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Shakespeare and Heliodorus

The object of this study is to examine the relationship between Shakespeare’s The
Winter’s Tale and the Aithiopika of Heliodorus, a complex romance composed in late
Antiquity which was widely admired in Shakespeare’s age. It argues that, while an
indirect Heliodoran influence was exerted upon The Winter’s Tale through Greene’s
novels, the direct influence of the Aithiopika also shows itself, most notably in the
substitution of the tragic conclusion of the play’s chief source, Greene’s Pandosto, with a
joyous outcome heralded by the appearance of a work of art (albeit a fictional one).

The important role played by the Perseid in the Aithiopika is considered and it is
argued that ancient and Renaissance treatments, in literature and art, of Danaé’s
impregnation by the ‘shower of gold’ provide a key to understanding how the
Renaissance would have interpreted Heliodorus’ novel.

The phenomenon of maternal impression employed by Heliodorus and by Tasso
in Gerusalemme liberata 1s discussed as is the presence of the motif of imaginative
interference in reproduction in other examples drawn from the genre of Accused Queen
tales.

This study concludes that both the Aithiopika and The Winter’s Tale explore the
same idea, that the creation of a new life in a mother’s body is analogous to the mind
receiving a powerful visual ‘impression’. The plot, and subplots, of the Aithiopika
elaborate this central idea, and the instances of seeing and pregnancy which dominate 7he

Winter’s Tale can also be seen to be aspects of a single theme of conception.
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Introduction

The object of this study is to examine the relationship between Shakespeare’s The
Winter’s Tale and the Aithiopika or Ethiopian History of Heliodorus, a complex prose
romance composed in late Antiquity which was widely admired in Shakespeare’s age. I
will argue that both these works explore the same idea, that the creation of a new life in a
mother’s body is analogous to the mind receiving a powerful visual ‘impression’, because
both these processes involve disorganised matter (in the womb or in the mind) taking
form from outside. The plot, and subplots, of the Aithiopika elaborate this central idea,

and the mstances of seeing and pregnancy which dominate The Winter’s Tale can also be

seen to be aspects of a single theme of conception.

An indirect Heliodoran influence was exerted upon The Winter’s Tale through
Greene’s novels, but I believe the direct influence of the Aithiopika also shows itself,
most notably in the substitution of the tragic conclusion of the play’s chief source,
Greene’s Pandosto, with a joyous outcome heralded by the appearance of a work of art
(albeit a fictional one).

Heliodorus’ novel suggests that the process of conception allows the acts of
creation which have taken place and still take place in the macrocosm, both the creation
of the world and the infusion of life into the earth by the sun, to be continued in the
human microcosm. Hence, the element of vegetation myth in The Winter’s Tale might
also be seen to form part of a single Heliodoran vision.

Tasso saw the story of Charikleia’s conception in the Aithiopika as a variation
upon that of Perseus and combined elements drawn from the myth of Perseus and from

Heliodorus’ novel in his Gerusalemme liberata. 1 think he was right to see Danaé’s

impregnation by the ‘shower of gold’, and the Perseid as a whole, as playing an



Important part in the Aithiopika. I will therefore discuss ancient and Renaissance
treatments of this myth in literature and art in order to show that it has a particular
affinity with many Accused Queen tales.

The Winter’s Tale ends when Hermione’s ‘statue’ comes to life before the
amazed ‘lookers-on’, while the dénouement of the Aithiopika features a painting of
Andromeda which is brought before the Ethiopian court in order to prove that the King’s
long lost heir can truly be said to be this portrait ‘brought to life’. Heliodorus’
description of the general rejoicing which attends this scene in which ‘sorrow and mirth’
and other “very contrarye things [were made to] agree’ moved Stanley Wells to suggest
that 1t ‘could be paralleled from a number of Shakespeare’s plays, [and that the passage]

might indeed almost serve as an epigraph to the last plays’ (‘Shakespeare and Romance’

in Stratford-upon-Avon Studies 8: Later Shakespeare, 1966, repr. in Shakespeare’s
Later Comedies, ed. D. J. Palmer, Harmondsworth, Penguin Books 1971, p. 120. I have
quoted this passage from the Aithiopika [10.38] below in J. R. Morgan’s modern
translation on p. 73, and in Thomas Underdowne’s Elizabethan translation on pp. 302-3).
Wells indicates several points of likeness between the Aithiopika and Cymbeline, a
connection that has often been commented upon since and was usefully described by
Carol Gesner in Shakespeare and the Greek Romance (Lexington: University Press of
Kentucky, 1970).

It is a departure to argue that Shakespeare recognised the Greek romances (and
related Mediaeval romances) as containing strong unifying themes and ideas. In the past
the assumption has been that, if ideas were to be found in the romances, they were of
only the most banal and un-Shakespearean kind, and that Shakespeare employed these

novels merely as a treasury of exciting and potentially pathos-laden motifs, such as



shipwrecks, oracles and the exile of infants. So, Gesner’s view was that the Greek
romances constituted ‘a rather inconsequential literature of escape’ which Shakespeare
‘uttlized and lifted to new dimensions’ (p. 140), while Samuel Lee Wolff, in his still
invaluable study The Greek Romance in Elizabethan Prose Fiction (1912), was damning,
arguing that the governing idea of Heliodorus’ novel is the presentation of literary
‘spectacle’ purely for the sake of ‘effect’, a weakness indicative of the decadence of the
genre. Wolff stated : ‘One and all they [the Romance authors] subject the spirit to the
sense; one and all they minister to the lust and pride of the eye; one and all they rest in a
world of sound and show, - sunk in matter, and “bound upon the Wheel of Things™”
(Wolff, p. 191). However, I find that some of the features Wolft identitied, and then
dismissed as flaws, are in fact clear pointers toward the novel’s true inspiration, which is
very different from that which he suggests.

The above remarks do not, of course, sum up the entire story of the appreciation
of Shakespeare’s use of the Romance inheritance. I will touch only briefly upon Pericles,
which Shakespeare based upon Apollonius of Tyre, a romance surviving in Latin, but
probably Greek in origin. Although Pericles suffered neglect for many years, its peculiar
power and appeal are now recognised, and I hope that some of what I say here may
strike the reader as also having some bearing upon that play.'

The first chapter of this study contains a brief summary of the Aithiopfka s plot
and an account of the novel’s history and fortunes. It shows that the Aithiopika enjoyed
direct imitation in Elizabethan romances, and varying degrees of intertextuality with
many other works. The second chapter explains the pattern common to the interwoven
tales of the Aithiopika and relates this pattern to romances of the Accused Queen genre

and to the myth of Danag&; both Classical and later views of Danaé are explored in the
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third chapter. The next chapter examines the nature and accounts of maternal impression;

this phenomenon is placed within its historical context, and its appearances in the works
of Shakespeare and other authors are discussed. The fifth chapter discusses the role
played by seeing in the Aithiopika itself, while the sixth chapter relates this material to
Spenser’s Faerie Queene, Greene’s novels Pandosto and Menaphon and to the
anonymous play The Thracian Wonder. The final chapter discusses The Winter’s Tale
itself.

In studying Heliodorus I have found several articles by the distinguished
translator and critic of the Aithiopika, J. R. Morgan valuable, particularly ‘The
Aithiopika of Heliodorus: Narrative as Riddle’ (in Greek Fiction, The Greek Novel in
Context. Eds: J. R. Morgan and Richard Stoneman, London: Routledge, 1994, pp. 97-
113). I must also mention Ken Dowden’s article ‘Heliodoros: Serious Intentions’
(Classical Quarterly 46, i, pp. 267-85). Shadi Bartsch’s recent book Decoding the
Ancient Novel, The Reader and the Role of Description in Heliodorus and Achilles
Tatius (Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press 1989) discusses spectacle as an
important stylistic feature of the text, but does not relate this to maternal impression or to
the larger significance of seeing in the tale. Similarly, these aspects are not discussed by
Margaret Anne Doody in her ambitious and provocative book The True Story of the
Novel (London: Harper and Collins, 1997 [Rutgers University Press, 1996]). Doody’s

compendious work attempts to demonstrate a far greater degree of continuity between
the ancient novel and modern literature than has previously been admitted. I am certainly
at one with her when she says that the Aithiopika ‘cries out for more interpretation than

it has ever had’, although she adds somewhat discouragingly ‘This is a novel that absorbs

interpretation, an hermeneutic sponge’ (Doody, p. 105).? Michael J. Anderson does

11



address the theme of vision in the course of his recent article ‘The ZQ®POXYNH
[Chastity] of Persinna and the Romantic Strategy of Heliodorus’ dethiopica’ (in
Classfcal Philology 92, 1997, pp. 303-322). I believe he is right to link Charikleia’s
conception, the lovers’ mutual seeing in Delphi and Kalasiris’ speech on the evil eye.
Indeed, he observes that ‘Interpreted in line with Heliodorus’ philosophy of vision and
gpwg [eros], Persinna’s experience may be regarded as an instance of Platonic conception
in the presence of beauty’ (M. J. Anderson, 1997, p. 319). Anderson argues that this
strand of the novel constitutes a romantic intrigue in which chastity triumphs, but I would
go further and suggest that ‘Platonic conception’ unifies the entire work and includes the
role of the sun itself as the father of all living things.’

Relatively few authors have discussed comparisons drawn between Heliodorus
and Shakespeare in any depth. In addition to Carol Gesner’s work, Donald V. Stump has
argued that Shakespeare may well have followed Heliodorus in his use of the Aristotelian
concept of hamartia (tragic error) (in Hamartia; Essays in Honor of John M. Crossett,
eds. Stump, Aristi, Gerson and Stump. New York, NY: Edwin Mellon Press, 1933, pp.
226-31). Thomas McAlindon charts some of the territory lying between the Aithiopika
and The Winter’s Tale in his article ‘The Mediaeval Assimilation of Greek Romance: a
Chapter in the History of a Narrative Type’ (in Research in English and American
Literature 3, 1985, pp. 23-56). McAlindon also uses the studies of Mediaeval Accused
Queen tales made by Margaret Schlauch which I have found most useful.* Although he
does not discuss Shakespeare, Gerald Sandy’s work on the reception of the Aithiopika in
the late Renaissance has provided much useful information (in Gerald N. Sandy:
Heliodorus, Boston, MA: Twayne, 1982, pp. 95-124, and ‘The Heritage of the Ancient

Greek Novel in Britain and France’ in The Novel in the Ancient World, ed. Gareth
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Schmeling, Leiden: Brill, 1996, pp. 735-773). Among the most perceptive recent articles
on this topic is Walter Stephens’ ‘Tasso’s Heliodorus and the World of Romance’ (in
The Search for the Ancient Novel, ed. James Tatum. Baltimore: Johns Hopkins Press,
1994, pp. 67- 87), which proves that the study of Renaissance imitation of the Aithiopika
can reveal as much about Heliodorus as it does about later authors.

In addressing The Winter’s Tale itseli, I have found B. J. Sokol’s book Art and
[llusion in the Winter’s Tale (Manchester: Manchester University Press, 1994)
particularly helpful. Sokol discusses Leontes’ sudden revulsion from Hermione in terms
of the psychological condition known as ‘Couvade syndrome’ - a distressing form of
sympathetic pregnancy. Maurice Hunt in a recent article (‘The Labor of The Winter's
Tale’ (in The Winter’s Tale, Critical Essays. Ed. Maurice Hunt, New York: Garland
Publishing Inc., 1995, pp. 335-60), treats Leontes’ ‘conception’ of Hermione’s guilt as a
rival pregnancy to that of his wife. This tallies with what I have to say to an extent, but
then the arguments diverge. More pertinent is Inga-Stina Ewbank’s lecture
‘Shakespeare’s Liars’ (Proceedings of the British Academy 69, 1983, pp. 137-168)
which discusses Leontes’ fall in the light of Montaigne’s essay ‘Of the force of the
Imagination’ and addresses the larger issue of the role of the ‘transforming imagination’
in Shakespeare’s plays. John Erskine Hankins’ excellent Backgrounds of Shakespeare’s
Thought (Hassocks: The Harvester Press, 1978) has supplied me with a great deal of
information. T believe that Hankins was correct in his analysis of Leontes’ ditficult
‘ Affection’ speech and will further support what he has to say.

In view of the important part played by works of visual art in the Aithiopika and
The Winter’s Tale, and remembering that intertextuality can extend to all of the arts, I

have discussed a number of Renaissance works of art alongside the many works ot
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hiterature. I would have liked to have been able to include two paintings which were

described in a nineteenth century literary history:

I'wo of the most striking incidents that occur in the work of Heliodorus have
been finely delineated by Raphael, in separate paintings, in which he was assisted
by Julio Romano. In one he has seized the moment when Theagenes and
Chariclea meet in the temple of Delphos, and Chariclea presents Theagenes with a
torch to kindle the sacrifice. In the other he has chosen for his subject the capture
of the Tyrian ship, in which Calasiris was conducting Theagenes and Chariclea to
the coast of Sicily. The vessel is supposed to have already struck to the pirates,
and Chariclea is exhibited, by the light of the moon, in a suppliant posture,
mmploring Trachinus that she might not be separated from her lover and Calasiris.
John Dunlop: The History of Fiction, 4th ed. (London:
Longman, Brown, Green and Longmans, 1845), p. 24.
Wolfgang Stechow was unable to trace these works and makes the point that, if they
existed, they “must have been made from a source which antedates the first printed
edition [of the Aithiopika)’ (see ‘Heliodorus’ Aethiopica in Art’ in The Journal of the
Warburg and Courtauld Institutes 16, 1953, pp. 144-52). This suggests that they were,
unfortunately, no more than phantoms born of misidentification. If these works did exist
they would stand as further Renaissance interpretations of Heliodorus. But the literary
works we do have show that, far from the Aithiopika presenting the authors of
Renaissance romance with a store of disorganised matter awaiting form, it was seen to
carry a coherent meaning and that this remarkable novel stamped itself upon the

imagination of Shakespeare’s age.
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Chapter One

Heliodorus and the Renaissance

"What Schole-boy, what apprentice knows not
Heliodorus?’, Joseph Hall in 1620.

1. The Aithiopika

When, at the climax of Twelfth Night, Duke Orsino likens himself to an ‘Egyptian thief’,
it would be a rare audience today that would pick up the reference to the Aithiopika or
Ethiopian History of Heliodorus:

Why should I not, had I the heart to do it,

Like to th’Egyptian thief at the point of death,

Kill what I love? - a savage jealousy,

That sometime savours nobly

Twelfth Night, V, 1, 115-8."
Very near the beginning of the Aithiopika, the heroine, Charikleia, is captured and hidden
in a cave by Thyamis, an Egyptian bandit chief. When it appears his encampment might
fall to royal troops, Thyamis rushes to the cave, sword in hand, meaning to kill her, for as
the narrator observes ‘Once embarked upon a course of action, the heart of the savage
brooks no turning back. And when a barbarian loses all hope of his own preservation, he
will usually kill everything he loves before he dies’ (4An Ethiopian Story, trans. J. R.
Morgan, 1.30).? He slays a girl he finds there, though, fortunately for Charikleia,
mistakes the identity of his victim in the darkness.
Heliodorus’ novel is the longest surviving example of the Hellenistic Romance. It

is also one of the latest, probably having been written in the fourth century AD. The plot
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and the manner of its telling are governed by a striking thematic unity, for all the
complexity of a design laced with digressions and tales within tales. Apart from
displaying a considerable degree of literary sophistication, the Aithiopika contains
enough exotic detail and suspenseful incident, one would have thought, to guarantee its
popularity in any age. Thomas Underdowne’s translation, the first complete translation in
English, probably appeared in 1569 and was popular enough to have been reprinted four
times before Shakespeare’s death (see Wolff, p. 238, n. 5). The novel was taken as one
ot the sources of Robert Greene’s prose romance Pandosto, or the Triumph of Time
(1588), which in turn became the chief source of Shakespeare’s The Winter’s Tale
(1610).> Although the Aithiopika may have suffered undue neglect in recent times, there
1S a good deal of evidence to show that Orsino’s outburst would not have seemed a
bafflingly obscure reference to either the courtiers who witnessed the first night of
Twelfth Night, or the mass of the audience at the Globe itself

It 1s in The Winter’s Tale that the most telling links between the ancient and the
Elizabethan (or here Jacobean) romance can be discovered. Admittedly, 1t would be
wrong to assume as a matter of course that Greene’s sources would have any great
relevance for Shakespeare’s own use of Pandosto. Source-hunting at a level two steps
removed from the professed object of one’s interest might indeed appear a sterile pursuit,
somewhat resembling the labours of von Schliemann who dug through Priam’s city in his
search for Homer’s Troy. That said, there is evidence beyond Orsino’s outburst to
suggest that Shakespeare did have a continuing interest in the Aithiopika which predated,
and was quite independent of, his use of Greene. Moreover, Heliodorus® novel 1s a

curious and skilful work, expressing a peculiar form of genius and containing much that
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finds an echo in the Renaissance. A grasp of how this novel may have been understood
by Elizabethan writers illuminates far more than might at first seem likely.

Literary influence may take many forms. Evidence that a later author has
borrowed some of the circumstances of a plot, echoed names, or drawn a sketchy
bikeness of the details found in a particular intrigue, reveals very little by itself. In such
cases sources may be employed merely as a convenient starting point for something new.
At a more nebulous level one might look for an attempt to recreate an atmosphere or
sensation found in an earlier work. What is of genuine practical use to the critic is
evidence that a particular idea has been adopted in a later work, or a particular dynamic
recreated, in an act of conscious imitation: an act which would bestow a form of kinship
upon two different works, perhaps separated by hundreds of years. The idea found in the
ancestor work which dictates why certain details must be so, or why the action must take
a certain form, can be seen to govern the development of the descendant also, creating a
surface likeness signalling the presence of a deeper affinity.

Heliodorus’ place among the many works Elizabethan romancers called upon has
long been recognised. What has not been emphasised is the possibility that Heliodorus’
‘classic’ status in the late Renaissance as the ancient romance novelist par excellence led
his Elizabethan admirers to look for more in his text than the ready-made building blocks
of numerous romance plots.

Orsino’s speech is the most explicit Shakespearean reference to the Aithiopika.
However, it is in Shakespeare’s own Romances, particularly Cymbeline and The Winter’s
Tale, where Heliodorus’ influence most clearly shows itself, especially so in the adoption
of Heliodorus’ distinctive pattern of plotting. The 'purpose of this chapter is not to

discuss these instances in detail, but to prepare the ground for an examination of
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Heliodoran elements in The Winter’s Tale by concentrating upon some of what might be

termed the circumstantial connections between this elusive author and Shakespeare’s

OwWn time.

Before proceeding any further I will outline the plot of the Aithiopika, something
which must of necessity be done in some detail. The novel is divided into ten books. It
begins in medias res with the bulk of the first five books taken up with descriptions of
the action leading up to the opening scene. Here I have unravelled the narrative into a
roughly chronological form.

The chief action of the novel concerns the adventures of Charikleia, the daughter
ot King Hydaspes and Queen Persinna of Ethiopia. While the royal couple are black,
their daughter is born white. At the moment of conception the Queen had looked at a
portrait of the white and naked Andromeda, who was once a princess of Ethiopia herself,
and from this, the Queen later deduces, the image of Andromeda became imprinted upon
her child. She is convinced that her daughter will be thought illegitimate, and rather than
allow herself and the infant to be killed, she has the child smuggled out of the palace.
Hydaspes is told that the child was born dead, and that his kingdom remains without an
heir. The baby is exposed, but she has with her jewellery from the royal treasury and a
ribbon tied around her upon which her mother had written an explanation of the child’s
origins. Somewhat like Achilles’ vulnerable heel, Charikleia has a distinctive mole upon
her arm which her whiteness did not reach.

A Gymnosophist sage named Sisimithres rescues the child and when she has
reached seventh year he presents her to a visiting Greek named Charikles. Charikles had
recently lost his own wife and daughter. His daughter was killed in a mysterious fire and

her mother died of grief soon afierwards (2.29). Persinna’s child is named Charikleia by
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her adoptive father. After seventeen years, Charikles has become high priest of Apollo at
Delphy, and Charikleia, her near divine beauty having reached maturity, is now a priestess
of Artemis. Against Charikles’ wishes, Charikleia falls in love with a Thessalian named
Theagenes. Theagenes also has illustrious forebears; he is a direct descendant of Achilles.
The couple fell in love “at first sight’ during a procession in honour of Achilles’ mother
and son, Thetis and Neoptelemos, in a scene that is one of the novel’s great descriptive
set pieces. As the procession is getting under way the oracle reveals Charikleia’s destined
return to Ethiopia, though the crowd are too distracted to notice (2.35), and those who
do hear do not understand. The oracle refers to Charikleia as the ‘One who starts in
grace and ends in glory’, her name being made up of charis (grace) and kleos (glory)
(2.35). Charikleia suffers so acutely from love sickness that Charikles asks a visiting
Egyptian priest named Kalasiris if he can discover what is wrong with her. Kalasiris has
travelled from Memphis in Egypt, where he was high-priest of Isis, having been charged
by Persinna to find and return her lost child. He acquires the account of Charikleia’s
origins the Queen left with the child, and brings the lovers together, all the while
deceiving Charikles. Under Kalasiris’ guidance the couple elope from Delphi, and flee
across the Mediterranean, leaving Charikles distraught. However, the party falls into the
hands of Tyrian Pirates, whose captain decides to marry Charikleia. After landing near
the Nile delta, the prisoners turn the tables on their captors, and Charikleia, dressed as
Diana in her priestess’s robes, disposes of most of the crew with her bow. Theagenes is
injured fighting a brutish pirate named Peloros, and Kalasiris is separated from the lovers.
This is the mid-point of the tale at which the novel actually commences. As dawn
breaks, Charikleia and the wounded Theagenes are found upon the shore by Egyptian

bandits who take them back to their camp. Like others before him, the bandits’ leader
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Thyamis is so struck by Charikleia’s beauty that he immediately declares his intention of
marrying her.

While held prisoner, Charikleia and Theagenes meet Knemon, an Athenian who
has fled his city after being framed as a would-be parricide (the story he tells can be
considered a novella in its own right). Knemon’s lustful step-mother Demainete, stung by
his rejection of her, so arranged matters that Knemon was discovered standing over his
father’s bed sword in hand. His father immediately assumed that he meant to kill him and
Knemon had to flee Athens. Demainete’s maid Thisbe, who had played a central role in
the plot to discredit Knemon, then betrayed her mistress who in despair killed herself.
Thisbe then sailed for Egypt with Knemon in pursuit. He had hoped to bring her back so
that she could tell her story and appease Demainete’s relatives, but, on arriving, he was
captured by the bandits (2.9). Unbeknownst to Knemon, Thisbe is also held prisoner in
Thyamis’ camp, and she is the gir] mistakenly killed in the cave in Charikleia’s place by
the ‘noble’ bandit when the camp is attacked by troops of the Persian Satrap.

Charikleia and Theagenes escape the carnage, but are later captured by the
Persians and separated. Knemon, who has met Kalasiris, stays with him at the home of a
rich merchant named Nausikles. Here Knemon learns Charikleia’s history from Kalasiris,
and then is amazed and horrified to hear that Thisbe is alive and staying under the same
roof. Rushing to the slave’s room to confront her he discovers that it is actually
Charikleia. It was Nausikles who had brought Thisbe to Egypt, and while out searching
for her he had tricked the Persians (on seeing the beauty of their captive) into believing
that Charikleia was his missing slave. Knemon does not return home to Greece betore
marrying Nausikles’ daughter. Meanwhile, Charikleia and Kalasiris, having disguised

themselves as beggars, travel south toward Memphis. While crossing a battlefield at might
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they witness a witch raising her son from among the fallen (6.14). Realising she has been
observed, the witch tries to catch her unwanted audience, but trips and impales herself on
a spear. When Charikleia and Kalasiris reach Memphis they find that Theagenes has
already arrived with Thyamis. Thyamis had rescued Theagenes and is revealed to be
Kalasiris’ exiled son (6.9). Forgetting that she is disguised, Charikleia runs to embrace
Theagenes, but not recognising her, he strikes her across the head.

Kalasiris had intended Thyamis to inherit the position of high priest in Memphis.
His other son, Petosiris, usurped the title and drove Thyamis into exile. One reason
Kalasiris gives for having left Egypt to search for Charikleia is that he wished to be
spared the sight of his sons fighting one another. The two brothers fight before the city

walls and Thyamis defeats, and then forgives, his brother. Having seen his sons

reconciled, Kalasiris dies.

Charikleia and Theagenes are now thrown into prison by Arsake, the wife of the
city’s Persian Satrap Oroondates. She intends to seduce Theagenes while her husband is
absent from the city. Theagenes resists both her wiles and her threats of torture (against
all the odds Charikleia and Theagenes manage to preserve their chastity throughout the
novel). While they are in prison both have dreams in which Kalasiris appears and makes
cryptic predictions of their escape (8.11). Arsake eventually tries to burn Charikleia on a
pyre. This also fails as Charikleia is protected by a mysterious gem, part of the Ethiopian
royal treasure, and remains untouched by the flames. When Arsake’s plots are revealed
she commits suicide.

War has broken out between Persia and Ethiopia. Charikleia and Theagenes are
to be taken to Oroondates, but are captured by Hydaspes’ allies. A pitched battle won by

the Ethiopians, and the siege Hydaspes lays around the city of Syene, are both described
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In great detail (Book 9). After Hydaspes wins a decisive victory he magnanimously
makes his peace with Oroondates. Like Thyamis, he defeats and then forgives his
enemies. Charikleia and Theagenes are taken south to Meroe the capital of Ethiopia.
Here Charikleia is brought before her own parents as a suitable candidate for human
sacrifice and undergoes an ordeal by fire to prove her chastity. Although the King, for
reasons that he does not fully understand, is reluctant to allow her to be killed,
Charikleia’s fate appears sealed. Only after a very considerable delay does she reveal her
true identity. Even then a number of proofs are required before the King accepts her as
his daughter. To much adulation from the onlookers, the portrait of Andromeda itself is
produced so that a comparison can be made. However, Hydaspes still feels compelled by
his duty to the nation to sacrifice his daughter. Sisimithres, who is now high priest of
Ethiopia, persuades Hydaspes that, in guiding Charikleia’s adventures, the gods were
indicating their desire that human sacrifice should be ended, and the King happily spares
his daughter. Charikles, who has arrived at the Ethiopian court searching for his lost
ward, suddenly appears and is quickly reconciled with her. The novel ends with
Charikleia’s marriage to Theagenes, and the couple being crowned priest of the Sun and

priestess of the Moon.

The novel’s impressive in medias res opening takes the form of an extended
description of a static tableau. Charikleia is discovered upon the Egyptian shore,
surrounded by the dead bodies of pirates, and, at her feet, lies Theagenes who seems to
be upon the point of death. Thyamis’ men stumble upon this striking scene, which is
described purely from their viewpoint. The bandits are temporarily mystified by what
they see, and the reader with them. This tactic of presenting the reader with a spectacle

which is, at least initially, slightly baffling is repeated throughout the novel.’
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Heliodorus shows a pronounced liking for detailed descriptions of appearances
(coupled with a taste both for pseudo-scientific and historical digressions). Samuel Lee
Wolff] in The Greek Romance in Elizabethan Prose Fiction (1912), usefully coined the
expression ‘pathetic optics’ to describe Heliodorus® distinctive narrative technique
(although Wolff deems it not so much a technique as a ‘mannerism’ p. 177)):

Not content....with telling how a thing looks, [Heliodorus] tells also how the

people who look at it look, how they open and close their eyes, shift their gaze

from one point to another, and are affected in appearance by what they see.

Wolff, p.177.

A turther manifestation of this strategy of presenting action as spectacle is found in the
repeated likening of events to those of a drama. For example, the opening tableau we are
told has been staged by a deity for the bandits to witness: so they stand ‘on the
mountainside like the audience in a theatre, unable to comprehend the scene’ (1.1, trans.
Morgan). At the very end of the novel Sisimithres hails the revelation that Theagenes and
Charikleia are betrothed as ‘a theatrical climax’ arranged by the gods (10.39).

Although the abundance of narrators (and, in at least two cases, of a narrative
within a narrative) may give the impression of an over-complex structure, Heliodorus
creates and sustains suspense through deploying his material with exemplary skill. For
instance, Kalasiris acts as narrator for the action which leads up to the novel’s starting
point, and describes to Knemon that part of the story which can usefully be reterred to as
the Delphi episode (2.24 - 5.1). Kalasiris’ narration incorporates Charikles’ account of
his own unhappy life and Persinna’s confession written upon the ribbon. Knemon tells his
own story to Charikleia and Theagenes after they arrive in Thyamis’ camp (thus delaying

any explanation of the opening tableau and adding to the reader’s curiosity).
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The novel is in fact made up of four complementary tales. The main plot is that
concerning Charikleia, her parents and her love for Theagenes. The three secondary
narratives are the story of Kalasiris and his sons, that of Charikleia’s guardian Charikles,
and the story of Knemon. All of these stories explore the same central theme of relations
between parents and children, and all follow the same distinctive pattern. In fact, each of
these four tales bears a very precise resemblance to its fellows; the identical elements are
present m each. This highly schematised format is effectively disguised by the colourful
surface of the narrative, but is, I think, something that the reader is intended to sense, if
not immediately recognise.

While Heliodorus’ novel has much in common with other surviving romances, at
the same time he clearly aspires toward the elevated tone of the epic. References to, and
imitations of, Homer become a running motif in the novel. So Heliodorus caretully places
conspicuous Homeric tags throughout the text, for example having Kalasiris invoke the
‘rosy-fingered Dawn’ in a key description of Charikleia (3.4). Kalasiris 1s also given a
curious speech in which he argues that Homer was an Egyptian from Thebes (3.14). The
fight between Thyamis and Petosiris, during which Thyamis chases his brother around the
walls of Memphis, restages the fight between Achilles and Hector (7.6), though Petosiris
is not up to his role. The in medias res strategy itself invokes the Homeric world,
suggesting that Charikleia’s journey home is another Odyssey. These references have a
role to play in the thematic structure of the novel, though Charikleia’s own story derives
not primarily from Homer, but from the myth of Perseus and Andromeda. For, not only
does Charikleia resemble Andromeda exactly as she appears in the painting, but her

adventures also resemble those of her ancestor.
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The account of Charikleia’s unusual origin, as written by her mother, reads as

follows in Underdowne’s translation:

My daughter, the Sunne being Author of our stocke, is witnesse, that for no
misdeede, have I caste thee foorth, and concealed thee from thy father Hidaspes
sighte....The greatest of all our Goddes, are the Sunne and Bacchus: The noblest
nexte to these, are Perseus, Andromeda, and Memnon after them. Those, who
have by succession edified, and finished the Kinges pallace, have portraited there
many thinges that they did, as for the dwelling houses, and Galleries, they have
set diverse Images, and noble actes of theirs in them: but all the bedde chambers
are garnished with pictures, containinge the love of Perseus, and Andromeda, in
one of them. After Hidaspes had bene married to mee tenne yeeres, and wee had
never a childe, we happened to rest after dinner in the summer, for that we were
heavy a sleepe, at which time your father had to do with mee, swearing that by a
dreame hee was commaunded so to do, and I by and by perceived my selte with
childe. All the time after untill I was delivered, was kepte holy, and sacrifices of
thankes giving were offered to the Goddes, for that the king hoped to have one
nowe to succeede him in his kingdome. But thou werte borne white, which couler
is strange amonge the Aethiopians : I knewe the reason, because I looked upon
the picture of Andromeda naked, while my husband had to do with me (for then
he [Perseus] first brought her from the rocke, had by mishappe ingendred
presently a thing like to her) yet I determined to ridde my selfe of shamefull death
(counting it certaine that thy couler woulde procure me to be accused of

adulterie, and that none woulde beleeve mee, when I told them the cause) and to
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commut thee to the unstablenesse of fortune, which is a great deale rather to be

wished, then present death, or to be called a bastard.

An Athiopian Historie of Heliodorus,

trans. Underdowne, 1587 ed. (4.8), p. 54.¢
It is of great importance to the sense of the novel that Andromeda is Charikleia’s direct
ancestor, although Underdowne’s text is misleading here. The lines are translated in J. R.
Morgan’s recent edition as ‘Our line descends from the Sun and Dionysos among gods
and from Perseus and Andromeda and from Memnon too among heroes’ (4ithiopika,
4.8). Underdowne states this information clearly when it is repeated in Book Ten (10.6,
see Saintsbury ed. p. 255).

Heliodorus, no doubt, had many versions of the myth of Perseus and Andromeda
to draw upon, possibly including some not known to us today. Euripides’ famous
Andromeda exists now only as fragments. Perhaps the best known version of the myth is
that found in Ovid’s Metamorphoses (IV, 604-803 and V, 1-250). The plot of the
Aithiopika depends upon the Ethiopian princess Andromeda being white, while her
descendants are, like the illustrious Memnon, black, and this is an anomaly in the logic of
Heliodorus’ tale. It is interesting to note that in Ovid’s Ars Amatoria (I, 53 and 11, 643-
4) and Heroides (XV, 35-40) the implication is that Andromeda herself is black. The
anomaly of Andromeda’s whiteness is one that Heliodorus leaves unresolved.’

The convention that Andromeda’s colour was white most probably derives from
the comparison found in Euripides between the heroine and a statue (‘She seemed like a
statue protruding from the rock’, Andromeda, frag. 125, tr. Judith M. Barringer).’
Perseus flying past the coast of Ethiopia, saw what he took to be a statue among the

rocks, but, discovering it to be a living woman, fell in love with her. This image may not
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have originated with Euripides, but he gave it prominence in his dramatisation of the
legend. The particular appeal of the conceit lies in Andromeda’s transformation from
rock to life, complementing the transformation from life to stone worked by the head of
Medusa which Perseus carries. This idea was repeated by Ovid, who likens Andromeda
to a marble statue in the Metamorphoses (Metamorphoses, IV, 675). While the marble
might conceivably have been coloured, or even painted, it is the image of a white marble
statue which suggests itself. Charikleia, as one would expect if her life is to mirror that of
Andromeda, is also at one point in her adventures mistaken for a statue, and is compared
to one on two more occasions (1.7, 2.33 and 10.9).

A key difference between a myth and the plot of a romance is that, in the former,
the gods and immortals participate in the action in person, while in a romance, the gods
demonstrate their intentions by guiding events from a distance. They speak through
oracles and show themselves only in visions, or in exceptional moments in the persons of
mortals. Wolff identifies such moments of ‘hieratic epiphany’ as the summit of
Heliodorus’ narrative ambition (Wolff, pp. 179-83). In these scenes a character is
transfigured as a deity becomes momentarily visible in them. Obvious instances of this
convention are Charikleia’s appearance before the crowds on the temple steps in Delphi,
and her emergence, unscathed, from the pyre Arsake had built for her. It is not that
Charikleia, when she is dressed as Artemis, acts out the part of the goddess, but that, at
these moments, she can genuinely be identified with the goddess. Similarly, Charikleia 1s
not simply to be mistaken for Andromeda, but in a mysterious way, is Andromeda. Even
to be mistaken for the statue of a goddess in Heliodorus® Romance is an event loaded

with meaning. These moments of ‘epiphany’ which punctuate and finally crown the
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narrative can be likened to the climactic moment of wonder towards which the

Elizabethan romances so often strive.

[n his role as narrator, Heliodorus does not go out of his way to underline the
providential scheme of his novel. In fact, he supplies alternative or partial explanations
for all that takes place, adopting a position not unlike that of Dostoyevsky’s reporter
narrators. Heliodorus takes care to supply a feasible scientific explanation of why
Charikleia should be identified with Andromeda. The curious medical phenomenon which
allows Andromeda’s appearance to be reproduced in Charikleia would have been familiar
to both ancient and Renaissance readers, and is usually referred to today as ‘maternal
impression’ or, in honour of the use Heliodorus made of it, as the ‘Andromeda effect’.
The belief that a child might be influenced in the womb by sensations or sights that
impress themselves upon the mother’s imagination, often with alarming results, remained
In common currency from ancient times up to the eighteenth century and even beyond.
There are a number of classical descriptions of maternal impression that Heliodorus may
have known, and in the many Renaissance accounts of the subject the Aithiopika itself
can often be found cited among the same sources.

Heliodorus’ novel would therefore have been recognised by an Elizabethan
audience as representing two distinct genres. It was perhaps the most successtul, if not
the most typical, of the surviving romances. At the same time it could have been
considered as an extended fictionalised example of the maternal impression anecdotes
familiar from medical and natural histories, and from anthologies of marvels. In
considering Heliodorus® impact upon the Elizabethans it is best, for the sake of clarity, to

keep separate, as far as possible, the history of Heliodorus’ novel and the history of the

numerous discussions of maternal impression. However, these two currents, hiterary and
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scientific, can be seen to meet in the work of several Renaissance authors, nowhere to

more telling effect than in The Winter’s Tale itself.

2. The History and Influence of the Aithiopika

All that is known with any certainty of Heliodorus himself is the brief declaration which
serves as an epilogue to his only known work: ‘So concludes the Aithiopika, the story of
Theagenes and Charikleia, the work of a Phoenician from the city of Emesa, one of the
clan of Descendants of the Sun, Theodosios’s son, Heliodorus’ (10.41). Only recently
has a critical consensus been reached on dating the novel. It had been widely assumed
that Achilles Tatius’ Leucippe and Clitophon, which dates from the end of the second
century AD, represented a satirical imitation of the Aithiopika, but it is now agreed that
Heliodorus’ chaste novel was the later work (see Collected Ancient Greek Novels, ed. B.
P. Reardon, p. 352).

Heliodorus’ home city of Emesa was situated on the banks of the Orontes mn
Syria and was well known in the Roman world as a centre of a cult of the sun. The local
name for the god was taken by another of the city’s famous sons, Elagabulus or
Heliogabalus, whose notorious reign as Emperor of Rome ended in AD 222. More credit
was taken no doubt from Emesa’s claim to be the birthplace of Julia Domna the wife of
Emperor Septimius Severus (who ruled from AD 193-211). Julia was the daughter of the
high-priest of the Sun-god (a hereditary position, like that held by Kalasiris in Memphis).
Her husband attempted to establish a religion of the sun throughout the empire, while
Julia herself commissioned Philostratus to write his romance-like life of the pagan “samt’
Apollonius of Tyana. By the time Heliodorus was probably writing any local

characteristics of Syrian Baal-Elagabulus worship would have diminished in importance
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beside the influence of a loosely organised neo-Platonic religious outlook in which the

sun also played a significant role.

An oft repeated story tells how Heliodorus, having converted to Christianity in
later life, was appointed Bishop of Tricca in Thessaly. As the fame of his novel spread, he
was given the choice of either renouncing his book or his position, upon which he
immediately resigned the see. This story can only be traced to the fourteenth century
Byzantine writer Nicephorus Callistus, and while the details are almost certainly the
result of later embroidering, it may be that the anecdote actually describes, by way of
metaphor, a dispute typical of the age, concerning attempts at marrying together
Christianity and Helios-worship.®

There is some evidence to suggest that Heliodorus had read the Life of Moses by
Philo Judaeus, a connection which may give an insight into his thinking." Philo was a
Hellenistic Jew who lived in Alexandria during the reign of Caligula (visiting Rome in
AD 40). He was also a neo-Platonist and much of his writing paraphrases the books of
Moses in the light of Greek philosophy, using allegorical interpretation to bring these
traditions together. Philo has also been described by W. B. Hunter as ‘undoubtedly the
most important conveyer of Platonism to the earliest Christian movement’."

The fifth century church historian Sokrates does identify Heliodorus as the bishop
who enforced celibacy for the priesthood in Thessaly. In the ninth century, Photius, the
patriaréh of Constantinople, mentioned Heliodorus in his Bibliotheca, but adds no further
biographical information. The eleventh century author Georgius Cedrenus names
Heliodorus as bishop of Tricca during the reign of Theodosius the Great (Emperor of the
East from AD 379-95 [see Sandy, p.3]), the Christian emperor who finally banished

pagan worship from both halves of the empire. One should perhaps be suspicious of the
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repetition in Cedrenus’ testimony of the name Theodosios from Heliodorus’ own
declaration (unless Heliodorus is saying that he is a subject of Theodosios), but, if true,
this would make Heliodorus the contemporary of Macrobius, author of the widely read
neo-Platonic commentary on Cicero’s Somnium Scipionis, and of Saint Augustine.,

Some mention should be made of Heliodorus’® Greek style, which has enjoyed a
mixed reception. Gerald Sandy compares the praise the eleventh-century Byzantine
philosopher Michael Psellos paid to Heliodorus’ ‘lexical inventiveness’ and the criticism
he received from German critics in the late nineteenth-century (Sandy, 1982, p.79).
Erwin Rohde, for instance, complained of ‘“lifeless, unhappy imitations” of poetic
language’ (Sandy, p. 78). Certainly Heliodorus favours extended conceits, “harsh
metaphors’ and newly coined words, and may occasionally nod, but Sandy feels his
writing 1s comparable to that of Philostratus and Lucian, and that it attains a ‘very high
standard of stylistic achievement’ (Sandy, 1982, p. 79).

The Aithiopika shares some elements with Leucippe and Clitophon and others
with the very different romance The Story of King Apollonius of Tyre, the source (via
Gower and others) of Shakespeare’s Pericles (1609). Indeed, it could be argued that the
Aithiopika is, like Pericles, a tale in which the child can be seen in one sense to ‘beget’
its own parent (Pericles, V, i, 195, ed. F. D. Hoeniger). While Achilles Tatius’ novel
seems close in spirit to the world of Petronius, Apollonius is more akin to the stories and
legends of the saints found in The Golden Legend, and was immensely popular in the
Middle Ages in a Christianised form. If Apollonius had a single author his or her identity
remains unknown. The versions of Apollonius known to Shakespeare were derived from
fifth or sixth century Latin versions, but various details, such as the value and names of

coins, suggest that the story originated in Greek at the same time as Leucippe and
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Clitophon, and so predates the Aithiopika.? It is possible that Heliodorus’ multiple plots
were conceived under the influence of Apollonius. However, the Aithiopika has a
sophistication lacking in the earliest known texts of Apollonius, quite literally so, for
Heliodorus® work very much reflects the techniques and preoccupations of the literary
movement known as the Second Sophistic, which, through poetry and rhetoric, sought to
assert a Hellenic identity in a world dominated by Rome.”

After enjoying popularity and imitation in the Byzantine world, where the Greek
Romance enjoyed a renaissance in the twelfth and thirteenth centuries, it appears that the
Aithiopika fell into obscurity and was lost to literature for several centuries until, in the
course of the sack of Buda by Ottoman armies in 1525, a manuscript was rescued from
the library of king Matthias Corvinus of Hungary. After publication of the Greek text in
Basel in 1534, a host of translations quickly appeared across the continent, its reputation
quickly growing to be little less than that of the finest surviving works from the ancient
world. The Italian humanist Julius Caesar Scaliger, in his widely read Poeftices libri
septum (1561), placed Heliodorus on a level with Virgil and recommended that his novel
‘should be very carefully read by the epic poet and that he should set it before him as his
most excellent model’."

A French translation by Jacques Amyot, was published in 1547, being the first
foray into print of an important figure in the history of literary translation. It was reissued
no less than sixteen times before the end of the century. In his preface Amyot evaluates
the virtues of L’Histoire Aethiopigue in the light of principles derived from Horace, who
had praised Homer’s use of the in medias res design. Amyot followed the success of his
Heliodorus with a translation of Longus’ Daphnis and Chloe (1559), a distinguished and

influential translation of all of Plutarch’s Lives (1559) and the complete Moralia (1572)
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which was much admired by Montaigne. Sir Thomas North’s English Plutarch’s Lives
(1578) is a translation, not of the Greek, but of Amyot’s French text."
Amyot’s labours found their way to the French stage in plays of Shakespeare’s

near contemporary, the workmanlike and prolific Alexandre Hardy (c. 1570-1632).
Hardy adapted L 'Histoire Ethiopique as a sequence of no fewer than eight tragi-
comedies commencing with the elopement from Delphi. Hardy’s Coriolan (pre 16007?),
taken from Amyot’s Plutarch, predates Shakespeare’s by a number of years and was the
first tragedy known to have been written upon this subject. Hardy’s works are difficult to
date with any accuracy. His career probably began at the very end of the sixteenth
century, and the folio of selected plays which appeared in 1623 names the Théagene et

Cariclée cycle as among the ‘bouillons de sa jeunesse’.’

Cervantes’ Romance Persiles y Sigismunda (published posthumously in 1617), 1s
an elaborate imitation both of the Aithiopika and of Leucippe and Clitophon. Alban
Forcione, in his study of this, Cervantes’ last, curious work, makes the important point
that the rediscovery of Heliodorus’ novel took place the year prior to the appearance n
1526 of Pazzi’s influential translation of Aristotle’s Poetics.”” Forcione argues that, in the
debate over the failings of the popular chivalric romances triggered by the rise of

Aristotelian criticism, Heliodorus was seen as successfully uniting the easy appeal of

Romance with Aristotle’s formal guidelines.

Those theorists who embraced classical models had also to account for the

undoubted success of Ariosto’s highly sophisticated, and from the Aristotelian viewpoint ‘
highly incorrect, chivalric romance Orlando Furioso, first published in 1516. Ariosto
completed Orlando nine years before the Basel edition of the Aithiopika, and so, if this

was the first appearance in modern times of Heliodorus’ novel, he could have had no
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direct knowledge of it in the years in which his poem took shape. Although the poem was
revised for the third edition of 1532, there is nothing to show a new and specifically
Heliodoran influence. It is curious then that a number of striking points of similarity
between Orlando and the Aithiopika were present from the outset. Ariosto, like
Heliodorus, redrafts the story of Perseus and Andromeda (in Ruggiero’s and Marfisa’s
childhood and in the key episode of Ruggiero’s rescue of Angelica), though, it must be
said, often in an ironic light."® Orlando features numerous examples of ekphrasis, the
classical tradition of painting in language which is also central to Heliodorus’ scheme and
to the literature of the Second Sophistic. It is not inconceivable that the same channels
that brought Byzantine learning to northern Italy also brought variants of the classical
romances, and that such influences played a part in Ariosto’s elaborate reshaping of the
legend of Roland (in which he follows his own preoccupations rather than those of
Boiardo whose project he had inherited).” Ariosto naturally employed Ovid in his
Perseus episodes, but also had key texts of the Second Sophistic, such as Philostratos the
Elder’s Imagines, to hand in the Este library in Ferrara. The happy result of this
coincidental likeness, if coincidence it is, was that minds attuned to appreciating the
subtleties of Ariosto’s poem provided a ready readership for Heliodorus® novel. Later
readers may well have been quite unaware that a direct descent from Heliodorus to
Ariosto was lacking. Shakespeare probably read Harington’s 1591 translation of Ariosto,
although there is some evidence to suggest that he that he had read the original as well.”
It is against this background that Tasso incorporated motifs taken from
Heliodorus into his own hybrid chivalric romance Gerusalemme liberata (1581). Tasso
had probably read the Italian translation of the Aithiopika by Leonardo Ghini published in

1556.
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The marvellous conception of Tasso’s female knight Clorinda is clearly modelled
upon that of Charikleia, which, as Tasso recognised, is in turn derived from the story of
Perseus’ mother Danaé. Clorinda, whose parents are black, derives her character from a
painting of St. George (a saint whose story echoes that of Perseus) and her white
appearance from the maiden he is shown rescuing. In an important article discussing
Tasso’s use of Heliodorus, Walter Stephens also mentions that Tasso revealed in a letter
dating from 1575 that he had attempted to imitate Heliodorus’ intricate plot construction
when writing the story of his heroine Erminia.?

A more direct borrowing from Heliodorus can be found in a lively, though
somewhat less elevated chivalric tale, Book XX of Amadis de Gaule by Mambrino
Roseo (before 1581). Writing in Italian, Roseo contributed six volumes to the popular
saga, all of which were translated into French, sometimes in multiple versions. John J.
O’Connor (in Amadis de Gaule and its Influence on Elizabethan Literature), has
demonstrated how the story of Arlanges and Sestiliane in Book XX adheres closely to
the outline of Heliodorus’ plot.*

A significant Renaissance addition to Heliodoran literature 1s a summary of the
novel with an extensive commentary which was published in Frankfurt in 1584 (the
preface is dated 1583). This was the Zthiopicae Helidori Historie Epitome of Martinus
Crusius, professor of Latin and Greek at Tiibingen. Crusius praises the novel as

‘scholarly’, ‘eloquent’ and ‘delightful’, and categorises it as a ‘Tragicomzdia’.? What is
particularly revealing is that Crusius provides numerous passages from other works for
comparison with Heliodorus. Most of these are classical texts, ranging from Homer,
ZEschylus and Aristotle to Ovid, Achilles Tatius and the later Byzantine romance

Hysmine and Hysminias. Among contemporary works Crusius turns to the Chivalric
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epic. He cites Amadis de Gaule and Boiardo, but most frequently quotes Ariosto, citing
some thirty-eight passages in all, more than three times as many as he quotes from
Achilles Tatius.

In England, a much abridged translation of Heliodorus by James Sanford
appeared in London in 1567 as an addition to a version of the mediaeval anthology
known as The Amorous and Tragicall Tales of Plutarch.* Sanford’s ‘Historie of
Chariclia and Theagenes’ is in fact the Delphi episode retold in twenty-eight pages and
presented, with a somewhat perfunctory resolution, as a tale complete in itself (it does
not, therefore, include the description of the ‘Egyptian thief’ alluded to in Twelfth Night).
Thomas Underdowne’s complete text followed two years later. This is an accomplished
piece of work, though not without some flaws. Underdowne, who produced a
noteworthy translation of Ovid’s Ibis in the same year, worked from a Latin version of
Heliodorus which had been produced by the Pole Stanislaus Warschewiczki in 1551.% F.
A. Wright, who edited and revised Underdowne’s work in 1928, pointed out that the
important detail of Charikleia’s mole, which appears ‘like a ring of ebony staining the
ivory of her arm’ (10.15), had become in Underdowne’s rendition ‘a mole, much like the
strakes that Elephants have’ (Saintsbury ed., pp. 263-4).* In his disarming ‘note to the
reader’ which appeared in the 1587 edition, Underdowne does not discuss the novel in
the light of classical authors or literary theory, but seeks only to defend the book from
those who feel the times demand ‘notable examples of godly christian life, [rather than]
the most honest (as I take this to be) historie of love’ (Sainstbury ed., p. 5).
Underdowne’s book was reissued in 1605 and again in the following year. That the

Athiopian Historie found a ready audience beyond literary circles is reflected in a
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comment made by Joseph Hall in 1620; ‘What Schole-boy, what apprentice knows not
Heliodorus?’ .7

A play based upon the Aithiopika was presented at court in 1572-3, though little
1s known of this aside from a reference in the Revels accounts to ‘spears for the play of
Cariclia’ and ‘An awlter for Theagines’ (see Wolff, p. 238n). Although this is the only
mention ot a play in English explicitly based upon Heliodorus dating from before the
middle of the seventeenth century, in 1582 the playwright manqgué Stephen Gosson
complained, in his diatribe against the theatre Plays Confuted in Five Actions, that ‘the
A'thiopian historie’ had ‘beene thoroughly ransackt, to furnish the Playehouses in
London’.” Perhaps one can read into the word ‘ransackt’ a suggestion not of
straightforward adaptation, but of the theft by dramatists of motifs or situations from the
novel.

Although it probably post-dates Gosson’s comment, The Thracian Wornder, a
play attributed to Webster and Rowley when first published in 1661 (though almost
certainly not by them), contains a Heliodoran element. One thread of this intricately
plotted romance features the love of the lost prince of Sicily, or more strictly speaking,
the lost son of the lost prince of Sicily, for Lillia Guida, the daughter of the King of
Africa. She is described as a ‘white moor’ in both the text and again in the stage
directions (Thracian Wonder, V, ii, ed. Dyce, pp. 249 and 250). That the stage directions
should distinguish her in this way does suggest that her appearance is different from that
of her father. Up to the final act of the play she is simply called ‘fair’, and no explanation
is ever offered for her anomalous appearance. The reliance of the main part of the play
upon Greene’s Menaphon (1589), a novel which is itself deeply indebted to Heliodorus,

coupled with a general likeness to Greene’s dramatisation ot Orlando Furioso (1594),
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has led commentators to speculate that the author of Pandosto may have played some
part 1n its composition.”

Away from the stage, it is possible to see the influence of Heliodorus in the in
medias res opening of Spenser’s The Faerie Queene (1596). C. S. Lewis notes that “This
method - the immediate presentation of a figure already in action - was not....the method
of Spenser’s predecessors and contemporaries. He had perhaps no perfect model of it
except in Heliodorus’.* It is also true that Spenser’s Belphoebe, who is born after her
mother has been impregnated by the rays of the sun and who is brought up an ardent
follower of Diana, bears a resemblance to Charikleia.”

Sir Philip Sidney cites The Ethiopian History in the Apologie for Poetrie (pub.
1595) as an example of the ‘absolute heroical poem’, in spite of its being ‘writ in prose’,
and praises its author for ‘his sugared invention of that picture of love in Theagenes and
Chariclea’.> A number of important parallels can be found between the Aithiopika and
Sidney’s Arcadia, both in structure and incident. Indeed Sidney was dubbed by his
contemporary Maréchel the ‘Héliodore d’Angleterre’ (Sandy, 1982, p 104). Sidney’s
praise was both echoed by Francis Meres in his Palladis Tamia, Wits Treasury (1598),
and turned back upon its maker: ‘Heliodorus writ in prose his sugred invention of that
picture in love Theagenes and Cariclea....so Sir Philip Sidney writ his immortal poem 7he

Countess of Pembroke’s Arcadia in Prose; and yet our finest Poet’ (this same volume
contains what is perhaps the first published praise of Shakespeare’s writings, and includes
the well-known reference to his ‘sugred sonnets’).*

Heliodorus’ novel is the only ancient romance to begin in medias res and it has
been suggested, by Victor Stretkowicz, that Sidney adopted this strategy in imitation of

the Aithiopika, rather than The Aeneid or The Odyssey. Stretkowicz also argues that
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when Sidney came to ‘restructure and revise’ the Arcadia in the years before his death in
1586, he did so with reference to the comments found in Amyot’s preface.** The value
for the reputation of Aithiopika in Britain of Sidney’s imprimatur, coupled with evidence
of imitation in the Arcadia, would of course have been enormous.

A reader familiar with either work would have recognised at once the likeness
between the opening scene of Heliodorus’ novel and that of The Countess of Pembroke'’s
Arcadia. In Sidney’s novel shepherds and fishermen on a coast observe evidence of a
shipwreck. The wounded Theagenes has become the near-drowned Musidorus, while
Charikleia is the somewhat androgynous Pyrokles. Pyrokles’ beauteous appearance
amazes the fishermen

and their amazement [bred] such a superstition that (assuredly thinking it was

some God begotten between Neptune and Venus that had made all this terrible

slaughter), as they went under sail by him, held up their hands and made their
prayers.
The Countess of Pembroke’s Arcadia
(Book 1, chap. 1, ed. M. Evans, pp. 66-7).%
Having survived the danger of drowning, Pyrokles is immediately captured by pirates
while his friend looks on helplessly. In the Aithiopika Theagenes and Charikleia, having
survived the fight with the Tyrian pirates, are immediately captured by bandits, while
Kalasiris, we later discover, looked on from afar. After his rescue Musidorus supplies
even sympathetic strangers with an alias, both for himself and Pyrokles, just as

Theagenes and Charikleia mislead even Knemon as to who they really are (Arcadia book

1, chap. 2, Aithiopika, 1.26).
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Wollt identifies three episodes from the Arcadia as containing material derived
from Heliodorus. One is the captivity of Pyrokles and Philoclea (4Arcadia, book 3, chap.
22), where the situation echoes Charikleia’s and Theagenes’ captivity at the hands of the
lusttul Arsake (A4ithiopika, book 7). Others, with more specific reference, are the first
episode of the ‘Paphlagonica’ (4drcadia, book 2, chap. 10) which employs the story of
Kalasiris and his two sons, and the episode of Plangus and Andromana, which is based
upon the story of Knemon and his wicked step-mother (4ithiopika, Book 1, Arcadia,
book 2, chap. 25 ).%

It 1s interesting that all three of these episodes from the Arcadia also have
Shakespearean descendants. It is likely that Sidney’s Pyrokles lent his name to
Shakespeare’s Pericles (see Muir, 1977, p. 254). Pyrokles’ adventures combine the trials
of Charikleia and Theagenes with those of King Apollonius. More importantly, it has also
been suggested that both the tale of the blind King of Paphlagonia, and the story of
Plangus are sources for the Gloucester subplot in King Lear (see Wolff, p. 366). The
innocent Plangus is, like Knemon, discovered standing over his father sword in hand.
Shakespeare has Edmund deceive Gloucester by telling him that he found the ‘parricidal
Edgar with his sword already drawn (King Lear, 11, 1, 37).

In 1591, Abraham Fraunce, a member of Sidney’s circle, published a translation
of the opening scene of the Aithiopika put into English hexameters. He included this m
the third part of his The Countess of Pembroke’s Yvychurch. The echo of the passage
quoted earlier from the Arcadia can be heard in such lines as

But, notwithstanding for a time they stood thus amazed,

* x . *

But, good God, what a sight, what a strange sight, yea, what a sweet sight,
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And yet a woeful sight, to the thieves unlookt-for apeared?

There was a maide soe made, as men would thinck her a Goddesse,

There was a sweete-fac’t maide, that sate on a rocke by the sea-shore,

T'he Beginning of Heliodorus his Zthiopical History (lines 39, 43-6).7
This is probably the work Ben Jonson had in mind when he told William Drummond that
‘Abraham Fraunce in his English hexameters was a fool’.® Jonson himself owned a Copy
of the 1587 edition of Underdowne’s translation, and cites Heliodorus in The New Inn
(1629) and The Sad Shepherd (pub. 1640), in both cases as one of a list of authors
including Achilles Tatius (and in The New Inn, Sidney) who write about, or are prized by,
lovers.”

Passing references to Charikleia and Theagenes, as a well known pattern for
lovers, can also be found in Robert Greene’s Mamillia (1583) and Thomas Lodge’s
History of Robert, Second Duke of Normandy (1591).“ The characters of Brian
Melbanke’s prose rorﬁance Philotimus: The Warre betwixt Nature and Fortune (1583)
not only act out incidents modelled after Heliodorus, but are repeatedly made to invoke
the comparison while they do it. It might be argued that this is an imitation of
Heliodorus’ own strategy of imitating and discussing Homer in the same text, though
such sophistication seems beyond Melbanke’s disorganised narrative. Gerald Sandy
points out that ‘Melbanke’s inclusion of material from the Aethiopica without
explanatory comment seems to presuppose on his part an anticipated readership that
would recognise the source of the characters’ (Sandy, 1982, p.106).

Before looking briefly at circumstantial connections between Heliodorus and
texts employed by Shakespeare in the composition of The Winter’s Tale, it is worth

returning to Amyot’s readership and considering a reference to Heliodorus found in
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another text known to Shakespeare, Montaigne’s essay ‘Of the Affection of Fathers to
Their Children’ (Essayes, Book II, chapter 8). Having discussed ‘the simple occasion of
loving our children, because we have begotten them, for which we call them our other
selves’, Montaigne goes on

It seemes there is another production comming from us, and which is of no lesse

recommendation and consequence. For what we engender by the minde, the fruits

of our courage, sufficiencie, or spirit, are brought forth by a far more noble part,

than the corporall and are more our owne. We are both father and mother

together in this generation...

Essayes, Book 2, chap. 8, trans. John Florio, pp. 353-4.

By which he means books and other works of art (in addition to invoking Plato’s
‘children of the imagination’ described in the Symposium). Montaigne continues this
metaphor to the end of the essay in an extended coda listing classical figures who
appeared to value their books and achievements above living children. First among
Montaigne’s examples of ‘the mutuall friendship of fathers toward their children’ 1s
Heliodorus:

that good Bishop of Tricea, [who] loved rather to lose the dignity, profit and

devotion of so venerable a Prelateship, than to for-goe his daughter, a young

woman to this day commended for hir beautie, but haply somewhat more

curiously and wantonly pranked-up than beseemed the daughter of a churchman

and a Bishop, and of over amorous behaviour.

Essayes, trans. Florio, p. 354.%

The aptness and wit of Montaigne’s reference here lies both in the implied comparison to

the climax of the Adithiopika, which comes when king Hydaspes narrowly avoids burning
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his own daughter, and in Charikleia’s being a child who was indeed engendered in the
mind. She was born from the mind of Heliodorus himself, and within the narrative, is
formed after her mother’s mental impression of the painting of Andromeda. Montaigne’s
other joke is that churchmen choose to forgo both physical parenthood, and, usually, all
but the most austere forms of literary parenthood. Although the Aithiopika contains its
share ot exoticism, the love of Charikleia and Theagenes is in fact a model of seemliness.
Montaigne concludes the passage by accusing Pygmalion of incest when the sculptor
become the lover of the statue that he had formed and which had been imbued with life
by the gods in response to its parent’s ‘raging importunity’. However, it is clear that for

Montaigne both Charikleia and Pygmalion’s spouse are, in their different ways, living

works of art.

3. Greene, Sabie and Shakespeare

For the purposes of this study, the most important examples of Heliodoran imitation in

English prose are Greene’s romances Pandosto, or the Triumph of Time (1588) and
Menaphon (1589), both of which followed close on the heels of the 1587 edition of
Underdowne’s translation of the Aithiopika. When writing in the romance genre Greene
also made much use of Longus and of Leucippe and Clitophon (although his death m
1592 preceded the publication of the first English translation of Achilles Tatius by at least
five years). However, in Greene’s two short novels we see most clearly a conscious
attempt to produce tales which are analogous to those of Heliodorus. While the earlier ot
these two novels ends in the tragic, and seemingly un-Heliodoran, judgement of time
upon Pandosto, in Menaphon, Greene sets out to reproduce the sense of joyous

‘wonder’ expressed in the climactic epiphany of the Aithiopika.
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Those aspects of Greene’s reworking of Heliodorus in Pandosto which cast the
greatest ight upon The Winter’s Tale will be discussed at length below, but it is useful at
this stage to point out some of the similarities identified by Wolff between Pandosto and
the Aithiopika. These include Greene’s use of the Delphic Oracle, and his attempt to
make the reading of the oracle ‘a Heliodoran scene’ conveying a ‘sense of monumental
background and spectacle’ (Wolff, p. 421). This scene, in which Pandosto’s Queen,
Bellaria is wrongly condemned for adultery, shows the ‘vindication of chastity by public
trial’ (p. 420), and is, according to Wolff, ‘especially reminiscent of [Heliodorus’]

dénouement’ (p. 422). Wolff also finds a likeness in jealousy being the ‘moving force’ of
both plots:
It is to forestall the King’s probable suspicion about the about the parentage of
Chariclea that the Queen exposes her....In ‘Pandosto’ the King’s actual suspicion
of Fawnia’s parentage occasions her exposure....the commitment of her to
Fortune, the addition of tokens which the mother hopes may be of use to identity
the child if found, the agonized speech by the mother when her child is exposed, -
all these, even to verbal similarities, are parallel in Heliodorus and in Greene.
Wolff, p. 425.
“The shipwreck of lovers upon a hostile shore’ features in both the Aithiopika and
Pandosto, although Wolff makes the point that it appears in a number of other romances
as well (Leucippe and Clitophon for example). The "moment of last suspense’ in the
Aithiopika, in Pandosto (and in Menaphon), have a close similarity. In each case a

‘princess once exposed is restored to her father the King, who, not recognising her as his

daughter, orders her to be put to death’ (Wolff, p. 426).
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The chief dissimilarities between his ancient model and Greene’s novel are the

tragic conclusion, and the absence of a work of art among the props (unless one takes the
‘famous Sepulchre’ of Bellaria and Garinter as suggesting the presence of funerary
statuary (Pandosto, ed. Bullough, p. 172)). Greene’s novel ends with Pandosto’s suicide,
following the revelation of the incestuous nature of his desire for his daughter Fawnia. It
was Shakespeare who, in adapting Pandosto, once again focused attention upon a work
of art, and also restored the spirit of Heliodorus’ dénouement.

Less familiar than Pandosto, Menaphon represents an intriguing extension of
Greene’s Heliodoran oeuvre. The bulk of the novel, which is set in Arcadia, is a pastoral
romance reminiscent of Longus and Sidney, while the central premise of the plot is
loosely modelled after the story of Argentile and Curan from book four of William
Warner’s Albion’s England (1586).# Many motits also recur from Pandosto (including a
king’s incestuous pursuit of his own long-lost daughter), this time coupled with a bold,
but not altogether successful, attempt to reproduce Heliodorus’ narrative technique.

Wolff lists nine major similarities between Menaphon and The Ethiopian History,
including the ‘paradoxical oracle’, the ‘exposure’ and ‘shipwreck of [the] King’s
daughter’, and the heroine’s quickness in creating a false identity for herself (Wolff, pp.
444-5).% He also cites Greene’s very obvious adoption of Heliodoran ‘pathetic optics’,
complaining that this is ‘almost overdone’ (Wolff, p. 419n). As an example he quotes the
meeting of Princess Sephestia and her husband Maximius at the shepherd’s feast, where
both are in their impenetrable rustic disguises as the shepherdess Samela and shepherd
Melicertus, a scene much more like Shakespeare’s Bohemian ‘sheep shearing’ (W71, 1V,

iv) than any in Pandosto:
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Whiles thus there was banding of such lookes, as euerie one importe-d as much as
an impreso, Samela, willing to see the fashion of these countrey yong frowes, cast
her eyes abroad, and in viewing euerie face, at last her eyes glanced on the lookes
of Melicertus; whose countenance resembled so vnto her dead Lord, that as a
woman astonied she stood staring on his face, but ashamed to gaze vppon a

stranger, she made restraint of her looks, and so taking her eye from one

particular obiect, she sent it abroad...

Menaphon (ed. Harrison, p. 51).*

While Sephestia/Samela, who has been made ‘mistres of the Feast’, is ‘astonied’ by what
she sees, the unfortunate Menaphon, who also loves her, is ‘amidst all this
gazing...infected with a jealous furie’. ‘Astonied’ is an early form of ‘astonished’, which
means to appear to be turned to stone by amazement, a meaning so careful a user of
language as Greene certainly intended. One can add to Wolff’s observations, the
description of the shepherds seeing Sephestia whose ‘eyes gave such a shine, and her face
such a brightnesse that they stood gazing on this Goddesse’ (Menaphon, p. 50) which
confirms the likeness between this Princess’s appearance at the shepherds’ feast and
Charikleia’s both before the uncomprehending bandits on the shore, and upon the temple
steps in Delphi (1.1 and 3.4). Charikleia’s ‘shining godlike eyes’, are evident even in her
infancy and strike Charikles when he is first given charge of the child (2.31).

Like Charikleia, Sephestia is also a lost heir whose destiny is the subject of a
Delphic oracle, and it is Greene’s use of the oracle which leads to Wolff’s major
complaint over the structure of Menaphon; he sees the lack of any credible‘ motivation in
what takes place. Wolff believes that the oracle in Menaphon, like that in Pandosto, is an

attempt to imitate Heliodorus, but ‘Whereas in Pandosto the oracle brings about a real
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peripeteia’ in Menaphon Wolff is unable to detect anything more than a ‘pseudo-

structural’ connection between the fulfilment of the conditions set down and the return of

the king’s lost daughter (p. 424).

Menaphon, and The Winter’s Tale as an adaptation of Pandosto. Greene’s elaborate
“pathetic optics’ are, of course, absent from the stage adaptation of Menaphon.
Dramatisation renders redundant (or conversely, one could say fulfils) a strategy intended
to create on the page an experience very like witnessing the action in a theatre. But the
adapter(s) do introduce a Heliodoran element by replacing Greene’s Thessalian Princess
Olympia with the white African princess Lillia Guida. This anomalous child is a figure
whose mere presence signals to the audience the tale’s Hellenistic origins.

A consequence of the play’s abandoning the pseudo in medias res design of
Menaphon 1s the need to glide over the gap of sixteen years necessary for the lost infant
to grow to maturity. The stage adapter’s solution 1s to have a chorus excuse the absence
of the missing years in a speech cut short by the entrance of Time carrying an hour-glass,
which he sets down upon the stage before exiting (The Thracian Wonder, 1, i1). Geoflrey
Bullough does not discount the possibility that this interlude may have suggested Time’s
appearance in The Winter’s Tale (Bullough, vol. VIII, p, 142).

Francis Sabie’s two-part blank verse poem The Fisherman’s Tale and Flora’s
Fortune (1595) is a loose adaptation of Pandosto that predates Shakespeare’s and which
moves Greene’s tale still closer to Heliodorus. Sabie uses ‘pathetic optics’ in the mutual
gazing of his lovers and, unlike Greene, adopts the Heliodoran techniques of recounting a

tale within a tale and of beginning his narrative in medias res.”
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The first part of the poem mirrors the Dorastus - Fawnia pastoral episode with
the shepherdess Flora, who is a disguised Princess, being wooed by a disguised Lord,
while Flora’s Fortune details the origins of Flora, who, we learn, was exiled as an infant,
her Pandosto-like father being King of Greece. After her mother was falsely accused of
adultery, Flora had been born in prison, and as in Greene’s novel, her mother died in spite
of having been exonerated by an oracle. The child is placed in a tiny boat and floats to
Arcadia where she is found and adopted by a shepherd, Thirsus, and grows to maturity.
The Lord Cassander woos her, but when the lovers attempt to elope they are forced to
take Thirsus with them and are then shipwrecked and separated. Flora and Thirsus find
their way to Palemon’s court where she is pursued by Dryano, the son of the courtier
who had accused her mother many years before. Similarly repulsed he denounces her as a
traitor, but she 1s saved at the last moment from being burnt when Thirsus produces the

identifying tokens left with her when she was exposed. Father and daughter are reunited,

and Cassander and Flora are married. F. W. Moorman suggested (in the first Arden
edition of The Winter’s Tale, Methuen, 1912, 2nd ed. 1922, pp. xv-xxiii) that The
Fisherman’s Tale presents a interesting parallel to The Winter’s Tale, and E. A. J.
Honigmann later indicated a number of echoes of Sabie’s poem in the detail and language
of the play.“ Comparing Pandosto and Sabie’s poem, Moorman observed that while the
pastoral element in both tales was drawn from Longus’ Daphne and Chloe, in “the
adventures of the two lovers after their escape in the boat, the model of Greene, and still
more that of Sabie ...would seem to be, not ....Longus, but the more popular romancefs]
of adventure by land and sea’ namely the Aithiopika and Leucippe and Clitophon
(Moorman, p. xxi). As examples of this influence Moorman mentions ‘the shipwreck and

separation of the lovers...the attempt made by Dryano to rob Flora of her honour during

43



her lover’s absence, the hair-breadth escapes from violent death, the discovery of Flora’s
identity, and the final reunion of the lovers’ (p. xxi). To this can be added Flora’s and
Thirsus’visit to ‘Apollo’s church’ on the isle of Delos where they were shipwrecked. The
oracle, speaking with a ‘thundering’ voice sends them to Arcadia, but tells ‘Old Thirsis,
wise Apollo pittieth thee, / One of his prophets henceforth thou shalt be’ (Moorman, p.
xvi1), thus confirming the foster-father’s likeness to Charikles.

Turning briefly to Shakespeare’s own works, Cymbeline, the play whose
composition most probably immediately preceded that of The Winter’s Tale, has been
most frequently identified by commentators as showing Heliodorus’ influence. E. M. W.
Tillyard suggested that the play’s use of passages of first person narration stemmed either
from Underdowne’s translation, or from the Arcadia which is itself modelled after
Heliodorus.” Stanley Wells, in Shakespeare, a Dramatic Life, points out that ‘many
incidents in [the Aithiopika] anticipate Cymbeline’.*® In the final scene of Cymbeline,
Wells argues, Shakespeare was aiming for the tone of Heliodorus’ extended final scene,
where ‘the cruel slaughters looked for every moment were turned to holy sacrifice’
(Aithiopika, 10.38). J. M. Nosworthy, in the Arden edition of Cymbeline, cites the hymn
to Thetis sung in Delphi (4ithiopika, 3.1-4), as a possible source for Posthumus’ vision
of Jupiter (Cymbeline, IV, iv.).® Carol Gesner, in Shakespeare and the Greek Romance
(1970), writes that Cymbeline ‘was probably influenced by the Aethiopica and was
perhaps even a conscious imitation of that romance’ (p. 98). Among the many similarities
she finds between the two works is Cymbeline’s surprising acceptance of Roman claims, |
which she likens to the olive branch generously proffered by the Ethiopian King
Hydaspes to the defeated Oroondates at the conclusion of the Aithiopika. The

description given by Iachimo of Imogen’s bedchamber is a striking ekphrasis in the
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manner of those beloved of Heliodorus and Achilles Tatius, and the blow the disguised
Charikleia receives from her beloved (7.7) prefigures the unsettling moment when
Posthumus strikes Imogen (Cymbeline, V, v, 227).% Underdowne’s translation, by
adding the detail that Charikleia was ‘belike beblacked’, injects a dubious irony into the
incident not tound in other versions: ‘He seeing her fowle face, (belike beblacked) and
her apparrall vile, and all torne....cast her off, and put her away, and at length gave her a
blowe on the eare’ (4dn Aethiopian History, Saintsbury ed. p. 174 [7.7]). The motif of the
mistaken blow appears in Pericles also, where Pericles ‘pushes back’ (as the Arden
editor’s stage direction puts it) his lost daughter Marina in the moments before he
discovers who she 1s (Pericles, V, 1, 85).” Here Shakespeare is following Apollonius of
Tyre; in the romance Apollonius gives his daughter a bloody nose (The Story of
Apollonius King of Tyre, 44). However, it is likely that Shakespeare included the motif in
his second romance, Cymbeline, knowing that such an incident appears in more than one
Greek original.

The direct points of comparison, which suggest that Shakespeare had Heliodorus
very much in mind when composing Cymbeline, are also complemented by an indirect
link. Imogen’s wanderings through Wales, her lost brothers’ discovery of her sleeping,
and her own discovery of the disguised body of Cloten, all echo the adventures ot
Erminia in that part of Gerusalemme liberata where Tasso, by his own admission, set out
to imitate Heliodorus. Shakespeare had very probably read Edward Fairfax’s translation
of Tasso, published in 1600 as Godfrey of Bulloigne. The combined use of this material
is either a curious coincidence, or else we may surmise that Shakespeare had recognised
in Clorinda’s story, if not also in Erminia’s peregrinations, the likenesses between

Tasso’s poem and the Aithiopika.
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Imogen’s story does not quite follow that of Shakespeare’s other romance
heroines Marina, Perdita and Miranda, who, like Charikleia, are all lost as infants only to
return as marriageable women (Miranda differs again in that she is an heir who is lost in
company with her father). Imogen’s absence from court begins in adulthood and lasts a
matter of weeks. However, her brothers’ fortunes do follow the general pattern; they are
the true heirs to the throne kidnapped as infants and returned as adults. So Pericles and
T'ne Winter’s Tale present the ‘lost heir’ pattern upon the stage in its entirety, while
Cymbeline and The Tempest begin in medias res and include a first person description of
the original scene of loss.

The particular story ot loss and return at the heart of the Aithiopika is shadowed
closely in The Winter’s Tale.”* Hermione is accused of giving birth to an illegitimate
child, while Queen Persinna fears such an accusation. Both infants are exposed, with a
parcel of royal treasures and tokens, and grow up in a distant land across the sea. In both
stories the King is left without an heir, although her return is predicted by Apollo’s
oracle. This is followed by the adventures of the lost daughter, whose royalty is hidden.
Both Perdita and Charikleia, having reached maturity, are forced to elope from their
adoptive homes, and return to the place of their birth. In the final section of the tale
father and child are reunited, and these is also a reconciliation with a pursuing father
(with Charikles in the Aithiopika and with Polixenes in The Winter’s Tale). The
resolution of both tales comes about through a work of art being displayed; a work of art
which comes, or is seen to have come, to life. In the play this artwork is a painted statue
of Hermione, which then proves to be Hermione herself, and in Heliodorus’ dénouement,
it is the royal daughter Charikleia who is proved to be a living painting. Indeed

Shakespeare’s Paulina, who has the living Hermione in hiding, tells the repentant Leontes
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that she will provide him with a new wife only if she is ‘As like Hermione as is her

picture’ (WT, V, i, 74).

Heliodorus’ tale turns upon twinned encounters with Andromeda’s picture, while
The Winter’s Tale charts the course between two moments in which Leontes sees
Hermione. In the first of these Leontes sees a false image of Hermione as an adulteress in
his mind’s eye, and in the second he sees her “statue’ and remembers her as virtuous. In
the plot of the Aithiopika the first important moment of seeing comes when Queen
Persinna sees the painting of Andromeda at the moment of Charikleia’s conception, while
in the final spectacle the painting is brought before the whole court so that the mature
Charikleia might be compared with the image of her ancestor and her legitimacy
established (10.15). The Ethiopian high-priest Sisimithres tells the doubting King
Hydaspes

[]....the picture is at hand, looke up on Andromeda, who is as wel expressed n

the maide, as in the picture without any difference [’]. This said, the officers

brought the image....and when they set it by Cariclia, there was such a shoute

among the people....that for joy they wist not what to doe. So that Hydaspes also

could not distrust any longer, but stoode (a great while, what for joy and

woondering) still and styrred not.

Aithiopika, 10.15 (trans. Underdowne, ed. Saintsbury, p. 263).

The likeness between Hydaspes standing transfixed before the painting of Andromeda,
and Leontes ‘mock’d with art’ (W7, V, iii, 68) as he stands before the statue of
Hermione is also a very striking one.

The purpose behind collecting these many references and likenesses to

Heliodorus’ novel has been two-fold. A full account of the reception of the Aithiopika
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the late Renaissance would merit a book to itself, but I hope to have shown here that the
widespread acknowledgement of the novel’s qualities more than justifies an examination
of its particular impact upon Shakespeare’s Romances. At the same time I hope to have
provided enough background from which to argue that the matter of Heliodorus’ novel
would have been looked upon as carrying within it a meaning it was worth a wise author

pursuing.
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Chapter Two

Twinned-Impressions and Accused Queens

1. The “Twinned-Impression’ Plot

The preceding review has, I hope, provided a sense of Heliodorus’ place in the
Elizabethan literary landscape. Given the Elizabethan enthusiasm for the Romance genre
it is all too easy to identify a vast number of correspondences between any number of
works, and quickly drown in details. The many authors mentioned previously may all
have had a differing understanding of, and use for, the common inheritance of material
they drew upon. Likenesses between names, locations and incidents contribute nothing in
themselves toward the interpretation of any work. What I hope to show in due course 1s
that the Aithiopika and The Winter’s Tale should be thought of as belonging to the same
family of tales, that Heliodorus’ novel stands out as the most sophisticated and profound
expression of this tradition prior to The Winter’s Tale itself, and that the two share a
number of distinctive concerns.

In this chapter I will first focus upon the pattern found in each of Heliodorus®
four plots, and then examine briefly some of the Mediaeval analogues concerning
Accused Queens whose place as precursors of Pandosto and The Winter’s Tale has long
been recognised. Although the nature of the relationship between the mediaeval
romances and the Greek novels is difficult to determine, Heliodorus’ novel would have
presented Renaissance authors with a model of Classical form in the Accused Queen
genre and, therefore, with a way of reworking the mediaeval tales with a new

sophistication and confidence.

J. R. Morgan (in his article ‘Narrative Doublets in Heliodorus’ Aithiopika’[1998])
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recently suggested that Heliodorus employs a number of symmetries and repetitions in his
plotting and of doubling among his various characters.! The complexities of plotting in
the Aithiopika are a tour de force, and its subtleties are developed with an almost
mathematical control. The intention of this strict patterning is, I think, to present an
image of divine order hidden within a variegated multiplicity of incident, and also to
define progressively a central governing idea through the repetition of analogous
episodes.

[ believe the principles of ‘twinning’ and of symmetry supply the basic dynamic of
Heliodorus’ novel through the twinning of complementary moments of seeing. Each of
the plots can be seen to chart the course from one striking moment of crisis, which
stamps a deep but mistaken impression upon a character’s imagination and throws into
doubt a child’s loyalty or legitimacy, to a second moment which corrects the error and
sets them free. I will call this pattern a Twinned-impression plot. The similarity of this
term to maternal impression is intentional, and the full connotations of ‘impression’ will
become clearer after the phenomenon of maternal impression has been discussed 1n
Chapter four (it is worth noting that Robert Greene uses the word ‘impression’ at a key
moment in Pandosto, as we shall see below).

The two appearances of Andromeda’s painting stand at the beginning and end of
Charikleia’s adventures, and, as Walter Stephens puts it, by the time the portrait makes
its second appearance, ‘the reader....has long since noticed that Chariclea’s endless
predicaments mirror those of Andromeda, the archetypal “damsel in distress™ (Stephens,
p.77).2

Stephens, referring to Bakhtin’s theory of what he calls the ‘chronotope’ of

‘Greek adventure time’, envisages the design of the Aithiopika as following Charikleia’s
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Journey ‘from biological father through foster fathers and back again’ (p. 75).> He
identifies her curious circular mole, her ribbon, cincture and magical ‘pantarbe’ ring as
symbols of the circular path she is destined from birth to follow. Stephens quotes
Bakhtin’s view that
passage through this world [of adventure-time] ‘takes place in an extratemporal
hiatus between two moments of biographical time’ and ‘leaves no trace’ on the
individual, but merely affirms ‘the identity between what had been at the
beginning and what is at the end.” ‘There is no potential for evolution, for
growth, for change....nothing....is destroyed, remade, changed or created anew’
Stephens, p. 70.
This idea 1s repeated in Stephens’ own observation (he admits the anachronism of the

numeral) that

the mark on Chariclea’s skin is the cipher zero. It externalises the cancellation of
the entire interval between Persinna’s first recognition that her infant bears the
white ‘mark of Andromeda’ and her recognition of a grown daughter’s tokens of

‘blackness’, and it negates the period of wanderings and travails that constitutes
most of Chariclea’s life
Stephens, p. 72.

Certainly neither Charikleia nor Theagenes strike the reader as obvious examples of
characters who undergo great psychological development. They remain relatively static.
And, while Charikleia makes a lively and attractive heroine, the occasions on which she
does take the initiative seem secondary to those on which she is the victim, or instrument,
of higher forces. Heliodorus does not intend the reader to look for psychological

‘change’ in his heroine, but to find instead a quality that marks her out as already, to
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some extent, beyond the realm of change. Such change as Charikleia undergoes is chiefly
physical (and her progress geographical) as her likeness to Andromeda grows until it
reaches the point of perfect likeness upon the altar in Ethiopia.

Both Charikleia and Theagenes are to be identified at key moments with
immortals in moments of hieratic epiphany. At the same time both are mortal, often
making mistakes and misunderstanding the course of events, blaming chance, or indeed
the gods for their misfortunes. However, when circumstances demand, both protagonists
become somewhat more than their mortal selves and understand very well what they
must do. Whether their transfiguration is indicative of ‘growth’ is debatable. It is not
necessarily the case though that a ‘circular’ romance plot must militate against
psychological growth for all those who take part. The effect upon those who encounter,
or simply see, Charikleia is often dramatic.

If the emphasis is shifted from the need to establish the nature of Charikleia’s
inheritance (and the repetition of situations which do just that) to the experience of
others who witness her adventures at first hand, a quite different scheme emerges.
Instead of marking two near identical moments, or indeed the same point upon a circle,
the two appearances of the painting of Andromeda can be seen to stand at eachend of a
progression. These two spectacles do not simply reflect one another: the first sets a
problem which the second resolves. These spectacles are set far apart, but the incidents
which lie between these two points, rather than being merely spun out until the reader
has been entertained enough, mark recognisable and necessary stages on the path
towards resolution.

Persinna believes that the moment in which she saw the portrait has given

Charikleia the appearance of illegitimacy. Seventeen years later, in the second answering

57



moment of vision, Hydaspes and the waiting crowds recognise that Charikleia’s
appearance in fact expresses a legitimacy which transcends ordinary expectations. If we
look only at the simple pattern common to Heliodorus’ four plots, we find that each
depends upon two acts of perception, the one triggering and the other resolving a
parental crisis. These are the chief components not only of the main plot, but also of each
of the three subplots. In each of the other tales a parent’s act of seeing also leads to a
serious estrangement between a father and child, the chief difference being that, in the
subplots, it is the father himself, rather than his wife, who ‘sees’ at the outset and whose
immediate assumptions are acted upon.

While the extraordinary circumstances of Charikleia’s conception may appear to
be unique, all the plots begin with an act of perception which is in some way analogous
to this event. Knemon’s father, Aristippos, awakes to see his son standing over him
sword in hand and mistakes Knemon’s loyal intentions (1.12). Charikles traces the death
of his daughter and his succeeding misfortunes to his having entered the temple of Apollo
at the wrong moment and having seen ‘that which ought not to be seen’ (4.19), although
he does not compound this error by describing what it was he did see. Kalasiris’
experience is slightly different because, as a holy man, he sees far more than most
mortals. He has twin reasons for accepting Persinna’s commission and banishing humselt
from Egypt. In both cases it not so much something he has seen, as something he does
not wish to see. Kalasiris wishes to escape the near irresistible attentions of a courtesan,
Rhodopis, who ‘[trailed] a net of sensuality....from her eyes’, but first and foremost, he
wishes ‘to spare a father’s eyes the spectacle of his sons’ fratricide’ (2.25).

Each of these examples represents a misunderstanding which is later resolved by a

second act of seeing. Aristippos takes his son’s place in what amounts to a re-€nactment
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of the original scene, while later in Egypt, Knemon sees Thisbe, who was the instrument
of his downfall and whom he has seen killed, resurrected in the spotless form of
Charikleia. Charikles bursts in upon the dénouement in Meroe and is finally reconciled to
Charikleia’s marriage and her return to her true parents. Even Kalasiris had failed to
foresee events correctly. He cannot escape seeing his sons fight, but before he dies he
witnesses Thyamis forgiving, rather than killing, his brother.

A turther similarity between the plots is that each can only be brought to a happy
conclusion after an interval of some time (in Charikleia’s and Charikles’ stories this is an
mterval of many years) and a journey across the Mediterranean from Greece to Egypt.*
In fulfilling these requirements the subplots shadow the course of Charikleia’s destiny,
echoing the time needed for her likeness to mature, and for her journey back from exile.
Each of the plots is divided in half by the sea voyage which separates the two crucial
encounters. The (sometimes unequal) halves of each tale are further difterentiated by
their mode of narration. The first part is described in the first person by one of the
protagonists, while the second part is described by the third person narrator. In the first
part the reader hears how events appeared to one of those taking part, whilst in the
second they are shown what happens as the threat of disaster is averted, families reunited
and happiness restored. And here Heliodorus has matched the manner in which the tale 1s
told to the subject matter. The first ‘act of seeing’ is subjective and reflects the limited
understanding of the witness. It is not simply chance that they should be struck in this
way, rather it makes manifest a latent self-centredness. The final spectacle brings a
perspective outside the self which restores order. It is not necessary for all the
protagonists from any particular tale to be present on this second occasion, only for the

disruptive act of cognition to be finally answered with an act of recognition, in fact with
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a recognition scene. Persinna, Knemon, Charikles and Kalasiris all describe an initial act
of seeing, while they, and the reader, are later shown how this is resolved. It is clearly of
crucial importance to Heliodorus’ scheme that the reader shares with the protagonists in
witnessing the conclusion as though they too were seeing it with their own eyes.

There are numerous differences between these tales, for example Kalasiris’ and
Knemon’s stories are concluded over a much shorter time scale than the other two tales,
Charikles recalls his experiences before embarking for Africa and Charikleia refuses to
recall anything (she makes her journey to and back from Delphi as though on behalf of
her mother, and her mother’s written testimony supplies the inset first person narrative in
her tale), but such variation as does occur is just that: variation within the same species.

Apollonius of Tyre itself follows and perhaps, if it is indeed an early text, did
much to establish this form of Romance, although I hope to show that the impressions
pattern evolved from a particular way of understanding the legend of Danaé and Perseus.
Apollonius’ adventures are triggered by his seeing the meaning of a riddle and feeling
revulsion in the presence of incest, and are ended by his recognising his lost daughter.
The action of Apolionius of Tyre takes a straightforward chronological course. However,
Heliodorus’ in medias res opening and first person narratives do not indicate that the
plot of his novel is different in kind from Apollonius. Heliodorus acknowledges and
employs the Homeric connotations of the in medias res strategy (the arrangement of first
and third person narratives clearly shows the influence of the Odyssey).” However, I
think his decision to ‘begin in the middle’ represents also a refinement of the inherent
characteristics of the Twinned-impression design as found in Apollonius. Purely in terms

of overall structure the difference between the two ancient novels, Apollonius and the
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Aithiopika, is the same as that between Pericles and Cymbeline, or between The
Winter’s Tale and The Tempest (or that between Pandosto and Menaphon).

Elements of the Apollonius story appear in what must be one of Shakespeare’s
earhest plays, The Comedy of Errors (1589?) and again in the very much later Pericles,
indicating a continuing interest in the matter of this tale.* The question of the primacy in
the ancient world of Apollonius (which Shakespeare knew from Gower and others) or of
Heliodorus (also publish<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>