THE EPIGRAMS OF LUCIAN

Barry BaLpwin

ALL BUT ONE OF THE FIFTY-THREE epigrams ascribed to Lucian derive
from the Greek Anthology;! the exception is the first one (On Ais Own
Book), cited by Photius and possessing slight manuscript authority.? And,
as will be seen, the total number of attributed epigrams has been whittled
down considerably by Paton and other commentators on the Anthology.3

Reaction to the merits of these little pieces is entirely subjective.
MacLeod, Lucian’s most recent editor, dubs the first epigram ““‘spurious”;
of the others, he allows that “at least a few are not un-Lucianic in style
and thought,” but does not elaborate (523-525). Bompaire, who made an
effort to correlate some of the epigrams with Lucian’s other work, states
the only reasonable general approach (646): “On pourrait se fonder sur
les talents de potte de Lucien pour lui attribuer les Epigrammes, générale-
ment tenues pour apocryphes. Certaines sont fort proches par I'esprit du
reste de 'oeuvre. Mais ’appréciation est subjective et I’on n’a pas le droit,
dans I’état présent des recherches, de se prononcer.”

Unexceptionable sentiments. Hence, it seems worthwhile to collect
the poems together (providing collation with the A4.P. numbers), and
to examine their style and themes within the joint framework of Lucian’s
other work and the Anthology as a whole.

The poems run as follows:*

1The following works will be cited by author’s name: J. Bompaire, Lucien Ecrivain
(Paris 1958); A. S. F. Gow and D. Page, The Greck Anthology: Hellenistic Epigrams
(Cambridge 1965, “Gow-Page, HE"” below); and The Garland of Philip (Cambridge
1968, “Gow-Page, GP” below); C. Jacobitz, Luciani Opera, ed. maior 4 (Leipzig 1841);
G. Kaibel, Epigrammata Graeca (Leipzig 1878) ; M. D. MacLeod, Lucian 8 (London 1967,
Loeb); Pape-Benseler, Werterbuch der Griechischen Eigennamen® (Braunschweig 1884);
W. Paton, The Greek Anthology (London 1916-1918, Loeb); W. Peek, Griechische Vers-
Inschriften 1. Grab-Epigramme (Berlin 1955) ; C. Reitz, Lexicon Lucianeum (Amsterdam
1746); also the papers by G. Giangrande, “‘Sympotic Literature and Epigram,” J.
Labarbe, “Aspects gnomiques de I’épigramme grecque,” G. Luck, “Witz und Sentiment
im griechischen Epigramm,” and L. Robert, “Les épigrammes satiriques de Lucillius sur
les athletes: parodie et réalités,” in L' Epigramme Grecque (Entretiens Hardt 14, Geneva
1968).

*Photius, Bibliotheca (Cod. 128); see MacLeod 523-525.

%Paton allowed 37 epigrams to Lucian; one or two more are left as possibilities (details
will emerge in subsequent parts of this article).

“Text after Jacobitz. MacLeod prints only Epigram 1; the rest are of course in editions
of the Anthology.
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1.
Aovkiaves 748’ €ypaya walaid Te pwpa Te eldwss,
uwpd yap avfpamois kal Ta dokolvTa goda.
obdéy &v avfpiymoia Suakpdoy éoTL vonua,
AN b oV favpdfes, Tobd' érepoiat yENws.

2.
Tov warpkdy whovTov véos v Onpwy 6 Mevimrmov
aloxplds els axpatels éfexeev damwavas.
aANGa wv Edkriuwy, watpikos dilos, as évonaev
16n kappalén TeLpdbuevor mweviy,
kat uv dakpvxéwy aveNauBave kal wéow adrdy
O7ike BuyaTpos éfs mOANN' émi peilia dobs.
abTap émel Ofpwre wap' EAwidas HAvfe whobTos,
abrika Tals adTals éTpéper’ & damwbvais
yaoTpl xapi{éuevos wacav xapwv, ob kaTa KbTuOV,
75 0’ V1o ™Y mapdy yaoTépa wapyooivy.
olTws uév Onpwra 76 debTepoy aupekdAvey
obhouévnys Tevins kvpa mwalippodbfiov.
Edkruwy 8’ édrpvoe 170 debrepov, obkéTt kelvov,
aA\a Buyatpos éfs mpoika Te kal BdNauov.
Eyvw 8’ s obk €oTL kakds kexpnuévov dvdpa
Tols iblots elvar maTov & aA\NoTplois.

3.
‘Qs Tefyntdpevos Ty odv dyabdv awohave,
ws 0¢ Buwoduevos Peideo oy kTeavwy.
torL 8’ dvip godos odTos, Os Eudw TabTa vofoas
Pedol kal damavy pérpov Edmpudoarto.

4.
Ovnra Ta TGV OvnTAY Kal TavTa TapépxeTal fuas
fv 8¢ uh, &AN’ fuels adre wapepxoueda.

S.
Totor uév b wparrovow dwas 6 Blos Bpaxis éari,
Tols 8¢ kakds pia YUE amwherds éoTi X povos.

6.
Ovx 6 "Epws adikel puepomwy yévos, GAN’ dkoldoTois
Yuxais avlfporwy €00’ 6 "Epws Tpdpaats.
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7.
"Qretar xapies yAvkepwrepal fv 8¢ Bpadivy,
wdoa xapis keven, undé Néyouro xapts.

8.
Padlos avip mwifos éoTi TeTpnuévos, els v ardoas
AvTAQY Tas xapiTas els kevoy Eféxeas.

9.
' Avfpdymous uév lows Moets dTomdy T woufhoas
ol Moews 6¢é Geols, o0d¢ Noyi{buevos.

10.
Qldéy & arfpirmoiat PplaLs xalewTepov eDpey
avfpimov kabapav Yevdouévov dpuliny.
ol yap &’ os &xBpov Tpopulagadued’, GAN’ dyamdvTes
ws @ilov év TolTw TAelova Bharrduela.

11.
"ApphTwy Eméwy YAOTop oppnyis émkelofw
kpeloowy yap plbwy § kTeavwy Pulaxy.

12.

IMoiiTos 6 T7s Yuxiis wTAoUTos wovos éoTiv aAnfis,
TaA\a 8’ &xew NoTqy Thelova 7OV kTEdVWY.

TOV 8¢ ToAukTéavoy kal wAoUoLov éaTi dikatoy
kApCew, 8s xpfigfar Tols ayabols dvarac.

€l 66 Tis &v Yndois kaTaTHkeTar dANov ' &N
ocwpeber alel mhobToV émeLyouevos,

olTos omota wéNiooa wolvTpnToLs évi aiuBNois
uoxOnoeL, érépwy dperTomévwy TO MEAL.

13.
'Avypos "Axaiuevidov yevduny moté, viv §¢ MeviTmov,
kal walw €€ érépov Boopar els érepov.
kal yap ékelvos éxew ué mor’ Qeto, kai wdAw olTos
oleTar, elul 0’ dhws oldevds, aANa Tixys.

14.
Eb mparTwy ¢lhos el Bynrols, dpilos e pakdpesor,
kal gev pnidiws ékhvov edéduévov.
fiv wralops, obdels érL gou pilos, GAN’ dua wavra
&xbpa Tixns purals ovpueraBalloueva.
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15.
TloANa 70 Sawubviov dbvarar, kév § wapédofa,
TOUS pikpols &véyel, Tovs ueydlovs katdyer.
kal god Ty d¢piv kal Tov ThPov kaTamalaet,
kdv mwoTauds xpvool vauaTa gor wapéxy.
ol Oplov, ol paldxnv aveuds mote, Tas 6¢ peyioTas
7 dpbas § wAatavous olde xaual kaTdyew.

16.
‘H Bpadimous Bovhy uéy’ duelvwy, % 8¢ Taxela
aléy épeNkouévn Ty uethvorav éxet.

17.
“Ef dpar uoxbois ixavararal, al d¢ per’ adras
vpaupaot dekvbuevar {10 Neyovar Bpotols.

18.
Ei Taxis eis 70 payev kal wpds dpopov auBAis Vwapxess,
TOls Wool gov TPArye kal Tpéxe TG oTOMATL.

19.
Eis i paryy viwress dépas 'Ivdkéy; loxeo Téxvns,
ob dlvacar dvogepny vikTa kabnhidoar.

20.
0! owaywvioral Tov Tuyudxov év0ad’ nkav
’* YA \ ’ L) 7
Amw, oldéva yap womwor’ ETpauMATLOEY.

21.
Ilagav 8oav "ENNpres dywvoferolow duAay
wuyuds, 'Avdpélews Tacay dywricduav.
Eoxov 8’ & Iliop pév & driov, &v 8¢ I\araials
& BAepapor’ Ivfol 6’ dmwvoos éxdépouad.
Aauorélns 8’ 6 marp kapbaoero olv moNuhTals
&pal pe oTadlwy 9 vekpov i kohoBov.

22.
“INafe Tpapparicy duvoifoe, INabe Apod,
Pbpuarov evpouéva ‘‘ufviv Gede fed.’’
éxpiiv oy kal ool wepikalléa dwunaaabar
kal Bwudv Buéwy unmore devduevov.
kal yap ood uesral uév ddol, ueory 6¢ Oalacoa
kal Apéves, wavtwy dextpra Tpapuuatiky.
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23.
Aalpova woANe NaNGv 6fboTopos éopriaTis
EEeBal’ obx Spxwy &ANA kOTpwy Suvapet.

24.
Obre Xinaipa Toobrov émver kakov 1 kad’' “"Ounpov,
obk &yéNy Tabpwy, &s 6 Noyos, muplmvous,
ol Afjuvos gbumaca kal ‘Aprudy Ta Tepioaa
o8’ 6 PuhokThTov Tols &moonwouEvOsS.
dote ge Tauyndel vikdv, TeléaA\a, Xipaipas,
onmedovas, Tavpovs, Spvea, Anuviddas.

25.
Mowm7s eENBow eis “Iofuia wpds Tov aydva
ebpov mounTas elmwe waploful’ Exew.
wélew 8’ Efopudv els Mba’ kv walw ebpp,
elmely ob dlvatai, kal mapamwid’ Exw.

26.
Eimé pou elpopévw, KuA\jvie, 7&s kateBavey
AoX\avod Yuxn) 0&ua 76 Pepoedovys;
Oadua uév, el grydoa’ Tuxov 8¢ TL kai oe duddokew
ifeNe’ Pel, kelvov kal véxvy dvTiagad.

27.
Tév Tob deswvapiov vouov oidate onuepov vuds,
ADNe, ka\® kawols 80ypaost ocvumroaiov.
ol pelomolds épel kaTakeluevos, obTe wapetels
obd’ &eis abTos Tpbyuata ypauuarikd.

28.
Tlatda pe wevraernpov akndéa Guudy éxovra
vpheujs 'Atdns Hprace Kalhipayov.
GANG pe u1 khatows’ kal yap BidToo ueréoyov
wabpov kal Tabpwy T&Y BidTolo KakdY.

29.
"Hxd merpheaoav dpds, pile, Ilavds éralpny,
avritvmov Ployyny éumalw ¢douévny,
wavrolwy gTopbdrwy Nalov elkbva, woruéaiy )V
walyvov' 8oga Neyes, Tabra kNowv dmdbe.
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30.
Ty Maginy youviv obdels tdev’ €l 8¢ Tis eldev,
odTos 6 Ty yvurny ornobuevos Magpiny.

31.
Zol popdis avébnka Tefjs wepikalNds ayalua,
Kimpi, Tefjs popdijs péprepoy obdeéy éxwy.

32.
Eis 70 kevov pe télewce vouov xapww &de pinmwov
Ebvrvxidns, Enpdv kMuatidwy dvlaka.
kail TepBeBAnuar kpnuvov Babiy. 8s 8’ dv EwéNdp,
oldéy éxer kKNeyar ANy Eué 7OV PvNaka.

33.
‘EN\dda vikqoacar vmepPBiov aomida Mypdwy
Aals Ofkev €@ k&ANel Nnidiny.
uolvy &vukifn 8’ dwo yHpai, kal Tov ENeyxov
avbero oot, Magin, Tov vedbrnTL Pilov.
s yap l8ely oTuvyéer moMifis mavalnbéa uopdiv,
THode ovvexfaipel kal oribevTa TUTOV.

34.
T'Aabke xal Nnp#it kal 'Ivol kal Mehweépry
ral Buliw Kpovidy xal Zaudfpate feols
gwlels é&x mehdyovs Aouvkidhios @de kéxapuat
Tas Tpixas é& kepalijs’ &ANo yap obdév éxw.

35.
'Ev waow peblovawy 'Akivduvos #fehe videw,
Tobvexa kal pefbewv abrods €doke udvos.

36.
“Eofeae Ty Noxvov pudpos YuAA&y Umd ToAN&Y
dakvouevos Nekas® obkért we BAémere.

37.
"Hy éoidps kepadijy padapav kai orépva kal duovs,
undév épwrioyns, uwpdv opds dpalakpbdy.

38.
T4y kepalijy Bawres, yipas 6¢ aov obmore Bayes,
oldé Tapetawy ékTavioels putidas.
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w1y Tolvwy 76 wpbowmov amav Yully kaTATNATTE,
QoTe Tpoowmeloy kobxl Tpbowmov €xewv.

oldé&y yap whéov éati. Ti paivear; obwore Pikos
xal Yluvbos Tebte v ‘ExafBny ‘Elévyy.

39.
Ovdéemor’ els mopfuetor 6 knMjTns AbdavTos
tuBalver peN\wv els 76 Tepav amival.
THs k9Ays &’ Ewdvwl Ta Popria Tavta Telekws
kal TOv évov diam\el gwdby’ Emapduevos.
date patyy Tpitwves & Udaot d6fav éxovay,
el kal kn\)7Tys TadTd woLely dlvaral.

40.
‘0 ypuwos Nikwy doppaiverar oivov dpioTa,
’ ’ ’ ~ * A k3 [
ol dlvatar 8’ elmelv olos v ) Taxéws.
& Tpuoly dpais yap Bepwals uohis alodaver’ abros
ws Gy éxwy mxv Ppiva diakooiwv.
& peyalov puktiipos, dTav woraudv dwaBaivy,
Onpeber TobTw ToNNaxis ixOidua.

41.
Zwypage, Tas popdas kNewrels uoévor” ob dlvacar 6¢é
Py gulfjoar xpouatt Telouerny.

42.
Oavualew pol émelowv, mws Biros éotl goduatys,
ol'Te Noyov kowodv obTe Noyiouov éxwy.

43.
OarTov énv Aevkols kOpakas TTvas Te xeNovas
evpety i d0kiuov pnropa Kamwmradokny.

44.
TloA\as pvpiddas Yndifwy 'Apreutdwpos
kal undév damwavdv ¢fi Biov Huibvwy,
wolNaxts al xpvoob Tipwalgéa popTov éxovoar
TOANOY Umrép vTou XxbpTov €dovat ubvov.

45.
Ei 70 Tpépewv mhywva dokels goplay wepiwoLely,
kal Tpdyos edmirywy eboTohds éoti ITNarwy.
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46.

Tobd Twywvopbdpov Kuvikod 7ob Baktporpocairov
€ldouev &v delmvy v ueydAqy codiav’

Oepuwy uév yap Tpdrov dweaxero kal pagavidwy,
un b€ty dovhebew yaoTpl Neywy aperqv.

elTe 8’ &v dpfaluolow 1dev xrovwdea BONSBav
aTpuPYiY, § TwuToY 107 EkNemTe VooV

fitnoey wapa wpogdokiav kal érpwyev aAnfds,

xobdeév épn BoNBav Ty dperiy ddikelv.

47.
Migorrwye fea, pobvn wholTov dauatetpa,
% 70 kaA@s {foar TavToT EmoTauévy
€l 8¢ kal aA\NoTplois émiifouévn wool xaipets,
o6mhopopely 7' oldas kal ubpa gou ué\erar,
TépTeL Kal aTepavds age kal Adooviov mdua Baxxov.
TabTa Tapa wTwxols yiyverai obdéwore.
Tobvekd vvv Pelryes Tevins TOv axalkeoy obdoy,
Tépmy &' ad wholTov Tpds wodas épxouérn.

48.
IIoANdkes olvov émeuyas Euol, kal ToANGKLs éyvwy
ool xapw, OVTOTY VEKTApPL TEPTOUEVOS.
viv 8’ elmep pe Pulels, un weups ol déopar yap
otvov TowolTov, unkér’ Exwy Optdaxas.

49.
Al Tpiogai ToL TalTa Td walyvia Ofkav éralpat,
Kimpe paraip’, &\Ngs dX\y am’ épyaoins.

v amo péev wuyis Ebdpd 7dde, TabTa 6¢ Khed,
s Oeues” ) TourdTy &' 'ATOis am’ obpaviwy.
&b’ Qv 7§ uév wéume To TaLdikd, deomwoTe, KéEPDY,

71l 8¢ Ta Onkeins, 77 6¢ Ta underepns.

50.
Mpndeis pou rabryy, 'Epaciotpate, v owaré\qy oov
wouoeie Oedv, §) oU kaTaomwaTalgs,
éofwy EkTpaTéNws oToudxwY Kakd, Xelpova Aipod,
ola @byorey ¢udv avTidlkwy Texvia.
wewaoaipe yap addis € whéov, § wplv Emelvwy,
7 xopradlelny Tis wapa gol owarTéys.
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51.
Al Tplxes, v avy@s, elol Pppéves’ fv 6¢ Nalqoyps,
ws al s #Pns, ob Pppéeves, aANa Tpixes.

52.
"InThp Tis éuol TOV éov pidov vidw Emepper,
doTe pafely wap’ uol Tadra T& ypauuarikd.
Os 8¢ 70 ufyy dede kal d\yea uvpl’ EBnkev
éyvw kal 76 TpiTov Tolgd’ axéNovfov Emos,
moAAds 8’ ipBipovs Yuxds "AidL mpotayer,
oUkéTL uw TéumeL TPos ue wabnoduevov.
aN\a p’ ldow 6 mathp, gol uév xdpus, elmer, érdipe
abrap 6 wals wap' Euol TabiTa uabfelv Sivartar.
kal yap &yw mwoAds Yuxas “Aldt wpoldmwTw
kal wpds 7007’ obdév vpauuarikod déouac.

53.
* * * * * * *
GANa 0¥ pou wpopépers Tekviov AANOTpLoV
T wpoTouny abrd wepfels kuvds' HhaTe pe kalely,
wds pot Zwmwvplwy & “Exdfns yeyover;
kai weépas & dpaxudv 'Epaciorpatos 6 kpeomdys
& 0y 'Towdwy vidy “AvovBw éxw.

1. As stated, this epigram derives from Photius’ entry on Lucian. It could
simply be an editorial comment, or a bookseller’s “blurb.” Apart from
Photius’ appreciation, the brief comments on Lucian by Eunapius, Lactan-
tius, and Isidore of Pelusium (sharply contrasting, of course, with the
diatribes of the Suda, Arethas, and the scholiasts!) are in the same vein.5
It is true that Lucian hardly ever used his own name in his multifarious
writings, preferring “Lycinus” or suitably self-flattering nicknames,® but
the author’s real name is to be expected in a poem prefixed to a collection
of his works. It is not impossible that Lucian dashed off this epigram for
the above purpose. The trouble is that it is usually dangerous to speak of
publication in the modern sense in the context of ancient authors, and
there is no evidence that Lucian ever supervised such a collection. How-
ever, there is also no evidence that he did not. If he did, then Galen’s

*Eunapius V8, p. 454; Lactantius Inst. Dio. 1.9; Isidore Epist. 4.55. Later testimonia
are fully discussed in my Studies in Lucian (Toronto 1974).

®On this matter see Macleod 4; the dialogues in question are the disputed Soloecista
and the Piscator.



320 PHOENIX

experience with the fraudulent bibliopoles in the Sandalarium suggests
that an author needed to be vigilant over his title page.”

The Anthology exhibits two similar poems, one ascribed to Theocritus,
the other to Ignatius.® It is worth noting that, in the case of the Lucian
epigram, the verb “wrote” is variously given by the manuscripts in the
first or third person. In the Theocritus poem, this verb seems firmly
established in the first person, whereas the equivalent verb is securely in
the third person in the case of Ignatius. Not that the point establishes
authorship of any of the three pieces, since either person can be used by
the author with equal logic.

It should also be observed that the relatively infrequent adverb caxpid6y
occurs in the Lucianic or pseudo-Lucianic Amores;® further, it is quite
close in the latter passage to the noun véonua, which is striking in view of
its proximity in the epigram to wénua. A deliberate echo? And, if so, by
what author? Or mere coincidence?

2 (= A4.P. 9.367). The theme of this, the longest of the epigrams in
question, is the extravagant misuse of wealth; it is quite appropriate to
Lucian, but is an obvious commonplace in the Anthology (so Labarbe,
380-381). The introduction of Menippus looks a tempting clue, especially
since the famous Cynic was credited with accumulating a large fortune
through usury,!® which would have given his son something to waste.

Actually, the name proves nothing: it is far too common. There is, for
easy example, Menippus the geographer;!! Cicero mentions a sophist
who bore the name; a Menippus is mourned on a sepulchral inscription
from Chios; and so on. The name also recurs in another of the Lucian
epigrams, attached to the owner of a field.!?

More to the point, perhaps, is the greedy catamite Menippus who is
attacked for his rapacity in an epigram by Callimachus (A4.P. 12.148).
Giangrande, in his detailed analysis of the poem, sees the use of the name
as a deliberately ironic pointer to the reputation of the Cynic (136-139).

"De Suis Libris 1 (= 19.8K.); or the Teubner Galensi scripta minora (Teubner 1891—
reprinted in 1967), vol. 2, 5. For the possibility of ancient, even Lucianic, collection of
Lucian’s works, see MacLeod (with L. R. Wickham) in €9 20 (1970) 297-299; and Mac-
Leod on the text of the De Calumnia in vol. 1 of his OCT (1972).

84.P. 9.434 (15.39); see Gow’s note (on the former) in his Theocritus 2 (Cambridge
1950) 549-550, indicating that an identical argument over authorship of this piece has a
considerable history.

9 Amores 3. Guyet read dtakpiTov; but see Kaibel 1028.14.

1°Diogenes Laertius 6.99. His “‘biography” claims that the Cynic hanged himself
after he had been robbed; the tragedy is heightened by the fact that it moved Diogenes
to compose some of his execrable verses on the subject.

11Addressed by Crinagoras in A4.P. 9.559; see the note of Gow-Page, GP 2.243.

12Brutus 91.315; Kaibel, 302; Ep. 13 (= A.P. 9.74).
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This is important. The mercenary catamite is a commonplace in epi-
grams.!? Also, Theron (Menippus’ son in the Lucian poem) recurs from
time to time in the Anthology (especially in Strato’s Musa Puerilis) as
a catamite.!* The Lucian epigram draws on a common stock of names and
themes. The poem is a serious exercise, not a skit; the introduction of the
final moral by &s conforms to the stylistic norm.1®

The third character in the epigram is Euctemon, who gives his daughter
and a large dowry to Theron. The name is common enough (cf. Pape-
Benseler), and the Euctemon who was the satellite of Meidiasis mentioned
in the Demosthenis Encomium.' Interestingly enough, a Euctemon features
in an epigram by Lucillius (4. P. 11.393). He suffers from a hydrocele, but
is consoled by the poet, who assures him that a daughter is a greater
burden, one which he would cheerfully exchange for a hundred hydro-
celes. Hydrocele jokes occur elsewhere in the Anthology: in one case in
an epigram ascribed to Lucian (Ep. 39). All this is further demonstration
of the recurrence and interrelation of names and themes throughout the
Anthology. It may be subjoined that Lucian and Lucillius vie for the
authorship (no great prize!) of several of the epigrams in question, as we
shall see.

Such particularities will crop up again and again in discussion of other
epigrams. They are not conclusive of anything. The recurrent names
obviously cannot and will not be correlated with individual characters.
They make a useful contribution to the understanding of the framework
and conventions of the epigram, and may sometimes hint at the author
of a particular poem: that is all. A general discussion of the basic question
of Lucianic authorship is reserved for the conclusion of this paper. But
it may as well be admitted now that such details are not going to decide
anything certain.

Nor will points of style. There is, for example, some parallel to the
phraseology of line 2 of the present epigram in Lucian’s Timon 55. The
noun papyosivy (line 10) seems not to occur elsewhere in Lucian, nor
does the adjective kappaléos (line 4), though it is found in other poets
of the Anthology.!” Such phenomena are worth remarking, but what do.
they prove? Lucian could have rehashed the Timon phrase in an epigram,
or vice versa. Or another poet could have liked the phrase and reworked it.
Words not found elsewhere in Lucian might indicate that they are ones

13Giangrande cites 4.P. 5.113; 11.320; 12.42, 44, 212.

1See, e.g., 12.41, 60, 95.

18Labarbe, 375, compares 4.P. 11.425 to the present poem.

18Dem.Enc. 48; see my article, “The Authorship and Purpose of Lucian’s Demosthenis
Encomium,” Antichthon 3 (1969) 54-62.

1"They are absent, at least, from Reitz and from Jacobitz’ Index Graecus. The former

word was used by Anacreon and Theognis. The latter occurs in A4.P. 9.272 (Bianor);
9.384 (Anonymous).
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he did not care for, thus suggesting that the epigram is not from his pen.
Alternatively, it is perfectly possible that there are words which a writer,
consciously or otherwise, uses only once in his literary career. One’s
verdict is bound to be influenced by what one conceives of as valid
stylometry (and, nowadays, by what one thinks of computer-determined
authorship), but no agreed solution will be reached through such ap-
proaches.

3 (= 4.P. 10.26). The theme of thrift or moderation can obviously be
related to the previous one; it is equally a commonplace. Thematically,
it can be connected with Epigram 12 in the collection, which is tolerably
striking since there is one small flourish of style common to the two pieces:
the emphatic use of ofiros to point the moral. This detail might suggest
that both poems are by the same author, whoever he was. Yet even that
modest proposal is risky, for the usage is found elsewhere in the An-
thology.!® The paraenetic opening of the present poem is paralleled in
Epigram 11, but is far too widespread to prove anything (see Labarbe
375).

It may be more notable that Epigrams 3, 11, and 12 contain the only
Lucianic uses (apart from a mock oracle in Alexander 24) of kréavov listed
by Reitz and Jacobitz. In each case, the word is in the second line of the
poem, always in the genitive plural; it is the last word in the line in two
passages, penultimate in the other. Does this denote common authorship
(Lucianic or otherwise), or common metrical convenience within the
couplet form?!* Word-breaks after fourth spondees, like the one in line 3,
are excessively rare (if we exclude cases where the foot ends in a prospec-
tive monosyllable) ; see Gow-Page xliv—no examples in GP, three in HE.
Would Lucian’s metric be so wilful? (See also Ep. 44.)

4 (= A4.P. 10.31). There is little worth saying about this fragment of
“cracker-barrel philosophy.” Lucian could have written it; so could
hundreds of others. The opening is reminiscent of Pindar’s fvara fvarotoe
wpémer, but many a later writer could have adapted this quotable phrase
to the hackneyed sentiment (see Labarbe 376 f.).

5 (= A4.P. 10.28). The previous comment obtains. The sentiment is
widespread (Labarbe 377), and the language unremarkable, save that the
adjective émheros is nowhere else registered by Reitz or Jacobitz.

#For the flourish, Labarbe 356; for the parallel, A4.P. 7.574 (Agathias Scholasticus).

%See other examples in Kaibel, 118.4 = Peek, G# 1007 (genitive plural at end of line);
388.4 (accusative singular, penultimate position); 776.4 (genitive plural, in middle of
line); 1064.12 (genitive plural, second word in line).
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6 (= A4.P. 10.29). Lucian liked to make jokes on sexual themes,?? but
did not usually moralize on love and lust. This epigram seems unlikely
to be by him, but Lucian is not notable for consistency and he was cer-
tainly capable of writing to a patron’s order. The Homeric-sounding uépoy
occurs in Tragodopodagra 50.

7 (= A4.P. 10.30). Paton designated this as an anonymous poem. It
should perhaps be connected with the following:

8 (= A4.P.9.120). The two cohere in theme and language, and both might
be by the same author. The conceit of pouring into an empty jar occurs
(with great similarity of language) in Dial. Mort. 11.4 (in the context of
the daughters of Danaus). It is also found in Timon 18 (on the lips of
Wealth, the speaker in the dialogue). The significance of these parallels is
subject to the aforementioned limitations, and the image may be found
in earlier authors, e.g., Theophrastos, Characters 20, but I incline for
subjective reasons to accept Epigram 8 as genuine, leaving the authorship
of Epigram 7 as unprovable. This is one of four poems ascribed to Lucian
which share the extremely rare licence of sy/laba anceps at pentameter
break. Gow-Page, GP 1 xli n. 1, admit four cases in HE and none in GP.
Four occurrences in our 217 lines is hardly a coincidence, and suggests
unity of authorship for the poems involved: 18, 42, 46 (cf. R. Aubreton,
Anthologie Palatine 10 [Paris 1972, Budé] 40 n. 9) and this poem.

9 (= 4.P. 10.27). The religious sentiment is alien to Lucian, though my
earlier caveat concerning his willingness to write to order should always
be kept in mind.

10 (= A4.P. 10.36). Another commonplace (Labarbe 381). 4.P. 10.121
is a close verbal parallel. The thought has something in common with
Epigram 14 (Labarbe), and perhaps with Calumnia 14, where friendships
are pessimistically viewed as vulnerable to slander. Navigium 39 makes
the common Lucianic point that rich men and tyrants have only false
friends; Demonax 10 praises that philosopher for regarding friendship as
the greatest of boons. Lucian, of course, consecrated his dialogue Toxaris
to the theme of friendship, but one cannot help remembering that Cicero
was writing about this virtue at the time of the Second Philippic! All in
all, however, the epigram could be authentic.

20A glance at the Index Nominum in H. Licht’s Sexual Life in Ancient Greece (London
1932) will indicate the frequence of sexual passages in Lucian, though it will be kept in
mind that the major sexual pieces (Amores, Asinus, Charidemus) are not usually accepted
as genuine. But the Dial. Mer. are unchallenged, and Lucian’s taste for sexual innuendo
against his enemies is pertinent. See e.g., 4dv. Ind. 23; Peregrinus 9; Rhet. Praec. 24.



324 PHOENIX

11 (= A.P. 10.42). Palladas liked this theme (cf. 4.P. 10.46, 98). If
Lucian wrote the lines, he certainly did not practice what he preached.
The paraenetic opening has already been discussed, as has the xredvwy
phenomenon. The Ionic form o¢pnyis is found in De Dea Syria 20.

12 (= A4.P. 10.41). The theme is appropriate to Lucian, and to virtually
any satirist or moralist (Labarbe 381). The ofros flourish has been dis-
cussed before; Reitz and Jacobitz register no other Lucianic use of the
verb cwpetewr (line 6).

13 (= A4.P.9.74). The tradition tends to regard this poem as anonymous,
and it is usually so regarded by scholars.?! The sentiment is Lucianic
enough, but fatally common. The conceit of the philosophical field would
not be out of place for Lucian, who elsewhere has a litigious letter of the
Greek alphabet, and a tyrant’s bed and lamp as witnesses in an infernal
courtroom.?? However, other poets in the Anthology use the technique,??
and so the point is inconclusive.

The dangers of inferring anything from the name Menippus have
already been discussed. Achaemenides is so infrequent a name?* that it is
omitted from Jacobitz’ Index Rerum.*® One may think of the hapless
Achaemenides left behind on Polyphemus’ island by Ulysses,? but he
has no obvious relevance. The name was perhaps employed for its over-
tones of Persian royalty; this would provide a superficially effective
contrast with the name of Menippus.

14 (= A4.P. 10.35). The theme of fickle friends is on a par with Epigram
10; see my discussion of that poem (also Labarbe 377). Two linguistic
details merit attention. The last word of the epigram (cupperaBaiNopera)
is registered only for Demosthenis Encomium 46 by Jacobitz and Reitz,
outside the present passage. Also, in line 4, the manuscripts vary between
puwals and powals. The former was read by Jacobitz, who gives no other
example of the noun in Lucian. Reitz preferred the latter, probably
because it occurs in Demosthenis Encomium 38, in exactly the same con-
text of Fortune, as well as in Rhetorum Praeceptor 9.

As always, it is hard to know what to make of such details, and this
particular situation is bedevilled by the long dispute over the authorship
of the Demosthenis Encomium. It is tempting, however, in spite of this,

2180 Paton; also Pape-Benseler, s.0. Achaemenides.

22In the JTudicium Vocalium, and Cataplus 27.

29,3, 4, 6, 75, 78, 79.

240Only registered in this passage by Pape-Benseler.

26As, indeed, was the word a+ypbs from his Index Graecus!
26 4den. 3.588 f.; see R. D. Williams’ note ad locum.
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and of the manuscript variants, to believe that whoever wrote this
dialogue also penned the present epigram.

15 (= A4.P. 10.122). Manuscript evidence tends towards Lucillius as the
author of this piece on the humble and the exalted (so Paton). The theme
is a little outside the run-of-the-mill ethical commonplaces in the An-
thology (Labarbe 382). The opening phrase and its thought are strikingly
paralleled in Halcyon 4, but this piece is usually denied to Lucian (cf.
MacLeod 303-305). It is also redolent of the celebrated Euripidean tag
which concludes the Alcestis, Andromache, Bacchae, Helen, and Medea;
this tag is quoted by Lucian in Convivium 48, to round off that dialogue.
The epigram may or may not be by Lucian: it is certainly Lucianic.

16 (= A4.P.10.37). There is little one can say about this piece. The senti-
ment could be related to Lucian’s philosophical agnosticism, though
certainly not to his own frequently hot-headed self. The epithet Bpadtmovs
is uncommon, and seems to occur nowhere else in Lucian.

17 (= A.P. 10.43). This piece of semantic play has really come down as
an anonymous epigram, and Paton so regards it. It would fit the collection
of riddles and similar squibs in Book 14 of the Anthology, most of which
Paton ascribes to Metrodorus. The attribution of this epigram to Lucian
is without much warrant in the manuscripts; it is not impossible, though,
that such an acute student of language as the satirist liked to fool
sometimes with this sort of play.

18 (= A.P. 11.431). The theme of gluttony recurs in Epigram 46 (a
greedy Cynic) and Epigram 50 (on a glutton). Lucillius has a group of
epigrams on the theme (A4.P. 11.205-208), the last of which has the same
jest about slow runners who are quick to the table. The general theme is
quite Lucianic (e.g., the Convivium).

The lengthening of the imperative “‘¢” is paralleled in epigrams by
Hedylus and Posidippus (see Giangrande, 158, n. 2), but we have already
suggested that the occurrence of sy/laba anceps at pentameter break in
four of our 217 “Lucianic” lines is no coincidence (above, Ep. 8).

19 (= A4.P. 11.428). On the impossibility of turning black into white.
Lucian has the proverbial scrubbing of the Ethiopian in Adversus
Indoctum 28, and Zeus regards an Ethiopian tan as one of the marks of
fake philosophers in Bis Accusatus 6.

The adjective dvogepbs is not registered elsewhere in Lucian by Reitz or
Jacobitz; as applied to night, however, it is Homeric, and the phrase
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occurs in sepulchral hexameters.?” The verb xafp\ia{w is equally isolated ;
indeed, LS¥ cites only this occurrence.

Both theme and Homeric flourishes are utterly Lucianic,?® and it is
quite likely that Lucian wrote this epigram.

20 (= A.P. 11.80). On the statue of the useless boxer Apis. This poem
needs to be assessed along with the following:

21 (= A.P. 11.81). On the equally ineffectual pugilist Androleos. Both
epigrams are usually assigned to Lucillius; they have been exhaustively
analysed by Louis Robert (181 f.). The theme was certainly a favourite
of Lucillius.?® Androleos is a very uncommon name; Lucian has the
commoner Androgeos.?’. Apis is a professional name, connoting the
Egyptian bull.?! Lucian liked to poke fun at the latter (De Sacrificiis 15;
Charon 13; De Astrologia 7; De Dea Syria 6), and a joke about a boxer
called Apis might be seen as a logical extension of this motif. Might the
serious metrical fault incurred in order to bring Apis into Ep. 20 suggest
that the name is one used by an actual boxer? As might be expected from
the author of the Anacharsis, Lucian knew enough about the prevalence
of Egyptian athletes to include the boxer Areius from that country in the
mock contests in Pera Historia 2.22.32 It is notable that Areius draws his
bout, and is not ridiculed. Jokes against boxers are not a normal Lucianic
motif, and the evidence points to Lucillius as the author of these epigrams,
but Lucian was capable of ridiculing anything out of personal spite, and
the theme is not impossible for him.

The name Damoteles in Epigram 21 is omitted from Jacobitz’ index;
it does not assist in the search for the author.

22 (= A4.P. 11.400). An invocation to Grammar. Sincere or ironic? The
Anthology is full of attacks on grammar and grammarians.?® Lucian’s
statement that Grammar’s cure for hunger is the opening of Homer’s
lliad is reversed in 4.P. 9. 169 (Palladas), and 4.P. 11.140 (Lucillius).
The concluding parody of the opening of Aratus’ Phenomena has a
Lucianic flavour, for the satirist likes quoting the original (Prometheus
14; Icaromenippus 24).

2104. 13.269; Kaibel, 1046.26.

28See O. Bouquiaux-Simon, Les Lectures Homériques de Lucien (Brussels 1965).

2% 4.P.11.75,76,79 (to cite but a few) ; see also H. A. Harris, Greek Athletes and Athletics
(London 1964) 101.

3%Androleos. Only here in Pape-Benseler; Androgeos in De Saltatione 49.

341See Robert, 236-237, for an amusing account.

32See Robert for Egyptian boxers; Bompaire sees this epigram as Lucianic, but does
not say why.

339,169, 173, 489; 11.138, 139, 140, 321, 322.
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According to his mood of the moment, Lucian was capable of penning
a sincere or a mocking tribute to Grammar (one also recalls the Goddess
Gout). The Aratus parody is not conclusive as to authorship; in view of
Lucian’s liking for the original, the epigram could be seen as a poem
written by someone with Lucian in mind. The references to Homer’s
exordium to the I/iad, and the hunger motif, are quite standardized
within the Anthology’s poems on grammar and grammarians.

23 (= A.P.11.427). This attack on a stinking exorcist can be compared to
Philopseudes 16 (thought by a furious scholiast to be an attack on Christ),
where an unnamed Syrian from Palestine is described as casting out devils
for large fees; also with Dial. Mer. 4.4, where an old Syrian hag supplies
love-spells to courtesans to bring back faithless lovers (a nice touch, in
context) at modest prices. The dung motif is also in keeping, since the
Alexander opens with a comparison of the filthy tale of the false prophet
to the accumulations in the Augean stables. The epigram is very likely
to be genuine.

24 (= A4.P. 11.239). An attack on Telesilla. Lucillius is usually credited
with this lampoon. Personal abuse of women is not typical of Lucian.
The poetess Telesilla is mentioned favourably in the disputed Amores 30;
she is commended in a list of female poets in 4.P. 9.26 (Antipater of
Thessalonica), and had something of an enduring reputation.3 However,
the poetess need not be meant. The name occurs in a sepulchral inscrip-

tion, and, as the dedicator of a weaving-comb, in a poem by Antipater of
Sidon.%*

25 (= A.P.11.129). This epigram on a mumpsy poet is generally ascribed
to Cerealis or Cerealius; it occurs in a group of epigrams on poets (A4.P.
11.127-137) by Antipater of Sidon, Pollianus, and Lucillius. Attacks on
poets are rare in Lucian, largely no doubt because of the relative dearth
of them, compared with sophists and archaists, in the second century;
however, there is some general mockery of poets and poetry (especially
epic) in, e.g., Fupiter Tragoedus 6. It is quite possible that Lucian had the
chance to belittle some poetaster of the time; alternatively, that he
invented the target in order to utilise the raparifia joke.

Although the circumstances are different, it is of peripheral relevance
that there is a peculiar account of Nero’s tragic ambitions at the Isthmian
Games in Nero 9 (this dialogue, of course, is usually regarded as spurious).

%Bompaire connects this epigram with the Convivium (he presumably had Conv. 40
in mind), but does not elaborate.

35Athenaeus 467 f.
38Kaibel, 676; A4.P. 6.160.



328 PHOENIX

There is also the elaborate anecdote concerning the Pythian ambitions of
Evangelus of Tarentum retailed in Adversus Indoctum 8.

26 (= A.P. 11.274). This squib against Lollianus is very likely to be
genuine. That is, assuming that the butt is Lollianus of Ephesus, the
second-century sophist immortalized by Philostratus.?” One infers from
the biographer’s account that Lollianus was an Asianist, and materially
successful: both aspects would be enough to provoke Lucian, especially
if there was also something personal between them. Bompaire connects
the epigram with Dial. Mort. 10, presumably because a recently deceased
rhetorician is mocked there. It may be more to the point to observe that
the length of the epigram is identical to the inscription set up in Athens
to celebrate Lollianus’ skill.?® The epigram might be a parody of, or
counterblast to, this.

The mock-epic flavour of the opening, though paralleled in sepulchral
epigrams,;* is completely Lucianic. Yet it has to be admitted that the
Anthology exhibits epigrams on rhetoricians by Lucillius and other poets
(11.141-152); Lucian had no patent on the theme.

27 (= A4.P. 11.10). Usually ascribed to Lucillius. A certain Aulus
(omitted from Jacobitz’ index) is invited to a banquet with the promise
that it will not be spoiled by poets or men of letters. (Aulus is enjoined to
obey the new rules himself.)

This poem is typical of the problems facing us. On the one side, it
coheres with the Convivium (and when one reads it, the soirées of Aulus
Gellius come to mind); the “law” enunciated in Saturnalia 13, which
precludes literary activities on festive days, also will be recollected. Yet
the theme is timeless, and one may just as validly adduce the post-
Lucianic Deipnosophistae. One would like to equate the Aulus of the
epigram with Aulus Gellius, but dare we?4?

28 (= A.P. 7.308). The touching commonplace of untimely death, in
this case of the five-year old boy Callimachus. The theme is all too

VS, p. 527 (W.C. Wright, in the Loeb Philostratus, accepts the epigram as Lucianic,
but without discussion). For Lollianus, see O. Schissel, “Lollianus aus Ephesos,” Philo-
logus 82 (1927) 181-201, and G. W. Bowersock, Greck Sophists in the Roman Empire
(Oxford 1969) 18, 26, 57.

3Kaibel, 877; see Bowersock (above, note 37) 57, n. 1.

3Kaibel, 110.1 = Peek, G¥ 1872 (for eime), cf. Peek 1356, 1834, and (with elmov and
bphfe) 1868-1871; 414.9 = Peek GV 1090 (Kyllenian Hermes); see Lucian Dial.
Deorum 22 for Kyllenian Hermes.

49F. G. Allinson, Lucian: Satirist and Artist (New York 1927) fancied that Lucian and
Aulus Gellius both attended the soirées at the Cephisia villa of Herodes Atticus: a
piquant thought. However, Aulus features in another Lucillius epigram, and the name is
common enough (see Pape-Benseler’s list).
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prevalent in both literary and sepulchral epigram.*! The epithet here
attached to Hades is not registered elsewhere in Lucian by Reitz or
Jacobitz, but is common in the context of fate or death, and the statistic
is inconclusive.? The sentiment that death spares the victim the woes
of life might seem suitable to Lucian, but is closely paralleled in a poem
by Philetas of Samos (A4.P. 7.481). It is treated in a more brutal fashion
by Lucian in De Luctu 17; of peripheral relevance is the satire on stock
lamentations (excluding, however, the present theme) in Catap/us 20.

29 (= A.P.16.154). This exercise on a statue of Echo is variously attri-
buted to Lucian or Archias; it occurs in a small group of such poems by a
number of hands.*® It only seems worth noting that Echo as the garrulous
girl friend of Pan is also adduced in Dia/. Mar. 1.4, and Dial. Deorum 22.4.

30 (= A.P. 16.163). One of an interminable number of poems on the
Cnidian Aphrodite of Praxiteles. Lucian has several conventional refer-
ences to the celebrated statue (e.g., Pro Imaginibus 23) ; there is a detailed
study of it in the dubious Amores; a small jest about the provenance of
the marble and the transmogrification of goddess into statue is attempted
in Fupiter Tragoedus 10. Lucian was keenly interested in the visual arts
(partly a legacy from his upbringing as described in the Somnium?), and
could well have written a conventional exercise on the theme.

31 (= A4.P. 16.164). This dedication of a statuette of Aphrodite to the
Cyprian herself is misplaced in the above collection of poems to the
Cnidian statue. Paton compares 4.P. 6.7, in which the boxer Scaeus

dedicates a statuette to Apollo. The Anthology pullulates with such
epigrams (cf. Labarbe 369-370).

32 (= A4.P. 16.238). A mild joke on Priapea, comparable to Epigram 49
(a bawdier skit on dedications to Pan). The number of formal poems on
this theme is almost as large as the god’s major attribute. Lucian waxes
frivolous on Priapus’ sexuality in Dial. Deorum 23, and this epigram is
quite in keeping. Eutychides (omitted from Jacobitz’ index) is a frequent
name in the poems of the Anthology, especially in the satirical epigrams
of Lucillius,* which may or may not be significant in the present context.

33 (= A4.P. 6.20). This exercise on Lais’ loss of beauty is usually credited
to Julian, Prefect of Egypt, with whom the theme was something of a

41See Labarbe 366-367; R. Lattimore, Themes in Greek and Latin Epitaphs (Urbana,
I1. 1962). See A4.P. 7 in general, and Kaibel, 697a, for an identical opening in the case of
a deceased five-year old.

428ee Kaibel, 647.11 = Peek, G¥ 1571, for vnA5s Oavaros.

4316.152, 153, 155, 156.

4411.133 (a dead bad poet); 177 (a thief); 208 (a glutton and slow runner).
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favourite. The theme is an obvious commonplace, with or without Lais;*
in Dial. Mort. 18, Hermes points out to Menippus the faded beauty of
Helen and others in Hades. Lais is omitted from this sad register, but
Lucian had another, perhaps worse fate in store for her in Hades in
Vera Historia 2.18: marriage to Diogenes.

34 (= A.P.6.164). Lucillius dedicates his lock of hair to Glaucus, Nereus,
and Melicertes. Paton gives the epigram to Lucian, whereas MacLeod
assigns it to Lucillius (presumably influenced by the name of the dedi-
cator). This is hardly a conclusive reason, though a neighbouring epigram
(A.P. 6.166) which has Dionysius (saved, like Lucillius, from the deep)
dedicate the image of his hydrocele in gratitude is by Lucillius.

Itis worth noting that the commonplace first line of the present epigram
was discussed, in the context of Parthenius and Vergil, by Aulus Gellius
(N4 13.27); this might just suggest that the cliché had a certain vogue
in Lucian’s time.

35 (= A.P.11.429). This squib is the first of the epigrams conventionally
printed as the Epigrammata Omissa. All but one appear in the collection
of satirical epigrams in Book 11 of the Anthology. The situation of Acin-
dynus is strikingly reminiscent of that of Lycinus in the Convivium,
though the sobriety of Socrates in the Symposium could also have been
in the author’s mind.

The name Acindynus is rare, and looks suspiciously appropriate in
context. It is borne by an @b epistulis Latinis of Augustus, and one is also
tempted to think of the Septimii Acindyni of the late third and fourth
centuries, though a reference to any of these would obviously rule out
Lucian as the author of the epigram.*

The phraseology of the first line is close to Nigrinus 6, where it is said
that to be drunk on the wisdom of Nigrinus is really to be sober. Of
marginal relevance is Hermotimus 47, where Lycinus quotes the adage of
Epicharmus about the need to “keep sober and remember to disbelieve.”

Speculation is extravagant, but one is tempted to say that this poem
might not be by Lucian, but by someone who had Lucian’s writings in
mind. Indeed, Acindynus might even be taken as a nice name for the
satirist who called himself Parresiades!

36 (= A.P. 11.432). This equivalent to our ostrich-in-the-sand motif is
omitted from MacLeod’s conspectus. I can only say that I need a stronger
light than the fool’s lamp to see any clue to authorship here.

“Labarbe 377; Bompaire compares the debunking of Helen’s beauty in Gallus 17.

48CIL 6.8609, M. T. W. Arnheim, The Senatorial Aristocracy in the Later Roman Empire
(Oxford 1972) 193-194, cf. PLRE 1.11.
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37 (= A.P.11.434). A bald fool. Paton’s notion that this might allude to
a Cynic is surely wrong, since that breed was notorious for long hair. One
of the conceits in Vera Historia 1.23 is that bald men are considered
beautiful on the moon, in logical contrast to the ethos of those who live
on comets. There could be an allusion to the adoxographical popularity
of baldness.*

The adjective wadapés (line 1) is not registered elsewhere in Lucian by
Reitz or Jacobitz, and only here by LS in the sense of bald.

38 (= A.P. 11.408). Cosmetic deceit is a frequent motif (Labarbe 379),
and is used by Lucian against his enemy in Adversus Indoctum 23. The
concluding punch that rouge and paste cannot make a Helen out of a
Hecuba is striking in view of Gallus 17, where it is claimed that Helen
was really as old as Hecuba at the time of the Trojan War. The repeated
failure of mute and liquid to make position is most irregular.

39 (= A.P. 11.404). The hydrocele of Diophantus. The hydrocele motif
has already been discussed. Lucian was all too capable of extracting
humour from physical disability, but had no monopoly on this unpleasant
ancient trait. A rhetorician called Diophantus is mentioned in a neutral
way in Dial. Mort. 10, but the name is frequent in the Anthology in the
usual variety of roles.4®

40 (= A.P.11.405). The hook-nosed Nicon is also the butt of 4.P. 11.406
(Nicarchus), and the theme is not uncommon.4?

The epithet ypvwés is omitted in Jacobitz’ index, and only registered for
this poem by Reitz. In general, the comment on the previous epigram
obtains.

41 (= A.P. 11.433). The notion that painters cannot capture the full
essence of their subjects smacks of Plato. It is a theme found elsewhere in
the Anthology (Labarbe 382), but is quite untypical of Lucian’s general
attitude to the art. Had a painter been attacked by name, this might
have been a case of Lucian’s spite overcoming his principles, but the
epigram has no formal victim.

42 (= A.P. 11.435). Butos is an uncommon name; it is just worthwhile
to adduce the rhetorician Buteo, mentioned by the elder Seneca, Controv.
2.5.15. See the discussion of Epigram 26 for the theme in general, and that
of Epigrams 8 and 18 for syllaba anceps at pentameter break.

470n these trifles see A. S. Pease, “Things without Honor,” CP 21 (1926) 27-42.
486.4 (fisherman); 11.114 (doctor), 257 (victim of doctor); 14.126 (in a riddle).
4911.198, 199; also 11.203, 204.
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43 (= A.P.11.436). The bad accent of Cappadocians is ridiculed also by
Philostratus.’® Cappadocians were proverbial butts, though other nations
and cities are the targets of ethnic jokes in the Anthology 11.438-440).
Lucian would not be above such sneers, especially if provoked by some
individual member of that race.

44 (= A.P.11.397). Artemidorus the miser. The theme would be suitable
to Lucian (one recollects the attacks on the rich in the Saturnalia), but
there are poems on the topic in the Anthology, by Lucillius and others
(11.165-173). Ynoifw gives a second example of word-break after fourth
spondee—cf. Ep. 3.

45 (= A4.P. 11.430). This equation of hispidity with wisdom is best
related to the following:

46 (= A.P. 11.410). A gluttonous Cynic. Such jokes are entirely in the
Lucianic manner; the greedy philosopher, for instance, can easily be
referred to the Convivium.5! But the theme was not restricted to Lucian,
and the subject is no guide to authorship (cf. 4.P. 11.153-158). For
syllaba anceps at pentameter break see the discussions on Epigrams 8 and
18.

The compound Baxrpowposairys (Ep. 46, line 1) is a hapax legomenon.

47 (= A.P. 11.403). One automatically thinks of Lucian in the context
of the Goddess Gout, thanks to his delightful skit Tragodopodagra.s?
However, there was also the Ocypus, which is probably spurious,® and
the malady was the theme of adoxographical exercises.?* It is possible that
Lucian himself suffered from the disease (Heracles 7; De Mercede 31, 39),
but so did Fronto and many others.55

The epigram begins with a kapax legomenon, which is a striking
introduction to the poem’s theme that gout is the enemy only of the rich.
This commonplace is found elsewhere in Lucian (Menippus 11; Saturnalia
28). However, in Tragodopodagra 70, the victim is a poor man. The epi-
gram hopefully lists Italian wine and ointments as remedies, but in the
playlet the Goddess routs the Syrian doctors (a nice touch, in view of
Lucian’s origins) and their much-boosted salve. Inconsistencies of detail

PS, p. 594; Vit. Apoll. 1.7.

81Thus Bompaire, with the usual lack of elaboration.

52See MacLeod, 319 f., and the edition by J. Zimmermann (Leipzig 1909).

83See MacLeod for the theory that it was written by Acacius, the friend of Libanius.

54See Pease (above, note 47).

8See Aulus Gellius N4 2.26.1 (Fronto), 4.13 (for an unlikely cure by listening to

soothing music) ; one recalls that Dryden, in his so-called Life of Lucian (1696), concluded
that Lucian died of the malady.
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in such humour are not conclusive of anything, but they help to show
that an epigram on gout is not necessarily by Lucian.

A two-line epigram by Hedylus (A.P. 11.414) regards gout as the limb-
relaxing consequence of limb-relaxing Wine and Love.

48 (= A4.P.11.396). A rejoinder to one who sends out bad wine as a gift.
The theme is as stale as the wine.%

49 (= A.P. 6.17). A bawdy skit on dedicatory exercises in honour of Pan,
six of which immediately precede it in the Anthology.5” The parody is
interesting in its details. Three whores, Kleio, Euphro, and Atthis, make
suitably lubricious dedications to Venus. The triad conforms to the Pan
dedications, which almost invariably come in threes. Euphro appears in
a parallel poem by Hedylus or Asclepiades (A.P. 6.161), along with Thais
and Boidion (cf. Luck 400). Kleio (or Kleo) is mentioned as a glutton
and boozer in Athenaeus; in the second connection, she was attacked in
an epigram by Phalaecus.’® Atthis makes a post-partum dedication in a
poem by Leonidas of Tarentum (A4.P. 6.202).

The humour involved, and the attention to detail, tempt one to accept
the poem as Lucianic. Unhappily, as always, the self-same details revealed
by analysis indicate that both theme and treatment are too conventional
to prove anything.

50 (= A4.P. 11.402). Another poem on gluttony, this time attacking a
certain Erasistratus; see the discussion of Epigram 18. The name of
Erasistratus recurs in another context in Epigram 53.

The noun owaréy (lines 1, 6) is omitted from the indexes of Reitz and
Jacobitz, as is the compound verb in line 2. LS¥ demonstrates that the
noun is quite common in the Anthology, but registers the verb only in
the present passage and the Septuagint.

51 (= 4.P. 11.420). An anonymous poem on the wisdom of silence on
the part of an unnamed person with grey hair. This is yet another common
theme in the Anthology ;% the closest parallel to the present poem is the
one preceding it by Philo.

52 (= A4.P. 11.401). On a killer doctor. Bompaire correlated this piece
with the Convivium, presumably because of the farcical doctor Dionicus

8Apart from the Anthology, see Rhianus 3246 (Gow-Page), with Giangrande’s dis-
cussion, 410.

576.111-116; cf. 6.179-187.

58Ath. 345a; 440d; Luck 398-399.

$Labarbe 381; A.P. 10.46, 98; 11.310.
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in that dialogue (Convivium 20). In spite of this character, and the rout
of the Syrian doctors in the Tragodopodagra, jokes against the medical
profession are not typical of Lucian.5® They are, however, common in the
Anthology (11.112-126).

53 (= 4.P.11.212). A complaint against a hopeless painter by the butch-
er Erasistratus concerning the portrait of his son Zopyrion. The epigram
is assigned to Lucillius by Paton, who supplies an opening line which
gives the painter the name of Diodorus.5* There are two other epigrams
on the same theme by Lucillius (A4.P. 11.214, 215), and one by Leonidas
of Alexandria (A.P. 11.213); this latter also attacks Diodorus.

The name Erasistratus has been discussed. A servile Zopyrion is
alluded to in De Mercede Conductis 23. Lucian’s concern for painting, and
his penchant for personal attacks, make it not impossible that he could
have written this poem.

Finally, there is 4.P. 11.411, on the theme of an overheated bath. As
MacLeod notes, Paton attributed this epigram to Lucian in his index, but
has it as anonymous in his text. The attribution was probably a simple
error. The poem is not usually included in editions of Lucian.

For the record, A4.P. 9.617 has the reverse joke of a bath that is too
cold. The epigram might most charitably be viewed as a welcome com-
ment on the tedious bath poems in Book 9 of the Anthology. But it also
recalls the Hippias, Lucian’s tiresome ecphrasis on the same subject!

The results of the above analyses are meagre, but inescapable. Not one
of the epigrams can definitely be assigned to Lucian, and very few (if any)
are quite impossible. In the present state of knowledge, this situation will
not change. The reader will have to react subjectively; I have set out
what seem to me to be the salient details, but have only rarely offered a
formal opinion on the authorship of this or that epigram, for the very
good reason that I have found no positive way of coming to a decision.
Dull, but honest.

It has been seen that the poems frequently exhibit words not used
elsewhere by Lucian. This fact decides nothing. He could well have
reserved certain words for his poetic vocabulary; or such phenomena
may simply be a reflection of a writer’s unconscious selection. Equally
inconclusive is the demonstration that there are occasional echoes
(sometimes close ones) of Lucianic phraseology. This could be Lucian

80See J. D. Rollestone, “Lucian and Medicine,” Fanus 20 (1915) 86-108; H. Crosby,
“Lucian and the Art of Medicine,” TAP.A4 54 (1923) xv—xvi. Still, it would be a pity to
overlook the comment in Athenaeus 666a: “Were it not for doctors, there wouldn’t be
anything stupider than grammarians.”

6111.112-126.
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repeating himself, Lucian imitating someone else, or someone else borrow-
ing from Lucian.

The majority of the themes and techniques suit Lucian; the trouble is,
they would always suit any one of a number of poets represented in the
Anthology.

Manuscript ascriptions decide nothing. The presence of Lucian’s
name does not confer authenticity; it could result from an editorial guess
or the fraudulent use of a name that “sells,” or simply refer to another
Lucian. For the satirist was not the only Lucian; it is sufficient to recall
the shadowy sophist of this name, to whom the emperor Julian addressed
a letter (Ep. 64).

Lucian was a versatile writer, and there is no reason to deny that he
could have written some epigrams. The second century was not barren
of poets: Strato and Mesomedes are the most pertinent examples, and
there are a number of verse inscriptions. Lucian might occasionally have
entered into epigrammatic exchanges such as those between Hadrian and
Florus. If he ever really endured the life so mordantly portrayed in the
De Mercede Conductis, one might trace the source of some of his inspira-
tions to the table and the atmosphere of poetic competition over the wine.
It is impossible to decide whether the poems should be regarded as
juvenilia, senilia, or simply occasional verses dashed off throughout his
career.

There is only one certitude. Whatever their provenance, the Epigrams
conform in themes, techniques, nomenclature, and language to the con-
ventions of the genre. This is not a blanket condemnation of them, for
not all conventions are bad ones: it is simply to state a fact. If Lucian
wrote them, he conformed to the rules of the epigrammatic game. Those
who find this conclusion unpalatable had better deny him their authorship.
By the same token, it will be useful, perhaps even pleasing, for those
critics who still worship in the temple of Mimesis.5?

UnNi1veERrsiTY oF CALGARY

S2rexviov ebuopdov, Addwpe, ypadew o’ ékélevoa.
I wish to thank two anonymous referees of Phoenix for their very helpful criticisms, and
also Associate Editor M. B, Wallace for his many valuable references and observations.
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