has usually been read solely against the literary, cultural, and
political contexts which characterize the earlier novels, rather than in dialogue with the trends
and literary culture of late antiquity. This stands in contrast to recent scholarship on the fourth
century <sc>c.e.<sc> in particular, which has increasingly collapsed the distinction between
imperial and late antique, with greater attention paid to the continuities and cultural
interactions between the two.> Some recent scholarship on the Aithiopika has already
suggested more points of contact between Heliodorus and fourth-century culture than
previously assumed, in particular how Heliodorus may have been influenced by late antique
Christian imagery.® What has not been considered, however, are the wider consequences of
contextualizing the Aithiopika within the intellectual frameworks of late antiquity as opposed
to imperial literary culture. This article attempts to grapple with these implications. Rather
than illustrating the late antique trends and themes which may have influenced the Aithiopika,
considering how the novel may have been read and interpreted in its earliest reception makes
visible the impact of contextualizing Heliodorus within a late antique framework. Reading

the novel against late fourth and early fifth century literary culture, therefore, helps to break
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down this artificial binary of imperial and late antique and instead offers a new perspective

on the hitherto underexplored contexts in which the novel was first read.’

In this article, | argue that placing the Aithiopika in dialogue with late antique texts
not only provides fresh insight into the novel’s key themes and preoccupations, but also
offers new and innovative ways of understanding how the novel was read in late antiquity.
Given how little we know of how ancient novels were read in antiquity generally,® this article
cannot make a definitive claim for the exact time, place, and contexts in which the Aithiopika
was read. As such, | do not make any arguments about direct textual influence, either for how
the Aithiopika influenced late antique texts or for how late antique texts influenced the
Aithiopika. Instead, my aim here is to demonstrate how Heliodorus’ engagement with
classical fictional practices takes on new relevance when put in dialogue with late antique
texts, topics, and themes. Fiction is uniquely receptive to literary and cultural change as,
despite being a constant feature of narrative,® attitudes towards fiction shift over time and
inflect the contexts in which texts are composed and received.'® Consequently, tracking how
the Aithiopika reworks classical practices of fiction offers a way to situate the novel within

late antique contexts without resorting to crude periodization or simplistic thematic parallels.

Ancient considerations of fiction coalesce around two key themes, lies and
plausibility, and concern for these concepts persists throughout imperial culture into late
antiquity. On the one hand, the language of truth and falsehood is used to define fiction in
ontological terms, while on the other, issues of plausibility and likelihood attempt to grapple
with the thorny issue of fictional belief.!* This article is structured around these two strands
of thought because the Aithiopika repeatedly shows awareness of the classical heritage of
these ideas and also raises relevant questions for specifically late antique concerns about
them. The Aithiopika persistently explores the question of whether falsehood can be ethical,
especially in relation to questions of sexual violence and morality. The novel repeatedly
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tackles this issue through the rhetoric of classical traditions of fiction, but this takes on fresh
relevance when positioned next to Augustine’s late fourth and early fifth century treatises on
the morality of falsehood, the de Mendacio and contra Mendacium. Similarly, the Aithiopika
repeatedly explores the tensions inherent in classical traditions of likelihood, or o6 eikds, but
this becomes particularly potent when set against Gregory of Nyssa’s Life of Macrina, a late
fourth century hagiography which explores questions of plausibility, belief, and miracles.
Augustine’s treatises are the first to explicitly question the moral value of lying in opposition
to classical treatments of this topic, and Gregory’s hagiography is a paradigmatic example of
the relationship between classical views of plausibility and Christian miracles which becomes
especially fraught in late antiquity. Rather than arguing for the Aithiopika’s direct
dependence on these texts, | show here that both works epitomize wider cultural debates and

key themes of late antiquity against which Heliodorus’ novel takes on new relevance.

This article argues that exploring the Aithiopika’s engagement with such models for
fiction not only illuminates the dynamics of fiction within the novel itself, but also
demonstrates how it foreshadows or even taps into late antique concerns about fiction. As
such, reading the Aithiopika’s engagement with classical and imperial practices of fiction
exposes both the novel’s literary sophistication and also how it may have been read and
received within the dynamic and porous cultural frameworks of late antiquity. This approach
provides a nuanced understanding of the novel’s fictionality on its own terms, but also argues
that this fictional self-presentation had particular resonance for its earliest audiences in late
antiquity. Contextualizing Heliodorus within late antique contexts of theorizing, debating,
and challenging fiction, therefore, not only challenges the artificiality of this binary
periodization between imperial and late antique, but also offers new ways of understanding

the hitherto underexplored field of the novel’s earliest reception.
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<a> Lies<a>

The Aithiopika repeatedly explores the ethical value of falsehood through questions of sexual
morality in a way which positions it on the cusp of classical and late antique conceptions of
fiction. The earliest expressions of fictional consciousness in Greek literature are framed
through the medium of falsehood. For example, the Homeric and Hesiodic descriptions of
lies which seem like the truth (foxe weUdea MoAA& Aéycov ETUpolow ouoia, Odyssey
19.203; {8pev weudea ToAA& Aéyew eTUpoiow opoia, Theogony 25-27) have often been
interpreted as indicative of some kind of awareness of fiction, even though they are far from
unambiguous or homogenous.'? Nevertheless, these examples stand at the head of a longer
tradition where the language of lying is used to grapple with the thorny question of how to
classify fiction between truth and falsehood.*® This can be seen in the technical vocabulary
used to describe the truth-value of different categories of narrative found in rhetorical
treatises and imperial progymnasmata. Here, the language of weG8os remains prominent, but
the distinction shifts to not just true and false narratives, but false narratives which seem
untrue (u6os/fabula) and those which seem true (rA&oua/argumentum).t* The rhetorical
context of these sources suggests that these concerns were not exclusive to concerns about
fiction, but it nonetheless foregrounds the importance of truth-status in categorizing narrative.
By late antiquity, therefore, even if fiction is naturalised as part of the novelistic reading

experience, lies and falsehood remain potent models for thinking about fiction.

But the Aithiopika takes these earlier models further to consider not just the
ontological status of fiction between truth and falsehood, but also its ethical value. From the
very outset of the novel, the Aithiopika’s thematization of the morality of falsehood shows
awareness of these classical traditions surrounding falsehood and fiction, but also of the
limitations of these models. The hermeneutic riddles and delayed revelations of the novel’s

opening have been well discussed elsewhere, notably by Jack Winkler,® but one key effect of
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these deferrals is to highlight the expectations this opening invites and then rebuffs. For
example, Charikleia’s story to the bandit Thyamis that she and Theagenes are siblings on a
religious mission plays with novelistic motifs to the extent that Winkler describes it as ‘nearly
a parody of the Greek romance as a genre.’*® The insincerity of this story and Charikleia’s
promise to marry Thyamis are not exposed until the couple are in private and Theagenes
laments Charikleia’s willingness to marry someone else. At this point Charikleia delivers a

lengthy justification for her lie as necessary for the couple’s protection (1.26.2—6).%7

Opunv ydép, s oloba, kpaTovons eémbupias paxn uév avtitutos émTeivel, Adyos
8¢ elkcov kai mPpds TO PoUAnua cuvTpéxwv THY TPTNY Kai féovoav popav
€oTelAe kal TO k&TOEU Tijs OpEEecds TAD NBET Trjs EmayyeAias kaTeUvaoe. .. TOAAG
pia Nuépa kai BUo ToAAdkis EBoocav TGV eis cwTnpiav, kai TUxal Tapéoxov &
BouAals &vbpcotrol pupiats ouk 6edpov. TouTd Tol Kai aUTh TO Tapdv émvoials
Utrepebéuny té& mpddnAa tols adrjois Biakpoucapévn. puAakTéov olv, 6
YAukUTaTe, kab&mep TaAaiopa TO TA&oua. . .kaAdv ydp TToTe kai TO Yeldos,

8Tav copeAotv Tous Aéyovtas undév kataPAATTr Tous dkovovTas.

As you know, immoveable resistance only aggravates the force of irresistible passion,
whereas a compliant answer and swift submission can curb the first eruption of desire
and soothe away the pangs of lust with the sweet taste of a promise given...A day or

two can often do much to deliver us from peril, and chance can bring to pass what all

the plans of men have failed to achieve. So in this affair my intention was to fend off

the certain dangers of the present with the uncertainties of the future. My deception is
our protection, my love...Sometimes even a lie can be good, if it helps those who

speak it without harming those to whom it is spoken.

Charikleia’s statement here is, as Laurent Pernot puts it, “une lecon sur le wei8os.”*® The

rhetorical skill of her speech is demonstrated by the wordplay of kab&tep édAaiopa T
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mAdoua (1.26.5), but more importantly, it directly challenges a variety of classical traditions
about the morality of falsehood.'® Thyamis’ initial reaction to Charikleia’s false story is to
compare her to a Siren (Uo 8¢ TV Adywv cdoTep Twds oelpfjvos keknAnuévos, 1.23.2),
but her seemingly-impromptu creation of a persuasive and emotionally affecting narrative
also assimilates Charikleia to Odysseus.?’ This parallel is particularly potent here because of
Odysseus’ paradigmatic role for later writers as a catalyst for questions about the ethics of
falsehood. In Sophocles’ Philoctetes, for example, Odysseus explicitly articulates the value of
lies told for salvific purposes despite Neoptolemus’ objections (Ne. oUx aioxpov nyfj dfjta
T Weudi Aéyew; / OB. olk, el TO owbijvai ye T WelBos pépet, 108-9),% and in Plato’s
Hippias Minor Odysseus’ skill at deception reflects his “deep knowledge of both truth and
untruth.”?? Charikleia’s false story, therefore, not only aligns her with Odysseus but invokes a
long tradition of debate over the morality of deception and falsehood. Moreover, Charikleia’s
assertion that a lie can be good (kaAov ydap moTe kai 16 Weidos, 1.26.6) perhaps invokes an
echo of the noble lie (yevvaiov...petidos) of Plato’s Republic (414b—c).% These Odyssean
and Platonic resonances position Charikleia’s speech within a traditional framework of

concerns about the ethical value of lies and justifications for falsehood.

Significantly, Charikleia explicitly states that her lie is worthwhile because her
feigned compliance with Thyamis’ marriage proposal protects her chastity. This establishes a
pattern which recurs throughout the novel, where questions about the ethics of falsehood are
raised in relation to threats of sexual assault and loss of bodily autonomy.?* In an extended
analepsis which explains the famously enigmatic in medias res opening of the novel, %
Kalasiris proposes a plan for to help the protagonists elope that involves Charikleia
pretending (rA&tTtecbal, 4.13.3) to agree to marry her father’s preferred suitor. In contrast to
her prior confidence in protective falsehood, here Charikleia is uncomfortable with the whole

idea of the pretense, despite its beneficial purpose. She describes it as shameful and difficult
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(Bapv...kal &AAcos aioxpov, 4.13.4), explicitly questions its purpose (Tiva okoTov éxel O
TA&oua; 4.13.4), and is anxious to ensure that it will not come true (4.13.4). These anxieties
more closely parallel Theagenes’ earlier discomfort with Charikleia’s agreement to marry
Thyamis (1.25-6) than her earlier belief in its salvific value. This chronological discrepancy
in Charikleia’s attitude has been interpreted as a narrative of educational development, with
Kalasiris instructing a younger and more naive Charikleia in how falsehood can be used
defensively,® although the novel’s convoluted structure complicates this progression of cause
and effect.?” Moreover, Kalasiris never actually responds to Charikleia’s concerns, but
refuses to answer with a dismissive statement that obscures any educational precepts (4.13.5).
If Charikleia does learn how to use falsehood benevolently from Kalasiris, the Aithiopika
refuses to state exactly what the principles of this lesson might be. Instead, this scene again

dramatises anxieties about the morality of falsehood and challenges its ethical value.

These questions about the value of mendacity come to a head later in the novel. After
Arsake, wife of the Persian satrap Oroondates, propositions Theagenes, Charikleia suggests
that he should pretend to comply with her demands as a way of temporarily placating her
(7.21.1-5).28 This parallels Charikleia’s justification in the opening book of the novel, where
she also stresses the value of deception as a way to buy time to avoid a dangerous situation.?®
Unlike her previous speech, however, Charikleia describes this not as a weU8os, but instead
as a form of mAdoua (mAdtTou, 7.21.4) and a ueAétn (AAN’ & Oedyeves, 8Trws ur) k Tis
HEAETTS is TO aloxpov ToU €pyou kaTtoAiodrions, 7.21.4), which frames this as a rhetorical
pretense rather than simply a deceptive one. Yet Theagenes entirely rejects Charikleia’s
suggestions, stating that saying shameful things is no different to doing them (&ue 8¢ icb
und¢ mAdoacHal Ta TolaliTa SYvachar: TolElv yap T& aioxpd kai Aéyev Opoicos
ampemés, 7.21.5) and emphasizing the immortality of deception. If Charikleia represents the

Odysseus of Plato’s Hippias Minor who understands the intricacies of truth, falsehood, and
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the grey areas between them, Theagenes here recalls his ancestor Achilles, who criticizes
those who say one thing while concealing another (II. 9.312—13).%° These contrasting
intertextual and rhetorical positions model different approaches to deceit, and bring this

question of the ethics of falsehood into explicit dispute.

Beyond these Homeric and Platonic undertones, however, this debate gains additional
potency from the specifically novelistic intertextuality in this scene. In order to placate
Cybele, Arsake’s go-between, Charikleia justifies Arsake’s lust by describing her as suffering
something human (ti maoxew avbpcomvov, 7.21.1). This phrase recalls Achilles Tatius’
second century novel Leucippe and Clitophon, in particular®! Clitophon’s justification of his

decision to sleep with Melite despite his desire to be reunited with Leucippe (5.27.1-3).%?

TaUta prthocogricaca (Biddokel yap 6 "Epws kai Adyous) éAue T& Seopd. . .cds
oUv pe EAvoe kai TepiéPalie kAGovoa, Emaddv T dvBpomivov, kai AAnBcds
epoP1ionv Tov "EpcoTa urj pot yévntal urjvipa ék Tou Beol kai &AAws 8T
AeukiTrmnu &melAnge, kai 811 peTa TaiTta Tijs MeAitns amaAAaTrecbat EpueAdov,
Kai 8Tl oUdE yd&uos €Tt TO TpaTTdUEVOY Ty, AAAE PAPUAKOV COOTIEP YUXTS
vooovors. TeptBaiovons oUv NuetxOunv Kai TeptmmAeKkopévns Tpos TAS

TEPITTAOKAS OUK QVUTEAEYOV.

With this philosophical exposition done (Eros even teaches eloquence) she started
loosening my bonds...when she had untied me, embraced me, and wept, | felt a
natural human reaction. | was genuinely scared of Eros, that he might visit his wrath
upon me; and, what was more, | considered how | had regained Leucippe, how | was
about to get rid of Melite, how the act to be performed was a matter not of marriage,
but the remedy for a kind of illness of the soul. So I did not resist when she threw her

arms around me, nor did | object to her embraces when she embraced me.
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Clitophon explains his decision with a variety of justifications, ranging from the
philosophical (tatta pidocogricaca®®) to the religious (&AnBcds époPridnv Tov "EpwTa)
to the rhetorical (aUToupyds yap 6 "Epws kai autooxedios cogioTrs) to the medicinal
(Yauos €11 16 mpaTtduevov Ny, GAA& papuakov coTep Yuxiis vooovorns). This car crash
of excuses imbues Clitophon’s words with insincerity,* and epitomizes the novel’s recurrent
interest in questions of sexual ethics. Leucippe and Clitophon is characterized throughout by
questions over erotic morality, from Clitophon’s self-contradictory assertions of his virginity
(2.37.5, 5.20.5, 8.57) to the chastity tests which close the novel.®® Against this backdrop,
Clitophon’s decision to sleep with Melite becomes a focal point of such concerns. While
Clitophon at no point tells an outright lie about his infidelity, his rhetorically slippery
insistence that he remains a virgin as far as Leucippe is concerned (gi Tis &pa €oTiv dvdpds
TapBevia, TavTnv K&y puéxpt Tol Tapdvtos Tpds AsukiTrmmy €xcw, 8.5.7) and his
emphasizing of his chastity in relation to Melite (8.5.2-3) highlight the rhetorical possibilities
of speech beyond a simple opposition of truth and falsehood. This neatly parallels the
situation in Heliodorus’ novel, where Charikleia’s rhetorical skill at manipulating falsehood
stands in contrast to Theagenes’ binary viewpoint. These correspondences between Achilles
Tatius’ and Heliodorus’ use of this phrase suggest a direct relationship between the two,% but
the use of T1 m&oxew avBpcomvov in imperial authors as diverse as Herodian and Lucian
also appears in similar contexts of sexual ethics and thinly veiled falsehoods.®” As such,
Heliodorus’ use of this phrase not only suggests an intertextual reference to Achilles Tatius,
but invokes a wider set of associations with falsehood, sexuality, and infidelity which sharpen

Charikleia and Theagenes’ discussion through these specifically novelistic anxieties.

But Charikleia’s use of this phrase in Heliodorus’ novel also rejects its relevance to
her present situation. Whereas Clitophon uses the phrase ti1 m&oxev avBpcomivov to justify

his actions, Charikleia uses it superficially to validate Arsake’s feelings while her sardonic
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smile (oeonpds 11, translated as ““la lévre ironique” by Rattenbury and Lumb, 7.21.1) and
barbed phrasing in the assonance of trv avrta dpiotnv Apodknv (7.21.1) suggest a deeper
condemnation.® Charikleia’s description of Arsake as conquered by her passion (¢meidtj Ti
TémovBev avBpcdmvov kai veviknTal, s @15, kal §TTwv éoTi Ths émbupias, 7.21.1) create
a disparity between Arsake’s inability to withstand her lust and Charikleia’s own
determination not to give into her desire after falling in love with Theagenes (4.10.6).%
Cybele’s response, in which she praises Charikleia for taking pity on a woman like herself
(yYuvaika opoiav ool Thv puow nAénoas, 7.21.2), sharpens this contrast between chaste love
and uncontrolled passion, just as Charikleia’s manipulation of Clitophon’s rhetoric marks the
Aithiopika’s tonal variation from Leucippe and Clitophon. Indeed, Charikleia’s parting
comments to Theagenes that he should not let any fictional pretense (ueAétn, 7.21.4) become
reality perhaps implicitly recall Melite (MeAitn) and evoke the memory of another novelistic
scene where rhetoric did in fact become reality. Consequently, the memory of Clitophon’s
actions not only invokes a novelistic predecessor for the Aithiopika, but an unfaithful hero

who brings questions about sexual morality, falsehood, and fiction to the forefront.

Theagenes’ response to Charikleia’s speech also uses novelistic intertextuality to
bring these same issues of truth, falsehood, and sexual ethics to the forefront. Despite
Charikleia’s anxieties over the consequences of Theagenes’ refusal to feign compliance with
Arsake’s wishes, Theagenes does not engage with her arguments and instead reduces her
concerns to the innately female disease of jealousy (trjv yuvaikév éuputov vécov
CnAotuTiav, 7.21.5). This phrase éuputos CnAoTuTia is attested in only one text preceding
the Aithiopika, Chariton’s likely first-century novel Callirhoe. While there is little explicit
reference to Chariton’s novel in antiquity, Heliodorus is clearly aware of another early novel,
Xenophon of Ephesus’ Ephesiaka, and recent arguments that Achilles Tatius alluded to
Chariton strengthen the possibility that Heliodorus knew Chariton as well.*® The catalyst of
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Chariton’s narrative is CnAotutia, as Chaereas’ attack on his wife Callirhoe which prompts
all subsequent events in the novel is prompted by his jealousy at the slanderous rumor she has
been unfaithful *! This theme recurs twice in the final book of the novel, when Callirhoe
omits mention of her life with her second husband Dionysius (8.1.15) and conceals her
farewell letter to him (8.4.4) out of concern for Chaereas’ innate jealousy (éupuTos
CnAoTuTria).*? Callirhoe’s bigamous second marriage is a significant issue throughout the
novel which invokes a host of rhetorical, legal, and ethical issues,*® and, just as in Achilles
Tatius, brings together both a lie of omission and issues of chastity. Both scenes in Chariton
and Achilles Tatius, therefore, are characterized by questions over sexual morality, truth, and
falsehood, and offer concrete examples of infidelity in novelistic predecessors against which

the Aithiopika’s exploration of the ethics of mendacity is thrown into sharp relief.

While the presentation of ethical falsehood in the Aithiopika draws on classical and
novelistic traditions, Theagenes’ position, that lies are never acceptable, stands in contrast to
the majority of discussions of falsehood in antiquity. As discussed earlier, Plato’s noble lie
and Odysseus’ salvific falsehoods in Sophocles’ Philoctetes both focus on the possible
justifications for falsehood, suggesting that lies always have at least the potential to be used
ethically.* This, however, changes in the late fourth and early fifth centuries, when two
treatises by Augustine began circulating, the de Mendacio (395 <sc>c.e.<sc>) and contra
Mendacium (420 <sc>c.e.<sc>). These treatises represent the first texts of antiquity dedicated
solely to the ethics of falsehood,* but stand in stark contrast to previous considerations of the
topic, as both argue that there is never any moral justification for falsehood in any
circumstance. Although Augustine’s seemingly limited knowledge of Greek makes it highly
unlikely he read the Aithiopika, Augustine’s works offer a frame of reception for the novel
due to Augustine’s wider influence on fifth-century culture. Augustine’s treatises are

indicative of a broader contemporary debate about the utility of falsehood,*® and the temporal
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gap between the two works implies that the topic remained a significant one for Augustine
and his audiences.*” As such, Augustine’s polemical argument testifies to a wider late antique
anxiety about the morality of falsehood and illuminates a framework within which the

Aithiopika’s repeated thematization of ethical lying might have gained additional potency.

Augustine’s arguments about the ethical validity of falsehood do not exist in a
vacuum, as both treatises were prompted by specific cultural and historical circumstances.
The earlier treatise, de Mendacio, was written in around 395 following a contentious
exchange of letters between Jerome and Augustine regarding Jerome’s defense of biblical
falsehood as pedagogically useful.*® The contra Mendacium, written around twenty-five
years later, argues against Consentius’ proposal to join a rival Christian sect, the Priscillians,
in order to expose their controversial teachings that lies were not only acceptable but even
laudable.*® Despite the chronological gap between the two treatises, Augustine’s argument
remains broadly stable in that he consistently asserts that lies are never permissible under any
circumstances.*® At its root, the key feature of falsehood in Augustine’s terminology is the
speaker’s intention to deceive. This intentionality is so important for Augustine that it
supersedes whether or not the statement is itself true or false, since in Augustine’s description
a false statement may not be a lie if the speaker believes it to be true (potest itaque ille qui
falsum pro vero enuntiat, quod tamen verum esse opinatur, errans dici et temerarius:
mentiens autem non recte dicitur, DM 3.3).52 As Griffiths puts it, for Augustine “the
characteristic mark of the lie is duplicity, a fissure between thought and utterance that is
clearly evident to the speaker as she speaks...Lying words are spoken precisely with the

intent to make such a fissure: the liar takes control of her speech.”>?

Although Augustine does not include exceptions for poetic fictions, despite engaging
with issues of fictional belief elsewhere in his corpus,® a particular area of contention in both
treatises is whether falsehood is permissible to defend against sexual assault.>® At the end of
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the de Mendacio, Augustine concedes that lies for the purpose of preserving the chastity of
body and soul (pudicitia corporis et castitas animae, 19.40) could be permissible if it did not
violate piety, innocence, or kindness (conficitur ergo ex his omnibus haec sententia, ut
mendacium quod non violat doctrinam pietatis, neque ipsam pietatem, neque innocentiam,
neque benevolentiam, pro pudicitia corporis admittendum sit, 20.41). After this, however, he
asserts that since bodily chastity is inferior to the integrity of the soul,>® someone committed
to truth as an expression of religious devotion would have to value the latter above the former
(20.41).5" This stands in complete opposition to the Aithiopika, where Charikleia repeatedly
uses falsehood protectively to ward off sexual violence. Combined with Theagenes’ refusal to
contemplate any kind of deception, the Aithiopika’s presentation of falsechood serves to
engage ongoing debates about the value of mendacity, as opposed to simply reflecting earlier

traditions, and gives the novel a unique relevance within a late antique context.

Between the composition of these two treatises, however, another event comes to bear
on Augustine’s arguments. The Sack of Rome in 410 brought with it a wave of sexual
violence, and the first book of Augustine’s City of God, composed between the de Mendacio
and contra Mendacium in 413, includes a consolation (consolatio) for these rape survivors.
Augustine’s work tackles some difficult ethical questions about the aftermath of assault, most
notably when he invokes the example of Lucretia to argue, in opposition to earlier writers
who praise her actions, that her suicide is not a model for rape survivors to emulate.*®
Augustine’s difficulty in reconciling the perceived sin of suicide with his sympathy for
Lucretia’s situation is palpable. He argues that rape survivors are not to blame for the actions
of rapists, and yet, he also states that they may feel shame because of the belief that assault
cannot happen without the victim’s mental consent (1.16). This contradictory attitude has
been much debated,®® but Augustine’s continued attempts to grapple with the ethical and

theological questions surrounding the trauma of rape brings the theoretical concerns of both
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treatises on lying into stark cultural relevance. Helen Morales has argued that Augustine’s
consolatio is an important part of the cultural background to Colluthus’ sixth century epyllion
The Abduction of Helen, which raises similar questions about the legal and ethical issues of
sexual violence.®® As such, these questions about sexual assault and its consequences have a
long afterlife which casts the clash between Augustine’s and Heliodorus’ presentations of
falsehood into relief. Against this backdrop, the Aithiopika’s exploration of ethical falsehood
and its relationship with sexual morality situates it within a culturally potent framework, and
add a specific late antique twist to its transformations of classical models for fiction. Reading
Charikleia’s lies through Augustine’s concept of falsehood, therefore, plugs the Aithiopika
into a wider framework of concerns about ethical falsehood, sexual violence, and morality

which give the novel cultural relevance in the early fifth century and beyond.

<a> Plausibility <a>

But this is only half the story. While ancient critics theorize fiction primarily through the
language of mendacity, they also consider how to distinguish fiction as a category distinct
from falsehood. In the Homeric and Hesiodic examples discussed above, both Odysseus and
the Muses’ respective speeches are not just untrue, but resemble the truth. The contrast
between their false status and their truthful appearance brings into focus the question of
plausibility, or how fiction can seem truthful despite not being strictly factual. This is most
visible in Aristotle’s Poetics, which defines the distinction between poetry and history
through plausibility, as the latter is based on actual events (t& yevéueva) and the former
probable ones (ola &v yévoito kai T& SuvaTa kaTd TO eikds ) TO dvaykaiov, Poetics
1451a36-8).6* As examined previously, this tension between truth-status and plausibility

becomes a key part of the tripartite categorization of narrative found in imperial rhetorical
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handbooks. While a range of different terms are used across ancient texts to discuss
plausibility, probability, and likelihood,®? a key term is To eikés, a concept with a long history
and a broad range of applications in forensic oratory, rhetoric, historiography, philosophy,
and literature.®® As Victoria Wohl has described it, ‘at once a logical operation, a rhetorical
trope, and a literary device, eikos is a way of thinking about the probable and the improbable,

the factual and the counterfactual, the hypothetical and the real.”®

Against this background, the Aithiopika’s manipulations of plausibility both recognize
the centrality of this concept in classical rhetoric and also transform it. The novel centers on a
fundamental implausibility, namely how the white Charikleia can be born to black parents.5
This is explicitly articulated by the Ethiopian king Hydaspes, who incredulously questions
how he and his wife Persinna could have produced a white child against all probability
(Trap& TO eikds, 10.14.5). But manipulations of plausibility are part of the novel from the
outset. After Charikleia’s Scheintod and the revelation that the corpse in the cave belongs to
Thisbe, a minor character from Cnemon’s inset narrative last seen in Athens, not Egypt,
Cnemon and Theagenes attempt to resolve their confusion by interpreting the situation
according to To eikés.% Indeed, Cnemon’s assertion that it is reasonable (gikds Ti TAéov
¢vTeUfev Nuas ekpabeiv, 2.10.1) that the writing tablets found with Thisbe’s body will
explain this enigmatic situation both naturalizes the situation by appealing to the familiar
tragic model of Phaedra, but also exposes the artificiality of this dramatic model.®” As
Richard Hunter has put it, Charikleia’s implausible identity and the dramatic reappearance of
Thisbe in the opening books of the novel “call into question...the appropriateness of o eikos
as a reading criterion for any kind of ‘fiction’, or perhaps prompt us to revise our notions of

just what to ikds might be. 68

Hunter goes on to suggest that the most common use of o eikds in the Aithiopika is

to naturalize the fictional nature of the narrative by implying that “what is being told accords
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with our experience of the way the world works.”®® But who is included in that “our? Ideas
about plausibility or to eikds appeal to shared standards of narrative logic and communal
acceptance of what seems natural, whether this is rooted on external criteria or subjective
prejudices and expectations.’® Reasoning from o eikés both relies upon these shared
standards and establishes them by doing so, creating a circular relationship in which reader
and text are mutually implicated. But Heliodorus’ novel exposes the artificiality of this
connection, and who is assumed to be included or excluded in these appeals. The overtness of
the Hippolytus allusions in this scene, building on Cnemon’s earlier inset narrative, implies a
communal awareness of this parallel while simultaneously questioning whether this myth is
appropriate here and how this novelistic narrative differs from the dramatic parallel. This
representation of reasoning from o eikds, in other words, brings into view the question of
why this is plausible and to whom. By doing so, the Aithiopika exposes the subjectivity and

limitations of plausibility as a mode of reading the unbelievable fiction of the novel.

The inadequacies of classical conceptions of plausibility become clearer as the
protagonists undergo increasingly unbelievable experiences on their journey to Ethiopia. For
example, after being framed for murder in retaliation for not playing along with Arsake’s
erotic demands, Charikleia is publicly burned at the stake but miraculously survives. This
paradoxical sight convinces the spectators of her innocence, but the narrative offers no
explicit explanation for Charikleia’s unexpected survival (8.9.13).”* Before learning the real
source of Charikleia’s vulnerability — a pantarbe stone she inherited from her mother
(8.11.5-10) — Charikleia and Theagenes debate different possible explanations for the
miracle, all of which rely on to eikds. Theagenes recalls a recent dream of Kalasiris, in which
he stated that Theagenes will soon go to Ethiopia with a girl, a statement which functions as a
basic if banal summary of the remaining plot of the novel.”? Theagenes, however, interprets

this as a portent of their death because on his reading the girl (xoUpn, 8.11.3-4) alludes to
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Persephone and Ethiopia connotes the underworld.” This is something of an overreach given
what has already been revealed about Charikleia’s Ethiopian heritage, as Charikleia herself
notes (8.11.5), and Theagenes’ mistake is to treat a remarkably literal statement as if it
required prophetic interpretation.”* By contrast, Charikleia discovers the correct conclusion
based on the inscription on the pantarbe stone, which she reasons must have protective
powers (ypdaupaot 8¢ igpols Tiow av&ypamTos kai TEAETTS, s £OIKe, BeloTépas
&vdaueoTos, 8.11.8).”° Charikleia’s use of cos £oike here slyly highlights the conjectures built
into her reasoning, as she admits at the end of her speech that her reading is based on
Kalasiris’ earlier decipherment of her mother’s inscribed tainia, which Charikleia herself was
— and presumably still is — unable to read.”® Both Theagenes and Charikleia structure their
interpretations around the language of 16 eikds (oike, 8.11.4; map’ fis eik&leo, 8.11.8 Taita
Hev eikdTa kai dvta, 8.11.10), but these appeals to plausibility but their contrast with the

unbelievability of the event undercut the value of To eikds as a mode of reasoning.

The close of the novel brings these tensions to a head. Charikleia’s reunion with her
biological parents involves a number of false closures which not only delay the ending of the
narrative, but also throw greater emphasis onto the methods by which Charikleia’s
recognition is achieved.”” The crowning proof which overcomes Hydaspes and the Ethiopian
crowd’s disbelief is the portrait of Andromeda which affected Charikleia’s conception, as the
similarity between the two creates a public acceptance of the truth of Charikleia’s birth and
superficially demonstrates the triumph of o eikds. On the other hand, however, this
recognition is not achieved as a result of these appeals to To eikds, but in spite of them. The
final proof which convinces Hydaspes that he is in fact Charikleia’s father (10.16.2) is the
revelation of her birthmark, which the priest Sisimithres remembers from the baby he
exposed (10.15.2). This band of black skin around her otherwise white arm literalizes

Charikleia’s hybridized heritage, but also disrupts her perfect resemblance to the Andromeda
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painting.’® This juxtaposition of Charikleia’s similarity to and divergence from the
Andromeda painting undercuts any straightforward appeal to plausibility and demonstrates
the impossibility of naturalizing such an unbelievable paradox. If indeed Charikleia’s hybrid
body can be seen as a parallel for the hybrid literary, nature of the Aithiopika,® these closing
games with the implausibility of Charikleia’s identity highlights the impossibility of entirely

squaring the classical trope of o eikds with the miraculous paradox of Charikleia’s birth.

Heliodorus” manipulations of plausibility throughout the Aithiopika, therefore,
explore the friction inherent in classical conceptions of To eikds and expose the limitations of
this line of criticism. This tension between the plausible and the miraculous becomes
especially acute in late antiquity, where anxieties about the relationship between Christian
faith, pagan mythology, and miracles combine to bring these issues to the forefront.®
Gregory of Nyssa’s Life of Macrina, a hagiographic biography from the late fourth century,
epitomizes these concerns. Despite their likely chronological proximity, Gregory’s text
makes no mention to Heliodorus or any other novelist, despite the long-recognized affinities
between hagiography and the novel 2 Both texts, however explore the tensions between the
plausible and the miraculous, and how they relates to questions of fiction and belief. Given
the wider resonance of these questions about plausibility and faith throughout early Christian
hagiography, therefore, the Life of Macrina can be read as an exemplar for the tensions
between classical and late antique conceptions of the unbelievable against which the

Aithiopika’s challenging approach to T eikds is thrown into stark relief.

From the outset, the Life of Macrina signals that it will play with questions of
plausibility and likelihood in ways which exemplify wider questions in late antique
hagiography. The biography presents itself as a letter following an unplanned meeting with
the addressee, as the limits of polite conversation necessitated writing out the life in full (1).8

This conceit that a written text originates from a chance encounter has a long literary
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history,®® and here it draws attention to the generic fluidity and literary allusivity of
Gregory’s text within the still-evolving traditions of Christian biography.®* Within this
framework, Gregory’s statement that it was not likely (eixos) that such a meeting would be
silent due to his interlocutor’s garrulousness (oUd¢ yap eikds flv €v Ol TV cuvTUXiav
elval, 1) teases the fictionality of this construct and points to the work’s self-consciousness
about its own literary sophistication. From the outset, therefore, the Life of Macrina adopts
the language of 1o eikds, but the knowing nature of the work’s pretense of orality suggests a

high degree of self-consciousness about the inherent subjectivity of claims to plausibility.

Macrina’s unbelievable identity as both holy saint and mortal woman becomes a key
point of contention for classical ideas about plausibility and later anxieties. Macrina’s
theological acumen and didactic role frames her as a Socratic figure from a Platonic dialogue,
both in the Life and elsewhere in Gregory’s corpus,® but Gregory also expresses concern that
her deviance from gender roles means she can hardly be called a woman (1).% Similarly,
while Macrina’s saintly devotion to virginity is prefigured from virtually the moment of her
birth,®” due to parental and class pressures she is betrothed to a man who dies before their
wedding (4-5). When compelled to marry another suitor, however, Macrina refuses on the
grounds that she is already married in the eyes of God and death does not change that.%8
These paradoxical tensions over gender, sexuality, and sanctity are exemplified by Macrina’s
scar, a mark which both testifies to her identity as a saint and questions whether such
intensity of faith can in fact be proved. Described as the greatest miracle she ever performed
(31), Macrina’s body is marked by a scar from a cancerous tumor on her breast which was
cured by Macrina’s religious faith. As such, this scar becomes a site of “locational memory”
which confirms Macrina’s holiness,®® and also literary memory, as Macrina’s scar allusively
evokes Odysseus’, just as Charikleia’s birthmark recalls Menelaus’ thigh wound in the

Iliad.®* And yet, although Gregory strains to see it, this identifying sign is hardly visible (31).
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While this mark testifies to Macrina’s sainthood and demonstrates the extent of her powers,
its invisibility highlights the gap between faith and proof that this scene exposes. While
Heliodorus’ novel uses Charikleia’s birthmark to emphasize the impossibility of ever fully
naturalizing such unbelievable fictions, Macrina’s scar epitomizes the tensions between belief

and evidence, miraculous sainthood and mortal likelihood which are central to hagiography.

These frictions come to a head at the end of the Life of Macrina, which concludes
with a playful twist on To eikds. In a mirror of the chance encounter which inspired the text,
Gregory ends with the story of a soldier he met unexpectedly when leaving Macrina’s funeral
(36).92 After his family visited the saint, Macrina kissed his child, as was natural (pihotoa d¢
ola eikos 16 Taudiov, 37), and offered them a cure for their daughter’s disfiguring eye
condition. Upon returning home, however, they realized that they had forgotten the cure and
panicked before seeing that their daughter’s affliction had already disappeared, an outcome
they attribute to Macrina’s faith (38). This story is described by Gregory as a paradigmatic
example of the miracles performed by Macrina, a 6aUua comparable even to those performed
by God (39),% but the miracle hinges on the seemingly throwaway phrase ofa eikds. At first
glance the attribution of her kiss to eiks ascribes her actions to a natural affection for
children, but on a second reading invites audiences to recognize this action as the mechanism
by which the miracle is achieved.* This tension between the naturalisation of Macrina’s kiss
and the revelation of its significance dramatizes the appeal to shared expectations which

underpins to eikds and converts them into proof of the miraculous power of Macrina’s faith.

This redefinition of to eikds, however, goes further. After narrating the story of the
soldier’s child, Gregory claims to have omitted even stranger stories than this, including
exorcism and prophecy, in order not to strain the credibility of his audience and incite them to

question the truth of the whole account (39).%°
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Soa 8t kai &AAa Tolalta Tapd TGV ouvelnkdTwy auTi kai 8’ akpiPeias Té& kaT’
aUTTV EMOTAUéVWY NKOUOAUEY, oUk dopales oipal mpoobeival T¢y SinyruaTi. oi
y&p moAAol TGV avBpdTeov TTPOs T EQUTGV UETPA TO TOTOV €V TOTs Aeyouévols
kpivouol, T 8¢ UtrepPaivov Trv Tol dkovovTtos SYvauv cos €6 Tiis aAnbeias Tais
ToU Weudous Utrovoiais UPBpilouat. 816 Tapinut TrHv &moTov ékeivny gv TG Audd
Yewpyiav...kai GAAa TouTwv TTapadofdtepa...& TavTa Tols pév 8 akpiBeiag

£y vwkdo aAnbi] elvar moTeleTal, K& UTTEP TOTIV 7, €TT1 8¢ TAOV capkwdeoTépeov
€Eco ToU evdexouévou vouileTal...cos av ovv urn BAaPeiev oi amoTtdTepol Tals ToU
BeoU Scopeals AmoToUvTES, TOUTOU Evekev Kabegiis ioTopEIV Trept TGOV UywnAoTépaov
BaupaTeov TapnTnodunv, ApKEV 1y oUlEVOs Tols eipnuévols Treptypdyal TN Tepi

aUTTs ioTopiav.

We heard many similar stories from those who lived with Macrina and who knew her
well, but I do not think it is a good idea to add them to this account. Most people
judge the credibility of what they are told from their own experiences, and anything
that goes beyond what they can grasp they disparage as unbelievable, suspecting it of
being a lie. For this reason I will not say anything about that incredible harvest during
the famine...nor will I mention other things even stranger than this... All these things,
incredible though they may seem, are believed to be true by those who know all the
details. But such stories are regarded as unacceptable by people who have a less
spiritual view...So that those who do not believe will not be harmed by being given
an opportunity to deny faith in God’s gifts, | have decided to omit Macrina’s more

remarkable miracles, thinking it sufficient to outline her story as | have done here.

While the anecdote about the soldier’s daughter exposed the standards of plausibility invoked
by ola eikods and redefined them to make the miraculous believable, here Gregory describes
the marvel as one of the more plausible miracles Macrina ever performed. Gregory

distinguishes between two classes of audience, one who believe these events to be true,
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despite their being beyond belief (xav uTep mioTwv i), and the other for whom these events
must be rejected due to their implausibility. Gregory’s justification for omitting Macrina’s
more unbelievable miracles is to prevent harm to this latter group of unbelievers (oi
amoTdTepol Tals Tou Beol Scopeais amoTolvTes) but this omission reinforces the tension
between plausible and unbelievable which runs throughout the text. While the text throughout
has toyed with the miraculous nature of Macrina’s sanctity, this coda entirely disregards
concern for plausibility and frames belief in the unbelievable as key to theological acumen. In
other words, rather than naturalizing the incredible nature of Macrina’s miracles, Gregory

converts their implausibility into a test of his audience’s Christian faith.

The framing of incredible events as a test of faith challenges classical conceptions of
TO eikds by asserting the theological value of believing the unbelievable. This contested
relationship between faith and plausibility resonates throughout early Christianity, as Celsus’
attacks on the improbability of Christian miracles in the second century <sc>c.e.<sc> and
Origen’s lengthy, vicious rebuttal a hundred years later shows.%® For Origen, the
unbelievability of Jesus’ miracles is precisely what proves them to be true, as no-one would
make up such an implausible story if they wanted it to be believed (C. Cels. 2.48).%” These
arguments, however, achieve particular resonance in late antiquity due to the increasing
prominence of hagiography, which combines the miraculous and the mundane in ways which
highlight these issues of belief and believability.®® Gregory’s biography exemplifies these
tensions. Just as the Aithiopika is framed around the central paradox of Charikleia’s
unbelievable identity, the Life of Macrina is structured around the tensions between Macrina
as a saint and mortal, credible holy woman and yet capable of the unbelievable. Set in
dialogue with the Life of Macrina and early Christian hagiography, the Aithiopika’s repeated
thematization of plausibility, paradox, and the limits of credibility acquires new significance

and opens up parallels with late antique concerns about faith and the miraculous.
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<a> Conclusions <a>

How were ancient novels read in antiquity? In light of the relatively few, though not
insignificant, papyrus fragments and the paucity of critical responses to the novels from late
antique sources, any answer to this question is likely to involve a certain amount of
speculation. But for Heliodorus’ Aithiopika in particular this question is unavoidable. The
novel’s ambiguous dating and the evidence that it was being read in late antiquity
automatically challenges any easy assumptions about exactly where to place the novel in a
literary and cultural landscape and forces us to confront the silence surrounding the novel’s
earliest reception. This article has offered one way of approaching this silence by
demonstrating how the novel’s engagement with classical practices of fiction opens up points
of connection with late antique cultural concerns rather than exclusively classical or imperial
ones. While without further evidence we will likely never know exactly how the Aithiopika
was read in late antiquity, this approach shows how the novel prefigures and fits into late
antique contexts. Although this article has only looked at Augustine and Gregory of Nyssa as
exemplars of late antique literary culture, both writers tackle issues with wider resonance and
suggest themes, if not exact texts, against which the Aithiopika may have been read. My
approach does not rely on textual dependence between the Aithiopika and later works, but
argues instead that the common ground between these texts illuminates key themes in the
novel and their potential resonance for a late antique audience. In other words, what this
article suggests is a new way of contextualizing the novel within late antique frameworks
without reductionist approaches to dating or textual influence. Instead, adopting a more fluid
and forward-looking approach to chronology opens up new perspectives which demonstrate
how the novel’s transformative approach to classical fiction gives it specific and significant

resonance within a late antique context.
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This is especially meaningful for how we understand the novel as a fictional text.
Regardless of which context in which the Aithiopika is read, it is clear that Heliodorus is
conscious of the literary traditions in which the novel is working. While the Aithiopika’s
literary sophistication has long been recognized, the depth of its engagement with and
transformations of ancient ideas about fiction have rarely been explored holistically. The
novel’s engagement with themes of falsehood and plausibility, themes which run throughout
classical conceptualizations of fiction, consistently demonstrates its understanding of both
this literary background and its own place within it. Reading the Aithiopika as a text engaged
with the question of its own fictionality exposes how receptive the novel is to these later
concerns instead of consistently harkening back to the classical past. This transformative
engagement with classical practices of fiction both anticipates later developments and
positions the novel alongside these concerns. This approach demonstrates not only the
hitherto unrecognized late antique resonance of the Aithiopika, but more importantly, how the

novel’s own presentation of its fictionality brings this to the forefront.

Moreover, this approach complicates, as Helen Morales describes it, some of our
“rather neat stories about the ancient novel.”*® If the Aithiopika is seen solely as the
culmination of the imperial development of the ancient novel, this text, as the latest example
of the genre from classical antiquity, becomes the pinnacle of this evolution and is left
nowhere to go afterwards. Placing the novel in the contexts of its late antique reception,
however, inverts this approach and positions the Aithiopika not simply as the endpoint of an
imperial genre, but as a text open to reinterpretation across its reception history. The verbal
echoes of Achilles Tatius and Chariton identified here suggest that Heliodorus recognized
these authors as having particular relevance for the Aithiopika, and might suggest implicit
recognition of the novel as a genre. But the thematic connections with Augustine and

Gregory of Nyssa explored here demonstrate that the Aithiopika cannot be contextualized
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only in terms of novelistic literature and imperial culture. Instead, the Aithiopika’s self-
presentation of itself as specifically a fictional text not only shows awareness of classical
fictional practice, but also makes visible the continuities and ruptures between classical and
late antique considerations about truth and falsehood, the believable and the implausible.
Instead of being constrained by sitting at the limits of a restrictive imperial framework,
placing the Aithiopika in dialogue with late antiquity opens up new contexts in which the
novel’s transformations of classical models acquire new potency. In other words, this
approach not only demonstrates the wider significance of the Aithiopika as a text on the cusp
of scholarly divides between imperial and late antique cultures, but exposes the limitations of
this binary periodization, and invites us to think harder about how seeing the novel as solely

an imperial genre limits its broader resonance.

Returning to the fifth-century Socrates Scholasticus, our earliest secure reference to
the Aithiopika, reinforces the value of this approach. Regardless of the literal truth of
Socrates’ description of Heliodorus as bishop of Tricca, what has often been overlooked is
that this statement contextualizes Heliodorus within a Christian environment. This placement
of Heliodorus in a Christian context suggests that early readers of Heliodorus could have
considered the novel through or against other Christian texts of the period. At the very least,
it implies that the two were not opposed and could be viewed within the same frameworks.
As such, placing the novel in dialogue with late antique Christian texts perhaps parallels the
kinds of literary contexts in which the novel was being read in the fifth-century <sc>c.e.<sc>.
Looking at the Aithiopika through these models and in these contexts, therefore, sheds light

not only on the dynamics of fiction within the novel itself, but also on its earliest reception.

<a> Bibliography <a>



CONTEXTS OF FICTION IN HELIODORUS

Ahl, F. 1984. “The Art of Safe Criticism in Greece and Rome.” AJP 105: 174-208.

Andujar, R. M. 2012. “Charikleia the Martyr: Heliodorus and Early Christian Narrative.” In
M. P. Futre Pinheiro, J. Perkins, and R. Pervo, eds. The Ancient Novel and Early Christian

and Jewish Narrative: Fictional Intersections. Groningen: Barkhuis. 139-52.

Baima, N. R. 2017. “Republic 382A-D: On the Dangers and Benefits of Falsehood.” CP 112:

1-19.

Bartsch, S. 1994. Actors in the Audience: Theatricality and Doublespeak from Nero to

Hadrian. Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press.

Barwick, K. 1928. “Die Gliederung der Narratio in der Rhetorischen Theorie und Thre

Bedeutung fiir die Geschichte des Antiken Romans.” Hermes 63: 261-287.

Baumbach, M. 1997. “Die Meroe-Episode in Heliodors Aithiopika.” Rh. Mus.140: 333-41.

Belfiore, E. 1985. “Lies Unlike the Truth: Plato on Hesiod Theogony 27.” TAPA 115: 47-57.

Birchall, J. W. 1996. Heliodoros Aithiopika I: A Commentary with Prolegomena. PhD Diss.

University College London.

Bird, R. 2019 “Achilles Tatius and Chariton: Reflections and Refractions.” Mnemos. 72:

471-487.

Borgogno, A. 1971. “Menandro in Caritone.” Riv. Fil. 99: 257-63.

Bowersock, G. W. 1994, Fiction as History: Nero to Julian. Berkley: University of California

Press.

Bowie, E. L. 1994. “The Readership of the Greek Novels in the Ancient World”. In J. Tatum,

ed. The Search for the Ancient Novel. Baltimore: Johns Hopkins University Press. 435-59.

27



CLAIRE RACHEL JACKSON

Bowie, E. L. 1995. “Names and a Gem: Aspects of Allusion in Heliodorus’ Aethiopica.” In
D. Innes, H. Hine, C. Pelling, eds. Ethics and Rhetoric: Classical Essays for Donald Russell

on his 75" Birthday. Oxford: Oxford University Press. 269-80.

Bowie, E. L. 2002. “The chronology of the earlier Greek novels since B.E. Perry: revisions

and precisions.” Ancient Narrative 2: 47-63.

Bowie, E. L. 20032. “The Ancient Readers of Greek Novels.” In G. Schmeling, ed. The Novel

in the Ancient World, 2" edition. Leiden: Brill. 87—106.

Brechét, C., Videau, A., and Webb, R., eds. 2013. Theories et Pratiques de la Fiction a

[’Epoque Imperiale. Nanterre: Picard.

Brethes, R. 2007. “Poiein aischra kai legein aischra, est ce vraiment la méme chose? Ou la
bouche souillée de Chariclée.” In V. Rimell, ed. Seeing Tongues, Hearing Scripts: Orality

and Representation in the Ancient Novel. Groningen: Barkuis. 223-56.

Burrus, V. 1995. The Making of a Heretic: Gender, Authority, and the Priscillianist

Controversy. Berkeley: University of California Press.

Burrus, V. 2000. Begotten, not Made: Conceiving Manhood in Late Antiquity. Stanford:

Stanford University Press.

Burrus, V. 2004. The Sex Lives of Saints: An Erotics of Ancient Hagiography. Philadelphia:

University of Pennsylvania Press.

Burrus, V. 2005. “Macrina’s Tattoo.” In D. B. Martin and P. Cox Miller, eds. The Cultural
Turn in Late Antique Studies: Gender, Asceticism, and Historiography. Durham, NC: Duke

University Press. 103-116

Carleton Paget, J. 2011. “Miracles in Early Christianity.” In Twelftree, G. H., ed. The

Cambridge Companion to Miracles. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press. 131-48.



CONTEXTS OF FICTION IN HELIODORUS

Chew, K. 2007. “Divine Epistemology: The Relationship between Speech and Writing in the
Aitihopika.” In V. Rimell, ed. Seeing Tongues, Hearing Scripts: Orality and Representation

in the Ancient Novel. Groningen: Barkhuis. 279-98.

Clark, E. A. 1998. “Holy Women, Holy Words: Early Christian Women, Social History, and

the “Linguistic Turn’.” Journal of Early Christian Studies 6: 413-30.

Colonna, A. 1938. Heliodori Aethiopica. Rome: Typis Regiae Officinae Polygraphicae.

Cullhed, A. 2015. The Shadow of Creusa: Negotiating Fictionality in Late Antique Latin

Literature. Berlin: De Gruyter.

Cullhed, A. and L. Rydholm, eds. 2014. True Lies Worldwide: Fictionality in Global

Contexts. Berlin: De Gruyter.

Danek, G. 2000. “lamblichs Babyloniaka und Heliodor bei Photios: Referattechnik und

Handlungsstruktur.” Wien. Stud. 113: 113-34.

Daston, L., and K. Park. 1998. Wonders and the Order of Nature, 1150-1750. New York:

Zone.

De Nie, G. 2011. Poetics of Wonder: Testimonies of the New Christian Miracles in the Late

Antique Latin World. Turnhout: Brepols.

De Temmerman, K. 2014. Crafting Characters: Heroes and Heroines in the Ancient Greek

Novel. Oxford: Oxford University Press.

Doody, M. A. 1996. The True Story of the Novel. London: Harper Collins.

Dowden, K. 1996. “Heliodoros: Serious Intentions.” CQ 46: 267-85.

Durham, D. B. 1938. “Parody in Achilles Tatius.” CP 45: 3-19.

29



CLAIRE RACHEL JACKSON

Eden, K. 1989. Poetic and Legal Fiction in the Aristotelian Tradition. Princeton: Princeton

University Press.

Ehrman, B. 2013. Forgery and Counterforgery: The Use of Literary Deceit in Early

Christian Polemics. Oxford: Oxford University Press.

Elmer, D. F. 2008 “Heliodoros’ ‘Sources’: Intertextuality, Paternity, and the Nile River in the

Aithiopika.” TAPA 138: 411-50.

Feehan, T. 1988. “Augustine on Lying and Deception.” Augustinian Studies 19: 131-39.
Feehan, T. 1990. “The Morality of Lying in St Augustine.” Augustinian Studies 21: 67—81.
Feehan, T. 1991. “Augustine’s Own Examples of Lying.” Augustinian Studies 22: 165-90.

Feuillatre, E. 1966. Etudes sur les Ethiopiques d’Héliodore: contribution a la connaisance du

roman grec. Paris: Presses universitaires de France.

Fleming, J. 1998. “By Coincidence or Design? Cassian’s Disagreement with Augustine

concerning the Ethics of Falsehood.” Augustinian Studies 29: 19-34.

Frank, G. 2000. “Macrina’s Scar: Homeric Allusion and Heroic Identity in Gregory of

Nyssa’s Life of Macrina.” Journal of Early Christian Studies 8: 511-30.

Fuchs, E. 1993. Pseudologia [yeudoAoyia]: Formen und Funktion fiktionaler Trugede in

der griechischen Literatur der Antike. Heidelberg: Winter.
Fusillo, M. 1989. Il romanzo greco: polifonia ed eros. Venice: Marsilio.

Futre Pinheiro, M. P. 2014. “Heliodorus, the Ethiopian Story.” In Cueva, E. P., and Byrne, S.

N., eds. A Companion to the Ancient Novel. Chichester: Wiley Blackwell. 76-94.

Futre Pinheiro, M. P. 2018. “Thoughts on Diegema (Narratio) in Ancient Rhetoric and in

Modern Critical Theory.” In K. Chew, J. R. Morgan, and S. Trzaskoma, eds. Literary



CONTEXTS OF FICTION IN HELIODORUS

Currents and Romantic Forms: Essays in Honor of Bryan Reardon, Groningen: Barkhuis:

19-32.

Garland, R. 2011. “Miracles in the Greek and Roman World.” In Twelftree, G. H., ed. The

Cambridge Companion to Miracles. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press. 75-94.

Garnaud, J.-P. 1991. Achille Tatius: Le Roman de Leucippé et Clitophon. Paris: Les Belles

Lettres.

Garson, R. W. 1975. “Notes on some Homeric Echoes in Heliodorus’ Aethiopica.” AC 18:

137-40.

Gerolemou, M., ed. 2018a. Recognizing Miracles in Antiquity and Beyond, Berlin: De

Gruyter.

Gerolemou, M. 2018b. “Introduction: In Search of the Miraculous.” In M. Gerolemou 2018a,

ed. IX—xx.

Giannarelli, E. 1993. “Women and Miracles in Christian Biography (IV"-\V" centuries).”

Studia Patristica 25: 376-80.

Gill, C. and T. P. Wiseman, eds. 1993. Lies and Fiction in the Ancient World. Exeter:

University of Exeter Press.

Goldhill. S. 1995. Foucault’s Virginity: Ancient Erotic Fiction and the History of Sexuality.

Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Greenwood, D. N. 2016. “Celsus, Origen, and Julian on Christian Miracle-Claims,” The

Heythrop Journal 57: 99-108.

Griffiths, P. J. 2004. Lying: An Augustinian Theology of Duplicity. Eugene: Wipf and Stock

Publishers.

31



CLAIRE RACHEL JACKSON

Gronewald, M. 1979. “Ein Fragment aus den Aithiopica des Heliodor (P. Amh. 160 = Pack?

2797).” ZPE 34: 19-21.

Halliwell, S. 2011. Between Ecstasy and Truth: Interpretations of Greek Poetics from Homer

to Longinus. Oxford: Oxford University Press.

Halliwell, S. 2015. “Fiction.” In. P. Destrée and P. Murray, eds. A Companion to Ancient

Aesthetics. Hoboken, NJ: Wiley Blackwell. 341-53.

Hardie, P. 1998. “A Reading of Heliodorus, Aithiopika, 3.4.1-5.2.” In R. L. Hunter, ed.

Studies in Heliodorus. Cambridge: Cambridge Philological Society. 19-39.

Hardie, P. R., ed. 2009. Paradox and the Marvelous in Augustan Literature and Culture.

Oxford: Oxford University Press.
Hefti, V. L. 1950. Zur Erz&hlungstechnik in Heliodors Aethiopica. Vienna: A. Holzhausen.
Hermanowicz, E. T. 2018. “Augustine on Lying.” Speculum 93: 699-727.

Hesk, J. 2000. Deception and Democracy in Classical Athens, Cambridge: Cambridge

University Press.

Hilton, J. L. 1998. A Commentary on Books 3 and 4 of the Ethiopian Story of Heliodorus.

PhD Diss. University of Natal.

Hilton, J. L. 2019. “Cnemon, Crispus, and the Marriage Laws of Constantine in the

Aethiopica of Heliodorus.” GRBS 59: 437-59.

Hoffman, D. C. 2008. “Concerning Eikos: Social Expectation and Verisimilitude in Early

Attic Rhetoric.” Rhetorica: A Journal of the History of Rhetoric 26: 1-29.

Hose, M. 1996. “Fiktionalitit und Liige: Uber einen Unterschied zwischen rémischer und

griechischer Terminologie.” Poetica 28: 257-274.



CONTEXTS OF FICTION IN HELIODORUS

Hunink, J. 2003. ““‘Apuleius, qui nobis Afris Afer est notior”: Augustine’s Polemic against

Apuleius in De Civitate Dei.” Scholia 12: 82-95.

Hunter, R. L. 1998. “The Aithiopika of Heliodorus: Beyond Interpretation?” In R. L. Hunter,

ed. Studies in Heliodorus. Cambridge: Cambridge Philological Society. 40-59.
Hunter, R. L. 2008. “Ancient Readers.” In T. Whitmarsh, ed.: 261-71.

Hunter, R. L. 2016. “The Hippias Minor and the Traditions of Homeric Criticism.” CCJ 62:

85-107.

Jaffee, H. B. 20022, “Against Lying.” In Deferrari, R. J., ed. Saint Augustine: Treatises on
Various Subjects. Fathers of the Church, Vol. 16. Washington, D.C.: Catholic University of

America Press: 113-79.

Jones, M. 2012. Playing the Man: Performing Masculinities in the Ancient Greek Novel.

Oxford: Oxford University Press.

Junni, J. 2013. “Celsus’ Arguments Against the Truth of the Bible.” In M. Vinzent, ed. Studia
Patristica Vol. LXV: Papers Presented at the Sixteenth International Conference on Patristic

Studies held in Oxford 2011. Leuven: Peeters. 175-84.

Kaldellis, A. 2014. “The Emergence of Literary Fiction in Byzantium and the Paradox of
Plausibility.” In P. Roilos. ed. Medieval Greek Storytelling: Fictionality and Narrative in

Byzantium. Wiesbaden: Harrassowitz Verlag. 115-29.

Kemezis, A. M. 2014. Greek Narratives of the Roman Empire Under the Severans: Cassius

Dio, Philostratus, and Herodian. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Kraus, M. 2006. “Nothing to do with the truth? Eikos in early Greek rhetoric and

philosophy.” Papers on Rhetoric 7: 129-50.

33



CLAIRE RACHEL JACKSON

Krauss, K. 2017. Making Meaning out of Metaphor: Contextualizing Theatricality in

Heliodorus. MPhil Diss. University of Cambridge.

Krueger, D. 2000. “Writing and the Liturgy of Memory in Gregory of Nyssa’s Life of

Macrina.” Journal of Early Christian Studies 8: 483-510.

Kruger, D. 2004. Writing and Holiness: The Practice of Authorship in the Early Christian

East. Philadelphia: University of Pennsylvania Press.

Lamberigts, M. 2018. “Reception of Augustine During his Lifetime.” In T. Toom, ed.

Augustine in Context. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press. 230-37.

Lateiner, D. 1997. “Abduction Marriage in Heliodorus’ Aethiopica.” GRBS 38: 409-39.

Lehoux, D. 2014. ““Why Doesn’t My Baby Look like Me?” Likeness and Likelihood in

Ancient Theories of Reproduction.” In V. Wohl, ed. 2014a: 208-29.

Levet, J.-P. 1976. Le vrai et le faux dans la pensée grecque archaique: le vrai et le faux dans

les épopées homériques. Paris: Les Belles Lettres.

Levet, J.-P. 2008. Le vrai et le faux dans la pensée grecque archaique: d'Hésiode a la fin du

Ve siécle. Paris: Les Belles Lettres.

Lowe, N. J. 2000. The Classical Plot and the Invention of Western Narrative. Cambridge:

Cambridge University Press.

Ludlow, M. 2015. “Texts, Teachers, and Pupils in the Writings of Gregory of Nyssa.” In L.
Van Hoof and P. Van Nuffelen, eds. Literature and Society in the Fourth Century AD:

Performing Paideia, Constructing the Present, Presenting the Self. Leiden: Brill. 83-102.

Lye, S. 2016. “Gender and Ethnicity in Heliodorus’ Aithiopika.” CW 109: 235-62.



CONTEXTS OF FICTION IN HELIODORUS

MacCormack, S. 1998. The Shadows of Poetry: Vergil in the Mind of Augustine. Berkeley:

University of California Press.
Maraval, P. 1971. Grégoire de Nysse: Vie de Sainte Macrine. Paris: Editions du Cerf.

Maraval, P. 1997. “La Vie de sainte Macrine de Grégoire de Nysse: continuité et nouveauté
d’un genre littéraire.” In G. Freyburger and L. Pernot, eds. Du Héros Paien au Saint
Chrétien: Actes du colloque organise par le Centre d’Analyse des Rhétoriques Religieuses de
I ’Antiquité (C.A.R.R.A) Strasbourg ler—2 décembre 1995. Paris: Institut d'Etudes

Augustiniennes. 133-38.

Marinci¢, M. 2007. “Advertising One’s Own Story: Text and Speech in Achilles Tatius’
Leucippe and Clitophon.” In V. Rimell, ed. Seeing Tongues, Hearing Scripts: Orality and

Representation in the Ancient Novel. Groningen: Barkhuis. 168-200.

Martin, R. P. 2002. “A Good Place to Talk: Discourse and Topos in Achilles Tatius and
Philostratus.” In M. Paschalis and S. A. Frangoulidis, eds. Space in the Ancient Novel.

Groningen: Barkhuis. 143-60.

McLaren, C. A. 2006. “A Twist of Plot: Psellos, Heliodorus and Narratology.” In C. Barber

and D. Jenkins, eds. Reading Michael Psellos. Leiden: Brill. 73-93.

Meijering, R. 1987. Literary and Rhetorical Theories in Greek Scholia. Groningen: E.

Forsten.

Messis, C. 2014. “Fiction and/or Novelization in Byzantine Hagiography.” In S. Efthymiadis,
ed. The Ashgate Research Companion to Byzantine Hagiography I1: Genres and Context.

Farnham: Routledge. 313-42.

ni Mheallaigh, K. 2014. Reading Fiction with Lucian: Fakes, Freaks, and Hyperreality.

Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

35



CLAIRE RACHEL JACKSON

Miles, M. R. 2012. “From Rape to Resurrection: Sin, Sexual Difference, and Politics.” In J.
Wetzel, ed. Augustine’s City of God: A Critical Guide. Cambridge: Cambridge University

Press. 75-92.

Montiglio, S. 2013. Love and Providence: Recognition in the Ancient Novel. Oxford: Oxford

University Press.

Morales, H. 2004. Vision and Narrative in Achilles Tatius’ Leucippe and Clitophon.

Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Morales, H. 2009. “Challenging Some Orthodoxies: The Politics of Genre and the Ancient
Greek Novel.” In G. Karla, ed. Fiction on the Fringe: Novelistic Writing in the Post-Classical

Age. Leiden: Brill. 1-12.

Morales, H. 2016. “Rape, Violence, Complicity: Colluthus’ Abduction of Helen.” Arethusa

49: 61-92.

Morgan, J. R. 1989a. “Heliodorus. An Ethiopian Story.” In B. P. Reardon, ed. Collected
Ancient Greek Novels. Berkley, Los Angeles, and London: University of California Press.

349-588.

Morgan, J. R. 1989b. “The Sense of the Ending: The Conclusion of Heliodoros’ Aithiopika.”

TAPA 119: 299-320.

Morgan, J. R. 1993. “Make-Believe and Make Believe: The Fictionality of the Greek

Novels.” In C. Gill and T. Wiseman, eds. 175-229.

Morgan, J. R. 1998. “Narrative Doublets in Heliodorus’ Aithiopika.” In R. L. Hunter, ed.

Studies in Heliodorus. Cambridge: Cambridge Philological Society. 60—78.

Morgan, J. R. 20032, “Heliodorus.” In G. Schmeling, ed. The Novel in the Ancient World. 2"

edition. Leiden: Brill. 417-56.



CONTEXTS OF FICTION IN HELIODORUS

Morgan, J. R. 2005. “Le blanc et le noir: perspectives paiennes et chrétiennes sur I’Ethiopie
d’Héliodore.” In B. Pouderon, ed. Lieux, décors et paysages de I’ancien roman des origines a
Byzance: Actes du 2° Colloque de Tours, 24-26 octobre 2002. Lyon: Maison de I'Orient et de

la Méditerranée. 309-18.

Muldowney, M. S. 20022, “On Lying.” In Deferrari, R. J., ed. Saint Augustine: Treatises on
Various Subjects. Fathers of the Church, Vol. 16. Washington, D.C.: Catholic University of

America Press: 47-110.

Newby, Z. 2002. “Testing the Boundaries of Ekphrasis: Lucian on the Hall.” Ramus 31: 126—

35.

Nicklas, T., and J. E. Spittler, eds. 2014. Credible, Incredible: The Miraculous in the Ancient

Mediterranean. Tiibingen: Mohr Siebeck.

Nunlist, R. 2009. The Ancient Critic at Work: Terms and Concepts of Literary Criticism in

Greek Scholia. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Olsen, S. 2012. “Maculate Conception: Sexual Ideology and Creative Authority in

Heliodorus’ Aethiopica.” AJP 133.2: 301-22.
Ormand, K. 2010. “Testing Virginity in Achilles Tatius and Heliodorus.” Ramus 39: 160-97.
Page, C. 1991. “The Truth about Lies in Plato’s Republic.” Ancient Philosophy 11: 1-33.

Paulsen, T. 1992. Inszenierung des Schicksals: Tragddie und Komddie im Roman des

Heliodor. Trier: Wissenschaftlicher Verlag Trier.

Pernot, L. 1992. “Chariclée la siréne.” In M.-F. Baslez, P. Hoffmann, and M. Trédé, eds. Le
Monde du Roman Grec: actes du colloque international tenu & I'Ecole normale supérieure

(Paris 17—19 décembre 1987). Paris: Presses de I’Ecole normale supérieure. 43-51.

37



CLAIRE RACHEL JACKSON

Pitcher, L. V. 2016. “A Shaggy Thigh Story: Kalasiris on the Life of Homer (Heliodorus
3.14).” In K. De Temmerman and K. Demoen, eds. Writing Biography in Greece and Rome:
Narrative Technique and Fictionalization. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press. 293—

305.

Plazenet, L. 2008. L'histoire aethiopique / Héliodore ; traduction de Jacques Amyot ; édition

critique établie, présentée et annotée par Laurence Plazenet. Paris: H. Champion.

Pratt, L. H. 1993. Lying and Poetry from Homer to Pindar: Falsehood and Deception in

Archaic Greek Poetics. Ann Arbor, MI: University of Michigan Press.

Rattenbury, R. M., and T. W. Lumb. 2011°. Heliodore: Les Ethiopiques, Theagene et

Chariclee. 3 vols, 5™ edition. Paris: Les Belles Lettres.
Reeve, M. D. 1989. “Conceptions.” PCPS 35: 81-112.

Reeve, M. D. 2008. “The Re-Emergence of Ancient Novels in Western Europe, 1300-1810.”

In T. Whitmarsh, ed.: 282-98.

Rispoli, G. M. 1988. Lo spazio del verisimile. 1l racconto, la storia e il mito. Naples: M.

D'Auria.

Roilos, P. 2014. “Phantasia and the Ethics of Fictionality in Byzantium: A Cognitive
Anthropological Perspective.” In P. Roilos, ed. Medieval Greek Storytelling: Fictionality and

Narrative in Byzantium. Wiesbaden: Harrassowitz Verlag. 9-30.
Schmitz, T. A. 2000. “Plausibility in the Greek Orators.” AJP 121: 47-77.

Schofield, M. 2007. “The Noble Lie.” In G. R. F. Ferrari, ed. The Cambridge Companion to

Plato’s Republic. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press. 138—64.

Schwartz, S. 1999. “Callirhoe’s Choice: Biological vs Legal Paternity.” GRBS 40: 23-52.



CONTEXTS OF FICTION IN HELIODORUS

Scodel, R. 1999. Credible Impossibilities: Conventions and Strategies of Verisimilitude in

Homer and Greek Tragedy. Stuttgart: Teubner.

Segal, C. 1984. “The Trials at the End of Achilles Tatius’ Leucippe and Clitophon: Doublets

and Complementarities.” Stud. Ital. 77: 83-91.

Shorrock, R. 2011. The Myth of Paganism: Nonnus, Dionysius, and the World of Late

Antiquity. Bristol: Bloomsbury.

Smith, J. W. 2004. ““A Just and Reasonable Grief: The Death and Function of a Holy Woman

in Gregory of Nyssa’s Life of Macrina.” Journal of Early Christian Studies 12: 57-84.

Staat, K. 2018. “Late Antique Latin Hagiography, Truth and Fiction: Trends in Scholarship.”

Ant. Class. 87: 209-24.

Stephens, S. A. 1994. “Who Reads Ancient Novels?” In J. Tatum, ed. The Search for the

Ancient Novel. Baltimore: Johns Hopkins University Press. 404-18.

Stephens, S. A., and J. J. Winkler. 1995. Ancient Greek Novels: The Fragments. Princeton:

Princeton University Press.

Swain, S. C. R. 1996. Hellenism and Empire: Language, Classicism, and Power in the Greek

World AD 50-250. Oxford: Oxford University Press.

Tagliabue, A. 2015. “Heliodorus’s Aethiopica and the Odyssean Mnesterophonia: An

Intermedial Reading.” TAPA 145: 445-68.

Tagliabue, A. 2016. “Heliodorus’ Reading of Lucian’s Toxaris.” Mnemos. 69: 397-419.

Telo, M. 1999. “Eliodoro e la critica omerica antica.” Stud. ltal. 92; 71-87.

Trout, D. 1994. “Re-Textualizing Lucretia: Cultural Subversion in the City of God.” Journal

of Early Christian Studies 2: 53-70.

39



CLAIRE RACHEL JACKSON

Turner, P. 2012. Truthfulness, Realism, Historicity: A Study in Late Antique Spiritual

Literature, London: Ashgate.

Van Hoof, L., and P. Van Nuffelen. 2015. “The Social Role and Place of Literature in the
Fourth Century A.D.” In L. Van Hoof and P. VVan Nuffelen, eds. Literature and Society in the
Fourth Century AD: Performing Paideia, Constructing the Present, Presenting the Self.

Leiden: Brill. 1-15.

Webb, R. 2001. “The Progymnasmata as Practice.” In Y. L. Too, ed. Education in Greek and

Roman Antiquity. Leiden: Brill. 289-316.

Webb, M. 2013. ““On Lucretia who slew herself”: Rape and Consolation in Augustine’s De

civitate dei.” Augustinian Studies 44.1: 37-58.

White, C. 2010. Lives of Roman Christian Women. London: Penguin.

Whitmarsh, T. 1998. “The Birth of a Prodigy: Heliodorus and the Genealogy of Hellenism.”
In R. L. Hunter, ed. Studies in Heliodorus. Cambridge: Cambridge Philological Society. 93—

124,

Whitmarsh, T. 2001. Achilles Tatius: Leucippe and Clitophon. Oxford: Oxford World’s

Classics.

Whitmarsh, T. 2003. “Reading for Pleasure: Narrative, Irony, and Eroticism in Achilles
Tatius.” In S. Panayotakis, M. Zimmerman, and W. Keulen, eds. The Ancient Novel and

Beyond. Leiden: Brill. 191-205.

Whitmarsh, T. 2011. Narrative and Identity in the Ancient Greek Novel: Returning Romance.

Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Whitmarsh, T. 2013. Beyond the Second Sophistic: Adventures in Greek Postclassicism.

Berkeley: University of California Press.



CONTEXTS OF FICTION IN HELIODORUS

Whitmarsh, T., ed. 2008. The Cambridge Companion to the Greek and Roman Novel.

Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Winkler, J. J. 1982. “The Mendacity of Kalasiris and the Narrative Strategy of Heliodoros’

Aithiopika.” YCIS 27: 93-158.

Wohl, V., ed. 2014a. Probabilities, Hypotheticals, and Counterfactuals in Ancient Greek

Thought. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Wohl, V. 2014b. “Introduction: Eikos in Ancient Greek Thought.” In V. Wohl, ed. 2014a. 1-

14.

Woolf, R. 2009. “Truth as a Value in Plato’s Republic.” Phronesis 54: 9-39.

Zycha, J. 1900. Sancti Aureli Augustini Opera: De fide et symbolo. De fide et operibus. De
agone Christiane. De continentia. De bono coniugale. De sancta virginitate. De bono
viduitatis. De adulterinis coniugiis lib. 1I. De mendacio. Contra mendacium. De opere
monachorum. De divinatione daemonum. De cura pro mortuis gerenda. De patentia. Vienna:

F. Tempsky.

“ This paper was originally presented at the ‘Heliodorus in New Contexts’ conference in
Cambridge: | am grateful to all participants, especially Tim Whitmarsh, Jonas Grethlein,
Karen ni Mheallaigh, and Anna Athanasopolou, for their insightful critiques. Special thanks
to Teresa Roger and Lea Niccolai for discussing Augustine, Gregory of Nyssa, and late
antiquity with me, and Katherine Krauss for sharing her unpublished MPhil thesis. | am
indebted to the anonymous TAPA reviewers and editor Andromache Karanika for their
encouragement and guidance. Finally, | am especially grateful to Simon Goldhill for his

support and advice throughout the writing of this paper. The final stages of this project were

41



CLAIRE RACHEL JACKSON

funded by the European Research Council (ERC) under the European Union’s Horizon 2020
research and innovation programme (grant agreement No. 819459 - NovelEchoes).

! Whether Heliodorus should be dated to the 3™ or 4™ century <sc>c.e.<sc> is long-debated:
see the overviews in Bowersock 1994: 149-60; Swain 1996: 423—-24; Morgan 20032 417-21.
2 Socrates Scholasticus Church History 5.22 (= Heliodorus, T 1, Colonna 1938).

3 Although Morgan (2003%) 42021 offers a measured reading of how testimonium and novel
might relate to one another. The ninth-century patriarch Photius also claims Heliodorus
became a bishop (Bibliotheca codex 73, 51b40-41 Bekker): see Futre Pinheiro 2014: 76-77.
* Evidence for the novel’s circulation in late antiquity is also provided by a parchment codex,
albeit likely from the sixth century (P. Amh. 160 = Pack? 2797). See Gronewald 1979 on this.
® See in particular Van Hoof and Van Nuffelen 2015: 1-4, with further references. See also
the survey of scholarship on late antiquity and periodization in Shorrock 2011: 1-12.

® Morgan 2005; Krauss 2017. See also Morgan 1998: 75-76.

7 Scholarship on the reception of the Aithiopika has generally focused on its popularity
following Jacques Amyot’s 1547 translation, as in Doody 1996; Plazenet 2008; Reeve 2008.
8 On ancient readership, see Bowie 1994 and 2003?; Stephens 1994; Hunter 2008. Stephens
and Winkler 1995: 480-81 briefly summarizes the papyrological evidence. Potential
references, such as Persius Sat. 1.134 and Philostratus Ep. 66, have been much-debated but
are essentially inconclusive: see Bowie 2002 for a survey of this evidence.

® Much recent scholarship has argued for a particular author or genre as the ‘inventor’ of
fiction, but this ignores the universality of fiction as a feature of narrative. See Halliwell
2011: 10-25; Whitmarsh 2013: 11-34, especially 12-13, for critiques and bibliography.

10 Cullhed and Rydholm 2017 offer a geographically wide-ranging and diachronic

exploration of fiction. The essays in Gill and Wiseman 1993 offer an overview of fiction
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from the archaic period to imperial literature, with Morgan 1993 specifically on the Greek
novel, and the essays in Bréchet, Videau, and Webb 2013 look at the imperial period.

1 The titles of Pratt 1993, Gill and Wiseman 1993, and Bowersock 1994 (Chapter 1: “Truth
in Lying”), Scodel 1999, and Wohl 2014a testify to the relevance of these themes for ancient
fiction. Ancient examinations of these themes are discussed in more detail below.

12 Halliwell 2011: 1219 offers a useful overview of these issues with further bibliography.
13 See Rispoli 1988; Levet 1976, 2008 for vocabularies of fiction in archaic and classical
Greek texts, Barwick 1928 and Hose 1996 for Hellenistic and imperial periods. Halliwell
2011: 10-11 and 2015 offer succinct overviews of this material.

14 This tripartite theory of narrative derives from a variety of sources including Sex. Emp.
Adv. Math. 1.252-53, 263-68, Cic. de Inv. 1.27, Rhet. Her. 1.13, Quint. 2.4.2, as well as the
progymnasmata of Theon, Aphthonius, Hermogenes, and Nicolaus. Discussed by Barwick
1928; Hose 1996; Meijering 1987, especially 72—82; Webb 2001, especially 306-7.

15 Winkler 1982, which has inspired various responses, notably Hunter 1998.

16 Winkler 1982: 111, with particular emphasis on the parallels with Xenophon of Ephesus’
Ephesiaka. On Xenophon and Heliodorus, see also Whitmarsh 2011: 117-19; 2013: 45-48.
17 All text of Heliodorus from Rattenbury and Lumb 2011°, translations adapted from Morgan
1989a.

18 Pernot 1992: 44.

19 See De Temmerman 2014 258-69 on Charikleia’s rhetorical prowess and sexual morality.
20 Discussed by De Temmerman 2014: 262—63; Brethes 2007: 233-39; Fusillo 1989: 31-32;
Pernot 1992. On the Aithiopika’s use of Homer, see Whitmarsh 1998; Telo 1999; Lowe 2000:
236-41; Tagliabue 2015; Garson 1975; Hefti 1950: 98-103; Feuillatre 1966: 105-114.

21 Noted by De Temmerman 2014: 265.
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22 ni Mheallaigh 2014: 78. On the Hippias Minor and its relevance for ancient fiction, see ni
Mheallaigh 2014: 78-79 and Hunter 2016.

23 Schofield 2007 offers an overview of this slippery concept. On wider issues of falsehood
and ethics in Plato, see Belfiore 1985; Page 1991; Woolf 2009; Baima 2017.

24 Ormand 2010: 170 and De Temmerman 2014: 26466 note the programmatic nature of
Charikleia’s opening falsehood.

25 On the effect of this inset narration, see in particular Hardie 1998.

26 De Temmerman 2014: 264—69; Chew 2007. On Kalasiris’ rhetoric, see Winkler 1982;
Hefti 1950; Baumbach 1997; Dowden 1996.

2" This is not to say that such connections cannot be made, rather that the novel’s in medias
res structure adds a note of doubt to any such connections. This structure affects later readers’
responses to the Aithiopika: Photius’ linear reordering of the plot suggests that he found it
confusing, whereas Psellos praises it. See Danek 2000 on Photius, McLaren 2006 on Psellos.
28 This conflict between Charikleia, Theagenes, and Arsake is framed through a number of
ethnic and gender stereotypes which act as a foil to these issues. On this see Lye 2016.

29 Compare 7.21.4 (gikds Tva kai AUoiv 8e6dv Boulrioel TOV UETAEY XPOVOV ATTOTEKETY,
“with the god’s help it is not impossible that the time you buy might bring about our
deliverance”) with 1.26.3—4, quoted more fully above (Adyos 8¢ eikcov kai Tpds TO
BoUAnua ouvTtpéxcov T TP TNV kai Léovoav popav éoTelhe kai TO KATOEY TTis Opéecos
TS 136l Ths émayyeAias kaTevvace..., “...a compliant answer and swift submission can
curb the first eruption of desire and soothe away the pangs of lust with the sweet taste of a
promise given...”). Noted by Rattenbury and Lumb 2011°: ad loc.

30 On Theagenes’ association with Achilles, see Whitmarsh 1998: 101-4; De Temmerman
2014: 282-88; Jones 2012: 119-24. For Montiglio 2013: 126, Charikleia and Theagenes’

different attitudes here model different ways of engaging with fiction.
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31 The same phrase also occurs later in the novel to describe Melite’s husband Thersander’s
eroticized reaction to Leucippe (6.7.7), a repetition which draws an implicit parallel between
Thersander and Clitophon. On this see De Temmerman 2014: 168; Morales 2004: 136-40.

32 Text is taken from Garnaud 1991, translation adapted from Whitmarsh 2001.

33 On the ironic language of philosophy in Achilles Tatius, see Goldhill 1995: 94-97.

34 See Morales 2004: 207-8 on the disingenuous nature of Clitophon’s claims.

% On Clitophon’s narration see Goldhill 1995; Whitmarsh 2003, 2011: 89-93; Marin¢i¢
2007. Leucippe’s virginity test is subtly questioned by Melite’s parallel ordeal, which she
passes due to a technicality: she is asked if she slept with Clitophon before she knew her
husband was alive, and they did so after Thersander’s return (8.11.2-3). See Segal 1984 on
these virginity tests and Ormand 2010 on virginity in Achilles Tatius and Heliodorus.

3 An intertextual relationship between Achilles Tatius and Heliodorus has long been posited,
and the parallels listed in Durham 1938 remain suggestive, even if he inverts the likely
direction of influence. Other allusions to second-century <sc>c.e.<sc> texts have been
spotted in Heliodorus: see Bowie 1995 on Longus and Tagliabue 2016 on Lucian’s Toxaris.
37 Herodian 5.6.2: here, the emperor Elagabalus justifies having sex with a Vestal Virgin as a
human experience (prjioas avBpcomvdv Ti memovBévar ébos); Lucian de Domo 21, where
an audience’s reaction to a beautiful room is described similarly (cuyyvcoun ydp, € Ti
Avbpcdmivov TreTrdvbaTe, EAAws Te kal TTpoOs oUTw kaAds kal Troikidas Tas Utrobéoels). In
both, the eroticized context and disingenuous tone invite parallels with Achilles Tatius. On
Herodian’s characterization of Elagabalus, see Kemezis 2014: 246-50; on the erotic and
knowing tone of de Domo, Newby 2002. Rattenbury and Lumb 2011°: ad loc. note these

parallels, along with those to Achilles Tatius, but do not explore their wider significance.
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38 This parallels Charikleia’s similar smile as she sees through Kalasiris’ show of magic (1} 8¢
UKV TV kKepaAnv éméoele kai oeonpds utepeldia, 4.5.4). Brethes 2007: 229 also compares
this with Calasiris’ smile (ceonpds Ti peidnoas, 5.22.2).

39 On this see Morgan 1998: 65-66. See also Charikleia’s description of Arsake’s love-
sickness as a tumour (7.21.4), which recalls Clitophon’s use of medical terminology to justify
his actions (5.27.2). De Temmerman 2014: 272—73 argues that this aligns Charikleia with
Kalasiris, who also adopts a medical pose when Charikleia first suffers from love-sickness.

40 Jones 2012: 8082 cites this phrase in Chariton and Heliodorus as evidence for stereotypes
of female jealousy, but does not consider an intertextual relationship. If Achilles Tatius
alludes to Chariton, as Bird 2019 argues, Heliodorus may reference Callirhoe through his
knowledge of Leucippe and Clitophon, an idea supported by the proximity of the allusions.
See n. 16 on Heliodorus’ knowledge of Xenophon of Ephesus.

41 See Borgogno 1971 on the New Comic traditions which shape Chaereas’ jealousy.

42 8,1.15: émel B¢ fkev eis MiAnTov Té Ady o, KaAAipdn uév éoichmnoev aiSoupévn,
Xaipéas 8¢ Tris éuputou CnAoTumias dveuvriodn... (“when she came to the part of her story
about Miletus, Callirhoe fell silent from shame, and Chaereas remembered his innate
jealousy...”); 8.4.4: ToUTo pudvov émoinoe dixa Xaipéou eiduia yap auTol TV EUPUTOV
CnAotuTiav éomroudale Aabeiv (“Callirhoe did this thing alone separately from Chaereas
and made an effort to keep it secret from him, because she was aware of his innate jealousy”).
Text from Reardon 2004, translations my own.

43 Schwartz 1999, De Temmerman 2014: 61-65.

* This is of course only a brief survey of a wider topic: for overviews see Hesk 2000 on
deception in fifth-century Athens, Ahl 1984 on veiled speech and criticism in imperial
politics, and Bartsch 1994 on the importance of doublespeak in imperial Roman contexts.

45 Griffiths 2004: 14-15. See Birchall 1996: 149 for a brief diachronic survey of this topic.
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46 Ehrman 2013: 53746 surveys the alternative views of John Chrysostom, Athanasius, and
John Cassian, all of who find justifications for falsehood, and argues for Augustine’s treatises
as vehement interventions in a wider debate. See also Griffiths 2004: 14-15. Fleming 1998
and Griffiths 2004: 133-43 compares Augustine’s view of falsehood with Cassian and John
Chrysostom respectively. Feehan 1991: 165 n.3 argues that the counter-examples cited
throughout both works suggest Augustine was aware that his arguments were controversial.
47 0n the later influence of the de Mendacio and contra Mendacium, see Hermanowicz 2018.
Augustine’s views on falsehood can also be found in his other writings, such as Enchiridion
6.18, but these treatises can be taken as paradigmatic of at least the core of his views.

48 Although not all of the letters made it there (mentioned in Ep. 40): see Hermanowicz 2018:
699-700. Ep. 28 contains Augustine’s central criticisms. Lamberigts 2018: 231-33
summarizes Augustine and Jerome’s correspondence.

49 Contra Mendacium 2.1-3. Burrus 1995 surveys the Priscillians’ wider contexts and impact,
and reviews the reliability of Augustine and Consentius’ correspondence: 115-16.

50 Augustine claims in the Retractiones (likely written in 426/427 <sc>c.e.<sc>) that he
wanted the de Mendacio destroyed, but ordered it to be preserved because it complemented
the superior contra Mendacium (Retract. 1.26). As both texts make essentially identical
arguments, Augustine seems here to recant the earlier work’s style rather than its content.

°1 On the philosophical and theological arguments here, see Feehan 1988, 1990, 1991.

52 Text for the De Mendacio and Contra Mendacium taken from Zycha 1900, translations
often adapted from Muldowney 2002 and Jaffee 2002 respectively.

53 Griffiths 2004: 25.

% Augustine repeatedly displays his knowledge of fictional texts (especially Vergil and
Apuleius), although he often downplays this (for example Conf. 1.13.20). On Augustine and

Vergil, see MacCormack 1998; on Apuleius, Hunink 2003, Burrus 2004: 78-82.
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% This is summarized well by Feehan 1991.

56 This recalls his arguments in an earlier section of the treatise (DM 7.10): pudicitia quippe
corporis, quia multum honorabili persona videtur occurrere, et pro se flagitare mendacium,
ut si stuprator irruat qui possit mendacio devitari, sine dubitatione mentiendum sit: facile
responderi potest, nullam esse pudicitiam corporis, nisi ab integritate animi pendeat. “To
some persons, bodily chastity seems of such honorable character that it may demand the
telling of a lie and that the lie be told without hesitation if, by means of it, someone attacking
for the purpose of sexual assault may be thwarted. The answer to this problem may be given
readily: there can be no chastity of the body unless it derives from the integrity of the soul.”
" On the problems of this argument, see Feehan 1991: especially 173—74.

%8 See Trout 1994, who compares Augustine’s treatment of the Lucretia myth with Livy’s.
59 On which see Miles 2012 and Webb 2013, with further bibliography.

%0 Morales 2016. Heliodorus’ engagement with the legal complexities around late-antique
sexual morality has also been considered by Lateiner 1997 and Hilton 2019.

61 On this and other discussions of probability in Aristotle, see Eden 1989: 32-54.

62 Niinlist 2009: 174-84; Meijering 1987, especially 72—-82; Futre Pinheiro 2018: 24-30.

63 On this see Kraus 2006; Schmitz 2000; Eden 1989; Hoffman 2008; Wohl 2014b; and the
essays in Wohl 2014a. On probability and novelistic practice, see Morgan 1993: 181-83.

64 Wohl 2014b: 1.

65 On this key theme see Reeve 1989; Whitmarsh 2013: 123-34; Lehoux 2014.

% For example, 2.8.3; 2.10.1.

%7 Paulsen 1992: 82—110: see also Brethes 2007: 115-24. Hunter 1998: 43-47 rightly shows
how readings of this scene shift according to which models and characters are prioritized.

%8 Hunter 1998: 56.

% Ibid n.60.
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70 Schmitz 2000: 47—48. Eden 1989 argues that these models are not opposed in Aristotle’s
works, where reasoning from probability underpins his views on poetry, ethics, and rhetoric.
"I Morgan 1998: 70—71 notes the visual parallels with Charikleia’s virginity test at the close
of the novel. Andujar 2012 see this scene as evidence of intertextuality with the Thekla
narrative, which reinforces the dialogue between Christian and pagan texts explored here.
728.11.3-4: AlBidTeov eis yatav apieat &uurya koupn
SeoucOV Apoakéwv aUplov EKTTPOPUYCOV.

€nol uEv oUv &Trot Teivel TO Xpriotpov €xw ouuPAaAAew yijv pév yap Aibidmeov v Tév
kaTtaxBovicov £oike Aéyew duurya 8¢ koUpn T1) TTepoepdvrn pe ouvéceoBal kai AUotv
Beopdov TNy Evbévde &d Tou opaTtos amaAlaynv. (““Ethiopia’s land with a maiden shalt
thou see: Tomorrow from Arsake’s bonds shalt thou be set free.” Now, I can guess the
meaning of the prophecy as it affects me: by ‘Ethiopia’s land’ it signifies, | think, the
netherworld, ‘with a maiden’ perhaps means I shall be with Persephone, and the release from
bonds is the departure of my soul from my earthly body.”) Winkler 1982: 149 situates this
dream within the novel’s hermeneutic games.

3 Hilton 1998: 249 and Morgan 2005: 312—15, with further references. See also the novel’s
opening, where Charikleia sees the bandits’ dark skin and addresses them as ghosts (1.3.1).
4 As Rattenbury and Lumb 2011° note ad loc. n.3: “Théagéne commet la faute de traiter un
réve dont le contenu se réalise dans la suite comme s’il s’agissait d'un symbole nécessitant
une explication.”

7> This wording recalls Persinna’s description of the stone on the tainia (4.8.7): BaoiAeic pgv
oupBOAw TOV kUkAov dvaypattov Aibe 8¢ TavTdpPn kai amoppriTew Suvdpel Ty
opevdévnv kabiepwpévov, “engraved all around with the royal crest and set with a pantarbe
jewel that endows it with holy, mystic powers.”

’® The invocation of Kalasiris also undercuts Charikleia’s reasoning, as he has been

characterized throughout by questions about hzilsécredibility. Winkler 1982 is seminal on this
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issue: see also Hefti 1950, Fuchs 1993: 174-88, Dowden 1996, esp. 283-84, Baumbach
1997, Hunter 1998: 51-59. On language and translation in the Aithiopika see Winkler 1982.
" On the ending of the novel see Morgan 1989b; Montiglio 2013: 125-58.

78 On the relationship between art and nature in this scene, see Whitmarsh 1998: 109-13.

9 Whitmarsh 1998, especially 107—13. See also Elmer 2008: 431 n.30.

80 Gerolemou 2018b offers an overview of the vast bibliography on miracles: see also Nicklas
and Spittler 2014 and Gerolemou 2018a. See Hardie 2009 and Garland 2011 for miracles and
wonder in classical antiquity. Carleton Paget 2011 and De Nie 2011 look at miracles in early
Christianity, with Daston and Park 1998 on later wonders. See Kaldellis 2014 and Roilos
2014 on fiction and miracles in Byzantium, with Cullhed 2015: 60-73 on early Christian
views of truth and pagan mythology and Turner 2012: 55-74 on truth in hagiography.

81 Messis 2014 and Staat 2018 are useful overviews of Byzantine Greek and late antique
Latin hagiography respectively and their relationship with novelistic fiction.

8 The addressee of this letter is unclear: the manuscripts suggest a monk named
Olympiodorus, a bishop called Hieros, or a certain Eutropios. See Maraval 1971: ad loc. n. 1.
8 For example, in Achilles Tatius and Philostratus’ Heroicus, on which see Martin 2002.

8 Krueger 2000: esp. 492-93. See also Burrus 2004: 53-90, who compares the Life of
Macrina with other early Christian biographies of women, and Maraval 1997 on its genre.

8 Smith 2004: 59 suggests that Gregory’s de Anima et Resurrectione is built on the Phaedo,
with Macrina as Socrates. By contrast, Burrus 2000: 112-22 argues for Macrina as a second
Diotima. Ludlow 2015: 94-96 gives a balanced overview of these intertextual dynamics.

8 1: yuvn 3¢ v 1) ToU BinyruaTos apopur, E(TTep YUVT* oUk olda yap el Tpémov £oTiv ek
TTs PUOoES auTrv ovoudlev Ty &ve yevouévny Tis puoecws. On this see Burrus 2004:
69-70; key on gender in early Christian biography is Clark 1998.

87 She is secretly named for the saint Thekla, whose parallel chastity influences her life (2).
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8 Macrina’s fidelity to an absent husband (&ToTov 8¢ elvai TG EkSnuoTvTI vupgico ur
puAdooev T mioTwy, 5) aligns her with Homer’s Penelope, although Penelope is unsure
whether her husband is alive and Macrina knows hers is dead, but hopes for divine
resurrection. See Burrus 2004: 69-70. This paradox of married chastity recalls the Aithiopika,
where Charikleia’s insistence that Theagenes is her husband, despite the proof of her
virginity, leads Hydaspes to declare that she is mad (10.22.1-3). This is only resolved by an
off-stage conversation between Charikleia and her mother, after which Persinna publicly
vouches for Charikleia’s chastity (10.38.2), although she has already said that she would
conceal any indiscretion if needed (10.29.4-30.1). See Ormand 2010; Olsen 2012: 303-10.
8 Frank 2000: 528.

% Frank 2000. See also Burrus 2005.

91 Whitmarsh 1998: 111-13. This simile seems to have been popular amongst imperial
authors, as it also occurs in Achilles Tatius L&C 1.4.4, Lucian Imagines 8, and others. Frank
2000: 517 suggests that that Gregory’s description of Macrina’s marked part (uépos) puns on
Odysseus’ scarred thigh (unpds), a linguistic joke which recalls Kalasiris’ claims that
Homer’s name derives from his hairy thigh (6 unpds), proof of his divine parentage (Aeth.
3.15). On this see Whitmarsh 1998: 104—7; Pitcher 2016. This is not to say that Heliodorus
and Gregory are interacting directly with each other (Frank ibid n. 25 cites Eur. Bacch. 286—
97 as a parallel pun), but rather shows their similar reworking of classical models.

%2 This epilogal placement adds weight to its framing as a paradigmatic example of Macrina’s
miracle-working powers: on which see Krueger 2000, 2004: 110-32.

9 Gregory’s statements here led me to disagree with the conclusions of Giannarelli 1993,
who claims that women in early Christian biographies are rarely miracle-workers.

% Krueger 2004: 240 n.47 argues that the cure takes place while the mother narrates her

encounter with Macrina, but, given that Macrina looks at the child while kissing her
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(Tpoodyovoa 16 oTOHa ToTs dPBaAuols, émeldn eide TO Tepl TNV kdpnv T&bos, 37),
Gregory’s prose places emphasis on the act of the kiss rather than the narration of it.

% Text is taken from Maraval 1971, translation adapted from White 2010.

% On this see Bowersock 1994: 2-9, 74-75, 95-98, 114-19. Junni 2013 analyses Celsus’
arguments. Greenwood 2016 surveys Celsus and Origen’s respective views on miracles.

97 Bowersock 1994: 113-14 notes “this is perhaps not one of Origen’s strongest arguments.”
% Turner 2012, especially 2574, offers a thought-provoking survey of these questions.
Greenwood 2016 compares Celsus and Origen’s views to Julian’s in order to demonstrate the
continued relevance of these issues into the fourth century <sc>c.e.<sc>.

9 Morales 2009: 4.



