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SUMMARY

GENERAL INTRODUCTION

I set forth the principle that a relation exists between self-consciousness and
self-commentary, which can then evolve into meta-commentary. Lucian’s
works in general show that he is a highly self-conscious artist; he projects a
literary persona into his work, writes frequently about his own literary
enterprise and methods, and presents himself as an experimental innovator in
genre especially. My thesis, therefore, that when Lucian writes fiction, he is
interested in exploring, playfully, how fiction works, is consistent with our

overall impression of this mercurial artist.

CHAPTER 1: PHILOPSEUDES

As a dialogue on the subject of lies, containing embedded fictional narratives, I
argue that the Philopseudes is both thematically and structurally concerned
with fiction. I examine the importance of the dialogue as the frame in which the
stories are embedded. I explore the dense intertextuality with Plato’s works in
the dialogue preamble especially, showing how the Platonic atmosphere evoked
in this section establishes a suitable framework for speculation on the nature of
fiction in the stories that follow. At the same time, the intertextuality draws
attention, metaleptically, to the fictive status of the dialogue itself, thereby
drawing the Philopseudes into the problematics of truth, lies and fiction that
preoccupy the characters within the text. The subversive anti-conversion
rhetoric used in the work, and the ambiguity of the principal speaker,
Tychiades, means that this dialogue is itself an enactment of the dialogic

tension inherent in reading fiction.

CHAPTER 2: TOXARIS

As a dialogue involving a story-telling competition with ten embedded stories,
the Toxaris is self-consciously about fiction. Once again, the dialogue frame is
crucial, as Toxaris" ekphrasis, which is a mise en abyme representation of the
dialogue, evokes a metaliterary reading of the work. The interlocutors,
Mnesippus and Toxaris, as alternating narrators and narratees, function as

authors and readers in the text, underpinning Lucian’s role as extra-dialogic
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author, and ours as extra-dialogic readers respectively. Their in-text
commentary on the plausibility of their narratives may therefore be read as
implicit theory on how fiction ‘works’. Furthermore, the novelistic nature of the
topoi, themes, narrative techniques and structure of many of their stories
means that this implicit theory may usefully be applied to ancient novelistic
narrative more generally. Finally, Mnesippus and Toxaris may provide us with

an insight into the profile of contemporary readers of the ancient novels.

CHAPTER 3: VERAE HISTORIAE

I examine in detail the proem (VH 1. 1-4) as a subversive frame to the fictional
narrative. By the extraordinarily dense intertextuality in the proem, Lucian
evokes Platonic, Aristotelian and Strabonian speculation on truth, lies and
fiction, but evolves this theory in a striking new direction — a justification for
fiction that is liberated from the question of content, and based instead on an
explicit contractual understanding between author and reader. Once again, the
proem sets the tone for a metaliterary reading of the narrative; I explore how
the author draws attention to the textual surface of the narrative, by playing
with textuality (e.g. fantastic inscriptions, letters, lost texts), and by using an
array of metaleptic techniques, such as mise en abyme and frame-breaking. In
the final section of this chapter, I contextualize the VH by seeing how it ‘fits in’
with contemporary literary trends for more ludic fiction, fantasy, and Homeric

revisionism.

GENERAL CONCLUSION

The ‘marginality’ of Lucian’s works of fiction can now be seen as purposeful —
reflecting the author’s speculative and experimental interest in the concept and
dynamics of fiction - rather than as an indication of paucity of talent or writerly
stamina. I propose finally that these extraordinary works could be considered
as ancient analogues to the post-modern branch of literature known as
metafiction. As well as being highly entertaining works of literature, as practical
theory on fiction, these texts are immensely valuable to scholars of ancient

fiction, including the novel.
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GENERAL INTRODUCTION

SELF-CONSCIOUS FICTION AND PRACTICAL THEORY

Descartes' famous dictum - I think, therefore I am - is meaningful also in
reverse; the statement 'T am' reflects the self-conscious knowledge that one exists,
and this self-consciousness is in turn germane to cognition - 'I am, therefore I
cogitate - on my existence, and on myself." This surely explains why, during
adolescence - the time when we become most acutely self-aware - we begin to
develop ideas and questions about our own ontology, which eventually allow us to
extrapolate certain truths about the human condition in general. In literary terms,
in a similar way, once a work reveals that it is knowing and self-conscious, it
evolves into a performative commentary - theory in practice - on the principles
and dynamics of its own construction. The author of such a work 'becomes
involved in exploring his own symbolic system. His concern is not just to depict a
coherent reality but to question the symbolic discourse and the aesthetic means
that enable him to create the world his characters inhabit." His ideas may then
become relevant to other fictional works too.

Broadly speaking, that is the business of this thesis. Having chosen four
Lucianic works of fiction, I will first demonstrate how this fiction is self-conscious,
and then I will explore the self-commentary and theory that is embedded in them.
My conclusion will suggest ways in which this practical theory might have been
realised by authors and consumers of fiction in antiquity, and might be
meaningful to modern readers and scholars of this fiction as well. I will also
suggest that one of the reasons why Lucian's fictions are notoriously difficult to
classify, alongside the bulk of ancient narrative fiction, is because they are works
of metafiction; in fact, the Philopseudes, Toxaris, Verae Historiae and Navigium
are, at times, surprisingly close in spirit to the modernist and post-modernist
metafictions of our own era.

Why Lucian? John Morgan and others have done excellent work to show
how the theory of fictionality is encoded in the work of the ancient novelists.2
Lucian was working at the time when the novel was itself enjoying its acme; he is
roughly contemporaneous with the sophistic novelists Longus and Achilles Tatius,

who were themselves self-conscious artists in their tradition. His fiction is related,

: Segal 1982: 222, His remarks, made specifically with reference to the self-conscious dramatist
Euripides, are more broadly relevant to artists in other genres as well.
? See, for example, Morgan 1993, Laird 1993.



but also different to theirs. Lucian shares their artistic self-awareness and
knowingness, but although a skilled writer of narrative fiction, he is not a novelist;
whereas the novelists wish primarily to construct believable and consuming make-
believe worlds, Lucian's primary motive for writing fiction seems to spring from a
more cerebral interest in fictional discourse. At least amongst the works ascribed
to him with certainty, his fiction is always subordinated to some broader frame of
speculative inquiry. Lucian explores the philosophy and epistemology of fiction,
and plays games with the discourse of truth and lies. More than any other ancient
author, except perhaps Plato, Lucian shows an understanding that fiction and
make-believe offer a philosophical insight into the ways in which we 'construct’
reality and truth; in Lucian's case, this insight is founded on the unsettling (and
curiously post-modernist) realisation that 'reality’ and 'truth' can in fact be
'fictional’, in the sense that they can be constructed out of text - an equation which
he exploits with imaginative abandon in creating the fantasy worlds of the Verae
Historiae especially - some of which are, as we shall see, literally and explicitly
textual.

Lucian was amongst those authors from the Second Sophistic whom Jack
Winkler so aptly described as 'theoreticians-in-practice's - a phrase which I have
adapted for the second part of my title for this thesis. To use a term from modern
literary theory, he might also be regarded as a 'fabulator’, meaning a self-conscious
teller of fictional tales, who rejoices in the form as well as the content of his tales,
and whose storytelling can teach the reader something about fiction, and even
about the way in which fiction and reality relate to one another - the way in which
text is used to construct realities.4 Lucian is himself a highly self-conscious author;
he writes about writing, about his own work, and about himself as an author. 5 He
treats his role as author in a ludic manner in the Philopseudes and Verae
Historiae especially. Works such as the De Historia Conscribenda and Verae
Historiae show that he was interested in how different discourses - mainly
historiography in this case - work. He was also sensitive to and experimental with
genre, as he himself tells us.® He was highly conscious of his artistic medium,

referring playfully to the more literal and physical aspects of this as well, such as

¥ This phrase is attributed by Bartsch (1989: 14, with n. 13) to Jack Winkler, who used it to
describe Lucian, the Philostrati, and other important sophists of the period.

* The terms 'fabulator' and 'fabulation’ were first employed as terms in literary theory by Robert
Scholes; see Scholes 1979 1-4. On the distinction between the novelist and the fabulator, see
Scholes (1979: 3): 'Delight in design, and its concurrent emphasis on the art of the designer, will
serve in part to distinguish the art of the fabulator from the work of the novelist or the satirist.
Of all narrative forms, fabulation puts the highest premium on art and joy...".

> See, for example, p. 66 ff..



the wax and wood and other materials onto which he inscribes his art, and even
the words and letters themselves, which are in fact animated in one work of
metaliterary fantasy, the Iudicium Vocalium.” The narrative fictions of such a
sophisticated and self-conscious fabulator can no longer be dismissed, in terms
however well-meaning, as 'the best of the rest’, 8 on the grounds that they are
atypical, marginal, do not 'fit'. As readers still on the cusp of one millennium and
another, we ought surely to recognise that liminality has its own virtues; it is time
to ruminate, explore, and reclaim texts, like Lucian's fiction, that revel at the
shimmering interface between truth and lies, belief and disbelief, world-creation
and deconstruction.

The works I explore in this thesis - the Philopseudes, Toxaris, Verae
Historiae and Navigium share much in common - mainly, of course, the
prominent component of narrative fiction, presented in a self-conscious manner.?
Storytelling, and issues of truth and plausibility (often in a polemical context) are
also important features in each of these works. Lucian portrays characters
composing and reacting to fiction in a way that reflects and figures his own role as
author, as well as ours as readers of his work. In the following chapters, I will
explore the ways in which these works enact, problematize, and thematize
different responses to fiction, and how the thinly veiled presence of the authorial
persona in each case draws the in-text commentary across the dramatic frame, to
enclose the text itself, in implicit self-commentary, or metafiction. Ultimately, I

will show that the practical theory offered by these self-conscious fictions is

® Bis Acc. 33.

" This sophistic tour de force is a neglected work, probably on account of the notorious
difficulty of translating it, and also because its authorship is considered suspect by some editors.
Consciousness of letters as the abstract signs that constitute the textual fabric of 'reality' is a
concern of post-modernist writers. Obviously, I do not wish to suggest that there is any direct
connection between Lucian's animation of letters in the /ud. Voc., and his insight into the textual
artificiality of the fictional worlds which he himself constructs in the VH, for example.
Nevertheless, his defamiliarization and animation of the letters is richly suggestive; it not only
provokes us to think of language and writing in a new, metaphoric way, but it also hints at the
autonomy and world-creating power of these abstract and inanimate signs - an idea I intend to
explore more fully elsewhere. On Lucian's reference to the material media on which he writes,
see Romm's superb article (1990).

% This phrase is from Swain 1999a: 32.

? 1 decided to exclude the Onos from my discussion in this thesis, largely on account of the
necessary constraints of space in this particular project, although there are other circumstances
that render the Onos unique, and provide more compelling reasons for treating it separately too
— such as the uncertainty of authorship, its (problematic) relationship with the 4ss novel, and the
unframed nature of the fiction, an important point in which the Onos differs from the works I
am examining here, and which certainly warrants further critical attention. For bibliography on
the Onos, see Macleod 1994: 1384-5. Anderson (1976b: 34-67) devotes two chapters to the
Onos in his critique of Lucian’s comic fiction. For the relationship between the Onos, the
Metamorphoses ascribed to Lucius of Patrae, and the Ass novel, see Sandy (1994: esp. 1518 ftf))
and Mason (1994).



evidence that a developed concept of fiction did indeed exist in antiquity, and that
Lucian is amongst the most sophisticated thinkers on the subject from the ancient
world.

The first two chapters here are concerned with the Philopseudes and
Toxaris respectively, as the dialogue structure of these two works demonstrates
most clearly the issues of framing and self-consciously presented fiction which
are central to my thesis. This is important also in the Vera Historia, although
Lucian frames the fiction there by a different method, with a subversive
prologue. Because of the structural uniqueness of the VH in the Lucianic
corpus, therefore, and because, in contrast with the other two works, it has
benefited from rather more generous modern scholarly attention, especially in
recent years, I treat this work in my final chapter, where I consider also its
connections — clearly signposted by Lucian — with the Philopseudes itself.
Without further ado, therefore, I begin with the Philopseudes, an excellent
starting point, as it showcases many of the themes and authorial techniques

that are crucial to the Toxaris and Vera Historia as well.



CHAPTER 1: PHILOPSEUDES

INTRODUCTION: TRUTH, LIES, AND WHAT LIES BETWEEN...

The Philopseudes contains a series of charming novelle,* some of which still
captivate modern imagnination in a variety of media, such as orchestral
arrangements, opera and animated film,2 while others resonate with that
fascinating sub-genre of modern folklore narrative, the urban legend.3 However,
the fascination of the stories has tended to eclipse the importance of reading the
Philops. as an organic work, i.e. a series of novelle embedded within the
framework of a dramatic dialogue between two interlocutors (Philocles and
Tychiades), a compositional structure which clearly resonates with Plato's
philosophical dialogue.4 To ignore the framing dialogue is to miss what I will
argue is the point of this work - not just to deliver some intensely exciting fiction,
but to explore and problematize our readerly response to fiction.

The Philops. thematizes important questions such as: How do we gauge our
response to narratives which purport to be true, but which we may suspect to be
actually false? What aspects of narrative technique influence us in modifying our
response between outright conviction, and outright scepticism? Why do we delight
in listening to stories which we know, in part of our brains, cannot be true - and
why does our knowing participation in the pretence that they are true enhance

that frisson of delight? By inscribing into his text a primary narrator whose

' For a comprehensive survey of the novella, see Cataudella 1957: 7-172 (p. 94 ff. are especially
relevant, as Cataudella discusses the novella in paradoxographical literature here); see also Perry
1967: 64f. and 79-83, who notes that the novella was always subordinated to a larger context, and
consequently had no independent development of its own (340, n. 18). Trenkner (1958: xiii) defines
a novella as 'an imaginary story of limited length, intended to entertain...an event concerned with
real-life people in a real-life setting.' Its defining characteristic is its realism, although Trenkner
points out that the sense of what constitutes realism is relative (xiv). The anecdote is characterised
mainly by its brevity (xiii). Trenkner (xiii) also distinguishes between the categories of fable (story
involving instructive comparison), legend (story based on events of historical past), myth (narrative
concerning the gods) and Mdrchen ('fairy-story', whose content is marvellous). The narratives
embedded in the Philops. qualify on these terms as novelle on the grounds of their relative length
and their intended realism at the diegetic level (their narrators purport to be telling real events, and
attempt to historicize them). Anderson (1982: 62) also describes the Philops. (and the Tox.), as
'collections of novellae'; however, he revises this idea later, when, in addressing the issue of
whether the stories in the Philops. should be categorized as fairytale or novella, he concludes that
'the prevailing atmosphere of magic and ghosts.. .justifies the former label' (Anderson 2000: 11): for
further discussion, see n. 186.

* I am thinking, of course, of the 'Sorcerer's Apprentice' story: see n. 194,

* See n. 186.
* See further p. 11ff..




allegiance to the truth is ambiguous, as well as several readers whose response to
the stories is in conflict, and by incorporating a range of metaleptic effets de
création (to use Maeder's terminology)5 which remind us of the artificial nature -
the fictionality - of the text, Lucian compels us, as extra-textual readers, to
question our response to the fiction we are reading (namely the Philops. itself). It
is the purpose of this chapter, therefore, to show that the Philops. is not simply a
compendium of delicious fictions; it is one of the works in which Lucian self-
consciously and self-reflexively fictionalizes, to produce a practical demonstration
or performance of the theory and dynamics of fictionality.

My arguments in this chapter lay the groundwork for the chapters that
follow. Much of this chapter is concerned with exploring the extremely rich and
variegated intertextual web connecting the Philops. with works such as the VH,
and the works of Plato, particularly the Phaedo, Symposium, Charmides and
Phaedrus. I discuss how the 'presence’ of the VH within the opening section of the
Philops. is transgressive, inscribing the subversive authorial persona of the VH —
the self-conscious liar - into the dialogue, and functioning also as an effet de
création, which foregrounds the textuality and fictionality of this work. In a
similar way, I consider how the distinctly Platonic atmosphere evoked by Lucian
colours his exploration of truth, lies and fiction in the Philops., and also how it too
functions metatextually as a sign of the authorial presence in the dialogue,
marking the dialogue as fiction. This in turn makes Lucian's exploration of
fictionality in the Philops. self-reflexive, as the themes of the dialogue then acquire
a relevance to the dialogue itself, qua fiction.

The Philops. is a dialogue about storytelling; this clearly reflects, and is
necessarily affected by, the dialogue's status as self-conscious (and self-reflexive)
fiction. Lucian inscribes several readers into the text, whose responses to the
stories are in mutual conflict. By withholding any single authoritative in-text
reader with whom the extra-textual reader might securely identify, however,
Lucian problematizes the reading of fictional narrative. At the same time, by
exposing the fictionality of the Philops. itself, the extra-textual reader of the

dialogue is drawn into the conflict too, as he is engaged in the very act of reading.®

> The term effet de création denotes a technique, which draws attention to the textual surface of the
narrative, i.e.to its /iteral rather than its referential dimension; the term was coined by Maeder, on
the model of Barthes’ effet de réel; see Maeder 1991: 1, n.1.

% In a forthcoming article on the Heroicus, which the author very kindly permitted me to read, Tim
Whitmarsh shows how Philostratus problematizes the issue of reader-response to Homeric tales in
his dialogue: '...this dialogic text, so far from validating a single, reified "meaning"...performs the
very process of meaning-making. It engages the reader's sense of self, asking what kind of person
you would be if you believed or disbelieved...the text makes a issue of interpretation.'! These

6



John Morgan, writing about the ancient novel, states that 'fiction also entails an
awareness of its untruth', and shows that 'in monitoring a novel's believability, the
reader is in a continual process of moving backwards and forwards between the
world of fiction and the world of reality, checking that the correlation is sufficient
to allow the game to go on.'” In the Philops., as we shall see, the author enacts this,
having actually pre-fabricated a double frame of reference within which the reader
can oscillate, continually interpreting and re-interpreting.

Lucian also inscribes authors in the text, at two levels. One one level, there
are the obvious storytellers Eucrates, Arignotus and the others, who seek to
convince the sceptical in-text reader, Tychiades, of the veracity of their stories by
their narrative technique. Within their narratives, however, are embedded clear
Liigensignale which expose their fabrication even as they strive to cover it. Given
the self-reflexive fictionality of the work, these in-text authors of fiction function
as mise en abyme representatives of the extra-textual author, Lucian; their
narrative techniques, therefore, have important, and subversive, implications for
Lucian's own authorial techniques, as I will show.8

In the layered structure of this dialogue, the roles of author and reader
appear to be strangely mutable: readers are authors and vice versa. The products
of authorship and readership, although essentially the same, are subtly different
each time, even when dealing with the same basic narrative. The 'text’, which was
the product of Eucrates' and the others' authorship, appears, essentially, to be the
same text which is the product both of Tychiades' readership, and subsequent
authorship. Yet each reproduction is also subtly and differently nuanced, as it is
focalized through different percipients. Even the text which is 'authored' by
Tychiades is not wholly identical to the text which we read, for it is mediated
through the extra-textual author, Lucian, who, as we will see, makes us aware of a
slight but critical distance between the authorial persona operating behind the
mask, as it were, of the dialogic author, Tychiades. Lucian seems to imply that in
our reading of the Philops. we too will participate, figuratively, in the authorial act,

because we will mentally reconfigure (re-authorize) the text according to our own

comments are clearly relevant to what Lucian is doing in the Philops. too. Branham (1989: 65-123)
makes similar observations about the plurality of meaning in the Lucianic dialogue, as opposed to
the Platonic dialogue, where one voice (usually Socrates’) is authoritative.

7 Morgan 1993: 226.

% The Philops. is, like the VH, self-ironic on a number of levels: 'Aimed simultaneously at the
deceivers and the deceived, much of their humor derives from the author's own entry into the game
and his ability to surpass the fantasies of others.' (Jones 1986: 46).



particular readerly perspective (whether we are sceptics like Tychiades, or lovers
of lies, like Eucrates and his associates).

Finally, I will demonstrate how Lucian grasps towards positive ways of
thinking about fiction in the Philops. as well, both by appropriating Gorgianic
imagery (especially about the irrational power of tragic illusion and the logos), and
by developing or alluding to metaphors that are more distinctly his own. Statues
and hybrid monsters acquire metapoetical status as metaphors, which Lucian uses
polemically, to reflect the self-conscious mimeticism and hybridity that

characterises his work.



TRUTH-GAMES IN THE VERAE HISTORIAE AND PHILOPSEUDES

I am shortly about to argue that there is a complex intertextuality between
the Philops. and Plato's works, but there is also one crucially important Lucianic
text that must be in the reader's mind as he reads the Philops., and that is the VH.
These two Lucianic works form a pair, which deal explicitly with issues of truth,
lies and plausibility in narrative. For the modern reader, it is impossible to
consider one without reference to the other; the author clearly signposts an
intertextual relationship between them. In the opening section of both works,
there is an allusion to subversive literary precedents who were (in)famous for their
literary fabrications: Herodotus and Ctesias of Cnidos in both cases.? Avery has
shown how clear verbal echoes like this one between both works evince the
author's intention that they be connected. There is also the connection that both
texts obviously deal with similar issues of truth, fiction, lies and plausibility, and
act out the interpretive difficulties that arise when these categories overlap: in
other words, they engage the extra-textual reader actively in a practical
exploration of the dynamics of reading fiction, although in different ways, as I will
show.10

In both the Philops. and the VH, it is acknowledged that lies can produce a
pleasing effect.®* While Tychiades concedes fiction’s power to enchant feeble
minds such as children: Taidwy yuyog knAelw duvvdpeva,t? the corollary of this
argument implies that those whose critical faculties are better developed ought to
be able to render themselves immune to the charms of mendacity.'3 The authorial
persona of the VH takes a stance, not against lying per se, but against an author

attempting to pass off lies as truth in truth-bearing texts, while expecting to

° VH 1.2.6 - 1.4.1; Philops. 1.8-12 and 2.11-17; Avery 1996: 53 ff.; for further discussion of the
Philops. passage, see p. 23 ff.. Odysseus is described (ironically) as a just and sensible man at Cal.
28.

' Jones (1986: 46) connects the V'H and the Philops. together as works in which Lucian parodies
'conventional narratives'. It seems to me that the VH represents the more audacious practical
experiment in fiction. In the Philops., the framing dialogue and the inscribed readers, while
ambiguous, at least provide the reader with some optional footholds to help him plot his response,
whereas the fictional games of the VH make much greater assumptions about readerly

sophistication and 'knowingness'.

"' YH 1.3: lTambulus’travelogues are said to be enjoyable, in spite of (or, one suspects, because of)
their mendacity, and the explicitly fallacious narrative is offered as entertaining reading material for
the educated reader.

"2 Philops. 2; Lucian uses the same or similar language of magic to describe the enchanting
influence of history or literature — for a survey, see Avery 1996: 43-44; cf. my discussion of the
imagery of magic at p. 59 ff.. For the association of children and fiction, see n. 161.

13 Presumably this is one of the reasons why the V'H is explicitly designed for the educated reader:
VH 1.2; cf. p. 136.



remain undetected. In the Philops., however, Tychiades attacks this desire to
fabricate at its source, denigrating people who, for no good reason, show
preference for lies, even when they might equally tell the truth.4 Therefore,
whereas the fallacious narrative of the VH is offered as mental recreation for
scholars (presumably because, as scholars, they can safely be exposed to the
contagion of lying), conversely, the appetite for mendacious tales demonstrated by

the in-text narrators and readers in the Philops. is described in medical terms as a

disease or infection: love of lying is ‘ingrained’ (Epnduvtog), an evil contagion with
which people are infected (8aAwxoteg).'s Not even the primary narrator,

Tychiades, is immune; at the end of the dialogue, Tychiades says that the gross lies
he has had to digest have left him swollen and in need of an emetic.*® The infection
of the disease spreads to everyone who listens to these lies, as from the bite of a
rabid dog; truth and reason are the antidote to the poison of falsehood.’” Given
that the extra-textual reader has also (presumably), like Eucrates, Tychiades and
the other lovers of lies, chosen to read this fictive text (instead of, say, a more
'edifying' work of serious philosophy or historiography), these remarks also
directly involve him: Lucian makes an issue of the voluntary choice to read fiction.

It is clearly ironic that a work which claims to abhor such mendacity should
feature as its main interest, indeed its raison d’étre, a series of stories which are
fascinating for the very reasons that the narrator eschews. Tychiades emerges as a
deeply ambiguous narrator, who on the one hand claims to be disgusted by these
lies, and shows that he is perfectly aware of their contaminating effect, but
participates in their dissemination nonetheless, thereby assisting in the spread of
the dreaded infection. Tychiades' ambiguity is reflected also in the extra-textual
reader's knowing indulgence in the fiction of the Philops..

Given the Platonic intertextuality that also operates within the dialogue at
large (as I am about to demonstrate), it is tempting to read this as an ironic
reflection of the way in which the Platonic Socrates on the one hand professes
mistrust of Homer's poetry, yet on the other, cites and quotes his poetry for the
purpose of articulating philosophical truths.*® This is just one of the ironies of
Platonic narrativity that Lucian exploits in his commentary on fictionality in this

dialogue.9

" Philops.1.

' Philops. 2.

' Philops. 39.

'7 Philops. 40. For medical imagery and its significance in this dialogue, see p. 65 f. below.
'8 See p. 24 f..

" See p. 64f.
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PLATONIC PRESENCES IN THE PHILOPSEUDES

In form, the Philops. is distinctly Platonic, a flavour imparted even in the
paratext, which contains a 'Platonic’ double title: ®Aoyevdng 1| ' Amictwy.2e

The Philops. is one of Lucian's so-called 'Platonic suite', along with the Navigium
and Convivium.?* These works show philosophers behaving badly, in a Platonic
setting that is incongruous and clearly ironic. Anderson has shown that it is typical
of Lucian to compose a work whose central section contrasts with its frame; for
Anderson, this is an important means by which Lucian achieves variety, but he
also hints at a more purposeful intertextuality: 'in his 'Platonic’ pieces he begins
with clear hints of a well-known dialogue, but the treatment that follows turns out

to be a travesty of the original.' He alludes to the Philops. as an example, noting

how it begins with a bedside scene that is based on the Phaedo, 'but the mept
yoxng which follows is a collection of ghost stories."*? Elsewhere, he makes a

general observation about Lucian's 'pastiche' of Platonic elements from the
Phaedo, Charmides, and Symposium in the framing dialogue of Philops..23 As it is
not his purpose, however, to pursue a large-scale exploration of the complexity,
dynamics and effects of this intertextuality, Anderson more or less leaves the
matter there. There is more, much more, to be said.24

The work that the scenario of the Philops. most clearly evokes is probably
the Phaedo, where a homodiegetic narrator (Phaedo) relates to Echecrates the
discussions that took place among the company of philosophers that gathered in
Socrates' prison cell on the last day of his life. The gravity of the Platonic scene is
parodied in the Philops., where companions gather to visit the venerable old

philosopher, Eucrates, not because he is awaiting execution for his ideals, like

%% The manuscripts offer ®1Aoyevdng (nominative singular) as the initial word in the title, but this
has been corrected to the nominative plural by Rothstein, presumably on the grounds that 'lover of
lies' is a more appropriate description of the guests at Eucrates' house, while the second adjective,
'unbeliever', more properly describes Tychiades' attitude. However, I prefer to retain the original

manuscript reading, in the belief that the singular form ¢rAoyevdng refers to Tychiades as well as

amiotwv; the title then expresses perfectly the ambiguity of Tychiades' response to the stories he
has heard. For further discussion of apistia, cf. n. 110 below.

2 Anderson 1976a: 165; Anderson notes that the same characters, Ion and Cleodemus, appear in
both the Philops. and Conv..

22 Anderson 1976a: 162. He also refers to the 'mock-serious' framing dialogue of the Philops.,
likening it to the Tox. (1976b: 12).

2 1976b: 25, n. 53.

** Ebner’s more recent essay on Lucian’s parody of Plato in the Philops. (Ebner et al 2001: 57-9)
has some interesting details, but it brief, and deals only with the Phaedo and (very briefly) the
Symposium.
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Socrates, but because he has been laid up with gout, as the result of
overindulgence!25 The pain in Socrates' leg, which causes him to remark on the
close proximity of pleasure and pain, thereby initiating the philosophical
discussion, finds a parallel in the affliction in Eucrates' gouty feet, which sparks
the discussion of cures in the Philops..2¢ The Phaedo contains Socrates' solemn

doctrine on the fate of the soul - mepl yuyng - but Lucian transforms the theme

into a gleeful discussion between credulous old fools, about ghosts and the
supernatural.2?

Lucian's parodic transformation of the Platonic hypotext is evident in more
minute details as well. Whereas Socrates, in a painful scene in the Phaedo, is
visited by his lamenting wife and children, Eucrates (notably, whilst reading the
Phaedo!) is visited by his wife's angry ghost.2® Socrates send his children away
from the prison, but Eucrates involves his sons in his macabre tale.29 Both works
contain visions of the 'other world'; the one is sublimely eschatological, whereas
the other (which features a bald and pot-bellied Socrates in the underworld)3® is
ridiculous - right down to the detail of Cerberus' barking, and the hounds of
Hecate, bigger than Indian elephants.3* In this context, Eucrates' confession -
'because he must tell the truth' - that he didn't recognise Plato in the underworld is
a sly hint at Phaedo 59 b, where Phaedo states that Plato was not present, because
(Phaedo thought) he was ill.32

# Philops. 6. 19-22 (where it is hinted that Eucrates was not quite as poorly as he pretended); at 8.
6-9 Tychiades wryly observes that the physician's advice to eat a healthier diet and abstain from
wine was being ignored. For the possible connotations of Eucrates' rheumatism, see n. 212. Helm
(1906: 267) thought that the character Eucrates was meant to remind us of Socrates, given the
similarity in their names; Ebner (Ebner et al.: 57, n. 57) finds this questionable, however.

*® Phaedo 60 b; Philops. 6.17-18. Anderson (1976a: 128) cites this as one of the Socratic episodes
on which the context for the discussion in the Philops. was modelled; he also mentions Socrates'
cure for Charmides' headache at Charm. 155 bff.. For the relation between the Philops. and the
Charmides, see p. 13 f. below.

*7 See Anderson's comment, p. 11 with n. 22,

* Socrates is visited by his wife, Xanthippe, for the last time at Phaedo 116B (she is not named
here, as she is at 60A, but she should probably be included here among the olkeglal YUVOKEC,
especially given that Socrates' youngest child was brought: see Burnet 1911, note ad loc.). At
Philops. 27, Eucrates relates how he was visited by his wife's ghost. I wonder if Demainete’s
nagging reflects Xanthippe’s shrewish reputation?

2 At Philops. 27.1 ff., when the two boys come in, Tychiades surmises that their arrival reminds
Eucrates of their mother, hence the story of her ghost. Eucrates swears by his sons that he is telling
the truth (27. 5-7), and refers to one of them during his narrative, in order to render it all the more
vivid (27. 14-16). Ebner (Ebner et al. 2001: 57) compares Eucrates’ gesture in caressing his son’s
hair (Philops. 27), with Socrates’ caressing of Phaedo’s hair in Phaedo 89b.

** Philops. 24.

' Philops. 24. 1-4; at 23. 5-6, Tychiades expresses his disgust at the way in which the venerable
philosophers were agape at 'this incredible colossus, a woman half-a-mile tall, a sort of giant
bugaboo': see p. 66 ff..

1t might even be a clever allusion to the 'invisibility' of Plato's authorial presence in his own
works. Plato is absent also from the festivities on the Isle of the Blessed at V'H 2.17. where the motif
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In the Philops., Platonic philosophers - those who claim they perceive the
world of the forms - are classed alongside those who claim to see spirits.33 There
are several indications in the Phaedo that the company sorely wanted Socrates to
go on talking, dreading the approach of sunset;34 he concludes his speech with
great dignity, his friends standing about him in silence until he is dead. In the
Philops., on the other hand, Tychiades, when he can no longer endure Eucrates'
babbling, gets up unceremoniously and leaves while he is in full flow.35 Even the
dreaded hemlock which Socrates drinks in the final scene of the Phaedo makes an
appearance figuratively at the end of Philops. as the poison of lies, for which
Tychiades requires either an emetic, or an antidote!3¢ Whereas Socrates’ departure
from life is seen as healthful (hence his injunction to sacrifice a cock to Asclepius,
Phaedo 118a), when Tychiades departs from the company, he is afflicted with
mental illness (Philops. 39f.).37

The Philops. contains echoes of other Platonic works as well. The manner in
which the discussion springs from a comparative evaluation of cures for Eucrates'
gout is similar to the opening scenario of the Charmides, where Socrates suggests
a headache-cure as an excuse to strike up a conversation with the handsome
Charmides. Both Tychiades and Socrates also theorize briefly on the appropriate
medical treatment of internal ailments; Socrates appears to favour a holistic
approach, while Tychiades speculates on the ludicrousness of hoping to cure an
internal malady by applying external cures.3®8 Charmides also contains details
about magical cures and charms, just like Philops.; for instance, at Charm. 156 d,
Socrates claims to have learned a charm to cure headache from one of the

Thracian doctors of Zalmoxis, and at 158 b, he alludes again to the spells of

is connected to Lucian's joke about the Academicians' indecision (cf. Vit.auct. 17): see Stengel
1911: 65. I notice that von Mollendorff makes this observation too, in his review of Ebner et al.
2001 (Plekos. Periodicum onLine zur Erforschung der Kommunikationsstrukturen in der Spdtantike
4,2002, 1-10 (http:// www.plekos.uni-muenchen.de/2002/rebner.html): p. 4.

3 Philops. 16. 15-17.

* Phaedo 85B: &ALG. ToOTOL YE Eveka AEYEW TE XPN KOl EPWTAY & T &v PovANCVE,
Ewg &v AOnraiwy oty &vdpeg Evdeka; 115A: gue d& vov Hon kalel, doin &v &vnp
TPOYLKOG, N Elpapuévn; at 116E, Crito, observing that the sun has not set fully yet, urges
Socrates to take more time before drinking the poison.

* At Philops. 5. 2-4, Tychiades tells Philocles that he has just left while Eucrates was still talking,
because he was no longer able to bear the exaggeration. At Philops. 39, he records the others' relief
at the departure of this &vTicodLoTNG TOY YELSUATWY (39).

* Philops. 39-40.

7 See Ebner et al. 2001: 58-9; see discussion at p. 64 ff.

*® Charmides 156 bf.; Philops. 8. It is interesting, that while Socrates advocates the use of an
incantation to affect a cure, Tychiades explicitly rejects such methods. For further discussion of this
section, see p. 64 ff., esp. n. 270.
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Zalmoxis and of Abaris the Hyperborean.3® At Philops. 13-14, Tychiades reports
the story that the Platonic philosopher Ion told about 'the Hyperborean magician,’

who, among his other miraculous feats, had the ability to fly.4° Later on in the

Charmides, Socrates talks about the science of prophecy (1) povtikn), and the
need to distinguish between charlatans (&laléveg) and those who are true
prophets (g &AMOY®¢ pdwvterg);4 this is the topic under discussion when
Tychiades finally decides to leave at Philops. 38.42

There are also similarities between the Philops. and Plato's Symposium.
Caster suggested that Lucian composed the Philops. on a literary model, probably
Plato's Symposium, noting the similar motif of the 'belated guest' — Alcibiades and
Arignotus - in both works,43 and also how Lucian was indebted to Plato's doctor
Eryximachus as a model for his Antigonus.44 It is humorous that Lucian's
physician has, in comparison with his Platonic predecessor, so little to say.
Antigonus contributes only two very brief anecdotes to the discussion of the
supernatural. In both cases, his stories serve largely to corroborate the claims of
other speakers, and both are connected to his profession as a physician.45 Since his
more pragmatic medical opinions are ignored, Antigonus seeks to glamourize his
profession in the eyes of the philosophers present; however, despite his obvious

willingness to participate in their discussion, and to subscribe to their belief in the

** Herodotus (4.36) mentions Abaris the Hyperborean (see also next note). Later in the same book
(4. 94-96), Herodotus also mentions the Thracian charismatic Zalmoxis; his report of the claim that
Zalmoxis lived underground for three years studying magic may have given Lucian the idea for his
Egyptian magician's lengthy subterranean apprenticeship of twenty-three years (!), learning magic
from Isis (Philops. 34).

 Philostratus (V.4. 7.10) mentions Abaris' reputed ability to fly. The fourth century historian,
Heraclides Ponticus, who is thought to have influenced Lucian in Philops., also wrote a work on
Abaris, apparently depicting him as a philosopher/holy-man: see n. 220, and also n. 224.

' Charm. 173c.

* This was a favourite topic in educated circles of this era - see Plutarch On the Oracle at Delphi
and Lucian's own De Astrologia.

# Caster 1937: 323. Arignotus enters at Philops. 29; Alcibiades arrives at Plato Symp.212 ¢ 6.
Lucian's own Symposium also features the late arrival of the uninvited Alcidamas (Conv. 12). The
'belated/uninvited guest' is a motif of literary symposia (Caster 1937: 323, n. 36). For a survey of
the themes and motifs characteristic of such literature, see Hug 1932. For such motifs in Plato's
Symp., see Rutherford 1995: 179-180; on Plutarch's Sept. Conv., see Mossman 1997: 128.

* The doctor too appears to be characteristic of literary symposia: '...depuis Eryximaque, le
médecin est de rigeur dans les réunions des philosophes' (Caster 1937: 323). Lucian appears to have
parodied Eryximachus with the figure of the doctor Dionicus in his own counter-Symposium, Conv.
20: Anderson (1976a: 147) shows how the doctor Dionicus with his racy story in Lucian Conv. 20
is quite clearly the 'reverse' of the Platonic Eryximachus (Symp. 186 a ff.) and his 'dull abstractions'.
> Philops. 21 (the statuette of Hippocrates) is calculated to lend support to Eucrates' claims about
the statue of Pellichus; Philops.26 (a patient who revived after twenty days!) corroborates
Cleodemus' story about his near-death experience: on this latter tale, see n. 222.
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supernatural, he does not seem to share the philosophers' talent for story-telling.4¢
Dickie speculates that Antigonus represents a type, ie. the doctor who 'crosses over
the not very clearly defined line between medicine and magic', a figure who is less
well-documented in antiquity than the type of the philosopher/holy-man,
represented in the Philops. by Arignotus.4” In the Symposium too, Eryximachus is
caricatured to a certain extent in a similar way, as the doctor who rather
pompously believes his medical training qualifies him to talk about Eros.48
Another similarity between these two works is the presence of the medical
metaphor in each. Eryximachus' definition of Eros as the skill of achieving
harmonious balance between opposites, akin to what the physician tries to do with
regard to the diseased and healthy appetites of the body,4 foreshadows
Aristophanes' characterisation of Eros as the iatric force which offers humans a
way to heal their primeval wound.5¢ Alcibiades' description in the Symposium of
being 'bitten' by philosophy, as if by a snake, inducing a painful "philosophic
madness and frenzy' in him, is clearly analogous to the many references in the

Philops. to the 'mania' of lying, the poison of lies, and the virulent contagion of

* When he is first mentioned at Philops. 8.15-19, where he approves of Tychiades' scepticism, it
looks as though he will prove an ally to Tychiades in his abhorrence of lies and superstition.
Tychiades also only contributes one short anecdote to the company, at Philops. 32 (Democritus in
the Tomb): see p. 50.

*7 For Antigonus as the type of 'credulous doctor', see Dickie 2001: 209. For rogue doctors in
general in Lucian's works, see Anderson 1976a: 173. For further discussion of Arignotus’ character,
see n. 165.

® Symp. 186a 3-6: 611 8& ob poéVOV ESTIV EML TOUG WYUYOIg TOV Avdpwnwy TPodg Tovg
KaAoUg GAAG Kol TTPOg AN TTOAAG KOl EV TOlg GAAOLG...KADEMPAKEVAL oL SOKW
EK TNG 1QTPLKNG AEYWY, TNG NUETEPOG TEXVNG...; Symp. 186b 2-3: &pEopct O Amod TNg
1TpIkNG AEywv, va kol mpecPelbwpey Ty Te€xvny. For doctors and philosophy, see
Galen's proposition that 'the best doctor is also a philosopher' (see Lloyd 1983: 214). For a more
wry opinion, see Athenaeus 15. 666a: €1 1N aTpol fioaw, oLOEY &V TOV YPOUUMOTIKOY
HLWPOTEPOV.

¥ Symp. 186 b-e.

O Symp. 191 d 1-3: 0 Epwg EpdUTOg AAANA®Y TOlg AVOPMOTOLE Kol THE dpYolog
PUCEMG CUVOYWYEVG KOl ETLYELPMV TOLNOOL £V EK duoly Kol tdcacot Ty duow
v avdpwmivny. Aristophanes' speech culminates in the great hope Eros offers mankind: €1g 10
Emertar EAMIOOE UEYIOTOG MOPEYETOL...KATACTAONG NUAG E£1¢ THY dpyoiav dLow
KOl LOlCANEVOG HoKaplovg Kol ebdaipovog moimoat (Symp. 193 d 2-5). Cf. p. 64 ff.
below.
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lies.5! In this way, Lucian draws an implicit analogy between philosopy and lies - a
connection he is fond of making elsewhere too.52

There is also a similar air of theatricality in both works. The dramatic
occasion of the Symposium is a party to celebrate the tragic poet Agathon's first
victory at the Lenaea (416 B.C.); both tragic and comic poetry are represented at
the gathering, by Agathon and Aristophanes respectively, while the element of the
satyr play is represented both allusively by Alcibiades' portrayal of Socrates'
'satyric’ nature, and explicitly in Socrates' rejoinder.53 The final scene of the
Symposium features a prolonged debate between the two poets and Socrates, with
Socrates arguing that the same person can compose both tragic and comic
poetry.54 A vein of theatrical imagery runs through the Philops. also.55

Finally, both the Symposium and the Philops. feature the language of magic

in treating their respective subjects. In the Symposium, Eros is described as a

yons, and similar language is used to convey the seductiveness of Socrates'

personal charisma.5¢ In the Philops., Tychiades, as he listens to Eucrates'

>l Symp. 217 e 6 - 218 b 4. This imagery occurs elsewhere too, for example at Phaedr. 228 b 7-8,
Socrates describes himself as a man 'infected with the love of listening to speeches’: © voo@v mept

Aoywv akonv. Socrates also famously states that poetry is inspired by madness sent from the
Muses (Phaedr. 245 a). For Lucianic images, one might compare the imagery of the snakebite in
the Dipsades, which is a metaphor for Lucian’s desire to perform. For a discussion of this imagery
in the Philops., see p. 64 ff. below.

>* For the Lucianic topos of the mendacity and hypocrisy of philosophers, see Hall (1981: 151-193),
Anderson (1994: 1433), and cf. n. 13 above (re. Philops. 16.15-17 - lon's eyesight!). For similar
imagery in the Nigrinus, cf. n. 255.

> Symp. 215 b 3 ff.; Alcibiades compares Socrates to the satyr Marsyas, both in his physical
appearance and his nature. At 222 d 3-4, Socrates laughingly says he sees through Alcibiades'
coTuplkov Opapc. For the significance of the theatrical air in the Symp., see Rutherford 1995:
182 and 204-5, and Gera 1993: 139-141.

** Symp. 223 ¢ 2- d 8. Whereas Tychiades walks out of the conversation, Socrates in the Symp.
outlasts all other speakers. From another perspective, given the Socratic resonance of Eucrates’
character, it is humorous that Tychiades, one of his interlocutors, loses patience with him and walks
out.

> See p. 62 ff. below, where I argue that much of the theatrical imagery in the Philops. is
metatextual, calling attention to the textual artifice of the narrative, and thereby infringing
transgressively on the fictional illusion. It may be worth comparing this sort of metatextual effect in
Lucian's dialogue, with similar, if subtler, effects in Plato's Symposium. When Diotima's reported
speech refutes arguments that have been made by the other guests, her status as a 'real' character is
problematized. (Socrates is, of course, very likely speaking tongue-in-cheek here, and does not
mean his fellow-guests to take her historical status seriously - it is characteristic of his elegant

politeness and his €ipwveta (for which see Symp. 216 e 2-6 and 218 d 6 ff.) to invent a
'spokesperson' to refute his friends - but the point stands nevertheless ). For metatextual elements in
Plato's myths, see Gill 1993: 62-64.

°® Alcibiades apeaks of Socrates' charisma in terms of enchantment, Symp.215 c ff, likening him to
the musician Marsyas, or the Sirens. At 203 d 8, 'Diotima' describes Eros (who is a philosopher
suspiciously similar to Socrates) as a 010G YONG Kol (apUOAKELG KAl coPprotng. See de
Romilly 1975: 25-43, 'Plato and the Conjurers', for an interesting analysis of magical imagery in
Plato's works within a literary/rhetorical frame of reference. In Philostratus' Heroicus, the
enchantment of stories is compared to the magical allurement of the Sirens' song (8.13; cf. 34.4, for
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fabrication, wonders if he might be a yong, having deceived him about his true

nature all along, and lying itself is described as a ¢pdpporkov - a word which may

mean magic potion as well as drug.5”

This brief survey of the Platonic resonances within the opening passages of
the Philops. will serve as an introduction to the general idea that there is a
relationship of hypertextuality between the Philops. and Plato's work. The
relationship is in fact much more textured, and more finely nuanced than this
initial survey suggests, and carries implications of the utmost importance for the
interpretation of the Philops. as a whole - implications which have, until now, not
been observed. It is now time to explore in greater detail the meaning of these
Platonic presences in the Philops..

In the opening section of the Phaedrus, Plato presents Phaedrus and
Socrates in pleasant conversation as they wander outside Athens' city walls,
looking out for a cool spot by the Ilissus, where they may sit and discuss Lysias'
speech in comfort.58 As they stroll, Phaedrus notices a place by the river that
strikes him as an eminently suitable location for girls to play; this prompts him to
ask Socrates if that is the place where, according to the myth, Oreithyia was
snatched by Boreas. Socrates acknowledges the story, but says that the actual place
where the incident happened is further downstream, where there is an altar of
Boreas.59

Phaedrus and Socrates speak like tourists about the local legend attached to
the place they pass on the road.f® Socrates' confirmation of the geographical
location for the story then leads to Phaedrus' question about the truth-value of the

tale:

the dangerous allure of untrustworthy stories, where the image resonates with Plato, Rep. 602c -
608b). For further discussion of this imagery, see p. 59ff..

*7 Philops. 1.10 and 5.12-14. I discuss the metapoetical aspect of the imagery of magic in the
Philops. at p. 65 f.

% On the popularity of the locus amoenus in Second Sophistic literature, see Trapp 1990; he does
not, however, refer to its occurrence in the Philops.. In a forthcoming paper, | explore the link
between fiction and atopia, both in the literal sense of being out of place and the figurative sense of
liminality.

*® Phaedr. 229 b 4-¢ 3.

% In fact, the comparison with tourists is made explicit in the text. At Phaedr. 230 ¢6 - d1, Socrates,
delighted with the spot that Phaedrus has chosen, says that he has 'been an excellent tour-guide":

dprotd oot e€evayntat, @ ¢ide Paidpe. Phaedrus exclaims that Socrates seems out of place
in the countryside, 'just like a tourist being guided about, and not like a native': &texvwg ydp, ©
AEyeLg, EEVaYOUHEV® TVL Kol obK EmLYwplw EOLKAG.
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&AL’ Eume mpog Al1og, @ TMKPATES OV TOLTO 10 PLBOAOYMUA TELDEL
AANOEG Elvait; 61

But tell me, for heaven's sake, Socrates, do you believe that this story is
true?

Socrates' reply is most interesting. He begins by saying that it would not be
strange, if, like the intellectuals, he distrusted the literal truth of the tale. Despite
this, he claims he does believe such stories in their literal sense, but he
acknowledges that there are other ways of interpreting them too; he specifically
mentions the sort of euhemeristic allegory favoured by intellectuals, whereby one
could interpret the story about the rape of Oreithyia by Boreas as a poetical and
allusive way of saying that the girl had been blown over the rocky precipice by a
blast of the north wind. Socrates concedes that such interpretations have a certain
charm which appeals to him, but they are rather laboured. Also, he says, if one
reads one myth allegorically in this way, it then becomes necessary to interpret all
other myths - all those tales of Hippocentaurs and Chimaeras and Gorgons and
Pegasuses ©2- in the same way. This would not only require a lot of time, but,
Socrates suggests, this sort of scepticism and literal analysis is a rather pedestrian

and unsophisticated approach:

QAN €1 amoroiny, @omep or ocogoi, obk AV dTomog ElNYT ELTOL
coprléuevoc dainy &v Trevpa BopEov Katd TV TANGCLOV TETPOY LV
dopuokeia maifovocor doot, Kol obTw On TeEAevTRCACHY Aey DNl
Lo Tov BopEov dvapnacTtov YeyovEval. EYw OE, @ Poidpe, AAAWE UEV
TOL TOLOLVTOL X OPLEVTOL TYOULUOL, Aoy O& OEWOL KOl EMIMOVOL KAl OL
TAVL gbTLXOVE AVOPOE, KT GAAO peEV obLdEV, dTL & abLT® Avdykn
LETA TOVTO 70 TV Immokeviavpwy £100¢ Emavopdovodal, kal addig
0 1N Xwuaipag, kol Emipper 08 Oyloc torovtwy Iopydvwv kol
IInydowyv kai dAlwv dunyavwy ZANYn 1€ Kol &TomIAL TEPATOAOYWY
TIVWY PUOEWY OAC E1 TIG AMIOTWY TPOSPIPA KOTA TO E1KOC EKAGTOV,
A TE AYPOIK@ TIVI COPIA YPWUEVOG, 3 TOAANG QLT® O OANG OENCEL.S4

Socrates clearly distinguishes two basic ways of interpreting a story here; first
there is the 'traditional' response (10 vopilopevov - 230 a2), which means

engaging with and accepting the story's literal meaning, despite the obvious

incongruity with the laws of natural probability (in which case, in modern terms, it

1 Phaedr. 229 ¢ 4-6. All translations in this thesis are my own.
52 For the Lucianic echo of this particular phrase at Philops. 2.22 £., see p. 28 below.
 Cf. Rep. 607b, where Socrates envisages Poetry convicting them of 'crassness and rusticity

(cyporkio)' for rejecting her from the ideal state.
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would belong to the genre of the marvellous). Alternatively, one can choose to

regard its literal content with scepticism (&motwv), and read it therefore as
significant of some other latent 'truth' (genre of the fantastic).®5 The latter

response, Socrates says, is explicitly favoured by intellectuals (ov ocodot;

coprlopevog), and this is the one which Phaedrus clearly expected Socrates to

advocate. The fact that Socrates, a renowned intellectual himself, professes himself
to be satisfied with the traditional, avowedly less sophisticated response, comes as
a surprise,®® and his explanation for it is, from the perpective of anyone interested
in ancient theory about fiction, disappointing: Socrates is simply not interested
enough to pursue any other line of interpretation, because he does not believe it

can yield any information relevant to his quest for self-knowledge:

Epol 08 mpog abta oLAAUIWDE ECTL OXOAN" 10 OF ollTiov, @ PLAE, TOVTOV
1008’ 0L OUVAMOL T KXTO TO AEAPLKOV YPOAUMO YVOVOL EROVTOV
YELOLOV 01 pol QULVETOL, TOVTO ETL GyvoouVTo. 10, AAAOTPLO. CKOTELV.
OVeV O YOPEW EAOCOC TOVTO, MEIDOUEVOG 08 TW VoMllolévw Tept
aLTOY, & YLYON EAEYOV, CKOTM® 0L TOVTA AAAA EUALTOV...

But I don't have the leisure for them [these matters, ie. allegorical
interpretations] at all, and the reason for this, my friend, is as follows: I am
not yet able to 'know myself' in accordance with the Delphic inscription. It
seems, then, ridiculous to me, while I am still ignorant about this, to
examine external affairs. And that's why, saying farewell to these matters,
and trusting in the traditional opinion about them - which I have mentioned
just now - I examine, not these things, but myself...67

* Phaedr. 229 c7- e4.

% Todorov (1970) distinguishes between the genre of the fantastic and the neighbouring genres of
the strange (étrange) and the marvellous (merveilleux). Laird (1993: 161) defines the genre of the
fantastic by 'its capacity to cause the reader to waver in his view of whether what is described is
true, and to hesitate between giving a natural or supernatural explanation for the events the narrative
presents.' Fantastic literature therefore 'invites philosophical speculation’', whereas the genre of the
marvellous is read as a chronicle of actual events, however extraordinary they seem to be (Laird
1993: 170). I do not believe it is entirely anachronistic to speak in terms of an ancient genre of the
fantastic/marvellous; on the contrary, our evidence for apista-literature (incorporating, at different
places on the 'spectrum of fictionality', the genre of paradoxography and the more sustained fictions
of authors like Antonius Diogenes, Antiphanes of Berge and others) suggests that ancient authors
did have a concept of literature which played on and exploited the crepuscular zone between 'truth'
and 'lies'; cf. Morgan 1993: 196. I believe that Lucian's emphatic use of the adjective apistos (and
its cognates) was predicated on this literary genre, to aquire the force of a quasi-metapoetical term;
see p. 31 below, esp. n. 110 and n. 112.

% It may be surprising, but it is, of course, in keeping with his €lpawveic. At Symp. 221 e4 - 222
a6, Alcibiades remarks on how deceptively simple his speech appears to be, but warns that, despite
the apparent lack of sophistication, the sentiments it contains are 'divine'.

7 Phaedr. 229 e4 - 230 a4. Socrates then, having rejected allegoresis as a profitable line of inquiry,
humorously applies its principles to his ethical quest, saying that he wishes to ascertain if he is 'a
creature more convoluted and more furious than Typhon...' (230 a4-5). For discussion of this
passage, see Ferrari 1987: 9-12.
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It is important to note, then, that Socrates does not offer any positive qualification
for advocating the traditional, literal belief in myths; for him, it is the best option
by default, and this in itself implies that there is something less than satisfactory
about such a response.

There is a striking intertext with this passage from the Phaedrus in the
opening section of the Philops... Tychiades and Philocles are discussing the ethics
of tour-guides' practice of recounting local legends to tourists in order to enhance
their locality as a tourist destination.® This passage must remind us of Phaedrus
and Socrates' discussion, in the context of their "tourist expedition' outside the city
walls, of the veracity of the local legend about Oreithyia. In fact, Tychiades alludes
directly to this very legend at Philops. 3.7-13:

0g 0'&v oby TaVTaL KATAYEAXGTO. OVt U1 ottt AANOn o, GAA

epdpovmg e€etdlwv tavto Kopoifov twog 1) Mopyitov voupiln 1o

neltdecal..Qpetduiay Lo Tov Bopéov dpmacinval..., ACERTIC 0LTOG

YE Kol A&véntoc abtolg Edofev oLTw mpodnioic kKol GANOEcL

TPAYUOSY ATTLOTOY"

Whoever does not believe, then, that these stories - which are utterly
ridiculous - are true, but, by examining them intelligently, decides that it is
the hallmark of a Coroebus or a Margites to believe that...Oreithyia was
raped by Boreas, this man at any rate appears to them to be impious and
witless, for distrusting things which are so obvious and true.

The intertextuality is confirmed by an obvious verbal echo between Philops. 2.22f.
(‘all those Pegasuses and Chimaeras and Gorgons and Cyclopes and all those sorts
of things, many strange and monstrous fables..."),%9 and Phaedrus 229 d5 - e2
(‘after this, one must explain the form of the Hippocentaurs, and then the
Chimaera, and then a host of such Gorgons and Pegasuses comes flooding down,
and crowds of other impossible creatures, and weird, monstrous natures."). Both
of these allusions occur in a passage where the veracity of legends, local or literary,
is under discussion. This draws attention to the two customary responses to such

stories, as outlined with a touch of irony by Socrates, namely the traditional

% Lucian alludes to this same practice in a self-ironizing manner in De Electro; see Nesselrath

1990: 125-9.
% The Greek text for the Phaedrus passage is quoted on p. 18 above; the text for the passage from
Philops. is printed on p. 25. Cf. Herm. 72, where Lycinus tells Hermotimus that his pursuit of

philosophy was in vain - a pursuit of phantoms and daydreams: £mel © ye VOV EMPATTEG KO
emevoeLg, obdev twv ' Inmokevtatpmy kol Xiponpwv kol Fopydbvwv Sradépet, kol
boo GAAC OVELPOL KO TouNTol Kol ypadelg EAevVeporl dvteg dvanidttovoy obte
yevopevo mnote obte yevecBan duvapeva. (The latter part of this sentence is relevant to
the fantasy-fiction of the VH also; cf. p. 133 ff..) At Herm. 71, Hermotimus protests that Lycinus

has revealed his ‘treasure’ to be nothing but coal — cf. Philops. 32; both the Herm. and the Philops.
represent ‘anti-conversions;’ cf. n. 255.
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response which treats them as marvellous tales, or a more sophistic scepticism,
which tends towards a rationalising interpretation. As I have argued before, it is
possible that Lucian hints at both of these responses in the title to this work.7°
There is more evidence to suggest that Lucian is exploring the question of
fictionality in the Philops.. Tychiades, just arrived from Eucrates' house, is
frustrated by the flagrant lying he witnessed there. He sets the tone for the
dialogue by beginning with a philosophical question for his companion, Philocles;
what motivates so many people to tell lies? To Philocles' mind, there are many
circumstances which might incite some people to tell lies, for utilitarian
purposes.” Tychiades himself concedes this point, declaring that people who use
lies and deception for a greater good are pardonable, even praiseworthy.72 It is
not, however, these people he is asking about; what he finds more ethically
worrying are those people who, without any apparent justifiable reason, actively
value falsehood far above the truth, and waste their time with it, simply because

they enjoy (hd6evor) telling lies:

AAAC. TEPL EKEWWY, O APLOTE, PMUL Ol CLTO AVEL TNG YXPELNG TO
YELJOg PO TOAAOL ThE AAndeiag Tidevtan, HOOUEVOL TM TPAYUOTL
Kol evdwtpifovieg EM oLOEIA TPOPAoEl Avarykolq. TovTovg obv
EVEAW E10£VaL TIvog XYooV TOUTO TTOLOVGLY.73

This immediately locates their discussion of truth and lies within the Platonic
framework, with special reference to Plato's theory of the noble lie. This is
confirmed by Philocles' incredulous questioning of the claim that there are people

in the world in whom such an unqualified love of lying is ingrained. When

" Trapp (1990) explores the appropriation of the Phaedrus in the literature of the Second Sophistic,
but he does not connect it with authors' flaunting the ontological status of their own texts. In
passing, therefore, it is worth noting that Apuleius also evokes this same scene from the Phaedrus
in a passage of the Metamorphoses (Aristomenes' story, 1.18) where he too is dealing with the
questionable veracity of tales of the supernatural (Met.1.20); see Smith & Woods 2002, esp. p. 184
ff.. The locus amoenus of the Phaedrus is also evoked in connection with self-conscious fictionality
in Achilles Tatius, L&C 1.2.1-3 and Philostratus, Her. 3-5; see Martin 2002: 158-160. On the Her.,
see also Hodkinson (unpubl. M.A. thesis, Exeter 2003: 22 ff), with an excellent analysis of
Philostratus' reworking of the Phaedran location. Hodkinson interprets the Phaedran setting as an
incentive to the reader to speculate about the nature of the /ogoi to follow. 'Given the various
traditions of Phaedran reworkings, once the reader recognises the first allusion there will be an
expectation of some kind of /ogoi, and also a challenge to look for clues as to what kind of logoi.'
(op. cit.: 26). Given that the Phaedrus is concerned with the nature of good and bad /ogoi, with
rhetoric, truth, and writing itself, an evocation of this text should be considered as a strong
metaliterary presence; in the case of the Her., the intertext clearly signals the metaliterary theme of
the discussion, as Hodkinson notes (2003: 36); cf. Hunter 1994: 1069. The same is true for the
Philops. and Nav., with their Phaedran evocations too. (I am most grateful to Owen for permitting
me to read his dissertation on the Heroicus.)

"' Philops. 1.1-6.

72 Philops. 1.8-12.

3 Philops. 1.12-16.
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Tychiades again affirms their existence, Philocles arrives at the inevitable
conclusion that the only reason there can be for their lying is that they are in
ignorance - for why else would they deliberately choose the worst course over the

best?

T & obv &Aoo f) dvowow xpn oLtioy €lvol abtolg Pdvorl 1oL Un
AN Aéyew, €1 yE 10 XEWPLoTOr  AVTL  ToU  BEATIOTOV
TPOALLPOVYTO(L;74

The Platonic resonances of this sentiment are clear. In distinguishing
carefully between pleasure in sheer gratuitous lying - which must be attributed to
faulty understanding, or ignorance - and lying for some greater good, Lucian is
alluding to the Platonic dichotomy between 'true falsehood' or 'falsehood in the

psyche' (which is a source of far greater ethical concern for Plato), and mere
'falsehood in words', a reflection (uipnua) of the former, but not so reprehensible,

as it is the type of falsehood which can, paradoxically, convey a higher truth.
The first type of falsehood involves being deceived in one's very perception
of things; it is ignorance:

AAAG UMY 0pYoTATA Y’ &V...TOVTO (Mg AAND®G YEVSOG KAAOLTO, T £V TN
Wyoxn dyvola ] 100 EYEVCUEVOL: 75

But indeed, it would be most correct to call this 'true falsehood', that is the
ignorance in the soul of the one who is deceived.

As it is the most dreaded and hated type of deception, no-one, Plato argues,
willingly accepts it:

T KLPLWTATW TOL EAVTOY YWEDOESHAL KAl TEPL TA KVPLOTATY 0LOELG
ExV  EDEAEL, AAAG  mAvTwy  pdAlotor  GoPeltol  Exel  obTtd
KEKTNODAL...TH YLuXN TEPL 1o dvta WYendeoVal 1€ Kol Eyevodal Kol
Apadn Elvont Kol EvTavdo EXELY T Kol KEKTNODAL TO WEVDOG TAVTEG
fKloto &y OEEQVTO KOl HICOVOL HAALOTO QDTO EV T® TO100TW.76

No-one is willingly prepared to be deceived about the most important
things, in the most important place of himself; rather the affliction in that
place is feared the most by everyone. For deception in the soul about reality,
and being deceived and ignorant, and holding and possessing falsehood in
that place - that's what everyone would show the least acceptance for, and
that's what they hate most in that case.

™ Philops. 2.4-6.
7 Rep. 382 b6-8; for discussion of this terminology, see p. 155 ff..
76 Rep. 382 a6-bs.
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As Gill has pointed out, this is related to the Platonic idea, expressed elsewhere in
the Republic, that no-one errs willingly: obdelg &xwv dpaptdver;?” in the
Philops., this is the reasoning which leads Philocles to the conclusion that
gratuitous liars, if they exist, must operate out of ignorance.

The second t, pe of lying - 'falsehood in words' - is not as ethically worrying,
as far as Plato is concerned, because it does not spring from a fundamental error

in the psyche; it is merely an image or reflection of this:

10 YE EV TOLG AOYOLG HIUMUG TL TOV EV TN WYVXT ECTL TOULONUATOSE KL
Lotepov YEYOVOG £10wAoY, 0L TTAVL dKpaToV YEVHOG. 78

But [falsehood] in words is a mere imitation of the affliction in the soul, and
an image that occurs subsequently, not a very pure falsehood.

Furthermore, Socrates points out, 'falsehood in words' may, under certain

circumstances, be useful, for example against enemies; it may even be used as a

‘remedy’ (pcpuockor) to rescue friends from their madness and ignorance when

they attempt to do wrong - further testimony to the theory that no-one does wrong

willingly:

T0 EV TOlg AOYOLE WELDOC TTOTE KAl TW XPNOIUOY, MoTe 1N délov lvon
uicovg; &p’ ob mMPdE TE TOVE TMOAEUIOVE, KOl TMWV KUAOVUEVWY (LAWY
o6toy 1 poiaw N Twor Arotay KoKOv TL ETLYEPOCL TPATIELWY, TOTE
ATOTPOTNG EVEKA VG PAPUAKOV Y PNCIUOV YIYVETAL;79

This is precisely the sentiment expressed by Tychiades at Philops. 1.8-12, where he
states that lying may be justifiable if it serves a greater good. Tychiades cites
exactly the same circumstances too, ie. to deceive one's enemies, or to secure the
safety both of oneself, and one's friends; he also, like Socrates, expresses the

usefulness of this sort of lying with a medical metaphor; it is a 'remedy'

(¢cppokov).

SLYYV®OOTOL YOp 0UTOL YE, HOAAOY 08 Kol EMaivov Tweg abtmwv délot,
ombéool f) molepiovg EEnmdtnooy 1 ETL CWINPLY TO TOOVTW PAPUAK®D
gxphoavto EV 101G Oewolg, ol ToAAA Kol o OdvooEVg EMoleL THY TE
QLTOL YUYTV APVOLEVOG KO TOV VOSTOV TV ETALPWY.

T Gill 1993: 54. Gill shows that Plato's argument is based on the assumption that there exist certain
objective truths, and that there are objective standards which allow us to determine whether a belief
is 'true’ or not. Lucian, however, is a relativist; in the V'H especially, he plays with the idea that all
truth is text-bound: see Chapter 3, n. 193.

78 Rep. 382 b8-cl.

” Rep. 382 ¢5-d1.
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For these people at least may be pardoned; moreover, some of them are even
worthy of praise - those who either deceive enemies, or use this sort of
remedy in dire straits - the sort of thing Odysseus used to do too, when
securing his own life and the return of his companions.

Something curious has happened here. Tychiades' choice of Odysseus as his
model for someone who tells a noble lie is rather incongruous, for two reasons.
First of all, Odysseus the liar is a fictional character himself, the product of the

Homeric literary creation. There can be no doubt that it is specifically this literary
Odysseus that Lucian has in mind; the line THv 1€ abToL YoMV dprviUEVOE KOl
TOV VOOTOV TV ETOLIPWY is a reminiscence of Odyssey 1.5:

APVOUEVOG TV TE YUYV KL VOSTOV ETALIPWV.80

Now, given the Platonic intertextuality at this point, we are surely invited to
consider this in the light of Plato's doctrine on poetry, and his thoughts on
Homer's poetry in particular.®* Socrates famously rejected most poetry from his
ideal state,82 largely because poetry is false - not in the sense that its content is
fictional, but because the poets do not have a true understanding in their souls of
the nature of what they write about, and as a consequence, their literary
representations, which are in themselves three steps removed from the truth, are
useless either for imparting ethical information, or for implanting the clear
understanding of the nature of things, both of which were aims of the the state's
educational programme.® Homer's poetry constituted a particular danger for the
citizens of the ideal state, because of its uncommonly strong poetical appeal.
Socrates concedes that Homer is 'the most poetic' of all the poets,84 and that his

poetry exercises a sort of 'enchantment' over listeners;85 consequently, he argues,

% For an assessment of Lucian's poetical composition, see Bowie 1989: 253 ff; on Lucian's
appropriation of Homer in general, see Bouquiaux-Simon 1968 and Mal-Maeder 1992.

%! The relevant passages for Plato's discussion of poetry in Rep. are: 376e-392b and 595a-608b; for
discussion, see Janaway 1995: 133-157 and Fuchs 1993: 197 ff. (with reference to the concept of

fiction).
%2 Rep. 607a: he is prepared to make an exception for hymns to the gods, and for poetry which

praises good men, as these are the only types of poetry that are useful to the state, as well as
pleasurable.

%3 See Gill 1993: 42-51. Gill argues sensibly that Plato's point here is not to define the fictional
quality of poetry, but to argue its unsuitability in the ideal state's programme for ethical education:
'to rewrite his argument in terms of 'fiction' is to superimpose a different conceptual framework.'
(51). For the connection between this aspect of Plato's art-theory and statues, p. 68 ff..

B Rep. 607a.

85 Rep. 607d: fij ydip, ® Oile, ob knAel L' abThg Kot ©b, Kol pdiioto dtaw St
Ounpov Vewpng abtny; For the enchantment of poetry in general, see 607¢c (§0vicpév ye
Huiv abtolg knlovpévolg b abTng). See also 601b (poetical 'apparatus' such as rhythm,

metre, harmony etc. have a LEYAAN KNANG1LG); 602d (where poetry, by the analogy of painting, is
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the citizens of the ideal state must chant over and over again to themselves the
reasons he has outlined for spurning poetry, as a sort of counter-spell to this
bewitchment, lest they 'fall back again into 'the childish love shared by the
multitude'.86

Socrates also objected to much of what he considered to be immoral content
in poems, on the grounds that it would foster moral laxity in the citizens of the
state, as they became accustomed to hearing such tales (especially in connection
with the gods and heroes).8” Examples of the sort of poetic material Socrates
considered immoral are crimes perpetrated by and on members of the same family
- he mentions the castration of Uranus for instance - and arguments within the
family.88 He also considers the following themes morally unsuitable: the battles of
the giants, metamorphoses of the gods, ghost stories, tales about the terrors of
Hades, and stories about the gods indulging their sexual passions.89

Now, there are compelling reasons to believe that Lucian is following the
Platonic tradition here, not only on the strength of the intertextuality that has
already been identified, but also because these are exactly the themes which
Tychiades rejects as well:

Epol youv moAAdkig oldelcon bnep abtov Enelciy, ondtar OLpovoL

tounv kol IMpoundéweg decpo dinywvtatl kol Mydviwv enavdotaciy

Kol Ty v A1ldov maoow tporywdioy..£tt 8¢ IInydoouvg kol Xipaipog

kot Topyovag kot KOkAmmog kol 600 TolonTal, vy GALOKOTO Kol

TEPAOTIOL HLOIOIL OV YUY KNAEW duvdpeva £Tt Ty Mopu
Kol Tv Adpiaw dedidotwy. 90

For my part, at least, I frequently feel ashamed of their poems on their
behalf, whenever they tell stories about 'Uranus' cut', or 'Prometheus'
chains' and 'the Giants' revolt, and the whole show in Hades...and
Pegasuses and Chimaeras and Gorgons and Cyclopes9! and all those sorts of
things, very strange and monstrous tales that can bewitch the minds of
children who are still afraid of Mormo and Lamia.

a type of 'sorcery and trickery' - yonteia, Uavpatomotio) and 598d (where Homer, by

implication, a yong). Compare Laws 840c; Protag. 315 a-b. For Socrates as a goés, and the
relevance of this to Lucian's adoption of a Socratic air to deliver fiction, see n. 243 and p. 70 ff.. For
the connection between fiction and thaumatopoeia in Strabo, see p. 147 with n. 115.

% Rep. 608a. For children's susceptibility to fiction, see n. 161.

%7 Rep. 391e-392a. Xenophanes fr. 1 (Campbell); cf. Cronos' own indignation over the poets' stories
about him in Lucian Sat. 5-6; see also Sacr. 1; Luct. 2; J. Trag. 39; D. Mort. 16. For Lucian as a
satirist of religion, see Hall 1981: 194-220.

% The Castration of Uranus is mentioned at Rep. 378a; family arguments are mentioned at Rep. 378
C.
% He mentions gigantomachies at Rep. 378c; divine metamorphoses at 380 dff.; ghost stories at
381e; and frightening tales about Hades at 386b ff.; and the sexual indiscretions of the gods at
390cff..

% Philops. 2.17-24. For further discussion of this passage, see p. 66 ff.. and p. 156 f.

! See Phaedr. 229 c7- e4; see p. 18 above.
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Within this Platonic context, therefore, it would be difficult to conceive of a more
inappropriate model for the 'noble liar', than the Odysseus of Homer's poem.92

Tychiades' choice of Homer's Odysseus as his exemplum for the justified liar
in the opening to the Philops. jars not only with Plato's expressed opinions about
poetry in general and Homer's poetry in particular, but also with the status
attributed to the figure of Odysseus elsewhere in Lucian's own works.93 Avery,
writing about Herodotean presences in Lucian's works, addresses the irony of
adducing as a witness a figure like Herodotus, whom Lucian, in other texts,
characterises as a liar. Even if the audience was not aware of these Lucianic
intratexts, he argues, Herodotus' veracity was impugned by others in antiquity as
well.94 The same could be said of Tychiades' reference to Odysseus in the Philops.
too; even if, despite the obvious clues, Lucian's learned audience missed the
intertextuality with Plato and the VH at this point, there was still enough of a
tradition in antiquity, especially in the revisionist literature of the Second
Sophistic, which held Odysseus as the archetypal rogue liar, to reflect ironically on
Tychiades' citation here.95 This irony is in turn subversive to Tychiades' own
reliability as a speaker and narrator.9¢

Homer's Odysseus, then, may, according to Tychiades, be excused - even
praised - for the lies he told, since he was motivated by a greater cause; Tychiades
wants to know what motivates people to tell lies without any such cause. When
Philocles replies, after Plato, that such wanton mendacity must be attributed to
ignorance, Tychiades is forced to disagree, for, he says, there are many such
people, who are highly intelligent, but who nonetheless evidently enjoy deceiving
themselves and others - for example the great literary deceivers, Herodotus,

Ctesias and Homer:

%2 Lucian may mean to reflect the irony of Socrates' method of quoting from Homer in order better
to express his philosophical speculation, even though he believes Homer's poetry is counter-
productive to the inculcation of truth which is the aim of the educational system in his ideal state. It
is also ironic that Socrates choses fictive mythoi in his effort to attain to truthful understanding, and
that there is a strong fictional element in the form of the dramatic dialogue, which Plato himself
exploits in order to record Socrates' inquiry. However, for the argument that it is anachronistic to
suppose that Plato (or any other ancient author) conceived of fiction as a determinate discourse, see
Gill 1993: 79-87.

% Seen. 9.

* Avery 1996: 29. For Herodotus' ancient reputation as a liar, see Plutarch De Herodoti Malignitate
(Mor. 854 e), and Hartog 1988: 295-309.

% For the mendacity of Odysseus, see Philostratus Heroicus; Dio Chrysostom Or. 11.

% Lucian's praise of the poet Aristophanes in the VH as 'a wise man and true, who was
undeservedly distrusted for what he wrote' (VA 1.29) has the same effect of subverting his own
narratorial claims to veracity and reliability. Cf. p. 194 ff..
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EMEL MOAAOVG Qv EYW® oot Je1EUIL CUVETOVG TAAAQL KOL THY YVOUNY
JovpacTtovg obK o1d Omwg EAAWKOTOG TOUT® 1M KOUK®D KOl
drloyevdelg dvtog, Mg Anaoal pHE, €1 Tolovtol &vdpec dpLotot 1o
TAVTO.  OHWG XApovoly abToLg 1TE  KOL TOLG  EVTUYXAVOVTOG
eEQMATOVTEG. EKEWOUG HEV YOP TOVG MOAXIOVG TPO EHOV GE YpM
g18evat, 1ov - Hpodotov kot Ktnotow 1ov Kvidiov kot mpod toltwy toug
momtag Kol tov Oumpov abtov, dowdipovg dvdpog, Eyypddw T
WEVCUOLTL KEYPMUEVOLG, DG MM HOVOLg EEQMOLTOY TOVG LKOVOVTOLE
oh@V, AAAC KOl HEXPLE UMY dukveEloDoL TO WYevdog Ek dadoyne Ev
KQUAALOTOLG EMECT KOl LETPOLE HUALTTOUEVOV. 97

For I could show you many people who are intelligent in other matters, and
possess wonderful discernment, who are somehow caught up in this rot, and
are lovers of lies; the upshot of it is that it annoys me, if these sorts of men,
who are excellent in every respect, nevertheless take pleasure in deceiving
both themselves, and those who encounter them. For you must know those
ancient predecessors of mine - Herodotus, and Ctesias of Chidos, and before
them the poets and Homer himself - men of high renown who used the
written lie, with the result that they not only deceived the people who
listened to them at that time, but their lies have come down in succession to
our own time, preserved in the finest words and rhythms.
The fact that Tychiades exonerates Homer's fictional character Odysseus from the
charge of wanton lying, while at the same time finding Homer himself culpable of
this charge, suggests that Tychiades' criterion for judgement is the ethics of lying,
rather than the actual veridical status of what is said.98 Odysseus' actual fictional
status appears not to be an issue for him at all; regardless of whether or not he
'really' did what Homer says he did, the fact that an altruistic motive is attributed
to him frees him from blame, in Tychiades' view, whereas the fact that Homer
fabricated lies for no apparent reason other than for pleasure, renders him morally

culpable. This might lead us to conclude that Lucian in the Philops., like Plato in

7 Philops. 2.11-17.

¥t p. 171 below. In Gill's view, this would be axiomatic for the ancient conceptualization of
fiction in general. Gill claims that there was no assertion in antiquity of the supremacy of the
aesthetic value of a text, independent of its ethical and veridical status, which would lead to a
positive recognition of fiction as a genre (Gill 1993: 73 and 81); he argues that this is a modern way
of thinking: 'There is [in the ancient world] lacking the set of special cultural and intellectual
preconditions that would lead them to give a positive value to non-judgemental imaginative
identification with fictional figures as a means of extending one's subjective world-view...ideas
about fiction don't appear in Plato, or...in other ancient authors.' (ibid.: 84). While Gill's argument
is valuable as a corrective to over-zealous claims about ancient conceptions of fiction, I cannot
agree with his assertion that a positive value of fiction is non-evident in a/l ancient writers; it seems
to me that this is precisely what Lucian proclaims, in the preface to the V'H, where he expresses his
expectation that the text will be attractive to his readers 'for the way in which I have related a

variety of lies in a convincing and plausible way": 671 yebouata molkilo mMOAVOG TE Kol
gvadOwe eEevmuodxopey (VH 1.2.7-8). Cf.n. 118 and p. 153 f.,
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the Republic, is not dealing with the question of fictionality per se, then, but with
the ethics of fiction.99 Or is it as simple as that?

A closer look at the passage quoted above reveals a striking metatextuality,
as the author intrudes into his own text. When the narrator, Tychiades, identifies
Herodotus and Ctesias, and, before them, Homer and his fellow poets, as ancient

literary precedents for gratuitous lying, he defines them as 'those ancient

predecessors of mine': EKEWOVE... TOLG MAAOVE 7O £uov 1°° He therefore

locates himself within the same tradition and the same literary pedigree as those
authors who 'used the written lie, with the result that they not only deceived the
people who listened to them at that time, but their lies have come down in
succession to our own time, preserved in the finest words and rhythms'.*e* But
Tychiades is not writing anything - he is merely conversing with Philocles! It is
therefore Lucian who locates himself in the same tradition as Herodotus, Ctesias
and Homer, for passing on the lies enshrined in his written fiction. Lucian thereby
gives the game away to his audience; Tychiades is merely a persona which he uses
in order get away with composing his own literary fictions, whilst maintaining a
sophisticated, sceptical distance from them. The Philops. is only ostensibly a
'Platonic’ discussion on the ethics of truth and lies; in actual fact, Lucian means to
indulge his flair for storytelling, and he advertises, metatextually, the fact that he
is writing fiction, alerting his readers to the literary-fictional nature of the work.
This is obviously very similar to what he does in the preface to the VH, except that

the metatextuality in the Philops. is less blatant, and on a smaller scale.*02

% 1t is clear from what Plato says about 'falsehood in words' and 'the noble lie' (Rep. 382 b-d) that
he at least partially understood the concept of what we call fictionality, at least within an ethical
framework. Gill (1993: 55) concedes that 'the status which is ascribed to the 'falsehood in words' (as
regards muthologia, for instance), and to the noble lie, is, in our terms, 'fictional', at least in the
sense that the relevant type of narrative is consciously made-up or fabricated (though not in the
sense that the audience is meant to be aware of this status.)' I believe it is legitimate to infer also
from Plato's use of the word pipnuo in this context - the same word he uses when referring to
literary imitation - that he understood the concept of fictionality as a dynamic of literary creation,
even if he did not pursue a semiotic analysis of this, perhaps because, like Socrates in the Phaedrus,
he was not interested in it. See also n. 66 and n. 67.

190 yyon Mollendorff (2000: 433 ff., especially 435, n. 38) notices the incongruity here, and rightly
comments on its subversive effect for Tychiades' sceptical pose: 'So...reiht sich Tychiades von
vornherein personlich in die Reihe der von ihm geschmihten Liigner ein...das Verhiltnis zwischen
Tychiades und den Liigenfreunden [ist] nicht so eindeutig...' He does not, however, perceive the
intrusion of the author at this point, and he therefore misses the metatextual nature of the passage,
and its significance as an index for how Lucian meant the Philops. to be read.

91 Philops. 2. 14-17, quoted on p. 14 above. Note again how the emphasis on writing draws
attention to the textual surface of the dialogue. There is a similarity here with the Platonic irony of
Socrates’ eschewal of writing in the Phaedrus (274 b6 — 277 a5).

102 Avery perceives the irony in the Philops., but he does not observe that Lucian actually adverts
his readers to what he is doing: 'Lucian's activity in Philopseudeis is much the same as in Verae
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Of course, it is not possible to extricate author and narrator entirely, and
although it makes logical sense to include only Lucian the author in this tradition
of literary liars, Tychiades the narrator (who is, after all, assigned these words) is
co-opted into the tradition as well. Once again, the effect is to subvert Tychiades'
reliability;'3 he is not all he claims to be - or else his scepticism is tongue-in-cheek
- for how else can we reconcile his professed distaste for non-utilitarian lying, with
his self-confessed literary pedigree? One thing is clear; we can no longer accept
what Tychiades says at face value; despite his apparent objections, Tychiades
participates in the transmission of fiction with as much relish as the philosophers
he scorns.104

The Philops., as well as being concerned with the ethics of fiction, contains
at its heart an exploration of the nature and dynamics of literary fiction. This is
made clear in the preamble, not only in light of the literary pedigree which the
author and narrator invoke for themselves, but also by a verbal echo which
connects the tales Tychiades heard, with the literary fictions fabricated by his
ancient predecessors. At Philops. 5, Tychiades finally explains the point of his
inquiry, telling Philocles that he has just come from Eucrates' house, having been
driven out by the sort of fantastical stories the company were telling:

AAAa pe domep ot Epwoeg eEnlacoy molla tepaotia kol dAAéxore
dre€révtec.1os

But they drove me out, like the Furies, by telling many stories, monstrous
and strange.

These words strike a clear resonance with the formula Tychiades used in an earlier
passage to define the sort of fictions written by ancient authors like Homer,
Herodotus and Ctesias:
EUOL  youv  TWOAADKLG — odeicVol LmEp oLty EmElow,
omoTtaw...Ounywvtal. IInydoovg kot Xwpaipog kol Topybvog Kol
KikAmnog kal dco to100ta, Advy dAASKoTar Kl TEPATTIH LS

TodWY Yuxae KNAEW Ouvdpevor €Tt THY Mopuw Kol Tny Adpiow
dedLoTWY. 106

Historiae, entertaining by means of fantastic lies, except that in the former his primary speaker
criticises those who lie, while in the latter he admits that this is his plan.' (Avery 1996: 59).
103
See n. 68.
19 This clearly has implications for the extra-textual reader too: see p. 52 ff. and p. 64 ff..

"5 Philops. 5. 4-5. Plutarch uses the adjective &AAok6Tog to describe the ghost that appears to
Brutus (Brut. 36. 3-4). The ghost that appears to Dion is described in similar terms, and likened to
the appearance of the Erinyes in tragedy: pEyo Kol TEPATMOEG...E18E YLVOLKA HEYAANY,
otoAn HEV Kol mpowdnw undev ' Epwwwbog tpayikng napalidttovoay (Plutarch, Dion
55.1.2);

"% philops. 2. 17-24 (quoted with translation on p. 25).

29



There are a number of interesting points in this brief passage. First of all,
one should note the metaleptic nature of this verbal echo, which co-opts these
'oral' stories, which Tychiades heard and now reports, into the same class as
literary fiction. Lucian has an eye here on the extra-textual reader of the Philops.,
for whom these stories do indeed constitute literary fictions; they cannot be
literary for the in-text character, Tychiades. Tychiades' verbal echo therefore
breaches the narratorial order, which serves to 'unmask’, metatextually, what is
going on - that behind Tychiades' ostensibly oral report, the author Lucian is
writing fiction, just like Homer, Herodotus and Ctesias did, and that he expects us
to read it as such. This echo, then, is of the same order as Tychiades' statement of
his literary predecessors, although, embedded within the discourse of Tychiades'
speech, it is more oblique.

But there is more. Tychiades' reference to the fabulous Erinyes is curiously
Inappropriate - in much the same way as his incongruous citation of the Homeric
character, Odysseus, as an exponent of the Platonic 'noble lie'.1°7 In the passage
just quoted, Tychiades expressed his embarrassment at ancient authors' stories
about such fabulous creatures - Gorgons, Chimaeras, Pegasuses and the like; now
he himself refers to creatures who are similarly fabulous. The irony may well be
intended to contribute to the ambiguity of Tychiades' authority as narrator -
Lucian is muddying the waters again, and not allowing us to decide whether
Tychiades is really the lie-hater he claims to be, or not - but the reference itself
may also hold greater significance. I believe that Lucian - tentatively at this point -
is saying something about the dynamics of fiction-reading. The Erinyes, who were
featured in several tragic plays, famously drove one mad; could this reference
therefore connote the 'madness' that was associated with stage illusion in general
in antiquity?1°® As the dialogue progresses, this motif is developed, culminating in
Tychiades' explicit remarks upon the 'mania’ of lying at the dialogue's close. The
precise type of 'lying' Lucian has in mind is clarified here in the opening sequence:
it is the madness of what is (now unfashionably) known as 'suspension of
disbelief'. The figurative madness which was only narrowly avoided by Tychiades
in listening to the philosophers' tales therefore mirrors the madness which

threatens to engulf the extra-textual reader, in consciously lending credence to

197 See p. 23 ff..
18 Cf p. 64 ff.. Of course, the Erinyes, as recipients of cult, were goddesses (unlike the Gorgons,

Chimaera etc.); this makes the suggestion that they do not really exist all the more audacious, it
seems.
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texts which he knows to be false - in other words, the 'madness' of entering the
contract of fiction.

By attributing his seductive fictions to a narrator whose speech is peppered
with warning-signals that what he says is not true, and by inscribing into the text
readers, whose response to these fictions are (especially in the case of Philocles
and Tychiades) highly ambiguous, Lucian highlights the irrationality of the
reader's instinctive indulgence of these lies, and therefore problematizes the

readerly response to fiction.

READERS IN THE TEXT

'Reading’, and the appropriate readerly response to fiction is itself

thematized in this text. The characters introduce their narratives in a quasi-

metatextual manner by using words such as ditiynoig (Philops. 37), and the verb
dunyéopat (Philops. 11, 14, 22; twice in 33).199 The word micTic and its cognates

appear as a leitmotiv in the text, especially in the opening section,!® inscribing the
readers' response to these narratives in terms of a process of negotiation between
truth and lies.”* The term is almost metapoetical, as it is used especially in the
Second Sophistic to denote explicitly fictitious texts. 2

It could be argued that Lucian is not really concerned with the dynamics of
fiction, and that he is not dealing with fictionality here, since he is actually talking
about people who take such stories for the literal truth. The speakers in the
Philops., are not really, pace Anderson, quite the same as those who gather around
campfires, amusing themselves with ghost-stories.’3 Those people understand, at
least intuitively, the contract of fictionality which allows them to experience

vicariously the thrill of fear, in imagining what it would be like if there really were

' This is what Miiller (1932: 38 and passim) refers to as propositio.

"0 1t oceurs first in the title: &miot@v (cf. n. 20 above), and many instances follow: ATLGTOV
(3.13); 1o &mioto kKol pudwdn (5.2); aiomiotog tig 0 Evkpdtng £otiy, kol oboelg
&V oLOE MOTEVCELEY...(5.6-7); EMoTWoTo (5.11); TO mMpayua oLTW mLdavwTepov (7.9);
amotov (8.12); moteveLY (8.15); motevewy (10.2); dmototepog (13.4); Emiotevoa (13.7);
€1 touto. €10eg, @ Tuywddn, obk d&v Ett fmiotnoag (15.1f); amotwy (16.1);
dmotnoelg, dmothooipt (17. 8-9); dmothoel (20.6); dmotely (28.1); moTeL®,
gmiotevor  (30.5-6); amictovvtog (32.3); miotevLelg, aglomiototepov (32. 9, 11);
EmioTeVE (32.21); Amotnoelg, aniotov (38. 5, 8). Cf. n. 65.

"I Whitmarsh forthcoming examines the use of the language of belief in Philostratus' Heroicus, and
connects it to the logos protreptikos: cf. n. 255.

112 For Lucian's evocation of apistia as a response to traditional myth in the Phaedrus, see p. 18 ff.
(esp. p. 20f.). For the metapoetical status of the word, see n. 65 above; cf. also Chapter 2, n. 150;
Chapter 3, p. 190 with n. 298.

3 Anderson (2000: 11) compares the tales of the Philops. to 'ghost stories around the fireside'.

31



an axe-murderer on the loose, while remaining (reasonably) assured that this is
not the case, because it is only a story. Granted, there is the hint of the possibility
that the intellectuals trading stories at Eucrates' house might be enjoying these

stories as fiction, because of their 'thrilling' response, twice cited (Eucrates at

Philops. 22.16 opate..onwg &goiéa..peta&h dinyovpevog; and Eucratides at
27.16f. 0 8¢ abtika E@pile pddor modLkwe, Kol TA KL 7O DY PO BV TPOC
v dinynow.) The noun ¢ppikn was associated with the thrill (frisson) of horror
experiences, for example, by tragic audiences; the use of this word each time in
connection with the word for a story (diynua) arguably elicits this interpretation

as the response appropriate to fiction. But Tychiades' point in the Philops. is that
these philosophers and intellectuals - ostensibly at any rate - seriously believe the
stories, to the extent that they are offended by Tychiades' scepticism, and moved
by their evangelical fervor to attempt to convince him of the error of his thinking.
On the diegetic level at least, therefore, it could be argued that Tychiades does not
deal with fictionality at all, but with gullibility and extreme credulity, in people
who ought to know better.

However, it is not as straightforward as that. When Tychiades gives

examples of various types of prAoyevdeig - intelligent people who understand the

truth, but who nevertheless chose to lie - he names Herodotus, Ctesias, and before
them, Homer and the poets, and of course, he includes himself (Philops. 2.7 ff.).
However, at Philops. 3.1, he refines his argument, with the enigmatic remark that

perhaps the poets might be excused: Ka1Tol Ta LEV TOV TOINTWY 1OWE HETPLA...

Some understanding of the concept of fictionality is implicit in this remark;
Tychiades does not qualify his statement, nor is he explicit about why the poets
may be granted a degree of freedom with the truth, but he implies that it is
because they are writing poetry, and poetry has its own laws about truth and lies,
and whatever lies between."4 The fact that he uses the poets' example as a foil to
complain about mendacious tour-guides (who are not writing literature, but
talking about the real world surrounding them) also suggests a degree of

perceptiveness for the different contracts of fictionality allowed to different media

""" This may be implicit in Tychiades' vaguely apologetic remark that the poets handed down their
lies 'preserved in the most beautiful phrases and metres' (Philops. 2.16-17). If Herodotus and
Ctesias, by virtue of being prose authors, are not meant to be included in this special proviso for the
poets, it is arguably due to the general discomfort felt in antiquity, and problematized by Lucian
himself in the VH, about how to regard equivalent fabrications in prose, because prose was
conventionally the medium for truthful discourse, analysis and information. 'Verse highlights a
text's distance from ordinary speech, its artificiality, its status as linguistic construct, the fact that it
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or genres, in other words, that a lie, in the context of literature, may acquire the
status of a fictional truth, but outside that context, it potentially remains a lie.1s
Philocles adopts a different approach; he acknowledges the pleasure-
principle of lies, and by asserting that poets (as well as tour-guides) may use lies in
order to enhance their texts, claims for these mendacities an aesthetic value
independent of their literal truth status - a response which goes some way to
showing an appreciation of fictionality.”*6 One way or the other, it is made very
clear that the butt of Philocles and Tychiades' ridicule are people who are
intelligent beings but who - without the need for aesthetic embellishment or
without the justification that they are writing poetry, without any such excuse
whatsoever - nevertheless choose to tell lies; these are the sort of people

exemplified by Eucrates and his friends, as Tychiades goes on to show:

DPIAOKAHX

Ol Ot UNOEUIAG EVEKQL OILTIOG TOLLDTNG OUW®E X LPOVTEG TM WYEDSHUOLTL
TOLYYEAOLOL E1KOTWCE JOKOLEY CLV.

TYXIAAHZ

eb Aeyerg Eyd v€ tou mapa ELkpditoue flkmw oot 1oV mdvv, ToAAS To
AMOTOL KOl LB mdn dkoboo... 117

Lucian, therefore, takes pains to show that, at the diegetic level, his speakers are
not talking about fiction. But to leave the matter there is only to appreciate one
dynamic of the Philops.; the text also operates outwardly in a conscious manner on
the extra-textual reader, and it is on this level that Lucian is concerned with
fiction. This is justified by the fact that Lucian aligns himself with the very authors
whose fictional licence has just been ackowledged, and by the fact that he indicates
that he is writing literary prose fiction in the Philops. within that tradition. In the
diegesis, the various speakers tell tales and accept them, apparently, as literal
truth (or in Tychiades' case, he dismisses them as literal lies); in other words, the
diegetic characters do not participate - primarily - in the game of fiction. But on
the extradialogic level, Lucian has alerted readers to the fact that these are

written, literary fictions, texts which oscillate between the status of truth and lies,

is not real. Prose, on the other hand, carries implicit claims to factuality.' (Morgan 1993: 178). On
this idea, see Hist.co. 8.

'3 See Morgan's disctinction between what is 'fictionally true' as opposed to 'factually untrue’, and
the difference between believing a fiction, and believing a lie. 'There are two defences for fiction
against the charge of lying: the first is to pretend that the fiction is not untrue at all, the second to
deny any intention to deceive...but a novelist and his readers seem to be able to have it both ways.'
(Morgan 1993: 225).

18 philops. 4. 1-4: &GAN’ ot pev mountad, @ TuyLddn...cVYYVOUNG TUYXAVOLEY (V.. TO EK
1oL OOV TEPTVOV EMAYWYOTAUTOV OV EYKOTAULYVOVTES TH YPodN, oLNEP HAALOTO
dEovTail TPOG TOVE AKPOATAG. ..
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and which exercise the reader's complaisance in the contract of fictionality.
Through these metatextual and metaleptic remarks in the opening dialogue,
therefore, the author activates the contract of fictionality with us, the extra-textual
readers. Although we identify largely with Tychiades as the primary reader in the
text, the identification is not complete; Lucian shifts our response almost
imperceptibly into a different frame of reference to the one to which the intra-

dialogic characters apply.

AUTHORS IN THE TEXT: MAKE-BELIEVE AND MAKE BELIEVE

It is a widely acknowledged fact that ancient literary criticism (at least, in so
far as our evidence shows) is manifestly lacking any systematic theorizing on the
nature of fiction.""® However, J.R.Morgan has shown that one should not infer
from this that ancient readers and writers lacked sufficient understanding of the
phenomenon of fictionality. 'The dynamics are clearly written into the novels
themselves, which both proclaim and pretend to conceal their fictionality, both
make-believe and make believe."?9 Morgan's study includes a survey of the
principal conventions exploited by the novelists in order both to conceal and
reveal the fictionality of their texts in this way.»20 What Morgan says here about
the novelists can be applied to the Philops. too. Each of the metadiegetic stories
which Tychiades reports is delivered in such a way as to induce credence (make
believe), but the text is also studded with authorial intrusions to remind the reader
of their fictional status (make-believe). The narrative techniques of the in-text
authors, which are put on ironic display through the focalization of Tychiades,
interlock with the techniques exploited also by the author of the dialogue, Lucian.
The hidden author of the fiction of the Philops. is glimpsed and refracted in the
mirror-image of the ironic authors of fiction created by him within his own text; in
a textual analogue of Velasquez' celebrated painting, Las Meninas, they allow us
privileged insight into the processes of their own creation.

The first important feature to notice is how Lucian pretends to 'abjure
artifice’ by presenting these fictional stories within the framework of a dialogue,

which he presents as impromptu. The whole dialogue arises, we are led to believe,

"7 Philops. 4.8 - 5.2.
"8 Laird (1993: 154-5) comments on the 'scant framework for criticizing fiction, as we understand

it, in ancient terms', but suggests that certain remarks made by Quintilian (/nst.Or. 10.1.46) and
Macrobius (/n Somn. Scip. 1.2.8) 'would be considered as adequate definition of fiction as we
conceive it nowadays.' Cf. n. 98.

'"” Morgan 1993: 197.

120 Morgan 1993: 211-224.
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from Tychiades' reflections on lies and people who tell lies, which leads him back
to the conversation at Eucrates' house which motivated these reflections in the

first place.*** The progression from his initial questions to his narrative appears
quite natural, even casual - this is the force of the particle y& tov at Philops. 5.1,

where Tychiades introduces his narrative by way of affirming but correcting
Philocles' statement*??2 - and we might be induced to believe this is a veridical
report (make believe), were it not for the fact that Lucian intrudes onto the text by
having Tychiades align himself with ancient literary predecessors (thereby casting
doubt on his quasi-philosophical motivation), and also the fact that the obvious
Platonic intertexts highlight the text's artifice (make-believe).

One of the most effective methods to induce credence for fiction is to use
what Elam (with reference to the semiotics of drama) called deictic, actualizing
language, which imparts the impression of an autonomous diegetic plane of
existence, and substantiates (by circular logic) the status and claims of the
fictional speaker. 'For its inhabitants, a possible world is 'actual' to the extent that
it can be referred to as the spatio-temporal here and now. Deictic definition is the
crucial marker of the present context as opposed to remote 'theres' that one can
imagine or describe... Deixis allows the dramatic context to be referred to as an
'actual' and dynamic world already in progress." *23 Elam identifies deictic
language as the necessary condition for dramatic 'world-creating discourse'.*24
Laird discusses the similar world-creating dynamic of narrative fiction, and shows
how the fictional text encourages the reader 'to construct for himself, and to
construct quite actively, a world in which the story takes place'.*?5 One way the
text achieves this is by referring to 'circumstantial detail which serves to
strengthen the credibility of a story without being directly relevant to the events
recounted';'26 this creates what Said calls the effect of 'depth."27 A few examples
from the Philops. will show how Lucian uses the world-creating power of deictic
language and reference to such circumstantial details in the service of 'make

believe'.

121 This is, of course, circular logic, as Tychiades' reflections are osensibly the result of this
experience at Eucrates' house.
122 See Denniston 1954: 114 ff., especially 132 (the particle Y& used in answers, both to affirm, and

limit or correct) and 550 (for the lively and limitative force of the combination Y& Tou).
'2 Elam 1980: 113 and 139.
'** Elam 1980: 139.

125 Laird 1993: 151.
126 1 aird 1993: 150, n. 4; cf. Winkler's 'evidential accountability' (Winkler 1985: 66-7); for

Philostratus' use of the technique in his V4, see Francis 1998: 434 ff..
127 Said 1994: 162; cf. p. 171.
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Tychiades introduces his narrative by using deictic language: ey y£€ tou
nopa. Ebkpdatoug fikw ool tov mawvv (Philops. 5). I have already drawn attention
to the use of the particle combination Y€ 7o, the force of which implies an

audience, thereby 'substantiating' Philocles' presence, an effect which is then more

fully brought out by the dative cov.'28 One should also notice how Tychiades

speaks in the present tense (fjkw), to denote an action which has just happened;

this suggests that he is operating within an autonomous diegetic tempus, relative
to which the diegetic acts take place.*29 The fact that Tychiades names Eucrates
first without any introduction implies that he is an autonomous person known to
these two speakers within their diegetic world; the fact that he is unknown to us
suggests that we are in ignorance, that the diegesis exceeds our own perspective as
readers, and is therefore an autonomous world, independent of our reading
experience. In one brief and casual sentence, therefore, Lucian lays the
foundations of his story-world, complete with its own spatio-temporal dimensions,
and populated by its own host of characters.13°

He does much the same thing a little later, when Tychiades is actually about
to embark on his narrative. In order to account for his presence at Eucrates’ house,
Tychiades explains that he used to visit him previously, when he had leisure, but
today he wanted to meet Leontichus - a friend of his - and he was told by
Leontichus' slave that he had gone to visit Eucrates because he was ill, so
Tychiades went to Eucrates' house for these two reasons, both to meet Leontichus,
and to visit Eucrates, for he had not known that he was ill.

E1vey pEv kol dAlote, @ PrlokAELlg, fortav mop abTov, €1 TOTE
TOAANV TNV OYXOANV Gyoldt, THHEPOV O A€oVTiX® OLYYEVESHAL
deopevOC - ETOPOg OE pot, (g oloVa - AKOLOOLG TOVL TALdOG WG TP’
Evkpdtny £wdey AméADOL VOCOLVTO ETMLOKEWOUEVOS, AUPOLY EVEKQ,
W¢ KoL T® AEOVTLYW CUYYEVOLUNY KAKELVOV 100U - TyvonKew yop
(D VOoOLN - TOLPOLYLVOUALL TTPOG CLLTOV. 131

Now, the reader does not actually need any of this information in order to be able
to understand Tychiades' story; indeed Tychiades' explanation - almost laboured

in its details - complicates matters, if anything. But that is the point of it. In his

128 Denniston 1954: 537.

129 The present tense is deictic, 'the fictional now proposed by the dramatis personae - the temporal
deixis which “actualises” the dramatic world' (Elam 1980: 117).

30 Tychiades' references to literary figures such as Homer and Ctesias, and to the Athenians,
Thebans and their well-known local legends inscribe him as a person within reader's world, which
in turn wins credibility for what he then tells us (evidential accountability; cf. p. 35, with n. 126).

BL Philops. 6.
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study on the 'linguistics of lying', Weinrich showed that there are numerous
devices which a person employs when lying, in order to impart an impression of
truthfulness. Of the most important of these, the first is the addition of
superfluous detail. "Everything essential for the lie is open to suspicion, but when
it comes to non-essential details the audience cannot see any sense in these having
been made up nor can they credit another human being with so much criminal
energy."32 By adding in the two extra characters (Leontichus and his slave), about
whom we know nothing, Lucian creates a more densely-textured diegesis,
suggesting a world full of details that are actually superfluous to our requirements
as readers, but the super-abundance itself connotes autonomy.

The second of Weinrich's characteristic topoi is the liar's 'admission’ of his
own ignorance; it is 'essentially a ploy of conceding one point in order to take the
wind out of the sceptic's sails on everything else."33 This appears in a somewhat
attenuated form in Tychiades' 'admission' above that he did not know that
Eucrates was ill.134

Finally, the analeptic reference to 'past' events (ie. events prior to the
diegesis) has itself an important world-creating function, as Elam explains:
“Backward-looking” anaphoric reference is particularly significant as a means, at
the beginning of the play or of individual acts and scenes, of creating the sense of a
world in medias res...[it has] the role of suggesting that the spectator is
“discovering” a world...already in progress."35 This is helped by the fact that
Leontichus, although unknown to us, appears to be familiar to Philocles.*36

The very fact that Tychiades so scrupulously attempts to justify his presence
at Eucrates' house characterises him as a narrator who is concerned with truthful
precision, a styleme calculated to win the reader's credence for his story -

ironically - regardless of the fact that he (the reader) cannot verify or corroborate

12 Fehling 1989: 120. Pooh-Bah expresses his suspicion of this specious narrative ploy scathingly

in Act Two of W.S. Gilbert's Mikado: 'Merely corroborative detail, intended to give artistic
verisimilitude to an otherwise bald and unconvincing narrative.' 1 am grateful to Prof. J.M.
Mossman for this reference.

133 Fehling 1989: 121.

134 For a clearer example of this technique, see Philops. 24 and p. 40 f.. Said (1994: 155) compares
the same technique at V’H 1.13 (Lucian's ostensible embarrassment about the ctpovBoBdAcvor)
and Gallus 17 (where the cock, who was a Trojan in a previous incarnation, 'admits' that he did not
know Achilles - because he was based in a different camp). These devices are important weapons in
the ethnographer's arsenal; for Herodotus' use of them, see Fehling 1989: 87-161 (and for parallels
outside Herodotus, see ibid.: 161-174). For Lucian’s parody of this styleme in the VH, see Fusillo
1999: 360 ff. and Chapter 3, p. 166 with n. 199. On the conversion of Beglaubigungsstrategien such
as this into Fiktionalitdtssignale, see n. 139.

135 Elam 1980: 153. Elam is, of course, speaking about drama, but his remarks are relevant to the
dramatic dialogue too; substitute 'reader' for 'spectator’, for our purposes.
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any of his claims.’37 Similar to this ploy is the way in which Tychiades introduces
another authority into his account; that of Leontichus' slave, who, he says, told
him about Eucrates' indisposition. By adducing the authority of an external and
purely circumstantial figure in this manner, Tychiades may wish to create for
Eucrates' illness the status of objective fact, verifiable by reference to independent
testimony. This implies that he is scrupulous about the possible deficiency of his
own testimony, and recognises the need for corroboration, an effect which wins
him further credece as the narrator (make believe). Paradoxically, however, if the
device is recognised - by being 'over-used', say (and Tychiades recognises the
obvious use of such devices by the other speakers) - then it acquires the status of a
Fiktionalitdtssignal, and the narrator's credibility comes under suspicion (make-
believe).138

It is all a matter of balance. Fehling talks of these devices 'whose ostensible
purpose is to enhance the credibility of a story in the eyes of an unsuspecting
reader. For them to function as lie-signals, however, that is, as deliberate 'give-
aways', these devices have to be laid on so thick as to have the opposite effect. The
reader himself then becomes the author's confidant and accomplice."39 The fine
line which Tychiades treads between use and overuse of these 'lie-signals'
contributes to his ambiguity as narrator; does he mean to convince us that what he
is saying is true, or signal to us that it is all made up - lies - but lies in which we are
meant to be accomplices, and therefore fiction?

I have examined Tychiades' methods here at some length because they are
paradigmatic: the storytellers at Eucrates' house exploit the same or similar
'signals' to obtain credence for their own tales. Cleodemus provides a good
example when he introduces his story about how he procured Hyperborean's
magical aid for his pupil Glaucias, who was besottedly in love with a married
woman, Chrysis (Philops. 14). Cleodemus adds all sorts of details which are,

strictly speaking, superfluous to requirements for understanding the story, but

136 One might compare here the way that Pancrates, the Egyptian sorcerer of Eucrates' last story, is
'recognised' by Arignotus as his former mentor (Philops. 34).

137 In the Philops., this cross-referencing is 'centripetal' (in the sense that the diegesis is
substantiated by references to other fictive elements within itself); it is predicated upon what is
called 'realistic fallacy', or 'literary superstition', i.e.'any belief based on a lack of appreciation that
literature is words, e.g. the belief that these insubstantial beings have an existence or a psychology
as people.' (Ddllenbach 1989: 129, with n. 31). Lucian exploits this styleme ironically in the VH:
see Chapter 3, p. 161 ff., esp. n. 198.

138 For Tychiades' response to Eucrates' stories, see below, p. 41 and 43.

1% Fehling (citing Weinrich) 1989: 120. To use more precise terminology (it is inaccurate to speak
of mendacity in the context of fiction), Beglaubigungsstrategien become Fiktionalitdtssignale: cf.
Fuchs 1993: 224: 'Eine Beglaubigungsstrategie, die vom jeweiligen Verfasser mit der Absicht
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which serve to 'flesh it out' and make its characters seem more 'real’, e.g. his
contention that Glaucias would have excelled as a Peripatetic, had he not been so
infatuated, for even at eighteen years old, he had already completed the course in
natural philosophy... Cleodemus' scrupulousness when it comes to the details of
the financial transaction (deposit of four minas as an advance towards the cost of
victims; sixteen minas to be paid in full, should the love-magic work) may in part
serve Lucian's favourite joke about the Peripatetics' love of money, but it also
characterises Cleodemus ostensibly as a narrator who is careful about getting his
facts right.

Eucrates also illustrates the point. When he wishes to introduce his story
about the statue of Pellichus, whose nocturnal migrations terrorize the household,
he emphasises that the story was common knowledge, applying to the objectivity
of 'fact' and inviting corroboration from independent witnesses:

TO YoLV TEPL Tov Avdprdvtog, fi & d¢ 0 Ebkpding, dmact tolg EmL NG

OlK10Lg 00Ol VUKTEG POULVOULEVOY KOl TTALOL KOl VEQWIOLG KOl YEPOLOTL,

TOUTO0 oL Tap EPOL péVoL AKOVCEWLG AV QAL KL TOPO. TWV

NUETEPWY ATV TWY.
molov, v & EY, &vdpidvtog;14©

The elliptical manner in which he refers to the story itself suggests it was common
knowledge, and in no need of further elucidation. This has a 'world-creating
effect’, but it is also a cunning psychological move that places Tychiades (and, by a
process of readerly identification, us) in a position of inferior information; he must
voice the same question that is in our minds - what sort of statue? When Eucrates
claims that everyone in the house knows about it, emphasises the frequent
recurrence of the act, cites as wide a spectrum of witnesses as he can - children,
youths and old men, and reiterates his claim that anyone of his household could
tell the tale, he is practically bullying Tychiades into belief. Further credence is
sought by the lengthy excursus, the ostensible purpose of which is to identify the
relevant statue in Eucrates' sizeable collection (Philops. 18f.). There is much
circumstantial detail here, but the digression serves to enhance greatly the
impression of Eucrates' scrupulousness (and, consequently, his reliability), and

also our impression of a realistically textured diegetic world.*4:

verwendet wird, daB der Leser mit ihrer Hilfe den Text als erfunden identifiziert, wird somit zum

Fiktionalitatssignal.' Cf. p. 166.

149 pPhilops. 18.
141 gee Said 1994: 154, who considers this passage as an example of Lucian's parody of

ethnographic method. For a metatextual interpretation of this passage, see p. 68 ff..
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Eucrates' methods when introducing his story about the apparition of

Hecate (Philops. 22) are comparable. His use of an imperative with particle
(&xove towvvy) immediately courts a narratee who will be complicit in his fiction.
He vouches for the truthfulness of his tale by claiming again that there were
witnesses (TovTo pEV Kol EML paptOpwy), specifying that it is an autoptic report
(€180v),142 locating it precisely in time (five years ago, during the harvest season,

about midday) and introducing a variety of circumstantial details with 'world-
creating' effect (he wandered off by himself, leaving the labourers to continue the
vintage, was deep in his own thoughts, heard sound of dogs, presumed his son,
Mnason, must be hunting with his friends...etc.).143

However, almost in the same breath, Eucrates undercuts his carefully built-
up make believe. Tychiades, asking him to be more specific about the size of
Hecate's hounds, offers him enough proverbial rope to hang himself, and
Eucrates, gleeful at the interest he thinks he has aroused, reveals that they were
'taller than Indian elephants!'.*44 The notion is clearly ridiculous, and rendered
even more so by his continuing scruple about detail (Indian elephants, no less!),
which is now revealed for the meaningless sham it really is.»45 Eucrates, however,
apparently unable to stop himself, makes increasingly wild claims, the absurdity of
which grows in proportion to his attempts to remain credible as a narrator. The
result is incongruous and funny. When the earth opens up in a vertiginous chasm
beneath him, Eucrates coolly records how he held onto a tree so as not to fall in.146
Upon peering into the underworld, he claims to have discerned his own father
among the dead (still wearing the same clothes in which he was buried, of course),
and he can definitely confirm the presence of a bald and pot-bellied Socrates in the

underworld - but, with great restraint, refuses to be drawn on the issue of whether

142 Said 1994: 155 studies parodic claims to autopsy in Lucian, particularly in the VA and Icar.; 'le
"j'ai vu" est systématiquement utilisé pour corroborer les affirmations les plus invraisembables.' She
also notes how vision in Lucian is often connected with what is miraculous/ wondrous.

143 The liminal location in which Eucrates has this experience, as well as his vaguely Socratic air
(he is lost in his own thoughts) both have implications for this fictionality of his narrative: cf. p. 71
f.. Eucrates' state of profound mental preoccupation would, according to modern parapsychology,
render him more susceptible to hallucination; cf. n. 184.

"4 Philops. 24.

145 Eucrates' claim here functions in an analogous way to Cleodemus' specification that the flying
wizard in his story was a Hyperborean - as if his nationality, rather than his remarkable flying
ability, might be open to dispute. The comic touch is apparently lost on Schwartz, who notes,
straightfacedly (1951 ad loc.), that ''éléphant d'Asie (elephas indicus) est plus grand que celui
d'Afrique; les deux variétés étaient connues des Anciens.'

146 The association between the aperture in the earth, and the appearance of ghosts, may remind

us of Odysseus at the trench in Od. 11, especially given that Eucrates, like Odysseus, sees the

ghost of a parent there.

40



or not Plato was there 'because one must, I suppose, tell the truth to friends."47
Finally, he tells how the chasm closed up, but not before the arrival of some of his
servants - one of whom, Pyrrhias, is present to corroborate the report. Tychiades
actually pokes fun at the circumstantial details about the 'fire and barking' which
the slave throws in in order to oblige his master - showing that both he and the
author are aware of this technique of make-believe, and including us, the extra-
textual readers, in this superior knowledge.

Eucrates' story about his wife's ghost (Philops. 27) shows the same
incongruous mixture of the supernatural and the banal. Demainete's ghost
appeared to him as he lay on this couch (deictic), stood just where his son
Eucratides was standing (deictic), seven days after her funeral (note his precise
attention to details).48 The purpose of this other-worldly visitation, however, is so

that Demainete!49 can nag her husband (htiat6 pe) about a particular gilt sandal,

which he had neglected to cremate with her, because it had fallen in underneath
the chest!15¢ Their conversation is brought to an abrupt end by the yapping of the
little Maltese lapdog from beneath the couch, which frightens the ghost away.151

“T Philops. 24; cf. p. 37 with n. 134.

“¥ 1t is not clear from Lucian's text, pace Bernand (1991: 400) that Eucrates fell asleep, but cf. n.
151.

"’ The name AnpouvéTn is attested in antiquity, but Lucian may also have chosen it here because

of its similarity to the verb delpaivw (I am afraid) and its cognate noun 10 S€luct, -otog
(terror), which he uses elsewhere in the dialogue to refer to the preternatural forces that were
haunting the house at Corinth, &olkntog fjv...uno dewudtwy (Philops. 31.2); see also his use of
the adjective cLdeipavtog to describe the house, once Arignotus has exorcised the spirit (Philops.

31. 23). (One might compare Eucrates' similar play on the words &dapdvtivog / doipoveg at
Philops. 29.13-14.) Demainete is, therefore, a suitable name for a ghost. There is, of course, an
element of humour in the discrepancy between this ghost's terrifying name, and her rather banal
intentions, and also the fact that she is scared off by a little dog's bark! For the use of significant
names in the haunted house story n. 167 and n. 177.

% Felton (1999: 80) proposes that by referring to a single sandal, Lucian is 'most likely' satirizing
monosandalism, a status which was attributed in antiquity to beings of liminal status, such as gods,
heroes and persons engaged in ritual (e.g. initiates on procession to Eleusis wore only one sandal).
As a symbol from the realm of religion and magic, it befits the ghost here. 'Lucian has satirized yet
another folk-belief by losing it behind the furniture, considering monosandalism as ineffectual for
spiritual enlightenment as amulets are for medicine." While 1 agree with her that the detail of the
single sandal in this story, like that of the Maltese dog, may indeed be 'deceptively trivial', I believe,
rather, that the purpose of the detail here is to add a note of calculated banality to the story, further
characterizing Demainete as an over-exacting ghost, who won't let anything go - even after death!
Lucian is also clearly parodying Herodotus' account of the enormous communal sacrifice of
clothing made as restitution to the ghost of Melissa. For the motif of shape-shifting in the story, see
n. 228.

151 The little dog’s barking seems to fulfil a role that is traditionally reserved for the morning
cockerel: compare Philostratus, 4 4.11 and 16 (Apollonius’ interview with the ghost of Achilles is
cut short when, at cock-crow, the ghost vanishes ‘in the traditional manner’); Apuleius’ Met. 2. 26
(it ends Thelyphron’s eery watch over the corpse, under threat from witches); cock-crow also puts
an end to the nocturnal love magic at Philops. 14. Modern parapsychological studies show that
visions of ghosts are often the result of the subconscious mind's activity during a liminal state of
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Tychiades' hint at Philops. 2.11 ff., that he is following the literary tradition
of Herodotus, among others, should alert the reader to possible intertexts, and
indeed this novella is a parody of the macabre tale about Melissa's ghost in
Herodotus 5.92, as other scholars have observed.’52 Anderson's conclusion that
Lucian 'has merely adapted the story of Melissa to a more trivial setting's3 does
not, however, do full justice to Lucian's treatment. Avery shows how details in
Lucian's story, such as Eucrates' couch, the sandal and the dog, are keys to how
Lucian has parodically transformed the 'grotesque features' of the Herodotean tale
into a domestic setting.’54 Others have read the story with a different emphasis.
Felton, for example, sees less of an intersection with Herodotus' text here, than a
parallelism with it.'55 'These stories are more likely relatively independent
variations on a more general theme, that of ghosts requesting proper burial, with
each author adapting that theme for a particular purpose: Herodotus to illustrate a
tyrant's excess, and Lucian to satirize the trendy fascination with magic and
superstition in his time."5¢ There are, however, problems inherent in Felton's
analysis, not the least of which is that, by diminishing the importance of the
Herodotean presence here in this way, we lose an ironic touch which Lucian has
carefully contrived, as I will show.157

When he has finished his story, Eucrates, who has become increasingly
frustrated by Tychiades' stubborn scepticism, challenges him to say that he does

not believe in such matters - when they are everyday occurrences:

consciousness, between sleep and full wakefulness; a sudden distraction, such as the noise from the
little dog's barking, could well break the mood in which such hallucinations take place; the 'ghost'
then 'disappears”: see Russell 1981a: esp. 126 ff. (the phenomenon of ‘the return of the repressed’);
see also n. 184,

52 Anderson 1976b: 25 and 27; Jones 1986: 50.

13 Anderson 1976b: 27.

154 Avery 1996: 231ff., especially 233.

1% See Felton 1999: 78-81, for her analysis of Eucrates' story.

1% Felton 1999: 81. In keeping with this view, she interprets the detail about the little Maltese dog
as a satirical allusion to the folk tradition of animals' sensitivity to the supernatural. For
contemporary satire in the Philops., see Hall 1981: 215-220. Hall notes that magic was taken very
seriously at the time, as is clear from texts such as Apuleius’ Apologia, Celsus’ kT pdywv and
Philostratus ¥4 (7. 39) and VS (590). Some contemporary Roman emperors were also known to
have dabbled in magic; Hadrian in particular was associated with an Egyptian figure called
Pachrates (who may be the figure behind Pancrates in the Sorcerer’s Apprentice tale — see
Appendix I), and Marcus Aurelius brought an Egyptian magician with him on his Marcomannic
campaign (for further discussion, see Dickie 2001: 202 ff.). Jones (1986: 51) argues that much of
the detail in the Philops. may be interpreted as satire on contemporary philosophers. Philosophers in
Lucian are, like Eucrates, quite frequently featured in connection with Maltese dogs; a particularly
spoiled and pampered specimen (who also possesses an annoying bark) features memorably at De
Merc.Cond. 34, where it reminds the hired scholar vividly of his place in the household hierarchy
by urinating on him! The clown Satyrion calls the Cynic philosopher Alcidamas a 'Maltese lapdog’
at Conv. 19. The little lapdog forms a comical doublet with Hecate's elephantine hounds of hell; cf.

p. 55 ff.
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ETL Amotew Tovtolg, d Tuxwddm, d€ov Evapyéowy obov kot kotd
TNY HUEPaY EKACTNY PoLvopévolg; 158

Tychiades' response is telling:

Ho AU, fiv & Eyd: EMEL COVSAAW YE YPLOW® EG TO.C TLYOC DOTEP TO.
modloe  matecVor &lor dv  €ley oL dmoTtouvteg Kol ohtwg
AVOLLOY, VVTOVVTEG TTPOE THY GANVELOLY. 159

‘No, by Jove,' said I, 'since those who doubt them and show such shameful

disrespect for the truth would deserve to be whipped like whelps on the

backside - with a gilt sandal!
It is significant that he again picks out the very narratorial device that was
calculated to induce belief (make believe) - such as Eucrates' attention to the detail
about the sandal here - and uses it in a way that makes it ridiculous, in order to
disrupt the spell of the fiction (make-believe); this is all part of Lucian's game of
exploring the mechanics of how fiction works.6° Here again too, the connection is
made between unqualified belief (in fiction) and the response expected of
children.161

When the formidable Pythagorean Arignotus arrives, he is appalled to learn
of Tychiades' sceptical attitude to the supernatural,’62 and, like Eucrates and the
rest, he seeks to convince him by claiming that such occurrences are part of the
fabric of everyday existence, experienced by many.’¢3 He then introduces an
account of his own personal encounter with a demon - in Lucian's version of the
famous haunted house motif.164 Deborah Felton's analysis of this narrative shows

how Lucian caricatures Arignotus as a magus gloriosus, to use Anderson's

57 For the irony of the Herodotean intertext here, see p. 51 f; ¢f. p. 105 with n. 123.

% Philops. 28; in view of Eucrates' comments here, one should perhaps also construe his attention
to detail in his narrative as a calculated effort on his part to achieve vividness (Evapyeia) as well
as a deliberate sense of domesticity or even banality, to show that the supernatural is not really
extraordinary. Eucrates almost gives himself away by calling attention to the Evdpyelo of his
account, for that is one of the qualities much-prized in literary composition; cf. p. 87.

%% Philops. 28.

10 Compare his ridicule of Pyrrhias' claims about 'the barking and the fire' at Philops. 24 (see p.
41). Avery (1996: 233) observes that the gilt sandal in the story provides the material for Tychiades'
jibe, but he does not draw any conclusions from this.

"1 Cf. Philops. 2 and 23 (credulous old men are like babies); Philostratus, Heroicus 7. 10 and 8. 2
(stories about heroes are not just the stuff of tales told to children by their nurses). For the
significance of the connection between children and fiction, suggesting a hierarchy of literature,
which ranks prose fiction near the bottom, see Morgan 1993: 194-5. See also n. 283. It is interesting
to compare Plato, Rep. 598c (children and fools are deceived by paintings) in this connection.

12 Philops. 30.

63 philops. 30: oLBEV ool ToLTWY YlyvecDan SoKEl, KOL TOVT TAVIWY, MG ELTELY,
OPWYTWY;

' Philops. 30ff.. Caster (1937) discusses this tale at pp. 317-8. For a lively analysis of this motif,
and a comparative study of the haunted house stories of Plautus, Pliny, and Lucian, see Felton 1999,
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phrase.’®s Arignotus, for example, is the only narrator who attributes magical
powers to himself; the rest describe the magical feats of other people instead.'6¢ By
making him an autodiegetic narrator, Lucian ensures that the focus remains firmly
on Arignotus as the protagonist, and by adding hyperbolic descriptions of shape-
shifting and magical mumbo-jumbo, he heightens the excitement and magnifies
the impressiveness of his feat.

Like his counterpart Eucrates, Arignotus also adopts the technique of
meticulous attention to detail in order to lend his tale an air of veracity; the
haunted house in question belongs to one Eubatides, is located in Corinth, beside
the Cherry Grove, and the doorman is called Tibius.*6? None of these details is of
particular relevance to the story, but they serve cumulatively to create a credible
setting for the incredible events in the story he is about to relate.

AAAG, | & 6¢, fiv mote €1 Kopwdov EAONG, Epov Evda EoTW 1

EbLBatidov oikia, kol Emewdar oot deiydn mopa 10 Kpdveiov,
TAPEA IOV €1¢ LTIV AEYE TPog TOV Bupwpdv TiRetov g EVELOLG 10EY

%> Anderson 1976b: 28. According to Jones (1986: 48), Lucian makes Arignotus 'the paradigm of
philosophic credulity.' Felton (1999: 83) describes Arignotus' narrative as a 'self-centred story about
his own courage.' (For my interpretation of the significance of Arignotus’ particular narrative
technique, see n. 240.) In Felton’s view, Lucian uses the character to kill two birds with one stone:
'In the egocentric character of Arignotus, Lucian has taken the opportunity to satirize not only
popular superstition but philosophy as well - two objectionable items combined in one character.’
(Felton 1999: 88). Dickie (2001: 204-5) describes him as a recognisable type, the 9€10g &vnp, or
the ‘philosopher whose interests coincide with those of the magician’. The fact that Arignotus is
said to be an adherent of the Pythagorean sect is appropriate, as Lucian elsewhere characterises
Pythagoras in particular as a yong (Gall4; Socrates is also characterised as a yong in Plato’s
Symp.: cf. n. 243). His very name, meaning '‘far-famed', is appropriate both to the type of
philosopher/ holy man; Dickie (2001: 204, n. 5), notes the appropriateness of the name for a
Pythagorean philosopher, as Pythagoras reputedly had a daughter called Arignote. For a discussion
of Arignotus' depiction as a Pythagorean, see Gasco 1991.

% Dickie 2001: 204.

17 Bompaire 1958: 459, n. 6 declared that Lucian transposed Pliny's haunted house story from
Athens to Corinth, 'capitale de la géographie ménippéenne'. The Cherry Grove appears to be a
standard feature of Corinthian topography in Lucian; cf. Hist.co. 29. The name Tibius appears at
Merc.Cond. 25.3, as a typical slave name. 'Arignotus', of course, means 'far-famed'. It is tempting to
read in the name Eubatides a pun involving the Hebrew tiyaB, construct form ty"B, meaning
'house'; the name in that case would translate as something like 'Mr. Goodhouse' - obviously ironic,
given that his property is haunted (compare Euthymus, 'Mr. Good-Cheer', the name of the Olympic
boxing champion who defeats the malevolent ghost of the hero at Temesa (Pausanias 6.6.7-11; o) #
Russell 1981b: 194). Such recondite word-play as this is not unique; the novelist lamblichus, who
was a contemporary of Lucian, and came from the Syrian east as well, also indulges in what
appears to be a translinguistic pun on his heroine's name Sinonis, evoking the Akkadian sinuntu,
Aramaic senunit, meaning swallow (Iamblichus, Bab. 78a39; see Stephens & Winkler 1995: 199,
with n. 42). On the question of Lucian's Semitic background, and his possible acquaintance with a
Semitic language (largely concerned with the reference in Bis Acc. 27), see Millar 1993: 454-6;
Swain 1996: 298-308; Adams et al. 2002: 14-15 and 304 ff. (bilingualism in general in North
Syria). On bilingualism in Tox. and the Greek novel, see Chapter 2, n. 21, and p. 116 f. For
significant names in Plautus' haunted house story, see n. 177 below, and Felton (1999a: 128 n. 9).
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'But’, said he, 'if ever you go to Corinth, ask where Eubatides' house is, and
when it's pointed out to you, beside the Cherry Grove, enter in and tell the
doorman Tibius that you'd like to see the spot from where the Pythagorean
Arignotus dug up and drove out the demon, and made the house habitable
for all time."'

We saw the effect of Eucrates' elliptical introduction to his account of the
walking statue (Philops. 18.1-5);'¢9 Arignotus exploits a variant method here, and
introduces his tale by prolepsis, ie. he tells Tychiades the outcome, in barest detail,
before he actually relates the story, thereby creating a sense of mystery and
suspense, because we know what the end result is, in advance of how it was
accomplished. As in the case of Eucrates' ellipsis, Arignotus' words here also elicit
a question from a curious narratee. There is a definite air of pomposity in this
climactic introduction; it starts with a sweeping flourish, 'if ever you go to
Corinth...", and then narrows down gradually to ever finer details: city, house-
owner, location in city, name of house-owner's employee. The technique of
introducing oneself in the third person also has a rather grandiose effect, implying
that Arignotus is, as indeed his name suggests, widely known to all; the pomposity
is magnified further by the way in which he identifies himself first as 'the
Pythagorean', only subsequently adding his personal name. This is as much in
keeping with Tychiades' description of his formidable appearance and his weighty
reputation when he first joins the conversation (Philops. 29. 1-3), as with his self-
portrayal as a magus gloriosus - the star actor in his own heroic tale.’7° Once
again, by alluding to external witnesses, like Eubatides and Tibius, Arignotus
implies that his account is comprised of objective fact.

The tale about the haunted house is a rather special case in some ways, as
Lucian seems to have developed it along the lines of an archetypal model, most
probably a widely known oral tale in its original form, which is represented in our
extant literature by Plautus (Mostellaria 476-505), Pliny (Ep. 7.27) and Lucian,

here.»7 Pliny's version appears to be the purest of these,7> whereas both Plautus

'8 Philops .30.

169 Cf. p. 39 above.

179 On the character of Arignotus, see above n. 165.

'""I' There have been some attempts to ascertain a morphology of the haunted house story.
Radermacher (1902: 205 ff.) traces it back to Philemon's play ®acpa in the fourth century B.C.,
but suggests that it has its roots in the philosophical speculations of Pythagoras and Heraclitus
about the fate of the soul after death. Given that the Stoic Chrysippus assembled a 'collection of
reports' on the topic, Radermacher concludes that Philemon was ‘hardly likely' to have been
working from an oral tradition (206-7). However, his comparative analysis of our three main
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and Lucian handle the archetypal plot in a more creative manner.73 Of course, in
using terms such as 'pure’ and 'creative' here, of course, I do not wish to attach any
value judgement to the various treatments of the haunted house tale, but merely to
indicate that different authors treat the same basic material differently, in
accordance with their own genres and purposes. Plautus' treatment of the story for
the comic stage, for example, will obviously differ from Pliny's account, which is
presented as a topic for intellectual and philosophical speculation to L. Licinius
Sura, to elicit his opinion on the question of whether ghosts exist or not.174 Pliny
also wishes to entertain and stimulate his readers, of course, but his prima facie
concern is to present the account as lucidly possible, for Sura's judgement.17s
Much of the entertainment value of the Plautian version, on the other hand,
derives from the fact that Plautus plays with the audience's familiarity with the
motifs of the haunted house story, manipulating their expectations for comic
effect, as Felton has shown.7¢ Plautus' interest is not focused primarily on the
haunted house story per se, but he exploits it as a diversionary tactic, concocted by
the seruus callidus Tranio, to keep the old man Theopropides away from the house

where his son has been engaged in debaucherous revelry.'77 Lucian, like Plautus,

examples from antiquity is superficial, and he concludes that Lucian's version is basically the same
as Pliny's, with only a change in characters and location (205). Felton (1999: 38-49) develops
Radermacher's ideas, but refines his archetypal paradigm, and explores the importance of folklore
themes for the haunted house story. Her comparative study of the Plautian, Plinian and Lucianic
tales greatly improves on Radermacher's, although her analysis of Lucian shoud be read with
caution, as she tends to ignore the importance of the dialogue-frame. For signs in Pliny's version of
an oral source, possibly a 'migratory legend', see Felton 1999: 65. For a survey of other versions of
the haunted house motif in antiquity, including Christian literature, see Nardi 1975-6; see also
Collison-Morley 1912: 19ff. (now dated).

172 'The story in many ways...preserves what might be considered an archetypical narrative
structure of the haunted-house legend...' (Felton 1999: 65).

' Felton 1999: 88.

174 At the beginning of his letter, Pliny couches his topic in a philosophical and speculative context.
'Et mihi discendi et tibi docendi facultatem otium praebet. Igitur perquam uelim scire, esse
phantasmata et habere propriam figuram numenque aliquod putes an inania et uana ex metu nostro
imaginem accipere.' This introduction contains a brief reference to the two major schools of thought
on the subject of apparitions, namely the materialist theory of Democritus and Lucretius, which
held that apparitions represent physical emanations which impact on our sense organs, and the
physiological/psychological theory favoured by Aristotle and Pliny himself, which sought an
explanation in the visionary's state of mental and physical health: see Sherwin-White 1966: note ad
loc., with relevant bibliography. Pliny actually cites three examples of hauntings in this letter for
Sura's contemplation, ie. the apparition of Africa which appeared to Curtius Rufus (Ep. 7.27. 2-4)
and the story of the mysterious barbers (ibid. 12 ff.). This is an application of the /ex scholastica,
which again points to the academic nature of the letter. For the possibility of ancient proto-
parapsychical research, see Russell 1981b: 203 ff., and cf. n. 190.

75 In her analysis of Pliny's story, Felton (1999: 65-73) detects both 'comical' and 'realistic'
elements.

76 Felton 1999: 50-61, and 1999a.

177 plautus chooses significant names for some of the characters involved in this story, for example
'Theopropides', meaning 'son of prophecy', for his credulus senex, and 'Diapontius', from the Greek

1 and movtog, translating into Latin 'Transmarinus', a name that is (rather too) obviously
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also manipulates the haunted house theme in certain ways, largely in order to
satirize the pompous Arignotus. There is some justification, then, in the claim that
Lucian's haunted house story resembles Pliny's more closely in detail and
structure, but is closer in spirit (as it were) to the Plautian version.178

Owing to this story's rather special status, therefore, one must be careful
about which details in the narrative one attributes to the narrator's personal input,
and which details are in fact manifestations of archetypal motifs. When Arignotus
alludes, parenthetically, to his vast collection of Egyptian books on magic (Philops.
31. 6-7), this is calculated partly to explain what he meant by 'the books' he says he
took with him, and partly to give himself expert status, which is consistent with his
general boastfulness. The detail about the lamp which he also took with him,
however, is a good illustration of how we should exercise care in this story.

Arignotus mentions the lamp twice at Philops. 31, first to describe how he took it
with him on his first entry into the house (yw && AUyxvov Acfwv poévog
gLogpyopait), and then to say that he set it down in order to provide himself with
reading light (v T0 HEYIOT®W OIKAUATL KATADELS TO (MG AVEYLYVOCSKOV).
Now, we might construe this attention to detail as a sign of narratorial
scrupulousness, if not for the fact that lamps feature in both of our other haunted
house stories as well. Athenodorus, the intrepid philosopher of Pliny's account,
also ensures that he has a lamp with him, and uses it to follow the beckoning ghost
outside into the yard, where the ghost vanishes. In Apuleius' story, Thelyphron is
furnished with a lamp for his nocturnal watch over a corpse, during which time he
is visited by dread witches in bestial form.'79 It is noteworthy, too, that the
revenant Philinnion is first revealed by lamplight to the servant in Phlegon's
famous ghost story.18¢ More telling still is the presence of a lamp in Tranio's story

at Mostellaria 487; this is the real giveaway to the lamp's archetypal status

appropriate for the traveller who was, according to Tranio, murdered in the house sixty years
previously (the joke is that Tranio is making the whole thing up, as the rather transparent pun
threatens to reveal!): see Felton 1999a: 128 n.9, and 140 n. 35. It is very likely that some of these
names point to Plautus' Greek sources (we know that the Mostellaria was based on a Greek comedy
called ®a.cpa, by Philemon, as we have seen), and it is also possible that Lucian knew the story
from its appearance as a theme of New Comedy (Anderson 1976b: 24; Felton 1999: 88). Lucian
also uses punning names for characters in his haunted house story - see n. 167.

178 1plautus achieves his comic effects by deviating from what seems to have been one fairly popular
narrative structure for haunted-house stories, whereas Lucian achieves his satirical effects by
exaggerating that same structure.' (Felton 1999: 88). For the possibility that Lucian's haunted house
story might be a parody of Pliny's, see Felton 1999: 87.

' Apuleius, Met. 2. 24 ff..

180 phlegon Mirabilia 1. 2-3: KolLOHEVOL TOU ADYVOL KaONUEVNY <E>1dev ThY Gvdpwmnov
mopd T Mayatn: Phlegon was also writing in the second century A.D.. This story influenced
Goethe's 'Bride of Corinth'.
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because, as Felton has pointed out, the ghost in the Plautian tale is merely a
dream ghost, and therefore the need for the presence of a lamp is not a logical
requirement.'8* The lamp is there because Tranio's story is manifestly made up,
and predicated on details that were characteristic of this sort of story. In his
urgent need for a convincing yarn, Tranio works on the old man's superstitious
and credulous nature, and squeezes in as many recognizable details as he can. The
resulting tale is in fact riddled with illogicalities and loopholes, which is part of the
comedy, and further enhanced by the fact that Theopropides swallows it.182
Besides the lamp, there are also other details in Arignotus' account that
correspond with motifs which seem to be characteristic of the haunted house tale.
One might note, for example, that the ghost in these tales tends to appear to an
educated individual (a philosopher in both the Plinian and Lucianic tales);'83 it
usually manifests itself to this individual while he is engaged in scholarly activity
(as is the case in Pliny and Lucian),'84 and the point of the haunting is usually to
reveal an ancient crime and seek proper burial (this is the point of the haunting in

Pliny's version; Plautus also incorporates the motif, and Lucian alludes to it).185

81 Felton 1999: 55-6, and 1999a: 131ff.. According to Felton (1999: 55), the lamp detail 'suggests
that in haunted-house stories from antiquity, a lighted lamp needed to be present for a ghost to
appear.' The lost souls haunting houses were thought to be drawn towards light (Felton 1999a: 131).
Felton explores the connection between lamps and ghosts in ancient times, pointing out that lamps
are commonly found among ancient grave goods, and also explaining that ancient ghosts (contrary
to modern fashion) tended to be dark (as is Arignotus' nemesis at Philops. 31); light was therefore
needed to be able to see them. On the dusky appearance of ancient ghosts, in contrast with the
pallor that is generally associated with them in modern thought, see Russell 1981b: 195-6.

82 Felton (1999: 56ff.) explores the problems inherent in Tranio's story.

'83 Felton (1999a: 125) shows that this theme is implicit in the Plautian version of the story, because
Tranio, who wants at all costs to stop Theopropides entering the house, is counting on him not
being such a man.

'® Felton (1999: 68ff.) points to parallels for this motif from the Old Testament, for example where
Rabbi Nehemiah wards off the Angel of Death by reading the Talmud, and King David by
remaining intent upon the Torah, Of course, the point of these stories in the rabbinic texts, as Felton
shows, is that the texts they are reading are sacred, it does not seem to be the act of study itself that
keeps the spectre at bay, as in our Greek examples. In fact, modern parapsychological research
suggests that the opposite is the case, and that being deeply engrossed in reading may render one
more susceptible to hallucination: see Russell 1981a: esp. 116ff. (scholars’ ‘creative dreams’) and
126 ff. (the ‘return of the repressed’, facilitated by a dreamlike state).

185 1t has not, to my knowledge, been fully realised how two other stories in the Philops. also tap
into the characteristic morphology of the haunted house tale. Demainete's ghost, for example,
appears to the philosopher Eucrates while he is reading Plato, in order to make a request concerning
her proper burial. Tychiades' own story about Democritus in the tomb is a parody of this story-
type, and it plays on similar motifs; the tomb is substituted for the house here, and of course, the
haunting is a practical joke, but once again we are presented with a learned individual, visited by
'ghosts' while he is intent on his books. According to Plutarch, the Stoic Brutus was visited by his
own Soipwy Kokdg when he was in a solitary and reflective mood (Brutus 36. 3-4;
Shakespeare’s version (Julius Caesar 4.3.274 ff.) was clearly influenced by Plutarch’s account, but
features the ghost of Caesar instead). Kemper (1993: 20), discussing the relationship between
ghosts and philosophers, recognises the presence of the haunted house motif in the story of
Democritus in the tomb, and describes it as the Epicurean counterpart to Arignotus' Pythagorean
tale. While he acknowledges that 'the popularity of the theme of the 'haunted house' in ancient times
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It is clearly ironic that details in Arignotus' tale correspond so closely to the
traditional haunted-house story. Lucian would expect his ancient audience (much
as Plautus did) to recognise the signs of a well-known folkloric tale (an ancient
‘urban legend’, say), and by presenting the report in this manner, he cleverly
undermines Arignotus' claims to a genuine personal experience, showing up
instead his relish for well-worn themes.’#¢ One can press the argument further,
and interpret the incorporation of traditional motifs as a method for encoding the
fictivity of the tale. Speaking about the Greek novels, Morgan has drawn attention
to the variety of implicit 'conventional clues' embedded in these texts, whose
function is to alert readers to the fact that it is a novel they are reading; a good

example is the way in which Chariton designates the subject-matter of his story as
a ma.dog epwtikov, or how Heliodorus begins his novel, in the manner of epic, in

medias res. One might compare the 'once upon a time...' formula, which served in
antiquity, as in modern times, to indicate that what followed was a fictional
story.'87 Such devices 'are there to draw attention to the textual surface and the
artfulness of the artefact, and which thus locate the reader precisely as
reader...'.'88 By alluding in this manner to motifs that were obviously recognisable

as belonging to the ghost-story-type, Lucian informs and influences the reader’s

is evident by its occurrence in various comedies' (20), he does not favour the view that a distinctive
ghost story genre existed in antiquity (17). However, in light of the additional evidence I have cited
from Lucian, this position is difficult to defend. There must have been a sense of a distinctive
ghost-story-type in antiquity, because it is this which gives the piguance to Lucian's (and indeed
Plautus') transformation of it. Democritus, of course, was one of the ancient philosophers who
attempted a rational explanation for ghosts - see n. 190.

'8 Lucian is aware of the tendency of certain types of stories to be riddled with clichés; at
Merc.cond. 1, for example, he lists the clichés typical of shipwreck stories. An awareness of the
hackneyed (and suspiciously fictitious) nature of this particular theme may partially account for
Mnesippus' scrupulous narrative technique in Ais shipwreck story: he must work harder to secure
credibility (see p. 103 with n. 106). In an as yet unpublished article, J.H.D. Scourfield explores the
idea that one of the embedded narratives in the Cena Trimalchionis (the tale of the unbreakable
glass, Sat. 51), can be read as an ancient urban legend. In my view, some of the more minor stories
of the Philops. can also be classed as examples of urban legend — an idea | mean to explore more
fully elsewhere. Anderson (2000: 11) thinks that 'the prevailing atmosphere of magic and ghosts’
requires the stories to be classed as fairy-tales (cf. n. 1 above). However, unlike fairy-tales, the
stories in the Philops., despite their supernatural content, are told as if true, refer to recent times,
involve people who are known to the narrator (often the friend of a friend — or F.O.A.F. — that is
characteristic of the urban legend) rather than fairy-tale types, and are realistic; all of these aspects
are typical of the urban legend: see Brunvand 1981: 16-17 and 22-23 especially; for Lucian's
refashioning of the 'Sorcerer's Apprentice' tale, see Appendix I. Although they are ‘realistic’, urban
legends often feature elements of the supernatural, the intrinsically unlikely, or the macabre; for the
ghost story as a species of urban legend, see Felton 1999: 1-4.

187 Laird (1993: 149, n. 2) cites Aristophanes Wasps 1182 as an example of the use of this formula
to introduce a fable (the play is dated to 422 B.C.); the scholiast's comment shows that it was

recognised as a conventional device.
'8 Morgan 1993: 215
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response. For Tychiades, this narrative explodes any illusions he previously held

about the character, worthiness and reliability of Arignotus:

TO YOLV TOL AOYOL EKEVO, AVOPAKES LY 0 YMNooLPOE TEGTVE.189

But just like in the proverb, our treasure has turned out to be nothing but
coal.

Tychiades finally fights back with a 'haunted-house story' of his own to
counter-balance Arignotus' impressive tale, only this time, the 'haunting' is
revealed to be merely a practical joke.'9°¢ The tone of this narrative is quite
different; it is anecdotal,®®* and pertains to a figure whom everyone present
(including the extra-textual reader) recognises as a historical figure, Democritus of
Abdera. Consequently, it requires oa lot less play for plausibility on the narrator's

part than the other tales. Ironically, however, the story, however, is dismissed out
of hand, Democritus being described in scathing terms as an &véntog Avnp, just

like his supporter Tychiades.'92 The in-text audience's rejection of this story,
which is objectively the most 'realistic’ and believable tale, but also the one that
least engages their morbid imagination, shows that the criteria for approval are
not standards of objective credibility, but the quality of the fiction - in other words,
who can tell the most thrilling story. These intellectuals' professed interest in
objective "proof’ is only a thin veneer disguising their appetite for the macabre, the
horrifying, the 'strange but true."93

Eucrates, determined to be believed, embarks upon his final story, the tale of
the Sorcerer's Apprentice, which is arguably the most famous story from the
Philops.,»94 and also the most humorously specious. Various attempts have been

made to determine the extent to which this tale is a product of Lucian's own

"% Philops. 32; cf. p. 55.

' For this story about Democritus as an Epicurean doublet of Arignotus' tale, see n. 185. Diogenes
Laertius (9. 38) also refers to Democritus' habit of frequenting lonely places and tombs in an
attempt to experiment with his sense-perceptions. Russell (1981: 204-5) construes this activity as a
possible attempt at 'some kind of psychical research', which could then be used to explain
paranormal phenomena rationally; cf. n. 174.

! For a definition of this terminlology, see n. 1.

92 philops. 32: tobto ¢ng, fi & g o Ebkpdng, dvomtov Two dwdpar Kol Tov
Anuoxprtov yevEoOou, €1 ye obtwg Eylyvwoxkev; cf. Tychiades at Philops. 8. 4-5: dniot
Aoy KOTEYVWKOTEG MOV TOAANY THY &votaw; and Philops. 32. 2-3: 0LBELG fiv ETL TV
ToPOVTOY O¢ OLYL KOTEYLYVWOKE HOL TOAAMY TNy Qvolav TOL{ TOLOLTOLG

ATLOTOVYTOG,.
O p. 31 .
194 jones 1986: 48. The story inspired Goethe's Zauberlehrling, Dukas' L apprenti sorcier, and the
famous sequence involving Mickey Mouse and a broom in Walt Disney's Fantasia. For discussion
of the Nachleben of Lucian's ghost stories in European literature, see Ribbat's essay in Ebner et al.

2001: 183-194; cf. p. 5.
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invention, a question I discuss in Appendix I. Eucrates certainly takes a lot of
trouble to enhance the impression of veracity, but such scruples can conspire
against him, as we have seen, and betray, ironically, a fear on his part of being
discredited. 95

He locates the story in the time of his youth, and carefully accounts for his
presence in Egypt:

omote yop Ev Alyvmiw dinyov ETL vEog dv, LIO TOL TATPOE ETML

TOLOELOG TTPOPACEL ATMOCTAAELG,... 196

For while I was living in Egypt, when still in my youth, having been sent
there by my father for the purposes of education...

Eucrates introduces his story circuitously, with a casual air. He says that he took

the notion (emedOunoa) of going up to Coptos to visit the Colossi of Memnon (a

popular tourist destination since the Hadrianic era) to hear their famous sunrise
salute.’9” While there, he claims to have had an uncommon experience; whereas
most people only hear a 'meaningless utterance' issuing from the statue, he claims
that Memnon himself actually opened his mouth and delivered him a personalized
oracle in seven verses, which he would gladly repeat for the company, were it not
too much of a digression!98

Several things are happening here. First of all, Eucrates depicts himself as a
Herodotean traveller and explorer; his emphasis on the intellectual purpose of his
travels (emt modeiog mpoddoet), the Egyptian context, and the digressive
narrative technique are all suggestive of the Greek historiographer.'99 By

emphasizing his personal experience of these events (ikovod; pot..Expnoev),

Eucrates clearly means to impart greater authority to his tale (although a sensitive
reader might detect a subversive note in the Herodotean subtext, in light of the
Candaules' famous claim that things seen are mightier than things heard).2°° His
decision to withhold the vital evidence at this point (also a technique used by
Herodotus) paradoxically lends texture and 'depth' to the story that follows,

inasmuch as it conveys the impression of an abundance of information, which

% See discussion at p. 34 ff. above.

1% philops. 33.
%7 Compare the motif of Demetrius’ and Antiphilus’ trip to Egypt in Tox. 27-34; see Chapter 2, p.

103 ff., esp. n. 108.

'% Philops. 33.

199 This echoes Hdt. 1.29, on Solon, who travelled to Egypt and the East kot Vewping
TPoOdHaLoLY.

200 Herodotus 1.8.2; cf. Heraclitus B 101 a DK; Lucian attributes this saying to Herodotus himself at
Salt. 78 (see also De Domo 20, Hist.co. 29). For discussion, see Avery 1996: 30 ff.; Georgiadou &
Larmour 1998a: 58.
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exceeds the purview of the narrative.2°* This technique also serves to foreground
for special attention any information that the narrator subsequently does choose
to disclose.2e2 By dismissing the incredible oracle-story in parenthesis - as if it
were indisputable fact, and too mundane to waste time on - the narrator implicitly
authenticates the subsequent (but equally incredible) story about the magician
Pancrates.2°3 Arignotus’ immediate recognition and naming of the magician
Pancrates also helps to confirm Eucrates' status as an ostensibly truthful narrator
(evidential accountability).204

Not surprisingly, after his tale about how he animated the pestle by
memorizing and repeating the magician's incantation, one of the more credulous
inscribed 'readers', Deinomachus, is curious to find out if he can still use it. This
should be Eucrates' ideal opportunity to prove beyond all doubt that the story he
has told is true - but he declines the opportunity to perform the spell, on the
eminently plausible grounds that he knows only half of the spell, and therefore,
once accomplished, he would be unable to reverse it.205 Paradoxically once again,
by not producing evidence, and by implying the deficiency in his own knowledge,
Eucrates authenticates his narrative, at least in the eyes of ready believers like
Deinomachus. For the more sceptical inscribed reader, Tychiades, however,
Eucrates' claims about the spell is (like his claims about Memnon's oracle) are a

specious ploy, which reveals his story to be a mere fabrication.206

As T will argue presently, the in-text readers' conflicting responses to the
story constitutes a performance of the various ways of 'reading' fiction; 207 as the
extra-textual reader can, and is encouraged to, identify with both types of
response, a sort of readerly schizophrenia is induced within him, which is an
enactment of the theoretical response to fiction. This duality is reflected at the
metatextual level also, in a game between extra-textual author and extra-textual

reader. By incorporating effets de création into his text, Lucian appeals to a

20! ee p. 37 ff..

22 For Herodotus' manipulation of the formula 'I have nothing to tell of X, but the following story is
told of Y...", see Fehling 1989: 127.

% Even the fact that this little digression is superfluous to the main story serves as an
authenticating device for it; this is one of the features of Weinrich's Liigenlinguistik; see p. 36 ff.

=% Cr.n. 126.

205 Philops. 36. 15-19.

2% This is analogous to Lucian's technique of citing unavailable material evidence in the VA, such
as Endymion's presents, which he coul/d have produced, had they not all been lost in the belly of the
whale (VH 1. 27). Odysseus uses a similar motif in his pseudo-autobiographical tale (Od. 14. 341-
3); cf. p. 166. It is the negative of the ethnographer's method of citing material sources to lend
support to his claims: see Said 1994: 160ff..

27 See, for example, p. 65 .

52



critically distanced reader, and forces us into an awareness that the stories, and
indeed the dialogue itself, are fabricated. It is towards an analysis of these effets
de création that I now wish to turn.

In the Philops., Lucian employs a repertoire of more or less metaleptic
writerly devices which betray the traces of authorial contrivance and control,
effects such as doubling other patters in plot or structure, intertextuality and
allusiveness, and metatextual devices such as metaleptic imagery (especially from
the world of the theatre), and mise en abyme. Such devices 'invite response to the
textual surface and so subvert the illusion of a self-narrating mimesis.'2°8 They are
therefore essential to the author's game of drawing the reader into his fiction,
while at the same time showing him that it is contrived, leaving him to oscillate on
the border between make-believe and make believe, thereby activating, at the
metatextual level also, the problematics of readerly response to fiction: 'a text
cannot at once refute and confirm, or simultaneously affirm the positive and the
negative, without, precisely, marking itself as fiction.'209

The first obvious sign of authorial control (which is metaleptic, given that it
betrays the presence of the extra-textual author, Lucian, operating via the in-text
author, Tychiades) is the ubiquitous presence of narrative doublets.22© In the
introduction, Tychiades speculates on the nature of those who love lying in terms
that connote the infection of a disease; now, at the end of his narrative, both he
and Philocles joke that they have been bitten by the same bug, and are infected
with the same poison as those whom they derided, with the result that they are
now in need of the antidote of truth:

To1VTd oot, @ PrhokAerg, mopd Ebkpdtel dkolvoag mepleL v Tov

Alo. domep oL Tov YAeOKOLE TIOVTEG EUMEGUOTUEVOG TNV YOULOTEPO

EpETov dedpevog. NdEwe & &v modey EML MOAAW EMPLAUNY ANOESLVOV

L PAPUOKOV DV NKOLOW...TEPATO. YOUV Kal daipovag kol * Exditag
OpaLV pot BoKMm, 21

This is the sort of thing, Philocles, that I heard at Eucrates' place, and by
Jove I'm now left with a swollen belly, in need of an emetic, just like people
who drink new wine. But I'd gladly buy from somewhere, even for a high
price, some sort of draught of oblivion for what I've heard...for I actually
think I'm seeing monsters and demons and Hecates!

The reference to swelling and wine-drinking connects Tychiades' present

figurative condition with Eucrates' state of health at the beginning or the dialogue,

2% Morgan 1993: 220.
* Dillenbach 1989: 130.
219 por narrative doublets as a mark of self-conscious artifice in the VH, see Chapter 3, p. 165.
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his feet swollen with gout (or rheumatism): the parallel is confirmed by the
emphasis on the deleterious effects of wine in both cases.2'2 There may even be a

subtle connection with Socrates in the underworld, whom Eucrates recognised by
his protruding belly (npoydctwp);2!3 Tychiades' wish to obtain a draught of

oblivion connotes the waters of Lethe and the gloomy abode of the dead, and his
reference to the 'Hecates' he is seeing recalls the giant specimen who manifested
herself to Eucrates on that same occasion of his vision of Hades.214 The figurative
wine which Tychiades has imbibed, therefore, is none other than the intoxicating
draught of Eucrates' fiction.215

The mention of Hecate, who, as well as being associated with the
underworld in antiquity,26 was connected also with dogs and madness, furnishes
Philocles with the following image, in which he likens the lying-fever he feels with
the bite of a rabid dog; just as a person who has been bitten by an infected animal
can himself spread the infection to someone else, so Tychiades, by repeating the
wild stories he heard, has himself infected Philocles: love of such lies is a species of

madness.?” This imagery of medicine and madness, present in both the

' Philops. 39-40; cf. Philops. 2; see p. 25 ff. above.

*12 By referring to the mendacious conversation as a ‘feast’ of lies or a musty wine, in which he has
overindulged, consequently requiring an emetic, Lucian connects the idea of gastronomic
indulgence with mendacity. It is significant, in this connection, that Eucrates is advised to curb his
rich diet in order to relieve his illness (Philops. 8. 7-9); the swelling in Eucrates' gouty feet, caused
by his gourmandizing, is equivalent to Tychiades' figurative tumescence here. This idea resonates
with Plato Rep. 518 e - 519 a, where rhetoric (one of the false arts) when used in political life,
causes an unhealthy swelling. For similar rhetoric, see also Maximus of Tyre, Orat. 25. 5-7 (people
who are take pleasure in empty rhetoric, not recognizing its deceptiveness, are compared to fevered
Patients, who gorge themselves on food and drink against the physician’s advice).

2 Philops. 24. At Nek. 11, Menippus sees Socrates in the underworld; his legs are still swollen
from the poison.

Y% Philops. 22ff..

> Compare the medicated, care-dissolving wine provided by Helen as accompaniment to the
convivial story-telling in Odyssey 4. 219 ff.. Warren Smith (writing on the prologue to Apuleius'
Metamorphoses) notes that 'it became a sophistic commonplace to compare a delightful story with
the effects produced by those Egyptian drugs', and cites parallels from Philostratus V'S 480, and
Julian Orat. 8. 240c¢ (Smith 2001: 90). Wine is also associated with fiction in Philostratus' Heroicus
(the vine-grower entertains the Phoenician traveller with tales of Homeric heroes - significantly - in
the vintage season (Her. 3.2; for a rather different interpretation of the significance of the season in
this work, see Whitmarsh forthcoming); see also Dio, Orat. 11. 42-3, for an analogy between
poetry, which encourages people to listen to lies, and wine, which encourages them to get drunk.
Significantly, liberal wine-drinking, and an encounter with the seductive Vine-Women, marks the
beginning of the fantastic adventures of the VH (see Georgiadou & Larmour 1997: 206), and
Lucian's ship is explicitly described as an &.kotog, a word which also denotes a type of wine-cup:
cf. Chapter 3, n. 195. Of course, given the intertextuality with Plato's Symp., we should hardly be
surprised at the prominence given to wine-metaphors in the Philops..

218 For a survey of Hecate’s chthonic associations, see Henrichs’ article on the goddess in OCD.

217 The verb used here for madness, AvTtdw, is connected to the noun AvUTtal. It has been
postulated that this word has its roots in wolf-imagery (see Lincoln 1975), and it is therefore the
mot juste for a case of rabies. There was, of course, a connection in antiquity between wolves and
sorcerers, (OCD s.v. 'Lycanthropy'; for the wolf in Greek thought, see Buxton 1987) which means
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introductory and concluding sections of this dialogue, therefore forms a doublet,
giving the work an artistic symmetry that betrays the author's presence, and
reminds us in this way too that this is a text.'8

Many other examples of doubling can be found throughout the dialogue.
Eucrates and Arignotus, for instance, clearly form a pair; Lucian underlines the
parallelism by ascribing the same 'philosophical look' to them both, and by the
way in which Tychiades expresses his disappointment in both of them by using a
proverb.29 The first two narratives concern foreign magicians, a Babylonian
(Philops. 11-12) and a Hyperborean (13-14) respectively.22¢ There are two stories
about moving statues in the dialogue; Pellichus (19-20) and Antigonus' little statue
of Hippocrates (21).22* There are also two stories based on near-death experiences
- Cleodemus' tale, which is a version of a well-known folktale (25), and Antigonus'
testimony about a patient who came to life twenty days after his burial (26).222
There are also two visions of the underworld; the one which is afforded to Eucrates
(24), as well as Cleodemus' brief experience (25). Hecate makes two separate
appearances along with her hellish canine companions, first when she is

summoned along with Selene as part of a ritual of erotic magic (14),223 and next in

that this is the appropriate disease to describe the sickness resulting from succumbing to the
enchanting effects of tales of magic and wizardry. Lucian uses strikingly similar imagery to
describe people's gullibility with regard to charlatan philosophers in Nigrinus 35-8; cf. p. 61, with n.
255.

2% For the Gorgianic resonance of this imagery with reference to fiction, see Segal 1962 and see p.
59 ff. below.

Y Philops. 5 and 32.

*0 1t is possible that Lucian's accounts of the snake-charming Babylonian and this flying
Hyperborean magician were influenced by Heraclides Ponticus' treatise on the Hyperborean wizard
Abaris, whom he described as a holy man, with the ability to draw snakes out of their holes (FGH
I1. 197ff.; cf. Plut. Quom.poet.aud.deb. 14e); see Herzig 1940: 18 n. 52. For parallels from modern
folklore, see Miiller 1932: 42 ff. and Ogden forthcoming.

2! On this particular passage, see Schwartz 1951: 48. For a survey of tales involving moving
statues in the ancient world, see Radermacher 1902, and Kassel 1983. Wooden 'Daedalic' statues
reputedly had the ability to move; for my argument that Lucian is playing with the Socratic
associations of these statues here, see discussion at p. 68 ff.. Nardi (1975-6: 95) interprets the
moving statues in the Philops. as signs of poltergeist activity, but this must be viewed with caution;
see Felton 1999a: 138 with n. 130. Dodds (1973: 158) considers the ancient evidence for poltergeist
activity. The motif of animated statues in the Philops. finds a parallel in the animated pestle of the
'Sorcerer's Apprentice' story; the Graeco-Roman tradition of animated statues might be compared to
the golem of Jewish tradition: for discussion of these issues, see Appendix 1.

22 For the folktale of the man who dies 'by mistake', see Radermacher 1905: 316-7; it is also a
popular motif in modern film, e.g. Here Comes Mr. Jordan (1941) and A Matter of Life and Death
(1946), for a fascinating discussion of which, see Ogden forthcoming. The Myth of Er at Plato Rep.
614b ff. is probably the locus classicus for this motif of coming back from the dead, and relating
one's experiences of death. The story as told by Cleodemus may represent an ancient 'urban legend":
see n. 186.

223 Herzig (1940: 15-19) argues that Lucian's representation of this ritual of erotic magic contains
many authentic details. On ancient literary representations of magic, see Graf 1997: 175-204. Graf

describes the ritual in the Philops. as an &ywyn, a ritual designed to bring the object of one's desire
to oneself (187). On erotic spells and &ywyol in general, see Winkler 1991, esp. 223-6, where he

55



her epiphany to Eucrates (22ff.).224 There are two haunted house stories; the one
involving Arignotus is meant to be a genuine case (31f.), whereas the other,
involving Democritus in the tomb (32), is a hoax. There are two spectral
visitations; Eucrates' wife, Demainete (27), and the anonymous spectre who
haunts the house at Corinth (31). The tales also feature two magical rings; the
jewelled ring given to Eucrates by 'the Arab', which he uses to ward off Hecate
(24), and a holy ring engraved with the image of Apollo, which Eucrates claims
speaks to him (38).225 Finally, a parallel may also be drawn between the animated

clay mcpedpog in the love-ritual for Glaucias (14), and the animated pestle in the

'Sorcerer's Apprentice' story (33-36).226

There are also less immediately obvious examples of doubling, some of
which I have already noted. Hecate's elephantine and swarthy hounds find a
humorous counterpart in Eucrates' yapping Maltese; in both cases, the dogs signal
the departure of a spirit (24 and 27). The shape-shifting motif also appears twice

in the stories;227 the goddess Selene, when summoned down from her celestial
abode to aid the Hyperborean with his love spell, is a moAOpopdov Tt Beapor who

changes rapidly from a woman, to a bull, to a puppy (14). Arignotus in turn boasts
about how the ominous spectre haunting the house at Corinth changed into a dog,
a bull, and then a lion, in a sequence of increasing fearsomeness that is almost the
exact reverse of Selene's metamorphosis (31).228 Finally, there are two stories

involving oracles; the 'Sorcerer's Apprentice' tale, where Eucrates says he received

notes that this is the second literary picture of an effective ccywyn (the first is in Apuleius' Met.
2.32 and 3.15-18).

** Herzig (1940: 18, with n. 52) argues that Eucrates' tale about the epiphany of Hecate is a parody
of Heraclides Ponticus' report about Empedotimus (FHG II: 197ff.,; the substance of this tale is
provided by Proclus in Rem. 11, 119); cf. Radermacher (1902: 203-4) and Schwartz (1951: 49 note
ad loc.). Admittedly, the stories do share some significant points in common, for example, the
hunting motif and the time of day, although one should bear in mind that midday (siesta time) is the
appropriate time for a Mediterranean ghost story (Sherwin-White 1966: note on Pliny Ep. 7.27.2;
see also Felton (1999: 33) for noonday crisis apparitions).

225 Herzig (1940: 29-32) surveys the evidence for the prophylactic and divinatory use of rings in
antiquity. The magic ring motif occurs in the Platonic myth of the Ring of Gyges (Plato, Rep. 3.
359d - 360d). For an interesting exploration of the fictionality of this Platonic story, see Laird 2001.
For other magic rings in Lucian, see Nav. 41-43 (see Appendix II).

226 See Appendix I.

2 er p.61.

*2% Herzig (1940: 17) also makes this association, explaining that this ability is the property of a god
or demon, especially nocturnal spirits (who shift their form like in dreams); he cites the example of
the shapechanging Empousa at Aristophanes Frogs 293 ff.. Anderson (1976b: 28) dismisses the
shapeshifting of Lucian's ghost in his haunted house tale as an 'irrelevant display.' Felton (1999: 85-
6), however, shows that this is part of the Lucianic hyperbole in the story, which enhances
Arignotus' status as a magus gloriosus. Comparing the evil shapeshifting demon at Ephesus in
Philostratus V.4. 4.10 (who metamorphosed into a huge, rabid hound, as big as lion), she also reads
this as a mark of the ghost's liminal status (ibid.: 94).
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an oracle from the Colossi of Memnon (33),229 and Eucrates' final (unfinished)
account of his experience of the oracle of the hero Amphilochus at Mallus (38).
Tychiades leaves e mediis rebus, just as he had arrived in medias res.

Eucrates has just finished telling a story that was set in Egypt (the famous
‘Sorcerer’s Apprentice tale, Philops. 33-36), and is now about to embark on
another supernatural tale about the oracle at Mallus (Philops. 38-39); Tychiades
says that he leaves him ‘still sailing across from Egypt to Mallus’:
oMWY aLTOV ETL SlamAEovta £E Alyvmtov €1¢ Ty Maddby.230

This is an example of metalepsis, a transgressive figure, which breaches the
boundaries separating extradiegesis from diegesis (or metadiegesis from diegesis)
with a disturbing effect — often of absurdity, or the surreal.23! The strangeness in
this case is caused by the intrusion of metadiegetic elements (i.e. the locations for
Eucrates’ narratives) into the diegetic world, where Eucrates is addressing his
audience; by using metalepsis in this way, Tychiades breaks down the boundaries
of narrative logic that separate the world of the diegesis (Tychiades’ narrative)
from that of the metadiegesis (Eucrates’ narrative), the incongruity of which
highlights the fictive nature of the metadiegetic world, and implies the fictivity of
the diegesis as well.232

The really worrying thing about metalepsis is that it involves us too, as we
are safely reading the Philops. in the knowledge that is is just a fictional text. It
challenges our intuitive grasp of where the boundaries of story-worlds are
situated, and by suggesting that these boundaries are permeable, threatens to
collapse all levels of diegesis, including extradiegesis, into one fluid text. “These
inversions suggest that if the characters of a fictional work can be readers or
spectators, we, its readers or spectators, can be fictitious.”?33 The effect is
particularly clear in a dramatic dialogue, because by collapsing diegetic

boundaries, it threatens to suck the mimetic framing dialogue into the diegesis as

2% Anderson (2000: 104, with n. 7) speculates that this detail, appended to the main story, may
represent the vestige of a folktale where the magician, having reversed the deleterious spell, is
turned to stone.

20 philops. 39. 3-4. Lucian identifies Egypt with the art of prophecy at De Sacr. 14.

21 See Genette 1980: 234 ff..
32 ¢« _any intrusion by the extradiegetic narrator or narratee into the diegetic universe (or by

diegetic characters into a metadiegetic universe, etc.), or the inverse...produces an effect of
strangeness that is either comical...or fantastic.' (Genette 1980: 234-5). Metalepsis itself does not
verify or refute the ontological status of a story, but it draws attention to the artificial manner in
which the stories are presented in the text.

233 5 L. Borges (quoted in Alter 1973: 1); cf. Genette (1980: 236): ‘The most troubling thing about
metalepsis...lies in this unacceptable and insistent hypothesis, that the extradiegetic is perhaps
always diegetic, and that the narrator and his narratees — you and I — perhaps belong to some
narrative.'
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well. Because we, as extra-textual readers, identify with the interlocutors in this
framing dialogue, by analogy, this makes us question our own ontological status
too; no-one, no matter how extra-textual he may believe himself to be, is safe from
the reaches of metalepsis. By using the figure of metalepsis in this way, Lucian
may wish to emphasize one of the ethically worrying features of fiction, namely
that it threatens to 'swallow' one up, to immerse the reader in a world that is
illusory.234

Another transgressional figure occurs at Philops. 27. Eucrates relates how
his wife's ghost visited him in the days following her funeral, while he was reading
Plato's Phaedo:

EBOOUN OE META TNV TEAEVTNY NUEPQ EYW HEV EvTovda ETTL TNE KALYNG

WOTEP VUV EKEIUNY TP LBOVUEVOE TO TEVDOG AVEYLYVWOKOV YOp

10 mept yuxng tov IMAdtwvog Bipriov £ fovylag Emelcépyetal O¢

HETAEL 1) ANUHaveETn abTn EKeEvn Kol kodiletan TAnciov donep vov

Evxpatidng ovtoot...

On the seventh day after her death, I was lying here on the couch, just as I
am now, consoling my grief, for I was quietly reading Plato's book about the
soul. In comes that selfsame Demainete in the meantime and sits down
nearby, just like Eucratides here is sitting now...
Here, Lucian is not only playing a variation on the motif of a ghostly visitation to a
learned man while reading,235 but by inscribing the act of reading Plato into his
text, he alerts readers to the intertextuality with Plato in the dialogue. More

particularly, as Anderson has shown, it points to the parodic intertextuality with

the Phaedo, Plato's book mept tng wuyng, as Lucian's work (and particularly this
story) is concerned with a very different type of yOxn - namely with a ghost.23¢

This passage therefore constitutes an example of the sophisticated narrative device
known as mise en abyme, which Déllenbach defines as 'any aspect enclosed within
a work that shows a similarity with the work that contains it," noting that 'the
function of mise en abyme is to bring to light the way in which the writer
constructs his text'.237 The in-text representation of reading invites us as extra-
textual readers to reflect upon our act of reading (i.e. reading the Philops.) in a
self-reflexive way; it therefore constitutes another effet de création, which draws
our attention to the textual nature of the dialogue. 'As a secondary sign, the mise

en abyme not only emphasizes the signifying intention of the primary sign (the

3% The Nav. is the best illustration of this: see Appendix II, esp. p. 223 ff..
23 Cf. n 184 and n. 185 below.
26 Cf. p. 11, with n. 22.
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narrative that contains it), it makes clear that the primary narrative is also (only) a
sign, as any trope must be - but with added power, according to its stature: I am

literature, and so is the narrative that embeds me.'238

GORGIANIC METAPHORS FOR FICTION: MAGIC, THEATRE,
MADNESS
Magic

Eucrates' character in the Philops. embodies the dichotomy between
appearance and reality. Descibed as a venerable old man, sporting the long beard
of a philosopher, he gives the impression of being a man of truth, but is also shown
supporting the most sensational lies. Much the same may be said of Eucrates'
doublet in the dialogue, the Pythagorean Arignotus, another man with the long
hair of a philosopher and a formidable reputation for wisdom.239 Arignotus
represents the type of philosopher/holy-man, a well-documented type in the
ancient world who was a charismatic, often learned figure, and was credited with

supernatural powers.24° Tychiades actually says that Arignotus was given the title

1€p0g.24t Contrary to his formidable appearance and reputation, however,

Arignotus, like Eucrates, proves that he is really as sensational, and as much of a
fabulateur as the rest, when he tells the story of how he exorcised a spirit who was
haunting a house at Corinth.242

Eucrates' true nature is so markedly different from his outward appearance,
that Tychiades sums him up as ‘a sorcerer...wrapping a ridiculous monkey in a

lion’s skin’:

337 Dillenbach 1989: 8 and 15 respectively. For mise en abyme in Tox. and VH, see p. 88 ff. and p.
163 f. below respectively.

% Dillenbach 1989: 57.

2% On Arignotus, see n. 165. For the 'philosophical look', which featured a long beard, see Gall. 10,
Icar. 5 and 10; Pisc. 11 and 31; Bis Acc. 11; De Merc.Cond. 25; a long, venerable beard is also the
mark of the necromancer, Mithrobarzanes at Nek. 6. The Pythagoreans in particular favoured this
long-haired look; see Vit. Auct. 2. For the hybridity of these characters, see p. 67.

240 For Arignotus as the type of D€log &wnp, see n. 165. I wonder if, by attributing this D€log

&vnp with an autobiographical narrative, the veracity of which is highly questionable, Lucian
could be poking fun at literary biographies of such holy men, which were in vogue at the time? The
most famous representative of this genre is, of course, Philostratus' V4, the fictionality of which has
proven notoriously difficult to interpret: see Bowie 1978 and Francis 1998. Lucian himself
experimented playfully with the genre, in works such as the Peregrinus and the Alexander. Goldhill
(1991: 54ff.) analyzes the truth-implications of the first-person narratives framed within the third-
person narrative of the Odyssey; see esp. p. 55: '...the narrative within the narrative may be thought
to raise for the reader or listener a series of questions about (self-)representation and authority in
story-telling.' On the relationship between the Philops. and Philostratus’ V4, see Anderson 1976b:
89-94; Hall 1981: 216; Gasco 1986.

21 Philops. 29.

22 philops. 30-31; cf. p. 43ff..
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Yomns @y...TovcoVToV YpoVvoV EAEANDEL LE VIO TN ALovTn YEAOLOV TLwoL
TONKOV MEPLOTEAALWY. 243

This connection between lies and magic was already made implicitly in the
opening of the dialogue, where Tychiades used the term ¢dppokov to describe the
practice of telling falsehoods:

CLYYVWOoTOlL YOp oLTol Ye..ombool 1| moAepiovg eEnmdtnoow 1 Emi
CWTINPLA T TOIOVTW PAPUAKE EYPNOOUVTO EV TOLG OE1VO1C244

The word ¢pdppokov can of course have the neutral sense of ‘means’ or ‘expedient’,
but its primary meaning is ‘drug’, '‘potion' or 'poison’, and this must elicit further
associations.?45 I will discuss presently the Platonic and Gorgianic resonance of
the word; for the moment, I will demonstrate how, in the sense of a magical potion
or charm, the word connects Eucrates' lies and his deceptive appearance to the
theme of magic.

The connection between fiction (or more generally, storytelling) and
enchantment was a popular motif in antiquity, and one which Lucian also
exploits;246 the association also had a distinctly Platonic pedigree.247 The

connection between fictional embellishment and the practice of magic is made

*¥ Philops. 5; cf. Pisc. 32 and 46; Adv.Indoct. 23. Hall (1981: 573-4) discusses the possibility that
this image may have its roots in one of the fables from the Jatakas, the birth-stories of Buddha (no.
189: the ass in lion's skin). For the influence of this material on the Sorcerer's Apprentice tale, see
Appendix I. Lucian is fond of using language associated with magic to describe charlatan
philosophers: see Icar. 8 (Savpatonolol vdpeg); Pisc. 14 (yomteg); at Bis Acc. 11 Pan
complains about the way in which people are 'enchanted' (keknAnuévor) by these unscrupulous

characters. Magic was, of course, practically a by-word for counterfeit practice (LSJ s.v. payog),
but in the context of philosophers, Lucian's imagery acquires an extra edge, as a travesty of Plato's
famous description of the magical allurement of Socrates' personality and words (Symp. 215 c {f.;
Meno 80 a2 — b7); cf. n. 56 above. The language of magic is also important in the discourse of
fiction (cf. p. 147, n. 115).

* Philops. 1. The Platonic resonance of this metaphor is discussed at p. 23 ff..

25 1SJ attests the following meanings for ‘¢appokov’: ‘I a drug, whether healing or noxious; a
healing remedy, medicine; an enchanted potion, philtre, and so a charm, spell, incantation,
enchantment; a poison; Il generally, a remedy, cure; a means of producing something; IIl a dye,
paint, colour.” Similarly, ¢appokeds may denote a ‘poisoner, sorcerer’, or a ‘druggist,
apothecary’; it therefore connotes both the medical and magical strands of imagery in the Philops..
For more on these terms, see Lloyd 1979: 44, with n. 184.

246 See de Romilly 1973: 156ff. and 1975: 14ff. on the magic of poetry especially; see also Avery’s
survey of magical language used to describe literary entertainment, pp. 10-13. The spell of poetry
was a common enough metaphor, but Lucian used it also of the performance of prose texts; for an
account of his portrayal of Herodotus as an entertainer, using similar imagery, see Avery 1996: 22
and 34 ff., especially p. 43, where he gives a list of examples where Lucian represents the historian
as ‘enchanting’ his audience (the verb xmA£w), thereby rendering explicit once again the
connection between lies or fiction, and magic. De Romilly 1975: 81ff. shows that there was a
revival for the idea of the magic of rhetoric in the second sophistic, particularly in the works of
Philostratus, for whom 'the irrational part in oratory has recovered its importance' (op.cit.: 83).

7 For the imagery of magic that pervades book 10 of the Rep. especially (where Socrates discusses
the mimetic arts), see Janaway 1995: 142-3.
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explicit by Tychiades at Philops. 2.23-24, where he speaks scathingly of ‘stories

that have the power to enchant the minds of children": noidwv yuyoc xnieiv

duvdpeva.248 This association is then further elicited by a subsequent comment
from Philocles:

dAL OU pEv mountad, @ Toxddn, kot ot moAelg 88 cuyyvdung
ELKOTWG  Tuyxdvoley &v, oL pEV 1O EK To0  piddovu TEPTVOV
EMQywyoTATOY OV EYKATAULYVOVTEG T1) YpoudT], obmep pdiioto Stovion
TPOG TOVG kpoartag, Adnuoiiol 8¢ kol Onfaiol kol €1 Twee dAlol
CEUVOTEPALG ATOPAIVOVTES TAE TATPISALE EK TV TOLOUTWY, 249

But the poets, Tychiades, and the cities may well be forgiven - those who mix
in with their writing the charming quality of the story, since this is highly
seductive, and this is what they most need for their audience — the
Athenians and the Thebans, and anyone else who shows off their native
country in a statelier light by such means.

The adjective Emorywyég,-6v connotes the ideas of allurement and

bewitching; Lucian uses it elsewhere in the context of literary criticism.25° The

adjective is itself reminiscent of the Greek term for a magical spell or incantation

(Emwdn) or the erotic attraction spell known as the dywyn, which features in one
of the stories.25* It also connotes Wyuyorywyla, a term used to denote the act of

necromancy, but which Lucian also uses for ‘diversion/ entertainment/ mental
recreation’.252 It is clear, then, that Lucian couches the truth/falsehood polemic of
the Philops. in the language of magic, something he does elsewhere t00.253 On a
macrocosmic scale as well, the Philops. can be seen to embody the same principle,
as the dialogue's exploitation of this connection between fiction and magic is
reflected thematically in the stories about feats of magic and the supernatural.254

This is also the language of the logos protreptikos or conversion speech.255

*** For the Platonic resonance of the notion of the 'enchantment' of literature, see p. 24 f. with n. 85.
- Philops. 4.

0 Lucian uses the adjective in the preface to VH: see p. 142 f. and cf. Avery 1996: 58 f..

1 Cf. n. 223.

2 At VH 1.2, Lucian claims that the wit and charm of his narrative will provide 'pure
entertainment' — W1AN Wyuyoywylo - for readers. For the conflation of ideas of enchantment and
fiction in this noun, see Laird 1993: 166 ff..

o Jup.Trag. 39 (poets aren't concerned with the truth; they seek only to 'enchant'); Pisc. 20 (he
who is ptooyong is also picoyevdne).

** De Romilly (1975: 13 and 16) observes that in texts such as Theocritus /dyll 2 and Virgil
Eclogue 8, the enchanting form and effect of the language itself, with its incantatory repetitions
etc., reflects the magical subject-matter of the poems; this is similar to the claim I am making for

the Philops. here.
3 Compare Nigr. 3ff. and 35-8, with Clay 1992: 3424-5. Whitmarsh (forthcoming) discusses the

language of conversion fervour in Philostratus’ Heroicus; cf. Maclean & Aitken 2001: Ixxx-Ixxxi.
For conversion-rhetoric in the prologue and epilogue of Apuleius® Met., see Smith 2001. Cf. n. 51.
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Theatre
Lucian regularly exploits the theatre for images that connote pretence or

sham.25¢ In the Philops. too, the dichotomy between appearance and reality is
expressed with the language and imagery of the theatre — the location par
excellence where the boundaries of reality and illusion are problematized.257
Lucian evokes the theatre from the very start, where Tychiades lists a repertory of

literary fabrications produced by Greek authors, one at least of which we recognise
as the subject of ancient drama, for when he refers to the tale of ITpoundéwc
decpa, it is difficult not to think of Aeschylus’ Prometheus Bound.25® Tychiades
refers to the Hades topos itself by using a theatrical metaphor: fj Ev A1dov naco
TOXYWOLX.259

Tychiades uses theatrical imagery throughout the dialogue to reflect the
dubious veracity of the various stories. He presents Eucrates as something of an
actor when he reveals that he feigned weakness when Tychiades arrived, despite
the fact that he could be heard shouting robustly before he came in:

kodECeson ol pe mop obTow EML THe KAvnG o Ebkpditng Exédevey,

nPéna EykAvog T dwun €1g 10 ACDEVIKOV OMOTE €108 E, KOLTOL

Bomvtog abtoL Kol SLATELVOUEVOL TL HETAED E161WY ENHKOVOV. 260

The theatricality of the scene in general is re-emphasised later, when
Tychiades, with heavy irony, reports how he welcomed the late but fortuitous
arrival of the sage, Arignotus, as a deus ex machina, who would inject a much-

needed dose of rationality into the conversation:26

%6 Good examples can be found at /car. 29; Nigr. 9ff. and 31; Jup.Trag. 4; Gallus 26; Charon 4-5;
Pisc. 29 ff.; Nek. 16. For the role of the theatre in the subversive Lucianic ideology of the city, see
ni Mheallaigh forthcoming.

»7 The very structure of the dramatic festival at Athens in a sense problematized the illusion of the
plays, as the comedies at the end of each day, with their metatheatrical element, exposed the
dramatic artifices of the tragedies, which had been staged previously, drawing the audience's
attention to the illusion (Padel 1981: 127-128). For a study of tragedy's reflections on its own
constructs and conventions, specifically with reference to Euripides' Bacchae, see Segal 1982, esp.
269: '...tragedy is itself a liminal space within the enclosure of the polis where conventional norms,
judgements, and sympathies are suspended.' For the Gorgianic resonances of this idea, see p. 65 f..
2% Philops. 2. 17.

% Philops. 2. The noun tparywdice and its cognates acquired a special new meaning in the
literature of the second sophistic; it is used widely in the ancient novels, especially Heliodorus, for
example. The word connotes exaggeration/ literary embellishment (Sidwell forthcoming). Lucian
also uses the term at Tox. 56, where it is carries important implications, as here, for the veracity of
the story: cf. p. 109 ff..

260 .
Philops. 6.
%61 | have already noted that Arignotus' late arrival is reminiscent of the late arrival of the drunken

Alcibiades in Plato's Symposium (see p. 14, with n. 43); Agathon's party was itself a theatrical
occasion.
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KOl 10 1oV Aoyov, Dedv &md Pnyoavhg EmelokukAndnvad Kol TovTOoV

dunw vro g Toxne:

And, as the saying goes, I believed this fellow had been wheeled in by Tyche

as my deus ex machina.262
One effect of this theatrical metaphor is to draw attention to the discrepancy
between Arignotus’ promising outward appearance and his disappointing true
nature. However, by emphasizing the theatricality of the scene which he himself is
describing, Tychiades ironically draws attention to the embellished nature of his
own narrative. The theatrical imagery then becomes a metatextual comment on
the implied fictionality of the Philops. itself. This is made clearer by the pun on the
name of the goddess of fortune, Tyche, who brings in Arignotus figuratively, and
the name of the narrator, Tychiades, who introduces him in the metatextual sense,
as the narrator constructing the narrative. Having almost given the game away at
the beginning when Tychiades, the ostensible narrator, admitted he was writing
fiction just like Homer and Herodotus before him, he now teases us with the
suggestion that Tychiades, ostensibly merely the reporter, is in fact the authorial
creator of a fictional world. In this way, Lucian implies that the world is product of
the text, rather than the text a product of the world, which is the usual impression
the author of fiction strives hard to make.263 The reference to stage machinery in
the image - both the méchané and the ekkykléema — also reinforces the metatextual
force of the metaphor, drawing the reader's eye towards the writerly substructure
underpinning the mimetic illusion of the narrative. By making the authorial
presence felt rather insistently here, Lucian pushes the limits of readerly
acquiescence in the game of fiction.

Tychiades also incorporates a theatrical metaphor into the end of his
narrative. When he reports how he parted from the company in disgust, he says
that he left just Eucrates was embarking on a great ‘dramatic tale’ about oracles:

Tovta €Tt Tov Ebkpditoug Aéyovtog 18wr ol 10 mpdypo TpoywpnoELY

EMEALE KOl ¢ oL MIKPAG EVAPXETO 1TNG TEPL TA  YPNOTHPLOL
TPOLYWOLOLG. .. 264

2 Philops. 29. The name of the goddess TOyn is usually translated into the English 'Fortune', but I
have left it in its Greek form in order better to reflect Lucian's pun on the name, which is also the
root of the name Tychiades. The theatrical air with which both Eucrates and Arignotus are
introduced into the text is a further signal of their mutual connection: cf. p. 55. On the hybridity of

this mixed metaphor, see n. 285 below. s
3 Cf. Said 1994: 167ff., where she discusses Lucian's inversion of ethnographic discourse, and

observes how in Lucian's works, reality becomes a reflection of fiction (168).
*4 Philops. 39.
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Whilf: Eucrates was still saying these things, seeing where the thing was
heading, and that it was no small dramatic tale about oracles he had begun...

Once again, the noun tpoywdio reflects the dramatic or sensationalist nature of

Eucrates’ story, but it also hints subversively at the fictive status, not only of
Eucrates’ narrative, but Tychiades’ too. This is reinforced by the striking instance

of metalepsis which follows, a passage I have already discussed.265

Madness

Related to the theatrical in the dialogue, is the strand of imagery associated
with madness. One of the principal symptoms of madness is the confusion of
illusion and ‘reality’; madness was therefore closely associated with the experience

of the tragic theatre in antiquity.266 At Philops. 40, Lucian uses the word AUtta to

denote the paradoxical belief in fiction - stories one knows cannot be true — which
is analogous to participation in the experience of tragedy. This word is itself
evocative of the theatre, and of Hecate, the goddess associated with madness.267

In this context, however, given the intertextuality with Plato’s work,
especially the Symposium (where Alcibiades’ mania for philosophy is expressed in
terms of a snake-bite), and given also the conversion-fervour which motivated the
storytelling in the first place, it is clear that Lucian is also playing with the imagery
typical of the logos protreptikos.268 Tychiades, it seems, has not only been
‘converted,” despite himself, but he has also ‘converted’ Philocles; he thus refers
tongue-in-cheek to the insidious seductive powers of fiction.

It is also significant that the speakers in Plato’s Symposium strive to outdo
one another in speeches about Eros, whereas the pepaideumenoi of the Philops.
are driven by their eros for lies to outdo one another in telling stories. 269 Lucian is

clearly playing games here with the extra-textual reader, flaunting what one might

ot p 57T
26 Gee Padel 1981: 109. This idea is clearly present in the Philops., because Tychiades’ madness

consists of seeing things that are not there (Philops. 39). Padel explains the connection between
madness and the theatre: *...madness is apt for tragedy because it involves illusion. Madness is
taking illusion for reality, which is what a play’s audience must do...” (1981: 126); cf. Padel (1995:
239 ff,, esp. 240): ‘The theater’s truth is illusion, which you treat as reality: doing that is madness.’
On Dionysus as the god of alternative states of consciousness (including madness), and theatrical
illusion, see Padel 1981: 128 and 1995: 240-241.

267 A¥tto. is the word most commonly used for madness in fifth-century tragedy (Padel 1995:
17f.). The word’s wolfish/canine associations connect it with the goddesses of madness, the Erinyes
and Hecate (one of whose cult-names is Kyno): see Padel 1992: 102-6; 69, n, 72: 124-5. It was also
the medical term for rabies; cf. n. 217 above.

2% Cf. n. 255 above.

29 Erotic language: Epwe Epoutog (Philops. 2; cf. p. 15 f, esp. n. 50), grloyevdelg;
emoywyototov (Philops. 3; cf. p. 61).
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call, aprés Halperin, the 'erotics of fictionality', especially in light of the erotic
connotations of the imagery of madness in this Platonic atmosphere, and the
erotic language that Lucian uses to describe the passion that afflicts his storytellers
and in-text ‘readers.27° This is the same madness and passion which seduces the
extra-textual reader — you and me - to read any fictional text, including the
Philopseudes itself - a mise en abyme problematization of fiction which also has a

distinguished Platonic pedigree.27

So, what do we make of these threads of imagery, micro- and macrocosmic,

associated with with magic or medicine (¢pdppokov), with the theatre, and with

madness (Avttdw)? In my view, this confluence of associations strongly evokes

the famous Gorigianic statements about the paradox of tragic illusion, and the
persuasive power of speech. In fr. 23 DK, Gorgias famously states that the man
who succumbs to the deception of the tragic illusion is in fact wiser than the man
who does not; this is usually construed as a sophisticated understanding of the
fictionality of tragedy.?7> It is appropriate, therefore, that Lucian should tap into
this Gorgianic ideology in a work that constitutes a practical exploration of the
dynamics of reading fiction; moreover, I suspect that this paradoxical notion
might also be in the background of the Phaedrus, a work which permeates the
Philops., as we have seen.273 Here, Lucian turns the Gorgianic equation on its
head: those who succumb to the superstitious fictions of the Philops. are mad. As 1
pointed out above, one of the characteristic symptoms of madness is an inability to
distinguish ‘reality’ from illusion; this reflects the ambiguity of Tychiades, who

both eschews and succumbs to the fiction. Gorgias also uses the metaphors of

*% On Plato's manipulation of the ‘erotics of narrativity', inviting the reader to interpret, but also
frustrating all attempts to do so, see Halperin 1992, esp. 128, n. 51: 'Perhaps Plato wished to
demonstrate to his readers the futility of interpretation, but - if so - the lesson he wished to teach us
is one we can only learn by failing. Like Alcibiades, who had to fall in love with Socrates in order
to discover (if he ever did) how misguided it is to love Socrates as an individual, we can only
realize how futile it is to interpret a Platonic text by trying to interpret it. Plato, on this view, does
not want us to fall in love with his texts and so he invites us to fall in love with his texts so as to
cure us homoeopathically, as it were, of our folly." Halperin's language here resonates strikingly
with the medical discussion that is a prelude to the stories in the Philops. (6-10).

7! See Halperin 1992: 109 ff..

72 See de Romilly 1975; Laird 1993: 170-173. Morgan (1993: 180f) suggests a more cautious
interpretation of the fragment, on the grounds that 'Gorgias' stress on &7ttt denies the premiss of
fiction'; in other words, Gorgias is saying that one is wiser as a result of succumbing to the
deception (tragedy as a learning experience), not because one chooses to succumb to it. Against
this, however, it is worth noting that Plutarch seems to supports the latter, more usual interpretation
(Mor. 348c). Lucian himself expresses a similar idea at Sa/t. 82-4, where - significantly - he extends

the analogy to dance, from literature (Aoyou).
23 T suspect, for example, that Gorgias may be lurking behind Socrates' argument in the Phaedrus

that the philosopher is mad (245 bff.); see further Janaway 1995: 41 ff..
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magic (goeteia) and drugs/ potions (pharmaka) to convey the persuasive power of
speech in his vindication of Helen’s actions (Encomium of Helen, DK fr. 11. 10 and
14),274 just as Lucian uses this imagery to describe the seductive and deceiving
power of lies and fiction in the Philops..

As I will show, the Philops. is not the only work in which Lucian does this,27s
nor indeed was Lucian the only ancient author to appropriate Gorgias in this way;
Plato more than likely had the sophist in mind when he described the processes by
which people are (unknowingly) decieved as 'theft and witcheraft.276 The famous
voyeuristic scene in Apuleius Met. 3.21-22, where Lucius witnesses Pamphile's
metamorphosis into a bird, contains similar motifs of enchantment and
intoxication, leading Andrew Laird to the conlcusion that this 'conjunction of
elements...[may] bring us closer to an idea of what the ancient conception of
fiction might be than we first realized.'*”” Gorgianic imagery is therefore a crucial
instrument in Lucian's exploration of fiction, but it is not the only one; in the
following section, I will show that he also coins new metaphors to encapsulate

some of the strange and paradoxical qualities of fictional discourse.

LUCIANIC METAPHORS FOR FICTION: HYBRID MONSTERS AND
SOCRATIC STATUES

In the Bis Acc., Lucian famously describes his literary technique as an odd
hybrid blend of Platonic dialogue, comedy, and a pinch of Cynic diatribe, for extra
bite.278 It has now been fairly widely acknowledged that Lucian uses the image of
the hybrid monster metapoetically, as a metaphor for his own peculiar literary
technique.279 This has been acknowledged especially with reference to the
numerous hybrids populating the pages of the VH;28¢ but it is also evident from
the recurrence of the metaphor in various forms in the so-called prolaliae, where

Lucian tends to write more explicitly about his authorial persona, his aspirations

" See Segal 1962.

% See esp. Chapter 2, p. 109 ff., and Chapter 3, n. 115 and n. 143.

%76 Plato Rep. 413 b-c; see Gill 1993: 54 with n. 36.

*" Laird 1993: 173.

*® Bis Acc. 33. On Lucian's hybridization of literary genres, see Korus 1986,

7 The fullest general recent studies are Romm 1990 and Camerotto 1998, esp. 76 ff.; see also
following note. The metaphor resonates with Horace's programmatic image of the hybrid painting
(Ars Poetica 1-5), but it also has a Platonic pedigree: Plato, Phaedrus 264 ¢ GAla 1Ode YE
ool oe Gdvorr G, delv mavta. Adyov domep (DOV CULVECTAVOL COUC TL EXOVTal
aLTOY aLToU, MoTe UNTE AKEQUAOV Elval PNTE &movy AAAG HECQ TE EXEW KOl
qKpo TPETOVT AAAAAOLG KOL TW OAW YEYPOUUUEVQL.

0 gee Georgiadou & Larmour 1994: 1500, and cf. Chapter 3, p. 166 f. below, with n. 203.
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and his compositional techniques.28 Here, we find programmatic significance
attached to hybrids such as Zeuxis' female centaur, the serpentine Dipsads,
hippocamps and tragelaphs, Dionysus' hybrid forces in the Bacchus etc.,282

In the Philops., the motif surfaces when Tychiades is referring to the stories
of Eucrates and the others. It occurs first within the intertext with the Phaedrus at
Philops. 2. Tychiades here refers scathingly to the unbelievable stories of myth,
such as Zeus' amatory metamorphoses and all those Pegasuses and Chimaeras
and Gorgons and Cyclopes (hybrid creatures all!) - and all those sorts of stories,

strange and monstrous (ndvv &AAOKOTOL KOl TEpdoTIor pUYISia), which have

the power to scare children who are still afraid of Mormo and Lamia (hybrids
again).283 A little later, Tychiades echoes the same phrase, this time to refer to the
specific stories he himself heard at Eucrates' house; once again, the hybridity
suggested in the phrase itself is fortified by reference to mythical hybrid beings -
this time the Erinyes (Philops. 5).284 Hybrids and shape-shifting is also a
prominent motif in several of the fictions themselves. Eucrates himself is
described in terms of a hybrid (a monkey in lion's skin, Philops. 5), in a way that
reflects his deceptive outward appearances, but also suggests his propensity
towards fiction.285 Hecate, Cerberus, and the shape-shifting moon-goddess all
feature in Cleodemus' story (Philops. 14). A statue of rather hybrid artistic design
is the subject of Eucrates' story (Philops. 18).28¢ A snakey-haired Hecate, who is
also described as a poppoAvkelov, features in Philops. 22-23,287 and there is also
the shape-shifting demon who haunts the house of Arignotus' tale (Philops. 31).288

Several hybrid elements occur in the Sorcerer's Apprentice tale; Pancrates is an

Egyptian who speaks Greek, albeit falteringly (Philops. 34), and there are also

! On the relevance of the prolaliae to Lucian's authorial persona, see Branham 1985 and
Nesselrath 1990.

*82 Compare also the image of Geryon in the Tox. 62: see Camerotto 1998: 84 and Chapter 2, n. 56.
%3 The adjective TepaoTLog, used here to describe the fictions, itself connotes a prodigy (TEPAG).
Mormo and Lamia were ssociated especially with wolves and nocturnal birds such as the screech
owl or strix. They were child-snatchers, possibly the ancient Greek equivalent of the folkloric night
witch, and were sometimes associated with nightmares as well (see Gordon 1987). Lucian uses
these hybrid figures to connote childish credulity in fiction: cf. n. 161 above. Mormo is again
alluded to in Philops. 22-3 (see n. 287 below).

284
Cf. p.29.
%3 One might compare the mixed theatrical metaphor which Tychiades uses to refer to Arignotus,

Philops. 29; cf. p. 62 f.. Like Eucrates, Arignotus' true nature is a disappointment; they are the
opposite of Alcibiades' description of Socrates, whose external appearance conceals the treasure
within (Symp. 215 band 216 d - 217 a).

6 Cf. p. 68 ff..
%7 The oblique reference here to Mormo, in conjunction with the reference to the old men's childish

credulity, clearly evokes Tychiades' earlier remark about children's susceptibility to fiction, Philops.
2: cf. n. 161 above.
288 Cf. n. 228 above.
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animated brooms, bars and pestles, dressed as men (Philops. 35f.). Finally,
Tychiades jokes that these stories have filled his mind with so many ghostly
visions, he thinks he himself is seeing Hecates (Philops. 39); once again, Lucian
connects the stories themselves and their effect with hybrid creatures.289

The idea of hybridity is, on one level, clearly meant to reflect the bizarre
subject-matter and the incredible nature of the stories. It could also suggest the
hybrid pedigree of the stories: as with all oral narratives (and these are ostensibly
oral), they represent an amalgam from various sources. However, an awareness of
Lucian's metapoetical use of this sort of metaphor in other works means they
would also function as metatextual triggers in the reader's mind, subtle reminders
that these ostensibly oral narratives are in fact fictional Lucianic texts. This is
consistent with the games Lucian is playing with the ontological status of his text

in the Philops., as we have already seen.

The second metaphor for fiction which Lucian develops in the Philops.
concerns the statue of Pellichus I have just mentioned. Once again, the status of
statues as metapoetical signifiers has been recognized, not only in Lucian's work,
but in other authors of the Second Sophistic too.29¢ The idea clearly resonates with
Platonic art theory, which is fitting here, given the pervasive intertextuality with
Plato in the Philops.. However, this particular statue in the Philops. has deeper
resonances, which have not yet been explored, and which are significant for
Lucian's articulation of the paradox of fiction in this dialogue, and also for a
broader understanding of the particular authorial persona he projects in works
where the fictional element is dominant.

The passage I am concerned with here is Philops. 18-20, which contains the
description of Eucrates' collection of statues, each of them copies of famous
originals by the great masters such as Myron and Polycleitus. This ekphrasis is
introductory to Eucrates' story about how one of his statues, the one called
Pellichus, comes to life at night, wanders about the house, singing and humming
to himself and splashing about in the bath, as befits a generally benevolent
spook.291

There are several points of interest here. Firstly, there is a marked

discrepancy between the copies of the classics, such as works by Myron,

%% The plural Hecates recalls the intertext with the Phaedrus; cf. p. 17 ff..

0 See below, esp. n. 297. The art of sculpture is also used as a metaphor for literary technique by
Pindar (e.g. Nem.5.1-5, where he boasts of the superiority of song to sculpture), and by Horace as
well (4rs Poetica 32 ff.).
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Polycleitus and the Tyrant-Slayer group, which we glide past in our reading, and
the much more obscure portrait of Pellichus, executed in a non-classical, veristic
style. In fact, in a reverse of the expected hierarchy, these other sculptural classics
are introduced merely as a foil to Pellichus. 292 It may be possible to interpret this
as a reflection of the humbler nature of the story about the moving statue, i.e. that
it is folkloric, rather than literary. By the same logic, it may also be possible to
extrapolate a reflection of the migratory nature of the story, from the fact that the
statue to which the story pertains is a moving statue.

From a different perspective, it may also be possible to detect signs of a
literary manifesto here. Lucian was writing during the Second Sophistic, an era of
cultural revival in which the cultural élite looked back to glory days of Athens in
the fifth and fourth centuries B.C.., with its classic masterpieces in the fields of art,
architecture, and literature. James Romm has shown how Lucian appropriates the
language of sculpture in order to explore and characterise his own literary
techniques;293 by passing over the classic objets d'art in this ekphrasis of Eucrates'
gallery, therefore, Lucian may be signalling his artistic choice to turn away from
sterile emulation of classic ideals, in favour of a new aesthetic (but one which is
still compared to the masterpieces of the classical age). Demetrius, who is
(somewhat uncertainly) identified as the statue's sculptor, appears himself to be
an incongrous mixture; the artist himself belongs to the late classical era (ca. 400-
360 B.C.), but his veristic statue seems to belong to a much later date.294 There is
also a degree of uncertainty concerning the identity of the portrait's subject,
tentatively identified as the obscure Pellichus.295 Placed alongside the great
classics of Eucrates' gallery, this statue appears to be something of a hybrid, and
difficult to pin a label on. T would like to suggest that this makes it an ideal
metaphor for Lucian's own fictional composition.

There are some points of curiosity here too. First of all, why this description
of the other statues in Eucrates' home? These other statues have nothing to do

with the story of Pellichus, which is the point of Eucrates' description. The passage

1 Bath-houses were felt to be especially susceptible to haunting in antiquity: see Plutarch’s story
about the haunted bath-house at Chaeronea (Cimon 1.6); cf. Felton 1999: 111, n. 63.

2 Stewart (1990: 275) argues from the opposite angle: ‘Described by a notorious liar anc:l only
‘thought’ to be Pellichus, the statue appears in the middle of a satiric dialogue, acc‘o‘mpamed by
Myron’s Diskobolos, the Diadoumenos, and the Tyrannicides, as a comic foil to these
acknowledged masterpieces of classic beauty, all supposedly in the liar’s own private collection.’

* Romm 1990.

' On Demetrius and his (unflatteringly) veristic style, see Quintilian /nst.Or. 12. 7-9, and Stewart
1990: 274-5.

3 See Felton 2001: 78, n. 11.
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is striking for its attention to details, which then appear to be surplus to
requirements - so what is going on here?

One way to explain this may be that this description of the statues
constitutes a nod to iconistic literature on statues which was in vogue at the time.
This class of literature is represented most famously by Philostratus' Imagines,
but Lucian's own Imagines and Pro Imaginibus are a playful variation on the
theme as well.296 T suggest that Lucian uses this description of statues in the
Philops. as another effet de création to draw attention to the artifice and textual
surface of the dialogue.297

However, there is another important aspect of the particular statue that is
the subject of Eucrates' story, which is activated by the Platonic atmosphere that
pervades the dialogue. Couched in this Platonic background, the description of the
bald and pot-bellied Pellichus takes on new significance as an icon of Socrates,
who is described in just the same terms when he appeared to Eucrates in the
Underworld (Philops. 24).298 A further clue to the Socratean association lies also
in the statue's association with Demetrius, the sculptor from Alopece, which was
also Socrates' deme.

The Socratic associations do not end there. This is a moving statue, and the
sceptical Tychiades makes a rather scornful allusion to the statues of Daedalus, the

legendary sculptor whose skill was such that his statues appeared to come alive.299

% For an important new interpretation of the tone of this Lucianic diptych, see Sidwell 2002. A
metatextual reading of the /mag. and Pro Imag., including an exploration of the Platonic presences
that pervade them (modelled on Alcibiades' iconistic encomium of Socrates, Symp. 215 a), is a
subject I have in mind for future research.
*7 Tim Whitmarsh (in an article which he very kindly permitted me to read in advance of its
publication), argues that statues in Philostratus' Heroicus at times serve as 'paradigms for
description', and that Philostratus, by emphasizing the inertness of statues in comparison with their
live subjects, engages in an quasi-metatextual exploration of literary mimesis and its relation to
reality: 'Philostratus’ discourse of statuary is complex and variegated, but what abides throughout is
an intense interest in the question of how life-like these representations are. This exploration of
iconicity is...self-reflexively metadiscursive on Philostratus' part: he is investigating representation
in an extended sense that includes also literary description...' (Whitmarsh forthcoming). Richard
Hunter (1983: 38ff. and 1996a: 376-7) has made similar observations concerning the iconicity of
Longus' Daphnis and Chloe; see also Zeitlin (1990, esp. p. 430 ff.), and Laird 2001: 20 ff. (on
'meta-ekphrasis' in the story of Gyges' ring in Plato's Republic; he alludes to prologue of D&C).
From a different perspective, the description of the statues in the Philops. may perhaps be seen as
a display of culture and erudition, de rigeur in the literary symposium, from Plato, through Plutarch,
to Lucian himself (who wrote a counter-Symposium) and to Athenaeus, in whose work this form
attains its encyclopaedic acme (and in parodic form also, e.g. the bouts of astrological lore in the
Cena Trimalchionis). Once again, the effect of this is to foreground the literary artifice, to remind
us that we are reading a work of literary fiction, by bringing the generic background of the literary
symposium closer to the surface.
% A playful reification of Socratic art-theory may be lurking under the surface here: the in-text

icon of Socrates is itself an £10wAov.
2% On Daedalus, see Morris 1992: 215-237; on Daedalus’ remarkably lifelike statues, see Diodorus
Siculus 4. 76; cf. n. 301 below.
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On one level, the reference to Daedalus is part of the web of Cretan allusions in
this passage, along with references to Minos, to the labyrinth, designed by
Daedalus himself to house the Minotaur, and to Talos, the giant bronze guardian
of Crete (and another moving statue). The Cretans in antiquity were, of course,
notorious as liars, as Lucian was well aware, and that seems to be the point of
Tychiades' words here, namely to imply that Eucrates' story is just a fabrication.3e
On another level, however, the reference to Daedalus also evokes Socrates, for
Socrates famously claimed descent from Daedalus, and used the image of the
moving Daedalic statue several times as a metaphor for elusive philosophical
arguments.3°?

Socrates is also associated in a curious way with statues. Alcibiades famously
alludes to statues in his attempt to describe Socrates' nature in Plato's Symp., a
work which, as I have shown, is very much in our mind as we read the Philops..302
Socrates himself says that he trained initially, but unsuccessfully, as an apprentice
sculptor alongside his father - a story which finds striking resonance in Lucian's
own claim, in the ostensibly autobiographical Somnium, to have commenced an
unsuccessful sculptor's apprenticeship with his uncle, prior to following his true
vocation to become a rhetor.303

So what are we to make of this extraordinarily rich web of associations? It
seems to me that Lucian is appropriating Plato and the ironic, paradoxical
persona of the Platonic Socrates for his exploration of lies and fiction in the
Philops.. Again and again, we find Platonic and specifically Socratean allusions in
places where the veracity of the narrative is open to question. I have already
examined this effect of the intertextuality with the Phaedrus in the opening
section,3°4 but there are other examples too, e.g. Philops. 16, where Tychiades
casts doubt on the Platonist Ion's claims to have seen an exorcised spirit depart

from a person's body, with the quip that a Platonist's claims to autopsy are hardly

% Lucian incorporates Eubulides’ liar paradox in the preface to the VH (1.4); cf. p. 123. Odysseus,

of course, adopts the persona of a Cretan in his fabricated tales about himself in Od. 13, 14 and 19.
! Plato, Euthyphro 11 b6 - c1 and 15 b7-10; Alcibiades 1 121 a3-4; Meno 97 d3 - e4. On Daedalic
statues, see Mossman 1991, Kassel 1983.

% For Alcibiades' reference to statues and Socrates, see Plato Symp. 215 b and 216 d - 217 a; cf. n.
285.

% Somnium 1-4. For different interpretations of the Socratic allusion in the Somnium, see Gera
1995 (Socrates’ ambivalence as a model ironizes Lucian’s portrayal of his own youthful
enthusiasm, reflecting his underlying sense of disillusionment with his career choice), and now
Sidwell & Humble forthcoming (Lucian may have wanted to project a self-image as an exposer of
fraud and pretension, in the Socratic mode).

i efp 17
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reliable, given that they also claim they can see the incorporeal forms.305 In
macrocosmic terms too, it is significant that Lucian adopts, here and elsewhere, a
Platonic structure - the dramatic framing dialogue - as the vehicle for his fictions.
With its philosophical associations (of which Lucian was well aware),306 the
dialogue lends itself naturally to the critical exploration which is integral to the
Philops., but the Platonic structure also subordinates the fiction to a speculative
frame, with an effect of literary incongruity that is very much in the spirit of
playful erudition or paideia. Plato seems to be 'good to think with" about fiction,
not only because he was a philosopher, but because in some ways, he too used
fiction - mythot - in the service of philosophy;3°7 perhaps we may say that Lucian,
in appropriating Plato and Socrates, turns this equation on its head, harnessing

philosophy playfully in the service of fiction.
CONCLUSION

In conclusion, the Philops. can now be seen as a highly complex enactment
of the theory and paradoxical nature of fiction, and also of the dynamics of reading
and writing fiction, which involves not just fictional authors and readers, but 'real’
ones too - Lucian himself, and his readers, both ancient and modern. The theory
implicit in works such as the Philops. could therefore be exploited most usefully by
modern scholars of ancient fiction, especially in the absence of explicit ancient
handbooks on the subject. In saying this, it is important to emphasise that none of
this denies the essentially ludic nature of the text. Lucian is clearly having fun, and
the Philops. is rich in burlesque (e.g. burlesque of medical expertise), sarcasm
(Tychiades' sardonic responses to the fanciful tales), philosophical jokes (e.g. Ion's
eyes at Philops. 16), word-play,3°8 comical caricature (the childlike philosophers
on the edge of their seats in anticipation of the next tale; Arignotus as magus
gloriosus), comic exaggeration and fantasy (Arignotus' encounter with the ghost;
the animated pestle), travesty (e.g. Herodotus' story of Melissa and Periander) and
all sorts of literary cleverness.3°? In addition to this, Lucian offers readers a
sumptuous feast of literary fare, a full menu of magicians, miracles and the
supernatural. In fact, he has succeeded so well in this, that he actually does

himself a disservice. I have already mentioned the tendency has been to read the

% Plato and Socrates appear in other works too in the context of make-believe: see Nav. (see
Appendix II) and VH (see p. 122 ff.).

"% Bis Acc. 33ff.

7 On the problems of attaching the label 'fiction' to Plato's myths, see Gill 1993.

"% See n. 149 and n. 167 above.

*" See the discussion of effets de creation on p. 52 ff..
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Philops. largely for the entertainment of its novelle - as a "pot-pourri of 'classical’
ghost stories',3© or to ransack it for evidence about ancient concepts of the
supernatural or magical practice; in this chapter, I hope to have made a convincing
case for considering this dialogue, with all its mirror-like layers, as a meaningful
whole, and to have drawn attention to its enormous value as a document of
practical theory on fiction, as well as its unquestionable status as literary
entertainment. It is a mark of Lucian's particular brilliance, I think, that he
manages to interweave so seamlessly two qualities that are not often found
combined with such a light touch, in antiquity or today - and furthermore, that he
achieves this not only once, but in the three other works to which I will now turn,

in a manner that is in each case unique.3t

*1° Anderson 1976b: 116.

' In Bacchus 4-5, Lucian himself hints his work may contain a more serious subtext underneath its
ludic fagade, which will only become apparent upon closer inspection; see also Branharp (1985:
242, n. 8) and Nesselrath (1990: 137ff.). Lucian therefore represents his work as the antithesis to
sham philosophers like Eucrates and Arignotus in the Philops., whose venerable outer appearance
conceals a far less worthy inner nature (cf. n. 285 above).
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CHAPTER 2: TOXARIS

INTRODUCTION: TOXARIS AND THE GAME OF MAKE-BELIEVE

kot pnp, €b tod, obk dv okvhcoupt kol ETt moppwtépw EADELY, €1
HEAA@ TotoUtolg diholg EvtebEecdar olog ob, & TéEapt, Sreddvng
NULY Ao TV Adywy.!

And furthermore, know this well, T would not shrink from going even
farther, if I were to meet with the sort of friends which you, Toxaris, have
proved yourself to me to be, from what you have said.

So ends the dialogue known as Toxaris or Friendship (TéEapig ) ®rAI);

the Greek speaker, Mnesippus, declares that his Scythian interlocutor, Toxaris, has
proved his worth as a friend by his words - which, in the context of this dialogue,
must mean his stories.? My thesis in this chapter is that the Toxaris, like the
Philopseudes and the Navigium, is, on one level at least, 'about’ storytelling and
fiction, and it embodies some of Lucian's most important 'practical theory' on
these matters. Furthermore, there is clearly an affinity between the subject-matter
of the short stories embedded in the Tox., and many motifs that are characteristic
of the surviving Greek novels. By weaving these motifs into the fabric of his
stories, Lucian evokes the world of the so-called 'ideal' romances, and in so doing,
practically extends us an invitation to apply his practical theory to the novel, the
genre of fictional story-telling par excellence: in this respect, the Tox. is a unique

treasure among the works that are ascribed with certitude to Lucian's authorship.

For a long time, the Tox. seemed fated to be consigned to the oikia

evpevta of the ill-defined. The tone of the dialogue in particular seemed difficult

to assess. For Bompaire, the work was a comic fantasy.3 While Anderson read the
Tox. as comic fiction, its absurd tales designed to entertain readers,4 Swain viewed
the dialogue’s entertainment value as of secondary importance only; the moral
message was uppermost in it, and he classified the Tox. alongside other moralistic

literary works exemplifying virtue (e.g. works on friendship by Aristotle, Cicero,

' Tox. 63.

® For the possible significance of the speakers’ names, see n. 42.
* Bompaire 1958: 662-7.

* Anderson 1976b: 83-89.
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Seneca and Plutarch, among others).5 Other analyses emphasize how the dialogue
sheds light on matters of historical import, such as cultural relativism,é and shifts
in the importance and meaning of friendship in imperial society.”?

Others adopted a more literary approach to the work. Perry and Jones both
emphasized links between the stories in Tox. and 'popular' Greek fiction, by which
they meant the novels, principally.® Pervo interprets the dialogue as a 'subtle
parody of the kinds of sentimental views of Greek male friendship depicted in the
romantic novels, as well as popular myth, legend, and saga.' 9

A certain amount, therefore, has been done to highlight the relation between
the novelle in the Tox., and the Greek romances, but this has not advanced much
beyond an identification of novelistic motifs or topoi in the tales told by
Mnesippus and Toxaris respectively; I will show how the presence of these
novelistic motifs represents merely the most obvious outward manifestation of
this dialogue's richly nuanced relationship with the great works of Greek fiction.
Scholarship on the Toxaris has tended naturally to concentrate on the stories that
are the central focus of the work; it is crucial, however, to take cognizance of
Lucian's artistic choice to embed these stories within a dialogue frame, and to
explore the effects of the resulting dialectic between frame and narratives. By
ascribing the stories to different personae, and subordinating the novelle to the
dialogue form, Lucian at once distances us (and himself) from the fiction, and
projects it into a speculative framework, which serves his practical exploration of
fiction and fictionality; it is just as important, therefore, to consider the
significance of the dialogue’s framing structure, as the nature of the stories

themselves. 1©

% Swain 1994; 174 ff., Pervo also explores Swain's idea about the link between the stories in the
Tox., and the exempla from moralistic literature, but suggests that Lucian is parodying this
literature; he likens it to the De Syria Dea, a similar work of 'subtle parody', whose tone has proven
to be just as difficult to assess; on the issue of parody in the De Syria Dea, see Avery 1997: 106 ff.,
esp. 155-6; Lightfoot 2003: 196-9.

% See Bowersock (1994: 44 ff), e.g.; ‘It is Lucian to whom we must turn for a reflection of the great
change in attitude toward the Hellenic standard.’ (44). Bowersock views the Tox .as ‘a good
representation of the toleration of diverse cultures and international diversity that characterize
virtually all the extant fiction of the second century and later’ (46), and links this to Lucian’s own
cultural identity. Whitmarsh (2001: 125-6) offers a refinement on Bowersock’s arguments: cf. n. 21
below.

” Rejano 2000; cf. n. 86 below.

s Perry (1967: 234); Jones (1986: 56-58); also Bowersock (1994: 44); Rejano (2000: 240): see
discussion at p. 91 ff. below.

’ Pervo 1997: 165, with n. 9.

‘" In a forthcoming paper, ¢ “Plato alone was not there...": Platonic Presences in the Second
Sophistic’, I explore the significance of Lucian’s appropriation of the specifically Platonic model
for his dialogues (as opposed to the Aristotelian or Heraclidean paradigms, which were the more
usual alternatives, as Cicero makes explicit (Letters to Atticus 13.19; Letters to Quintus 3.3), and
Plutarch’s dialogues demonstrate implicitly). The Platonic model was undoubtedly more subtle and
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One vital aspect of Lucian's choice of the dialogue form is that the
interaction between the speakers in the dialogue dramatizes the dialectic of
fictionality, i.e. the idea that fictionality is based on a contract of understanding
between author and reader. Mnesippus and Toxaris are both 'authors' and
'readers' in the text; 'authors' of their own fictions, and 'readers’ of each other's.
Their twin roles necessarily underpin our role, and Lucian's, as readers and author
of the Toxaris respectively. It is significant, therefore, that the inscribed
commentary in the dialogue (i.e. Mnesippus' and Toxaris' responses) focuses the
reader's attention particularly on the way in which the stories are told, and
problematizes their credibility as stories, or their questionable status as fiction. On
the other hand, Mnesippus' and Toxaris' role as authors in the text, whose claims
to veracity are questionable, also ironically underpins Lucian's own authorial role.
The interaction between these inscribed readers and authors, therefore,
dramatizes the knowing composition and consumption of fiction; the dialogue is a
complex enactment of various aspects of fiction-reading, ranging from critical
appraisal of style, to vigilant policing of the narrative's fictionality, to the
absorption of ethical content and lessons.

It is also significant that the stories are embedded within the framework of a

competition. According to Pervo, this competitive context reflects the work's

formal nature as a rhetorical &ywv clUykpioig,™ but Lucian did not intend the

dialogue to be interpreted as a serious piece or moralistic literature.*? I propose
here a rather different interpretation The boundary between truth and lies was
rather rigorously policed in antiquity; consequently fiction, which sought to
straddle this boundary, could arouse deep-seated anxiety - unless its insidious
powers were somehow 'neutralized' by being explicitly acknowledged and
'allowed'. This happened as standard practice in the enclosed civic space of the

theatre - which, as I suggest elsewhere in this thesis, may be one of the reasons for

difficult to emulate, as it required the author to veil his presence, but ‘speak through’ different
personae with varying degrees of irony. In Lucian, these sorts of games are even clearer in
dialogues where one of’the interlocutors is homonymous with Lucian himself, such as the Nav. (see
Appendix IT). Just as Plato’s use of the dialogue form represents an enactment of Socratic dialectic,
so too Lucian’s dialogue is an enactment the lessons about friendship on one level, and the
composition and reading of fiction on another: cf. n. 60 below, and see also Branham’s excellent
essay (1989: 65-123) on the Lucian’s use of the Platonic model in the Anacharsis.

"' See also Bompaire 1958: 289f.. Plutarch uses syncriseis also; a good example is his essay De
Gloria Atheniensium, which considers whether the Athenians have a better aptitude for war or
literature (Mor. 345 ¢ ff.); see Bompaire 1958: 273f., and see also following note.

2 Pervo 1997: 164. Also of interest for the reader of the Tox. is Plutarch's rather puzzling essay,
Parallela Graeca et Romana, also known as the Parallela Minora (Mor. 305 a ftf.). Th_is is a
syncrisis of tales from Greek and Roman history, which some scholars believe to be parodic, in a
similar manner to Lucian's VH (cf. n. 65 below).
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the rather pointed use of theatrical imagery in Lucianic fiction, specifically in
contexts where the truth-status of the fiction is being problematized.3 In the Tox.,
Lucian presents another way of rendering explicit (and thereby neutralizing) the
deceptive powers of fiction - by framing it within the context of a story-telling
competition, which is dictated by certain rules, boundaries and stipulations to
control the potential for mendacity, at least nominally.14

There is good reason for interpreting the competitive framework in the Tox.
in this way. The competition, prima facie, fails. At the end of the series of stories
(Tox. 62), Mnesippus suddenly realises that he forgot to appoint an umpire to
decide the outcome; this diminishes the importance of the primary competitive
element, and leaves the reader to wonder about the point of this apparently
inconclusive competition after all.’s The answer is implicit in Mnesippus' final
words, which I quoted at the start of this chapter: it was not designed to decide
who the better friends were, but who told the better stories: the stories are the
important element here; the competitive framework in which they are installed
reflects an anxiety about, but also an interest in, their nature as fiction.

The story-telling competition is governed by rules about the themes of the
stories themselves, the sorts of characters allowed, their 'dramatic date' and so
on.'® There are also stipulations regarding the number of stories to be told by each
narrator, and the forfeits to be endured in the event of defeat. Each speaker,
furthermore, must swear an oath beforehand to abide by the rules of the
competition, and to tell only the truth:

.TpoTEPOC OE Afye, AAL EmMOpocAuevog | Uy &ANON EpEl: AAA®G

YOP QVOTAGTIEY TA TOIVTA 0L TAVL YXAEMOV KOl O EAEYXOGC
ddovng. €1 8¢ dpbdoELnG, oLy dOLOV ATLOTELV.Y?

...You speak first - but only after swearing that you will indeed tell the truth,
for otherwise it is not very difficult to make this sort of thing up, and the

2CLp 192 fF.
i Thepcompetitive framework, therefore, is a textual analogue for Morgan's paradigm of fiction as a
game, also governed by conventions and rules, on which see Morgan 1993: 193-4. Cf. p. 111.
" One might compare the similarly inconclusive ending of Plato’s dialogue on friendship, the Lysis;
when Socrates’ conversation with the youths Menexenus and Lysis is ended by the arrival of their
stern paidagogoi, Socrates concedes that they have failed to define friendship, although —
importantly — they are thought to be friends (223b). Lucian clearly had this dialogue in mind in the
Tox.; cf. n. 21 and n. 42 below.
' One is reminded here perhaps of the sorts of conventions governing other literary 'games’, such as
the pastoral carmen amoebaeum (e.g. Theocritus, Idyll 5, which also influenced Catullus 45, and
was absorbed into the literature of the Second Sophistic, e.g. Daphnis & Chloe 1.15-16), or even
the sympotic rules governing the speech-making in Plato's Symp. (176 a — 177¢), or indc?ed thg
comic agon: see Bompaire 1958: 251 ff. For the connection between competitive elements, like this
??ne, in Lucian's works, and the agonistic culture of paideia, see Chapter 3, n. 145.

Tox. 11.
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proof is not apparent. But if you were to take an oath, it would not be right

to doubt you.
As Toxaris' words show, the necessity for these oaths reflects a degree of anxiety
about the difficulty in policing the truth-status of fiction; the act of swearing to tell
the truth is predicated upon an explicit acknowledgement of how easy it is to
fabricate, which then becomes a Fiktionalitdtssignal. As will become clear later in
the dialogue, however, even these oaths do not by any means provide a guarantee
that the speaker will tell the truth.®® As the narratives unfold, one feels
increasingly that claims to be telling the truth are directly related to the
entertainment value of the stories - in other words, the nominal acceptance of
these stories as truth is integral to their entertainment value, as is the case with
fiction. The speakers' concern with truthfulness in the frame polarizes the fictional
aspects of the stories, as well as rendering them 'safe' for the extra-dialogic reader.

The dialogue falls roughly into three sections: 1-12 (preamble, including
ekphrasis); 12-61 (story competition); 62-63 (conclusion). The introductory
section not only raises the issue for discussion, but it is subtly connected with the
stories that follow; here especially, the author ‘speaks across’ the interlocutors to
the extra-literary reader, investing his dialogue with an extra, metaliterary

dimension and significance, as I will now show. 19
EKPHRASIS AND TEXTUALITY: PAINTING IN WORDS

There is no denying that the focus of the Toxaris is the ten stories embedded
in the dialogue; however, like Plato, Lucian invests a great deal of care in
constructing a preamble and setting in his dialogue, which will set the appropriate
tone for the stories, and evoke the appropriate readerly response.2° Toxaris’ rather
elaborate ekphrasis plays a vital role here, for a variety of reasons. In terms of the
dialogue’s cultural politics, it is pivotal in the deconstruction of the Scythian
stereotype, and the Scythian/Greek polarity that is linked to this. In terms of the
dialogue’s poetics — a crucial issue, given that the dialogue is ‘about’ stories - the

ekphrasis engages the reader’s response at the cognitive as well as the emotional

'® Tox. 56; cf. p. 99 and p. 109 ff..

' One should compare here the preamble to the Philops. (see Chapter 1. p. 9 ff.) and the proem to
the VH (see Chapter 3, p. 122 ff.).

* On the importance of Plato’s introductions, see for example Halperin 1992 (where he is largely
concerned with the structure of these openings). Ancient Neoplatonic exegetes of Plato’s texts
regarded the settings of the dialogues as allegorical, and combed them for hidden philosophical
meaning: see Dillon 1999. On the fictionality of Plato's dialogue frames, see McCabe 2000, esp. 8
ff.: see also Gill 1993 and Laird 2001. For discussion of the preambles to Lucian’s dialogues, with
their ‘préoccupations pittoresques et romanesques’, see Bompaire 1958: 307ff..
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level, anticipating an ideal reader who will respond critically to the narrative
technique of the stories (not just their content), just as the inscribed readers,
Mnesippus and Toxaris, will do. The manner in which Toxaris invests his
description with the atmosphere of tragedy (a literary genre with a spectacular
aspect) reflects inversely what he himself is doing - narrativizing pictorial art: this,
as well as the manner in which Mnesippus responds to his description
(highlighting the interrelation of narrative and pictorial artistry), suggests that
Lucian wants us, the extra-dialogic readers, to think about genre and artistic form
as we read his text. The multiple layers of text and reading in the ekphrasis involve
the reader of the Tox. in a self-conscious play with textuality, and Toxaris’ knowing
concern with his own reading and narrative craft figures Lucian’s own authorial
concerns metaleptically as well.

At Tox. 6, Toxaris explains to why the Scythians are so impressed by the
Greek heroes, Orestes and Pylades, that they attribute divine status to them.
According to Toxaris, they won the Scythians' respect on meritocratic principles,
despite the fact that they were Greeks and enemies, because of their exemplary
friendship for one another, which they demonstrated in their feats against the
Scythian king, Thoas.* Toxaris then informs Mnesippus that these 'exploits of
friendship' are in fact commemorated in an inscription set up by the ancient

Scythians in a shrine devoted to the heroes. In some detail, Toxaris describes the

*! The deconstruction of ethnic stereotypes and the polarities engendered by these is an important
theme in the dialogue, reflected on a number of levels: for example, the contest between the Greek
and the Scythian resolves itself in their becoming friends (note that the organic hybrid, Geryon, is
used as a symbol to emphasize the complete coalescence of this process: see n. 55 and n. 56 below).
Toxaris, despite being a Scythian, appears to be just as eloquent and immersed in Greek literature as
Mnesippus; so too the Scythian friends in Toxaris’ stories appear — paradoxically — to be rather
truer to the Classical Greek ideal of reciprocity in friendship. The ekphrasis has a role to play here
too, as it involves a Scythian telling a Greek (significantly in Greek; Toxaris’ use of the Scythian
word korakoi at one point (Tox. 7), like the word zirin in his first narrative (7ox. 40), reminds us
that Greek is not his only language; this incorporation of foreign words is reminiscent of Herodotus
(e.g. 4.59), but Anacharsis was also bilingual, since his mother was Greek (Diogenes Laertius
1.101)) - about a Scythian representation of a Greek myth involving Greek heroes in Scythia, who
embody the Scythian ideal in friendship, despite being Greek... (On bilingualism here, cf. p. 116 £,
esp. n. 162.) It would be interesting to explore further the duality that is inherent in the Tox. (e.g.
two speakers in dialogue; two friends Orestes and Pylades; two sets of stories in close responsion to
one another etc.). The duality is obviously connected with this polarity; according to Whitmarsh,
this dialogue ‘dramatizes the cultural bifocality of Lucian’s persona.” The duality also reﬂectsl the
(usually) binary nature of friendship, which is the theme of the dialogue: ‘[The] harmonious
resolution makes the narrative structure a parable of the thematic content: Greek and barbarian are
united.” (Whitmarsh 2001: 126); on the duality of friendship, see Plutarch, Mor. 93e. Interestingly,
Plato’s dialogue on friendship, the Lysis, is also marked by recurrent pairs, e.g. Socrates converses
with the two boys, Menexenus and Lysis, and makes pointed use of the dual number ﬁ:OITI 207c
onwards; Socrates’ argument is much concerned with the issue of reciprocity, esp. 212 a ff., and the
dialogue closes with the arrival of the two paidagogoi. In my view, the duality of the Tox. may also
reflect the dual dynamic of fictionality (the contract between the author and reader).
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ancient paintings on the temple walls facing the inscription, which are a pictorial

representation corresponding to the narrative text:

dAAO Ko EV T® mEPIBOAW TOV VEW TO. abTo bmbca 1) GTAAN Aot
Ypadolg VMO TV MOACUWY Elkacpéva Setkvutan, mAwy ' Opéstne
dpo 1w Plhw, Elto BV tolg Kpnuvolg dwddapeiong abtd g vedc
CUVEIAMUUEVOG KOl TPOg THY Vuoioy TOPECKEVAUCHEVOG, KoL
IdryEvelr iom KoTAPXETOL DTV, KATAVTIKPL 8& EML 10U ETépOL
TOlLX 0L N1ON EKSESUKWG T SECUA YEYPATTOL KOl GoveDmy Tov Obavto
Kl TMOAAOLG &Alovg TV ZKLOWY, KOl TEAOG AMOMAEOVTES, EXOVTEC
' IgyEveraw kot Bedv. ot Zxvdan 8¢ dAlwg EmAappvovton
ToV okadovg NN TMAEOVTOG, EKKPEMAVVOMEVOL TMOV TNOAALWY Kol
emavoBaivewy mepdpevor €1t oLdEy dvioovteg oL pEV abTdv
TPOLVHOLTION, OL 08 Kol dEEL ToUTOV, ATOVHXOoVTaL TTPOg THY YNv. Evida
on Kol paAlotoe WWor Tg &v ombony LmEp AAAAA@Y  ebvowow
EMEOELKVLVTO, EV TN TPOG TOLG ZKVVOG CUUTAOKT. TEMOINKEV YOP O
YPAPEVG EKATEPOV QUEAOLVTO. MEV TV ko) Eqvtdovy Tolepiwy,
QUVVOLLEVOY O TOVG ETLOEPOUENOVE VATEPW KA TIPO EKELVOL ATAVTAY
MEPWUEVOY TOlg TOEeLUOOY Kol mop  obLdEy Tidépevoy €1
ATOVAVELTOL CWOAG TOV PLAOV KOl THY ETT EKELVOY PEPOUEVTIY TTANYTV
TPOUPTIATALEG TW EAVTOV CWOUATL.22

But in the temple precinct as well, the same scenes which the column
explains are represented in pictures by the ancients: Orestes sailing with his
friend - then, when his ship has been wrecked on the cliffs, his arrest and
preparation for the sacrifice, and Iphigenia is already consecrating them.
Opposite this on the other wall, he is depicted as having already cast off his
chains, and in the act of murdering Thoas and many other Scythians - and
finally their sailing away, with Iphigenia and the goddess in their possession.
But the Scythians are grabbing hold of the ship in vain even as it sets sail,
hanging from the sails and trying to get on board; then, having failed their
attempt, they swim away towards land, some of them wounded, and others
for fear of being wounded. It's then especially - in the engagement with the
Scythians - that one would see what enormous good will they showed on
behalf of each other. The artist has depicted each man ignoring the enemies
at his own side in an effort to ward off those who are bearing down on the
other man, trying to face the arrows in his stead, and counting the prospect
of his own death as nothing if he can save his friend and take the blow that is
destined for him on his own body first.

This passage constitutes an ekphrasis of the paintings in the Oresteion. The
rhetorical schools which enjoyed unprecedented status during the Second
Sophistic emphasized the importance of such descriptive exercises, as can be seen
in the several Progymnasmata, or handbooks of rhetorical composition, that have

survived since antiquity.23 This new emphasis on the descriptive manifests itself

22

Tox. 6.
* For a discussion on the rhetorical background of the Second Sophistic for descriptive passages in
these novels, see Bartsch 1989: 3-39. Four of these extant Progymnasmata contain prescriptions for
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increasingly in the literature of the era, especially in the sophistic novels of
Achilles Tatius and Heliodorus, as Shadi Bartsch has shown:24 it is also evident in
iconistic works of the era, such as Philostratus' Imagines, and in Lucian's own
work too, especially his prolaliae.?s

Bartsch identifies two broad categories of descriptions of works of art.
Lucian is generally associated with the second of these, which may be called the
‘enigmatist’ technique. The aim of this sort of description is not simply to
elaborate on a meaning that is already present in the painting, but to elucidate a
hidden meaning; the interpreter in this case describes and explains not just what
is painted, but what is symbolized.26 Most of the works of art that are the object of
such descriptions are allegorical, and they are also usually obviously imaginary,
existing only to illustrate an idea.2” Such descriptions tend to be focalized through
a 'viewer in the text', whose initial confusion about the meaning of what he sees
mirrors that of the reader's, and is resolved by the timely arrival of an interpreter
or exegete.?8 Lucian's description of the painting of Heracles Ogmios in Heracles,
including the Celt's exegesis, is a good example of this 'enigmatist' technique, as is
his ekphrasis of the allegorical painting of Slander in Calumnia.29

Although Lucian tends to be associated generally with the 'enigmatist'
category, his ekphrasis in Tox. 6 (and in some other works also, such as De Domo
and Herodotus) belongs, rather, to the other category discussed by Bartsch, that of
the 'analogists,'3° represented largely by Philostratus in the Imagines. With this

technique, the writer seeks to emulate or surpass the skill of the original artist in

the composition and deployment of ekphrasis; these are the works of Theon and Hermogenes (early
and late second century A.D. respectively), and Aphthonius and Nicolaus (fourth and fifth centuries
A.D. respectively): see Bartsch 1989: 7ff.. As Bartsch (1989: 8) points out, these handbooks formed
an important part of elementary education, 'thus establishing a normative basis for the use of the
rhetorical devices they define.'

* Bartsch 1989: passim.

= On ekphrasis in Second Sophistic literature in general, see Anderson 1993: 144-155 and more
recently Zeitlin 2001. On Lucian's use of ekphrasis, see Bompaire 1958: 707-735; Laplace 1996.
Bartsch (1989: 14 ff.) discusses ekphrasis in Philostratus and Lucian. For the theoretical problems
of the relationship between description and narrative, see Fowler 1991.

* Bartsch 1989: 22.

*" Bartsch 1989: 23.

** See Bartsch 1989: 25-26 (interpretative difficulties are identified by a viewer in the text). 'Viewer
and puzzle must go hand in hand, since the former articulates the status of the latter. Where both are
absent, the allegorical meaning of the painting is previously made obvious by the way the painting
is described for the reader and by its position in the text.' (ibid.: 24).

?? Cebes' Pinax could also be included here; for discussion, see Bartsch 1989: 22ff.. It is generally
thought that use of the term ekphrasis when denoting descriptions of works of art is anachronistic,
but Bartsch has shown that the evidence from ancient sources on this matter is not conclusive
(1989: 31, n. 32).

0 Pollitt (1974: 10) coined the term 'literary analogists' for the descriptive technique of Fhe two
Philostrati and the sophist Callistratus: cf. Bartsch 1989: 23, n. 24; as Bartsch notes, Lucian was

clearly adept at both styles.
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his interpretation of a painting (or statue), both in terms of craftsmanship and
emotive appeal. He will supplement his description of the actual picture with
additional ‘'background’ information from mythology and literature, and
'narrativize' it. 'Interpretation’ in this case means 'seeing - and describing - more
than what could be immediately visible. '3t

The ekphrasis in Tox. 6 contains several references to the role of the artist
and the spectator - a distancing technique that serves to remind us that the
narrative is mediated through a work of visual art. For example, Toxaris uses a

mixture of active and passive verbs that remind readers of the artist’s agency in

the production of the painting (e.g. memoinkev..o ypadevg;, TAL
ALTA...ElRACpHEVR OetkvLTOL; YEYpamTo). His use of spatial terms of reference

(e.g. KOTOWTIKPL O& EML TOL ETEPOL TOLYOL) also reminds us of the two-

dimensionality of the events depicted in the painting, and therefore sustains the
illusion that we are visualizing in words a work of art.32 However, this illusion is
complicated by the fact that Toxaris uses temporal terms of reference in his
description as well, and even attributes finite action to the subjects of the painting
(e.g. xal 1 Tovyevera 770 xarapyeTatr ovtwy; 110N EKOEOVKWE TO. OECUA;
Tédog amonmAéovtecg). By doing this, he superimposes a narrative frame onto his

description, transforming static art into dynamic, diegetic action. 33 Blurring the
boundaries even further, Toxaris invests the painted figures with the emotional
impetus proper to their original, real-life counterparts, e.g.:

TMEMOINKEY YOP O YPAOELG EKATEPOV AUEAODVTA..TWV KD EAVTOV
TOAEUIOV...KOL 7ap oUOEv TIBéuevor €1 AMODAVELTOL CWONG TOV
drAov.

It is significant that Toxaris scrupulously bases his interpretation here on the
manner in which the artist has portrayed the figures; clearly, this is not a case of a
viewer arbitratily importing his own views and emotions into his 'reading' of the
picture, but nevertheless, Toxaris is still 'seeing' more than could have been
depicted in an actual painting. This suggests a degree of latitude in the reader’s use
of his imagination and interpretive skills in response to a text, but that there is

also a link between author intentionality and reader interpretation.

*I Bartsch 1989: 17. Longus' novel is an extreme example of this; on the relation between Longus’
narrative technique and contemporary trends in wall-painting, see Mittelstadt 1967.

* Tox. 6. .
* Bartsch (1989) also points out that the superimposition of a progressive temporality, along with
the communication of what was thought or felt by the characters in the painting, are aspects of
narrative rather than of description; she discusses Philostratus’ ekphrastic technique in these terms
at pp. 15-22, where she also refers to, but does not discuss, this ekphrasis in the Tox..
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Analysis of details in the story depicted in the paintings also reveals
interesting aspects of Toxaris’ narrative technque. In general, the murals seem to
represent the Euripidean version of the myth from the Iphigeneia in Tauris (IT) 34
although Lucian may have had other literary versions in mind t00.35 Toxaris lays
great emphasis on the depiction of Orestes and Pylades’ selfless courage during
the engagement with the Scythians, as each man risks his own life to save the
other.3¢ Of course it is only natural that he should emphasize just such a scene in
the context, but it is hardly a coincidence that this also appears to have been one of

the most famous and popular scenes in dramatic performances of the myth as

** The principal point on which he deviates from the Euripidean version is where Toxaris says that
Orestes kills King Thoas: (yeypamton kol dovevwy tov @bdawtal). In the I7, Orestes does
indeed suggest they should murder the king — which may perhaps indicate an alternative sequence
of events which Euripides suppresses — but Iphigeneia declines to do so, out of respect for the laws
of hospitality (/7 1020-1021):
Or.: dp obv thpavvor dodécar Suvaipned dv;
Iph.: dewov 168" eimag, Eevodovely EmnAvdac.
(Observe that both Iphigeneia and Mnesippus (70x. 2) use the same word — ETNAVOEG — to refer to
Orestes and Pylades.) There were, of course, other versions of the myth in antiquity apart from the
Euripidean one. In a much later account of the origins of the cult of Artemis Orthia in Sparta, the
mythographer Hyginus reports that Thoas was murdered prior to Orestes' theft of the statue and
escape; Hyginus' syntax is at least susceptible of the interpretation that Orestes was the murderer
(Fabulae 261): Orestes...occiso Thoante simulacrum sustulit...et Ariciam detulit. For other
references to the murder of Thoas by Orestes, see Servius on Aeneid 11, 116 and VI, 136; Tox. 6
appears to be our earliest literary account of this particular detail in the Orestes myth.
* Trenkner (1958: 52, n. 10) believes that Toxaris' story represents a version of the story in the /7
which omitted the element of intrigue; she suggests that Lucian is working from a version of the
story in a tragedy. In one of his exile poems (Epistulae ex Ponto 3, 2. 33-102), Ovid relates how an
old Taurian told him the tale of Orestes and Pylades in Tomi. Ovid's account is framed in a similar
manner to Lucian's, including a deconstruction of ethnic prejudices. Ovid explains that he had been
praising the integrity of his friend Cotta, when an old man, one of the Tauri, said to him (ll. 43-44):
nos quoque amicitiae nomen, bone, nouimus, hospes,
quos procul a uobis Pontus et Hister habet.
Just as in Toxaris, the Scythian gently corrects the prejudice that friendship is an alien concept to
such remote people, who are ‘uncivilised’ from a Roman point of view. To prove his point, he tells
Ovid the story of Orestes and Pylades. In his version, when Iphigeneia is required to sacrifice one
of the pair, both friends vie for the privilege of dying to save the other — this, says the Scythian, was
the only occasion in their friendship on which they were notr unanimous (1l. 85-88):
ire iubet Pylades carum periturus Oresten,;
hic negat, inque uices pugnat uterque mori.
extitit hoc unum, quo non conuenerit illis:
cetera pars concors et sine lite fuit.
Bompaire points out other affinities between the work of Lucian and Ovid (e.g. Bompaire 1958:
259 and 658), which he thinks is attributable to the fact that both may have been familiar with the
same Alexandrian sources.
% For self-sacrifice for a friend as a topos in stories about friendship, see Trenkner (1958: 71-2),
who notes that either Sophocles (in the Chryses), or Euripides (in the /7) was the first to introduce
the story of the noble rivalry of Orestes and Pylades in the matter of friendship; the motif appears
also in Euripides' Orestes and Peirithous, and in prose form in Valerius Maximus, De Amicitia
4.7.4; it may also be folkloric. For the idea of sacrificing one's life for one's friends, see Platg,
Symp. 179b, 208d (in the context of eros); Seneca Ep. 9.10; Aristotle, EN 9.8. 1169 a 18 - b 2. It is
also as a novelistic motif (e.g. Ach. Tat. 3.22.1: bep PpiAov, K&v AmovaVeELY OENTEL, KAAOG

o Kivduvog, YAukvg 0 Vdvatog); for further discussion, see Hock 1997.
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well. We know, for example, that Orestes and Pylades' altruistic competition
featured in a Greek tragedy by Sophocles, and a Latin tragedy by Pacuvius 37
where it was much admired by Cicero.38 Indeed, it is worth reflecting on Cicero's
comments on Pacuvius' dramatic representation of Orestes and Pylades'
friendship in some detail. At De Finibus 5, 63, Laelius describes the audience’s
reaction to such demonstrations of loyalty on the stage:

..clamores uulgi atque imperitorum excitantur in theatris, cum illa
dicuntur: Ego sum Orestes, contraque ab altero: Immo enimuero ego sum,
inquam, Orestes! Cum autem etiam exitus ab utroque datur conturbato
errantique regi: Ambo ergo una necarier precamur, quotiens hoc agitur,
ecquandone nisi admirationibus maximis?

...the shouting of the crowd and those who are inexperienced is roused,
when those words are spoken: 'I'm Orestes!" - and then from the other: 'No,
I'm Orestes, I tell you!". But even when their final words are delivered by
both of them to the confused and misguided king - '"Therefore we both beg to
be killed together' - no matter how many times this is acted, is there any
occasion when it does not meet the greatest applause?

Toxaris makes a similar point about the typical response of Greek audiences to
displays of friendship on the stage (Tox. 9). According to Cicero’s character,
Laelius, there is no-one who would not commend this affection of spirit; above all,
these two friends are commendable for their lack of concern for personal interest,
and their loyalty, which is unswerving, even to the detriment of their own welfare:

Nemo est igitur quin hanc affectionem animi probet atque laudet qua non
modo utilitas nulla quaeritur sed contra utilitatem etiam conseruatur

fides.39

For there is nobody who would not approve of and praise this affection in
spirit, in which not only no profit is sought, but loyalty is maintained, even
at the risk of profit.

*" Pacuvius’ Dulorestes; the fragmentary text of this play can be found in Remains of Old Latin Vol.
II, (ed. & trans. by E.H. Warmington (Harvard, 1936)), pp. 208-224. The plot of Pacuvius’ play
(which was composed in the second century B.C.) involved a famous scene where Thoas wished to
kill whichever of the two captives happened to be Orestes; each man therefore claims that 4e is
Orestes in order to save the other from death, and the scene culminates in their request to be killed
together (see following note). It is curious how enduring such fopoi can be; one is reminded of the
memorable scene from the battlefield in Kubrick's film Spartacus (1960), where Spartacus' fellqw-
slaves stand up defiantly in their chains to identify themselves as the man himself, f_rustratmg
Crassus' attempts to single out their leader for punishment, and demonstrating their solidarity _by
their willingness to die in his place; the hilarious crucifixion scene in Monty Python's Life of Brian
(1979) is a parody of this. Interestingly, Pervo (1997) suggests that the ‘ludicrous’ nature of many
of the tales in the Tox. indicate that the stories were meant to parody these ropoi. Cf. p. 94 ff..

** Cicero De Finibus 2, 79:

...aut Pylades cum sis, dices te esse Oresten ut moriare pro amico, aut si esses Orestes, Pyladem
refelleres, te indicares, et si id non probares, quo minus ambo una necaremini non precarere?

* Cicero De Finibus V, 63. Cf. n. 86 below.
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Toxaris also remarks on the friendship of Orestes and Pylades, with its exemplary

gbvowa and motov. The resemblance is even more striking in view of what Laelius

goes on to say, namely that not only legend, but history itself is replete with such
examples of friendship - especially Roman history:

Talibus exemplis non fictae solum fabulae uerum etiam historiae refertae

sunt, et quidem maxime nostrae.4°¢
This too resonates with the Toxaris, where both speakers claim supremacy in
friendship for their respective nations, as Cicero does for the Romans. Where
Cicero stipulates a crisp distinction between historiae, with their implied veracity,
and mere fictae fabulae, however, the speakers in Lucian's Toxaris make a
gentlemanly agreement to tell the truth, but tease each other (and the reader) with
the possibility that, for all their earnest assertions to the contrary, their stories are
entertaining fictions.

The purpose of this brief detour through literary accounts of Orestes and
Pylades' feats is not to argue for specific or pointed intertextuality between the
Toxaris and any other particular text which treats the myth, but to show that the
images Toxaris evokes in his 'word-picture' would have had a distinctly literary,
and especially theatrical, flavour for Graeco-Roman readers.4! Considering the
Greeks' general opinion of the Scythians, Toxaris' rhetorical expertise,
appreciation of art, and familiarity with tragedy is most unexpected, and rendered

all the more ironic in light of Toxaris' own explicit (and, one must infer, tongue-in-

Y De Finibus V, 64; see also De Finibus 1, 65, where it is claimed that the mythical stories of
antiquity demonstrate the rarity and importance of true friendship: Quod quam magnum sit
[amicitia] fictae ueterum fabulae declarant, in quibus tam multis tamque uariis, ab ultima antiquitate
repetitis, tria uix amicorum paria reperiuntur, ut ad Orestem peruenias profectus a Theseo.

! Aristotle's remark (Poetics 1453 b15-22), that the best tragic plots take place amongst ¢iAo, is
interesting in this regard, even if by ¢1Aot he principally means people who are bound together by
ties of kinship. On Aristotle's concept of drAict in the Poetics, see Else (1963: 349-351 and 414 f.)
and Belfiore (1998: 141-7). Belfiore concludes that, although Aristotle does not explicitly define
the concept, it must include more than ties of blood or kinship; it is also significant that he
frequently mentions ¢uAioe in connection with suffering (madog) and recognition
(dvaryvwpioig), motifs that are characteristic of the genre of tragedy (ibid.: 141). Traditional
morality clearly had a rich tragic potential, as Blundell points out (1989: 272). For an overview of

the treatment of the problematics of ¢1Aiat in Greek epic and tragedy, see Belfiore 1998: 147—15_1
and 151-154 respectively. She finds that, of our thirty-two extant Greek tragedies, twenty-six
feature a central pathos among ¢ilot, and violation of philia is an important theme in some of the
remaining six, leading her to conlcude that tragedy, in contrast to epic, is characterised by its focus
on harm amongst diAot: 'violation of philia...can be said to be a defining characteristic of tragedy

as a whole.' (158).
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cheek) eschewal of the Greek talent for eloquence and their love of the theatre
(Tox. 9). 42
This irony is not lost on Mnesippus, who comments wryly, and in a pointed
manner, on Toxaris' unexpected skill with words, and the vividness of his
description.
® Tofapt, ob pévov dpo tofebew dyadol fioow Ikt kol 1o
TOAEUIKG. TOV GAAWV &pEWVOLE, AAAG KOL PROW EMELY AmEvTwmy
mdavwTaToL. EAEANDELG BE HE, B yevvaile, Kol Ypahevs dyodoe dv.
MAVL YOuV Evopymg EnederEog Ny 10g kv 1@ Opecteiw gikbuoe Kot
TNV HAXMY TV &rdpiv Kol To LIEp AAAHAWY TPOHLLOLTOL43

Toxaris, the Scythians, it seems, are not only skilled at archery, and better
than everyone else in matters of war, but also the most convincing of all
people at making speeches... But I did not realize, my dear fellow, that you
were a skilled painter as well; at any rate, you showed me the pictures in the
Oresteion, the men's battle, and the wounds they received on each other's
behalf, in a most vivid manner.

By calling Toxaris a skilful painter (ypaudec) on the basis of his vivid verbal

description - praise he reserves elsewhere for Homer himself 44 - Mnesippus elides
the distinction between verbal and pictorial text. This idea of the analogy between
visual and narrative art had a Classical pedigree, having been first expressed by
the poet Simonides in the fifth century B.C., but it seems to have exercised a

peculiar fascination on writers of the Second Sophistic as well.45 As we shall see, it

# At Tox. 8, Lucian exploits the homonymy between Toxaris' name and archery (To€gve1v), the
skill for which the Scythians were famous, and which typified them in the Greek imagination (in
their capacity as the police force in Classical Athens, they were commonly known as to&oton).
This word-play highlights, paradoxically, Toxaris' atypicality as a Scythian: cf. n. 21 above.

The Greeks had a rather schizophrenic attitude toward the Scythians; they could represent the noble
savage of primitivist thought, and one philhellenic Scythian, Anacharsis, was in fact numbered
among the Seven Sages of antiquity; in general, though, they were regarded as uncouth barbarians,
famous for their rude speech or thuggish silence (on which, see Herodotus 4.127; Diogenes Laertius
1.101). Aristophanes does not miss the chance to exploit the comic potential of this (for example,
the Scythian archer at Thesm. 1001 ff.): 'Their uncouth behaviour, their broken Greek and their
general stupidity were open to derision, and so provided the poet with a useful and easy target for
fun.' (Ehrenberg 1951: 175). For further references to the Scythians, and discussion, see Lovejoy &
Boas 1935: 315 ff. and Hartog 1988: 2-206. Mnesippus’ name may be significant, for a different
reason; it may recall Ctesippus, one of the speakers in Plato’s dialogue on friendship, the Lysis.

¥ Tox. 8.

“ In Imag. 8, Homer is identified as &proTtog TV YPoOEWY; see Zeitlin (2001: 224). Another
effect of identifying Toxaris as the grapheus of the word-picture is to elide the agency of the
original artist, who (putatively, at least) painted the mural in the first place. By attributing the role
of painter to Toxaris in this way, Mnesippus could perhaps be suggesting that he really is their
creator, i.e. that he actually 'made up' the paintings, to illustrate his point. On ekphraseis of
imaginary paintings, see Bartsch 1989: 23. )

% See Plutarch, Mor. 346 f: TANY o Zwpwvidng Ty pev Lwypodiaw moincy clwrwoey
npocayopebel, THY 8¢ moinow {wypadiow Aarovoay; see Zeitlin 2001, esp. 219: *...the
authors of the Second Sophistic, so concerned with their own verbal artistry and performative style,
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is significant that this nexus of ideas is evoked in preparation for the embedded
stories of the dialogue.

The term Mnesippus uses to denote the vividness of Toxaris' description
(mawv..Evapywg) is also suggestive. Enargeia - vividness - was used as a
rhetorical term to denote a quality much sought-after in ekphrasis.46 As Zanker
has shown, this quality was especially associated with poetry and historiography,
and laid strong emphasis on visual and emotive appeal;47 enargeia was achieved
when one's description made the listener feel that he was actually an eye-witness

of the events or objects described, experiencing the feelings he would naturally feel

if this really were the case: Evdpyeion 100 oxedov opdodor 1o
aumoryyeAAOpeva.48 This is confirmed when Mnesippus speaks about how Toxaris
in effect showed him the paintings by his description (emédeiog uiv
TAG...£1KOVaLg), meaning that the ekphrasis was so vivid, it was as if he were

actually seeing the paintings themselves.49 In the context of this rhetorical
terminology, other possible meanings suggest themselves as well; the verb also
connotes £midei€1ig, the display speech, where the sophist showcased his talents -
which is essentially what Toxaris is doing, as Mnesippus astutely perceives.5°

It is also significant that Mnesippus comments on Toxaris' convincing
manner of speaking (pnow el dndviov midavataror). In the context of the
story-telling, and the concern for true stories, that takes up most of the dialogue,

this alerts readers to Toxaris' ability to convince his audience (it is implied) of

what is not true; coupled with the reference to Toxaris’ concealed talents

continually draw upon the resources of visual representation, in both theoretical and practical
ways.” For the general argument that such visual emphasis in Lucian’s work (including theatrical
imagery) reflects self-consciously the belated mimeticism of Second Sophistic literature — ‘the
mimetic identity-crisis of his age’ - see Whitmarsh 2001: 264-5.

*® Theon, Progymnasmata 11: EKdpacig £GTL AOYOG MEPINYNUATIKOG EVapYdg LT Sy
&ywv 16 dnlovpevov. Hermogenes, Progymnasmata 10: ApeTal & EXKPPACENG UAALCTOL
codnVELD. KO EVApYEL: BOEL Yap THY EpUNveilay d1d Tng AKkong oy edov thnv oy
unyxowvacdal. (See Zanker 1981: 300 and 298 respectively).

47 Zanker 1981: passim.
*® Theon, Progymnasmata 11 (see Zanker 1981: 298). Zanker also shows (ibid.: 303) that the

concept of Evapyela. is related to the Greek dovtacia (Latin visio), on which see Quintilian,
Inst.Or. 6.2.29: Quas ¢avtaciog Graeci uocant (nos sane uisiones appellemus), per quas
imagines rerum absentium ita repraesentantur animo ut eas cernere oculis ac praesentes habere

uideamur, has quisquis bene ceperit is erit in adfectibus potentissimus.
* Of course, Toxaris' enargeia enables Mnesippus to 'see' only the mimetic representation of the

events (ol €1k6vEC), not the events themselves; a small point, maybe, but it does reflect the
characters' overall concern with stories of friendship, rather than the actual deeds, which in turn

mirrors Lucian's concern with fextuality in the dialogue.
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(éAeAnders O ), this constitutes the first of a series of Fiktionalitditssignale in

the dialogue.5* Mnesippus' comments about Toxaris' speech are a significant
indicator for how we are meant to 'read' the text. As the inscribed 'reader’ for
Toxaris' ekphrasis, his response guides our own, as by a process of narcissistic
identification, we are inclined to align our readerly response to his.52 It is
significant, therefore, that Lucian uses him to engage the reader's response at a
cognitive level at the very start of the dialogue in this way, evoking a critical
appreciation of Toxaris' rhetorical style, rather than a purely emotional response
to the story told.53 Mnesippus signifies an ideal reader who will maintain a degree
of critical distance from the narratives, and apply criteria of plausibility and
rhetorical style to what he reads.

There are obvious thematic parallels between the ekphrasis and the
dialogue, which invite the reader to consider their interrelation and its
implications more deeply. The theme of the painting - a story of friendship -
becomes the theme of the dialogue, on two levels: at the most obvious level, of
course, the stories recounted by both speakers are about friendship; more
cunningly, however, the story-telling contest between Mnesippus and Toxaris,
which is itself an attempt to outdo each other in stories of friendship, is analogous
to Orestes' and Pylades' struggle to outdo each other in deeds, as represented in

the paintings. The paintings, therefore, constitute a mise en abyme representation

of the dialogue itself.54 The emphasis in the ekphrasis on the kowwvia of Orestes

and Pylades, their unanimity, and their absolutely equal commitment to the ideals
of friendship can therefore be read as a proleptic suggestion of Mnesippus' and
Toxaris' eventual unanimity, and the fact that they ultimately cannot decide who is
the superior in matters of friendship. With the Greek heroes, their vying to surpass
one another becomes, paradoxically, the seal of their friendship. The connection
between the paintings and the speakers is hinted at again towards the end of the

dialogue, when Mnesippus illustrates the perfect union of their friendship by

50 For discussion of the ekphrasis as a tool for advertising rhetorical and writerly skills, see (for
example) Bartsch 1989: 14

*! The Scythian Toxaris, therefore, dissembles; his taciturn air is an ironic pose. It is interesting to
read this in light of his fellow-Scythian Anacharsis’ disavowal of irony, which he identifies as a

culturally specific Greek trait (4na. 18).
“Bartsch (1989: 38-9) discusses the ‘lure of narcissistic identification” which entices the interpreter

(i.e. reader) to align his response to that of the in-text interpreter.

%3 Cf. Bartsch (1989: 1-39), who discusses description as a ‘device requiring hermeneutic activity’
(35). See Hamon (1981: 11): "It <i.e. description> is what stops, blocks and suspends the
momentum of reading. But it also requests a "translation" as to its meaning, its function in the
work; it calls upon and interrogates the reader whom it transforms into an interpreter...".

3 For a definition of this figure, see Chapter 1, p. 58.
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referring to artistic depictions of the three-headed monster, Geryon, which he
interprets as symbolic representations of unanimous friends, who are so close that
they are practically the same body.55 Mnesippus' reference to these paintings
towards the close of the dialogue forms a neat chiasmus with Toxaris' ekphrasis
towards the beginning; where Toxaris' ekphrasis foreshadows the contest between
the two narrators (i.e. the dialogue itself), as well as the competitive element in
many of the stories of friendship that follow, Mnesippus' interpretation of Geryon
paintings reflects their own newly wrought solidarity, and looks back to similar
metaphors in the stories, where friends are said to form the one body.56

The implications of this mise en abyme go deeper still, however. According
to Toxaris, Scythian law prescribes that all children should commit the text of the
epigraphical record of the exploits of Orestes and Pylades to memory, so that they
might internalize from an early age the lessons of friendship it contains:57

Kol & ye pet AAMNA@Y fj rep AAAAwY Enador dvoypdyovte ot

TPOYOVOL NUWY EML STAANG XAAKNG dvédecay €1¢ 10~ OpEcTElor, Kol

VOMOV ETOLNOOYTO TPWTOV TOVTO HADMUO KL TOUdELUa, TOlE MOLoL

TOlg OQETEPOLG Elvail THY OTHANY To0TY Kol 1o ET obtng

YEYPUUUEVD SIOLUVTILOVEVTOLL.58

In a similar way, Mnesippus' and Toxaris' reflection on the painting of the Greek

heroes, and on their own tales of similar noble feats in the name of friendship,

* Tox. 62. Mnesippus' interpretation of paintings of Geryon recalls the poignant state of the
primeval humans in Aristophanes’ myth of Eros in Plato, Symp. 189d6 ff.; the context is also
similar in each case (prAla/ Epwg). Interestingly, Aristophanes also refers to art in his mythos, to
illustrate the result of Zeus' threat to chop the humans in half again, if they persist in their hybristic
behaviour; in that event, he says, they would resemble the profile figures in relief-sculpture. The
resonance with the Platonic Aristophanes might serve as a hint that the stories are fictitious, and
also that the 'contest' in the 7ox., along with the dire penalties proposed by each speaker in the event
of failure, are not to be taken au pied de la lettre; we are dealing with a contest of speech (Aoyor)
similar to the one in Plato's Symposium. For the idea that a friend is a second self, see Aristotle, EN
1166 a31f, 1170 b6f., MM 1213 al0-26; Plutarch, Mor. 93¢ (cf. Blundell 1989: 40, with n. 65).
This resonates with Socrates’ exploration of the idea that one is a friend to one who belongs by
nature to you (Plato, Lysis 221e-222a: T &V dM GUCEL OLKELOV AVYKOLOV MUY TEGAVTOLL
d1A£1v), which recalls the Platonic Aristophanes’ myth explaining love as the desire to be reunited
with one’s original organic other half. Goldhill (1995: 56 ff.) explores the appropriation of
Aristophanes' mythos in depictions of love in the novels.

% The same idea is expressed by two of the friends in the star trio of Toxaris' third story, Arsacomas
(46) and Macentes (53); Toxaris seems to be showing off the Scythians' knowledge of Greek
literature and philosophy again. It is inviting to read Mnesippus’ 'symbolic' interpretation of the
Geryon paintings metatextually, as a hint to the reader of the 7ox. to look beyond the surface
meaning of the dialogue itself. As a hybrid monster, we might expect Geryon to carry some
metapoetical signficance in a Lucianic dialogue: see Chapter 1, p. 66 ff.. The comparative brevity
of the passage, however, as well as its belated position in the dialogue means that it does not carry
the same programmatic importance as Toxaris' ekphrasis. ' P
57 Clearly, the text of the Orestes/Pylades inscription was felt by the Scythians to have a didactic
function, to inculcate certain ethical principles in the youth — an idea which has Platonic resonance;

see Janaway 1995: 80-105. Cf. n. 123.
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leads them ultimately to internalize and enact their message, and become friends

themselves.52 Mnesippus' concluding statement, that their friendship is founded

on Adyot, emphasizes the parallel with the lesson in friendship which the Scythian
children learn from ) oTnAn abtn Kol o £’ obtng yeypaupévo. There is an

analogy, therefore, between the function of the inscription, and that the Ad6yot in

the Tox., and the explicitly textual nature of the former draws the reader's eye
close to the textuality of the latter, and the dialogue itself.6°

Actually, the presence of the inscription in Toxaris' ekphrasis is curious;
after all, what Toxaris is really interested in, and what he spends most time
describing, are the paintings. Lucian could easily have omitted the reference to the
inscription altogether, and the ekphrasis of the paintings would not be rendered
any less effective. The fact that, despite its apparent dispensability, he devotes
considerable attention to describing the textual nature of the inscription, and the
paintings' relationship to it, suggests that we should consider its importance more
carefully.

Toxaris places considerable emphasis, in his brief reference, on the

textuality of the inscription: he refers to the original act of inscribing

(qvarypdyowwteg), specifies the medium on which the text is written (Emt oThAng
yaAxk1c), and then reiterates these ideas emphatically when referring to the law
which requires the study of TV cTHANY TOTY KAl Ta ET AVTNG YEYPAUUEVQL.
He then refers to the paintings opposite the inscription, which represent the text
visually in pictorial form (bméco | oTHAN dnAol Ypadois LIO TWY MAAXLWY
gikoopéva, detkvutan).6t The situation that arises from this is quite complex;

Toxaris 'marrativizes' the paintings, which themselves constitute a visual

representation of a narrative text (the inscription). At the same time, Toxaris'

e 6.

*® This perhaps suggests that reading of fiction in antiquity could be seen as ethically edifying. For
an exploration of ancient analogues for the Bildungsroman, see Morgan 1996.

5 This raises the issue of how we are meant to read Tox.; at at least two readings seem to be implied
here — an ethical reading, and a literary (or metaliterary) one; both readings are enacted by the
speakers themselves, who ultimately internalise the stories’ ethical lessons, but are also preoccupied
thoughout with the quality of the /logoi themselves, and the style in which they are told. In her
examination of the contrasting ways in which dialogue and drama deal with ethical questions, such
as the issue of friendship, Blundell (1989: 7f.), argues that drama enacts the ethical issue, where
dialogue merely enacts the discussion of the issues: '...the philosophical dialogue typically
dramatises not the problem itself but its discussion in theoretical terms...a dialogue does not enact
the problems it aims to solve.' Clearly, however, this is not true of Lucianic dialogues such as the
Philops. and Tox., which both 'dramatise' the ethical question under discussion (cf. Tychiades and
Philocles' dialogue in Philops. is itself a demonstration of the seductive powers of fiction).

*l Tox. 6.
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narrativization of the painting constitutes our text, the text of Lucian's dialogue.
Just as the visual text of the paintings is framed by Mnesippus' 'reading' of
Toxaris' ekphrasis, so too the text of the ekphrasis is framed by our reading of the
dialogue; from our point of view, Toxaris' description is a textual representation
(i.e. an ekphrasis in the Toxaris) of a visual representation (i.e. the paintings) of a
text (i.e. the inscription recording the heroes' exploits). By adding all these layers
and emphasizing the textuality of each layer, and how each one corresponds to the
other, Lucian seems to be playing a game with the textuality of his own characters
and dialogue, drawing it tantalizingly close to the surface. But this is not just a
game of gratuitous writerly sophistication. By drawing attention to the textual
nature of the dialogue, Lucian prepares us for the fact that the paintings described
by Toxaris, which correspond to the text of the inscription, correspond also to our
text, in what we now call mise en abyme, as the painting described by Toxaris
reflects or symbolizes the dialogue which contains it. 62

The theme of the paintings is therefore reflected both in the themes and
patterns of the stories, and in the story-telling act itself, which constitutes most of
the dialogue. The fact that Toxaris and Mnesippus pay such attention to the
description of the painting perhaps foreshadows the fact that their own friendship
will be founded not on proven acts of friendship, but on powerful verbal
descriptions of it. This is especially ironic in the character of Toxaris, and suggests
that his 'Scythian-ness' is a sophisticated pose, wherein he plays up to the Greek
(literary) idea of what Scythians are like. One is left with an impression of a world
pervaded by a literary atmosphere, a world in which stories are the principle thing.
In the following section, I will demonstrate how the authors in the text -
Mnesippus and Toxaris - who show themselves to be aware of the limits of
narrative credibility, consciously make fiction and 'real life' overlap in their
stories.3 Their self-conscious playing with the fictionality of their narratives
reflects Lucian's game with the ontological status of his own text, which he
problematizes somewhat in the mise en abyme: on more than one level, what the

Toxaris is really 'about' is story-telling, and the nature of fiction.

%2 The fact that the paintings refer to another text is perhaps also a clue that the Tox. (which the
paintings symbolize) is referential to other texts itself: see the section on 'novelistic motifs' below.

*3 It is interesting also, from a metaliterary perspective, that Toxaris emerges as the more fanciful or
novelistic narrator: his more distinctly novelistic narrative technique may reflect the fact that
Scythia, the land he represents in the dialogue, was a setting for the action in some of the Greek
novels - possibly reflecting the idea that remote Scythia is gvkatoyevotepa than Greece; cf.
Sidwell's interpretation of Mnesippus' final remark about going to Scythia (Sidwell forthcoming, ad
loc.); cf. p. 145 and p. 152 f. below, esp. n. 137. On Scythia as a novelistic location, see Stephens &
Winkler 1995: 267-276 (on the Calligone fragment), and more generally Dumézil 1978.
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EMBEDDED FICTION: THE STORIES OF THE TOXARIS
When he proposes the contest of friendship with Mnesippus, Toxaris

stipulates that their respective stories should not rehearse the well-known tales of

the madociol gprdor of the Greek poetical tradition, such as Achilles and Patroclus

or Theseus and Pirithous; instead they should produce narratives that pertain to

contemporary characters and their exploits:

gL & obv Bokel, obtw VOV MOWBHEV. TOVG WEV MoAcoVe Gihoue
QTPEUELY EQCWHEY, €1 Twag f) Tiuelg f) LUElG 1OV TdAon KaToptOueiy
EXOMEV, ETEL KQXTA YE TOUTO TAEOVEKTOLTE &V, MOAAOLC Kol
&ElomoToug HAPTLPAG TOLG TOINTALG TOPEXOMEVOL THY W AYIAAEWC KOl
[TatpokAov PAtar kol Ty Onotwe kol IMepitdov kol TOV EAAWY
ETOUPEIOLY EV KAAALOTOLG ETTECT KOL HETPOLG Poywdortag: OAlyoug 8
TWOLG TPOYEIPLOAUEVOL TOY KD UG abtovg Kol Ta Epyo obTdw
SIMYNoAEVOL, EY® HEV TA ZKLOKG, ob 88 10 EAAMukd, [koi]
OMOTEPOG &V EV TOVTOLG KPOLTT) KAl LUELVOVE TTOPASYNTAL TOVE GLAovc,
aLTOG TE VEVIKNK®OG ECTAL KL TNV aLTOL dvaknpLEEL, KAAALGTOV
AYOVA KOl CEUVOTATOV AYWVICTULEVOC,. 64

If, then, it seems like a good idea, let's do it this way now. Let's leave
undisturbed the friends of old - if either we or you have any that we can list
from ancient times - since in this respect, you would have the greater
advantage, producing many trustworthy witnesses, the poets, who sing of
the friendship of Achilles and Patroclus, Theseus and Pirithous, and the
camaraderie of others too in the finest verses and rhythms. Instead, let us
handpick a few of those who belong to our own times, and when we have
told the story of their deeds - I the Scythian ones, you the Greek - then
whichever of us is superior in these and produces the better friends, he will
be the victor and he will proclaim his own country victor too, having taken
part in a most noble and solemn contest.55

* Tox. 10. For Orestes and Pylades as one of the 'canonical' pairs of friends, see Plutarch, Mor. 93e;
Cicero, De Finibus 1.65 (cf. n. 38 and n. 40 above). Achilles and Patroclus serve as the mythical
garadigm for the friendship of Chaireas and Polycharmus in Chariton’s novel also (1.5).

> On the poets’ license with the truth, see Philops. 2 ff. (cf. Chapter 1, p. 20 ff.) and cf. Morgan
1993: 178. This thinking is also evident in the passage cited from Cicero on p. 85 above. The
speakers’ insistence on stories pertaining to recent events reflects the ancient suspicion about the
veracity of narratives about the distant past, because it is impossible to be accurate about the details
of such narratives; clearly, therefore, this was an important consideration for ancient
historiographers: see Ephorus, FGrH 70 F 9, with discussion in Wiseman 1993: 141 ff.; Hartog
(1988: 265 f.) shows that this is related to the privileged authority of autopsy. It is interesting that
Plutarch (if indeed he is the author) prefaced his syncrisis of stories from Greek and Roman histoﬁry
in a similar manner (Mor. 305 a-b): Tog A&pxoiog otoplag S T mapddofo NG
npdtewe ot mAgiotol vopifovot mAdopatar Kol podouvg TLYXAvEW: gbpav dEYW
KOl EV TOlG VOV ypovolg Yeyovdto Opol, T EV Tolg Pwpoikolg Kopolg
cuuPepnkoto  EEedebduny, Kol EKACT® TPAYMOXTL GPYOL® VEWTEPOY OMOLOLY
Stfynow vrétala, Avaypdyog Kol Tovg 1oTopnoavTag Gudpas.
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Toxaris has just been speaking about the Greeks' flair for representing
friendship on the stage in their tragic plays, but their failure to live up to this
artistic ideal in real life, in contrast to the Scythians, whose comparatively poor
powers of speech leave them far behind the Greeks when talking about the topic of
friendship, but who nonetheless surpass them in putting these ideals into
practice.%® It is surprising, then, in the wake of such a speech, that this Scythian
should propose settling the dispute over the superiority of Greek or Scythian

friends by a contest of Aoyor; the implication is, of course, that Toxaris' claims

about Scythian lack of eloquence are to be understood as ironic. Toxaris may well
have his tongue in his cheek here also when he describes the Greek poets as
"trustworthy' witnesses,%” but his stipulations about the terms of the competition
reflect his (at least ostensible) concern that his Greek rival will be able to trump
him with examples of friendship drawn from a rich literary tradition; the story of
Achilles' and Patroclus' friendship belongs, of course, to the epic tradition, and
Theseus and Pirithous' companionable exploits were a favourite topic for tragedy
as well.68

However, on a close reading of this passage, it is also possible to discern
Lucian's sly tones cutting across the words of Toxaris, one of the inscribed authors,
to provide the external reader with a clue about the generic proprieties of the
stories that follow. When Toxaris asks that they leave the ancient friendships of
the Greek literary tradition aside, he suggests that their stories be about the
exploits and adventures of ordinary, contemporary people. Clearly also, their
stories are to be narrative accounts (dinynodevol), not poetry. Subtle clues
maybe, but could they cumulatively point to the characteristics of novelistic
narrative, which deals in narrative prose, not with the mythical heroes of old, but
with non-legendary (albeit extraordinary) individuals in a society which, if not

exactly contemporary, is at least non-heroic in its presentation?¢? Furthermore,

% Tox. 9: 60w yop SN Aewmopeda £V 1ol MePL Pritag AdYolg, TOCOVTOL EV TOLG EPYOLG
abtic mAeovextoLpey. The locus classicus for this ‘rhetorical disavowal of rhetoric’ is Plato,

Apol. 17 a-b (Whitmarsh 2001: 263-4); cf. p. 122 ff..

%7 See also Sidwell forthcoming, note ad loc..

%8 Theseus features in Euripides' Hercules Furens, Theseus, Aegeus, and perhaps also the Alope; he
also features in the Euripidean satyr play, Skiron. Achilles features as a character in Euripides'
Iphigenia in Aulis, Skyrioi, Telephus, and also in Sophocles' Lovers of Achilles and Those who dine
together (probably both satyr-plays: see Michelakis 2002: 172 ff.). Aeschylus' Myrmidons concerns
the friendship of Achilles and Patroclus. On Achilles in Greek tragedy in general, see Michelakis
2002; the author treats the Myrmidons on pp. 22-57. On violations of philia in Greek tragedy, see
Belfiore 2000 cf. n. 41. For the fragments of Euripides' plays, see vol. VIII of the Budé edition.

% In general, the novelists consciously strive to imbue the societies they depict with an air of
historical realism: see Morgan 1982 (on Heliodorus’ novel) and 1993: 182 (novels as profoundly
unAristotelian texts) and 202 ff.; Hunter 1994 and Hagg 1999 (on Chariton’s novel, primarily).
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the titles which Toxaris uses to designate their respective tales (‘Scythian tales' -

T Zxvhkd; and 'Greek tales' - 1o, EAANvikd) resonate with the conventional

titles given to some of the Greek novels, such as Xenophon's Ephesiaka (Ephesian
Tales), Iamblichus' Babyloniaka (Babylonian Tales), Iolaus' Phoinikika
(Phoenician Tales), and Heliodorus' Aethiopika (Ethiopian Tales).” In this
passage, therefore, the inscribed author, by means of ironic self-effacement,
advertises his own knowledge of the Greek literary tradition, and at the same time
the concealed author, Lucian, subtly advertises the novelistic affinities of the
narratives embedded in his dialogue.

Perry was the first to recognise the general relationship between the subject-
matter of the stories in the Tox. and the Greek romance novels.” More recently,
Pervo surveys and explores Lucian's deployment of novelistic motifs in these
novelle. His article is a useful entrée to the subject, but his approach is not without
its problems. Most seriously, the conclusion which Pervo draws from his survey -
that Lucian transposes these novelistic motifs into a ludicrous context in the Tox.,
and therefore means to parody the novels - is questionable. First of all, the
interpretation of the contexts in the novelle as Tudicrous' needs qualification.
Certainly, some of the circumstances in these stories might be viewed as extreme -
but they are hardly more 'ludicrous' than analogous situations in the novels. In
fact, when one considers novels like Iamblichus' Babyloniaka, with its lurid
adventures involving killer-bees (armed with diarrhoea-inducing honey),
cannibalism, ghosts and a heroine who is alarmingly disposed towards violence
and murder,”? Leucippe and Clitophon with its mock-disembowelment and mock-

decapitation of the heroine,”2 the multiple improbabilities in the plot of

There is little concern for historical realism in Longus' pastoral fantasy, but the author does
occasionally allow the more realistic aspects of rural existence to intrude into his pastoral fantasy,
tingeing it here and there with realism of a different kind, e.g. 1.23 (flies); 3.25 ff. (mercenary
peasants).

"% All of these works, with the exception of Heliodorus' novel, either pre-date, or are contemporary
with Lucian's floruit. As Holzberg notes (1995: 10), further titles following this pattern are
documented for non-extant novels; Holzberg links this sort of title to the genre of historiography.

"' Cf.n. 8.

7 Killer bees and laxative honey: Bab. 3-4; appearance of ghosts of victims who were cannibalized
by a robber: Bab. 5-6; King Garmus dancing in drunken glee around the cross that is destined for
the hero's crucifixion: Bab. 21; for Sinonis' vindictive and murderous temper, compare the violent
tendencies of the heroine in the Calligone fragment (see Stephens & Winkler 1995: 267).

 L&C 3.15 and 5.7. These scenes have been interpreted in varying ways, for example as ‘kitsch’
(Reardon 1994, esp. 264ff.); as a reflection of the heroine’s lack of autonomy from the male
protagonist, and possibly pornographic (Elsom 1992: 216 ff.); appefalmg to the n?ader as voyeur
(Anderson 1982: 24-5 and Konstan 1994: 60-64); or as a game with the reader’s expectations,
reminding him of ‘the continual play of deception and discovery’ (Bartsch 1989: 129).
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Xenophon's Ephesiaka,? the necromancy in Heliodorus' Aethiopika,’s or even the
serial swooning at the end of Chaereas and Callirhoe?¢ - the stories of the Toxaris
are, on the whole, comparatively restrained, or at least no more sensational than
the novels. Although in some cases it is hard to resist the idea that Lucian's is
being somewhat facetious, I believe it is the extremeness of these stories that is
emphasized. The point of these extreme, sometimes highly improbable,
circumstances is not to render the stories ridiculous, but to highlight the quality of
the friendship, which stands up even under conditions of extraordinary duress.

To claim that an author engages in parody is to say something about
authorial intention; it is important, therefore, to justify such claims, ideally with
explicit evidence from what the author himself writes, but otherwise with implicit
evidence, judging from the overall tone and self-consciousness of the text as a
whole.?” In the context of the Tox., evidence might be sought, for example, in an

exploration of how such parody might be related to the broader context and

"™ For example, in Eph. 4. 2 a freak wind, sent by the sun-god in answer to the hero's prayer, blows
Habrocomes off his cross and into a river. Habrocomes is quickly recaptured and a second
execution is arranged, but he prays again, and once again he is rescued miraculously, this time by
the intervention of the Nile, which floods and extinguishes the flames that threaten to consume him.
This sort of miraculous divine intervention in Xenophon contrasts with the more carefully
constructed causation in analogous scenes in other authors' works, such as Charicleia's execution
(Eth. 8. 9, where the properties of a special gemstone on her person render her invulnerable to fire.
(The causation in the latter case is perhaps not inherently any more plausible, but it is better
integrated with the plot.) Other improbabilities in Xenophon's plot include Eph. 4. 3, where
Hippothous captures Anthia for a second time - the first capture was reported at 2. 11- but neither
one recognises the other. At Eph. 5. 10, an apparently random confluence of events - both
Hippothous and Habrocomes decide, independently of each other, to break their voyage to Ephesus
at Rhodes - brings about the hero's reunion with Anthia. One theory that used to be evoked to
account for such apparent carelessness is the so-called 'epitome theory', based on the discrepancy
between the information in the Suda, which says that the Ephesiaca comprised ten books, and the
mere five books represented in the manuscript tradition. As Kytzler notes, there is no definite proof
to support this theory (nor indeed to refute it unequivocally), but the idea has now, on the whole,
been abandoned. On the epitome theory for Xenophon's text, see Anderson's introduction to his
translation of the novel in Reardon 1989: 125-8 and Kytzler 1996: 348-350. For a sensitive re-
evaluation of the artistic merit of Xenophon's work, see Konstan 1994 and also Kytzler 1996, esp.
P . 350-1.
Aeth. 6. 14-15.

*Cc&C8.1.

7 See Genette 1982: 26. Avery (1997: 8) defines parody as 'the imitation of a literary work in a
manner of ridicule. The element of ridicule in parody often implies criticism of the target of
parody.' Genette (1982: 30 ff.) distinguishes between parody and pastiche on the basis of their
relationship to the hypotext; where pastiche merely imitates the hypotext, parody seeks to transform
it: ¢f. Goldhill 1991: 208. In his discussion of the 7ox., Jones (1986: 56-8) declares himself unable
to detect a parodic tone in the work: 'The Toxaris remains an oddity among Lucian's works. It n}ight
be regarded as parody or pastiche in the manner of the True Histories, but the tone Fioes not fa).for
this easy solution. It is better to accept the oddity, and to admit that Lucian is sometimes uqtyplcz}l
and experimental.' (57-8); compare Whitmarsh (2001: 249): '...Lucian‘s‘wntmg. just like his
literary persona, is avowedly anti-generic and parasitical.' Rejano also denies the presence of an
ironic tone in the dialogue (2000: 231): ‘Luciano parece haber dejado por un momento la critica
irénica para dedicarse a una alabanza sincera de la amistad como sentimiento noble...todo el

didlogo adquiere una cierta aureola de hagiografia multiple y pagana.’
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concerns of the dialogue, or what the overall effect of this novel-parody might be.
Pervo, however, offers no satisfactory justification for his claim that Lucian
parodies novelistic topoi in this work, nor can I see that such evidence exists; this
is a serious obstacle to his thesis.

Many of Toxaris' and Mnesippus' stories evoke the atmosphere of the
novels, not only by incorporating motifs and plots that are familiar from the
novels, but sometimes by adopting novelistic narrative techniques as well. Dealing
with Mnesippus' stories first, Pervo notes that there is an affinity between
Charicleia, the conniving minx of the first story, and the 'typical' scarlet women of
the novels, who were rivals of the heroine, for example the type represented by
characters like Melite in Achilles Tatius, or perhaps Lycaenion in Daphnis and
Chloe etc..”® We get into difficulties immediately here, because of course, the
question arises of just how 'typical' these particular anti-heroines are; certainly,
Melite and Lycaenion are far from being the unsympathetic, one-dimensional
character that Lucian's Charicleia represents. 79 Charicleia herself can hardly be
said to represent a character at all; she is little more than a type, a ruinous trap for
the main character, Deinias. Of course, this difference is attributable at least in
part to the vast difference in scale between Lucian's novella and the novels, but if
we are going to compare Charicleia to female characters in the novels, it is more
appropriate to choose female antagonists who are more 'typical', or more minor
representatives of the type, e.g. Demainete, Knemon's evil step-mother in
Heliodorus' Aethiopika, who is herself presented as a version of the Euripidean
Phaedra, or the lustful Persian queen, Arsake, who has designs on the hero
Theagenes later in the same novel.80

Pervo alludes to Demainete when he compares the seduction techniques
which Charicleia brings to bear on the hapless Deinias (Tox. 15), and similar ploys
by Demainete in Aethiopika 1.9. There is more to compare here than just similar
content; like Mnesippus' tale, the narrative in Heliodorus is an embedded story
too; Knemon tells Theagenes and Charicleia how his evil step-mother, Demainete,
first seduced his father, Aristippus. Like Deinias, Aristippus is also described as a
fairly wealthy man, and Demainete, like Charicleia, is described as 'pretty enough.'

Pervo rightly observes that many of her seduction tricks are identical to those used

78 For parallelism between the roles of Melite and Lycaenion, see Morgan 1996b: 181. Charicleia is
introduced in Tox. 13; her name, meaning something like 'gracious reputation’ is clearly meant to be
ironic, given her meretricious conduct in the 7ox..

” For Melite as an unconventional female rival to the heroine, see Reardon 1994: 87. Reardon
contrasts Melite favourably with 'the black-and-white caricatures' Manto and Cyno, of Xenophon's

novel.
80 4eth. Books 7 and 8. For further discussion of Knemon's narrative, see n. 85 below.
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by Lucian's Charicleia, e.g. sighing when Aristippus leaves, running joyfully to
meet him on his return, complaining that she would die when his return was
delayed, clever use of kisses and tears. Both narrators also use a hunting-metaphor
to describe the seduction; these women 'ensnare' their unsuspecting victims with
their charms. However, it is clearly problematic to say that Lucian's description of
Charicleia's seduction is novelistic, on the basis of this comparison with
Heliodorus. For one thing, Heliodorus post-dates Lucian, probably by at least a
century.®* For another, such descriptions of female seduction techniques are not
inherently novelistic; they are borrowed from the genre of New Comedy
especially.82

Pervo also refers to a parallel between Tox. 15 and Leucippe & Clitophon
(L&C) 5.23, where Melite's husband, Thersandros, presumed by everyone to be
dead, suddenly returns home to find his wife dining with another man, the
protagonist, Clitophon. I confess I do not see any parallel between this passage
and Tox. 15; however, it is interesting as a comparand for an episode later in
Mnesippus' story (Tox. 17), where Deinias is caught in flagrante delicto by
Charicleia's husband, Demonax. It should be noted, however, that the tone and
gravity of these passages is very different.83 The scene in L&C is comical, in a way
that is characteristic of Achilles' detached and ironic style, and it has a happy
ending; in Tox. 17, in contrast, the cuckolded man's threat of violence has
disastrous consequences, spurring Deinias into a murderous frenzy, in which he
kills both husband and wife, unleashing almost psychopathic rage in his repeated
blows to Charicleia's body. One is reminded of the scene in Chariton’s novel,
where Chaireas suspects his wife, Callirhoe, of unfaithful conduct, and kicks her -
apparently killing her - only to discover, to his mortification, that his suspicions
were unjustified.84 In Mnesippus’ story, however, there is no happy ending for any
of the parties involved; Deinias and Agathocles go into lifelong exile, where
Deinias soon dies after an illness, and Agathocles, bereft of his one source of

(questionable) joy, lives out the rest of his lonely existence as a manual labourer in

self-imposed exile.

*! On Heliodorus' date, see Morgan 1996¢: 417-421,

i Sidwell, forthcoming ad.loc.; cf. Maehler 1990.

It is tempting to read L&C 5.23 as a tongue-in-cheek reprise of the quasi-miraculous return of
loved ones who were presumed dead in the Greek novels, e.g. the courtroom scene in C&C 5.8.

% C&C 1. 3-4; Hunter (1994: 1081, n. 128) also makes this comparison. In his chapter on ‘Other
Peoples, Other Places’, Bowersock (1994: 29-53), explores the very different treatment of the
Hellenic standard in these two works, but concedes nevertheless that ‘the stories told by the two
speakers [in the Tox.] reflect the literary tastes of which Chariton is a prime example.’ (1994: 45).
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Pervo, justifiably, questions the reciprocity of Deinias' friendship, and finds
that Agathocles' loyalty is excessive; however, I do not agree with him that Lucian

therefore means Agathocles' self-sacrifice is to be a parody of the topos that

friends should share one another's suffering - xp1 toic P1Aorg dmdong thyng
Kowwvew.85 Even if Agathocles' altruism in the story is felt to be extreme - as I

think it is, and I suspect ancient readers would have thought so too - this is not
grounds for interpreting Lucian's treatment here as parodic. Surely the point is
that his sacrifice should be regarded as extreme. After all, Mnesippus wants to
present examples of Greek friends who make the ultimate sacrifice, even if

(especially if) that is detrimental to their own interests,86

¥ Tox. 5 and cf. Tox. 36. On the issue of reciprocity, see the following note. For a similar
expression in Greek tragedy (which Toxaris points to as the showcase for Greek ideals of

friendship), see Euripides, Phoenissai 243 (in a choral ode): kowd yop Gihwy A&xn. The idea
also occurs in epic, e.g. /liad 9.615 (Achilles to Phoenix): KaAév toL oLV Epol TOV KNSEW og

K’ Eue KNOM; cf. Socrates' words in Plato, Lysis 207¢: kowd & ye Gidwv Aéyetot. Pervo
raises the possibility that Agathocles' 'excessive' devotion to his friend might be indicative of
‘unrequited homosexual passion,' and describes Mnesippus' story as 'a sad little melodrama, with
sentimental colouring, suitable for a sub-plot in a novel' (167). Several of our extant novels feature
what may, for convenience sake, be called 'sub-plots' about tragic same-sex love stories in the
novels: see L&C 1.12ff. (Kleinias & Charikles); L&C 2.34; Xenophon, Eph. 3.2 (Hippothous tells
Hab. story of his love for Hyperanthes); lamblichus, Bab. 17 (according to Photius' summary,
lamblichus includes a digressive account detailing the 'unlawful' love affairs of the Egyptian
princess Berenice, including her affair with a woman called Mesopotamia).

Although this is not the place for full exposition of the matter, I have qualms about the loose
manner in which the term 'sub-plot' is sometimes used to denote any narrative element in the novel
that is tangential or incidental to the main plot. It is surely desirable to distinguish between a 'sub-
plot' on the one hand, and an embedded narrative on the other, as the two narrative forms engage
the reader in quite different ways. The term sub-plot suggests a continuous and unfolding narrative,
the progress of which is either partially or wholly co-extensive with the progress of the main plot:
in formal terns, it is a dynamic narrative, from the point of view of the external reader. An
embedded narrative, on the other hand, is formally static, denoting a story told by one of the
characters in the main plot, which is usually analeptic (i.e. pertaining to a time that is anterior to the
temporal reach of the main plot) or paraleptic (i.e. providing information that is surplus to the
requirements of the main plot). The best example of a sub-plot in this sense is the story of Calligone
and Callisthenes in Leucippe and Clitophon, which is only resolved at the end of the novel, and
provides a thematic counterpoint to the main plot, as Morgan has shown (1996b: 186); see also
Hédgg 1971: 75, n. 2. Heliodorus presents us with arguably the most richly complex plot of all;
however, a story such as Knemon's tale (4eth. 1. 9ff.) is perhaps better viewed as an analeptic
embedded narrative, although a case may be made for designating it a sub-plot, given that the
resolution of Knemon's story is part of the fabric of the main plot: Aeth.2.5 (Knemon discovers
Thisbe's corpse in the cave). On Knemon's tale, see Morgan 1989.

* On the topic of Greek friendship in general, see Konstan 1996, esp. 118-120 (where he discusses
the 7ox.) and 1996a. On the ancient idea that friendship should be based on reciprocity, see Plato,
Lys. 212 a ff.; Aristotle, EN 1155 b 27 - 1156 a5, and Rhet. 1381 alf.: didog 8'Ectiv © Mdwv

Kol ¢rlovpevog; for modern discussion, see Gill 1998. Konstan (1998: 289-290) notes that
friendship in classical texts tends to be represented as a relationship between equals, whereas later
discussions tend to focus on friendship between people of different social status; this does seem to
ring true for the depiction of friendship in Mnesippus’ stories at least, which leads Rejano (2000) to
argue that Lucian’s treatment of friendship in the 7ox should be read as a wistful idealization,
reflecting the fact that imperial culture was favourable to more institutionalized relations based on
inequality, such as patronage, than true reciprocal friendship of this sort.
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Paying attention to Toxaris' response to the story, as the inscribed 'reader’, is
a good way of gauging the effect Lucian intends. When Mnesippus completes his
narrative, Toxaris says:

Kol €19 ye, @ Mvfownme, dvdpotog dv tovto, EAeyec, 1o kol

amotelv &v Eduvvduny obtolg obtw Zkvdhikér Two Glhov oV

" AyadokdEa tovtor dimynow. mANY ob S pf Two Kol EAAov
blolov E11N g aLLT®.87

I wish, Mnesippus, that you had not been under oath when you were telling

me these things, so that I could disbelieve them - for this Agathocles whose

story you told is such a Scythian type of friend. Apart from him, I'm not

afraid that you'll talk about another one like him.
By wishing he could legitimately disbelieve his story, Toxaris accomplishes two
things at once; first, he acknowledges Agathocles' outstanding display of
friendship (but cleverly, in such a way as to appropriate this excellence in support
of his own cause - Agathocles is a very 'Scythian' type of friend). Second, he
manages, tactfully, to inject a note of doubt in our minds about the veracity of
Mnesippus' tale. Identification with the inscribed reader, Toxaris, here means that
the external reader is made to suspect the truth-status of the story, while at the
same time he agrees to accept the sincerity of the inscribed author, Mnesippus,
oath to tell the truth. The implication is not only that the stories are made up, but
delivered as if they are true, but also that the reader is aware of this, and prepared
to go along with the game of make-believe; what we have here essentially, in the
dialogue between Mnesippus and Toxaris, is an enactment of the contractual basis
of fiction.

About Mnesippus' relatively short second and third narratives, Pervo has
surprisingly little to say. The selfless courage displayed by Euthydicus, by leaping

overboard into storm-tossed waters to rescue his ailing friend Damis, is yet

another variation (and again, an extreme example) on the theme of kowwvia

It is commonly assumed that the attribution of high moral value to altruism was a sign of Christian
influence, but as Blundell shows, the idea existed in Greek moral thinking, independent of the
Christian context (see Blundell 1989: 35f,, with references). See also Democritus' remark, that the
true giver of charis does not think of the return (DK 68 B 96), a sentiment which is echoed by
Pericles at Thuc. 2.40.4f. (on altruism as part of the political ideology of Periclean Athens, see
Herman 1998), and in Demosthenes 18.269. Blundell speculates that this 'may be one of the points
on which a moralising ideal diverges furthest from ordinary practice', and points out that such
selfless concern for a friend may be thought to benefit oneself in the long term. Nevertheless, there
are examples of altruistic behaviour towards d1Aot in literature, e.g. Achilles (/liad 18.98-106) and
Adrastus (Herodotus 1.41f.). For the idea that a true friend, like a parent, consults the long-term
interests of his friend, whereas the flatterer merely seeks to gratify in the short term, see Plato,
Phaedrus 233 b-c and Lysis 207 eff.; Aristotle, EN 1173 b31- 1174 al; see also Plutarch, Mor. 48e
g;avith Russell 1973: 94-96); additional references in Blundell 1989: 36.
Tox. 18.
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among friends, which will be mirrored later in the more grisly self-sacrifice of
Belitta in Toxaris' second story.88 This story, however, is also redolent of the world
of the Greek romance. With regard to the sea-storm that dominates Mnesippus'
story, it is worth noting that the perils of marine travel, including pirates, storms
and shipwrecks, are regular topoi in the novels.8 In fact, a close parallel for
Mnesippus’ story may be found in an embedded narrative in Xenophon's
Ephesiaka, where Hippothous relates the tragic tale of his love for Hyperanthes.9°
This story also involves a sea-storm, and a shipwreck, and like Euthydicus,
Hippothous tries desperately to keep Hyperanthes afloat in the water; however,
unlike Mnesippus' tale, Hippothous' story ends tragically, as Hyperanthes drowns.
Although he does not note these links with the novel, Pervo still detects parody of
the typical novelistic hero in this short tale: 'Lucian may be sneering here at the
"new kind of hero" found in romantic novels, the individual who prefers death to
separation from one's friend.'* I confess that I find the reasoning behind this
conclusion opaque; presumably, Pervo is once again interpreting the extremeness
of the circumstances in the story as ludicrous, a connection which, as I have
already explained, is unwarranted.

Mnesippus' third story concerns a trio of friends; again, Toxaris will mirror
this structure in his third narrative.9? This time, Eudamidas' rather unusual will,
and the financial burdens he bequeaths on his two friends, Aretaeus and
Charixenus, is the central feature of the story. While the legal and financial

intricacies of wills and legacies are not an obvious novelistic topos, they do crop up

* Tox. 43; see p. 106 ff. below.

% See, for example, Achilles Tatius, L&C 3.1-4, and also the elaborate description of a sea-storm
which separates the couple in Column II of the Herpyllis fragment of Antonius Diogenes (Stephens
& Winkler 1995: 164 ff.). Lucian himself is conscious of the stereotype nature of such stories: see
Mere.co. 1; he includes his own description of a sea-storm at Nav. 7 ff. and VH 1. 5-6. Pervo (1997:
13) cites sea-voyages as a topos of the 'popular' tradition.

% Eph. 3.2. Morgan (1996b: 175) interprets the tableau of Hippothous' desperate and ill-fated
efforts to keep the helpless Hyperanthes afloat as 'an icon of the disparity of their roles." This
asymmetry is integral to their homosexual relationship, with its polarised roles of active and
submissive partners, representing a different erotic paradigm to the relationship between the main
pair of lovers, Habrocomes and Anthia, which is characterised by a comparatively higher degree of
equality or parity between the partners (e.g. Anthia is able to defend herself against potential rapists
(Eph. 4.5), unlike the more helpless Hyperanthes, who must rely on Hippothous' intervention when
confronted with similar circumstances). Read against this background, it is possible to interpret
Mnesippus' happy ending (both friends survive and subsequently live happily together in Athens) as
a reflection of the parity of roles between ¢ilot. On the subject of the new paradigm of equality
represented by the lovers in the Greek romances, see Konstan 1994 (with a review by J.R. Morgan,
C.R. 45 (1995): 270-272). Goldhill (1995, esp. 132-161) explores this new symmetry ggamst thf&
philosophical background which was dominated by the homosexual an.d asymmetrical erotic
paradigm; his study is particularly interesting here, given Mnesippus' assertion that the two friends
end up studying philosophy together.

*! Pervo 1997: 168-9.

”? Tox. 44-55; see p. 108 ff..
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in the novels occasionally.93 Pervo, however, reads Lucian's story as a
'romanticization of social convention,' and continues; 'It witnesses to a new
romantic view of life, the kind of view Lucian seems elsewhere to scorn.'94
However, it is hardly sound methodology to make claims about shifts in social
attitudes like this, on the basis of the subjective interpretation of one short
narrative. Pervo does not cite evidence for his claim that Lucian elsewhere 'scorns'
such a romantic view, unless by this he means the 'sneering' tone which he detects
in the stories of the Tox., in which case, we must ascribe a degree of inconsistency
to the author in the dialogue. My own view is that the legalistic and financial
demonstration of friendship in this story is integral to the ethnic identity of the

Greek narrator, as distinct from his Scythian counterpart. Mnesippus has
undertaken to narrate ta ‘' EAAnuikd,95 and courtrooms, money, and legal

documents are all integral to life in the Greek polis. As a corollary to this, it is
noteworthy that these institutions are almost entirely absent from Toxaris'
Scythian tales.96

Pervo makes an interesting point when he identifies the mocking crowd with
their scornful attitude to the friends' action (Tox. 22), as a 'foil' to the "proper’
reaction. In other words, what Mnesippus has done here is to inscribe an audience
into his narrative, whose reaction to the central characters as 'readers in the text'
governs our own by antithesis: these mocking individuals are therefore 'anti-
readers'.97 This is a feature of subtle novelistic narrative technique, as Morgan has
demonstrated with regard to Heliodorus;98 in terms of subject-matter, however,

this appears to be Mnesippus' least conspicuously novelistic' tale.99

% Although the context is very different, wills and legacy-hunters are an important feature of
Petronius' Satyrica. Chariton includes a considerable amount of realistic legal detail about the sale-
transaction between Theron and Leonas in C&C 1.14, where Leonas purchases Callirhoe for
Dionysius. This is perhaps to be expected from an author who informs us in the opening sentence of
his work that he was a secretary working for the attorney Athenagoras. (On the importance of
Chariton's sphragis as a Beglaubigungstrategie - and also, paradoxically, an Fiktionalitdtsignal -
see Rosenmeyer 2001: 137-8. (Incidentally, lamblichus also inscribed himself into his novel (Bab.
10; Photius, Bib. 75b); it would be most interesting to study the nature of this ostensibly
autobiographical information, and how it affects the fictionality of his work — especially given the
possible associations between magic and fiction: see Chapter 1, p. 59 ff.). Pervo (169) points to an
interesting analogy for Mnesippus' story in the Gospel of John (19: 25-27).

* Pervo 1997: 169.

% Tox. 10. el
% The one exception to this is Toxaris' fourth narrative, where a specific monetary denomination is

mentioned, and reference is also made to the theatre and the possibility of recourse to legal action
against thieves; it is significant, however, that this is the only one of Toxaris' stories to be set in a
Greek city: see ni Mheallaigh, forthcoming.

71 owe the terminology here to Morgan: see following note.

% Morgan 1991: 102, ' :
% This is in sharp contrast with Toxaris' highly novelistic third narrative; see p. 108 ff..
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More can be said about Mnesippus' fourth and fifth stories. Pervo reads the
fourth narrative, the tale of Zenothemis and Menecrates (Tox. 24-26), as a 'nearly
perfect foil' to the Greek idealistic romances. The woman in the story, Cydimache,
is hideously ugly; one half of her body is palsied, and she is missing one eye; she is,

in short, an unapproachable monster (&npécitov poppoAvkeiov). This

unfortunate woman suffers from epilepsy as well;*o¢ in short, she could hardly
differ more from the dazzlingly beautiful heroines of the novels, like Callirhoe,
Anthia and Charicleia.*o* The 'romance' between Zenothemis and Cydimache is
also presented in a manner that seems to be antithetical to the novelistic
romances. As Pervo observes, the are no coups de foudre here; Zenothemis
marries this repulsively ugly girl essentially as a favour to his friend, her father,
and even then, we are far removed from the splendour of the novelistic
weddings.'°2 For a start, contrary to the usual practice, the wedding feast takes
place at the groom's house. Zenothemis announces his nuptial intentions inter
pocula, and Menecrates' fatherly response, in his daughter's presence, is to beg
him not to bind himself - a young, handsome man - to such an ugly, misshapen
girl. Undeterred, Zenothemis carries the girl off to his bedroom, consummates the
marriage there and then with businesslike efficiency, and then rejoins the party
once again.’°3 Quite unlike the lovers of the novels, Cydimache and Zenothemis
are never separated; Zenothemis, we are told, brings his wife everywhere with
him.1o4 Pervo's parody-theory would appear initially to find more fertile ground
here — but the point of this parody is surely not to comment on the depiction of
male friendship in the novels, but to show that Greek friends are even more
altruistic than their novelistic counterparts. After all, the story about Zenothemis’

ugly wife contains a pointed message for Toxaris, given the Scythians’ predilection

00 7ox. 24: EAEYETO O KOl KATOMWIMTEWW TPOg TNV oeAfvny obEavopévny. Pervo
compares this detail about Cydimache's epilepsy, to Xenophon Eph 5.7, where the heroine, Anthia,
feigns epilepsy in order to escape working in a brothel.

! For descriptions of these heroines' awesome beauty, see C&C 1.1; 2.2; 3.2; 3.8; 5.3 etc.; Eph.
1.2;2.11;3.3; 5.5; L&C 1.4, 6.6-7; 7.15; D&C 1.17; 1.24-5; 4.32-3; Eth. 1.2;2.31,33; 3.4, 4.1; 8.9;
10.9. An Oxyrhynchus papyrus containing a fragment of the novel known as Calligone (P. Oxy.
ined. 112/130) also refers to the heroine's beauty and stature; see Stephens & Winkler 1995: 268,
with n. 3.

192 Contrast Chaereas' and Callirhoe's splendid wedding, which is attended by the entire population
of Syracuse, it seems, and is compared to the wedding of Peleus and Thetis (C&C 1.1); the lavish
wedding of Habrocomes and Anthia, celebrated throughout the city of Ephesus, with the lengthy
description of their first lovemaking on their wedding night (Eph. 1.7-9); the royal wedding of
Charicleia and Theagenes, in the presence of the nation of Ethiopia (Eth. 10. 40-41); Daphnis' and
Chloe's wedding, with its pastoral theme (D&C 4. 37-40); cf. also lamblichus, Bab. fr. 84 (Stephens
& Winkler 1995: 218), which contains references to some rather lavish nuptial arrangements.

193 Tox. 25.
194 Tox. 26.
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for beautiful women.'°s It is significant that this story, which coincides most
strikingly with the novels, is, like the second tale (about Euthydicus and Damon),
remarkable also for Mnesippus’ self-conscious narrative technique.106

In Mnesippus' fifth story, too, there appear to be many echoes of the Greek
romance, especially Chariton.'°? Pervo refers to Demetrius' tourist-activity in
Egypt as a ‘common' novelistic motif, citing L&C 3.9 - 4.5 as an example.'*8 Other
novelistic topoi in this story include threatened suicide, with a friend's
intervention to prevent it;'*9 swooning,"® the motif of self-accusation in order to
share a friend's fate - which was a feature of Mnesippus' first story as well;
incarceration;2 meritorious conduct even in the context of injustice;"3 financial
compensation for undeserved misfortune;4 the role of tyche.’’s One could
augment this list, by including Mnesippus' self-conscious reference in praeteritio

to a climactic courtroom scene; situations like this, which afforded the author with

1% Tox. 26.

'% In both of these narratives, Mnesippus is explains, in a self-conscious manner, how he and his
sources acquired their information, e.g.: his fourth narrative is delivered dramatically, in direct
speech, but Mnesippus explains how he heard it from an (anonymous) native of Massilia when he
was visiting as an ambassador (7ox. 24); he says that he heard the tale of Euthydicus and Damon
from Simylus, the captain of the ship on which the adventure happened (7ox. 19), but that the
aftermath of the adventure was related to him by Euthydicus himself, as Simylus’ knowledge was
restricted to what he witnessed from the ship (7ox. 21). One might compare the self-justification of
Lucius, the ass-narrator, explicitly in deference to the /ector scrupulosus (Apuleius, Met. 9.30),
when he introduces the miller’s tale: sed forsitan lector scrupulosus reprehendens narratum meum
sic argumentaberis: ‘Unde autem tu, astutule asine, intra terminos pistrini contentus, quid secreto, ut
adfirmas, mulieres gesserint scire potuisti?’ accipe igitur quem ad modum homo curiosus iumenti
faciem sustinens cuncta quae in perniciem pistoris mei gesta sunt cognovi.

"7 See Pervo 1997: 170-3.

"% Pervo does not mention to the same motif in Philops. 33 (Eucrates visits the statue of Memnon;
cf. Chapter 1, p. 50 ff.). Ogden (forthcoming) connects the motif of the two friends journeying to
Egypt to study philosophy and medicine, with the series of Greek narratives describing the
acquisition of arcane knowledge in Egypt and the East, such as Ps.-Thessalus of Tralles, De
virtutibus herbarum 1-28 (for further discussion, see Appendix I).

19 Chariton, C&C 1.5; 5.10; 7. 1 (here Polycharmus claims merely to wish to postpone Chaereas'
suicide); Achilles Tatius, L&C 7.6; Heliodorus, Aerh. 2.1-2 and 3-5. On the motif of suicide in the
Greek novels, see MacAlister 1996.

"9 pervo (1997: 171, n. 44), comparing C&C 8.1 with Tox. 30.

" Pervo (1997: 172, n. 50) adduces the example of C&C 1.5, where Chaereas impugns himself
before the people of Syracuse, and asks for the death penalty, so that he might share Callirhoe's
fate: as Pervo observes, 'Romantic heroes...seem to revel in assuming full share of the blame." This
motif recurs elsewhere too, e.g. L&C 2.35 (Menelaos relates how he begged for the death penalty,
for having accidentally killed his boyfriend); 7.6 (Clitophon admits to the false charge of murder, in
order to receive the death penalty); Aeth. 8.8-9 (thinking Theagenes is already dead, Charicleia
willingly admits to the false charge of murder).

"2 deth. 8.6 ff..

'3 deth. 8.8-9 (see previous note) is a good example of this also. Pervo (1997: 171, n. 48) cites
parallels from the new testament.

4 Cf. Xenophon, Eph. 4.4. .
'S For the prominence assigned to the deified Tyche in the Greek novels as a reflection of the

‘defeatist resignation’ and helplessness felt by people as a result of important socio-political and
cultural changes, see (for example) Morgan 1996: 189.
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the opportunity for rhetorical display, were a common feature of the novels.16
These parallels lead Pervo to conclude that Mnesippus' story 'belongs to the realm
of the Greek romance.""” However, he also points out some odd features of the
story, e.g. Demetrius' ultimate desertion of Antiphilus, and its implication that
money is a substitute for friends, which he interprets as evidence that Lucian is
‘poking fun' at the kind of sentimental friendships in the novels: "The holes in the
story suggest that Antiphilos, however passionate in his devotion, was something
less than the best kind of friend."*8 However, it seems clear that the friend who is
being singled out for praise here is Demetrius, just like Agathocles in the first
story; the antipathy or passivity of Deinias and Antiphilus respectively serves as a
foil to highlight their friends' altruism and loyalty.19

In Toxaris' confident response to Mnesippus' challenge to surpass his stories
of Greek friends, Lucian presents us with a sophisticated and self-conscious
narrator who manipulates the Greek stereotype of Scythians, both by knowingly
playing up to it, and ironically undermining it.

~Aaplouat ye #dn, undév domep oV kKaAMAoynoduevog oL Yo

ZKUHKOV TOVTO, Kol MAAMOTO EMEWBOV Ta Epyor LIepdOEYYNTAL TOVC
Aoyoug.120

I will begin now anyway, without any fancy speech, like you - for that it not
the Scythian way, especially when the deeds speak louder than the words.

" C&C 5.4 ff; D&C 2. 15 ff. (a rustic trial); L&C 7.7 ff. and 8.8 ff.; derh. 8.8 ff.. It is interesting
that Mnesippus merely evokes this fopos in praeteritio, out of concern for the credibility of his
narrative; this suggests that the inclusion of any topos which is too overtly literary will cast doubt
over the veracity of this tale. Pervo (1997: 13) puts trial scenes into the vague category of 'subjects
of the popular tradition', in which he also includes sea voyages, domestic intrigue, murder charges
and wills. It is not clear what Pervo means by the 'popular tradition' - whether he means the
novelistic tradition, or something else - but certainly most of these fopoi are featured in the novels
too.
"' Pervo 1997: 172-3.
¥ Pervo 1997: 173.
"% Moreover, as an adherent of Cynic philosophy (7ox. 27), we should expect Demetrius to value
self-sufficiency (aLtdprela): see ni Mheallaigh forthcoming. This idea was not specific to the
Cynic philosophy, however; see Konstan (1997: 119), and Aristotle EN 1169 b6f.: clutdprelg
obv dvtag obdevog mpocdeicVar, tov & dihov, Etepov abtov dvta, mopilew & O
aLToU AdvvaTEL 6VEY

b61aw 6 datpwy £ 31dw, Tt del PLAwy;
For the argument that even a self-sufficient man needs friendship as a means for self-knowledge,
see Aristotle, MM 1213 a24ff. By making Demetrius travel to India, however, Lucian may be
suggesting that there is something unusual about his attitude: see Konstan (1997: 119): 'Perhaps, by
projecting the extreme of self-sufficiency onto distant India with its tradition of contemplative self-
realization, Lucian also renders it foreign: in leaving personal intimacy behind, Demetrius leaves
the Greek world too.' Cf. Aristotle, Pol. 1253 a25 (the self-sufficient man has no part in the polis).

% Tox. 35,
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Once again, Toxaris' response, as the inscribed reader, influences our own. His
polemical introduction to his narratives invites us, as external readers, to contrast
the Scythian tales to the Greek, and to contrast Toxaris' narrative technique, as a
Seythian, to that of Mnesippus. Yet what Toxaris goes on to say immediately and
ironically undermines his rejection of cleverness and 'fancy speech'. First of all, for
all his claims never to waste words, it takes him some four chapters of prelude
before he actually begins his first narrative! This is especially ironic, given his
complaint against Mnesippus for obstructing him with his pedantic
prevarication.**! Secondly, not only does he comment - virtually metatextually - on
the thematic patterns of Mnesippus' stories, but in his explanation for these
patterns, he employs a highly rhetorical simile (life as a figurative ship-voyage,
wherein the true friend's merit is tested), which, as Pervo has shown, resonates
cleverly with (and undermines) Mnesippus' story involving a test of friendship on
an actual sea-voyage.**> Add to this his depiction of the Scythians as warlike,
nomadic people, and his detailed description of the ritual of blood-friendship, all
of which represents an evocation of, but also a reworking of Herodotus,'#3 and one
is left with the impression of a highly self-conscious and confident speaker, who is
steeped in knowledge of the Greek literary and rhetorical tradition - including
what the Greeks tended to think about the Scythians.

Toxaris' stories are also, like those of Mnesippus, studded with novelistic
motifs, and in many cases his narrative technique is strongly redolent of the
novelists'. He begins his first story, strikingly, with a false start in medias res,
which he then alters in favour of a more conventional temporality when he begins

the narrative properly. Given Toxaris' sophisticated self-consciousness, it is

! Tox. 38: opdig T0UTO (G EPLOTIKOV MOLELC Kol Stkowikov, bokpobwy petad Kol
dwdpBelpwy pov tov Adyov; This is ironic on a number of levels, as Toxaris evokes the Greek
world of the lawcourts, to object to a Greek's conduct - in many ways, Toxaris' speech is more
'Greek’' than Mnesippus'. There may also be an implicit contrast here between the Athenian courts,
and those of the Scythians, where virtually no dialogue is permitted: see Herodotus 4.68, and
Hartog 1988: 125 ff..

**2 Pervo 1997: 174, n. 58.

' The description of the ritual of Scythian blood-friendship is a fascinating pastiche of Herodotean
colouring and rhetorical topoi. The ceremony involving the mutual letting and drinking of blood to
seal the pact of friendship is a reworking of Herodotus' account of the oath-making ritual in Scythia
(4.70; see Hartog 1988: 113 ff.). Said (1994: 151) notes that Lucian does not simply borrow from
Herodotus; he enriches him. On Lucian's characteristic refashioning of Herodotean motifs, see
Avery 1997; passim; Lightfoot 2003: 91-5 (on pseudo-lonism) and 196-9; cf. also n. 126 .and n. 143
below. The idea of a couwrtship ritual for friends is redolent of Pausanias' justification of t-he
Athenian custom of courting homosexual lovers (see Plato, Symp. 182 a7 ff.); for aqother.‘Platomc‘
aspect of the Scythian society as described by Toxaris, see n. 57 above. For discussion of the
concept of moAvprAict in the Tox., see Rejano 2000: 240 f., and cf. Russell (1973: 93 ff.) on

Plutarch’s discussion of the theme.

105



tempting to interpret this double start as a calculated demonstration of his ability
as a narrator to manipulate narrative temporality.124

Dandamis'?5 and Amizoces of the first story show the same willingness to
share each other's fate as the loyal friends in the novels, such as Polycharmus in
Chariton, only this tale is a characteristically savage Scythian variation on the
theme. Interestingly, sacrificing one's eyes for one's friend was — in the figurative
sense - a topos of friendship literature, as Pervo demonstrates.’26 It is ironic, once
again, to see the Scythian narrator appropriate commonplaces of the Greek
literary and rhetorical tradition in this way. Pervo describes Amizoces' voluntary
and reciprocal act of self-mutilation (Tox. 41) as an 'excess of devotion’,
comparable to that of Agathocles in Mnesippus' first tale;'27 it seems to me,
however, that the Scythians’ reciprocity is a self-conscious improvement on the
story of Deinias and Agathocles.

Belitta in Toxaris' second story shows a degree of selfless courage - readiness
to risk one's life to save a friend - similar to that of Euthydicus in Mnesippus'
second narrative, only in a more grisly context, and with a less fortunate outcome.
In prising his friend, Basthes, from the jaws of the lion, Belitta is himself killed; all
three are then buried in close proximity to one another, in two tombs - one for the
two friends, united in death, and one for their leonine nemesis. The historicity of
this story has been considered suspect for a long time; Harmon focuses primarily
on the unlikely presence of a lion in South Russia in the second century A.D., and
on the 'poetic justice of the animal's entombment,' which he suggests is indicative
of a literary source for the story, perhaps an epigram.'28 Pervo describes this story
as 'clearly fictitious', and cites parallels from the fable tradition (Babrius and
Phaedrus 479, which features a man strangling a lion), and also from the novelistic

tradition (Iamblichus, Babyloniaka 3, with its 'leonine stele,” which seems to

** Although beginning in medias res is a sign of creative narrative ability, and therefore marks the

story as potentially fictitious, it can also be construed as an attempt to render the story realistic (the
sense of 'intruding' into a pre-existing diegesis is a 'world-creating' effect). Heliodorus, the master
of narrative technique, begins his novel in medias res: for a precise analysis of this famous opening,

see Morgan 1994b and Winkler 2000-2001. '
' 1t would be interesting if Lucian was inspired with the idea for the name 'Dandamis' by the coda

to Mnesippus' last story, which described Demetrius heading off to join the Brahmans in Ir}qia:
Dandamis was a name associated with the Brahmans in both the historical and novelistic tradition
of Alexander the Great: see Stoneman 1995. Both the Brahmans and the Scythians were associated
with Cynic ideals of primitivism: see ni Mheallaigh forthcoming.

126 Pervo 1997: 175, with n. 63; e.g. Catullus 14.1; Petronius, Sat. 1.1. Lucian may also have got Fhe
inspiration for the motif of the blinding of captives from Herodotus’ description of this Scythian
custom in 4.2: cf. n. 123 and n. 143 above.

27 Pervo 1997: 175. It is an extreme enactment of the principle of Kotvwvic between d1Aot; cf. n.
85.

'8 See Harmon'’s note ad loc. (Loeb vol. V).
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denote an inscribed pillar - probably a funeral monument - decorated with some
sort of sculptural motif depicting a lion).*29 This latter claim is rather tenuous,
however, since the putative 'parallelism' in this case lies only in the fact that both
passages involve lions in a funerary context; the role attributed to the lion in each
case is clearly very different, and in Iamblichus' case, the funereal association is
subliminal only. A better parallel (although again, not direct) may be found later in
Iamblichus' novel (Photius 74a29), where the hero, Rhodanes, is presented with a
scene that is similar to that in Toxaris' tale: three apparent deaths - two humans,
and a dog.13°

Interestingly, Toxaris shows that he is sensitive to the likelihood that this
story may be difficult to believe, by framing the story with
Beglaubigungstrategien. As he introduces the tale, he tells Mnesippus that Belitta
was in fact a cousin of Amizoces, from the previous story. We have already
encountered this technique of evidential realism (whereby an author 'verifies' his
fiction by reference to details that are in fact equally fictitious) in the stories of the
Philops..*3* The detail about the tombs at the end of the story is also pointed; not
only does Toxaris let us know that he himself took part in constructing them

(uerg 0 yopey abtovg), but their alleged presence also serves as implicit

physical evidence to corroborate his tale. Given the remoteness and vagueness of
the geographical location, however, this information is, in practical terms,
unverifiable, and therefore potentially as specious as Belitta's alleged relation to
Amizoces. This is not the only occasion on which Toxaris exploits the remoteness
of the Scythians' world to produce stories whose veracity may be suspected, but

not conclusively disproved.’3? In the relatively short compass of his second

12 Photius Bib. codex 94, 74al7ff. Wilson (1994: 104, with n. 2) translates as a 'pillar with a lion on
top of it', and notes that the pillar was probably a funeral monument. Stephens and Winkler (1995:
191) translate: 'pillar of a lion'".

% In this passage, Rhodanes' Hyrcanian dog kills a slave and a girl, consumes the body of the
slave, and manages to eat half of the girl, when Sinonis' father arrives on the scene. Seeing the
mangled remains of a girl in the jaws of the dog, whom he recognises as belonging to Rhodanes, the
old man immediately assumes it is his daughter's body. He kills the dog, buries the girl, lays the
dog's corpse on her grave, scrawls her epitaph in the animal's blood - then hangs himself..ln
common with Toxaris' story are the motifs of an attack by a predatory animal, twin deat.hs wh{ch
are directly linked to one another (Belitta/ Basthes; the girl/ Sinonis' father), and a b.un:al \J.Vth'h
involves the offending beast. There are differences too, however; where Belitta loses his .llfe in his
attempt to rescue Basthes, Sinonis' father opts to kill himself, out of grief. The dog is a more
integrated part of lamblichus' story, since it belongs to Sinonis' beloved Rhodanes, w‘hereas the lion
in Toxaris' story is a random predator. lamblichus' story has a happy twist tha_t is absent from
Toxaris"; it turns out that the girl is not Sinonis after all, and Soraichos, her father, is cut down from
his noose just before he expires.

"1 See Chapter 1, p. 35 ff.. ’

132 Of. n. 63 above. His statement at the end of his first narrative, that Dandamis and 5m1zoce.s now
sit, maintained by public expense, and honoured by all the Scythians (7ox. 41) implies that, if one
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narrative, therefore, Toxaris shows that he is a capable manipulator of the
principles of fictionality - which should serve as advance warning
(Fiktionalitdtssignal) to alert readers to the potential for fiction in the next
narrative, his most ambitious story.

It is widely acknowledged that Toxaris' third narrative is rooted in the
novelistic tradition; this is clear even from the text itself as it stands, for all the
ingredients are there - love at first sight, amatory rivals, separation of lovers,
emphasis on chastity of the heroine even when separated, travel, exotic locations,
intrigue, war, marriage and, of course, friendship. Even the narrative technique is
at times distinctly novelistic, especially Toxaris' narratorial interruptions to
explain local customs,'33 and the dramatic and highly rhetorical speeches.34

With Toxaris' third narrative, we are in the unusually privileged position of
actually possessing a novelistic text, which may be directly related to it. The
papyrus fragment, PSI 981, which is dated to the second century A.D. (and
therefore roughly contemporary with Lucian), carries part of the text of what
appears to be a novel, which was written in Greek, and is now usually called the
Calligone, after its heroine.?35 The scene appears to be set in a camp, suggesting a
military context, somewhere in the vicinity of Scythia. Apart from this apparent

similarity in setting, the same name - 'Eubiotus’ - also appears in both Toxaris' tale

were to follow the Scythians (who are nomads!), one could still see them in this state. There is a
similar implication at the end of his fourth narrative, when he says that his friend Sisinnes still lives
in Scythia, where he is married to Toxaris' sister, and is still lame from the wound he sustained in
the gladiatorial fight (7ox. 60). Interestingly, Toxaris' third story - the most conspicuously
novelistic narrative - is, like many of the novels themselves (notably C&C and the fragmentary
novels, Ninus and Metiochus and Parthenope: see Hunter 1994 and Hagg 1999), imbued with an air
of historical realism.

'** This happens frequently, for the relatively brief scale of the narrative, e.g. Tox. 44 (Toxaris
explains the Bosporan custom of suing for marriage); Tox. 45 (explanation why Scythians do not
pour libations); Tox. 48 (lengthier digression to explain Scythian custom of raising forces 'on the
hide'); Tox. 51 (details of the customary clothing and hairstyles of the Scythians and Alans). The
effect of these digressions is simultaneously to invest the narrator with an air of authority, and to
imbue the narrative with an air of realism, by emulating the ethnographic digressions in the
Herodotean tradition of historiography. There are abundant examples of this technique in the novels
too, especially (although not exclusively) in the so-called ‘sophistic’ novels, e.g. C&C 7.2
(explanation of nature of Tyre and its people); D&C 130 (bizarre information about cows'
swimming abilities, which seems to be an 'ironic pastiche' of similar displays of erudition in the
novels: see n. 22 of Christopher Gill's translation in Reardon 1989); D&C 2.1 (the Lesbian manner
of growing vines); L&C 1. 17-18 (power of eros manifested in animal, vegetable & mineral forms);
L&C 2. 15 (description of Egyptian ox); L&C 4. 18-19 (drinking-habits of the Egyptlaps;
description of crocodile); Bab. 8-9 (Photius Bib. 75a: information about the temple of Aphrodite,
and the paradoxographical account of the temple-priestess' ugly daughter, Mesopotamia, who was
subsequently beautified by the goddess); Bab. 10 (Photius, Bib. 75b: Iamblichu§ dlgplay§ his
erudition in arcane magical lore); Aeth. 3.14 (Kalasiris explains Homer's true Egyptian identity to
Knemon); Aeth. 10.27 (description of a giraffe; for further discussion, see Morgan 1994b: 97-100).
134 There are many examples of this in the novels; Sopatros' speech (L&C 8.10) is a good example
of a speech in high-flown and ornate style.

%% See Stephens & Winkler 1995: 267-276.
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and the Calligone fragment; in both cases, too, the name seems to belong to a
foreign male of some authority.!36

Based on the evidence of the Cairo fragment, Rostovtzeff speculated on the
existence of an entire Scythian / Bosporan novelistic tradition, and proposed that
Lucian was using a lost Scythian novel as a basis for this tale.»3” Harmon even
detects signs of abridgement in Lucian's narrative.’3® Zimmermann, however,
argues against any profound connection between the two texts, despite the
occurrence of the name ‘Eubiotos’ in both.!39 More recently, scholars have
observed the novelistic atmosphere of Toxaris' narrative, but moved away from the
idea of specific resonance with any particular representatives of the novel
tradition.'4© Pervo, observing that there is enough travel and incident in this story
to fill an entire novel, believes that Lucian is using a specific novel as his source
here, but not our Calligone fragment.141

Pervo believes that Lucian is questioning the ethic of friendship in this story
by presenting it as a socially destructive force, similar to the friendship of
Abauchas and Gyndanes, which is subversive of family life in Toxaris' fifth tale. I
do not endorse this view, however; this is surely a case of friends whose loyalty is
so remarkable that it even takes precedence over ties of blood or kinship; we are
meant to read these stories as laudations of such friendship, not critical
commentary on its negative social implications.42

It is a good idea to take our cue from the reaction of the inscribed reader,

Mnesippus, to see how Lucian means us, as external readers, to interpret this

story:

"¢ For speculation on the role of Eubiotus in the Calligone fragment, see Stephens & Winkler 1995:
267-9. In Toxaris' story, Eubiotus is the illegitimate brother of King Leucanor of Bosporus (7ox.
51), living among the Sauromatians (7ox. 54). He leads a mixed army of Sauromatians, Alans and
Greeks against the Scythians.

7 For discussion, see Zimmermann 1935. These theories do not generally find favour now.

138 Harmon’s note ad loc., Loeb vol. V.

1% Zimmermann (1935). S 3
"0 Anderson merely suggests that in Toxaris, as in the Vera Historia, Lucian is exploiting every

opportunity for pseudos (1976b: 12). Rostovtzeff (1931: 33) observed a structural similarity
between the scene in the Temple of Ares in Toxaris' story, and the scene in the Calligone (both
scenes feature the dismissal of attendants, the fabrication of a story in order to deflect attention
from real event, and the pulling of sword or dagger). This similarity, howeve{', is deemed. to.be 'of
doubtful significance' by Stephens & Winkler (1995: 269), who reject the notion of any significant
overlap between the 7ox. and the Calligone fragment, although they do concede that_the general
nature of Toxaris' tale is novelistic: 'the rest of Lucian's tale is exciting enough and might well fit
into romance' (269). Stephens & Winkler promote instead the hypothesis qf an originz?l famm:ns
local story or legend, which would have served as the source for both the Calligone and this story in

the Tox. (270).
4! pervo 1997: 176, n. 66.
R et . 157.
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TOZ. towwta, @ Mvicunne, TOAUGOW molEly EkOdon bmép 1@V
DA wv.

MNH. névv tpayikd, @ ToEapt, kot pibdorg dpowar kol iAewe pév o
CAKWAKNG Kal O " Avepog €lev, obg dpocag €1 8 oy e
&motoln abtolg, ob mdvy pepntog glvo S6Eetey .

TOX. These, Mnesippus, are the sort of daring deeds that Scythians do on
behalf of their friends.

MNE. How very theatrical, Toxaris, and how story-like! May Scimitar and
Wind, by whom you swore, be gracious - but if one were to disbelieve
these tales, one would not be thought very blameworthy!143

Clearly, Mnesippus finds Toxaris' tale a little hard to swallow. Jones

interprets these lines as a signal from the author that he does not mean the reader
to take the stories seriously.'44 As Pervo points out, it is hardly surprising that he
doubts Toxaris' truthfulness, given that the Scythians depicted in his story readily
tell lies.145 This in fact contrasts noticeably with the Greek characters in
Mnesippus' tales, who are generally scrupulous with regard to the truth. In the
context of the dialogue, it is clearly ironic that the Scythian, Toxaris, should deliver
the most elaborate and most obviously novelistic narrative of all; the more stories

Toxaris tells, the more he proves himself an exception to the Scythian stereotype

to which he himself ostensibly subscribes.'46 Scythians, it seems, are not what they

'** These gods are not included in the list of Scythian deities in Herodotus 4.59 (see Hartog 1988:
173 ff.); at 4.62, however, Herodotus mentions a form of sword-worship among the Scythians,
where the &klvakng represents the war-god. Toxaris’ sworn forfeit - to cut off his right hand —
shows that Lucian probably had this very passage in mind, as it reflects Herodotus’ description of
how the Scythians amputated the right arms and hands of the human victims sacrificed to these
totemic swords. The deity &xivakng of Toxaris’ oath (7ox. 38; cf. lup.Trag. 42; Scytha 4) could
also be derived from the memory of Herodotus® description of the Scythian oath-making ceremony

(4.70), which involved mutual blood-letting, and then dipping the &kivdkng (as well as other
assorted weapons) into the mingled blood and wine. For Lucian’s use of Herodotus in the dialogue,
see n. 123 and n. 126 above. In fact, according to Herodotus, the Scythians’ mightiest oath was to
swear upon the king’s hearth (4.68). It is perhaps possible to construe Toxaris” evocation of wind as
a divine power as a Fiktionalitdtssignal, as Lucian refers to wind elsewhere as a force of literary
inspiration, e.g. Hist.co. 45 (see von Méllendorff 2000: 97f.).

'* Jones 1986: 58: 'The mildly humorous tone with which Mnesippus listens to Toxaris shows that
Lucian does not expect to be read in the spirit of an lamblichos.' _
' Pervo 1997: 178. There are several instances of apparent misinformation by Scythians in
Toxaris' tale, although it is sometimes difficult to decide whether this should be ascribed to a
character's mendacity, or ellipses in our information. Lonchates' message to Leucanor concerning
the Scythians' complaint about Bosporan cattle-raiders (7ox. 49) appears merely to. be a preFext,
presumably fabricated, in order to gain access to the king; his claim that Arsacomas is not a friend
at Tox. 50, however, is certainly a lie. Similarly, at Tox. 51, Macentes' anpouncement to the
Machlyan despot, Adyrmachus, that the people of Bosporus are calling on Ipm to take over 'the
newly vacant throne, appears to be a fabrication; certainly, his subsequent claim to be an Alan is a
pretence. Sisinnes, in Toxaris' fourth story, also behaves in a less than honest manner when he takes

Toxaris to the theatre, under the pretext of going to see an entertaining show (7ox. 59: wg EmMl
TEPMVOY TL Kl Topcdobov DEAUC...AYEL E1g TO VEATPOV).
146

Tox. 9-10.
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claim to be. Mnesippus' rather pointed reference here to the reliability of Blade
and Wind, the Scythian deities by whom Toxaris swore to tell the truth, whose
authenticity Mnesippus has already questioned,” seems to emphasize the
connection particularly between Toxaris' identity as a Scythian, and the
questionable veracity of his tales. Against this background, the Scythian characters
in this tale, with their comparative lack of scruples about the truth, surely
compound Mnesippus' already lively suspicions about the reliability of this
Scythian narrator.

Mnesippus' choice of language here is also significant, leaving little doubt
that we are meant to be aware of the literary texture of the tale. The adjective

TPay1Kog is commonly used at this time to denote stories or descriptions that had

been embellished in a literary manner.148 It is also significant that theatrical
language and imagery is frequently used in the novels themselves, to the extent
that there may even be a case for considering such language a feature of novelistic

narrative as well. The further qualification pOdolg opowa indicates quite clearly

that Mnesippus is using the term to express his doubts about the historicity of
Toxaris' tale, and that these doubts are directly linked to the story's distinctly
literary air. His language here is in fact quasi-technical, engaging subliminally
with the type of criticism which divided narrative prose into modes such as
historia, plasma and muthos, depending on the relationship intended by the
author between the content and objective fact.?49 In his response to his story,
Mnesippus lets Toxaris know that he suspects the status of his story as fact, but
that he nevertheless lends it credence, in compliance with the rules of their
competition. This is tantamount to an expression of the conventions of reading
fiction, that the reader knows, on one level, that the story is not factually true, but
allows it to be true on another level, i.e. fictional truth.1s®

When Toxaris expresses his determination to continue, regardless of

Mnesippus' scepticism about the truth of his stories, Mnesippus asks him to keep

things shorter from now on:

147
Tox. 38. .
18 See Sidwell forthcoming, note ad loc.. Morgan (1993: 216 ff.), where he connects the theatrical

imagery in the novels with their self-conscious fictionality.

UL p 15561 ' y :
150 Compare Tox. 18 for a similar response on the other side; cf. p. 99. It is interesting that the verb

dmioTéw is associated repeatedly with the reader's reaction to fiction; Mnesippus and Toxaris use
the verb (or its cognate noun, &L TIX) three times here in almost as many lines, and the word also

occurs as a leitmotiv throughout both the 7ox. and Philops. in genera_l. Apistia, it seems, i§ a key
element in the reader's reaction to fiction; this is significant for the intended reception of works
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WM pokpa povov, @ dplote, unde obtwg &détolg ypdpevoc Toic
AOYOLG' (G VUV YE, Avw KAl KATw THY Zkuiow Kol THy Moy Avovny
owdtwr kol €g tov Béomopov dmv, €1r Emowihy, mdvy pov
KQTEYPNOW T1) CLWITT.15!

Only, don't let them be too long, my excellent fellow, and don’t use such an

unrestrained flow of words - for as it is, what with running up and down all

over Scythia and Machlyene, and heading off into Bosporus, then coming

back again, you have taken great advantage of my silence.
This example of metalepsis reflects Mnesippus', and therefore the reader's,
intimate involvement in the story: in hearing/ reading about the friends' travels,
the audience/ reader effectively travels with them, and is worn out - by the
figurative journey of reading.'s2 Metalepsis also shows the power of fiction to
absorb the reader into the fictional world, and make him forget the boundaries
separating story world from real world. By framing his request in these terms,
Mnesippus problematizes the ontological status of Toxaris' story-world - and there
is an added irony here for readers of the Tox., who are themselves reading a
fictional dialogue about 'reading' fictional stories.

Mnesippus' metaleptic request sets the tone for Toxaris' fourth narrative, in
which his 'absorption' into his own fictions is reified; Toxaris himself has a
starring role in his own fourth story, and in a further blending of fiction and
'reality’, his fictional persona behaves - ironically - just like a character from a
Greek novel, especially in his quick despair and proclivity towards suicide, once
the going gets tough.'s3 Despite this, there are explicit indications in the fourth

story that Toxaris is actually trying to counteract the damage done to his

such as Diogenes' " Amiota vep @oVAny; cf. Chapter 1, p. 31 ff. (esp. n. 110 and n. 112), and
Chapter 3, p. 190 with n. 298.

P! Tox. 56.

132 Compare Nav. 39 and also Philops. 39. For 'reading' as a figurative journey in the VH, see
Larmour 1997; cf. p. 129 ff. and p. 168 ff. below. The specific terms in which he does this —
incorporating a reference to the diverse peregrinations of the protagonists, the length of the
narrative, and theatrical language — are all suggestive of the novelistic genre. Compare Heliodorus,
Aeth. 4.4, where Kalasiris, in the flow of his lengthy tale (which mirrors the novel itself), admires
Knemon's stamina as his audience. The remark of the interal narrator to his internal narratee imply
an acknowledgment by the author (Heliodorus) of the stamina of the extra-diegetic narratee (the
reader of his novel); see Morgan (1996c: 443): 'Heliodorus uses the figure of Kalasir'is self-
referentially to make clear what sort of work he himself is writing.! On Kalasiris' narrative, see
Winkler 1982. K

153 Tox. 58; compare Chaereas' reaction to averse circumstances, C&C 1.5; I.§; 333 5..10; 5351nnfzs'
more optimistic attitude, dissuading Toxaris from this drastic action, and buoying up his spirits ‘w;th
good hope, also mirrors the conduct of the loyal friends in the no'vels. su.ch as Polycharmus in C&C.
The motif of rewarding a loyal friend by giving him one's sister in matrimony (Tox. 60)-ocE:grs als-o
in C&C 8.8. It is interesting that Toxaris narrates his own experiepces, and thgse qf h!s tnepd, in
terms of literary, novelistic motifs; the fact that Toxaris is a Scythian addg an ironic d-imens:on to
this, and establishes a link between the novelistic genre and the cultural politics of the dialogue, as I

will show; cf. p. 115 ff..
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narratorial credibility by his suspiciously literary third narrative. Before he begins
the story, for example, he declares his willingness to comply with Mnesippus'
request for a narrative that will be briefer than the previous one - and, by way of a
contrast with the previous one, introduces this story as one which directly involves

himself:

MELCTEOV KO TOUTS OOl VOHOVETOOVTL Kol S0 Pporxéwy Aektéov, T8y
KOl KAUNG fHY 1 &KOT) CUUMEPIOSTMY. HAAAOY 8& dKoLooy EpolL
abtw ol didog, Zictving tobvopa, LINPETNCEY.154

I must obey your dictates in these matters too, and I must speak briefly, so
you won't be worn out by following me around with your attention. Listen,
instead, to the sort of service a friend - Sisinnes by name - rendered to me
myself.
In contrast to the rather complicated cast of the third story, therefore, Toxaris
announces that this tale is going to take the form of an ego-narrative, which is
unique among the novelle in this dialogue - and what greater guarantee of
trustworthiness could there be than personal experience?

At Tox. 60, Toxaris also makes a point about how the more familiar setting
of the story, in contrast with the remote locations of the preceding narrative,
should lend support to the credibility of the tale:

ToUT0, @ Mynioutne, obk &v MdyxAvow obde Ev ' Alowia EyEveto, dg

Audptopor €van kol dmotelodot dtvacdar, AAAG TOAAOL TEPEISTY

" ALOLOTPLOLV@Y LEPVTLEVOL TNV ANV TOV Z1G1VVou.

This, Mnesippus, did not take place among the Machlyans or the Alans, so

as to be without witnesses and susceptible of disbelief; on the contrary, there

are many of the Amastrians who still remember Sisinnes' fight.
The greater credibility of the location in Amastris is based on two factors: the fact
that Amastris is a city, and the fact that it is a Greek city. On the one hand, the
urban setting (and the public nature of the main events in the story) means the
greater availability of witnesses, as Toxaris points out here.55 On the other hand,
the fact that Amastris is - uniquely in Toxaris' stories - a Greek city means that the
events in the story unfold in a location that is, theoretically at least, familiar to
Mnesippus (and to readers of the Tox.). This lends credibility to the story, on the
principle that the farther from 'home' one goes, the greater latitude there is for
fabrication about exotic and remote places and peoples. Both of these points

therefore represent a calculated attempt to convince Mnesippus of the truth of this

B4 Tox. 56-7.
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tale, but on the other hand, by his knowing manipulation of these devices, Toxaris
risks, paradoxically, reversing their desired effect. Add to this the fact that ego-
narrative was the standard form in antiquity for the delivery of untrue tales,156
combined with the novelistic elements in the story, which I pointed out above, and
this means that Toxaris' carefully wrought Beglaubigungsstrategien are converted
into Fiktionalitdtssignale instead; Toxaris, it seems, is a fabulateur malgré lui
méme.

Toxaris' fifth and final story, although comparatively brief, is also - again
ironically, for the Scythian narrator - imbued with the distinct flavour of Greek
literature. Abauchas' choice to prioritize the life of his friend over that of his wife
and children echoes the famous choice of Intaphernes' wife in Herodotus, and
similar sentiments voiced by Antigone in Sophocles' play; it also enacts a dilemma
faced by some of the protagonists of the novels.'s? At C&C 3.5, Chaereas becomes
suicidal when, on the point of departure to rescue his wife, his aged parents
entreat him to stay behind; his loyal friend, Polycharmus, however, handles this
situation much more capably.'58 In contrast with the hapless Chaereas, Leucippe

1s only too willing to desert her mother for her beloved (L&C 2.30).

CONCLUSION

I began this chapter by pointing out some of the problems of definition that
this dialogue has presented to scholars, and to the deficiency in any ecritical
approach which focuses solely on the narratives, without paying sufficient

attention to the extraordinarily rich and dense layers in which these narratives are

> Toxaris tends generally to show greater concern for providing corroborative evidence for his
stories, whereas Mnesippus tends, on the whole, to be more concerned with citing plausible sources
(e.g. Tox. 12, 19 and 21); see Said (1994: 157-8).

¢ On the Greek novelists' use of the technique of ego-narrative (esp. Achilles Tatius), see Higg
1971: 124-136 and Reardon 1994. On the connection between the ego-narrative and mendacity, see
p. 159 f. below, esp. n. 168.

7 Hdt. 3. 119; Sophocles, Antigone 905-912. Lucian employs the motif again in Dea Syria 18. The
theme has also been traced to Indian literature, in the Ramayana and Jatakas: see Pischel 1893 and
Noeldeke 1894. Pervo (1997: 178, n. 75) cites as an analogy the Gospel tradition that discipleship
with Jesus is preferable to family membership. He interprets this story as a demonstration of how
Scythian friendship is a socially subversive force, and feels that Greek readers of the 7ox. would not
have approved of such a demonstration: 'Rather than promote domestic and civic life, Scythian
friendship appears to subvert it. How would Greeks of the Imperial age have regarded this story?
With ambivalence, at least.' (179). It seems to me, however, that Pervo misses the point here.
Toxaris' tales pertain to a non-Greek culture; it is more likely, therefore, that Greek readers would
have felt the satisfaction of recognising conduct which they regularly associated with wild
barbarians like the Scythians, rather than feel serious concern about the socially corrosive nature of
Scythian friendship. In any case, the literary parallels within the Greek tradition (Intaphernes' wife,
Antigone) imbue Abauchas' choice with a positive light.

1% For discussion of this passage, see Konstan 1994: 15 ff..

114



packaged. I hope, in the course of this chapter, to have explicated some of these
layers, and to have brought to light the significance of the dialectic between
narrative and frame, at least as far as Lucian's interest in exploring the nature of
fiction in this dialogue is concerned. Lucian's use of ekphrasis at the beginning of
the work, for example, is related both formally and thematically to the rest of the
dialogue, and as mise an abyme, it functions as a signal to the external reader
about the self-conscious textuality of the Toxaris. I have also observed the way in
which Lucian inscribes authors and readers in his text, and projects the dynamic
process of creating and receiving fiction in a manner that knowingly underpins
both his authorial activity, and our readerly participation. The competitive
framework of the dialogue can be interpreted, in this respect, as a metaphor for
the contract of understanding — the rules of the game - between any author and
reader of fiction. The Tox. provides us with implicit, encoded commentary on the
novel; the enclosing of novelistic-type narratives within this knowing dialogue
frame reflects in microcosm the metatextual and transgeneric dialectic between
the Tox. itself and the Greek novels. The hiding author of this Platonic-style
dialogue speaks across his fictional personae to the extra-literary reader,
activating an additional layer of significance for the novelistic topoi that are
studded throughout these stories, so that, for the reader who is alert to these
nuances, the Tox. is not merely comic fantasy, moralistic rhetoric, or something
indefinable in between, but also a practical exposition of the theory of reading and
writing fiction.

Can we be more specific? In his article on the ancient readers of the novel,
Bowie expressed the necessity to assess the importance of the themes related to
those of the novel in the Tox. and Philops.. ‘That Lucian knew only romances in
which travel dominated and was unfamiliar with the sentimental “ideal” romance
is highly improbable.’5®¢ My arguments in this chapter suggest that the Tox.
provides some positive evidence that he did know it, even if he doesn’t make it
explicit that he is referring to the novel texts. As a final thought, therefore, I
suggest that the act of 'reading' and 'writing' specifically novelistic fiction is
inscribed into the Toxaris. Mnesippus and Toxaris also show — as we might have
guessed from the novels themselves 16° — that readers read these texts with
attention to matters of style, vividness and — most interesting of all, from my own

point of view — matters of narrative plausibility, which they observed closely.

" Bowie 1994: 444.
10 For an excellent overview, see Morgan 1993: 220 ff.
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As well as telling us something about how these texts were read, the Tox.
can also offer us a glimpse at who read them. Of course, Lucian does not provide
us with precise demographic profiles for his in-text readers; nevertheless, some
basic data can be extrapolated from the text. Both Mnesippus and Toxaris are
male — which would, admittedly, be more interesting if Lucian used female
personae more often, but it seems to confirm the general consensus about a
predominantly male readership in antiquity, nevertheless.16! It is implied also that
those who were familiar with the novels were from a diversity of ethnic
backgrounds, but were Greek-speaking — which, again, may seem rather a banal
point to make, except when we remember that Toxaris, at least, is depicted as
bilingual.?62 Whatever resonance this may have had for Lucian personally, as a
native of Syrian Samosata, it is interesting that the novels are appropriated in this
dialogue in a discussion relating to matters of cultural and ethnic relativism.63 If
readers of non-Greek ethnicity, like Toxaris, were reading the novels in antiquity
(as they surely were), we may surmise that they engaged with them in a similar
manner; the cultural politics that are inscribed in our surviving novels implies this
too.164 Within the context of the Greek/Scythian dialectic in this dialogue, the way

11 On the issue of ancient female readers for the novels, see Bowie 1994: 436-440; Egger 1999.

182 Cf. n. 21. If indeed there were bilingual consumers of the novels, then this would lend support to
arguments for the occasional presence in the novels of translinguistic word-play (cf. Chapter I, n.
167). On Lucian's bilinguality, see Adams et al. 2002: 14f.; the term is broader than 'bilingualism’,
and denotes 'an individual's disposition to process two languages and two cultural systems' (op. cit.:
15).

'3 Cf. n. 21 and n. 165 above.

%% Whitmarsh (1998: 97): ‘There seems to have been an inherent tendency in the novelistic genre to
erase dominant or Hellenocentric perspectives, and to review traditional material from an alien
angle... The coalescent genre of the novel seems to celebrate the contestation of dominant cultural
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in which Mnesippus reacts against the novel genre (in his fourth narrative), and
Toxaris readily appropriates it (in his third), suggests that the novel had a certain
cultural cachet - that it was bound up with implications of erudition, truthfulness,
and Greekness'®s — all of which would have resonated especially strongly with the

culture of paideia in the Second Sophistic.

narratives.” This is a particularly burning issue in Heliodorus’ Aethiopika, which, as Whitmarsh
shows (1998: 99), is a centrifugal text; see also Selden 1998.

' Greekness, for Toxaris (as for Lucian?), can be acquired from paideia (i.e. knowledge of the
Greek language, immersion in the Greek literary tradition etc.), and it implies a feigning — in more
neutral terms, a disjunction between culturally acquired appearances, and ethnic identity — that
resonates with Toxaris’ own non-conformity to the ethnic stereotype, and finds expression in his
obvious talent for fiction; cf. Whitmarsh (1998: 101): ‘...self-fashioning is a process both necessary
and analogous to literary creation: to write Greek is always to enter a world of fictions,
appearances, configurations and performances.’
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CHAPTER 3: VERAE HISTORIAE

INTRODUCTION: JOURNEY INTO FICTION

Any scholar approaching the Verae Historiae must experience a feeling like
that which Lucian's narrator surely felt, when he first saw Hercules' footstep
imprinted on the rock of the mysterious western island (VH 1.7): giants have
passed this way before. Perhaps more than any other Lucianic text, the VH has
benefited from a long tradition of scholarly attention, and, especially in recent
years, a richly varied diversity of interpretative approaches.

The VH has been read as philosophical parody,® or as a parody of
historiography;? as novelistic fiction,3 and as science-fiction;4 as an attack on
superstition,5 as a satire on so-called apista-literature,® and indeed as a satire on
the fictionality of all literature;” as a fantastic attack on an obsolescent literary
canon,® an attempt to inject some much-needed vitality and humour into that
same canon,® or a 'parodic response to the staider forms of contemporary
traditionalism;"° as an intellectual game,'* a metapoetical allegory of reading -
either reading as a constantly failing search for meaning,* or as a successful
hermeneutic process;'3 ultimately, one of 'the most radical experiments in prose
fiction ever attempted by ancient writers."4 In one extreme case - now no longer
widely credited - it was regarded as entirely derivative of an earlier work, which is
now no longer extant.'s Early champions of Quellenforschung especially tended to
treat the text as little more than a mosaic of allusions to earlier sources.*¢ Latterly,

attempts have been made to reassert the autonomy of Lucian’s own creative input,

! Georgiadou & Larmour (1996), (1998b).

2 Georgiadou & Larmour (1994).

¥ See especially Bompaire (1988).

* See Fredericks (1976); cf. Swanson (1976) and Georgiadou & Larmour 1998a: 45ft..

> This interpretation, posited by Rohde, is countered by Hall (1981: 340-341).

® Morgan 1993: 196.

7 Larmour 1997, see p. 167 ff..

8 Scarcella (1988); contra von Mollendorff 2000: 23.

? See von Méllendorff's cautious comments (2000: 24).

' Branham 1989: 5-6. | .
' Bompaire (1958: 658) 'une énigme littéraire’: cf. Hall (1981: 340) 'a sort of academic game’;
Bompaire (1988: 38): 'une sorte de "puzzle” érudit.’

2 Larmour (1997).

13 von Mallendorff (2000: 558, with n. 139).

14 Romm 1992: 174; Romm discusses the VA as a fiction of exploration at pp. 211-214.

' Reyhl (1969); for discussion of the relationship between the VH and the Wonders beyond Thule

of Antonius Diogenes, see p. 185 ff..
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and to read the text as a landmark document in the history of the concept of
fictionality.'7

In approaching the Verae Historiae, therefore, I too am conscious of
treading a well-worn path, but (with perhaps a little of the intrepidity of the
Lucianic traveller) I hope to provide a fresh perspective on it. In the first two
chapters of this thesis, I explored two works where Lucian used the form of the
Platonic dialogue as a speculative frame for series of embedded fictions. The VH is
a work of fiction on a more ambitious scale and, unlike the other two, not
subordinated to a dialogue frame.'® In this chapter, I examine the VH as a
showcase illustration of Lucian's work as a practical theoretician of fiction like the
Philops. and Tox. (and the Nav., on which see Appendix II), and contextualize it
within the spectrum of contemporary literary trends. ¥ Because of the length and
complexity of this chapter, I include here a summary of the argument in each of its

three subsections.

LUCIAN'S APOLOGY FOR FICTION (VH 1. 1-4)

In this section, I explore the extraordinarily dense intertextual fabric of
Lucian's proem. I show how Lucian, by establishing a subversive dialectic with the
literary theories of Plato and Aristotle, stakes out a new theoretical frame to
determine his narrative's relation to extra-literary reality - a point which is
significant especially for the theory of fantasy-fiction in antiquity. I will show how
he also establishes a dialectic with Strabo, who himself identified the intermediary
nature of fiction (between the poles of truth and falsehood) in the context of
travellers' tales. By constructing this intertextuality with Plato especially, and by
inscribing himself within the tradition of the fantastic explorer's log - a tradition
which began with Homer's Odyssey - Lucian identifies himself as a narrator and
author with notoriously ambiguous figures such as Socrates and Odysseus, which

has significant implications for his practical experimentation with fictionality in

the VH.

'° That is not, however, to denigrate the value of their pioneering work on this text, e.g. Stengel
1911).

'(7 For)cautionary remarks on the questionable appeal of free, inventive fiction, in accordance with
the literary ideals of the second century A.D., see von Méllendorff (2000: 25). Both Riitten (1997:
30 ff.) and von Méollendorff (2000: 22 ff.) treat the theme of fictionality in the VH; the most
extensive treatment, however, is that of Fuchs (1993: 221 ff.).

** For the 'pseudo-dialogic' nature of the proem to the V'H, however, see n. 166 below. .

" For other treatments of the V' with the Philops.and Tox., see Anderson 1976b and Swain 1994;
these do not, however, explore how Lucian deals with the issue of fictionality. Fuchs (1993) does

not include the 7ox. in her analysis of Lucian and fictionality.
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THE VH AS SELF-CONSCIOUS FICTION

Lucian's confession in the proem clearly marks the VH out as self-conscious
fiction. In this section, I examine particular aspects within the narrative that
reflect this self-consciousness, e.g. homodiegetic narration as an intrinsically self-
conscious, and therefore potentially self-reflexive, narrative mode. I also look at
how metatextuality (e.g. literary criticism) is inscribed into the narrative. Lucian is
clearly interested in textuality in the VH; the creation and reception of texts is
inscribed into his text in mise en abyme - therefore the VH is, in one sense, 'about’
reading. Hypertextuality is also inherent to the self-consciousness of the VH, and
advertised by the author in the proem; I look at how the VH 'overwrites' anterior
literary texts, especially the Homeric poems. The fantastic mode of the VH is
particularly well-chosen for a text that is conscious of its own 'literariness’; I
examine fantasy elements such as large-scale metalepsis, and I suggest that it is
possible to read the hybrid monsters that populate the pages of the VH in such
proliferation as an effet de création, given that such hybrids are used elsewhere in
Lucian's works as a metaphor for his own peculiar literary creation (Lucianea
mixis).

Clearly, my analysis in this section involves the application of modern
literary theories to Lucian's text, particularly those of Genette (especially his
theory of hypertextuality),2e Dillenbach (for mise en abyme),** Todorov and
Armitt (on the genre of fantasy),22 and Alter's excellent study of self-consciousness
in the modern novel.23 In selecting and applying these theories, I follow J.R.
Morgan's judicious lead, and declare my approach to be 'eclectic and pragmatic.'4
My guiding principle is that such self-consciousness should not be postulated for
texts that do not clearly advertise their own reflexivity; happily, the VH is an

excellent candidate for such analysis on this principle.

20 Genette 1982a.

?! Dillenbach 1989.

* Todorov 1970; Armitt 1996.
= Alter 1975.

= Morgan 1991: 85, n.2.

120



AUTHORS OF A SELF-CONSCIOUS AGE: THE VH IN CONTEXT

It is not enough to identify signs of literary sophistication, and then leave
the job at that, as if they were an end in themselves. My purpose in the final
section of this chapter is to show how Lucian's games with fiction are extreme, but
not isolated phenomena; Lucian's experimental fiction can be related
meaningfully to other fictional works of the same era (particularly Longus and

Antonius Diogenes), and even possibly to a contemporary literary trend.
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LUCIAN’S APOLOGY FOR FICTION (VH 1.1-4)

The proem to the VH has an extremely important place in the literary theory
of the Second Sophistic. Here Lucian evokes the theoretical arguments of Aristotle
and the geographical schools to construct an innovative literary theorem to
describe how his text functions, and in doing so he also shows, by implication,
what some of the literary priorities and expectations of his era were. The proem is
essentially an apologia: Lucian explains and justifies the sort of text he has
composed, outlining the sort of reader he has in mind, his intentions for the text,
and defending his position as its author. By getting this business out of the way in
advance of the text itself, he establishes a sort of preliminary contract of
understanding with the reader; more specifically, by disclaiming all pretence to
truth, the author asserts for himself the right to fabricate freely while remaining
exempt from the censure that clearly usually accrued to such composition.25

Much attention has been devoted to the proem to the VH as a key passage
for Lucian's conception of fictionality.26 My purpose here is to examine how
Lucian’s programmatic statements in his proem resonate with the discourses of
predecessors who themselves theorized, directly or indirectly, on the nature of
fictional writing, such as Aristotle, Strabo and the poets of Old Comedy. I hope to
break open new ground by exploring more fully the resonance which Lucian's
proem strikes with Plato's Apology in particular.?” I will show how this nexus of
Aristotelian, Strabonian, Comic and Socratic resonances not only reflects the
particular Lucianea mixis in the VH formally, but also creates a new theoretical

space in which the author (narrator) and reader of the VH can manoeuvre.

Plato and Socrates in the Proem
The proem to the VH resonates unmistakably with Plato's Apologia,

especially (given the exordial nature of the proem) in its opening sequence, where

Socrates begins his defence speech. Lucian in fact presents his proem in terms of a

self-defence (&moAoyia), as he presents arguments to legitimize his text, and
expresses his hopes thereby to escape (Exduyeiv: the verb connotes the status of a

legal defendant - peUywv) the accusation (kortnyopia) of others:

= VH 1.4;cf. p. 153 £. .
* See especially Romm 1992: 211-214; Riitten 1997: 30ff.; Georgiadou & Larmour 1998: 51 ff.;

von Mollendorff 2000: 30-61and 562ff.. Fuchs (1993: 189-191 and 231 ff. especially) discusses V'H

1.1-4 in the context of the ancient concept of ﬁctiona_lity.
*” Georgiadou & Larmour 1998a: 1; see now also Laird (2003).
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obhtw & &v pot Sok® Kol THY MoPd TOV GAAWY Kortnyopiaw Ekduyeiv
o LTOg OHOAOY®Y UNdEY dANOEC AEyey.28

And in this way I hope also to escape the accusation of others, by admitting
myself that nothing I say is true.

The sort of argument he uses to defend himself here is the 'hands up, I admit
it' approach. Rather than try to prove that his hypothetical accusers are wrong,
Lucian admits that yes, he is a liar - but an honest liar, because unlike other liars,

he is not trying to convince anyone that what he says is the truth:

dromep Kal abtog LSO KeEVOdOEIG ATOMTELY TL oTovddcog Tolg HeD
NUAG, o uT Movog Gpolpog @ TNg £V T MLOOAOYELY EAeLDEPLOC,
EMEL UNOEV AANVEG TOTOPELY ELYOV..EML TO YEVOOG ETPUTOUNY TOAD
TOV AAAWY eLYVWpOvESTEPOY: KAV EV Yap N ToLTo dAndebom Aéywy
6Tl WEDOOUL,29

For this reason, and because I myself, motivated by vanity, was eager to
leave something behind for posterity, so that I wouldn't be the only one
without a share in the freedom to tell stories, and since I had nothing true to
relate...I turned to lies in a much more honest fashion than the others. And
in this one point I shall be truthful, by saying that I am lying.

This resonates with Socrates' apologetic discourse in the opening to Plato's
work, where, in agreement with his accusers, he concedes that he is a clever
speaker - but only if by that, they mean someone who speaks the truth.3¢ The

passage contains many points of reference for the VH, so I quote it here in full:

6TL pev vueglg, @ &vdpeg | Adnraiol, MEMOVIATE VIO TAV ERWY
Kotnyopwy, obk oida Eyw & olv kol abtog b abtwy OAlyov
ELOLTOV ETEAQDOUNY: oUTw mdovmg EAEYoV. Koltol AANDEG YE WG
Emoc €1mEly oLdEY E1pHKacIY. pPdAiota 8¢ abtdv Ev Edabuoco Twy
TOAAGY GV EyeboovTto, 10010 EV @ EAeyov (g xpM buag ebiaBeicdon
un ow Epov efamatndnte dg dewod dvtog AEYEW. 1O YOP MM
atoyvrdnal 6Tl abtiko L Epod EEeleyyOnocovtal Epyw, EMEdAV
und omwotioly doivepot dewdg AEYEW, TOUTO WOl ESOEEV aLTOV
dvaoy LYTOHTATOY E1vai, E1 U &pot SEWOY KAAoLOY oDTOL AEYEW TOV
TAANOT AEyovta €1 HEV Yap ToLTO AEYOUSLY, OLOAOYOLNY GV EYWYE ob
KOTO. TobTovE Elvat prytwp. obtol pev oby, domep ey Aéyw, i T 1
obdEY dANdEc €lpnKocwy, LHELG & pov AKODOECUE TOCOW THY
aAndeo.3t

BYH 14,

® VH 1.4. This recalls Eubulides’ liar paradox (see Diogenes Laertius 2.109).

0 Cf. Apol. 18 aSf., where Socrates identifies truth-telling as the sign of excellence in an orator. For
Socrates’ ‘truthful lie’, see also Rep. 382 b6-8; cf. Chapter 1, p. 21 ff..

Y dpol. 17al - b8 .
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What effect my accusers have had on you, Athenians, I do not know; for they
almost made me forget myself - so persuasive was their speech. And yet they
have said virtually nothing that is true. But of the numerous lies they told,
the one that most surprised me was this, when they said that you must take
care not to be deceived by me, because I am a clever speaker. But not to be
ashamed that they would instantly be proved wrong by me in practice, when
I am revealed not to be a clever speaker in any way - that seemed to me the
most shameless part of all - unless, that is, these people call a man who
speaks the truth a clever speaker. If that's what they are saying, then I at
least would agree that I am an orator not of their ilk; for these men, as I say,
have spoken little or nothing that is true, whereas you will hear nothing but
the truth from me.

Of signal importance for the VH is the manner in which Socrates establishes
here, in the exordium to his speech, a distinction between truth and plausibility.
In this passage, he shows that lies can be extremely persuasive, irrespective of
their 'objective' truth-content. What really surprises Socrates, however, is his
accusers' audacity in warning the court not to be deceived by his clever speeches;
they appear to be unconcerned that their claim will be contradicted the instant he
begins to speak - for Socrates, by his own admission, is not a clever speaker.

In the proem to the VH, similarly, Lucian accuses other writers, such as
Ctesias and Iambulus, of writing lies. He makes it clear that he does not find fault
with them for telling lies per se - seeing as this appears to be the habit even among
philosophers; what does surprise him, however, like Socrates, is the fact that they
expect their lies to remain undetected:

ToUTolg 0DV EVTuXWY &Naoy, ToL yebooovol HeEy ob cdpodpo Tovg

&vdpag Epepyduny, opdv Hdn chundeg dv ToLTo Kol Tolg frAocodelv

oy vovpévolg Ekelvo 8¢ abtdy Edabpaca, €1 Evopfov ANcew obk

AANOM cuyypddovTe.32

From the beginning of the Apology, Socrates establishes a discourse which
opposes artless truth and clever lying (e.g. 17 b8 - 18 a6, where he associates
rhetorical sophistication with falsity, and opposes it to plain, truthful speaking).33
By presenting himself subsequently as a guileless, plain-speaking man who knows
nothing, Socrates, by this logic, implies that he is truthful: the discourse of truth
and lies in the Apology is therefore closely connected with Socrates' ironic self-
presentation as an ignorant sage, which we can see, for example, in his famous

reflection after he has interviewed the reputedly wise politician:

32

VH 1.4. il
* This connection has a very old pedigree in Greek thought; compare Achilles’ suspicions of
Odysseus’ eloquence in Book 9 of the //iad.
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mpog Epavtov 8 obv dmawy Eloyilouny 6t 100ToL HEV 10D duvdpdrou
EYW cOPWTEPOG ELL KIVSVVEVEL HEV YOp MDY 0bSETEPOC 0LBEY KaAOY
KAyadov €1dtvan, &AL’ obtog pev oletol Tt £18tvan obk £18dc, Eya 8¢,
@wonep obv obk olda, obdE olopoit: Eotka Yolv T00ToL Ye GUIKP® T
AT To0TW coPdTEPOG Elvat, HTL & N Sida oLdE clopot £18Evo.34

And so I thought to myself as I went away that I was wiser than this man; for
perhaps neither of us knew anything worthwhile, but this man thought he
knew something when he didn't know - while I, just as I didn't know, didn't
think I knew. And so I seemed at any rate to be wiser than this man in this
small respect at least: that whatever I did not know, I did not think I knew.

This is analogous to the proem to the VH, where the discourse of truth and
lies involves Lucian's depiction of himself as an honest liar. In just the same way as
Socrates' professed ignorance in the Apology is a form of wisdom and knowledge,
so too Lucian's professed mendacity in the VH is a form of honesty and truth.35

To sum up, then, the obvious points of comparison between the Apology
and the proem to the VH are the fact that both texts of self-defence and self-
justification; just as Socrates defends himself against slander, and defends the way
he speaks, Lucian also anticipates likely accusations, and defends the way he
writes.3¢ Both Lucian and Socrates are concerned with truth and lies; they both
identify a problematic 'grey area' of lies that are plausible enough to be interpreted
as the truth; and both establish themselves as honest men, in contrast with other
writers or speakers.

The intertextuality with Plato's Apology is not confined to the proem of the
VH. In VH 2.17-20, Lucian describes Socrates' conduct on the Isle of the Blessed,
as he chops logic with Nestor and Palamedes, while surrounded by the beautiful
youths of mythology, such as Hylas, Hyacinth and Narcissus. Not only does this
reflect in a general way the typical behaviour which Plato attributed to Socrates in
life, but there is a direct allusion here to Apol. 41 a-c, where Socrates imagines how
he would ideally spend his time in the afterlife - conversing with Palamedes and
Ajax and others who, like him, died on account of an unjust verdict. This whole
scene in the VH recalls the famous passage in the Apology, where Socrates 'in the

dock' explains why he is not afraid of death:

* Plato Apol. 21d. Lucian evokes Socrates' famous ironic statement again at Herm. 48.

¥ Cf. Georgiadou & Larmour 1998a: 57. : _ .
3 The mise en scéne of the lawcourt is important too; Lucian uses it elsewhere to define his

methods and justify himself as a writer (Bis Acc. 33 ff.;). The idea may have it? foundation in
literary trials such as the contest between Aeschylus and Euripides in Aristophanes F.mgS; Lucian
exploits the idea comically, e.g. VH 7 20 where Homer is taken to court by one of his characters,

Thersites: cf. Consonants at Law. Cf. n. 46 and n. 191.
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€1 8 ab olov dmodnunoal Eotv 6 Bdvatoe EvOEVde €1¢ ALAAov TOTOY,
Kol &ANOM EoTw 10 Aeyopeva, Mg dpo EKEL Elow ATMOLVTEG OL
TEVVEWTEG, TL HELLOV dyadov tohtov €in &v, & &vdpec Sikaotal: €1
Yap TG AdikduEvog €1g Atdov, AMAAAOYELS TOVTOVL TAY HUCKOVTWY
OKOLOTWV Elvat, eLpoEL Tolg Mg AANIAC OLKALOTAG, OLMEP KL
Aeyovtan kel dikdllew, Mvwg 1e kol * Paddpovdue kol Alakog Kol
Tpintorepog kol dAlot ool Tdv Hurdéwy dikator Eyévovto ev W
gqvtov Bup, dpa padAn &v € f dmodnuic; fi ob " OpodEl
cvyyevéoton kal Movoaiw kal ‘ Howddw kot * Oufpw Emt nocw v
TG OECoT &y LPWY; EYQ UEV Yap MOAAAKLE EDEA® TEDVEVOL €1 TODT
EoTw aAnOdn. Emel Eporye kot abt® Yavpooth dv € Srovtpipn
abTot, omote Evtdyoyn IModaunder kol Atowtt 1® Telapdvoe kol
€L TG GAlog TV madou®y Sd  kpiow A&dikov  TEDVNKEV,
VTP BAALOVTL TA EPOLTOV AV TPOg 10, EKEWV@WY - (¢ EYW
olpa, obk &v andeg €in - kot Of kol 10 péyiotov, TouC EKEL
e€etdlovta Kol Epevvdvta domep Tovg VDO SidyEw, Tic aTdY
coPog ECTV KOl Tig Oletal pév, Eotw & ob. Eml méow & &v Tig, @
avdpeg dikactal, St€onto EEetdoon oV Emt Tpolaw dyarybvto Thv
moAANY otpatiaw f| T Odvocta fj Ticvhov fj &Alovg pupiovg &v Tic
ELMoL KOl Avdpag KOl YUVOLKaG, olg StadéyecVot EKEL KO CUVELVOL
kot e€etalew apfyavov &v €in ebdoupoviag; mavtwe ob dhmov
TOUTOL Y€ EVEKA Ol EKEL QAMOKTEWWOLSL 1T 1TE Yop QAN
ebdapovéotepol €low ot Exkel tov Evddde, kol Hidn TOV Aowmov
XPOVOV ALVAVOTOL ELCLY, ELMEP YE TA AEYOUEVO AANDN ECTLY.37

But if, on the other hand, death is like travelling away from here to another
place, and the things that are said are true - that all the dead are there - then
what greater good could there be than this, gentlemen jurors? For if
someone arrives in Hades, having been released from these people who
claim to be judges, and finds the true judges - those who are said to pass
judgement there, Minos, Rhadamanthys, Aeacus, Triptolemus and the rest
of the demi-gods who were just in their own lifetime - then would his trip
there be a waste? Or what price would any of you pay to meet Orpheus and
Musaeus, Hesiod and Homer? For I am willing to die many times over, if
these things are true, since personally at any rate, I would have a
marvellous time there, whenever I met Palamedes and Ajax son of Telamon
and anyone else among the ancients who died on account of an unjust
judgement, comparing my experiences with theirs - and it would not be
unpleasant, I think - best of all, moreover, spending my life cross-examining
those who live there and interrogating them, as I do with people here, to see
who among them is wise, and who thinks he is wise, but isn't really. What
price would one pay, gentlemen jurors, to cross-examine the man who led
the vast expedition to Troy, or Odysseus, or Sisyphus, or one might say the
myriads of other men and women, with whom it would be an unimaginable
pleasure to converse and keep company and cross-examine. In any case, the
people there do not, I am sure, kill for this reason, for in all other respects
the people there are happier than people here, and of course, they are
immortal for the rest of time, if indeed the things that are said are true.

7 Apol. 40 e4 - 41 c8.
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I have quoted this rather long passage fully, because it is germane to many
of the details in Lucian's description of his sojourn with the dead on the Isle of the
Blessed; in fact it is highly probable that Lucian drew many of his ideas for this
section of his work directly from it. Some of these borrowings are obvious enough;
Rhadamanthys, for instance, appears in the VH as the judge of the afterlife, just as
in Socrates' vision (although Socrates also imagines other judges there t00).38 Ajax
son of Telamon features in both accounts, with reference to the circumstances of
his death in each case.39 Socrates' reference to meeting Homer and Odysseus
probably gave Lucian the idea for making these two conspicuously present on the
Isle of the Blessed, and it may more particularly have inspired Lucian with the idea
for interrogating Homer - an act that fortifies his identification with Socrates (both
of them interview famous dead people).4® Socrates mentions Homer and Hesiod
together, and Lucian pits the pair against each other in a poetry competition.4t
Socrates' idea of meeting the poets Orpheus and Musaeus probably inspired
Lucian with the idea of including the lyric poets Eunomus, Arion, Anacreon and

Stesichorus among the guests at the banquet on the Isle of the Blessed.4 Socrates

refers separately to demi-gods (huideor), and the leader and members of the

expedition to Troy: o &mt Tpolow &yaydv Ty moAANY otpatidv; Lucian's
account also features demi-gods and the Trojan veterans: mdvteg..o1 Huirdéot

Kol oL emi ” Ao otporte oo TeG....43 Socrates' dream of comparing experiences

with Palamedes and Ajax, as well as others who suffered from an unfair verdict, is
reified by Lucian when he depicts Socrates in discussion with Palamedes and

Nestor;44 the ill-fated Ajax has already been mentioned.45

** See VH 2.6ff..

et VH 27,

* Homer and Odysseus sit at the banquet together at ¥4 2.15; Lucian interviews Homer at 2.20.

Y1 Cf. VH 2.22.

P VH2.15 1t is perhaps worth noting that, in keeping with the different tone in each passage, the
poets whom Socrates imagines, Orpheus and Musaeus, are - as oracular poets and founder-figures -
rather more awesome than the lyric party-poets Lucian encounters. Anacreon especially has a
reputation as something of a libertine in antiquity. Stesichorus is also an approprifite choice in tt}e
VH, given Helen's capricious behaviour on the Isle of the Blessed. Interestingly, in Orat. 1‘1, Dio
discusses the lies of Homer and Odysseus, Stesichorus and Helen, and dreams — all of which are
featured in the VH too. I intend to explore further elsewhere this intertextuality between VA 2 ar?d
Dio’s Trojan oration; for other studies of the relationship between these two authors, see Swain

1994, Georgiadou & Larmour 1997, Leigh 2000.

8
VH 2.17. ;
* Lucian uses this vision of Socrates elsewhere too: cf. D.Mort. 6 (20), 4 and 6: Socrates chatting to

Nestor and Palamedes:; Socrates associated with the beauties Charmides and 'Phelaedrus; Nek. .18:
Socrates with Palamedes, Odysseus, Nestor and a babbling corpse. At the beginning o_f Apulems,
Met. 10.33, the ass associates Socrates with Ajax and Palamedes, who also suffered unfair trials.
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Characteristically, Lucian adds a comic and ironic twist to the Platonic
intertext, as the fate that dogged the earthly Socrates, and which he hoped to
escape through death, pursues him still on the Isle of the Blessed in the VH. The
'true judge' Socrates had hoped to find there turns out to be of remarkably similar
mind to the self-proclaimed judges who condemned him in the Athenian court:
Rhadamanthys is reported to be so fed up with Socrates' ironic posturing and
interrogation, that he has threatened him many times with exile from the Isle of
the Blessed, unless he gives up his annoying conduct and joins in the fun:

EAEYETO Ot YQAEMAWEW obT® o ' Paddpovdug kol hmelnkévo

ToOAAGKLG EKBalely abTov EK NG vhoov, fiv dAvapt) Kol pn EVEAN
adelg TN Elpwveilar ebwyeltco.46

Socrates is in fact accused of perjury for claiming to conduct himself chastely with
the youths in his company, as the youths themselves, Hyacinth and Narcissus,
testify to his lewd behaviour:

novog 8¢ Twkpdtng dtdpvuto | uny kadopweg nanocidle toig véoic:

KOl HEVTOL TAVTEG ALTOV EMIOPKELY KATEYLVWOKOV' TOAAAKLE YOOV O
pev - Yakwdog 1) 0 NOpKLooog WUOAOYOLY, EKELVOG OE T|PVELTO.47

Socrates alone swore that he was chaste in his relationships with the youths;
everyone, however, accused him of perjury - indeed, Hyacinth and Narcissus
frequently supported these accusations, but he kept denying them.

This passage illustrates very well the complex intertextuality that often
operates in Lucian's text; the notions of accusations of perjury and lewd conduct
with young men clearly evoke Plato's Apology, while the youths' testimony to
Socrates' indecency is in fact a reversal of Alcibiades' famous character-testimonial
in Plato's Symposium. In a similar way, by comparing Socrates' courageous
behaviour in the battle against the souls of the wicked to his bravery in the earthly

battle at Delium,4® Lucian echoes once again Alcibiades' description of Socrates'

¥ VH 2.17 (Locrian Ajax); for Ajax son of Telamon, see VH 2.7.

“ VH 2.17. There are several references to courtcases and legal action in this part of the text (e.g.
Thersites' libel suit against Homer, which may remind us of the charges which Palamedes lays at
the poet's door in Philostratus' Heroicus — cf. n. 226; the trial and punishment of Cinyras etc.)._ In
fact, the population of Lucian's Isle of the Blessed appears to be quite litigous - a most un-utopian
trait; contrast the absence of lawsuits and the prevalence of natural justice in the utopian society
described by the embassy from the King of Ceylon in Pliny HN 6. 84-91, for instance. lZe'ltl?n
(2001: 244) says that the Isle of the Blessed here represents the world of the Second Sophistic n
microcosm.

Y VH2.19. fts s

® VI 2.23: hpiotevoe 88 kou Twkpdrng Emt 16 de€id toyVELG, MOAL HaAAOY T) OTE

Cov emL AnAiw EpdyETO.
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conduct during that harsh campaign, at Symp. 220 d-e, and indeed Socrates' own
reference to it at Apol. 28e.49

The intertextuality between VH 2.17-20 and Apol. 40 e4 - 41 c8 (quoted
above on p. 126) is more nuanced still, however. It is not simply a matter of a
direct current of echoes flowing between Plato's text and Lucian's; these echoes
reverberate further within the VH itself, creating a circuit of meaning that ripples
just beneath the surface of the text. The passage from the Apology is evoked
directly in VH 2.17, and thereby established as an intertext; but it also finds subtler
echoes in the proem and the beginning of the narrative. Socrates begins and ends
his vision with a caveat about the truthfulness of traditional accounts about life
after death; similarly, Lucian's account of life on the Isle of the Blessed is itself
couched in a text where the discourses of truth and lies are problematized.
Homer's narrator, Odysseus, is distinguished from Homer himself at VH 1.3, as in

the Apology passage. Finally, Socrates describes the experience of death

figuratively as a journey to a different place: olov &modnunoatl oty 6 VAVATOG

EvOEVdE €1¢ dALov tomov - a figure which is itself pregnant with meaning for the

VH, as I will show.
At Apol. 41 a5, having outlined the tremendous opportunities death
provides, such as the chance to meet the great and true judges of the afterlife,

Socrates asks, rhetorically: &pa ¢aOAN &v €in f) amodnuic; "'Would the trip

away, then, be a waste?' A little later, when describing the possibility of meeting
literary figures such as Homer, Hesiod, Palamedes, Ajax and others, Socrates
reiterates the sentiment by declaring that meeting these figures would be, as far as
he is concerned, a marvellous way to spend his time:
guotye kol abt® Yavpooty &v €in | SwrpiPn abtov, OMOTE
évroyoyu Tloadapunder kot Alawtt 1@ Tedapwvog kot €1 Tig GArog
1OV ToAoL@Y S kplow Adikov TEVVNKEV..KAL 0N Kol TO HEYLOTOV,
ToUe Exel EEeTdlovTar KOl EPELVAOVTAL...50

9 As a reward for his outstanding valour, Socrates is given his own personal paradise on the Isle of
the Blessed - a beautiful park in the suburbs, where he gathers his friends to engage in discussion
and argument; there he founds his Academy of the Dead: ¢’ olc kol botepov EENPEDN ALTW
APLOTELOV, KAAOG TE KOl HEYOAG TOPAOELTOG EV T® TPOACTELW, EVOCL KO CUYKOADY
ToUe Etaipovg diedéyeto, Nexpakadnuiow Tov TOmOV npocayopevoag. Lucian may
have got his idea for the Academy of the Dead from Aristophanes' description of Socrates'
phrontisterion, as a place for the 'wise souls', the pale, ghost-like sophists. Socrates himself alludes
to this play and how it damaged his reputation in Apol. 19 b4 ff.. The notion that Socrates, _whom
Rhadamanthys in fact wanted to punish with exile, is ultimately rewarded in such a conspicuous
and generous manner, may be meant to recall Socrates' provocative contention to the court (A_;:fol.
36 d-e) that he deserved not punishment, but an Olympic victor's reward. On the laudatory tradition
of Socrates’ bravery, see Georgiadou & Larmour 1998a: 207.

0 Apol. 41 b 1-6.
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Personally at any rate, I would have a marvellous time there, whenever I met
Palamedes and Ajax son of Telamon and anyone else among the ancients
who died on account of an unjust judgement..best of all, moreover,
sl;])ending my life cross-examining those who live there and interrogating
them...

The significance of my italics in this passage will become apparent presently.
First, however, it is crucial to note how Lucian aligns his text - significantly, a text
which incorporates an account of a trip to the land of the dead - with the tradition
of writers who describe their own wanderings and journeys abroad: mollot &&
Kol GALOL...CUVEYPAWOLY MG ON TWOLG EQUTMY TAAVAG TE KUl drodnuiccs!
he also designates his journey as an &modnuic.52 Lucian's text, therefore, is a
figurative journey,53 which he says will provide his readers' minds with recreation

that is not inappropriate:

Yévoito O Qv EUUEANS 1 Guvdmavols aDTolg, €1 Tol¢ TOloVTOLE TV
AVAY VOO UATWOV OUAOLEY ... OOV TL KOl TEPL TMVSE TV SUYYPULUUSTWY
aLTOVG PPOVNCELY VIOAQPAV®.54

And the rest would not be inappropriate for them, if they were enjoying the
sort of reading material...that I trust they will find in this text.

It seems to me that the phrase that I have italicized here echoes Socrates'
rhetorical question in Apol. 41 a5: &dpo. doOAN &v €in 1) &dmwodnuia;. Socrates
talks about death as a worthwhile journey in the Apology; similarly Lucian, in the
proem, for which we have already established an intertextual relationship with the
Apology, speaks of his own text as a figurative journey and respite that is
commendable. The intertextuality is secured by the fact that on both of these

'journeys', whether it is Socrates' vision of the afterlife, or reading Lucian's VH,

one meets (Evtuyyowely) 'ancient' literary figures such as Homer and Odysseus in

51
VH 1.3.
2 VH1.5. 1t is clearly significant, in this connection, that Lucian explicitly identifies the Odyssey as

a hypotext for the VH, given that there was a strong tradition of allegori(_:al exegesis which
interpreted Odysseus' wanderings as a metaphor for a journey of knowledge, a journey of the soul:
see Georgiadou & Larmour 1998a: 5ff.; for further discussion of this interpretation of the Odyssey,
see Rutherford 1986; cf. p. 182 below.

* Cf. p. 167 ff..

M 12,
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person.55 Where Socrates uses the verb Evtuyydvew literally, in the sense of 'to

meet', however, Lucian plays on its metaphorical meaning of 'to read.'s¢

On close analysis, therefore, the intertextuality between Plato's Apology and
Lucian's proem suggests that the diegesis of the VH consists of a reification of
other authors' texts, just as Lucian's 'journey' is itself a metaphor for reading.
Nowhere is this clearer than in the interview with Homer on the Isle of the Blessed
(VH 2.20), which is itself a reification of a discourse - an enactment of the
Alexandrian critical scholarship on Homer's text - which represents the
pepaideumenos' encounter with his literary heritage through the act of reading.5?

In Plato's oeuvre, the Apology forms a natural companion piece to the
Phaedo, as the two works deal with the trial and execution of Socrates
respectively; the intertextuality with the Apology in the VH therefore also provides
a neat complement to Lucian's appropriation of the myth of the Phaedo. Von
Mollendorff argues for a fairly comprehensive intertextuality between the VH and
Plato's Phaedo as well, especially the myth (Phaedo 108 di - 115 a6), which he
believes Lucian uses as an 'organising subtext' for the VH.58 Lucian clearly evokes
the Phaedo when, in his description of the guests on the Isle of the Blessed, he
states that Plato alone was not there (2.17). One of the reasons why the reference
to Plato is particularly apt here is the fact that his famous self-declared absence
from the prison cell on Socrates' last day in the Phaedo resonates with his
apparent absence as an author from his text; he lets Socrates do all the talking, as
it were, to such an extent that it is all too easy to forget that Plato is in fact the
author of the dialogues.?9 Von Mollendorff also reads allusions to the Phaedo
myth in details in the VH such as the ascent out of the fish (analogous to the
ascent out of the hollow places of the inhabited world, Phaedo 110 a); the stars and
planets resembling islands in the sea of the firmament (VH 1.10; cf. Socrates'
description of the true surface of the world, which includes features that
correspond to a sea with islands, Phaedo 111 a-b); the view from above, down on
the inhabited world in both works (VH 1. 10 and 26; Phaedo 110 bft.); the Isle of
the Blessed in the VH perhaps corresponding to the idea that the true surface is a

% Cf. VH 1.2, where Lucian says that his text contains riddling references to some of 'the ancients' -
poets, philosophers and historians alike: IOV 1CTOPOVHEV®Y EKACTOV OLK AKOUWONTWS
AVLKTOL TTPOC TLVOLG TOV TOANLMY TOLNTOV T€ KOl cvyypadEwY Kol PrAocOPwV....

% See VH 1.4. Georgiadou & Larmour (1998a: 59) also note this possibility, and clite ;-Dem.Enc.. 27
and Plato, Symp. 177b for parallel uses of the verb; see p. 173 f. for the further implications of this.

" Cf. p. 160 ff., esp. n. 173. ) 86
58 For a discussion of the intertextuality with the myth of the Phaedo, see von Mollendorff 2000:

544-560.
° Cf. Philops. 24; cf. p. 12, with n. 32.
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place of bliss (Phaedo 111 b6-¢3); the abundance of jewels and precious metals on
the Isle of the Blest corresponds to the similar abundance of precious materials in
the upper world, as seen by ebdaipoveg Yeortait (Phaedo 111a); the association of
Tartarus, the place of punishment, with the Ocean in both works (VH 2.20ff. :
Phaedo 111 dff.).

By virtue of this intertextuality with the Phaedo, consequently, Lucian as the
author of the VH, is identified with Socrates, as the teller of the myth in the Plato's
work.%° Other details in the narrative seem to confirm this identification, e.g. it is
predicted for both Lucian and Socrates that they will attain a state of blissful
afterlife in the near future (VH 2.27: Rhadamanthys' prophecy that Lucian will
come to his reward on the Isle of the Blessed shortly; Phaedo 115 d4: Socrates'
prediction that he will soon go to the place of bliss himself).6* Lucian's legacy, in
the form of the narrative of the VH, is equated with Socrates' legacy, in the form of
the myth in the Phaedo.52> As von Mollendorff notes, the myth is a form whose
truth-status is ambivalent, but the results of reading it are acknowledged to be
worthwhile;®3 this in itself makes Plato's myth a particularly appropriate
comparand for the VH, a text whose truth-status is explicitly negative, but which
the author nonetheless commends as beneficial reading material for scholars (1.1-
2).

The scholiast felt that there was an intertextuality between VH 1. 4, and

Plato, Rep. 614af.; in other words, that Lucian's observation that it was customary

even for those who claimed to be philosophers to tell lies (opawv 11dn cbvndeg ov
TOUTO0 Kol 1ol (rhocodely bmioyvouvpévolg), was an implied criticism of

Socrates, who, when he introduces the (clearly fabricated) Myth of Er, claims to be
telling the truth:
&AL ol péviol ooy, fiv & Eyd, 'Alkivov ye &moéhoyov Epw, GAA
Arkipov pev dwdpodc,’ Hpog 1ov " Apueviov.. b4

*® Von Méllendorff 2000: 556. Ok ‘
61 Von Mollendorff 2000: 557. He argues that this identification of Lucian with Socrates 1s not

rendered problematic by the fact that Lucian subsequently reveals his own 'real’ name at 2.29, or
that Socrates himself features as a character in the narrative (e.g. 2.17, 2.19, 2.23). Luc.lan relies on
his readers' familiarity with the game of 'double identity' in other works (e.g. Lycinus in the Nw.),
so that they will recognise the same game here. Von Mollendorff alsq points out that therg is an
analogous situation in the VH, whereby Lucian is also identified with Odysseus, who hlmself
features as well as a character in the narrative, and whom Lucian (2.29) actually meets (von

Maéllendorff 2000: 556, n. 138). . ’ .
62 v/on Mallendorff 2000: 555. For the VH as Lucian's legacy, see VH 1.4, with further discussion

below.

% Von Méllendorff 2000: 555. _ ‘ _
% Rep. 614b; my translation here does not capture the pun on the words Alkinow/alkimou in Greek.
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'Mind you, though,' said I, 'it's not the tale told to Alkinous that I shall tell

you, but the that of a mighty man, Er of Armenia..."

Socrates exploits the widely recognised ambiguity of the truth-status of
Odysseus' Phaeacian tales, as a foil to imbue his own narrative with greater
credibility - when ironically, his own tale is just as fabulous; in other words, there
is a self-conscious disjunction between Socrates' ostensible claims as narrator, and
what he is really doing. However, the reference to the Odyssey, by raising the issue
of narrative veracity, and aligning Socrates - even momentarily - with that arch-
manipulator of the truth, Odysseus, injects a subversive element of doubt into the
text. By knowingly constructing a polarity with Odysseus' tales, which is ostensibly
calculated to confirm the veracity of his tale, but paradoxically gives the game (it is
a Fiktionalitdtssignal), Socrates advertises the fictionality of the mythos.

Lucian does something analogous when he is introducing his narrative in
the VH - although, of course, he apparently eschews all desire to seduce his
readers into believing it. However, the resonance of his narratorial air with
ambiguous figures like Ctesias and Socrates - who both used polemic against the
mendacity of predecessors, in an attempt to boost the credibility of their own
(equally fabulous) narratives 65 - makes us wonder if even this apparent honesty is
but a pose, a narratorial trick. Socrates and Cteisas in the prologue to the VH
remind us that we have seen this sort of thing before; how can we be sure that
Lucian's attempts to distance himself from their tactics is not a cunning ploy itself,
also designed to lure us in, only in a more knowing manner?6¢

In the Republic, Socrates demonstrates that the poets do not possess
genuine knowledge about everything they write about; if they did, he argues, they
would not be content to devote themselves to producing mere reflections of the
real thing in their poetry, but they would be eager to exercise their expertise, and
to leave behind a legacy of noble deeds - for example by becoming a real doctor,
say, rather than merely describing a doctor's activity in poetry.

AN €imep Ye, Olpon, EMOTAR®Y €1 T GANDElQ to0twy TEpt, Amep
Kol ULUETTOL, TOAD TIPOTEPOV EV TOLG EPYOLE OV oTOVAACELEY 1) ETL

55 See Ctesias' polemic against Herodotus, FGrH 688 T 8, and Hartog (1988: 297): 'Ctesias, who
was a doctor at the Persian court of king Artaxerxes, wrote Persika, in which he began by "taking
the opposite view from Herodotus on just about everything", condemning him as a liar on many
counts and labeling him a logopoios. As a result, Herodotus's credibility was ruined and depo_u'nced
as a mere attempt to seem such, while high claims were made for Ctesias's own credibility...
Needless to say, what follows is generally accepted to be a heap of the most arrant lies." Cf. p. 179f,,
with n. 258. Sa oy

% [aird (2003) draws attention to how this intertextuality in the VH can provide us with insight into

Plato’s use of fiction as a philosophical discourse.
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TOIG MIPNUOOL, KOl TEWPRTO GV MOAAG Kol KaAd Epyor Eoutod
KOUTOUALTTELY LVTLELX...67

But, I suppose, it he were truly an expert in these things which he imitates,
then he would be far more eager for action than for imitation, and he would
try to leave behind many noble deeds as memorials to himself...

It is interesting to compare this with VH 1.4, where Lucian himself admits
that just such an eager desire to leave a legacy for posterity incited him to write his

text: 68

dromep kol abtog Lo kevodoblag dmoMmEly T omovddioac Tole Hed’
HUOLG...ETEEL UNOEY AANDEG LOTOPELY E1Y0V..ETL 10 YEVSOG ETPOTOUMY. .

For this reason, I myself, eager in my vanity to leave something behind for
posterity...since I had nothing true to tell...I turned to lies...

Both authors speak of 'truth' - in Plato's case, the man who possesses 'true'
knowledge of something; in Lucian's case to the 'true' report he does not have.

Both authors also speak in similar terms of the 'eager desire' to leave behind a

legacy (omovdalw: the same verb is used in each case). In the case of Socrates'

'true expert’, this legacy consists of deeds, whereas the literary legacy of the poets
reflects the fact that they do not possess true knowledge. Lucian, therefore, by
expressing his desire to leave behind just such a literary legacy, aligns himself with
the poets, who are content to devote themselves to mere reflections of reality; but
Lucian also goes one step further. As he admits himself, his composition is not
even a reflection of a reality, as the 'reality' never existed in the first place.9 It
looks like Lucian has carved out a new notch for himself and his work on Plato’s
scale of mimesis - one even lower down than the work of the poets. Their work is
at least a reflection of reality, albeit three times removed, but his is not a reflection
of reality at all. Consequently, his zeal to leave something behind for posterity is
defined as an empty desire for reputation (xevodo&ia). In the context of this
intertextuality with Plato, this word surely evokes Socrates' distinction between

'true knowledge' (Emiothun), and opinion (86Ea) which is merely a reflection of

true knowledge - and is therefore, by analogy, more or less the equivalent of
artistic or literary mimests, with respect to true reality. (Mimetic art correlates to

doxa on the cognitive register for Plato.) The addition of the idea of emptiness

%7 Plato Rep. 599b.
% Cf. Georgiadou & Larmour 1998a: 28.
“ VH 14.
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(xevodokia) to this already less-than-substantive concept reflects the idea that the

mimesis in this fantasy text bears no relation to true reality whatsoever.7

Lucian's adoption of a Socratic air in the VH can be related to his
appropriation of the form of the Platonic dialogue in other works, such as the Tox.,
Philops. and Nav., as part of a speculative framework within which to explore a
concept or dynamic, in this case fiction-writing and fictionality. The ambivalence
of the Platonic Socrates, with his famous Socratic irony, is highly appropriate to
the ambivalent Lucianic persona in the VH; in particular, Socrates' ironic persona
is an apt comparand for Lucian's ironic projection of a more naive narrator in the
VH. Lucian arguably evokes the ironic Socrates in order to reflect a fundamental
irony (in the Aristotelian sense of pretending to know less than one does) about
reading and writing fiction - namely that one consentingly and knowingly ascribes
credence to a world one knows is not real.” This polarity of consciousness is
essentially what Lucian problematizes in the VH, when he splits the Lucianic voice
into truthful author and mendacious narrator, who are yet one and the same
person. There are also other reasons too why the Socratic air is appropriate for the
narrator of the VH. The famous icon of the serio-comic, hybrid Socrates from
Alcibiades' description in the Symposium is perhaps a good analogy for Lucian,
the spoudogeloios of the VH,72 as well as reflecting the serio-comic spirit of the

work itself.73

Aristotle
It is significant that the proem to the VH, which constitutes something of an

apologia for the nature of the fantastic text to follow, strikes a resonance with a
number of passages from Aristotle's Poetics, where he compounds formulae to
legitimise the truth-value of literary texts. An analysis of the particular passages to
which Lucian alludes, and the changes he rings on them, will illuminate Lucian's
own concept of fictionality, and show that he was himself conscious of the newness

of his contribution.

" Todorov 1970: 98; cf. p. 161.

"Of p. 68 F.

”? See Camerotto 1998: 129, n. 22.

3 Branham 1989: 51-2. Lucian declares the serio-comic nature of his work in the Bacchus, a
prolalia which some scholars believe prefaced the V'H: see Georgiadou & Larmour ]994: 1_500 ff..
More generally, Socrates' hybrid nature might reflect the mixis Lucianea of philosophical dlalogue,l
old comedy, and Cynic diatribe (Bis Acc. 33); see Camerotto 1998: 120-129. lndegd, Socrates
hybridity might be seen as an emblem for Plato's own compositional technique; Halperin (199_2: 93-
6) notes that much of Plato's work is in fact composed in the 'mixed' narrative mode which he

himself identifies at Rep. 394 c4-5).
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At VH 1.2, Lucian writes explicitly about his intended readership; he writes
for the educated élite, the pepaideumenoi, with the intention of providing

recreational reading material and mental stimulation too.

YEvouto & v EUMEAT T Avdmawoig adtoie, €1 101G T0100TO1E TMV
QVAYVOOUATOY OUAOLEY, & W MOVOV EK ToU AOTELOL 16 Kol
XOPLEVTOG YWIAY TapE€el Ty wuxorymyilow, AAAG Two, Kol Yewpiow
OLK dpovoov EMBEIEETAL, 01OV TL KOl TEPL TOVSE TMY GUYYPOLUETWY
ppovnoey LIOAoU PV 74

But their recreation would be all the more fitting for them, if they busy
themselves with the sort of reading material that will not only provide pure
entertainment with its wit and humour, but will also reveal itself as a not
uncultured source of intellectual speculation, the sort of thing which I expect
they will find in this text too.

This passage resonates in a curious manner with the section in the Nicomachean
Ethics (1128 a1) where Aristotle deals with the quality of wit, with its excess
(buffoonery) and deficiency (boorishness).
obong 8¢ kol dvamoboems Ev 1@ Blw, kol Ev 1oedTn Storywync MeTd
modialg, SoKel Kol Evtabdo €lvo OpAior T EMMEANC, KO ol Ol

AEYELY KOl G, OpOlwg 08 Kol AKOVEW" S101oEL 8¢ Kol 10 EV To100T01C
AEYEWY T TOLOVTWY AKOVELY.TS

But since there is also time for relaxation in life, and since this includes
spending time in playful amusement, it seems proper that in this area too
there should be an appropriate form of social conduct, covering both the
sort of things one should say and how one should say them, and likewise the
proper way to listen. And it will make a difference what sort of people one
speaks to, and what sort of people one listens to.

There are some obvious common points of reference for both of these texts. Both

authors use the same term to refer to designated relaxation time in our daily lives:
N dvanawotg. Aristotle discusses the social behaviour that is appropriate for such
periods of relaxation, whereas Lucian discusses the appropriate sort of reading
material, using similar language, e.g.: VH 1.2:

vévorto & A&v EuueAne 1 dvdmavols oTolg, €1 Tolg TOLoUTOLG TWY
AVAYVWOUATWY SUIAOLEY

echoes EN 1128 a1:

otone O¢ xai dvamavoews Ev 10 Blw, kol v 10T Srarywyng HETO
Tod1ac, SOKEL Kol EVTaLOO E1VolL OUIAI TIG EHUEATIS.

74 There is an intertextuality here with Plato’s Apology as well: cf. p. 129 ff..
P EN 1128 al.
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The terms in which Lucian promotes his serio-comical text here intersect

even more strikingly with Aristotle’s recommendation that a moderate amount of

relaxation (cOppetpog dvanovoig) helps us to continue our business with
greater zeal (omovdaiotepor Execdol TOY mparypdtwv).76 There is in fact a

double intertextuality here, as this passage also recalls Plato, Philebus 30e
(Socrates and Protarchus are in conversation):

Q.  Exeg yap dfmov vov fnwv f1on Tty dndkpiow.

[TPQ. Exw Kol HAAQ TKAVOG KOLTOL HE ATOKPIVEIEVOG EAcDEC.

2Q.  dwdmnavia ydp, & lpdtapye, t1s omovdns yiyverou Eviote f
TALOLX.

Soc.  Have you got the meaning of my answer now?
Pr. I have indeed, well enough - but I wasn't aware that you had given
your answer.
Soc. That's because sometimes a joke is a break from
seriousness, Protarchus.
A little earlier, at 30b, Socrates mentioned physical exercise and treatment of the
body when it is ill - which reminds us of the athlete-image in the VH. Socrates'
crucial comment (printed here in bold) - that a joke provides a rest from
seriousness - is clearly reflected in Lucian's recommendation of the lighthearted
nature of his work, with clear verbal echoes linking the two passages. Protarchus'
observation, that the jocular style of Socrates' answer blinded him temporarily to
the seriousness of the importance of his communication, is also relevant to the
serio-comical VH, whose frivolity serves a valuable purpose for serious scholars.”?
The image of the athlete (VH 1.1), which provides the point of comparison
for the scholarly reader of the VH, is most interesting, evoking the combination of

téxvn and doknolg, as von Mollendorff observes;”8 the latter idea especially
implies that the ideal reader of the VH is likely to be a professional

pepaideumenos, one who has made his intellectual training into a career and way

of life.79 Just as serious athletes require physical relaxation, so too scholars need

"® EN 10. 6.1176 b30 ff.; Pol. 8.3.1337 b36 ff.; cf. Janko 1984: 148.

"7 This point is made also in the prolalia Ba. 5; cf. n. 73 above.

"8 Von Mbllendorff 2000: 17: he discusses the ideal reader of the V'H on p. 22 ff..

” For the VH as part of the scholar’s &okno1g, i.e. the practice of paideia, see von Maollendorff
2000: 559. The Athenian Stranger in Plato’s Laws also makes a point about the importance of
alternating zeal and relaxation with respect to the body, soul and livelihood, as a crucial aspect of
paideia which people ought to grasp (Laws 724 a-b); see von Mollendorff 2000: 36. cf. Aristotle,
Rhet. 1371a 20: petoBorn mévtwy yAukD. For the reader of the VH as athlete, see Larmour
1997: 143. The image resonates with the broader interest at this time in the role served_ by
gymnastics in education (e.g. Lucian, Anacharsis 20ff.; Philostratus, Gymnasticus), but the idea
also had a Platonic pedigree; see, for example, Rep. 410 bff.. Laird (2003) argues that the language

137



recreational reading material to refresh and stimulate the brain; the mixture of
usefulness and pleasure, which the VH will provide, is mirrored by mixture of
usefulness and pleasure that is found in gymnastics in Anacharsis 6;80 reading the

VH, therefore, is tantamount to mental gymnastics.8! Lucian's emphasis on the
release (VH 1.1: &veoig; &wviévan) provided by the VH also recalls the terms in

which Hermogenes of Tarsus (second century A.D.) recommends a variety of
literary forms - such as diatribe, dialogue, comedy and Socratic symposia - which
have the virtue of inducing in the reader alternately the double effects of relaxation

(&wveotg) and tension (Tdo1c).82

Both Aristotle and Lucian seem to agree that the type of conduct or reading
material suitable to such occasions should be 'middle-of-the-road', i.e. not totally
ridiculous, nor devoid of play either. In terms of social behaviour, Aristotle
advocates that we should aspire to wittiness, which is midway between buffoonery

and boorishness:

ot O Euperwg molovteg ebrpdmelol  mpoocoyopeloviol, Olov
gLTPOTOL"83

In terms of reading material, Lucian recommends his own text, which is humorous

and diverting, but will also provide mental stimulation and food for thought.84

of the prologue (especially words such as psychagogia and theoria) is evocative of ‘a philosophical
sort of education.” Cf. n. 145 below also.

%0 See Camerotto 1998: 137, n. 256.

*! One might compare the figurative desultoria scientia of Apuleius’ style (Met. 1.1). Of course, the
seriousness of the preface is dubious; Branham certainly seems to think that Lucian is speaking
tongue-in-cheek here too: 'The salubrious effects of literary speculation that combines formal
experimentation, wit, and novelty in the service of an aesthetic view of literature are ironically
advertised in the opening gambit to A4 True Story; the prologue itself initiates the facetious game it
describes with its parodic reference to Odysseus as the archetypal liar/author deceiving the simple
Phaeacians with his preposterous tales...' (Branham 1989: 211-2). Branham adds in a note (ibid.
268, n. 2): "It is hard to tell where the honest prologist ends and the lying narrator begins: Does the
prologist really believe relaxation is more important (megiston: 1) for an athlete than exercise? Or is
this the first lie?” Bitel (2001: 144) compares the similar ambiguity in Apuleius’ prologue.

s Hermogenes I1. 455-6 (Spengel); see Bompaire 1958: 557. Hermogenes' ideas in turn intersect
strikingly with Lucian's own self-conscious hybridization of literary forms such as Menippean
satire, diatribe, comedy and dialogue (Bis Acc. 33), as Branham astutely notes (1989: 47):
'Although Lucian's literary debts are manifold, ranging from the fantastic quality of Aristophanic
plot structures to the naturalistic dramatization of philosophical conversation in the style of Plato,
his most fertile link with tradition is arguably the conception of the seriocomic character and mode
of writing. He is not reduplicating a recognizable generic type so much as renovating one that
existed in diverse forms...In so doing he is reinventing a way of writing that strove for the
precarious complexity of tone and effect produced by superimposing generic repertoires
conventionally kept distinct and reformulating their key elements.' On Hermogenes’ importance for
the literature of the second century A.D. in general, see Rutherford 1998, passim.

“ EN 1128 a3. ok

8% VH 1.2. Significantly, this Aristotelian passage follows directly after Aristotle's discussion of the
quality of sincerity, with its excess (boastfulness), and its deficiency (self-depreciation: z-;'lpcovg’tcx).
for which he cites Socrates as the supreme example (EN 1127 bl4 - 16). Lucian's proem itself
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In his discussion of wit, Aristotle recognizes the highly subjective nature of
humour, which makes it an elusive quality to pin down: for example, he
distinguishes between the type of jesting that is characteristic of a freeborn
gentleman and a man of servile status, as well as the humour characteristic of the

educated, as opposed to the uneducated:

..M 100 EAevOepiov moudia Sopéper Thc Tov dvdpamodwdoue, Kol
TEMAOEVUEVOL Kol Amatdehtov, 85

He elaborates briefly on this issue, illustrating the point further by using as an
analogy the difference between the broad wit that is typical of Old Comedy
(obscenity: 1) d'ioypoAoyia) and the subtler species in New Comedy (innuendo: 1
brovowa). He concludes from this that the difference in type of humour consists in
varying degrees of decorum: Swdéper § ob pukpov  TiTOL POG,
gboyMUocLYNY.86

Although Lucian does not discuss the subjective nature of wit in the VH,
some of the thought processes in the proem to the VH are similar to Aristotle's
here. Aristotle, as we have seen, distinguishes between the type of humour
characteristic of the educated and the uneducated; in a similar vein, Lucian makes

a point of singling out his ideal, educated reader, the pepaideumenos, and
distinguishing him from an inscribed anti-reader, a naive reader, represented by
the gullible Phaeacians, whom he describes as 181®to &vdpdmor.87 Even the
image of the athlete, which Lucian uses to represent his ideal reader, correlates
with Aristotle's text. At 1128 a3, Aristotle infers that the witty character must be
agile because of the quickness of its impulses; he suggests it is possible to infer

mental agility from such movements, just as we infer physical agility from the
movements of body: Tov yop fj0oug ot TolLTUL SoKOVGL KIWAGELS E1Vo,
WOTEP OF TA CWUATO. EK TOV KWNCEWY KPLveTal, obtw kol ta fiom. It is
possible that this inspired Lucian with the idea of drawing an analogy between

mental and physical training in the athlete image (VH 1.1).88 Finally, Lucian's

evokes the famous ironic pose of Socrates through intertextuality with Plato's Apology, as I have

already demonstrated.
® EN 1128 as.

“EN 1128 a7. on o
% VH 1.3. The Phaeacians listening to Odysseus (VH 1.3) are ‘in-text’ readers, whose function is to

focus the extra-textual reader’s response by antithesis: cf. Morgan 1991: 102. The 1du0TNg is
contrasted with the codog at Conv. 35; see Georgiadou & Larmour 1998a: 56. On Lucian. and his
readers, see Korus 1986; Georgiadou & Larmour 1994: 1455-6; see especially the discussion at p.

175 ff. below.
% Cf. p. 137 f. above.
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proem also evokes the discourse of Old Comedy, although not for the same
purposes as Aristotle here.89

Lucian establishes a subversive dialectic with Aristotle's Poetics, in order to
define more clearly the nature of his own literary enterprise in the VH. At Poetics
1460 18-19, Aristotle identifies Homer as having a seminal role as the model which
other literary artists follow in learning how to embellish their work with
marvellous (and less than truthful) details:9¢

10 Ot VowvpacTtov 1L onuelov 8€, TAVIEC YOp MPOSTIOEVTEC

amayyEAAovow g xapriopevol. dedidoyev & paitota “ Ounpog Kot
ToVGg AALOLG WeELdN AEYELWY (g DEL.

But amazement is pleasant; proof of this is the fact that everyone
embellishes when they tell stories, in order to give pleasure. And it is above
all Homer who has taught others how one should tell lies.

Aristotle's understanding here of the pleasure humans naturally take in
imaginative embellishment is echoed in VH 1.3, where Lucian concedes an
attractive quality to the lies of lambulus:
gypoye Ot ko TopBovrog mept TOV EV TN UEYAAN VAAATIN TOAA
nopddoal, Yvdpiuoy PEY Amact 1O WELSOG TANCAUEVOG, oK ATEPTN
de Olwg cLVYVELG TNY LOVECY.

And Iambulus too wrote many strange things about those in the great sea,
fabricating a lie that was obvious to everybody, but putting together a not
unpleasant plot all the same.

And within a few lines, Lucian identifies Homer's Odysseus as the archetypal
model for such literary lies, when he told the story of his marvellous adventures to
the Phaeacians:

&pxmyoe 8¢ abtoig kor Sddokarog Thg TowrbTNg Pwpoloyioag & Tov
‘Opfpov ' Odvoceie, Tolg mept 1OV ~ AAKivouy SinMyoLUEVOG AVER®Y TE
doVAELQLY... 9!

But the instigator and instructor in this sort of buffoonery is Homer's
Odysseus, telling the court of Alcinous the story of the enslavement of

winds...

89 For the discourse of Old Comedy in the VH, see p. 191 ff.. .
% Compare this passage from Aristotle with Plato, Rep. 595 c; see following note.

%' i 1.3; of. p. 132. There is also an echo here of Plato, Rep. 595 b9-c3: pnreov, v & EYW:
Kool dhice Y€ Tig pE Kol odwg EX Tadog EXOVoU TtEp\lﬁ' Oumnpov ?noxw%ﬁa
AEyeww. EOLKE HEV YOp TV KOADY QRAVTOV TOVTWY v "tpayt’xwv npw::og
Siédoxalés e Kai fyEU@y YEVESTAL. AAL' ob yop mpd YE TNG AANVELOG TIUNTEOS
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While it is clear that Lucian is following the general tenor of Aristotle's argument
here, he also refines it; where Aristotle simply identifies the author Homer as the
archetypal literary embellisher, Lucian, with greater  narratological
scrupulousness, distinguishes author (Homer) from narrator (Odysseus), thereby
also distinguishing text from diegesis, and implying that the author may allow his
narrator to lie without incurring any such guilt himself. This is highly significant
for the narratological structure of the VH itself, where the persona of Lucian is
split between the (truthful) author, and the (lying) narrator; just as Homer is not
necessarily to blame for Odysseus' lies, so too the author Lucian hopes to evade
censure by warning his readers that, as the narrator, all he will tell is lies:

obtw & &v pot Sok® Kol TV Topd TOY AAAWY KOTIyoplowy Ekhuyely
aLTOG OpoAOYWY UNdEY AANDEC AéyeLy.92

And in this way I think I will escape the censure of others, by admitting
myself that I say nothing truthful.

At Poetics 1451 a 36ff., Aristotle discusses the differences between the work
of the historian, and that of the 'poet' (the term 'poetry’ — Tolno1g - may include

what we would nowadays generally call literature', as prose fiction would have
covered the same ground as poetry for Aristotle in terms of content). The historian
describes things which have happened, whereas the 'poet’ describes things which
could happen.
bovepov Ot EK TV EPNUEVOY KOl 6HTL ob 1O 10 yevdpEvo, AEYEW,
TOUTO TONTOV EPYoV ECTIV, &AL’ Olo &V YEVOLTO KOL TO SLVATO. KOLTO.
10 €1K0¢ T 10 dvaryKoiov.

It is also clear from what has been said that it is not the task of the poet to
describe things that have happened, but things that could happen, and
things that are possible in accordance with probability or necessity.

Aristotle reiterates this sentiment again a few lines later, to emphasise that this is
the point of distinction between the two:
AAAG TOUTW OIOLOEPEL, T TOV HEV TA YEVOUEVQ, AEYELY, TOV OE olo &V
YEVOL10.93

But they differ in this respect, that to one belongs the task of describing
things that have happened; to the other, the sorts of things that could

happen.

avnp... Note how this passage also emphasizes Homer's archetypal status with regard to lack of

truthfulness, as in the VH.
2 VH 14.
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Aristotle explains that literature is more 'catholic' in this respect, in that it treats
universals, whereas history deals in particular events, people etc.; for this same
reason, literature is more philosophical too, because it facilitates speculation on
the general nature of things.94 For Aristotle, therefore, the universality of
literature itself constitutes a sort of truth, and the fact that we can infer important
lessons about life from such "plasmatic' ('made-up') literature serves to legitimise
it, even if it does not deal with factual truths, as history does.95 This idea underlies
the longstanding apologetic for plasmata, namely that they may be indulged only
if some didactic or moral purpose can be extracted from them; make-believe for its
own sake is for children only.96

In a similar vein, Aristotle later argues that plausibility should always be the
guiding principle in plot-construction; probability should even take precedence
over fact, if the fact is less believable.

npoapelcBal T de1 Adbvortar £1k6ToL PAAAOY f Svvarta dmidavo.97

It is. necessary to choose impossibilities that are plausible, rather than
possibilities that are unbelievable possibilities.

As Fuchs notes, Aristotle's concept legitimises fiction by the universality of
its contents; the demand for truth is replaced by a demand for plausibility. But this
necessarily limits the extent of Aristotle's theory, as it can only ever legitimise
plasmatic literature, i.e. material that is compatible with extra-literary reality; it
cannot legitimise texts like Lucian's, which are explicitly at odds with reality.98
Why, therefore, does Lucian use Aristotle's theory as a frame of reference for a text

which is going break the rules?

* Aristotle, Poetics 1451 b4 ff..

™ Poetics 1451 b5ff: 310 Kol (LAoCOPHTEPOV KL CTMOLIOUOTEPOV TOINGLE 1OTOPLALG
ECTLY' 1] HEV Yap Tolnoig pailov ta kadolov, 1 8 1otopla 1o Ko EKOOTOV AEYEL
Lucian exploits the similarity in the discourse of poets and philosophers in a more negative way -

see following note.
1t is striking in the VH that Lucian, unlike Aristotle, does not distinguish in this way between

writers of literature, and writers of factual discourse, but rather throws poets, philosophers and
historians all together into the same category of literary liars: ..TOV 1GTOPOLHEVWY EKACTOV
obk dxwumdNTWE AVIKTUL TTPOG TWOG TOV TAANLDY TOLNTMY T€ KOl CUYYPAUdEWY

Kol Prhocodwy MOAAG TEpACTIO Kol MuOddn cvyyeypopotwv.. He shows greater
discernment in the Philops., where he grants poets a degree of license with the truth: cf. Chapter 1,

e B 5 4
RS Hence Lucian’s insistence on the usefulness of his text, in addition to its entertainment value; see
the discussion at p. 179 ff. below.

?7 Aristotle Poetics 1460 a 26 f..
% Fuchs 1993: 252. Fuchs (1993: 201) notes that the modern idea of the 'pact' of fiction between

author and reader is not present in Aristotle's conception; for this reason, the modern concept of
fiction can be used of ancient literature in a restricted sense only, to refer to objectively 'made-up'
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In his proem, Lucian admits openly that the contents of his narrative are
lies, but plausibly presented lies:
ob yap povov 0 Etvov 1ng bmodécewg obdE 10 yapiev 1

TPOOUPECEWS EMOYWYOV Eotal abtolg obd’ é11 wevouara moikila
mavag T€ Kkal Evadndwe EEcvnvéyoer.. 99

For not only will they find the novelty of the plot, or the charm of the
subject-matter attractive, nor indeed the fact that I have brought out a
variety of lies in a plausible and specious manner...

It seems here that he is working with the Aristotelian idea that a plot should above
all be plausible, irrespective of its factual content, but he is clearly stretching it to
its limits.

Lucian seems to characterise his work as history in the proem (referring to

it, for example, as tdde ta cvyypdpupator and To. ‘1GTOPoLUEVR),®® but in

contrast to Aristotle's dictum that history describes things that have happened,
Lucian asserts that his history describes things that have never happened, and
could never happen. 1°* Lucian's plot is non-plasmatic, in that it explicitly does not
seek to be compatible with extra-literary reality.

I have tried to show here how Lucian reacts against Aristotle deliberately in
order to highlight his new legitimisation of fiction, moving the argument away
from the issue of contents and their relation to extra-literary reality, and
transferring it into the arena of authorial intentionality and reader reception - in
other words a contractual basis for fiction. Lucian problematizes Aristotelian ideas
of truth and plausibility in a way that provides insight into the paradoxical nature
of fictionality. He asserts that his text will lie somewhere in between the two poles
of Aristotelian truth; it will neither convey truth as history (i.e. it describes things
that never happened), nor truth as literature (i.e. it describes things that could
never happen). By denying all claims to historical or plasmatic 'truth' to his
(ironically titled) True Stories in this way, Lucian appears at first to be drawing
the focus away from the objective truth-value of the contents of the narrative, to
foreground the plausibility of the text, a move which would seem, initially at least,
to comply with Aristotelian requirements. Yet he also undercuts this by warning

his readers not to be fooled by the plausibility; it is all lies, and nothing is to be

believed.

content, but not to any contractual understanding of fictional truth. She later refines this idea, when

she is discussing Lucian (252).
® VH 1.2.
190y 1 2.
"0l prr 1.4,
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Lucian therefore appropriates and manipulates Aristotelian theory in the
proem, in order to whittle down closer to the essential paradox of fiction, namely
that the reader knowingly complies in the make-believe, while remaining aware on
one level that it is never really true. He identifies the crucial point, that fiction is
not really deception, or mendacity, as the author's attempt to convince the reader
of the veracity of the text is itself part of the game of make-believe; it is in this
sense that the author of a fictional text 'lies honestly'. By denying his text any
‘truth’ in the Aristotelian sense, and by problematizing the plausibility of its
presentation as well, Lucian foregrounds the author/ reader contract
programmatically, in a way that will turn subsequent Beglaubigungsstrategien in
the text from Liigensignale into Fiktionalitdtssignale.ro2

Lucian therefore prepares readers for a paradoxical text, in which he will try
to convince readers of the veracity of what he has told them is untrue, while both
remain aware that this is in the nature of an intellectual game. By differentiating
more carefully than Aristotle did between author and narrator, Lucian also
prepares the reader in advance for the problematization of authorial persona in
the VH. Working with, and reacting against Aristotle's theory, Lucian marks out
his legitimization of fiction as a new departure, founded upon a compact of
understanding between author and reader. This new apologetic discourse fits in
neatly with Lucian's claims about the novelty and intellectual appeal of his literary

enterprise in the proem.

Strabo
One of the crucial functions of Lucian's proem is to establish the VH as a

fantastic explorer's log, the archetype for which was indeed, as Lucian himself
recognized, Odysseus' Phaeacian tales (VH 1.3).193 Like the ghost stories and
urban legends in the Philops., this is no random or careless choice. The explorer's
log was the most appropriate vehicle for such audacious and explicit fiction, as a
genre in which the boundaries between truth and lies were notoriously unstable,
and recognized as such in antiquity, especially by critics of Homer in the

Hellenistic era, and scholars of geography. By aligning himself with the tradition

'%2 Fuchs 1993: 224: 'Eine Beglaubigungsstrategie, die vom jeweiligen Verfasser mit der Absicht
verwendet wird, dal der Leser mit ihrer Hilfe den Text als erfunden identifiziert, wird somit zum
Fiktionalitdtssignal.' For reservations, however, that Beglaubigungsstrategien were interpreted in
antiquity as Fiktionalitdtssignale only in the second place, if at all, see ibid.: 23'3-234 anc} 2§ 1-252.

' Anderson (1982: 72) describes the beginning of the VH as the 'conventional beginning of a
voyage narrative.'! Romm (1992: 213) notes how the proem artl}nes the _reader to the ‘complex
ambiguities of the explorer text. Riitten (1997: 109) refers to Lucian's cho_lce of novgllstlc travel-
narrative, but claims that he rouses the reader's expectations about generic conventions, only to

dash them, and play with a variety of different topics.
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of the fantastic traveller's tales of the Odyssey and the explorer's log, Lucian not
only selects a form which will reflect the thematization of the mutability of truth
and lies in the VH, but he also evokes the critical theories of these scholars as a
speculative frame of reference for his literary experiment in make-believe.

The field of geography in antiquity, while it may appear initially to be an
unlikely quarry for ancient ideas about fiction, actually produced some of the most
sophisticated thinkers on the subject. This connection between ancient geography
and fiction is less surprising, however, when one considers that the issues of
veracity and credibility are first really highlighted in the context of travellers' tales
and explorers' logs. Make-believe has for a long time been associated with either
temporal or spatial remoteness, or both;°4 and if earnest historians and
geographers could express distrust of facts that were associated with distant times
and locations, it would not be long before inventive authors would learn to exploit
the explorer's log - which dealt especially with remote and exotic locations - as a
literary form which could allow them to write fiction.15

For Strabo, as a scholar of geography, the issue of veracity in explorers' texts
was supremely important; for example, he denigrated the explorer Pytheas
unequivocally as 'the very worst of liars' for writing an account of his travels which
included a description of the far-remote, legendary island of Thule.*°¢ But Strabo
proved himself to be uncommonly perceptive when he identified an 'intermediate’
sort of text, which was neither wholly factual, nor entirely fabulous, where the
categories of truth and lies were deliberately blurred. These texts were
mendacious, inasmuch as they presented untruths in a plausible way - for
example, in the form of an explorer's log, which purported to be genuine - but they
were nevertheless exempt from critical reproach, because they presented these
specious lies in such a transparent way that they could not be confused with
genuine explorer's logs. They could, therefore, be appreciated and enjoyed on their

own terms, as literary inventions, as fiction.

104 e can see in the fairy-tale that spatial and temporal distance in fact function as
Fiktionalitétssignale; a formula such as 'a long time ago, in a land far away...' emphasises spatio-
temporal remoteness (and indefiniteness), and is a clue to the reader that what follows is make-

believe: see Fuchs 1993: 218ff.. ' : . :
105 gae Romm 1992: 202: '...there were others in later antiquity who perceived the intermediate

nature of these texts not as a problem needing to be resolved but as an opportunity waiting to be
exploited. It is no coincidence...that several of the most innovative works of prose fiction in the
second century A.D. took the form of explorer’s logs.' ; |

106 Girabo 1.4.3. Romm (1992: 198, n. 58), however, cautions that one shouldn't immediately
presume that Strabo's polemic against Pytheas here was based solely on the fact that‘Thule was a
legendary geographical fixture; it was probably fuelled as much by the fact that, by incorporating
Thule into the oikoumene, Pytheas presented an image of the world that was endorsed by Strabo's

rivals, Eratosthenes and Hipparchus. On Pytheas, see now Cunliffe 2001.
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Strabo described this sort of text with the label 'Bergaean,’ which is a
reference to the author Antiphanes of Berge, whose work, now lost, was written in
the form of a travel-log, to give an authentic frame to an otherwise absurdly
fantastical narrative.’o7 A tantalising few details of Antiphanes' work have been
fossilised in other authors, offering us a glimpse of what must have been a
marvellously imaginative, even surreal fantasy; for example, Antiphanes describes
a remote city of the far north, where the air is so cold that one's words freeze in
mid-air; conversations spoken in winter are therefore only heard once the thaw of
summertime has set in!'"*® Such obvious absurdity undermined the bid for
authenticity that was implicit in the literary form, uncovering the playful
mendacity of Antiphanes' text; these were lies, but transparent lies, which could
then be enjoyed for their own sake, and the adjective 'Bergaean' came to mean
something close to what we would designate 'purely fictional.' Now, Strabo, in his
Geography, was not interested in pursuing, and maybe was not even aware of, the
enormous literary implications of this twilight zone that he had identified, but by
establishing a 'Bergaean’' class of texts, which characterised 'a domain of narrative

in which the inventions otherwise scorned as mythoi or pseudea could be

"7 Romm (1992: 196) cites Strabo's use of the term 'Bergaean' as an example of how 'the
terminology used in geographical criticism consistently reveals its literary orientation.! On the
overlap between geography and fiction in general in antiquity, see Romm 1992: 172-214 and
Romm 1994. On Antiphanes of Berge, see Knaack 1906.

'% Plutarch De profect. in virtute 79a; see Weinreich 1942. Such 'concretization' resonates with the
almost surreal fantasy that permeates the epigrams of Lucillius, e.g. the 'vertically challenged'
Hermogenes, who is so short that when he drops something, he has to pull it back down to himself
with a pitchfork; Marcus, who was so incredibly thin that his head perforated one of Epicurus'
atoms; when the same Marcus tried to blow a trumpet, he slid head-first into the mouthpiece, and
right through the instrument! (4Anth. Pal. 11. 89, 93 and 94 respectively). For an excellent
assessment of the importance of Lucillius' work, and its place in contemporary literary culture, see
Bowersock 1994: 22ff. and 34f.. Bowersock identifies Lucillius as a turning point in imaginative
literature in antiquity, which 'reopened the Aristophanic vein of fantasy and outrageousness.' (34)
This sort of technique clearly has its roots in Aristophanic fantasy (one thinks of the weighing of
poetry Frogs), and seems to have catered for a particular taste at the time; see Bowersock 1994:
33ff,, and p. 191 ff. below. Many examples of such playful reification of text can be found
throughout Lucian’s works: Hermes exploits the (literally) mountain-moving powers of Homer's
poetry (Charon 4); Charon's proud knowledge of some Homeric poetry is gleaned from the copious
lines which the poet vomited up during his rocky crossing in Charon's ferry (ibid. 7); even more
surreally, the letter X indicts the letter T for usurping his place in the spelling of words (/ud.Voc.
passim). There are also many examples in the VH, e.g. 2.42 (the sea-forest, which, as well as
recalling a similar phenomenon reported by the notoriously mendacious Megasthenes (715 F 25
Jacoby), is also a reification of a verse of Antimachus). On Lucian’s use of this technique, see
Matteuzzi 1975 and Fusillo 1999: 373-4, who connects it with Euhemeristic rationalization. On the
Antimachus quotation, see Matthews (1996: 224 ff.), who concludes that ‘Lucian’s story is
invented, to some extent, to make fun of Antimachus by interpreting in a ridiculous manner what

must have seemed to him a very unusual expression.’ (op. cit.: 225).
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tolerated and even encouraged,"®® he had opened up definitively the third
semantic space which fiction occupies: not truth or lies, but truthful lying.1°

As Romm shows, it is also clear from what Strabo and others say that the
boundaries of this literary category were a source of constant dispute; the
categories of Bergaean fiction and truthful periploi were especially susceptible to
becoming confused.'* Strabo tells us, for example, that Eratosthenes labelled
Euhemerus 'Bergaean."*? We know something of Euhemerus' work from Diodorus

Siculus;3 it was called the Sacred Inscription (‘Tepd. ' Avarypaudny), and seems to

have incorporated some sort of travel narrative, in which Euhemerus, in the
service of King Cassander of Macedon (reigned 305-297 B.C.), describes a group of
islands off the shore of Arabia Felix, especially the largest island, Panchaea. From
what Strabo tells us about Eratosthenes' opinion of this work, we might conclude
that it was generally considered to contain little of factual value for geographers,
whatever its entertainment value as literature. However, both Polybius and Strabo
attributed greater geographical credibility to Euhemerus' work than to that of
Pytheas, and Polybius denigrates Eratosthenes himself as 'Bergaean' for esteeming
the truth-value of Pytheas' text more highly than Euhemerus'.»*4 The point is that
nobody seems to be sure whether the Sacred Inscription was a Bergaean fiction, or
a paideutic geographical text.

Similarly, Strabo is critical of the work of the second century B.C. explorer,
Eudoxus of Cyzicus (who recorded an attempt to circumnavigate Africa),
describing him as 'Bergaean,' whereas his predecessor and fellow-Stoic Posidonius
considered this same text to be a truthful account. According to Strabo, Bergaean

authors like Eudoxus could be excused, because, like conjurers with their tricks

(Bovpatomorot) they made no secret of their lying, and consequently, nobody

' Romm 1992: 197. ) ~Gal o
110 Strabo and Lucian show us that there was an understanding of how to read fiction in antiquity, as

does Gorgias (cf. Chapter 1, p. 59 ff.), but it was by no means ubiquitous; Diodorus, for example,
includes utopian accounts, such as the work of Euhemerus, in his history of real island societies.
The very fact that Lucian satirizes this sort of reading suggests that it was in fact-the prevalent
approach. See Fuchs 1993: 202-203: 'Satirische Angriffe auf die angebliche Luigenliteratur waren
iiberfliissig, wenn diese nicht in weiten Kreisen distanzlosen Glauben gefunden h‘atte._Sle lassen
darauf schlieBen, daf fiktionale Texte héufig nicht in ihrer Fiktionalitiit erkannt worden sind.’ (202).
"' For the following account, see Romm 1992: 197 ff..

' Strabo 1.3.1; 2.4.2. o -
'3 Pragments of Euhemerus' work are preserved in Diodorus 5.41-46 (as well as a little in Book 6

of the Library). On Euhemerus’ work, see Holzberg 1996: 621-62_6. Fusillo (1999: 372) discusses
Euhemerus’ possible influence on the V'H. For utopian elements in the VH, see Fauth 1979, von
Koppenfels 1981, and Nesselrath 1993.

' Polybius 34.5.
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took them literally.’s Posidonius, however, deserves greater censure because, as a
philosopher, he should have recognised Eudoxus' work for what it was, and not
attempted to elevate it to the status of a serious geographical text. Posidonius,
then, is guilty of 'misreading' Eudoxus, or as Romm observes, Posidonius' crime is
against the literary scale of value: '...the geographer's inability to distinguish truth
from fiction results in a conflation of high and low forms of literature, and a
collapse of the critical canon."16

The need to be able to 'read’ properly, to develop the faculty to discern what
is written in the form of myth from what is written in the form of history, even
where an author does not signpost it explicitly, is an issue that concerns Strabo in
his Geography. Before one passes judgement on an author's information and
credibility, one must ascertain first whether he intends what he says to be
interpreted as fact, or in terms of a story or myth. I quote the following passage at
some length, because it is an important intertext for the VH proem, for three
reasons. First, Strabo is talking about how the truth content of a text is related to
author intentionality and reader reception. Second, he mentions reasons why an
author might choose to fabricate. Third, he deals explicitly with Homer, Herodotus
and Ctesias in this context."”

“How6dov & obk d&v T1g crtidoarto dyvolay, - Huikvvog Agyovtog Kot
Moakpokedddovg kot IMTuypotovg obde yop abtov *Oufpov TavTO
uvdetbovtog, ®v €ol kol obtor ot I[Muypaior, obd " Adkudvog
Treyovonmodag ‘1otopovvtog, obd  Aloyblov Kuvokepdrovg Kot
Ttepvodddipovg kol  Movoupditovg, bmov ye obdE tolg  meln
SUYYPADOVCTY EV 1GTOPLOG CYNUOLTL TIPOCEYOUEY TEPL TOAAWY, KAV UM
gEopoloy@vton Ty pudoypadiaw. daivetar yop bdivg, 611 pbdoug
TOPOTAEKOVCIY EKOVTEG, OLK Qyvolq Twv OvTmv, AAAC TAACEL TV
&BLVATOY TEPATEING KOl TEPYEMG XGpLy: S0KOUCL OF KOT CLyvolalw,
5TL HEALOTA KoL TOOV®E 10 TodTor pudebovot mept twv ddnAwy
Kol TOV Qyvooupévmy. Ocsomounog Ot EEopoloyeltal Pnoag 6Tt Kol

115 §trabo 2.3.4-5. Romm (1992: 200): 'Such artists can be "forgiven" by their audiences because all
are aware of their intent to deceive; similarly the meaningless marvels of the Bergaeans are
permissible so long as they are accepted as such and not allowed to intrude on the serious business
of understanding the earth.' On the Platonic implications of the Yovpotonolol- simile, recalling
Plato's image of the shadow-players who entertain the inhabitants of the Cave (Rep. 514b and
602d), see Romm 1992: 200. On the connection between fiction and the imagery of magic, see

Chapter 1, p. 59 ff..

' Romm 1992: 200. ‘
"7 Strabo is perhaps not one of the authors to whom one would expect Lucian to allude

(Householder (1941) does not include him in his list of sources, for example). Von Maéllendorff
(2000: 38, n. 23), however, has shown that it is entirely plausible that L_ucw_m krllew S{trabo‘s’ work.
The first ancient reader of the Geographika about whom we can identify is Dionysius Periegetes
(ca. 120 A.D.). By the end of the second century A.D., Strabo’s wor.k was known in A_lexandna -
so that Lucian, whose career took him to Egypt, could also have acquired knowledge of it there.
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Hodoug Ev 1aig 1otoplang Epel, kpelttov f) dg  Hpédotog kot Ktnotoc
Ko * EAAdvikog kot ot 1o Tvdika cuyypdypovteg. 18

No-one would charge Hesiod of ignorance, when he speaks of Half-dogmen
and Long-headed men and Pygmies; nor would anyone charge Homer
himself of ignorance when he tells stories, including the ones about these
Pygmies, nor Aleman when he writes accounts of Steganopods, nor
Aeschylus writing about men with dog-heads, men with eyes in their chests,
and one-eyed men - since we don't even pay attention in many details to
those who write prose in the form of history, even if they don't admit to
story-telling. For it is instantly clear that they are weaving tales consciously,
not out of ignorance of reality, but out of a desire to fabricate the impossible,
for the sake of sensationalist delight.*9 They seem to be doing so out of
ignorance, because that's the best and most convincing way to tell stories of
this sort about things that are obscure and unknown. Theopompus,
however, owns up to the fact by saying that he will also tell stories in his
histories, better than Herodotus and Ctesias and Hellanicus*2© and those
who wrote histories of India.*2

Here Strabo seems to be elaborating the Platonic idea that no-one errs
willingly, but only out of ignorance of the right course of action. Strabo endeavours
to show that it is too facile to apply this theory straight to literature; an author may
tell 'untruths', not because he is in ignorance of the truth, but because he is
motivated by a positive desire to fabricate even what he knows to be impossible; it
is possible, in literature, to 'lie' or 'err' knowingly; it is, however, a less culpable
activity when one's readers know that you are lying.*?2 As long as Bergaean texts
remain honest in their lying, then, and are not taken seriously by readers, it seems
that Strabo has no fault to find with them, or with those who read them; implicit in

this, however, is a degree of anxiety about reader reception and transparency of

''® Strabo 1.2.35.
1% Although my translation does not reflect the actual alliteration in the Greek at this point, I have

tried to bring out its effect. By joining these two nouns as an alliterative pair, Strabo practically
turns them into a hendiadys, which in turn implies an equation of the marvellous (Tepoteia) with
the pleasure and charm (T€py1g) that was traditionally associated with poetry and fiction. For more
on this, see p. 183 f. below.

2 The fifth-century author, Hellanicus of Lesbos, was known for his histories in two, three or four
books (as opposed to the more numerous book divisions of Herodotus and Thucydides, for
example); see Bowie 1994a: 452. It is possible (but not provable) that Lucian might have had
Hellanicus in mind as a model for the two-book arrangement of the VH; this seems especially
plausible if what Strabo says here about the historian is true, ie. that Hellanicus' veracity was
impugned in antiquity alongside other historians such as Ctesias, Herodotus and writers of Indika.
Anderson, at any rate, interprets the book division of the VA as an attempt to impose a
historiographical form on the work, although he also considers the possibility that it was originally
conceived as one book, the second book having been added later (1976b: 10-11).

121 of Strabo 11.6.3, where he refers once again to the untrustworthiness of Herodotus, Hellanicus
and Ctesias — all of whom sought to record things that they had neither seen nor heard in the guise
of history (v 1oToplag OYNHOTL).

122 Gee the discussion of Lucian’s appropriation of Old Comedy in the VH, at p. 158 f. and p. 192

ff..
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authorial intention when it comes to fictional texts.!23 Clearly, the pact of fiction
was not yet sufficiently well and widely understood to allow 'academic’ writers like
Strabo to rest assured that fictional texts would be interpreted properly as fiction,
and not be mistaken for factual discourse. 124

In the opening chapters of the VH, Lucian aligns himself with the tradition
of explorer texts and geographical writers, entering into a theoretical space where
the boundaries between truth and fiction were known to be fluid. The setting he
chooses for his 'true stories' - in the Ocean, beyond the Pillars of Heracles - has a
crucial literary significance. The Pillars of Heracles were one of the markers of the
known and inabited world, the oikoumene: to travel beyond them was to venture
into the unknown, or in literary terms, into the realm of fantasy; accounts of such
journeys out into Ocean (exokeanismot) came to be synonymous with tales of the
fantastic, the archetype for which was, as Lucian himself recognized, the apologos
of Odysseus.'25 By establishing his narrative as an exokeanismos in the tradition of
the Odyssey, therefore, Lucian not only assimilates himself, as narrator, to
Homer's Odysseus, but instantly invests his account with an ambiguous truth-

value.2¢ Another effect of this, especially in the wake of his animadversion in the
proem that the narrative has deeper layers of meaning (fjvikton), is that Lucian

also evokes the tradition of allegorical interpretation of Homer's poem, one
important strand of which read Odysseus' journey as symbolic for the journey of
the soul and its quest for knowledge.*?”

Writers of explorer-texts as well as literary critics recognised the significance
and the enormous literary potential of passing beyond the Pillars of Heracles, out

into the unknown realm of Ocean, where reports could not be verified (nor,

23 Strabo is certainly not the only one to express such anxiety. Romm (1992: 200-201) mentions
the second century A.D. author Aelius Aristides in this connection; in Or. 48, Aristides launches a
vehement attack on the fanciful periplus of the explorer Euthymenes, who claimed to have
circumnavigated Africa and to have discovered the source of the Nile. It is not the fanciful nature of
the text per se which Aristides censures, but the more sinister fact that Euthymenes tried to pass it
off as a serious, truthful account:'...when such fictions begin to intrude into the realm of factual
narrative, Aristides must intervene to redraw the boundary line.' (Romm 1992: 201).

' Fuchs draws attention to the fact that Beglaubigungsstrategien in ancient fiction appear to have
been interpreted very often au pied de la lettre, and warns that we should not be over-ambitious in
postulating a universal understanding in antiquity of fictionality, as we understand it today; for
references, see n. 102 above.

'3 See V/H 1.3 for Lucian's reference to the Phaeacian tales. For the association between ‘ocean’
and fiction in antiquity, especially in connection with Odysseus' adventures in Odyssey 6-12, see
Romm 1992: 172-214. For the connection between imagery of sailing and storytelling, see n. 213.
126 The apologos of Odysseus was a by-word in antiquity for lying (Plato, Rep. 614b; Aristides
354.20); cf. Parry 1994. Cf. p. 132 f. above.

127 On the use of the verb o(lvitTopl in ancient literary criticism as a term for allegoresis, and the
journey in the VH as an allegorical journey of the soul, see Georgiadou & Larmour 1998a: 5 ff.; cf.

p. 193 f.
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therefore, refuted), thus enabling one to pass off fanciful accounts as truth.128
Remote islands such as Thule or Cerne were thought to be located either just
within, or just beyond the outermost boundaries of the oikoumene, but the
vagueness of their location suggests they may have represented a fantastical
boundary, rather than a clearly defined geographical limit, as recent scholarship
has shown.'29 Other writers, such as Euhemerus and Iambulus, chose the remote
and exotic location of islands in the Indian Ocean as the setting for their
fictions.!3° Lucian himself says that 'everybody’ recognized that Iambulus' account
was a lie, but enjoyed it nevertheless:

Eypaye Ot kol ' IopBovrog meEPL TV EV TN MEYAAN DOAXTTN TOAAQ

nopddola, YVwpIlHov UEY Aol 1O YELDOC TAACAUEVOG, oLk ATEPTT
de duwe cLVYYELG THY LTOVECIY. 131

This is very close to a formulation of what we would call 'fiction' in modern
terms.’32 True, the fact that others, like Diodorus, seem to have interpreted
Iambulus' work as factual, means it is unwise to assume a universal understanding
of the link between geographical remoteness and fictionality in antiquity.’33 The
crucial point for Lucian, however, is this very ambivalence of the truth-value of
these sorts of texts; it is this ambivalence that he evokes and problematizes in
theVH, as I will show.

At VH 1.3, Lucian identifies by name two of the writers whose works serve as
models for the sort of text he is writing in the VH, i.e. Ctesias and Iambulus. There
has been some misunderstanding about how these writers relate to the VH; the
difficulty is rooted in the fact that there is a lacuna in the text just before Ctesias is
named, which leaves the relationship of this clause with the previous sentence

unclear. Most editors, including Macleod, supplement the text with a word like

oiov or ®v, which suggests that Ctesias and Iambulus are examples of the sorts of

28 Romm (1992: 194) notes a reference in Aelius Aristides (Orat. 48) to the figurative
peregrinations of the mind (nous, punning on naus) beyond the Pillars of Herakles. The imaginative
freedom provided by great geographical distance was recognised and exploited by Renaissance
writers too, such as Rabelais, Tasso and Cervantes; see Romm 1994,

129 gee Clarke 1999: 34; Romm 1994: 103-4.
130 [o]ands are a common motif in paradoxographical texts and fantastic narrative (such as the

Phaeacian tales in the Odyssey), because they are isolated, closed environments. Gabba (1981: 55
ff.) emphasizes the scientific importance of islands as well (cf. the proliferation of islands in ps.-
Aristotle, On marvellous things heard). One might compare also the prevalence of insular
environments such as planets and space-stations in modern science fiction: see Westfahl 1989.

Lucian himself refers to the stars as ‘islands’ floating in the firmament as if in a great ocean (VH
1.10). On islands as the dominant spatial form in utopian narratives, as a metaphor for otherness,

see Fauth 1979: 39-42.
Bl pyH 1.3,
132 See further p. 155 ff..
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authors to whom Lucian says the text makes riddling reference (flyikton); in other

words, that they are the targets against whom the satire of the VH is aimed. 134
Romm, however, argues persuasively that this is inconsistent with Lucian's
explicit policy of not naming any of the sources to whom he alludes in the text,

since he expects readers will recognise them themselves anyway (olg woai
OVOHACTL GV Eypador, €1 U1 Kol aLT® ool EK THE Avayvdoeme ¢paveiodat
gEpeAdlor).135 Romm suggests rather that Ctesias and Iambulus are named as

examples of the authors whom Lucian seeks to imitate in the VH, in other words
that they are the models for the type of text he writes, rather than the targets of his
satire. One can in fact buttress this argument from the way in which Lucian's text
corresponds with what he says in VH 1.3, right after he has named Ctesias and

Iambulus:

moAlol 8¢ kol &AAOL TA bTA TOVTOLG TPOEAOLEVOL CUVEYPAWOY (G
ON TWog EQALTOV TALVOG TE KOl Amodnuicg, Unplwv Te UEYEDM
1OTOPOVVTEG KOl AVIPOITmY MUOTNTUG Kol Blowy KovoTntag: &pxmnyos
d¢ abrolg kol Siddiokolog TG Tol TG Pwpodoyiog © Tov - Opnpov
" OdvooENg...

And many others too, choosing the same subject-matter as these, wrote as if
about their own travels and trips abroad, with accounts of huge beasts and
savage men and strange ways of life. And their leader and instructor in this
sort of nonsense was Homer's Odysseus...

It is clear from this that the sort of texts which others as well as Ctesias and
Iambulus wrote are imaginative explorers' logs, for which Odysseus' Phaeacian
tales are the archetype. Now, this is clearly the sort of model Lucian follows in the
VH, as his text, like theirs, also purports to be an explorer's log - Lucian even
pretends it is a record of his own travels - and in it are descriptions of huge beasts
(e.g. giant moon spiders, a giant whale, a giant seabird), savage people (e.g. the
Bull-Heads and Ass-Legs), and strange customs (e.g. the ethnography of the
Moonfolk). Lucian's text is also closely modelled on the Odyssey,'3¢ and indeed
Odysseus, the archetypal explorer himself, features as a character in the story.

By assimilating the travel-tales of the Odyssey to texts like those of Ctesias
and Iambulus, which were notoriously fabulous, Lucian inscribes himself in a
debate which had been raging among philosophers and geographical scholars

since Hellenistic times, concerning the truth-value of the geographical details in

¥ See n. 110 above.
BYCE p. 158 1.
135 pH 1.2; Romm 1992: 212 with n. 86.
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the Homeric poem. Lucian aligns himself with scholars like Eratosthenes, who
opined that Odysseus' travel tales were fantastic, and that the geographical details
were equally fanciful. For Eratosthenes, the remote, unidentifiable location of
most of Odysseus' adventures (beyond Ocean, the land of the Phaeacians)
provided a sort of 'credibility shield' for the stories; as there was no way to trace
the hero's steps and test the veracity of his report, it was a region of earth that was
gbkatdyevotor - easy to tell lies about.’3” Eratosthenes did not press the
Homeric poems for factual truth; in fact, believing that the primary function of

poetry was to provide entertainment (yvyaywyia), not instruction, Eratosthenes,

as head of the Library at Alexandria, sought nothing less than 'to exorcise Homer's
ghost' from geography.!38 Aristarchus, the grammatical scholar of Homer, and
himself also a head of the Library at Alexandria, also interpreted the geographical
remoteness of the Phaeacian tales in literary terms as a gauge of their
fantasticality, and Aristarchus' pupil, Apollodorus, construed Homer's

eEwxeaviondg - 'removal into Ocean' - of Odysseus' journey as a narratological

move, to allow him greater freedom to fabulize: pvBoloyiog ¥ piv.139

The Stoics, on the other hand, reacted strongly to these interpretations of
the Homeric poems. Stoic thinkers such as Crates of Mallos, Polybius, and Strabo
sought 'to uphold Homer's greatness, restore the historicity and paideutic content
of the fabulous wanderings, and refute the idea of the Odyssey as a fictional

gEwkeaviopsde.40 They did not deny that there was an element of the fantastic in

Homer's tales, but held that this was allowable, given that Homer's intentions
were serious and paideutic; for the Stoic Strabo, in contrast to Eratosthenes, the
instructive principle was primary in the Homeric poems, and their entertainment
value was of subsidiary importance only;4* Homer intended to educate, and with

this aim in mind he embellished his narrative sometimes with 'lies' (ygvén),

which served to ornament the poem and sweeten the pill of learning, as it were:

136 For the VH as (partly) a new Odyssey, see Bompaire 1988: 38 ff.

137 Strabo 1.2.19; see also Strabo 11.6.4: T0 TOPPW duocedeyktov (specifically with reference to
the Alexander historians). For a more detailed account of this ancient debate, and of the crossover
between geography and fictional discourse in antiquity, see Romm's superb essay (1992: 172-214);
there is also relevant discussion in Clarke 1999, esp. 23-5.

138 Romm 1992: 185-6; see Strabo 1.1.10 and 1.2.3. LT
139 gtrabo 7.3.6. On Aristarchus and Apollodorus, see Romm 1992: 186-188. Lucian’s interview

with Homer (2.20) shows that he was familiar with the Alexandrian school of Homeric criticism: cf.

i (.
140 pomm 1992: 188.
141 Strabo 1.2.3.
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'Pseudos-filled passages could be understood purely as a vehicle for delivery of the
Odyssey's geographic lessons. 42

Given that what Lucian explicitly sets out to do in the VH is to write a
fictional explorer's log — a Bergaean text - it seems likely that his open declaration
in the proem about the truth-status of his text is calculated to stave off Strabonian
criticism: '...Lucian begins by demoting himself to the stature of Strabo's
thaumatopoioi, the entertainers who escape censure because they openly admit
their use of fictions."43 By designating the fantastic, Odyssean travel tales of the
VH as 'light' reading-material, meant for scholars to enjoy after the study of 'more

serious' matter (VH 1.1: HETO. TNV TOAANY TAOV CTOLOALOTEPWY AVAYVOCLY),

Lucian is clearly working within the Eratosthenean frame of reference, but his

declaration that his work will not only provide pure entertainment

(yAnv...yuyarywyiow) for readers, but useful mental stimulation as well, is an

attempt to justify the VH in terms of the long-standing debate about the
pleasure/utility principle in literature, which might be construed in accordance
with Stoical principles, as I have shown above, and also within the context of the
Plato/Aristotle debate.44

The proem is a crucially important piece of text, not only because it provides
the 'key' for reading the VH itself, investing the narrative with a subversive layer of
meaning, but because it also provides vital evidence for Lucian's concept of
fictionality, and from a broader perspective still, it reflects the literary games that
were being played at the time. In this section, I have tried to demonstrate the
extraordinarily dense and rich intertextuality in the proem, to extricate some of
the threads of its fabric, and to explore some of the implications of its allusions. It
is time now to see what conclusions have taken shape.

Lucian uses the proem to speak as the author of the VH, to define the type of
text he has produced; it is a fantasy explorer’s log, a voyage imaginaire, full of lies
plausibly told. He defines the ideal type of reader he has in mind - a

pepaideumenos; the image of the athlete surely evokes the agonistic culture of the

142 R omm 1992: 192. In other words, Strabo shifts the emphasis from the fantastical content, to
Homer's intentions (Strabo 1.1.7) — a move that Lucian makes explicitly in the VH (cf. p. 158 f.).
There is some overlap between Strabonian and Lucianic justification of fiction, and Socrates’
justification for the use of mythoi to convey higher 'truths' (e.g. Phaedo 114d); the subject warrants
further investigation.

143 Romm 1992: 212. Lucian describes his own work as thaumatopoeia at Zeuxis 12 (cf. Chapter 1,
p. 59 ff)). For an analysis of the VH and Antonius Diogenes’ novel as Bergaean texts, see Romm
1992: 202-214, esp. p. 203: "...it was as the authors of these two texts were taking advantage of the

license Strabo had granted to Bergaean writings...".
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literary élite in the Second Sophistic.145 He provides guidance about the way in
which the text should be read, and by inscribing an 'anti-reader' into the text, in
the form of the gullible Phaeacians, who accepted Odysseus' archetypal lies
without question, Lucian constructs his ideal reader by antithesis.!4¢ Lucian also
defends his decision to write fantastic fiction. The proem therefore is both
prescriptive and apologetic.

But there is more. I hope to have shown that by establishing a subversive
dialectic with the literary theories of Plato and Aristotle, and by evoking Strabo's
connection between the explorer's log and Bergaean fiction, Lucian also creates a
new theoretical framework for his experiment with fictionality in the VH.

One of the difficulties facing any ancient author who wanted to deal with the
issue of fiction, was the lack of a proper term for the concept. Probably the closest
and the most commonly used term in Greek was pseudos. Pseudos, however,
presented a particular set of problems, as the word covered several semantic
concepts. 47 On the one hand, pseudos could mean a lie (i.e. a deliberate
falsehood, involving the intent to deceive, which is usually objectively untrue:
mendacium est enuntatio cum voluntate falsum enuntiandi).*4® On the other
hand, pseudos could also denote an error (an incorrect statement, disinguished
from the lie by the absence of intentionality).249 In Plato's works, an attempt is
made to differentiate between lies and errors, using the criterion of intentionality
to evolve concepts such as the yevdog Exoto1ov and yevdog dkoto1ov.150 Plato,
of course, is dealing with pseudos from the ethical perspective, but Strabo, as we
have seen, employs a similar conceptual framework in dealing with literary
‘'mendacity:' some authors pretend to know less than they do (€1pwveia!) in order

to facilitate a more convincing delivery of their fantastic untruths.’3' Lucian

himself uses Plato's construct in the Philopseudes, only to discard it: there are

'** For discussion of pleasure in Plato’s art theory, see Janaway (1995: 36-57); cf. p. 183 ff. below.
> This topic - Lucian’s repeated use of agonistic motifs and metaphors (e.g. courtroom debate),
and how they reflect the agonistic culture of paideia — in one which I intend to explore more fully

elsewhere; cf. n. 36 above. : ' )
"% I have borrowed the phrase from Morgan 1991: 102, where he discusses Heliodorus' use of 'anti-

readers' in the Aithiopika. ‘ : . ’
"7 For an introduction to the semantics of lying and deceptive speech, and the difficulties which the

undifferentiated concept of yevdog presents for the study of an ancient concept of fiction, see
Fuchs 1993: 1-12 and 234 ff.; see also Riitten 1997: 31.

S Fuchs 1993: 2ff..

' For discussion, see Fuchs 1993: 1-12. n

150 Cf. Fuchs 1993: 10-11. For webdog EKoLo10V, see Rep. 535¢; for yevdog dkovo10V, see
Laws 730c.

' See Strabo text quoted on p. 148 f.
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cases, Tychiades finds, when even those who are highly erudite consciously prefer
lies to the truth.

This brings us closer to the literary meaning of pseudos. The word could be
used to describe what we would probably call fiction; this is the delivery of
information which the speaker knows to be untrue, with the intention of
persuading the audience of this untruth. On face value, therefore, this looks like a
lie - but the vital difference here is that the speaker expects his audience to
recognise that the information he is delivering is untrue. Fiction is usually
thought of in terms of written communication, in which case it is accompanied by
subtle indicators (Fiktionalitatssignale) to let the readers know that they are not
really meant to believe that what is being said is 'true'; what is required is that
they simply go along with the game of make-believe.!52 It is interesting here to
consider some of the highly complex modes of oral communication that are related
to the idea of fiction, forms of expression such as euphemism, metaphor, and
irony. In each of these modes of expression, proper communication between
speaker and audience is founded on a contractual understanding that the
information is not to be interpreted literally; in irony, for example, the speaker
counts on the comprehension of his interlocutor, to recognise that the true
meaning of his words is located in the opposite of what he actually says.'53 The

most notorious practitioner of irony (€ipwveia) in antiquity was, of course, Plato's

Socrates; bearing in mind this connection between irony and fiction, Lucian's
adoption of a Socratic air in his capacity as a fabulist is highly apt.

There were other terms in antiquity, which were used to denote a literary
mode approximating what we would call fiction. Ancient literary theory in fact
differentiated between 'realistic' fiction (i.e. fiction that was not 'true' in the literal
sense, but which sustained compatibility with extra-literary reality, and was
therefore plausible), and fantastic fiction (which was neither literally true, nor

plausible).’54 Sextus Empiricus, who was probably a contemporary of Lucian,55

132 See Morgan (1993: 225): *...the novel has to reassure us constantly that it is only fiction, and it
does this by keeping at least one part of the reader consciously in the real world, where he can

watch from an aesthetic distance.’

** Fuchs 1993: 6-8. - .
154 peitzenstein 1963: 91-92. Fuchs (1993: 218) cautions that the borders between realism and

fantasy in the consciousness of an ancient reader can differ' f!'onj that. of quem readers; for
example dreams, oracles, and magic could be accepted as ‘realistic’ in antiquity, in a way that they
probably wouldn't today. On the other hand, reqders can (and could then .too') be persuqded to
accept elements that they initially find unbelievable, through a com}:matmn of rathnallst
explanations and carefully constructed realia (Begiaz{biggngsappclzraf). This should be considered
against the contention that there was no concept of fiction in antiquity (cf. Chapter 1, n. 98).
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envisaged three categories of event-based narrative, which he divided according to

the degree to which the narrative adhered to real events or probability. Sextus

named these categories 1o0Topia, mAdopa, and pvdog. ‘ Iotopior was defined as

the exposition of true events that had actually happened, such as how Alexander
died in Babylon, having been poisoned by conspirators - in other words, what we

would call 'historical narrative'. [TAdopo. meant a narrative of events that had not

actually happened, but which were similar to real events, such as the plots in

comedy and mime; we would probably call this 'realistic' or 'plasmatic’ fiction.
Finally, podog was the exposition of things that were non-existent and false, such

as the stories about how the race of venomous spiders and snakes sprang from the
Titans' blood, or how Pegasus sprang from the head of the Gorgon when her throat
was cut, and the various metamorphoses, such as how the companions of Diomede

changed into seabirds, Odysseus into a horse, and Hekabe into a dog:15¢

TPOC TOVTOLE EMEL TV 1CTOPOLUEV@WY TO UEV ECTLV 10TOPloL TO OF
uvdog 10 8¢ MAdCHQ, OV T| HEV 1oToplal AANBOV TWwOV ECTL Kol
yeyovotwy Exdeotie, g 6t W ALEEavdpog v BaBuvimvt dt' EmiPovAwy
DUPUAKEVDELG ETEAEVTO, MACCHQ O& TPOYUATWY UT| YEVOUEVWY WEV
OMOLWE 88 TOLG YEVOUEVOLG AEYOREVMY, MG Ol KWULKOAL LTOVECELG KOl
ol pipot, pvdog 88 TPoYUdTwY YEVATWY KAl Wewdwy EKDESLS, WG OTL
10 pgv 1oV dodayylov kol ddewv yévog Turfivwv evEmovow &’
oipatoc Efwyovnoacdor, tov 8¢ Ilfyacor Acipotopndeiong Tng
Topybvoc &mod Mg KedaAng EKDOPELY, KOl ot HEV Alopnidoug ETalpol
g1 Dalaocoiovg petéBadrov dpuig, o 8¢ ' Odvooeng €1g ‘inmov, I Oe
‘ Exapn €1g xbva...157

Cicero also divided event-based narrative into three categories, historia,
argumentum, and fabula, which correspond more or less to the three categories of
Sextus Empiricus respectively. For Cicero, historia was factual narrative, which
related events in our past; argumentum represented plausible or 'realistic’ fiction,
such as the plots of comedies, and fabula denoted fiction that was non-realistic,,

such as the mythological plots of tragedy:

Id quod in negotiorum expositione positum est tres habet partes: fabulqm,
historiam, argumentum. Fabula est quae neque veras neque verl similes
continet res, ut eae sunt quae tragoediis traditae sunt. Historia est gesta res,

155 gextus' dates are not certain, but according to Blank (1998: xv), most scholars think he belongs
to the later second century A.D. (or slightly earlier in the same century); this would make Sextus a

contemporary of Lucian. |
156 1t is interesting that Sextus Empiricus chooses the same examples from mythology (stories about

the Gorgons, Titans, Pegasus, and metamorphoses) to illustrate the category of 'non-plasmatic’
fiction. as Lucian does (Philops. 2). This may ultimately lead back to Socrates and Phaedrus’
discussion of the truth-value of myths, in Plato Phdr. 229 c7-e4; cf. Chapter 1, p. 17 ff..

157 Sextus Empiricus, Adversus Mathematicos 1.263-264.
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sed ab aetatis nostrae memoria remota. Argumentum est ficta res quae
tamen fieri potuit, velut argumenta comoediarum.58

Sophisticated as such schemes are, however, the distinguishing criterion for
different types of fiction is still objective, i.e. the degree of compatibility with
extra-literary reality; things have not progressed much beyond Aristotle. The
proem to the VH, however, breaks the mould of ancient fiction theory.

Lucian was not the first to formulate some sort of concept of fictionality; he
was, as we have seen, preceded to a certain extent by Strabo, and by 'creative'
historians such as Theopompus, who owned up to fabulizing.59 But in the proem
to the VH, Lucian does something strikingly new; he explicitly shifts the
legitimization of fiction away from the Aristotelian concept of compatibility with
extra-literary reality, and onto a new load-bearing contractual understanding
between author and reader.1¢° The reader is made to understand that the narrative
consists entirely of lies; there is no intent here on the part of the author to 'deceive'
his readers, in the malicious sense we usually associate with mendacity, but he
invites his readers to participate knowingly in a game of make-believe.

It is worth noting, in light of this attribution to Lucian of a sophisticated
understanding of the contractual basis of fiction, that his accusations of mendacity
against other authors must then be construed as a series of sleights of hand. For
example, in accusing Herodotus as a liar, he wilfully ignores the fact that

Herodotus had no intention to deceive; his ygvdn, such as they are, are the result

of faulty information, not malice aforethought (in Platonic terms, they might be
described as yevdn dkovo1a).16! By another sleight of hand, Lucian's criticism of

utopian-philosophical works (such as Iambulus') overlooks their parable-like
didactic tendency, and instead postulates for these works a purely factual
orientation with regard to 'truth', as Fuchs has shown.'¢* Lucian's criticism of
these authors is wilfully naive, but also polemical; it highlights the fact that,
without any explicitly worded contract between author and reader, such texts were
susceptible to misreading. This is, after all, the axe Lucian is grinding in the VH,
and it is this problem which he means to address in his own proem.

Here, then, is a new formula for providing an author of fiction with the

license to thrill, which exonerates him from any ethical scruples concerning a

158 icero, Rhetorica ad Herennium 1.8.13; cf. De Inventione 1.19.27, and Quintilian, /nst.Or.

2.4.2.

139 See passage quoted from Strabo on p. 148 f..
60 See Fuchs 1993: 252.

161 Fuchs 1993: 190.

158



departure from truth or reality.*63 This idea was not original; it was germane to the
fantasy of Old Comedy, for example. However, whereas Old Comedy was a
communal and civic experience, founded on a tacitly acknowledged suspension of
the normal rules (the carnival experience, which paradoxically served to reinforce
the norms of Athenian society), Lucian's proem renders this generally tacit
understanding explicit; furthermore, the proem of the VH represents a private
contract, between reader and author.’64 For all this, Old Comedy and Lucianic

fiction are not unrelated, and we will return to their relationship presently.165

THE VH AS SELF-CONSCIOUS FICTION

By speaking metatextually as the author in the proem about the text we are
about to read, and addressing his remarks to the extra-diegetic reader of this
text,®¢ Lucian establishes the VH as a self-conscious narrative, which invites more
than one reading, and draws attention constantly to its own status as a literary
text. In this section, I will discuss some of the ways in which Lucian's narrative can
be said to be self-conscious, playing with its own ontological status and flaunting
its own textuality.

In the proem Lucian establishes the fact that the VH will be a homodiegetic
narration, i.e. presented by an ego-author, telling a story in which he himself is

involved.1¢7 After Odysseus’ Phaeacian and Cretan tales in the Odyssey, ego-

> Fuchs 1993: 190-191.

') The enjoyment of fiction for fiction's sake (i.e. not for any other purpose, such as moral
improvement, or as a medium for apprehending higher truths, as in Plato's myths) was widely
disdained in antiquity as a childish pursuit. Cf. Chapter 1, n. 161.

' Interestingly, Morgan (1991: 91ff.) interprets the theatricality of Heliodorus' novel as the
author's attempt to make the private reader feel that he is participating in a communal activity, by
identifying with (reading through) the mass audiences through whom the events of the novel are
frequently focalized. '...Heliodorus has made the solitary reader part of an experiencing
community, again metaphorically denoted as a theatrical audience, whose responses are inscribed in
the text...the reader is drawn across the narrative frame and permitted the illusion that his
experience of events has the same status as the crowd's.' (92).

165 Cf. p. 191 ff..

166 | \ician makes a direct reference to the extra-diegetic reader at VH 1.2 (obg Kol OVOHXCTL QLY
Eypauhov, €1 UM Kol ot® oor kx Thg dvayvdoewg ¢avetcdon Epediov..) - a direct
communication from author (&v Eypodov) to reader (EX TNG AVAYVdCEWS), concerning the
text which follows. Apuleius also engages the reader directly in the prologue to the Met.; see de
Jong (2001) for a discussion of the proem as 'pseudo-dialogue' or 'dialogical monologal discourse'.
De Jong suggests Plato as a model for Apuleius' prologue (2001: 202-4), as many of Platq's
dialogues themselves open with a conversation. Lucian clearly imitates this narrative structure in
the Philops., Nav. and Tox., but Plato should also be considered as a model for the pseudo-dialogic
proem of the VH, especially in light of the dense Platonic intertextuality we have discovered there.
167 Fusillo (1999: 58) describes the narratorial voice of the VH as homodiegetic and extradiegetic,
with internal focalization - a situation which is typical of the picaresque novel.
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narration became almost a sign of mendacity in itself.*¢8 Homodiegesis in general,
and especially autodiegesis (i.e. a narrator telling his own story, the story in which
he was protagonist) is also, clearly, intrinsically self-conscious. Petronius and
Apuleius especially exploit this for ironic effect in their novels.169

The author's admission in the proem that his adventures are no more than a
textual creation is echoed at 2.47, where the narrator promises to continue his
account in 'more books' - a comment that reminds us once again (in ring
composition) of the textual status of the narrative.'7® The identification of the
fictional narrator with the author, made explicit at 2.28, has a similar effect;
homonymy, or virtual homonymy, between a diegetic character and the author is
acknowledged as one of the signs of reflexivity in a text.!”* Lucian's assertion at
2.31 that 'T never told a lie..." jars - and is meant to jar - with his self-declared
mendacity in the proem, reminding us paradoxically that the narrator is merely a
tabricated persona.172

Most importantly, the proem establishes the hypertextual nature of the VH.

The crucial phrase is fjyucton (1.2), a term which connotes, among other things,

the tradition of allegoresis;73 this is a clue to the reader that this text appropriates
other texts both to be part of its own fabric (intertextual), and also to superimpose
itself on them (hypertextual, e.g. Odysseus' letter (2.35), which 'continues’ and

also, to a certain degree, 'rewrites' the story of the Odyssey).'7# Intertextuality and

168 For the mendacity of homodiegesis, see Maeder 1991: 23ff.. Fusillo (1999: 358) connects ego-
narration in the ancient novel with 'comic-realist' narrative, such as Lucius or The Ass, Petronius'
Sat., Apuleius' Met., and (partly) Achilles Tatius' work. Laird (1993: 155), noting that the first-
person narratives of Dictys and Dares were believed to be authentic for a long time, says that
Apuleius 'by using that form too, and by using it throughout without enclosing its principal first-
person narrative inside another, might be seen (from the ancient point of view at least) to be
aspiring to the status of discourse which we might term "factual".' On truth and lies in Odysseus’
tales, see Emlyn-Jones 1986; Parry 1994; Richardson 1996.

%9 Morgan (1991: 88, n.11) suggests that Encolpius is an 'unreliable, through readable,
misinterpreter.' Encolpius is ‘readable’, because he is ironized (see Conte 1996: 1-36 on this); in a
similar way, the reliability of Lucian the narrator is explicitly undermined, rendering him equally
perspicacious. On the splitting of the narrative voice in Apuleius’ Met., see Smith 1999 and Winkler
1985: 135-179; cf. n. 209.

= Compare the similar ring composition in Longus’ novel (see Maeder 1991: 21). According to
Laird (2003), this abrupt ending ‘echoes the closural techniques in Plato’s myths and of the

dialogues enclosing them.’ |
17l Dallenbach 1989: 46-47. For discussion of the homonymy in the Nav. between the character

Lycinus, and the author Lucian, see Appendix II. ' |
12 Dallenbach describes an aporistic statement such as 'l am lying' as a 'paradoxical reflexion’,

associated with mise en abyme (1989: 24). ‘
173 On the VH and the allegorical tradition, see Georgiadou & Larmour 1998a: 5ff.. Lucian's own

enactment of the discourse of the Homeric critics, Zenodotus and Aristarchus, in his interviews with
Homer (2.20) is a reflection in microcosm of the hypertextuality pf the VH itsglf; in other words,
metatextuality (commentary) is inscribed into the text of the VH itself. According to Alter (1975:
12), literary criticism is intrinsic to all self-conscious novels.

174 Formally, it is a ‘proleptic continuation’; see Genette 1982: 197 ff..
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hypertextuality are characteristic elements in self-conscious discourse,”s and
Lucian's self-conscious fiction in the VH also reflects this, as a text about literature
and reading.76

This 'literariness' is reflected in the fantastic mode of the narrative, for while
fantasy, as a mode of fiction, appears to enjoy the greatest degree of autonomy
from extra-literary reality, it is also paradoxically most obviously the product of
the author's pen. Consequently, fantasy as a genre is most self-reflective, as it is,
essentially, 'about' text.*?7 Lurking beneath the surface of the fantastic text is an
anxiety about the ontological status of the worlds it creates; fantasy most
obviously uses words to construct worlds (as fantastic worlds have no extra-
literary counterpart) - consequently narratives about these fantastic worlds are,
ultimately, about text. Of course, this is literally (and disturbingly) true for all
fiction, but fantasy, paradoxically because of its autonomy from extra-literary
reality, is more conscious of, and more anxious about, the confines of its own
textuality.'78 It seems that the more a text breaks free from reality, the more it is
constrained to end up talking about itself and the dynamics of its own creation;
this is one of the reasons why the fantastic mode of the VH happens to be
particularly well adapted to an experiment in how fiction works.

The narrative's concern with its own textuality and ontological status is
evident in the way that it incorporates several documentary texts, such as
inscriptions, e.g. the inscription on island of Vine-women recording visit of
Dionysus and Heracles (1.7); the terms of the treaty between the inhabitants of the

Sun and Moon, inscribed on slab of electrum (1.20); the inscription recording

15 Qee Genette 1982: 449, n.1 on the link between self-consciousness and hypertextuality
especially.

176 Genette defines intertextuality as 'a relation of co-presence between two or more texts, that is to
say, eidetically and most often, by the literal presence of one text within another,’, e.g. quotation,
plagiarism, allusion. Hypertextuality is 'literature in the second degree...the superimposition of a
later text on an earlier one that includes all forms of imitation, pastiche, and parody, as well as less
obvious superimpositions.' (Richard Macksey in his Foreword to Genette 1997: xviii-xix). See
Genette 1982: 8-12. Hypertextuality, however, differs from intertextuality, inasmuch as recourse to
the hypotext is never indispensable to the simple understanding of the hypertext; every hypertext
carries autonomous significance, and can be read for itself, although non-recogpltlgn of the
hypotext strips the hypertextuality of a real dimension - which is why the hypertextuality is so often

advertised in the paratext (Genette 1982: 450f.). . . |
177 Todoroy 1970: 98, '...le fantastique a une fonction a premiere vue tautologique: il permet de

décrire un univers fantastique, et cet univers n'a pas pour autant une réalité en dehors du langage; la
description et le décrit ne sont pas de nature différente.' Cf. n. 329. : |

'8 \Eantasy, as a belated form of romance, promises an absol{zre ﬁ'eedom from belatedness, jro?-z
the anxieties of literary influence and origination, yet this promise is sh‘adowed.athvs by a psyc:hfc
over-determination in the form itself of fantasy, that puls the stance of freedom into severe f';ztesrzon.
What promises to be the least anxious of literary modes becomes much t.he most anxious.' Quoted
here from Heckelman (1989: 35); originally from p. 6 of Bloom, H., 'Clinamen: Toward a Theory
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Lucian’s visit to Isle of Blest on a slab of beryl (2.28).179 Of course, by recording
such inscriptions, Lucian parodies one of the Beglaubigungsstragien of the
historiographers; these inscriptions are cited to verify claims that we have been
told are untrue, and anyway, the fantastic location and materiality of these texts
(inscribed on semi-precious stone such as beryl; located on a remote, magical
island, suspended in outer space, or on the Isle of the Blest) clearly undermines
their documentary authority.’8¢ This latter inscription is of particular
narratological interest, because, as von Mollendorff has recently shown, it
represents both text and story of the VH in mise en abyme. The dubious credibility
and parodic nature of the epigraphical text, therefore, is a subversive emblem of
the VH itself.181

Lucian also cites other documentary texts too; he refers in the narrative to a
poem by Homer, which recorded the battle between the Blessed and the Damned,
of which Lucian quotes the first line (2.24), and the narrative also contains a letter,
from Odysseus to Calypso (2.35). These last two examples, the poem and the
letter, are particularly self-reflexive, the one representing a sort of centripetal
dynamic of self-consciousness (inasmuch as it authenticates the diegetic world of

the VH by referring to an event which is itself internal to the diegesis, or

of Fantasy,' in Slusser, G.E., Rabkin, E.S. & Scholes, R. (edd.), Bridges to Fantasy, Carbondale
1982: 1-20. (The italicization is in the original.)

'” One might compare the similar appropriation of archaeological and palaeontological discourse to
corroborate the truth-value of stories in Philostratus' Heroicus. I will explore elsewhere the idea that
this is a literary technique, related to the elaborate Biicherfunde ploy that frames Antonius
Diogenes' novel, for example (cf. n. 287), and analogous also to the role of Damis in Philostratus'
Life of Apollonius (cf. n. 295), and to the novelists' use of letters (cf. n. 187). Of course, that is not
to deny any correspondence between the literary technique and historical reality, as clearly, the
efficacy as any authenticating device is directly related to the fact that it reflects historical reality.
Jones (2001: 143-4) contains interesting arguments in favour of the historicity of some of the
archaeological and palaeontological discoveries evoked in the Heroicus.

%0 Said (1994: 161) suggests that the inscriptions in the VA may be meant as a parody of
Herodotus' rather disingenuous use of epigraphical texts (on which, see West 1985, esp. p. 303-4).
On the dubiousness of the inscription at 2.28 especially, see Goldhill 2002: 65. For the parodic
truth-implications of the choice of a lunar setting in the V'H, see Morgan 1985: 479. The beryl stéle
on which Lucian's name is recorded is, of course, also part of a familiar Golden Age motif, where
precious materials are said to occur in abundance, and are therefore used as we would use bgser
substances (cf. Apul., Met. 5.1: the description of Cupid's house, with its rococo interior design,
including floor-mosaics composed of precious stones: vehementer iterum ac saepius beatos illos qui
super gemmas et monilia calcant!)

181 oo von Mollendorff 2000: 566ff.. Von Méllendorff argues that this inscription, located on the
isle of the dead, is associated with funerary inscriptions (perhaps reminding us of Lucian’s tongue-
in-cheek statement in the proem that the V', this mock-res gestae, is to be his legacy to pl()ster.ity_). I
think this is right, but one might also compare Alexander’s construction of an arch and inscription

at the ends of the earth (4lexander Romance 2.41).
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homodiegetic - i.e. the battle); the other a centrifugal one (cross-referencing
events from another diegesis, or heterodiegetic).182

The allusion to Homer's poem represents another text about a diegetic event
in the VH. Now on one level, we know that this poem does not exist at all, as we
have been warned that everything the narrator says is untrue. However, we are
also beguiled by the impression that the text is an independent product of an event
reported in the diegesis (whereas in fact, the event itself is the product of the
diegesis), into attributing the event, and consequently the diegesis that generates
it, with a fictive ontology.'83 Within the speculative framework of the VH, this
highlights the world-creating power of text.'84 Lucian, however, teases the reader
about the ontological status of this text, by telling us that it did not survive the
journey (of course!) - although he can quote the first line of it. The poem is, as I
have said, about an event which is described in Lucian's diegesis - but because this
event is diegetic only (i.e. it has no extra-literary point of reference), this means
that the poem is ultimately 'about’ Lucian's narrative; in other words, the text has
generated a text whose theme is itself. On the one hand, this self-referentiality is
ironic, given that Homer's poem is cited partly to corroborate the veracity of
Lucian's narrative - a Beglaubigungsstrategie which actually has the opposite
effect of highlighting the narrative's fictionality instead. On the other hand, it
emblematizes the self-consciousness of the VH. Homer's poem, which 'contains'
part of the diegesis of the VH itself, does not exist independently of the text of the
VH (and it barely exists even there); Lucian plays with the idea of a text which
contains part of his diegesis, and is at the same time contained by it
(paradoxically, almost not contained by it, as the narrator lost it!). Homer's poem
in the VH is an intra-diegetic text (a text created and contained by the narrative)
about the diegesis itself; it therefore constitutes an example of mise en abyme.*85
Odysseus' letter is an intra-diegetic text about an extra-diegetic text, Homer's
Odyssey, and is therefore hypertextual, in the sense that it "continues’ the story of
the Odyssey (strictly speaking, it is an allographic hypertext, i.e. a text which

182 pallenbach (1989: 59) uses the terms ‘particularizing’ and * generalizing’ here to describe these
alternative dynamics. Rl ' : e :

183 Dllenbach (1989: 8) refers to the optical illusion of mirrors in paintings - Velasquez's Las
Meninas being the supreme example - which reflect what fictively exists outside the painting, and

hé compares The Mouse Trap, the play-within-the-play of Hamlet, which actualizes events that
recede the temporal reach of the play. : - ' - PO

]'334 CE Déillenbz:::h (1989: 48) on texts ' ..that, conscious of their literariness, "narrativize” It qnd

strive, by a permanent or occasional reference back to themselves, to reveal the law underlying

every linguistic creation.'
185 Eor a definition of this figure, see Chapter 1, p. 58: cf. also Chapter 2, p. 88 ff..
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overwrites an anterior text by another author).186 The technique of embedding a
letter in the narrative in this way has a world-creating effect analogous to the
reference to Homer's poem, especially given the documentary status of letters: the
impression is given that the letter is the product of this world, when in fact the
world is a product of the letter - a point which is doubly ironic, given the clearly
literary nature of its contents. Such use of letters can also be connected to the
narrative's self-conscious textuality.’87 The fact that Lucian's diegesis contains a
text about a text in this way is also emblematic of the hypertextual nature of the
VH itself - all the more so because of the way in which Lucian the narrator is
assimilated to Odysseus, the adventurer and narrator of the Phaeacian tales, and
the way in which the narrative of the VH itself is assimilated to that part of
Homer's Odyssey (VH 1.3). Odysseus' action in writing a letter to Calypso, which is
itself a continuation and therefore a hypertext of his own narrative, is a diegetic
reflection of Lucian's action in writing an account of his own adventures, which is
explicitly a hypertext of the Odyssey; in this way, Odysseus' letter also constitutes
a sophisticated mise en abyme, reflecting the way in which Lucian constructs the
narrative which encloses it.88 Mise en abyme is, of course, a sign of, and a product

of, the self-conscious or reflexive narrative.189

'%¢ See Genette 1982: 60-61.

7 On the ancient novelists' exploitation of the documentary status of embedded letters to
authenticate their narrative, see Rosenmeyer 2001: 133-168, esp. 168:"...[the embedded letter] adds
a certain weight to the narrative by simulating a "real" epistolary exchange, a document that gives
the illusion of being separable from the rest of the novel.' (Cf. Maeder 1991: 31ff. on Antonius
Diogenes' use of letters). Lucian's incorporation of a letter in the narrative of the VH could,
therefore, also be seen as part of his game of verifying a fictive reality, exemplifying the world-
creating power of text; in this capacity, it is therefore analogous to the referenpe to Homer's poem.
Rosenmeyer identifies the novelists' use of embedded letters as a associated with the se_lf—
consciousness of these texts: 'The novel's enjoyment of the textuality of the letter is connected with
its overall fascination with intertextuality and allusiveness, and its dialogue with other genres and
time periods, so characteristic of literary products of the Second Sophistic.' (1§8). .

"% The function of mise en abyme is to bring to light the way in which the writer constructs his text
(Déllenbach 1989: 15). |

%9 Dillenbach 1989: 57: 'As a secondary sign, the mise en abyme not only emphasizes the
signifying intention of the primary sign (the narrative that contamg it), it also makes clear. that tl:le
primary narrative is also (only) a sign, as any trope must be - but w1t.h added power, according to its
stature:  am literature, and so is the narrative that embeds me.' Mise en abyn‘;e is therefore. a sign
of a work's modernity or self-awareness. Dillenbach judiciously warns agamst_an'achromsnc or
retrospective readings that attribute reflexivity to a text that does not warrant it: Alt.hough. not
necessarily invalid, this practice becomes so...when. the decodmg it involves is en'nrely
unconnected with the encoding, for instance when the notion thz:tt all fict19ns are rlnere allegories of
their own production is applied to texts that- do not subscribe to this view. (1989: 49). As
hermeneutic principles to help the critic determine when a sequence in a text can be interpreted as
an enactment of the narrative, Déllenbach suggests that one only attributes reflexive meamng to a
segment of the text if this is justified by the _whole text, and that one do.es not 1nter'pret a ‘El'_e]:.t n; ;
reflexive-allegorical way unless reflexivity itself appears as a theme in it (1989: 49). The

qualifies under both of these rubrics.
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These examples show that Lucian is preoccupied with writing about
literature in the VH - a tendency which is also reflected elsewhere, for example,
when he 'corrects' and continues Homer, e.g. Lucian corrects Homer's aetiology
for the rain of blood that signalled Sarpedon's death (1.17); Lucian amends
Homer's description of the city of dreams (four gates, not two: 2.32-33);190
Odysseus' letter 'completes' his own (after)life-story, in a sort of post-script to the
Odyssey (2.35); Lucian corroborates Homer's description of Calypso's cave (2.36).
He enacts a dialogue with the literary past, presenting contemporary literary
issues in dramatic form, e.g. Lucian interviews Homer (2.20), or he recounts a
poetry competition between Hesiod and Homer, which Homer loses (2.22).191 The
motif of meeting authors in person also reflects the narrative's preoccupation with
its own textuality, and perhaps a latent anxiety about authorship as well, given the
split identity of the author/narrator of the VH.192 One can also interpret in this
light the motif of reifying textual worlds - such as Aristophanes' Cloudcuckooland
(1.29), Plato's Ideal State (2.17), the Platonic Socrates' ideal afterlife (2.17) - and
vivifying diegetic characters - such as Homer's Odysseus and Thersites (2.20).193

Another way in which Lucian draws attention to the textual surface of the
VH is by the use of doubles and symmetry. A few examples of this will suffice to
show what I mean: e.g. the upper world of the Moon finds a counterpart in the
lower world of the whale;94 the Vine-women of the first adventure is mirrored by

the final adventure with the Ass-Legs;'95 the motif of sexual entrapment in the

190 \al-Maeder (1992: 135-139) treats these as examples of the transstylization of Homer's text in
Lucian's pastiche, i.e. elements of the Homeric poems are 'rewritten’ in historiographical style and
language, with ludic effect. She notes also that Lucian thereby ridicules the tradition of allegorical
interpretation on Homer, which was popular among Neoplatonists and Neopythagoreans around
Lucian's own time (136). On transstylization as a hypertextual operation, see Genette 1982a: 257-
261.

191 Bor further discussion, see Nesselrath 2002. Like the lawsuit taken by Thersites against the poet
(2.20), these episodes reflect the favourite sophistic theme of Homeromastigia, which was a 'well-
established sophistic exercise' (Anderson 1976a: 169-170). Anderson also compares this lawsuit to
Tud. Voc. 9, where Thucydides adjudges the case between the letters Xi and Sigma (cf. n. 36). It is
clear from Pro Imag. 24 that Lucian was aware of Homeromastigia. On the Second Sophistic trend
for Homeric revisionism, see p. 175 ff. and n. 226 below.

192 Cf. p. 167 ft., esp. n. 230.
193 gee now also Laird (2003), who argues that the creation of multiple worlds in the VH is a

comical reflection of the construction of hypotheses, which is fundamental to philosophical
discourse, as Plato realised. What Lucian does here is also analogous to the reification of literary
metaphor (cf. n. 108), suggesting perhaps that all worlds are, on some level, textual constructs.
Laird (op.cit.) very cleverly observes that the reference to Plato’s fictive ‘state’ and ‘laws’ could
also be a reference to the works themselves, the Republic and the Laws.

194 The spatiality of the V'H has been interpreted variously, either as an aspect of Menippean Satire
(von Koppenfels 1981: 29 ff.; Fusillo 1999: 368-9), or utopian narrative (Fauth 197'9: 51-4).

1% For an interpretation of these two sexual adventures as symbolic for progress in the process of
reading, see Larmour 1997, esp. p. 142 ff.. Georgiadou & Larmour (1997) compare Lucian's vine-
women and Dio's Libyan snake-women (Orat. 5). For the significance of wine in the context of

fiction, cf. Chapter 1, n. 215.
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episode of the Vine-women is also reflected in Cinyras' punishment for his sexual
misdemeanour in 2.26; the river of wine flowing from grapevines in 1.7
corresponds to the sea of milk in 2.3, and the milk-producing grapevines on the
island of cheese etc..9¢ Even the discourse of truth and lies in the proem finds a
reverse expression in the narrative; in the proem, the author's lies are truthful
(1.4), whereas in the narrative, the narrator's truthfulness is a lie (2.31). The result
of all of this obvious artifice is to betray the author's hand in the text (effets de
création). Such symmetry has been shown to be characteristic of the self-
conscious narrative.197

Analogous to this is the way in which Lucian also plays with narrative
temporality, referring to events that, relative to the diegetic tempus, are still in the
future, either in homodiegetic prolepsis (1.27: reference to losing Endymion's gifts
in the whale; 2.24: reference to losing Homer's poem along with everything else),
or partly heterodiegetic prolepsis (2.27: Rhadamanthys' prophecy about Lucian's
fate). Alternatively, Lucian also refers to events that are in the diegetic past, in
heterodiegetic analepsis (2.35: Odysseus' letter).298 Lucian also plays with
narrative mood, for example deliberately omitting information (paralipsis), out of
concern for credibility, e.g. when he refuses to describe the Sparrow-corns and the
Crane-riders, because he did not see them himself, and the reports about them are
incredible  (1.13).199 Obvious bids for credibility such as this
(Beglaubigungsstrategien) - and there is a rich array of these techniques in the
VHz=°° - in fact act as signals for the fictionality of text (Fiktionalitdtssignale), in
light of author's warning in the proem.ze* This sort of toying with narrative

temporality and mood also reminds the reader of the author's directorial presence

19 11 Fredericks’ view (1976: 56), features like these suggest an ‘alternate ecology’.
97 On doubles as part of novelistic self-consciousness, see Alter 1975: 21 ff., esp. 23: '...the self-

conscious novelist utilizes the double with a conscious quality of intellectual playfulness...". On
narrative doubling as an effet de création in the Philops., see Chapter 1, p. 53 ff..

198 1 aird (1993: 151-2) notes how plausibility may be induced by cross-references to details from
other literary fictions: Not just details from what is perceived as the actual past, but also cross-
referencing to other stories that the ideal reader knows, boost the credibility of this story.' (152).

199 Cf. Chapter 1, p. 37, with n. 134. One might compare his expression of misgivings about
describing the Moonfolk's amazing ocular apparatus, because he fears he will be considered a liar
(1.25). This does not constitute paralipsis, as Lucian does describe them, despite his reluctance;
however, his demonstration of an awareness of the limits of reader-credibility is itself an effective

Beglaubigungsstrategie; see Fusillo 1999: 360 ff.
200 por examples, see p. 188 ff..
201 See Chapter 1, n. 139.
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in the narrative, controlling the temporal order in which he narrates events, just as
he controls the nature and amount of information to which he makes us privy.202
Other features of Lucian's narrative also betray its preoccupation with its
own textuality. The very numerous hybrids with which Lucian populates his
fantasy worlds, especially the lunar and solar worlds, the internal world of the
whale, and the ocean, may also symbolize the author's creative artifice.203 As we
have already seen, Lucian uses the hybrid monster as a recurring metaphor for his
own literary creation.24 A strong case can be made for this interpretation of the
hybrids in the VH, as the vocabulary used to describe their strange appearance -

words such as kalvov and EEvov - resonates with Lucian's description of the VH in
his proem, especially where he speaks of the novelty of his plot (10 &€vov ng
LoVEceEwE)295 and its similarity to the subject-matter of the works of Ctesias and
others, who wrote about 'facts stranger than fiction' (e.g. the moALo. mapctdolar of

Iambulus), and the 'strange' lifestyles (Biwv xaivérnrat) of other peoples.206

In the final section of my exploration of the self-consiousness of the VH, I
will address the manner in which Lucian flaunts the world-creating powers of text,
evolving the equation that if text creates all worlds, then all worlds must be
textual. A fantasy text such as the VH illustrates this equation in an especially
pointed way, because the worlds postulated by fantasy need not even correspond
to extra-diegetic reality in order to win our credence; they need only be consistent
within their own terms to be plausible.207 At the same time, this very discrepancy
from extra-literary reality distances us somewhat as readers, keeping us all the
time aware of the fictive nature of these worlds: this is what rescued Antiphanes of

Berge's work from Strabo's criticism, and it is also the reason why Lucian himself

202 1 ongus also consciously plays with narrative temporality, to flaunt the greater flexibility in this
respect of narrative art over visual art (Maeder 1991: 19-20); for similarities between Longus and
Lucian as writers of self-conscious fiction, see below, p. 180 ff..

203 Georgiadou & Larmour 1994: 1500, but with a rather different interpretation: 'The hybrid is a
grotesque formulation: each element is familiar, but the combination of the two produces an
unfamiliar and distorted entity. So it is with the blending of the real and unreal in the "Ver. Hist." as
a whole... The numerous hybrids in the narrative...serve as reminders of the fact that the whole
story is a hybrid mixture of incredible inventions and devices designed to make them seem
credible.’

204 of Philops. p. 66 ff.. Von Mollendorff (2000: 110 £ thinks that Lucian’s 1moyvmnot evoke the
wnmolektpOwy which features in the literary debate in Aristophanes’ Frogs ?27-944 (where
Euripides and Dionysus mock the bombastic nature of such creations); it Is, therefore, a
metapoetical touch.

i g e

206 1.3: of. 1.5: TPOYMOLT®Y KOULV@DY EMOVHLOL.

207 On internal consistency as a tool for narrative plausibility, see Herm. 74.
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hopes to escape being impugned as a liar (VH 1.4).2°8 The fantastic mode of the
VH is therefore intimately connected to Lucian's intellectual concerns in this text,
because fantasy illustrates that texts, as long as they are plausibly constructed, can

persuade us to believe anything, while at the same time it reminds us constantly of

the fictionality of this process.

Text and narrative are interconnected in the VH, the most obvious point of
intersection being the identification of the author (at the textual level) with the

narrator (at the diegetic level) at 2.28, in the form of an inscription on the Isle of
the Blessed:209

AovK1OWOg e VT Pilog pokdpecot DeoioLy
€18¢ 1e Kol mAAw HrYe Gikny k¢ motpido yoilow.

Although this revelation comes as a surprise, Lucian has in fact prepared the
way for it already, right at the beginning of the narrative, through a range of subtle
cross-references which link the voice in VH 1.5 with the authorial persona in the
proem. In a sense, both of VH 1.5 and the proem are introductory. The proem
constitutes a false start; only in 1.5 does the narrative proper begin. Similar

vocabulary is used in both sections. In the proem, the author speaks of the
purpose (bndV¥ecic) of his work; this is mirrored in 1.5, where the narrator speaks
of the purpose (bndé¥ec1g) of his journey.21 In 1.3, the author aligns his work with
the tradition of Odysseus' (and others') travel-tales, with their emphasis on
journeys abroad (&modnuicit) and the discovery of novel lifestyles of men (Biwv
Kovotnta); at 1.5, the narrator also refers to a journey abroad (&modnuic), for
the sake of novelty (mpaypdtwv kowvawy emdvpia) and finding out about new
people. At 1.2, the author advertises the novelty of his plot (10 E&vov 11
vmovecewg), which will appeal to readers and motivate them to read; this is also
reflected by the desire for novelty which the narrator claims inspired him to travel
(1.5). The opportunity for speculation (Yewpia), which the text will provide for

readers (1.1), is reified by the tourist activity of the intrepid narrator.2** Both the

2% See p. 153 ff. ¥ i3 i :
%% Georgiadou & Larmour (1998a: 3) note that this signifies a 'disintegration of the boundary

between the two voices, similar to what happens in books 9-12 of the Odyssey', and cite Winkler
1985: 135-179 for Apuleian parallels; cf. n. 296 below.

e ' ' iati Méollendorff notes
' Interestingly, the term theoria has primary theatrical associations, as von Méllen

i i i ion, but it was used also to denote journeys of
2000: 39). Figuratively, it means contemplation, . . i
f:x?)loratiox?l andgpilgrimage, e.g. this is the word used to describe Solon's travels at Herodotus 1.29;

see von Mdllendorff 2000: 67f,; cf. p. 191 and n. 302.
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reader and the narrator are motivated by their Siowvoia to travel - the one literally;
the other figuratively, through reading.212

The result of this is what might be called an equation between the
narratological and nautical registers of the narrative; the act of reading and
writing the text becomes, in figurative terms, the act of voyaging and exploration
with the narrator; the author's plan for his text correlates to the narrator's plan for
his journey, etc..2'3 If, then, the goal of the journey is never realized - is in fact
deliberately withheld - then this must have implications for the reading of the text.

The inconclusiveness of the journey-narrative in the VH has been
interpreted in various ways. Larmour argues that Lucian's text frustrates the
search for meaning in reading (is anti-hermeneutic), and thereby denies the
viability of reading in general as a hermeneutic process: the VH, in Larmour's
view, is a satire on the fictionality of all literature.214 The VH is 'anti-hermeneutic',

inasmuch as Lucian himself suggests in the proem that there is meaning 'behind'
the text (the crucial word is fiviktan, a word which connotes allegoresis); yet the

abrupt and premature ending of the narrative itself - before its original purpose of
documenting the inhabitants of far side of Ocean has been realized - suggests that
the search for some sort of autonomous or historical reality 'behind' the words is
futile.

Von Mollendorff dissents from this opinion, arguing that if the VH is anti-
hermeneutic, then it cannot be satire, as satire seeks to expose and remedy; it is
susceptible of interpretation.2s According to von Mollendorff, the process of
reading as a successful hermeneutic endeavour is inscribed into the text of the VH;

it is reflected in the reader's progress from simple recognition of allusions, to a full

212 At VH 1.1 there is a reference to the relaxation and refreshment which the text will provide for
the reader's Siavoia: at VH 1.5, note the reference to the diavolat of the narrator which prompted
him to travel.

213 gee also von Méllendorff 2000: 64 ff. There is a clear connection between fiction and the
marine voyage in antiquity, which probably had its roots in the travel-tales of the Odyssey, as
Romm has shown (1992: 172 ff.). As we have already seen, the genre of the voyage imaginaire was
the vehicle for some of the most self-conscious fiction in antiquity (e.g. Antiphanes of Berge,
Antonius Diogenes; see Romm 1994). Lucian himself clearly exploits this association in the V_H
and Nav., and parallels may be found in other authors of the Second Sophistic too (e.g. in
Philostratus’ Heroicus 8. 13; 53.2-3 55.6; ; the link between deception and the sea-voyage has its
place in the repertory of rhetorical fopoi as well, e.g. Maximus of Tyre, Orat. 25.5 £ Th.is als_o has
rich implications for the presence of sailors in the narrative frames of the charming fictions in the
Heroicus and Dio’s Euboicus, and also in the prologue to Achilles Tatius’ novel. I would like to
speculate that that this represents a subliminal link between fiction and e:_scapism in an.tiquity.; Padel
(1974), for example, notes the prevalence of ship imagery (as well as bird rmagery)vm Euripidean
escape-odes. For the particular associations of the Lucianic ship in the VH — an AKQTOG — see

Chapter 1, n. 215.
24 1 armour 1997.
215 yyon Méllendorff (2000: 558, with n. 139).
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metapoetical reading of the text (i.e. the realization that the act of reading is itself
inscribed in the work).2*¢ Von Moéllendorff notes that the ship-voyage was used
since the earliest works of Greek literature as a metaphor for poetical composition,
with its inherent possibilities and risks, and he points to the use of shipwreck as a
metaphor for abruptly ended dreams elsewhere in Lucian's works.21” By using
both figures in the VH, he argues, Lucian's journey is presented both as a goal-
orientated, useful voyage, and also as a project which is doomed to failure.2® He
insists, however, that the shipwreck at VH 2.47 does not mark the failure of the
VH, as Larmour believes, but merely the end of the narrative. For von Méllendorff,
the unfinished state of the description of the project of the VH (i.e. the narrative
falls short of describing the task which Lucian claims he did actually accomplish)
reflects the unending work of the pepaideumenos, which can certainly be
practised, but never fully circumsecribed in theory: 'Dies ist nicht so zu verstehen,
als setze der Schiffbruch das Scheitern des literarischen Unternehmens 'Wahre
Geschichten' ins Motiv. Vielmehr markiert er drastisch das Ende eines Dichtens,
das sein Ziel praktisch erreicht hat, theoretisch aber nicht erreichen kann: die

Tatigkeit des memoudevpévog kann nur anschaulich gemacht, nicht aber

vollstindig beschreiben werden, ist sie doch ein iiberindividueller und daher
unendlischer Prozef3."29

Although I do not go all the way with von Méllendorff in reading this as a
metaphor for the work of the pepaideumenos, his basic point is crucial. The
project which the narrator undertook in 1.5 is apparently successful. The
shipwreck does not prevent him from reaching the 'other continent'; he and his

crew swim ashore, and his final words promise to deliver an account of the
experiences they had there: 1o 0¢ Emi e yng Ev 1oig £€ng Piproig
Sunyhoopan.22e Furthermore, we have also been informed proleptically, through

Rhadamanthys' prophecy, that Lucian will have many adventures on the 'other

216 y/on Méllendorff 2000: 558.
217 yyon Méllendorff 2000: 565-566. He compares the analogous use of the sea-voyage metaphor at

Herm. 28. and also cites Lucian's use of shipwreck as a metaphor for abruptly ended dreams at Bis
Ace. 21: Sat. 4; Merc.co. 2. One should add the example from Nav. 13, where the metaphor is used

self-consciously (cf. Appendix II). ] . o
% Dies miteinﬁnder verkniipft, stellt sich Lukians Reise in den Wahren Geschichten als niitzliches,

zielorientiertes und erfolgversprechendes Unterfangen und zugleich als eitles und daher zum
Scheitern verurteiltes Projekt dar...' (Von Maollendorff 2000: 566)

219 y/on Mollendorff 2000: 566, n. 162.

20 YH 2.47.
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side', and will finally return home safely (VH 2. 27). It seems, therefore, as if it is
the text that falls short of the story, and not the other way around.22:

The implications of this are manifold. First of all, by telling the reader that
an indeterminate 'amount' of story exists, which, however, is not covered by the
narrative, Lucian creates a sort of diegetic vacuum which the reader's mind seeks
to fill, and can only do so through his imagination.z22 Therefore the author, in a
way, invites the reader to participate in the authorial act of creating worlds,
thereby highlighting the reader's role in make-believe, and also drawing him
metaleptically into the fiction. 223

Secondly, the paralipsis enhances the credibility of the diegesis by adding
'depth' to it;224 it suggests, paradoxically, that the diegetic world exists
autonomously, and that the function of the text is subordinate to it, merely to
describe what is already there. It shows how worlds can even be 'created'
negatively, by withholding text. This is paradoxical, because of course, without the
text to reify it, the diegetic world of the VH does not, in any sense, exist (it
certainly does not 'exist' in the ontological sense, as the author himself has told
us). The effect of this is to highlight the generative role of text - which clearly then
has implications for texts which claim merely to 'report’ rather than to invent, such
as historiography and ethnography.225

Where historiographical authors wished to present an account, the veracity
of which they could not confirm, one option available to them was to attribute the
report to a third party, and distance themselves from it; that way, they could have
their proverbial cake and eat it too. The liberation of narrators from their authors
in the VH could perhaps be seen as a parodic reification of this technique,
especially given Lucian’s parodic use of other historiographical techniques in the
text too. So, with scrupulous precision in the proem, the author Lucian identifies

Homer's narrator, Odysseus, as the liar, without impugning the honesty of the

221 gee the scholiast's rather disgruntled comment: Kol 10 TEAOG WELSECTATOV HETA TNG

dyumootdtov EmoryyeAiag (Rabe 1906: 24, 1. 47). At Hist.co.31, Lucian excoriates historians
for making similar promises which they do not fulfil (see Georgiadou & Larmour 1994: 11}89).
However, Bompaire (1958: 673) interprets this promise literally. Anderson (19761?: 11) consnflers
the possibility that Lucian might have planned to write a third book of 'the VH. Fusillo (1999: 362)
reads the ending as a parody of the promises of continuation that are typlcal of voyage narratives.

22 Gee Larmour 1997: 135-6, where he compares the similarly inconclusive ending of The

Narrative of Arthur Gordon Pym, by Edgar Allan Poe.

233 Cf. Chapter 1, p. 7f.. ol . ) V- :
24 goe Said 1994: 162, where she compares the similar effects achieved by Herodotus' 'silences.

225 gee Said 1994: 167-9, esp. p. 167, where she describes the VH as a supreme subversion of

ethnographic discourse (i.e. the ethnographer's text is usually the result of his travels, whereas

Lucian 's voyage is the result of his text).
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author, Homer himself.226 (And there is some comic value in the manner in which
one author here cliquishly defends the reputation of another, dumping the blame
on his hapless narrator instead!)

However, this process is taken a step further in the second book, where, on
the Isle of the Blessed, Homer appears alongside his narrator Odysseus, and other
characters t00.227 Socrates appears prominently in the afterlife - significantly,
behaving in the manner ascribed to him by Plato - whereas his author Plato
(without whom, in one sense, this Socrates would not 'exist') is remarkable only
for his absence.228 It seems that in this fantasy world, the normal laws of narrative
logic are suspended.229 The confusion between the respective roles of authors,
characters and readers seems to have a particular resonance for a text like the VH,
which deliberately and problematically conflates the identity of its author and
hero-narrator.230

One of the implications that arises as a natural consequence of the idea that
the text and diegesis of the VH are interconnected, is that if the narrative of the
VH is 'about' the process of travelling towards a goal, so too the VH as a text is
about the process of reading. Now, the VH implicitly demands more than one

reading. This is not only implicit in Lucian's designation of the text as a riddle

(flvikton), connoting the multiple possibilities of reading in an allegorical text;23

26 VH 1.3; ¢f. p. 140 f.. This is the reverse of the situation at Dio Chrysostom, Orar. 11. 34, where
it is Homer who makes Odysseus tell lies: see Said 2000: 176-186. A similar dynamic can also be
seen in Philostratus® Heroicus, where it is revealed that Homer was in cahoots with Odysseus, and
whitewashed his story accordingly; cf. n. 191.

**7 VH 2.15: Homer and Odysseus seated together at the banqueting table; VH 2.20: Odysseus
defends Homer against Thersites' charge. Cf. n. 191.

*** VH 2.17. Plato’s absence from the company on the Isle of the Blessed recalls his absence from
Socrates’ prison cell in the Phaedo (59 b 10); cf. Chapter 1, p. 12 with n. 32. As McCabe notes
(2000: 8), this ‘absence’ in the Phaedo makes us ‘notice that the dialogue is fiction.” See also Laird
(2003), who notes that the references to Socrates and Plato in VH 2.17 ‘foreground the fictive
nature not only of Platonic myth, but also of Plato’s dialogues themselves.” Laird also notes how
Lucian, by placing Socrates’ dialectic in a narrative context, mirrors Plato’s own compositional
technique ‘just as in Plato’s works dialectic is never a disembodied technique, but one which is
embedded in the mimetic drama of characterised exchange.” I am extremely grateful to Andrew
Laird for sending me a copy of his excellent article, which allowed me to incorporate referenes to it

at a very late stage of this thesis’ production. . -
2% Mal-Maeder (1992:137) notes this too, but she does not develop the idea beyond this

observation.

20 1 see that Laird (2003) also connects this slippage between characters and authors with.the
problematization of the relation between the ‘authorial’ voice in the prologue, and the n'lendamf)us
narrator of the VH, suggsting that Lucian (like Apuleius and Plato) is playing Witfl] ‘philosophical
questions about presence and representation’. Laird argues —.correct]y - that Lucian’s text sh.eds
light on Plato’s philosophical use of fiction. However, I behevel we can advance_ beyond' this -
especially given that Lucian’s fictionalising takes on its own lllterary 1m£)etus, in the VH and
elsewhere - and argue that he not only shows an astute understanding of Plato’s aqthorlal games and
use of fiction, but appropriates these in an exploration of the nature of literary fiction itself.

#1Cf n. 127 and p. 193 £..
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it is also one of the effects of withholding the goal of our reading (finding out about
the inhabitants of the far side of Ocean). If one is journeying towards a goal, and
that goal is ultimately withdrawn, one realises at a late stage that 'the journey was
the thing' after all; this invests the journey retrospectively with new significance,
which one must then reconsider.232 The inconclusive ending of the VH forces the
reader to realize at a late stage that the reading of the narrative itself (not what it
signifed) was the crucial thing. This encourages a re-reading, which, in the case of
a fantastic text especially, as Todorov noted, can only be a meta-literary reading:
'la premiére et la seconde lecture d'un conte fantastique donnent des impressions
trés différentes (beaucoup plus que pour un autre type de récit); en fait, i la
seconde lecture, l'identification n'est plus possible, la lecture devient
inévitablement méta-lecture: on reléve les procédés du fantastique au lieu d'en
subir les charmes."233 It is not so much the case, therefore, that the VH is an 'anti-
hermeneutic' text; rather, the narrative diminishes the relative importance of
hermeneutic reading (the search for the reality signified by the text), in favour of
the meta-literary reading, reading the process of reading, which is itself inscribed
in the text.

In the second book especially, Lucian exploits these two levels of meaning in
the VH - textual and diegetic - to produce an extended conceit, where readers

actually meet the authors and characters whom they encounter figuratively in

their reading - the basis for which is the dual meaning of the verb gvtvyycvew, as

we have already seen.234

On the Isle of the Blessed (2. 5-29), all of the narrators and diegetic
characters (e.g. Plato's Socrates, Homer's Odysseus, Thersites, Helen and Calypso)
seem to have been liberated from their authors, and are enjoying a sort of
metaleptic autonomy. In the fantastic chaos resulting from the metaleptic
dissolution of the conventional boundaries that separate the diegetic and extra-
diegetic worlds (and diegetic from meta-diegetic worlds), authors of one diegesis
become characters in another, and diegetic characters in turn usurp their authors'
role, and take charge of their own narratives.

So, the extra-diegetic reader - you and I - 'meets' (i.e. reads) authors like

Homer and Herodotus (and even Lucian himself) as diegetic characters in the VH.

232 This idea is expressed eloquently in the final lines of Cavafy's poem lthaka:
Poor though you find it, Ithaka has not cheateq you.
Wise as you have become, with all your experience,
You will have understood the meaning of an Ithaka.

(from: Poems by C.P. Cavafy, trans. J. Mavrogordato (London, 1971)).

33 Todorov 1970: 95.
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The extra-diegetic reader's encounter with the author Homer as a diegetic
character in the VH is encapsulated in the episode at 2.20, where Lucian, the
narrator and the intra-diegetic reader of Homer, meets Homer in person on the
Isle of Blessed: his questions about Homer and his work represent our questions,
embodied in the tradition of Homeric criticism. At the same time, Lucian the
narrator, reader and character, is also, as author of the VH, the author of this
Homer as well. Homer in the VH in turn interacts with his own diegetic characters
on the same ontological plane as himself, e.g. Odysseus and Thersites (2.20).
Finally, these metadiegetic characters (i.e. characters who are already diegetic -
say, Homer's Odysseus - who also become part of the fabric of Lucian's diegesis)
themselves take over the role of authors of their own narratives, as when Odysseus
pens a letter to Calypso, continuing his own story from Homer's Odyssey
analeptically.235

The extra-diegetic reader (you and I) is identified with the intra-diegetic
reader (Lucian the narrator and reader of Homer, and also the reader of Odysseus'
letter). This is important, because this identification elicits from us two sorts of
reading for the VH itself - both the hermeneutic type, and the meta-literary type.
The representation of Lucian as a reader questioning Homer about the extra-
literary realities 'behind' his text obviously signifies a hermeneutic reading. But
when Lucian represents himself in the narrative reading the text of one of Homer's
characters, Odysseus, he inscribes a meta-literary reading into the text. Two
characters in fact read Odysseus' letter; Lucian and Calypso. Calypso, from our
point of view at least, belongs to the same ontological register as Odysseus, as a
metadiegetic character; her reading of Odysseus' letter therefore does not
constitute a breach of narrative logic. Lucian's reading, however, is a metaleptic
act, as he is also a reader of the poem which 'contains' Odysseus and Calypso; he
reads Odysseus' letter '’knowingly' in a way that Calypso does not. Qur assimilation
as readers to this meta-literary reader in the text clearly has implications for the
manner in which we read the VH.

The absurd, and slightly unsettling, result of this metaleptic chaos is a
convergence of the roles of author, character and reader. Somehow, every author
is also himself part of a diegesis (e.g. Homer the author of the Odyssey is also
Homer the character in the VH); conversely, every character within a diegesis can

become an author (like Homer's Odysseus in Lucian's text). The author himself

2 Cf.p. 12911,
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can also be a reader (like Lucian), and even the readers of the VH almost, or

virtually, become authors.

Lucian's large-scale metalepsis is a reification of make-believe worlds and
characters, which shows how, by the act of reading itself, we can literally be
absorbed into the diegetic world.23¢ Metalepsis makes us question the fabric of our
own 'reality,’ because of its disturbing insistence on the permeability of reality
constucts.237 This can be connected with Lucian's exposure in the VH of the text-
bound relativity of all 'truths’, especially with regard to historiographical and other
texts which claim to represent the 'truth'; it also a concern which the VH shares
with works of self-conscious fiction from the modern era,23® as well as his own

contemporary age.

AUTHORS OF A SELF-CONSCIOUS AGE: THE VH IN CONTEXT

This process begins in the paratext itself. Two titles for this work have been

bequeathed to us by the manuscript tradition. The earlier codices, dating to the
tenth and eleventh centuries, give the title aAndelg ‘otopio (‘genuine
investigations'/ 'true histories'), while the later group, dating from the thirteenth
to the fifteenth centuries, give dAnd7 (or AAndwd) dinynuoto (‘true tales'/ 'true
stories").239

Arguments can be made in support of both titles. The older title - &ANOELG
‘Llotopiait - has perhaps a more 'scientific' ring to it, in the broadest sense. Totopia

basically meant 'inquiry' or 'research’, and certainly by Lucian's own time, it had
also come to mean roughly what we mean by 'history'. By giving his work a title

like &ANO€LC 1oT0pia, therefore, Lucian may have wanted to imbue it with an air

of 'scientifity’, implying that it is the result of serious inquiry or research, which is

235 11 2.35. Thersites' protestations against Homer's unfair treatment of him in the /liad may also
be read in this light; the diegetic character seeks to 'rewrite’ his own author's narrative involving
himself. (VH 2.20). . -n -

236 g Socrates' wish to meet Palamedes in the afterlife (4pol.41 a-c) is actualized in the V'H; this is

analogous to the reification of wishes in the Nav..

37 Cf. Chapter 1, p. 57 f. and General Conclusion (esp. p. 204 f.).

28 Alter (1975: 186) identifies this as one of the preoccupations of modern novels such as
Cervantes' Don Quixote and post-modern works like Nabokov's Pale Fire, which ask us 'to ponder
how the mind uses words to structure reality, to consider the deep trouble as well as the delights we
make for ourselves through the stirring verbal realities we construct.’ Romm (1994) explores the
relationship between the work of Cervantes, Rabelais and Antonius Diogenes. '

239 gwanson 1976: 230; the translations proposed here are mine. The latter title is the better attested,
both by the y group manuscripts and by the Byzantine patriarch Photius (Bibl. 166). This is th.e title
which Macleod prints in the OCT, and it is also endorsed in the two most recent commentaries on
the text; Georgiadou & Larmour (1998: 1,n.1) and von Mollendorff (2000: 33).
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compatible with the pose of learned explorer which his narrator adopts, and with
the variety of quasi-scientific Beglaubigungsstrategien which he brings to bear on
the text.240

In doing this, he may also have been following something of a fashion.
Photius records a summary of a work by a man known as Ptolemy Chennus ('the
Quail’), an Alexandrian, and one of the foremost educators of the time, who was

active from the reign of the Emperor Nero, till the early second century A.D.; his

work, entitled either mapddofog 1otopiar (‘Paradoxical History') or kouwn
1otopia ("New History'),241 essentially 'rewrote' many famous traditional stories

from the past, in a manner that blatantly flouted the truth, but did so with a pose
of scholarly precision and scrupulousness, which included listing the authorities
and source for all of his 'facts'. Since almost none of these authorities or sources is
known outside Ptolemy's work, it may safely be assumed that they are spurious;
Ptolemy simply made them up, as part of his game with the truth.242 Another
near-contemporary of Ptolemy, Philo of Byblos, apparently also produced a

napadoog 1otopia, although he is now best known for his Phoenician History, a

fictional work which invented a pre-Homeric history, once again under the guise
of serious historical enterprise, by claiming to be the translation of an authentic
historical document authored by the Phoenician Sanchuniathon.243

Texts like these, in which the author adopts a serious 'academic’ pose to
invest his fictional text with authority, as part of the game of make-believe, are

characteristic of what appears to have been a literary 'revisionist' movement in the

20 1n Genette's terms, therefore, this title is both thematic and rhematic, as it reflects the
thematization of issues of truth and lies in the work, but the word 1ctopla also possibly contains
some information about its generic background (on thematic and rhematic titles, and their functiqns,
see Genette 1997: 77 ff.). Genette (ibid.: 97) draws attention to the ambiguity of Proust's title 4 /a
recherche du temps perdu, which reflects the work's generic ambiguit)_/, 'hal.f-way between the
autobiographical and the novelistic'. I wonder if one might_argue Fha_t Lucian's title also reflects the
generic vagueness of his work, especially given the semantic proximity of the French recherchf.f and
the Greek 1otopia? Frye (1973: 234-5) classifies the V'H as the third phase of satire, assoc:a.ted
with fantasy - a category it shares with Apuleius' Met., while von Mollendorff (2000: 16) c.lalms
that the V'H is unique, not fitting into any single genre. Swansonl (1976: 230, n_.3) draws attention to
the plural title 7rue Stories, to argue that Lucian did not envisage a narrative composed.of one
overarching unified plot, but a series of episodes; the imaginative nature of the ep_lscl-des is more
important than any link between them. This does seem to be more in line wﬂh Lucian's rpethod of
composition in other works of fiction, such as the Philops. and To.?r. (cpllectlons qf sitorles) - and
even (it is reasonable to surmise) in the episodic {L{eramqrphose_es,_lf th:s'was Lucian's work. One
might compare the episodic nature of modern teIeVISlpn science fiction series, such as Star Trek.

241 photius Bib. 146a-153b. For an assessment of the importance of Ptolemy's work in the context of

i 4:23-27.
contemporary literary trends, see Bowersock 199 ' .
i For]; similar game in Antonius Diogenes, se€ p. 186 f.. Ptolemy and Antonius Diogenes may

have been contemporaries: see Bowersock 1994: 35. . ' _
Z’S FGH III.C.79OI? F1, 28. See Bowersock 1994: 43-44, who again points out that this work may

have been contemporary with that of Antonius Diogenes.
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first and second centuries A.D. especially.244 This movement produced revisonist
fictions which claimed the status of authentic historical documents, such as the
Ephemeris Belli Troiani of Dictys of Crete, and the Acta Diurna Belli Troiani of
Dares the Phrygian. Both of these works present themselves as eye-witness
accounts of the Trojan war, a pose that was so convincing that they were prized as
authentic historical sources for the Trojan saga in Byzantine and and in Medieval
times.245

Now Lucian was clearly very much a writer in the spirit of these times. He is
supposed, for example, to have forged a treatise in the style, language and thought
of Heraclitus; the forgery was so successful that scholars were duped into writing
commentaries on it.24¢ The VH also clearly shows the influence of this literary
taste for truth-games, and for revisionism too; it includes some Homeric
revisionism of its own in Book 2, where the narrator either confirms or refutes the

correctness of Homer's information.247 The title dAndelg 1otopion therefore,

could arguably have been a signal that the VH belonged to this literary tradition.

The presence of the adjective &AnO€lg in this case seems curiously tautological,

because the noun 1otopia should, of itself, connote truthfulness; the fact that this
qualification is needed should immediately arouse suspicions in the reader about
the truth-content of these ictopiat. This is borne out by the proem, which
contains an explicit denial of the truthfulness of the 1ctopia: Enel undev aindes
1OTOPELY E1YOV...ETIL TO WEVOOG ETPOTIOUTV. 248

In the VH, then, rather than try to convince the reader of the authenticity of
his material, the authorial persona challenges him instead to remain always aware
that it is pure fabrication. In this respect, Lucian is nearer to someone like
Antonius Diogenes, who seems also to have designed a deliberately self-

contradicting authenticating framework for his work, The Incredible Things

Beyond Thule, and to let his text oscillate between two poles of credibility.249 Seen
in this light, the (now generally accepted) title AANOM dinynuoto acquires an

extra edge. The noun Ounynuo (‘story', 'tale', 'marrative'), of itself, does not

244 gee Bowersock 1994: 43. s 't 1 g "
25 gee Merkle (1994) and (1996). On Dictys and Dares' works as products of this 'revisionist

movement, see Bowersock 1994: 23. From a later date, we also have Protesilaus' ghost's revisionist
‘corrections' of Homer in Philostratus' Heroicus; see Bowersock 1994: 111-112, and now Maclean

& Aitken 2001: Ix-Ixxvi.
246 gee Strohmaier 1976.
%7 gee generally p. 159 ff..
8 yH 1.4,
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connote truth; in fact it rather suggests a story that has been made up.25° This
title, therefore, with the accompanying adjective &An0n, is antiphrastic; it draws

attention immediately to the problematic relationship between truth and fiction,
which is thematized in the text itself, and is compatible with the author's self-
exposure in the proem.2s

The inclusion of a proem to advertise the self-conscious nature of the
narrative was certainly not without precedent or parallel, both in historiography
and contemporary prose fiction, as Lucian was well aware.252 Hecataeus, working
in the latter half of the sixth/ early fifth century B.C., may have been the first
historian to append his name to his work in this way.258 Herodotus also
introduced his work with a prologue outlining his purpose in writing the History.
Although it does not, strictly speaking, preface his work, Thucydides' famous
programmatic declaration at 1.22, outlining both his purpose and

historiographical method, is obviously relevant here too.254

*9 Cf. p. 185 ff.. Lucian is fond of constructing conflicting frames of response for his fiction — see
General Conclusion (p. 202 ff.).

% yon Mdllendorff (2000: 33) notes that, since the work of Chariton and Xenophon Ephesius, the
noun could also be used to mean 'narrative' or 'novel'.

%) Georgiadou & Larmour (1998: 1, n.1) note that Polybius defines the word difyynue as ‘history

without truth' (1.14.6). Fusillo (1999: 356) describes the title as an 'antiphrase’, anticipating a work
that is full of 'paradoxical fiction' (see Genette 1997: 82-3 for general discussion of such ironic
titles). Swanson (1976: 230) translates XAnOT drynynuoto as 'True Fictions', and notes that this
fits in with the 'oxymoronic distinction between true falsehood and false truth’, and is therefore a
title most suitable to Lucian's 'veritable genre of philosophical science fiction.'

**2 Hist.co. 52-54. For a general narratological study of the preface, see Genette 1997, chapters 8, 9
and 10 (p. 161ff.), which has informed much of what I have to say below. For the Latin historians’
use of the prose preface, see Janson 1964: 64ff.. Moles (1993) contains relevant discussion of the
issues of truth and falsehood in the prologues of Herodotus and Thucydides. Maeder (1991) is an
excellent study of how the Greek novelists flaunt the fictionality of their narratives in their
prologues. Much work has also been done on the prologue to Apuleius’ Met., a passage of vital
importance for Lucian too; the collection of essays edited by Kahane and Laird (2001) is invaluable
here; of particular relevance are Trapp (2001), Bitel (2001), Morgan (2001) and de Jong (2001).
Note that von Méllendorff (2000: 66) does not count the proem to the VH as paratextual, but as

integral to the travel-fiction. : :
3 £GrH 1 F 1 (from the proem to his Genealogies): ' Exatotog Miknotog dde pudertan

Tade ypadw WG pot Sokel aandéa glvar oL yap  EAMvwy Adyor moAdot te Kol
yelolol, dog Epot daivovton, Elciv. Genette (1997: 161) defines a 'preface’ as 'every type of
introductory (preludial or postludial) text, authorial or allographic, consisting of‘ a discours.e
produced on the subject of the text that follows or precedes it.' The exordium of rhetorical speech is
analogous to the novelistic or historiographical preface (Genette 1997: 1.64). . |

254 Hornblower (1991: 59) notes that 'methodological prefaces of any kind, discussing how one has

at the truth, are rare in the historians of antiquity'; he cites, however, the often-overlooked

arrived :
preface to Arrian's Anabasis as a fine post-Thucydidean example. Macleod (1987) postulates an

intertextual relationship between Lucian and Arrian, but his proposals do not include the VH .

ost archetypal status of Thucydides 1.22, see Genette 1997: 14, '...the authorial
except in its material presentation - since Thucydides'; Genette
hucydides and Livy at pp. 164-5, and connects this practice
Lucian (VH) and Apuleius (Met.), contrasting it with the
Achilles Tatius and Heliodorus used. Genette (1997: 292-

For the alm
preface...has changed hardly at all -
discusses the prefaces of Herodotus, T
to the prefaces of Chariton, Longus,
technique of beginning ex abrupto, which
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Genette identifies several important functions of the original, authorial
preface - noting that prefaces may simultaneously have many functions.255 The
primary function is monitory - to ensure the text is read, and read properly.
Genette distinguishes here between 'themes of the why' (i.e. authorial arguments
to explain why one should read the book, such as dwelling on the high quality of
the text, demonstrating the importance of the subject-matter, or the usefulness,
novelty and truthfulness of the work - all of which are clearly reflected in Lucian's
preface),?5¢ and 'themes of the how' (i.e. details about the text's genesis, the choice
of reader, contracts of fiction, statements of intent, and genre definitions). There
are also varieties of subversive prefaces, which may be polemic or ludic in spirit;
the preface to the VH clearly falls within this category - as do the prefaces of
several other texts of the same era.

Lucian's pointedly subverts the topoi of historiographical prologues like
those of Herodotus and Thucydides, when he emphasizes that his work is designed
for posterity; unlike his serious forbears, however, Lucian's motivation is not to
preserve the glorious deeds of mankind (as in Herodotus 1.1), nor to be an
enduring reminder of the warlike tendencies of human nature, so that future
generations may learn from history (Thucydides 1.22), but pure personal vanity

instead (VH 1.4: kevodo&ia,).257

Lucian uses his proem in the manner of a historian, to set forth his
methodological principles for the VH. However, whereas Thucydides and Arrian
scrupulously explain their methods for arriving at the truth - thereby addressing
one of Genette's 'themes of the why' - Lucian explains how he arrived at the
opposite - complete falsehood. In the climactic, penultimate sentence of the

preface, he makes it clear that he did not either see or learn by report about the
things which he describes in his narrative: ypdiw tolvuv mept v pnte £100v

pfte Emadov pnte mop GAAwv Emvdouny (VH 1.4). This establishes a

3) shows that the composition of fictional prefaces is an act of self-depiction, which is characteristic
of self-conscious, self-reflexive and ludic fiction; the corollary of this argument is that authors who
wish to prioritize the mimetic illusion of their texts, rather than draw attention to their /literal
dimension, tend to avoid such exploitation of paratextual elements: cf. Morgan 1991, esp. pp. 86-90
on the famous opening to Heliodorus' novel.

255 Eor the following account, see Genette 1997: 196 ff.. [ :
256 1n the case of the claim to novelty, Genette (1997: 200) claims that it is a feature of authorial

prefaces since Rousseau only, and that authors of the Classical age preferred to insist on the
traditional nature of their subject instead, either explicitly (as in tragedy, for e:t:ample), or indirectly,
by indicating their sources or precedents. He notes also thaF trutl?fulness 1s 'the only ascht of
treatment (as opposed to subject-matter) for which the author gives himself credit (1997: 206t.).

37 Cf. p. 133 ff.. Genette (1997: 200) shows that the argument of usefulness may qlso be deployed
when the author points out, paradoxically, the wuselessness of his text; Lucian,

ubversively, eles:
: : confessed frivolity.

however, asserts a positive intellectual value for his self-
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subversive dialectic especially with Thucydides 1. 22, where the historian
emphasizes the importance of autopsy and rigorous corroboration of other

people's testimony:

T 8" Epyal TV mpay VEvTwy EV 1@ TOAEN® obK EK TOU mopartuy dvToc
novdavopevog hElmwoa ypddety obd’ dg Epot E86KeL, GAN olg te abrtog
MOPNY KoL apo TV SAADY 660V Suvatdy akpLBeia mEpPL ExdCTOUL
emeEelDwv.

As for the actual events in the war, I did not think it proper to write an
account of what I learned from casual acquaintance, nor of what seemed
likely to me, but of the events where I myself was present, following up each
detail with the greatest possible accuracy from other people's accounts too,

With this remark, Lucian also associates his work with that of Ctesias, which was,

he says, based neither on autopsy nor on reliable report (K1noloc...o¢
cuvEypayer mept g | Iwddv ydpog.& pnte abtog €18ev phte dAlov
aAndedovtog fikovoer).258 The purpose of this subversive intertextuality with

serious historiographical prologues is to define more clearly the fantastical nature
of the VH, and highlight its acknowledged non-seriousness by contrast.

Other literary artists in antiquity were also aware of this historiographical
technique, and one group in particular clearly emulated the practice: the Greek
novelists. Chariton's introductory autobiographical note (Chaereas and Callirhoe
1.1) is clearly written as a nod to this historiographical tradition.259 Longus, author
of the pastoral romance Daphnis and Chloe (D&C), provides a more richly
nuanced and more subversive example.2%° Longus was probably a contemporary
of Lucian.26! I believe that there is a stronger affinity between these two than is
widely acknowledged, inasmuch as both were working within the same ludic and

allusive literary tradition; it is worthwhile comparing Longus' prologue with

Lucian's.

% H 1.3. Interestingly, Photius makes a similar claim about Antonius Diogenes' narrator Deinias,
who, he says, reports things that no-one had ever seen, or heard of, or even 1magmed before
(Photius, Bib. 111 a4-11). This is the opposite of what Ctesias claims, in his anti-Herodotean
polemic (FGrH 688 T 8; cf. p. 133 with n. 65). )

>3 For interesting discussion of Chariton's introductory statement, see Hagg (1999: 148-9), and
Reardon (1999: 177, n.26), both with additional bibliography; see also Rosenmeyer (2001: 137-

138). LD )
0 F)or the intertextual dialectic between Longus' prologue and Thucydides' manifesto, see Morgan

1994a, esp. 73 ff.. . | |
261 The question of Longus' date is rather fraught; for a learned discussion of the relevgnt ey@ence,
see Hunter 1983: 1-15, who concludes that there is no reason to dqubt thle communis opinio that
Longus belongs to the late second or early third f:entury AD (in which case, he is rough]y
contemporary with Lucian). Bernsdorff (1993) proyldes a positive argument for conte'mporanelty
between the two authors, on the basis of intertextuality between Lucian VH 2.5 and D&C.
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First of all, the function of the prologue in each case is analogous. As
Morgan points out, Longus uses his prologue 'to stake out the relationship
between his creation and reality.'262 By presenting his work metatextually as a
narrative representation of a picture, Longus alerts readers to the self-conscious

artifice of his novel - the fact that it is constantly aware of its own status as a work

of art. By introducing his novel as an €ikcv, he more particularly evokes the

doctrine of piunotg, especially the connection between the mimetic arts of poetry

and painting, as developed in Book 10 of Plato's Republic.263 This foreshadows the
fact that his narrative thematizes the process of mimesis that is integral both to

Daphnis and Chloe's educational experience, and also to the novelist's (and the

%2 Morgan 1994a: 65. On the prologue in D&C, see Hunter 1983: 38-52. Hunter suggests that by
setting his novel up to 'compete' with the appeal of visual works of art, Longus 'employs a mild
form of...self-advertisement', for which he compares Lucian, De Domo 21 (1983: 43). Longus’
programmatic exploration of the interrelationship of art and nature (or ‘reality’) is also connected to
the self-conscious fictionality of his novel; see Hunter (1996: 382): * “Fiction” itself is an idea
bound up with “art” and “nature”, for in fiction art claims to create (or imitate) nature.” Cf. Zeitlin
1990: 430 ff.. Longus is not the only surviving Greek novelist to do this sort of thing; his device of
introducing his narrative via a description of a painting is often compared to the opening of Achilles
Tatius' novel, Leucippe and Clitophon, where the contemplation of a marvellous painting of the
rape of Europa leads to Clitophon's narrative of his own story. Like Longus, Achilles Tatius also
problematizes the relationship between pictorial art, narrative fiction and 'real life'. The ego-narrator
Clitophon introduces himself as if his personal experiences (which are, of course, the subject of the
novel) were the subject of the painting (1.2: £y®d 1oVt &v Edeikvuv...tocavtag LRpelg £
gpwtog modwy), and when invited to tell his story, he warns his narratee that he is stirring a
wasps' nest of stories, which resemble fiction (1.2: CUNVOG AVEYEIPELG...AOYWY" TO YOP EHO
poYolg Eotke: on the Platonic resonance of this phrase, see Maeder 1991: 15). Finally, the mise
en scéne of Clitophon's narration - a grove of plane trees with a cool stream running through -
distinctly recalls the locus amoenus of Plato's Phaedrus, which both prepares the reader for a
Loyog EpwTikog, and also draws our attention closer to the textual surface of the narrative (for
Lucian’s similar use of this locus amoenus, see Chapter 1, p. 17 ff., and Appendix II). It is also
worth noting the programmatic importance of Heliodorus' exquisite ekphrasis of the engraved
amethyst on the ring, which Kalasiris bestows on his benefactor, Nausikles (Aithiopika 5.14). This
passage is clearly not a prologue, but it is striking for the way in which he plays with the
relationship of art and nature or reality, in a manner that surely recalls the introductory ekphraseis
of Longus and Achilles Tatius. Even Morgan, who admits that he is generally reluctant to read post-
modernist concerns with hermeneutic theory into Heliodorus' text, concedes ('in a spirit of only
half-serious speculation’) the possibility of such a reading here (Morgan 1991:100). Bowie is right,
I think, to postulate an implicit reference to Longus' novel in the pastoral scene engraved on
Heliodorus' jewel (Bowie 1995). Novels usually reflect themselves in mise en abyme throug}} non-
novelistic works, such as the gem-art in this example, reflecting perhaps the visual emphasis that
Heliodorus gives his narrative. The near centrality of this mise en abyme is also inlteresting;
Dillenbach observes that ‘many texts fight shy of revealing their artificiality by too rigorous a
symmetry and tend to shift their mise en abyme slightly to the left or the right’ (o.n these issues, see
Dillenbach 1989: 70-72). On ekphrasis in Achilles Tatius and H‘ellodorus in ‘partvlcular, see Bangcil'
(1989: passim). On the peculiar blend of effets de réel and effets c.ie création in Achilles Tatius
opening scene, see Maeder (1991: 2-16). Schwartz ’(1976) explores similarities betvyeen Lucian aqd
Achilles Tatius, but his analysis is in a different vein from mine, apd_he doe§ not.dxscuss the VH in
this connection at all. Cf. Fusillo (1999: 356), who identiﬁes a similar 'rationalism' as one of the
'possible points of contact' between Lucian and Achilles Tatius.

263 Gee Hunter 1983: 44ff..
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putative painter's) artistic endeavour.264 We remember how Lucian's prologue, by
virtue of a subversive intertextual dialectic with Platonic and Aristotelian literary
theory, establishes from the outset both his narrative's self-conscious fictionality,
and its liberation from extra-literary reality.

The authorial persona in Longus' prologue explains his novel's genesis: he
wrote it in order to narrativize a painting he saw on Lesbos, which (as he learned
from an exegete) depicted the story of the life and love of Daphnis and Chloe:265

MOAAG, GLAACL KO TAVTO EPWTLKG 186VTaL e KOl DOLNEoaVTOL novog
ECYEV AvTrypdyoit T1 Ypoum.266

Many other details all about love I saw and wondered at, and a desire seized
me to depict the picture in words.

Similarly, in his prologue, Lucian explains why he wrote the VH. It is interesting to
note that a sense of amazement (Bovpe) seems to have given both authors the

incentive to write their works; in Longus' case, it is amazed astonishment at the
subject-matter of the painting, and in Lucian's, it is astonishment at the audacity
of writers who tell lies and expect to get away with it (VH 1.4).267

In both cases, the authors claim that their current literary endeavour is the
result of contemplating other works of art, whether pictorial (as in Longus), or
narrative (as in Lucian); both prologues therefore - in each case, slightly
differently - advertise the hypertextual nature of their respective narratives. In this

context, it is significant that Longus is explicit about the role of an exegete in

%% For discussion, see Zeitlin 1990, esp. p. 436 ff.. The human characters in D&C, for example, are
frequently depicted trying to imitate the animals (e.g. 1.3 and 1.6: where the peasants, Lamon Elmd
Dryas respectively, imitate (ironically) the animals' 'humane' behaviour to the abandoned babies;
3.13-14: the children try to learn how to satisfy their desires by imitating the animals' mating habits
- and fail miserably (for the irony of this, see Hunter 1983: 20). Maeder (1991: 20) notes that
Longus' emphasis on the propaideutic value of his novel foreshadows the theme of paideusis in the
story. The link between mimesis and paideusis in the story is reflected also in the paideutic value of

Longus' mimetic narrative.
265 The picture therefore constitutes an example of mise en abyme. Maeder (1991: 8) notes that the

elaborate ekphrasis of the picture of the rape of Europa at the beginning of Achilles‘Tatius' novel is
an example of mise en abyme with a proleptic function: cf. Chapter 2, p. 78 ff.; see also the
excellent analysis in Martin 2002.

%6 D&C Prologue 2. ! _ _
267 This motivational force ascribed to Bawvpa in both passages may be less than fortuitous, given

that both authors, as I argue here, evoke Aristotle intertextually in their prologues. Aristotle deﬁne.d
Daopa as the sense of wonder that inspires humans with a desire tf’ learn (Rhet. 1371 a 21). It is
also hardly fortuitous that the noun and its cognates appear in the pre.face Fo 'Herodotus
(Epya...Owpootd), in Thucydides 1.22 (To dpxa1a...§avua€ov7wv), ?nd in /Iﬂ\rrlan s\proltzgue
(boT1c Ot VAVUACETAL..EML TOCOLGOE CLYYPAPEVOL...TOLG huetéporg Evivxdy obtw
dovpolEtw) as well. The context in which Lucian uses the vgrb 130cvuq§w s clgsest to Amap,
as both authors use the verb to speak of a reader’s surprised reaction. Significantly, Latin
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mediating to him the information contained in the painting; like Lucian's
reference to his text as an aenigma (fjvicton), this may be construed as a hint to

the reader to watch out for hidden meanings, such as symbolism and allegory.268
Lucian’s prologue on the whole is of a more transgressive nature, given that he
warns readers that he simply made up everything in his narrative. In Longus, on
the other hand, one feels that the authorial persona speaking in the proem is,
potentially at least, as much a part of the diegetic world as Daphnis and Chloe are;
this is because, as a self-begetting novel, the textuality of Daphnis and Chloe is
itself part of the fabric of the diegesis.269 The motif of autogenesis in Longus' novel
is related to, but less transgressive than, Lucian's admission of creating a diegetic
world which has no extra-literary point of reference.

Another similarity between both prologues is the way in which they evoke

the dichotomy that was well-established in ancient literary criticism, between what

is pleasant or charming (16 tepmvév) and what is useful. Generally speaking,

stories that were charming were associated with falsehood, whereas utility tended
to be associated with truth-bearing literature like historiography. Hunter, in
discussing the dichotomy between these values in Longus' prologue,27° in fact
quotes a passage from Lucian's Zeus Tragoedus as proof of the common currency

of this view:

equivalents, such as miror, also form a leitmotiv in the prologue to Apuleius’ Mer.: see, for
example, Smith 2001: 90-91.

%% See Bartsch 1989: 41-42 (on the allegorical use of pictorial descriptions in texts): '...in almost
every case, a characteristic of this allegorizing use of descriptive passages is the insertion into the
text of an interpreter (Epunvele or EENYNTNG) to uncover and explain the deep meaning of the
painting.' As examples of such allegorical paintings, Bartsch cites the ekphrasis in Longus' proem,
in the opening to Achilles Tatius' novel, and in Lucian's prolaliae, Heracles and Slander (on which,
see ibid: 23ff). With regard to the Longus passage, however, Hunter warns that the word
gEnyntig (as well as associated words like TepinynTNg, and the verbs punuiewy, Epumroewy)
are used for both allegorical and non-allegorical paintings. The word EEeyntng may in fact mean
no more than 'museum guide', and given the context of the fiction that Longus has set up here, the
presence of such a person is also entirely to be expected (1983: 46, with n. 93). For a different
opinion, see Morgan (1993: 218): ‘[Longus’ prologue]...contrives to communicate ‘the ground rules
of the novel’s hermeneutic dynamics. The need for an exegete to interpret the painting suggests that
the novel also has layers of meaning and connection beneath _its obvious surface...’ The connection
of stories to objets d'art is a feature also of Herodotean narrative. s _

269 Morgan (1994a: 73) notes that it is our first self-begetting novel from antiquity; he sees _thls as a
reflection of the author's concern with the opposition between. truth or reality and ﬁCthTl: and
connects it with the novel's self-consciousness: 'In fact the painting which suppos_edly gave rise to
his narrative turns out to be an autobiographical document of the novel's protagonists, dedlcateq b.y
them at the end of their story. Daphnis and Chloe is thus our ﬁrgt self-beget.tmg novel and 115 is
hardly surprising that it is preoccupied with its own status and function as a fiction, and the relation

between fiction and experience in general.’
20 Hunter 1983: 47ff..
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ob yap &Andeiog puédrer [sc. 101G OMNTUIE ]..AANG, 1OV KAVELY TOUC
drobovtag, kol S ToLTo HETPOLG TE KOTd1doust Kol pnovoig
KQTNYXOLOL Kol dAwg &mavto Liep Tov TEPTVOV UMY CLVMDVTOLL, 278

For_[the poets] are not concerned with truth, but with the attention of the
audl_ence, and on account of this, they sing in metres and resound with
stories and devise everything totally for the sake of charm.

Therefore, as Hunter observes, the element of 1o TepnVdY that is emphatically

associated with the painting in Longus' prologue, as well as his description of his
novel as a xtua tepmvov (a suggestive phrase that echoes, and subverts,
Thucydides' kthpa £¢ otel) links the work with the poetic tradition, especially
with poetic licence, and consequently falsehood.272 Lucian seems to be exploiting
the same semantics in his prologue, where he concedes that Iambulus' obviously
mendacious work was obk &tepnvn (VH 1.3); significantly, this is the tradition he

follows in his own explicitly false text too.
However, both Longus and Lucian also claim that their fictions will be
useful 273 Although he does not explicitly use a term to denote utility (such as

XPNOUOV or dEApov) with regard to his text, Lucian implicitly ascribes these

qualities to the VH, by stating that the allusive texture of the narrative, as well as
its very playfulness, will provide both the mental stimulation and recreation that is
necessary and appropriate for mental gymnasts, or scholars (VH 1. 1-2). When
viewed within the frame of the traditional dichotomy between what is pleasant
(false, and frivolous), and useful (true, and serious), it is clear that Lucian's
implication that the explicitly playful nature of his text will make it useful for
serious scholars of literature (as well as his claim that writing this playful text was
a serious endeavour - 1.4) constitutes something of a paradox, which is consistent

with his reputation for being spoudogeloios.274

*' Iup.Trag. 39. Hunter cross-refers to Philops. 4; also to Isocrates ad Nicoclem 48, Dio Chrys.
11.42, and Plutarch Mor. 16 a-f. He also cites Horace Ars Poetica 333-346, where ficta are
associated with voluptas.

7 Hunter 1983: 47; it also means that Longus aligns his work with Herodotus (ibid.: 49, and 96-
97). On the subversive intertextuality between Longus' proem and Thucydides 1.22, see Hunter
1983: 48-50, and Morgan 1994a: 73 ff.. Morgan argues that Longus in this way asserts a truth-
bearing role for fiction as well: 'Fiction in its turn is the vehicle of truth, about ourselves and the
world. Through fiction we can pool our experiences and learn imaginatively what we cannot or
choose not to learn experientially.' (76) Daphnis and Chloe, he concludes, is a 'self-referential
defence of fiction." (77).

*” For the Aristotelian overtones of this justification, see the discussion on p. 135 ff. atiove.

> Eunapius, Lives of the Sophists and Philosophers 454: &vnp omovdoiog EG TO
yeAlaoOnvat. On Lucian's serio-comic style, see Branham 1989, chapter 1, 'The Rhetoric of
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Longus also asserts that his novel will be useful; it will cure the person who
is sick, provide consolation for the one who is grief-stricken, stir the memory of

one who has experienced love, and instruct the one who has not:

KOl  VOCOLVTQL 10CETON KOl ALMOOHEVOV TOPOUULONCETOL, 1OV
EPACVEVTA AVAUVIOEL, TOV 0K EPAcDEVTA TONSEDCEL 275

Moreover, Longus emphasizes the universal usefulness of his novel, for no-body

has escaped, nor will ever escape, the experience or Eros, as long as beauty exists,

and eyes can see:

mavtwg yop obdeig “Epwrta Eduyev f) dedletan, péypt &v kdAloc fi
Kot opBodpol BAETWOLY, 276

Given that Longus is essentially justifying his fiction in his prologue, and that his
method for doing so entails relating it to historiography, this idea resonates with
Aristotle's legitimization of plasmatic fiction. Aristotle also contrasted poiesis
(poetry, or more generally, creative literature) with history. According to Aristotle,
even if fiction does not, like history, relate the truth in its particulars, it
nonetheless conveys universal truths, which we can all apply to our own lives
(Poetics 1451 bs ff.).277 If I am right, then this is another point in common between
Longus and Lucian, as Lucian, as I have already shown, also evoked this
Aristotelian formula in his prologue, to justify his fiction.278 It is interesting that
two near-contemporary authors of such self-conscious fictions should evoke the
same branch of literary theory in order to justify their work. Moreover, it is also, I
think, significant that their respective fictions, Daphnis and Chloe and the Verae
Historiae, are arguably among the least concerned of all our extant Greek novels
(or novel-like works of extended prose fiction) to give the impression of
compatibility with extra-literary reality; in Longus' case, the general atmosphere of
rural fantasy is integral to the pastoral mode of his novel;?79 in Lucian’s case, the

text breaks even more audaciously with Aristotelian rules that dictate that

plasmatic fiction should conform with plausible reality.28°

Laughter' esp. pp. 26-28 and 47-51; Branham's discussion here, however, focuses on works such as
the Menippean pieces, Pisc., Bis Acc., various prolaliae and the Demonax, not on the VH.

25 D&C Proem 2.
76 D&C Proem 2.
kg 1M1 E.

278
Cf. p. 142-144. - i :
7 On pthe relation between Longus' novel and the bucolic tradition, see Rohde 1937; Mittelstadt

1970: Cresci 1999: Hunter 1983: 66f.. On the issue of how 'realistic' Longus' depiction of Lesbos
was ;ee Mason 1979; Green 1982; Kloft 1989. Morgan (1994a: 77, n.1) speaks of 'the deliberate
artificiality of his setting". T g .

910 a st{mulating article, van Mal-Maeder (1992) argues that by mixing historiographical prose
with the substance of Homer's poetry in the V'H, Lucian asserts for his prose the license for fantastic
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For someone who is exploring how the VH fits into the (roughly)
contemporary literary scene, Longus probably does not suggest himself as the
obvious starting point. There are, after all, other works that apparently lend
themselves to comparison with the VH much more readily; the work on which
most ink has been spilled in this context is surely Antonius Diogenes' Incredible
Things Beyond Thule. However, I deliberately chose Longus to start with here,
because I did not wish to become side-tracked by the rather fraught issue of
similarities in content, which has tended to dominate comparative studies of
Lucian’s and Diogenes' work. The dissimilarity of content between Daphnis and
Chloe and the VH itself serves to clarify that the points of comparison I am looking
for do not pertain to similarity in plot or subject between Lucian's work and
others'. Although Longus' pastoral romance is not an instantly obvious comparand
for the VH in terms of subject-matter and plot, they are close relatives in terms of
their self-conscious fictionality. When self-reflexive texts such as these diverge
from extra-literary reality, it has the effect of drawing the reader's (and the critic's)
attention away from what we might call the referential dimension of the fiction,
and onto its literal dimension, highlighting the artifice and fictionality itself. This
spirit of ludic self-consciousness - authors playing with the ontological status and
the compositional techniques of fictional narrative, and playing with the rules of
make-believe - is the common denominator I am looking for in seeking links
between Lucian's literary enterprise and others from the same era. The
relationship between the VH and Diogenes' Apista emerges not as one of direct

causality; rather, both works should be seen as products of their time,28! written in

fiction that was usually associated with poetry in antiquity: '...loin de prétendre au vrai ou
seulement au vraisembable, Lucien revendique en effet le droit de se livrer dans sa prose a la pure
fantaisie poétique, et il le fait sous la tutelle d'Homeére.' (1992: 146). While I agree with her that the
VH has a more serious 'message’, besides its pure entertainment value, however, I do not endorse
her view that Lucian intended the VA as a denunciation of the contemporary taste for 'escapist'
literature (van Mal-Maeder 1992: 144). Firstly, it is not clear what is meant by the term 'escapist
literature.' Mal-Maeder seems to mean the novels - but I am not sure how appropriate such a
description is for this genre: are they to be viewed as escapist in terms of content (i.e. because their
stories deviate, or are separate from 'reality'’; Livy's preface, for example, shows that events in Fhe
distant past provided a welcome escape from the grim pres;nt), or genre (i.e. bec.ause they provide
the option of 'lighter' reading, as opposed to the more serious prose genre of h:story)?‘Thgre.are
difficulties with both views: most of our extant examples fit the category of 'plasmatic’ fiction,
which means that their stories are realistic, rather than escapist in that sense; and. Aristotle, as we
have seen, actually ascribed higher philosophical value to reading 'plasmatic’ ﬁgtlon, than history.
Furthermore, as we have seen, there is every reason to suppose that the readership of this so-called
'escapist' literature in fact overlapped with the ideal readers of the V'H - and anyway, the reasons for
which Lucian recommends the VH (and lambulus' work) sound very much like a promotion of
readerly escapism; cf. p. 151. Lyt o

21 Bowersock sees no need to connect the two works at all: 'Lucian’s work is simply and
independently a development from the same Neronian beginnings as Diogenes' own.' (Bowersock

1994: 37).
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a similar spirit, with a similar readership in mind, even if they have somewhat
different literary aims. The central issue connecting them is the interplay of fact
.and fiction, which is generated in both works by a conflicting
Beglaubigungsapparat. Both Diogenes and Lucian employ mechanisms that are
intended to induce reader-credulity, yet this is also undermined by authorial
devices which remind the reader that the text is entirely fabricated, and not true.
According to Photius 111a, Diogenes began each of the twenty-four books of
his work with a list of the sources he used for his composition. This would have
given readers the impression that each of the books had been scrupulously
researched; the illusion, however, was seriously undermined by two things. First
of all, Photius tells us the name of only one of the 'sources’ whom Diogenes
invokes; it is none other than Antiphanes of Berge. Given that Antiphanes' name
was literally synonymous with transparent fiction in antiquity, it looks like this
device of source-identification was merely spoof.282 'Of all the sources that
Antonius could have chosen to cite, Antiphanes was the one least calculated to
confirm the veracity of his work...some sort of humorous, probably parodistic,
motive seems the likeliest explanation'283
Secondly, Diogenes openly admitted to having simply made the whole thing
up, in a letter addressed to a certain Faustinus, which accompanied the narrative,
probably as a ‘postface’.284 Included within this letter to Faustinus was another
letter, this time addressed to the dedicatee of the novel, a woman called Isidora,
who was perhaps Faustinus' wife.285 In the letter to Isidora, in direct
contravention of the information supplied to Faustinus, Diogenes strives to
authenticate the novel, by explaining the extraordinarily complicated
circumstances which (supposedly) led to the original recording of the events, and

the subsequent discovery of the text.286 As evidence for the truth of his claims, he

282 ne is reminded of the invented 'sources' cited by the contemporary writer Ptolemy Chennus in

his aipcdotog 1otopia: see p. 175 f.; see Gabba 1981.

283 Morgan 1985: 483. e .
284 Opinions differ about the location of this letter. Morgan (1985: 482-484) is inclined to believe

that the letter was published originally as part of the work, probably as a prefgtory letter, as Photius'
summary suggests that the exposure of the work's fictionality was '!jy design'. Romm, howeyer,
argues convincingly that it was an addendum, given its position in the sequence of Photius’
summary: ‘...Photius’s description of the letter to Faustinus (111a30-40), which occurs at the
conclusion of his plot summary, probably reflects its placement at tl:le end of the’ nov;:l.‘ (qum
1994: 114, n. 30). Bowersock (1994 37-38) suggests that this Faustinus may be 1dent1ﬁgd ‘wnh a
man of the same name, who was one of Martial's patrons; this would then secure a Domitianic date

for Diogenes.

25 Bowie 1994: 437. _ _ | | _
286 1n Genette's terms, the letter to Faustinus is an authentic authorial preface, with assumptive

function, i.e. 'the real author, in his preface, claims (or more simply, assumes) responsibility for the
text' (Gc;nette 1997: 184). The letter to Isidora is also an authentic authorial preface, but with
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cites a ‘historical' document, yet another letter, addressed by a man called
Balagrus, a contemporary of Alexander the Great, to his wife Phila, in which he
reports the discovery in a tomb of an exciting new text - which turns out to be the
text of the novel.287

It is not immediately clear what we are to make of such painstaking and
contradictory elaboration. Bowie suggests that we may be able to infer something
about female consumption of novels in antiquity, from the fact that availability of
the novel to the female dedicatee, Isidora, appears to be mediated via Faustinus.
He also focuses on the pattern of male/ female pairs, both in the narrative proper
(Derkyllis/ Deinias; Derkyllis/ Mantineas), and in the framing apparatus
(Faustinus/ Isidora; Balagrus/ Phila), with the attractive suggestion that Isidora
may stand for the credulous reader of the novel.288 Others interpret this
exaggerated intricacy as a parody of authenticating devices in itself, just as the
convoluted narrative structure could itself be construed as an amplification almost
ad absurdum of increasingly complicated novel plots.289 What seems undeniable
here is the fact that Diogenes goes to enormous trouble to authenticate a text

which, elsewhere, he readily admits to be the product of his own invention; in

disavowing funtion, i.e. 'another kind of authorial preface, just as authentic in its status of
attribution in that its declared author is indeed the real author of the text, but much more fictional in
its discourse because in this preface the real author claims...without really inviting us to believe
him - not to be the author of the text'; this is also known as a crypto-authorial preface, 'for the
author uses it to conceal (or deny) his authorship' (ibid.: 185; for further discussion, see ibid.: 280
ff.). The letter from Balagrus to Phila is a fictive allographic preface, i.e. 'the preface-writer is
fictive, as is the alleged author of the text, but these are two distinct persons' (ibid.. 189; for further
discussion, see ibid.: 288 ff.). For general discussion of these different types of senders of prefaces,
see Genette 1997; 178 ff.. The complex and self-contradictory nature of Diogenes' layered paratext
itself functions as a Fiktionalitdtssignal, Genette's observation about the similarly self-conflicting
paratext of modern novels such as Nabokov's Lolita is relevant here: "What one paratextual element
gives, another paratextual element, later or simultaneous, may always take away; and here or
elsewhere, the reader must put it all together and try...to figure out what the whole adds up to. And
the very way in which a paratextual element gives what it gives may always imply that none of it is
to be believed.' (Genette 1997: 183).

27 For the motif of Biicherfunde as an authenticating device in ancient narrative in general, see
Speyer 1970. Morgan (1985: 481-2) and Bowersock (1994: 31) compare the similar use of the
device in the apocryphal works of Dictys Cretensis and Dares the Phrygian; one could also add the
'original' text of Sanchuniathon, written in Phoenician, which waslthe pseudo—hypotexlt for the
Phoenician History of Philo of Byblos (F GrH 111.C.790, F1, 28). Diogenes' novel may in fact be
the only extant novelistic text to present one of its diegetic characters as thg author al_ld writer of the
text (not just the narrator) in this way. The technique is close to that used in Dap{qms & Chloe (the
author is 'in the book', as it were, but not 'in the story’; cf. p. 180 ff.), anq also in the apocry.pl'lal
texts of putative 'eye-witnesses', such as Dictys of Crete, Dares the Phrygian, and the Phoenician
History of 'Sanchuniathon’; these apocryphal authors are, however, not the authors of novels

containing their own stories, as Deinias is.

28 Bowie 1994: 437-8. : ‘ . . _
s Morgan (1985: 484) interprets this 'Chinese box' narrative structure as a device to secure verism

- but so extreme in its complexity that it might be parodic.
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other words, Diogenes problematizes the fictionality of his own narrative in a way
that is similar to Lucian, and typical of the self-conscious novel.290

Lucian also frames the narrative of the VH with a self-contradictory
Beglaubigungsapparat. His insistence in his preface on the untruthfulness of his
text is subsequently problematized in the narrative by authorial devices whose
purpose it is to elicit credence (Beglaubigungsstrategien), such as his ostensible
accuracy with large numbers.29* Both Lucian and Diogenes, therefore, subvert the
usual purpose of introductory frameworks, which are designed to give the
impression of 'real life', to authenticate the fiction.292

Both authors also do homage in their text to sources or models which had
negative truth-value for readers (in both cases, probably tongue-in-cheek):
whereas Diogenes cites the notoriously mendacious Antiphanes of Berge as a
source, Lucian praises the comic poet Aristophanes, inventor of Cloudcuckooland,
for his supreme truthfulness.293

The textual surface of the narrative is dangerously close to the surface in
both works, a trait which they also share with the authors of the 'sophistic' ideal
novels. In Diogenes' novel, there is a remarkable emphasis on writing, and an
elaborate apparatus to explain the transmission of not just the story, but the text
itself. No doubt for the sake of that extra frisson of satisfaction',294 he creates the
illusion of an apocryphal text, where Deinias, the autodiegetic narrator, is also
presented as the author - literally the writer of the novel. The real or ‘authentic'
author (Diogenes himself) is absent from the diegesis, but surfaces in the paratext,
as we have already seen; clearly, then Diogenes did not intend that the illusion of

the apocryphal author should be taken au pied de la lettre; instead, he created the

290 Ajter 1975: 193: '...the self-conscious novel tends to polarize the inherent tension between
fiction and reality.'

291 On Lucian’s use of numbers in the VH, see Scarcella 1985. Antoine de Saint-Exupéry expresses
the idea beautifully in a poignant passage from Le Petit Prince, which I cannot resist quoting: ‘Si je
vous ai raconté ces details sur I’astéroide B 612 et si je vous ai confié son numéro, c’est a cause des
grandes personnes. Les grandes personnes aiment les chiffres... Ainsi, si vous leurs dites: “La
tit prince a existé c’est qu’il était ravissant, qu’il riait, et qu’il voulait un mouton.
Quand on veut un mouton, c’est la preuve qu'on existe”, elles hausseront les épaules et vous
traiteront d’enfant! Mais si vous leur dites: “La planéte d’ou il venait est l‘asté'ro‘fde B 6127, alors
elles seront convaincues, et elles vous laisseront tranquille avec leurs questions... Les enfants
doivent étre trés indulgents envers les grandes personnes.’ . e

292 gee Fusillo (1999: 357-8); he contrasts the introductory framewqu of Achilles .Ta'tlus and
Longus' novels, and also the settings of Plato's dialogues. On the Platonic nature of Lucian's proem,

see p. 180 ff..
293 7 1.29: for more on the importance of Old Comed

294 The phrase is from Bowie 1994: 184-5.

preuve que le pe

y in these two texts, see p. 192 ff..

189



pseudo-author as part of his game with the ontological status of the narrative,
presenting the novel as if it were a historical document.295

A similar dynamic can be discerned in the VH too, but this time with an
extra, self-conscious twist. Lucian presents himself in the proem as the author of a
text in which he is the autodiegetic narrator (telling his own story); but he also
abnegates his narrator (himself!) and his story. The result is a 'splitting' of the
Lucianic persona into truthful author and lying narrator - even though they are
(belatedly) revealed to be one and the same person (VH 2.28).296

Another point in common between Lucian's and Diogenes' work is what
appears to be a curious but deliberate discrepancy between the subject of the
narrative that is suggested by the title or in the proem, and the amount of textual
and narrative space actually devoted to it. To a greater or lesser extent, the reader
is misled in his expectations, and it is worth asking why.

The title of Diogenes' monumental work suggests that the novel deals with
the 'incredible things' witnessed or experienced by the narrator beyond Thule;
however, it seems that Deinias only relates what he saw beyond Thule rather
briefly, and very belatedly, in the final twenty-fourth book. Photius himself
comments rather grumpily on the discrepancy between title and contents.297
There are various ways of explaining Diogenes' titular choice. One might, with

James Romm, read the title as rhematic in principle, signalling the work's

2 See Bowie 1994: 195, where he discusses the rather elaborate Beglaubigungsapparat of
Philostratus' Heroicus and Life of Apollonius of Tyana in similar terms; in particular Damis, the
privileged source of information in the Life, is a 'novelistic card', and part of Philostratus' game of
make-believe, created for 'the pleasure of playing with the ontological status of a narrative.' As
analogies for this, Bowie cites the (non-novelistic) work of Dictys of Crete, and Diogenes' novel;
cf. Francis 1998. For the interpretation of Damis as a historical figure, see Anderson 1986: 155-173.
%% In his discussion of onymity, Genette (1997: 37 ff.) discusses instances where the author's name
is incorporated into the preface (e.g. Hesiod, Theogony 22; Herodotus and Thucydides; Plautus
(prologue of Pseudolus), Chariton; Virgil (closing lines of Georgics); one might include here also
Heliodorus' sphragis at the end of his novel. According to Genette (1997: 41): 'The author's name
fulfills a contractual function whose importance varies greatly depending on genre: slight or
nonexistent in fiction, it is much greater in all kinds of referential writing, where the credibility of
the testimony, or of its transmission, rests largely on the identity of the witness or ‘the person
reporting it. Thus we see very few pseudonyms or anonyms among th_e authors of h]StOl‘l?al or
documentary works, and this is all the more true when the witness himself plays a part in his
narrative.' Lucian's delayed self-revelation, then, is part of his obfuscation of the border berwegn
fiction and factual discourse in the VH, which is rendered all the. more complicated by its
incorporation into a (highly specious) epigraphical text (sygge'stmg truthful, dqcumer.ltary
evidence), and the fact that this technique of belated self-revelation itself has a Homeric pedigree
(Odysseus' belated self-disclosure to the Phaea.cians in Odyssey 9; cf. n. 209). The parallel. w1t‘h
Odysseus is particularly ironic, given what Lucian says about the. truth-value_ of the Odyssey in }us
preface, and also the distinction he makes there between the. gullible Pl}aeaCIaqs, aqc! the kn()\ym-g
reader of the VH. Lucian's self-disclosure to the reader will be received quite differently, it is

implied, from Odysseus' self-revelation to his Phaeacian audience.
7 Bib. 110 b.
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freedom from generic constraints.298 On the other hand, it may be argued that the
revelations of the final book represent the climax of the narrative, and that
Diogenes' title reflects this, but given the truly monumental proportions and the
incredible elaboration of the rest of the story, the inequality is rather striking, the
title foregrounding what seems to have been a relatively small, and (in terms of the
plot) extraneous, portion of the story. While this is a familiar enough phenomenon
in titles of modern novels,299 however, it seems to be without precedent or parallel
among the ancient novelists.300

Without more of Diogenes' original text, it is difficult to say what the effect
of this might have been - but Lucian may offer us a clue. Not only is the title of
Lucian's VH deliberately misleading, inasmuch as the story told is anything but
true,3°* but even the professed goal of the narrative is never quite realized. At VH

1.5, the narrator declares that the purpose of his plan (bnédeoig ) Tng drawvoiog)

is to discover what the end of the Ocean is, and what sort of people inhabit the
other side:
ot 8¢ pot tng dmodnuiog kol Lddesig N TG dlvolog TEPLEPYIL
KO TPOYHATOV KOwdy Emdupic Kot 10 Poblecdol HABE 1L 10
TEAOG ECTLV TOU MKEQLVOD KOl TIVEG Ol TEPALY KATOLKOUVTEG AvdpmoL.

The reason for my journey and the purpose of my plan was my curiosity and
desire for novelty, and wanting to find out what the end of the ocean was,
and who are the people inhabiting the other side.

This curiosity, which motivates the narrator to ‘travel’ (i.e. to compose his fictional
travelogue), mirrors the curiosity which will motivate the reader to follow him
through the aenigma of his text; it resonates also with the curiositas that
motivates Lucius’ adventures in Apuleius’ ‘picaresque’ fiction, and with the quest
for knowledge that fuels travel-narratives whose discourse shades from factual
into fictional, such as Pytheas’ Peri Okeanou, the account of Alexander’s travels to

the ends of the earth, reported in his letter to Aristotle and Olympias in the

298 'Qurely this willful exdkeanismos was intended by Diogenes as a demonstration of his freedom
from generic constraints - just as his choice of title was meant as a response to tl?e crltltca-l ethic that
had ruled apista out-of-bounds.' (Romm 1994: 105). On the possible metapoetical significance of
the term apista, see Chapter 1, p. 31 ff., esp. n. 110 and n. 112; cf. also Chapter 2, n. 150. On
rhematic, or 'objectal' titles, see Genette 1997: 77 ft.. '
299 This is the case of the thematic title that is 'attached, by synef:doche or metonymy, to an object
that is less questionably central...or sometimes.. .resolytely mgrgmal' (Genette 1997: 82).

300 Curiously, Plautus sometimes attaches this sort of title to his plays; see G‘ene.tte 199?’: 8:2. .

301 The title of the VH would correspond to Genette's fourth' type of thematic title, yvlpch fqnctlons
by antiphrasis, or irony, either because the title forms an ant}them? fo the work (Lav,rg:e de vivre, for
the gloomiest of the novels by Zola...) or because the title displays a provocative absence of
thematic relevance...' Genette points out that the latter is the case of most surrealist titles. (Genette

1997: 82-3).
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Alexander Romance, and Deinias’ wanderings in the Wonders Beyond Thule.392
But in the VH, we never really find out about the 'other side'. At 2.47, the narrator
and his crew approach a landmass which they infer to be the 'opposite continent'.
While they debate amongst themselves whether to turn back, or disembark and
explore further (remember, this was their original goal after all), a storm wrecks
the ship, and some of the crew manage to reach the land in safety. Just when we
expect to find out, finally, about the inhabitants of the 'other world', Lucian ends
the narrative, with a brief recap of the adventures so far, and a promise to reveal
all about the 'other world' in subsequent books - which of course never materialize.
It looks rather like Lucian followed Diogenes' model here, but took it one step
further, cheating the reader entirely of his expectations. It will be possible,
presently, to speculate further about the further implications of this, given that the
narrative and text of the VH are interconnected.3°3

The vital link between Antonius Diogenes and Lucian, we are beginning to
see, is less a deliberate evocation of one author by the other, than a common point
of reference that anchors them both in the same literary tradition, the
contemporary trend for more ludic (and more fantastic) fictions; integral to this is
the manner in which both authors evoke Old Comedy, and its most famous
representative, Aristophanes.

Bowersock cites various sources that indicate that Old Comedy seems to
have undergone something of a revival during the Second Sophistic, at least in the
literary circles of the pepaideumenoi, and that Aristophanes in particular was
highly esteemed,3°4 e.g. Pliny Ep. 6.21.2-5 (Pliny recommends the contemporary
poet Vergilius Romanus, who has composed a very good comedy modelled on Old
Comedy, and has recited it to a select audience); Achilles Tatius, Leucippe &

Clitophon 8.9 (a speaker at court is successful because he imitates the 'urbane

32 As Romm (1994: 104) notes, Photius’ comment (Bib. 109 al3f.), that Deinias travelled ‘in

pursuit of scientific knowledge’ (karta {nTnotv totoplag), ‘recalls Pytheas of Massilia, since he
was one of few, in contrast to the normal ancient pattern of mercantile and military exploration, to
undertake a true voyage of research.” For Alexander’s letter, see Alexander Romance 2.23 ff.
(translation in Reardon 1989); some of the marvels reported there are intriguingly similar to details
in the VH. On the motif of curiositas in Apuleius’ novel, see, for example, Schlam 1968; Sandy
1972; DeFilippo 1999. Space does not permit me here to compare the prologues of the VH and _the
Met. in detail, so I reserve it for future research; Morgan (2001, esp. p. 154) touches on the subject
briefly.

%3 See p. 167 ff. _ - |
304 gee Bowersock 1994: 19-21. Anderson (1976¢: 67) argues that, in comparison with Herodotus,

Thucydides and Plato, Aristophanes was ‘'much less extensively cultivated in the Second Spphistic
as a literary author' (although he admits that it would be dgngerous to insist on this point, given that
so much of Aristophanes' work is non-extant). This certainly seems to be true, but it may actu_al-ly
have enhanced his esoteric appeal; for example, we hear of the pioneering attempts of the Atticist
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style’ of Aristophanic comedy); Horace, Sat. 1.4.1 (contemporary satire's debt to
poets of Old Comedy).3°5 Bowersock also cites the evidence from our two authors:
Lucian, VH 1.29 (the reference to Cloudcuckooland and praise for Aristophanes),
and a reference in Diogenes' letter to Faustinus, where the author claims to be a
‘poet of Old Comedy.'3°6 One could augment this list further by adding Plutarch's
syncrisis of Old and New Comedy (Mor. 853a — 854d), which is evidence at least
for contemporary intellectual interest in these genre. Lucian himself proudly
declares that he has appropriated the discourse of Old Comedy, as well as
philosophy, to create a new, hybrid literary form.307 It would, I think, prove
insightful to view the apparent trend in contemporary literature for elements of
fantasy (e.g. in the epigrams of Lucillius, works such as Lucian's Consonants at
Law, elements in the work of Antiphanes of Berge) in this context of the
renascence of Old Comedy.308

So what special relevance or meaning did the newly revived Aristophanes
have for readers in the first and second centuries A.D.? Atticists like Phrynichus
could admire the purity of his Greek; public speakers like the priest in Achilles
Tatius' novel could emulate his witty style and invective. Most importantly,
references to Aristophanes among the pepaideumenoi show that they were
familiar with the ancient secondary scholarship on Old Comedy.3°9 Ancient
scholars of this literature recognized the fact that the poets of Old Comedy did not
prioritize reality in their plots; we may therefore assume that pepaideumenoi like
Lucian were aware of this aspect of Old Comedy also, a point which is highly
significant for texts like the VH which openly break with adherence to reality and
even plausibility.

Fortunately, we can also get a better idea of what Aristophanes and Old

Comedy in general meant for Lucian himself, in the dialogue where he talks about

Phrynichus in the second century to assert a status of prestige for Aristophanes to equal that of

Menander (see Winkler’s note on L&C 8.9 in Reardon 1989). . '
395 Marcus Aurelius (4d Se Ipsum 11.6) praises the moral value of comedy in general, specifically

its 'educational outspokenness' (TS YWYLKT) TAPPNSIA).

39 1 discuss this further at p. 193 ff.. =y

07 Bis Ace. 33. For a brief survey of the ways in which Lucian appropriates and imitates
Aristophanes, see Sidwell 2000: 138; cf. Ledergerber 1905.

3% For the epigrams of Lucillius, which are of Neronian date, see n. 108. : . |

399 Citations of comedy in Athenaeus' work also reflect contemporary mtellectu_al_ interest in all
periods of the genre's development, and significantly, show the au_thor's familiarity with the
secondary scholarship on this literature, especially that of the Alexapdngn ar}d l_’ergamgne sc_hools,
as Sidwell (2000: 139) has recently demonstrated. The tende_nues in citation whlch Sndwe_ll
suspects are derived from Alexandrian and Pergamene scholarshlp on c.omedy include: interest in
the biography of the poets; interest in the history of the genre; interest in the person_s_wholare lth.e
subjects of comic treatment; awareness of issues of disputed authorship and revision; implicit

aesthetic judgements; and descriptions of plots and characters.
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his new literary creation, a hybrid mixture of serious philosophical dialogue, with
genres that scoff at all that is solemn, such as Old Comedy, and the Cynic diatribe
(Bis Acc. 33). Dialogue's complaint at being mixed with this low company is
illuminating; he claims that he has been made 'to act the buffoon, and to act out
silly, outlandish plots.' Clearly, Old Comedy, in Lucian's eyes, gave him the license
both to attack established people and ideas, and also to fabricate fantastical plots;
we should bear this in mind as we analyse the significance of the evocation of the
discourse of Old Comedy in Diogenes' work, and the VH.

In the letter to Faustinus, Diogenes apparently described himself as a poet
of old comedy: LEYeL O& £QLLTOV OTL TOLNTHG ECTL KOUWALG mohaaig.310 If we
possessed Diogenes' original text, it might provide us with clearer insight into his
precise meaning here; however, I would like to speculate on the possible
significance of his words below. Before this, however, I wish to note some of the
ways in which Lucian himself appropriates the discourse of Old Comedy in the
VH.

Diogenes' letter to Faustinus and Lucian's proem fulfil an analogous
function; both of these paratextual elements seem to have exposed the fictionality
of the narrative, and in both of them, the author aligns himself with the tradition
of Old Comedy, to a greater or lesser extent. In Lucian's proem, this is achieved
almost subliminally. At VH 1.2, Lucian alerts readers to the 'sources' (the old
poets, historians etc.) to which his text makes riddling reference 'in a manner that

is not uncomical'; TV 1CTOPOVUEVOV EKOACTOV OUK AKWU@ONTWE TVIKTOL
TPOC TG TOV TOALDY MOMTMY T KOl cvyypodéwy... The phrase obk
dkopwdntwg by itself evokes comedy in general; the association with Old

Comedy in particular is arguably elicited by the proximity of this phrase to the

words 'old poets' in the same line. Further on, at VH 1.3, the word Bwpoioyio
occurs in the context of narrative embellishment and mendacity: dpyxnyog O
abtolc kol Sddokadog NG T 0Tg  Ppwporoxiog © 1oL Opfpov
O8vocete... The word is used here in the sense of 'foolery', 'charlatanry’,

"buffoonery', but it was a word especially associated with the world of Old

310 photius, Bib. 111a [166], p. 147, 1. 34-5. Bowersock (1994: 20, n. {10) points out that modern
translation; reflect an uneasiness about this specifically theatrical allusion; Henry translates 'Il se
dit le narrateur d'une intrigue ancienne. Sandy (in Reardon 1989: 781) translates 'He says of

himself that he is the author of an ancient story. (Italics are mine.)
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Comedy.3"* This subliminal association in the proem, between Old Comedy and
freedom with the truth, is exploded later on in the narrative, when Lucian alludes

to Cloudcuckooland, the fantastic creation of Aristophanes, and praises the poet
explicitly in the context of truth and lying:

Evdo 8 kol Ty Nedelokokkuylow moAw 186vtee EDOUHGCUUEY.. KO
EYW afwncﬁnv " Apiotofdivoug tov  montov, &vdpdg codoL Ko
AANBoVG KAl PATNY £’ Ol EYpayEY AMIGTOVLEVOD. 312

And then we saw the city of Cloudcuckooland too, and we were amazed...and
I ?emembere.d Aristophanes the poet, a wise and truthful man, who was
mistakenly distrusted for the things he wrote.

With Lucian, therefore, we can demonstrate that Aristophanes is an integral part
of the discourse of literary truth and lies. With Diogenes, claims must be more
tentative, given that we now only possess an epitome of his work, but I believe
nevertheless that it is possible to draw similar conclusions from Diogenes' self-
alignment with the tradition of Old Comedy.

Diogenes' reasons for describing himself as 'a poet of Old Comedy' in the
context of the Apista are somewhat opaque. He was not writing poetry, nor can an

explanation be found in the fact that some of the (late antique) terms for the novel

texts evoke the theatrical context - terms such as dpapc, dpoportikdy and even
Kouwdic.313 These terms evoke the New Comedy of Menander, which flourished

in the Hellenistic era (the same era, it is now generally thought, as the novel's own
gestation), whose domestic and romantic plots, and realism were all reflected in
the plots of the 'ideal' romances.3*4 But the plot of Diogenes' novel, with its
emphasis on marvels and fantastic travel, and its relative diminishment of the love
element, is quite unlike the plots of New Comedy, and is not easily classed with the
ideal’ novels - and anyway, the fact that he specifically refers to Old Comedy rules
out this explanation. In fact, Diogenes' novel seems to have resembled much more
closely the plots of Old Comedy, especially with its element of fantasy.3!'5 Diogenes
and Lucian, then, probably appropriated Old Comedy because of the strong

fantastic component in their own work; we can be more confident here with

Lucian, who specifically evokes Aristophanes in his capacity as a comic utopian

311 [ g records the meanings 'coarse jesting, buffoonery, ribaldry.' Plato uses the word in his
discussion of the ethical dangers of comedy (Rep. 606c). Interestingly, Aristotle discusses the

quality of Boporoyic right after the quality of truthfulness at EN 1108a 20 ff.; see p. 136 f..
312
VH 1,29

13 Holzberg 1995: 8-9. : .
314 Bor a balanced view of the similarities, and di

Comedy, see Reardon 1969: 292 ff..

fferences, between the ideal novels and New
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fantasist, the author of Birds - in an ironic reference which then undercuts the
enterprise of more 'serious' utopianists such as Tambulus.316

However, their appropriation of Old Comedy may also have had much to do
with their ludic exposure of the fictionality of their work. Lucian's praise of
Aristophanes at VH 1.29 is clearly ironic, given that he has already alluded to
poets' license with the truth in the proem, and he is praising Aristophanes for the
truth of something which is obviously not true, but purely the figment of his
creative imagination (and anyway, he has already warned us not to believe
anything he says).3'7 A unique phenomenon in the VH, Lucian’s praise for the poet
is striking; after all, the narrator excoriates other authors (such as Herodotus and
Ctesias, VH 2.31) who are in fact far less liberal with the truth than Aristophanes
(although, the point here is surely that Aristophanes was not trying to pass off his
fantasy as fact...but more on this anon). By singling out Aristophanes for praise in
his capacity as a creator of fantasy worlds - in a work whose genesis is rooted in
the polemical criticism of many authors for their freedom with the truth, Lucian
must be pointing to the poet of Old Comedy as a key figure and authorial
accomplice in the game of literary lying.3:8

There are two levels of play here. At the primary level there is the joke
centred on the absurd idea that the comic poet Aristophanes could be cited as a
trustworthy witness or authority for anything. Lucian was not the only author to
extract comic or paradoxical value from the notion that Aristophanes - and
especially Aristophanes as author of Birds - was a reliable and trustworthy source.
In Athenaeus Deipn. 9. 398e-399a, the discussion at the dinner table turns to the
identity of the mysterious tetrax bird. Larensis, who is clearly the expert on the
subject, quotes in particular a reference to the tetrax bird in Aristophanes
Birds,3*9 and challenges the company to come up with any other references -
which they are unable to do. Larensis then produces a live specimen for the party,
which he says he acquired during his procuratorship in Moesia. Triumphantly, he
notes that there is no description of the bird available in Aristotle's Historia

Animalium, despite that author's erudition and the encyclopaedic (and costly)

315 Gee also di Gregorio 1968: 200, n.1; Romm 1994: 108; Stephens & Winkler 1995: 107.

Mo 113 N iy : ‘ e !
317 Puchs (1993: 231) observes that it 1s significant that Aristophanes is named in the narrative,
where we have been warned to reverse the truth-value of all statements. | v L

318 powersock (1994: 21) reads Lucian's praise of Aristophanes as 'an entirely plausible index of the

tastes and controversies of his time and, in particular, of the important relationship between

Aristophanes' theatre and the practitioners of fiction.'
"7 Birds 884.
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nature of the enterprise;32¢ he was glad to have had the authority of the poet
Aristophanes instead - that 'most solid of witnesses" Exaupov Eywy
EXEYYVWTATOV HAPTVPCL TOV XOplevTor’ Aprotoddun.321

As Braund notes, Larensis is 'playing with the notion of Aristophanes'
reliability, a notion readily defensible on lexical grounds, but at once also absurd
in the case of a comic poet.'322 The similarity with Lucian's joke at VH 1.29 is
striking; it may be inferred from both these allusions that the pepaideumenoi
enjoyed such games with Aristophanes' text. This sort of ludicity probably had its
roots in ancient secondary scholarship on Old Comedy, especially the hypotheses,
which declared that these plays did not have a 'true subject’ (ANVNg LrdVESLC),
but had a purely playful basis instead, e.g.:

ot uev obv g dpxaiag kopuwdiog mointal oby Lrodécewe dAndolc,
GAro  mondiog  ebtpamédov  yevbuevor {Mlwtol  Tovg  dydvac
ETMOLOLY.323

The poets of Old Comedy entered the competitions aspiring not to truthful
plots, but witty play.

This brings us to the secondary dynamic of the playful reference to
Aristophanes at VH 1.29, which has to do with this recognition of the fact that Old
Comedy did not prioritize truthfulness (in the sense of plots that were compatible
with reality), but in fact happily sacrificed it for the sake of comic wit and play.
This clearly strikes a chord with Lucian's admission in the proem that he is going
to abandon reality and even plausibility in the VH, a text which he says is designed

for pleasure and relaxation, rather than serious reading.324 By declaring himself to

320 According to Larensis, Alexander paid Aristotle eight hundred talents for his research on
animals (Deipn. 398 e).
2! Deipn. 398 e-f.

322 Braund 2000: 9.
323 Koster 1975: 7 11. 9-10, example quoted by Sidwell (2000: 139, n. 12), who translates: "The poets

of Old Comedy entered the contests as zealots not of truth, but of wit." Sidwell cites this as evidence
for the sort of comic scholarship to which the joke at VA 1.29 (the pretence that Aristophanes
belongs to the tradition of those who tell the truth) is related. Although he does not dis_cus_s the
particular episode involving the fefrax bird specifically (he does of course include it iq his list of
references in Athenaeus to Aristophanic comedy, p. 144), Sidwell concludes that Lucian's works
show a 'similar set of connections with the remains of comic scholarship' as Athenaeus.

324 gidwell (2000: 139-140) suggests that the language in VA 1.2, with its animadver?ion about
'riddling references' (qvikTon) to various lying writers and its declaration about the LtoBec1g of
the text, 'connects with remarks in the comic scholarship about the way in which t_he cgmedy of
invective was forced to abandon openness for enigma at a c.ertain stage." There is ewdenc;e_ to
suggest that poets of Old Comedy were constrained by civic rule(s to 'encoc_ie' their satirical
personal attacks (see Sidwell 2000: 139-140 with n. 13, where: he cites two gdlcts from Athens
which forbade open ridicule in this manner); in general‘, see Halliwell 1991. Lucian therefore gffers
a hermeneutic key to reading his text by evoking the discourse of Old (_?omc?dy, and scholarship on
Old Comedy: 'Lucian is telling us here that he expects us to know who is being referred to although
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be an 'honest' man in the narrative, Lucian identifies himself with the 'honest’
Aristophanes (1.29); this implies that his authorial activity in the VH is analogous
to that of Aristophanes when he wrote plays such as Birds. So what was
Aristophanes' particular contribution to fiction, and how does it fit in with what
Lucian, and indeed Diogenes, were doing?

Fuchs argues that the fantastic elements in Old Comedy were legitimized by
the atmosphere of comic chaos, with the accepted suspension of the normal rules,
which demanded compatibility with reality. 'Durch den satirisch-
gesellschaftskritischen Charakter der Komédie wird also ein Konsens mit dem
Publikum hergestellt, der es ihm ermoglicht, auch die surrealen Bestandteile zu
akzeptieren. Trugspiel und Metarealitit in der Komddie des Aristophanes kénnen
nur mit Hilfe eines solchen Konsenses funktionieren.'32s Modern literary theorists
tend to see this as an aspect of Bakhtin's 'carnival,' which "...celebrated temporary
liberation from the prevailing truth and from the established order.'326 However, it
is a two-way dynamic; the very fantasy in itself acts as a sort of pressure-release,
unburdening the audience of its commitment to the make-believe, and allowing all
to revel in the absurdity of the situations depicted on stage, regardless of how
'unrealistic' or implausible they are.327 Strabo's reaction to Antiphanes of Berge's
outrageous fantasy is instructive; his explorer’s log was so fantastic, that he clearly
did not expect to deceive anyone, and so the fiction could be enjoyed on its own
terms. By exposing the fictionality of his own work, Antiphanes won the right to
fictionalize to his heart's content:328 fantasy is closely associated with self-
conscious fictionality.329

0ld Comedy had an in-built tendency to expose its own fictionality. Poets of
Old and Middle Comedy show they are aware of the fictivity of their plots; witness
the querulous fragment of another Antiphanes, this time a poet of Middle Comedy,

which contains a complaint about the greater creative effort required to write

he has eschewed ovopcaoti Kopwdew (‘satirizing by name')." (Sidwell 2000: 140). Cf. n. 127 on
ULV TTOMOLL. X .
325 Buchs 1993: 231-232. On fantasy in Old Comedy, see Handley 1985: 379-384; for fantasy in
Aristophanic comedy in particular, see Dover 1972: 30-48; Moulton 1996: esp. 223 ff..

326 Gilk 2000: 76. N - P E PR | ,

327 Fuchs 1993: 232: 'Nach modernem Verstédndnis wird ein Text in seiner Flktlonalltat.akzeptlert,
wenn er als solcher von dem Rezipienten erkannt werden kann. Eine Legitimatlion auf diesem Weg
muf aber auch phantastische Inhalte miteinbeziehen, denn diese sind aufgrund ihrer Diskrepanz zur

Realitit eher leichter als erfunden zu erkennen als realistischere Texte.'

28 Cf. p. 145 ff.. ! '
A irnﬁitt (1996: 18): 'It is not simply that fantasy fictions are '‘presented’ as language: they are

e world of the literary fantastic...only exists as a literary construct. Literature more

language. Th .
it r aesthetic medium, reminds us that we understand, create and experience not only the

than any othe
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comedy, in contrast to the tragedians who simply inherit their plots from the
mythological tradition.33¢ Of course, the tragedians are highly self-conscious too,
but in the case of the comic poets, this self-awareness is accompanied by a ludic
and bathetic attitude, which manifests itself in a constant desire to expose the
fictionality of their work, to break the dramatic illusion, to let the audience 'in',
and involve them in the business of drama and theatre, which is not typical of
tragedy. The comic audience, in a sense, becomes the accomplice of the fictional
characters - becomes part of the drama - and conversely the drama becomes part
of extra-theatrical reality; one way or another, the boundaries demarcating both
worlds are rendered permeable.33t This rupturing of the dramatic illusion is
analogous to narrative metalepsis.

Old Comedy, therefore, was liberated from demands for 'reality’ by virtue of
its comic nature; this is arguably the reason why writers like Antonius Diogenes
and Lucian, who evidently desired to break free of the constrictions of plasmatic
fiction and write fantasy, evoke the discourse of Old Comedy in their work.
However, as Fuchs points out,332 Lucian in the VH has constructed a type of
legitimization for his fantastic material, which will stand up even without the
comic element; by advertising the 'mendacity' of his narrative to the reader in
advance, he presents a contract of fiction, which then exculpates him in advance
from the charge of mendacity as an author, and removes any sense of righteous
indignation from a reader who would seek a 'realistic' text. The reader who

undertakes to read these lies must do so knowingly and consentingly.

world around us but also the world of our dreams, desires and fears, in terms of the very language
we learn to articulate. Fantasy fiction simply brings this to the fore.' Cf. esp. p. 161, with n. 177.

3% Antiphanes fr. 191; see discussion by Handley (1985: 411-413), who connects the sentiment of
this fragment with Aristotle and Menander: 'his conception here of organically constructed comedy
about fictional people is closely akin to some of Aristotle's principles of dramatic composition, and
may have been influenced by them; it anticipates...what we find in Menander.' (413) Moulton 1996

connects the fragment with Aristophanes' aesthetic of novelty (xa1voTng).

33! This happens especially in the parabasis. For a discussion of the parabasis, and of the 'rupture
of dramatic illusion' in Aristophanes' comedy general see Dover 1972: 49-65. Recent studies on
metatheatre in Greek comedy include Bain 1977: 208 ff.; Chapman 1983. Taplin (1996) conducts a
synkrisis of fifth-century comedy and tragedy using theatrical self-reference, or me.tatheatre, as a
touchstone; one of his conclusions (1996: 26-27) is that they differ markedl)lz in the sortoof
behaviour they elicit respectively from the audience: "The inat;tivity of the audience is...a vital
prerequisite of the tragic experience... The audience of comedy is, on the othe_r hand, allowed, and'
encouraged, to express its response by laughter, qnd to interrupt th(_ﬁ play when it is moved to do so.
He suggests that the more passive conduct that is (geqerally) typical of the tragic chorus, and the
more active role played by its comic counterpart (especially in the first half of Fhe play), may reflect
the behaviour expected of the audience. We should falso remember ‘tt'lat the audience f’f Old Comfedy
was responsible for a certain amount of interpretation and reco’grptlon (e.g. of comlcal‘ and topical
allusions, disguised satirical attacks etc.; cf. n. 324);_ therefore.lt is perhaps als_o to be inferred that
the VH demands from its readers an interaction and interpretative process that is analogous to what

Old Comedy required of its audience.
32 Fuchs 1993: 252.
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CONCLUSION

I have examined in detail the complex theoretical nexus evoked by Lucian
intertextually in his proem, and its programmatic importance for the narrative of
the VH. 1 have explored the ways in which the VH reveals its own self-
consciousness as fiction, reflecting Lucian's interest in the dynamics of fictionality
itself, and appealing to an implied readership of pepaideumenoi, who were
expecting playful theoretical and cerebral stimulation from Lucian's fiction.333
Finally, T have explored the common ground the VH shares with other
sophisticated works of prose fiction of roughly the same era.

The question of the genre of the VH is not straightforward — something that
should hardly surprise us, given Lucian’s proudly professed talent for literary
innovation and hybridization. Attempts have been made to fit the VH into the
category of the novel; Reardon, for example, proposes that we ought to expand our
sense of what a novel is, in order to accommodate works, such as the VH, that
don’t quite seem to ‘fit in’.334 Well-meaning as such attempts are, they are, I feel,
misguided; we do not need any explicit ancient handbook, theory or definition, to
tell us what is clear from the texts themselves - that the authors of our five fully
extant Greek novels perceived themselves to be working within a distinctive
generic framework, with varying degrees of liberty and knowingness. Presumably,
Lucian could have played this game, had he wanted to; he is no exclusus amator of
the romance genre, however, and Bowie is right to exclude the VH from this

category.335 I see no reason why we should feel uncomfortable about this; as

33 Morgan (1991: 90) makes the important observation that the implied reader of Heliodorus'
Aithiopika, 'while highly literate and alive to nuance, is clearly expecting emotional rather than
cerebral or theoretical stimulation.' This is a judicious corrective to the sometimes over-ambitious
tendency to attribute post-modernist concerns to ancient authors. Lucian, however, makes it quite
clear that the implied reader of the V'H can expect intellectual stimulation and amusement from this
text (VH 1. 1-2).

34 Reardon’s justification of the inclusion of the V'H in his Collected Ancient Greek Novels is
telling (1989: 620): ‘The claim of this piece to inclusion in the present volume may be thought
tenuous, but the novel, or romance — prose fiction — cannot be confined too fine, in antiquity or any
other age.’ Laird (1993: 154) prefers the label ‘prose fiction’ to more traditional labels, sgch as
‘novel’ and ‘romance’, as it does not carry the implication that these texts are quite so
homogeneous. ' |

335 Bowie (1994: 189fF.) discusses novelistic elements in the Life of Apollonius of Tyana; among the
reasons for not classifying it as a novel, he includes the parodic treatment of some novelistic rponfs
(e.g. pirates); no sub-plots - the work gets its coherence not from narrative structure, as in the
novels, but from its central character; absence of theme of eros (except in a negative form). A!I of
these factors are relevant to the VH also. See also Swain (1999a: 8): .‘As a work of sugtamed
narrative, True Histories could well be described as a novel. Yet there i1s no characterlzat_lon, no
developed focus on named persons, and it is perhaps better not so called, however convenient the

label may be.’
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Morgan astutely notes, all novels are fiction, but not all fictions are novels.336
There is enough evidence to show that there was a distinct category of ancient
fiction, whose interests were different from those of the love romances. This
category shows close affinities with the interrelated genres of historiography, the
explorer’s log, and paradoxography. Fictional texts such as the Wonders beyond
Thule, the mendacious narrative of Antiphanes of Berge, and the VH represent
ludic experiments with the conventions of these genres, exploiting and elaborating
long-implicit metaphors for fiction, such as the sea-voyage, Thule, even possibly
the moon. The revisionist fictions of Ptolemy Chennus, ‘Dictys’ and ‘Dares’, which
share a similar playful and experimental attitude in their mixing of the discourses
of fact and fiction, can also be included here.

There is, however, still a difference between these works, and the VH.
Lucian announces his work metatextually, as jocular, experimental and
intellectually challenging — something that will divert and amuse, but also
stimulate his learned readers. We must not forget that the readers of the VH were
readers of other types of contemporary fiction too. The cerebral and imaginative
delights of the VH are a joy in themselves, but the thoroughly intertextual and
hypertextual nature of this text also invites us to apply its implicit games and
‘practical theory’ to our reading of other fictions. Lucian’s striking formulation of a
contract of fictionality, and his enigmatic adumbration of a theory of fiction,
provide us with insight on the rules within which other contemporary authors of
fiction were playing t00.337 The VH is liminal; it belongs and plays on the margins
of ancient fiction. Where else but on the margins can you play on both sides of the

fence?

3% Morgan 1993: 176. ‘
37 gwain 1999a: 32: ‘...anyone interested in the novel must pay attention also to other types of

prose fiction in the same period. True Histories is the best of the rest...".
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GENERAL CONCLUSION

FICTION ON THE EDGE: ANCIENT METAFICTION?

T would argue that metafictional practice has become particularly
prominent in the fiction of the last twenty years. However, to draw exclusively
on contemporary fiction would be misleading, for, although the term
‘metafiction' might be new, the practice is as old (if not older) than the novel
itself.' (Waugh 1984: 5)

I do not like the word 'conclusion'. A word which has its roots in the
notions of synthesis and shutting down no doubt has its place in scholarship -
we need places where we can stop, rest, and survey - but it seems objectionable
nonetheless - as if one were sealing the delightful pot of ideas with a sepulchral,
scholarly lid. Beginnings and ends are liminal spaces, and now that I have
reached the end of this thesis, I prefer to use this space, not so much to
conclude the thoughts that have evolved over the preceding chapters, but rather
as a threshhold to launch out onto new horizons - liminal and ever-shifting
goals in themselves.

I would hazard a guess that Lucian himself regarded boundaries with
some antipathy; he consciously flouts them, plays along their edges, and refuses
to be hemmed in. In dealing with works like the Philopseudes, Toxaris and
Verae Historiae, I have emphasized repeatedly the need to advance beyond the
notion that the marginality of Lucian's fiction is a drawback, a critical problem.
We are dealing here with an author who proclaims proudly that he has evolved
a new hybrid literary genre. Clearly, this is not an author who is preoccupied
with fitting into neatly squared categories; to find fault with him over this is to
miss a crucial point, namely that Lucian's work embraces, revels in liminality,
in terms of discourse (truth, lies, fiction...) as well as genre. This liminality is
itself reified in the structure of the works I have examined, for example, in the
professed hypertextuality of the VH, and the paradoxical identity of its narrator
with an author who denies him; in the dialogue form of the Philops. and Tox.,
in the nesting of stories within this dialogue frame, and in the multiple

onances between authorial, narratorial, and narrated narratorial voices.
and self-reflexivity of these works is itself

diss

The intense self-consciousness
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liminal. All this liminality is by design, not accident, and we surely owe it to this
supremely self-conscious artist to explore his designs, not disdain them.

One of the points which I have suggested that we can extract from the
liminality of the Philops., Tox. and VH is that it implies, or reflects, the fact that
fiction, fiction-writing and fiction-reading is itself a liminal discourse,
inasmuch as it is always dialogic, relying on a two-way contract of
understanding between the author and reader, and involving a constant
interplay between belief and non-belief. Another idea, which I would like to
float now, is that this almost pathological liminality points to these works'
status, not only as self-conscious fiction, but actually as metafiction.

The terms 'self-conscious fiction' and 'metafiction' are related, but
distinct; plainly put, whereas self-consciousness is a prerequisite for all
metafiction, not all self-conscious fiction evolves into metafiction.! The term
‘metafiction' belongs to modern literary theory, and seems to have been coined
by the post-modernist novelist and critic, William H. Gass, in 1970.2
Metafiction is liminal fiction par excellence, as it both constructs and exposes
its own fictionality, embodies both creation and criticism, and is therefore
concerned with itself, with other fictions, and even extra-literary matters.
Robert Scholes' definition of metafiction as 'a border-line territory between
fiction and criticism' demonstrates the liminality that is inherent in this meta-
genre quite clearly.3

So, do Lucian's self-conscious fictions qualify as metafiction? Patricia
Waugh elucidates the term more fully: 'Metafiction is a term given to fictional
writing which self-consciously and systematically draws attention to its status
as an artefact in order to pose questions about the relationship between fiction
and reality. In providing a critique of their own methods of construction, such
writings not only examine the fundamental structures of narrative fiction, they

also explore the possible fictionality of the world outside the literary fictional

I According to Waugh (1984: 5), ' ..metafiction is a tendency or function inherent in all novels‘.';
even though only some novels qualify as full-scale 'metafictions’, very many n(?vels contqm
metafictional elements, such as reflections on their own ontology and cgnstructlgn - a point
scholars such as Morgan (1993) and Laird (1993) have demonstrated admirably with regard to
the ancient novel. . ) _ . JEdEs ir

2 Gass (1970: 24-5): 'There are metatheorems in rpathematlcs land loglc', ethics has its llngl-JlSt[C
oversoul, everywhere lingos to converse about lingos are ben?g contrived, and the case is no
different in the novel. I don't mean merely those drfearlly predictable pieces about writers who
are writing about what they are writing, but those, like some of the work of Borges, Barth, and
Flann O'Brien, for example, in which the forms of fiction serve as the material upon ‘wmclh
further forms can be imposed. Indeed, many of the so-called antinovels are really metafictions.

* Scholes 1995: 21.
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text... they all explore a theory of fiction through the practice of writing
fiction.'s

The distinction is subtle, but crucial. While contemporary writers such as
Achilles Tatius and Longus especially were certainly writing self-conscious
fiction, the dynamic of Lucian’s work is clearly different from theirs. Lucianic
narrative fiction advances beyond the ludic and self-conscious construction of
fictional worlds, into a more distanced, critical, and speculative exploration of
the dynamics of fictionality itself; it is more than self-conscious, it is quasi-
theoretical, and is therefore more precisely described by the term metafiction.
Lucian’s fiction, as well as displaying the familiar traits of literary self-
consciousness, is also philosophical and epistemological - concerned with how
we know things.5 We might recall how the fictions in the Nav. and Philops.
evoke reflections on extra-literary concerns, such as the fictionality of
philosophical thinking, and the nature of truth and lies. In the VH, by revealing,
parodically, the textual and fictional nature of historiography, which was
traditionally regarded as a truthful discourse, Lucian implies that 'truth’ is
always, potentially, a fictional construct; Andrew Laird has recently argued that
Lucian problematizes the fictionality inherent in philosophy in the VH as well.®
In many ways - this is merely a summary - Lucian's metafiction, like the
modern counterparts which Waugh discusses, embodies commentary, not just
on the nature of fiction itself, but on the fictionality inherent in extra-literary
discourses and modes of thought as well.

I have demonstrated the many ways in which Lucian's fictions draw
attention to their own status as artefacts in the preceding chapters, with an
array of self-conscious and self-reflexive techniques, including intertextuality,
authorial intrusion, mise en abyme, and metalepsis. Metalepsis is especially
interesting, and particularly important to metafiction, as it involves the
breaking of 'frames', making us aware that we, as extra-literary readers, might
also be characters within some broader frame, being read even as we read, and
positing the disturbing hypothesis that extra-literary 'reality’ - Life - might itself
be a fiction, a great narrative, escape from which is remote, unless we too can

manage some extraordinary mental and metafictional leap which might provide

4 Waugh 1984: 2.
5 On the philosophical aspects of fiction, see Prado 1984,

6 Laird 2003.
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us - the diegetic characters - with a glimpse 'outside the box' at the fiction of
our own lives.”

What is going on here? As Waugh points out, this concept of the
inescapability of the text may reflect the artist's grasping after new means to
transcend his or her own medium, and the restrictions of language. Waugh is,
of course, discussing the modern phenomenon of metafiction only, but her
remarks are suggestive for ancient fiction too, and I quote her in full. "The
present increased awareness of "meta" levels of discourse and experience is
partly a consequence of an increased social and cultural self-consciousness.
Beyond this, however, it also reflects a greater awareness within contemporary
culture of the function of language in constructing and maintaining our sense of
everyday "reality". The simple notion that language passively reflects a
coherent, meaningful and "objective" world is no longer tenable. Language is an
independent, self-contained system which generates its own "meanings". Its
relationship to the phenomenal world is highly complex, problematic and
regulated by convention. "Meta" terms, therefore, are required in order to
explore the relationship between this arbitrary linguistic system and the world
to which it apparently refers. In fiction they are required in order to explore the
relationship between the world of the fiction and the world outside the
fiction...In literary fiction it is...possible only to "represent" the discourses of
that world. Yet, if one attempts to analyse a set of linguistic relationships using
those same relationships as the instruments of analysis, language soon becomes
a "prisonhouse" from which the possibility of escape is remote. Metafiction sets
out to explore this dilemma.'8

Before we are too hasty to dismiss the possibility that these post-

modernist concerns might be a contingency in the minds of authors in the

7 The disturbing framing of 'realities', featuring especially the collapse of aniﬁcigl realities, has
been popular as a major premiss of recent science fiction films. In Robocop (directed by Paul
Verhoeven, 1987) and Total Recall (also directed by Paul Verhoeven, 1990; based on the short
story, ‘We can remember it for you wholesale’, by Philip K. Dick)', the cent-ral F:hara(':ter
discovers that his personal life is an artificial construct — a programme implanted in his brain -
which he must ‘unlearn’, while simultaneously ‘relearning’ his former ‘true’ }1fe, thereby
reclaiming his true identity. No such comfort exists fpr the human charagters of Th.e Matrix
(directed by Andy and Larry Wachowski, 1999), who discover th‘at human life and reality as we
know it is an artificial computer-generated programme, to which all humans are con.nected.
Disconnection from the matrix in this case means, not lanamnésr‘s of' an older reality, ‘but
disjunction from everything one has ever known, and being launc‘h‘ed into the true, horrible
reality against which one has been anaesthetized gll glong. Peter Weir’s film: The Truman :S‘!f.'ow
(1998), albeit of a different genre, explore.s’smllar ideas as well, Iwhuch have particular
relevance for the generation of ‘reality television’. On 'frame-breaking' as an integral part of

metafiction, see Waugh 1984: 28-34.
S Waugh 1984: 3-4.
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second century A.D., we might recall the increasing synthesis of pictorial and
textual representation in authors like Longus, Achilles Tatius, and Lucian
himself - in what appears to be an attempt to forge some sort of transcendent
language of artistic expression.? There is a sense here that these sophistic
masters of language, trained to capture the pictorial in the textual, trained to
filter and interpret the world around them in terms of the literary, the
rhetorical, the textual, were beginning to feel haunted by the paranoia that
everything is fictional, everything is text. 1 Even in the literature of the ancient
imperial era, then, there does indeed seem to have been some direct connection
between the literary self-consciousness of such writers, and their metaleptic
problematization of the restrictions of their own artistic medium, now
traditionally regarded as post-modernist.

We should not be excessively surprised by this, either. Of any time period
in antiquity, the Second Sophistic was the era most likely to engender such self-
conscious and self-exploratory metafiction. Characterised by self-conscious
retrospectivity and hypertextuality, this was, in some ways, itself an era of
meta-culture, at least in literary and artistic spheres, and it seems to be a
natural progression that literature that is to a large extent predicated upon, and
therefore intimately concerned with, other literature, should generate and
contain self-reflexive speculation on its own creation processes. One of the
reasons why Lucian is such a crucial figure for the modern scholar of ancient
fiction, is that, as a self-conscious author and a practical theoretician — a
metafictionist, composing his fictions from the edge — he renders these
processes explicit.

What, then, are the new directions into which some of the theories I have
propounded in this thesis might take us? Clearly, the claim that a concept of
fiction did not exist in antiquity is no longer tenable. It is time to consider
seriously the existence of metafiction in antiquity, perhaps best viewed as
sprung from a dynamic within the genre of narrative prose fiction and the novel
itself.1 If the richness of ideas yielded by Lucian’s ‘un-canonical’ fiction shows

us anything, it is that we must now look increasingly towards the ‘edges’ of

? See Chapter 3, n. 262; cf. Zeitlin 1990, esp. p. 430 ft.. ' |
1 We might remember here Petonius’ ironization of Encolpius, the scholasticus and

mythomaniac narrator of the Satyrica, who filters his low-life experiences through the prism of

high literature and myth; see Conte 1996: 1-36.
'l See Waugh (1984: 14): ©...metafiction is not so much a sub-genre of the novel as a tendency

within the novel which operates through exaggeration of the tensions and oppositions inhf:rent in
all novels: of frame and frame-break, of technique and counter-technique, of construction and

deconstruction of illusion.’
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ancient fiction, where we will discover an intellectualization of fiction, with
speculation, not only on the nature of fiction itself, but how it relates to issues
such as truth, philosophy, and even cultural identity; the fiction of sophistic
writers like Dio and Philostratus, especially, require this sort of critical
attention in their own right. Furthermore, works such as the Philopseudes and
Toxaris suggest that a connection between metafiction and the sub-genre of the
short story may have been crystallizing at this time — perhaps an interesting
example of form mirroring content?2

I spoke of the ill-favoured connotations of the word 'conclusion'; terms
such as 'metafiction’, as well as terms like 'Second Sophistic', and 'post-
modernism', are also somewhat objectionable, because they imply a
phenomenon that is epigonic, belated, derivative, self-involved and therefore
exhausted.'s (Sometimes, the scholar too - a meta-specialist in his or her own
right - might wish to transcend language!) We should guard against these
connotations. Metafiction need not imply the exhaustion or 'death' of fiction
(anymore than a conclusion need imply the end). With the value of hindsight,
we can now see that reports of the death of the modern novel were greatly
exaggerated; in antiquity too, the genre continued to flourish, even as Lucian

composed his metafiction; Heliodorus, for example, was yet to come. It might

24 g, learly, the large scale narrative suits the aims of the novelist, who wishes to ‘capture’ and
encapsulate a fictional world, populated by fictional characters with the all the details of their
fictional lives — each one a potential ‘novel’ in microcosm; the aims of the short story are
different, and this is reflected in the comparative brevity of form. The smaller scale seems to be
particularly well suited to metafiction especially, for reasons which Scholes explains: ‘When
extended, metafiction must either lapse into a more fundamental mode of fiction or risk losing
all fictional interest in order to maintain its intellectual perspectives. The ideas that govern
fiction assert themselves more powerfully in direct proportion to the length of a fictional work.
Metafiction, then, tends toward brevity because it attempts, among other things, to assault or
transcend the laws of fiction — an undertaking which can only be achieved from within fictional

form.” (Scholes 1979: 114) | _
13 See Waugh’s essay, ‘What is metafiction and why are they saying such awful things about it?’

(Waugh 1984: 1-19), esp. p. 7 ff..

207



be timely here to recall my analogy between self-consciousness in fiction, and
the attainment of self-conscious cognition in adolescence; what has

traditionally been viewed as an end may in fact represent the beginning of

maturity, and an awakening to new possibilities within oneself.
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APPENDIX I: 'THE SORCERER'S APPRENTICE'*
(Philops. 33-36)

There has been a great deal of speculation over whether Lucian could have
invented the sort of stories we find in the Philops., and in this context, the tale of
‘The Sorcerer's Apprentice' presents some particular problems. Although parallels
of a general nature may be found for individual motifs within the story, as an
organic tale in ancient Graeco-Roman literature, it is apparently unique:
'L'histoire de l'apprenti-sorcier...est isolée dans la littérature antique malgré

quelques rapprochements téméraires....* Even Bompaire, who believed that

Lucian was, in general, using handbooks of marvels (mept dovpociowv) as a

source for his material in the Philops., tentatively suggested that this particular
tale might have been Lucian's own invention.2
Schwartz, noting the apparently unique nature of the motif of the animated

pestle in Lucian's story, thought that it might be a parody of animated statues, like

the little clay mopedpog in Philops. 14.3 He observes the reference to an animated

pestle in Philopatris 4 (which clearly recalls the passage from the Philops.) but
discounts it on the grounds that the authorship of this work is suspect (even
though it is included in the Lucianic corpus in six of the manuscripts, it probably
dates to the Byzantine era, tenth century, or later).# Unable to cite an exact

precedent for the motif, therefore, Schwartz refers instead to its Nachleben, when

* | wish to record here my gratitude to Dr. Daniel Ogden, for his generosity in sharing his thoughts
with me about this story, and in permitting me to see his unpublished work on the subject, which I
read after this Appendix had been written. Happily, we have both, independently of one another,
arrived at similar conclusions about several details (especially the connection with the Setne tale).
In revising this Appendix, I am very pleased to acknowledge my debt to Daniel, where his research

has enriched my own.

!'Caster 1937: 333.
> Bompaire 1958: 457 ff. (esp. 459); see also 695; Jones 1986: 49. More recently, Ogden

(forthcoming) suggests that the tale is linked to the 'tradition of Greek narratives of magic and
initiation', such as ps.-Thessalus of Tralles' De virtutibus herbarum (either first or fourth century
A.D.) 1-28, where the author explains how he acquired his .knowledge of r?u?dicine, and ps.-
Democritus' (possibly first century A.D.) account of his training in the art of medicine.

3 gchwartz 1951: 57 'La littérature magique ancienne ne connait rien de tel et I'on peut se demander
s'il n'y a pas ici une parodie des statuettes animées par un ﬂdps‘Bpog comme au par. 14." | dv:') not,
however, agree with Schwartz that the clay cupid is a 'parody’; it 5 based on a real element in the
practice of magic in antiquity, the magician's 'demon helper,' or Tdpedpog. See p. 213 and n. 45

below. |
“ On the manuscript tradition for the

authorship of this work, see Reinach 190 |
an allusion to Philops. 13 in the Phi!opar.ms., se
saint Paul est faite en termes qui sont une imitation

Philopatris, see Macleod 1987: xvil. On the date and
2. Helm 1927: 1755, and more recently Baldwin 1982. For
e Reinach 1902: 101 'l'allusion a la rencontre avec
évidente du Philopseudeés (chap. XIII).'
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it is manifested as the golem in medieval Jewish literature, for example, and in
later fairy stories, which feature analogous transformations.5

He did not develop his theory any further, however, and it was left to
Anderson to argue that Lucian did indeed have the means to invent the tale from
his own resources.6 Following Schwartz's lead, Anderson insisted that Lucian
could have developed his animated pestle as a variation on the animated clay
cupid at Philops. 14 ('Lucian has only to twist the basic motif in the tale of Chrysis
and Glaucias'),” or the walking statue at Philops. 21.8 These are the most obvious
models; he also cites at considerable length various others, some of which are less
than convincing. For example, he compares Eucrates' animation of the pestle to
the motif of sculpting lifelike figures out of inanimate rock at Somnium 3, noting
that both Lucian's apprenticeship as a sculptor, and Eucrates' as a sorcerer, end in
disaster, as they each split the object they are plying in two.? Then again, there is
the sword that is left to slay the tyrant on its own, just as Pancrates leaves the
pestle to do its housework (Tyrann. 2); monkeys in human clothing (Pisc. 36); and
a variety of autonomous utensils, such as the runaway household appliances at
Sat. 23, or the self-replenishing cups at VH 2.14.1° On the strength of these
internal parallel motifs, he asserts confidently that 'There is not even the slightest
element in this story...that Lucian could not have supplied for himself."

However, Anderson's approach, which involved dissecting the story in order
to isolate and extract recognisable themes and motifs, does violence to the organic
unity, not only of the 'Sorcerer's Apprentice' tale itself, but also to the stories in the
'‘parallel' passages he used. Some of these 'parallels' are also intrinsically
problematic. Despite the arguable presence of the Hesiodic proverb in both
stories,'? the connection between the 'Sorcerer's Apprentice', and Lucian's tale of
his own misfortunes as a sculptor's apprentice, is tenuous. The connection with

the performing monkeys in Pisc. 36 is also negligible, since the only common

* Schwartz 1951: 57. He does not elucidate which fairy stories he has in mind. On the golem
(meloG), the android of Jewish tradition, which was brought to life by the use of holy names (an
idea connected with the creative power of words in the Sefer Yezirah), see Encyclopaedia Judaica
7.753-756 and Collins 1993.

® Anderson 1976b: 28-30.

7 Anderson 1976b: 29. . .
8 Anderson does not, however, attribute any parodic intention to Lucian here, as Schwartz did (see

n. 3 above).
? Anderson's case for making a parallel here rests largely on his argument that the Hesiodic proverb

&pyM...Hutov awtég (WD 40) is perceptible in both passages (Somn. 3 &pym O TOoL MULoL
nowtdg; Philops. 36: €€ Muioelog Ye); see Anderson 1976b: 30.

19 This last comparsion is also made by Stengel 1911: 61. i |
' Anderson 1976b: 30, where he adduces the story's climactic position as further justification to the

claim that it is Lucian's own synthesis.
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featur.e is that both the monkeys and the pestle are dressed up in human clothing,
and bidden to behave in a manner that is unnatural to them, but the all-important
elements of magic and reversal are absent from the Pisc. passage. Finally, the
motif of the self-replenishing cups at VH 2.14 is rooted not in magic, but in the
topos of Golden Age imagery.3

Despite these difficulties, Anderson's study represented an important new
departure in Lucianic scholarship, by reclaiming for Lucian a degree of creative
autonomy, in the wake of Bompaire's rather reductive approach. However, more
recent studies (including Anderson's subsequent work) have speculated mainly on
the possibility that Lucian was influenced by folklore here. Among the modern
folklore parallels that have been canvassed for this story are AT Type 325:
‘Apprentice and Ghost/ The Magician and his Pupil’, Christiansen 3020:
'Inexperienced Use of the Black Book'4 and AT Type 1174: 'Making a Rope of
Sand'.’5 Intriguing ancient parallels have been posited, too. I have already
mentioned the idea that particular motifs from the VH and Tox. have resonances
with near-eastern folklore, especially the ancient folklore of India, the stories of
Sindbad the sailor, and the 'Birth Stories of Buddha', or the Jatakas.®¢ This
tradition may well be significant for the Philops. too. Jennifer Hall, for example,
has pointed out the similarity between the motif of the animated pestle in Lucian's
'Sorcerer's Apprentice' story, and the motif in tale no.186 from the Jatakas, where
a magical axe performs services for its owner at his command,'” drawing attention

to Lucian's Syrian backround for the possibility that he may have had 'childhood

2 See n. 9 above.

15 Hall (1981: 352) interprets this detail as a parody of a 'Comic Utopia', such as we find in
Athenaeus Deipn. 6. 267e-270a (a passage quoted from Crates' comedy The Wild Animals, which
features self-washing cups, self-filling ladles, and other automatic household items, which wait on
humans in a manner similar to Pancrates' pestle.) Georgiadou & Larmour (1998: 193) follow
Stengel and Anderson in comparing these cups to the pestle in the 'Sorcerer's Apprentice'; they cite
also the miraculous dinner which the Indian sages arrange at Philostratus ¥4 3.27. Pancrates' pestle,
however, is an android, not an automaton as in these examples: see Davis 1957: | ff.. On parodic
utopian elements in the VH, see Nesselrath 1993.

4 Christiansen 1958: 28 ff.. See Felton 1999: 122 n. 6. For Lucian's use of folklore themes in the
Philops., see Bompaire 1958: 457-460, and Anderson 1976b: 24-30.

'* Anderson 2000: 103ff.

16 Motifs in the VH such as the sea of milk (VH 2.3), the giant seabird and the giant whale are
reminiscent of elements in the adventures of Sindbad the sailor, a tale which goes back to an Indian
story of some antiquity; see Coulter 1926: esp. 39ff.; Schenda 1965, and Hall 1981: 571 ff. (n. 49),
who also carefully cites parallels from Greek literature. Toxaris' final narrative (Tox.61) contains
the motif of 'Intaphernes' wife's choice' (similar motif at Dea Syria 18), which is attested in Greek
literature at Hdt. 3.119, and Sophocles Ant. 905-912, but there are also parallels from India in the
Ramayana and the Jatakas, and from Persia (cf. Chapter 2, p. | 14 with n. 157).

'7 Hall 1981: 347, n. 49. For translations of these texts, see Beswick 1995.
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reminiscences' of such folktales.'® The particularly Egyptian setting of Lucian's
tale has led others to seek a model in the literature of that land, and Anderson, in a
more recent study, cites as a 'genuine native Egyptian predecessor' the tale of
Naneferkaptah.'9 This is indeed a striking parallel, but a much stronger case needs
to be made in support of the connection.

The tale which involves the prince Naneferkaptah is part of a cycle known as
the Stories of Setne Khamwas.2° There are two stories in the cycle, Setne I and
Setne II, which were both written in Demotic. The handwriting on the papyrus
which records Setne I is datable to the Ptolemaic period, and the Setne IT papyrus
can be dated to the Roman era. 2t Setne I involves the eponymous Prince Setne's
desire to retrieve a book of magic that had been written by Thoth. This book had
been stolen from Thoth by a prince called Naneferkaptah, who lived long before
Setne's time, but took the book to the grave with him. Setne, in turn, tries to steal
the book from Naneferkaptah's tomb, a transgression which brings the dead man
back to life, and the two princes, both powerful magicians, engage in a contest of
skills, until finally Setne is defeated.22

There are several points of comparison here with Lucian's story. The contest
between the two magicians perhaps finds resonance in the competitive vying
between the apprentice and his master in Eucrates' account.23 The locations
specitied for both stories are the same, ie. Memphis and Coptos.24 Most intriguing,
however, is the account of how Naneferkaptah actually retrieved Thoth's book in
the first place. He had been informed by a priest that the book was buried

underwater at Coptos in several chests of precious material, guarded by six miles

'* Hall 1981: 573. She points out that these tales were popular among Buddhists in western India,
where Greeks settled after Alexander's conquests, and were apparently well-known by the end of
the third century B.C..

' Anderson 2000: 104-5.

Y The text is translated, with notes, by Lichtheim 1980: 125-151. .
I Setne 1 is preserved in the Cairo Museum Papyrus No. 30646 (with some pages lost); _Seme Ilis
preserved on the verso of the British Museum Papyrus No. 604 (large portions of this are also
missing). See Lichtheim 1980: 125f..

** Setne I is translated in Lichtheim 1980: 127-138. )
3 Philops. 35: T00T0 EY® TEVL ECTOLAAKMG OLK Elyov dmwe Expddorut mop’ obtov:
EBACKAULVE YOp, KOLTOL TPOG TA GLAACL TPOY EPOTATOG WV. |

' Eucrates sails to Coptos to hear the famous sunrise salutation of Memnon's statue (Ph:/_ops. 33),
and Pancrates is from Memphis (Philops. 34); in the Egyptian story, Na_meferkeptah hgm_self is
reported to have acquired the magical book originally from Coptos, and his tomb (conta'mmg t!le
book) is located at Memphis. Of course, Memphis and .Coptos.were two of the main togrl?t
attractions in Egypt in Roman times (the trend for Egyptian tourism burgeoned under Ha(:‘lrlaps
reign: Bernand & Bernand 1960: 165). Anderson, however, warns that we shoulld not dlsmlss
Eucrates' account of his visit to the Colossus of Memnon '?15 a lpurely decorative det.al_l throwp in to
emphasize Eucrates' credulous outlook', speculating thaF it might represent a \.zestfgzal allusion to
another version of the folktale, where the magician, having reversed the spell, is himself turned to

stone (Anderson 2000 104, with n. 7).

212



of scorpions, snakes and other reptiles, and also an 'eternal serpent’. After a four
day sojourn with the priests at the Temple of Isis at Coptus, Naneferkaptah orders
some pure wax to be brought to him, moulds a boat and crew out of it, utters a
spell, and brings them to life. Sailing out into the waters in this vessel, after three
days, he reaches the location where the book is buried. He throws some sand out
onto the water before him, and a gap forms in the river. Casting a restraining spell
over the six miles of reptiles and other nasties, he turns to fight the eternal serpent
and kills it - but it comes to life again. Naneferkeptah kills it a second time, with
the same result. On his third attempt, however, having killed the serpent, he cuts it
in two, and separates the pieces with sand. This does the trick, and the serpent
finally expires.

Anderson makes a rather weak case for a resemblance between the two, on
the strength merely of the presence of the water element in both stories, and the
reference to magical books;?5 the resonance is clearly more profound. Isis is
mentioned in connection with magical exploits in both stories, and the adventure
in both cases is preceded by a trip over water.26 Both stories contain an account of
how a magician animates inanimate material; in Naneferkaptah's case, it is the
ship and crew from wax, whereas in Lucian's tale, Pancrates animates the famous
pestle or broom to do the work of a servant.2” Naneferkaptah's struggle with the
eternal serpent bears resemblance to Eucrates' panicked efforts to control the
animated pestle, and the same motif of cutting the object in two appears in both.

Is this coincidence, then, or are we justified in supposing that Lucian could
have been familiar with this Egyptian tale? Setne II, the second tale in the cycle,
continues the story of Setne's adventures after his death.2® His son, Si-Osire,
guides him to the underworld, where he witnesses the blissful rewards for those
who were just in life, and the everlasting punishment of sinners. Obviously, this

tale had absorbed elements of Greek origin, such as the central theme of a living

25 Anderson 2000: 104f.; but his claim that Naneferkaptah starts a flood with one of the spells from
Thoth's book is incorrect. Anderson notes that 'Egyptian magic in the narrative tradition does a
good deal of water engineering, citing as examples the Old Testament story where Moses parts the
waters of the the Red Sea (Exodus 14. 21-29; one might also include here the miracle of the spring
of water struck from the rock by Moses' rod at Exodus 17. 5ff.), and also the aquatic feats of the Old
Kingdom magicians Djadja-em-ankh and Djedi in the Westcar'Papyrus (Anderson 2000: IQS).
Djadja-em-ankh parts the waters of a lake to retrieve the turqumse‘pendant .Of one pf the rowing
girls in King Snefru's party (see Lichtheim 1973: 216-7 'Tl_le Bo:atmg Party'). Djedi floods a c'iry
channel in order to make it navigable for King Khufu (see Lichtheim 1973: 217-220 'The Magician

Diedi', esp. p. 219). : : : :
26JAnclers.lzranp(2000: 104) notes that in several of the versions of this tale (including modern folkore

arallels), the adventure is preceded by a trip on water, or it arises out of one. _
% Isis and magic: Philops. 34; Animation of broom or pestle: Philops. 35. For the symbolism of the

broom in antiquity, see Davis 1957.
28 Lichtheim 1980: 138-151.
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person's visit to the underworld (like the katabaseis of Orpheus or Odysseus), and
the description of particular types of punishment (the 'Sisyphean' task of plaiting
ropes which are always being consumed at the other end by donkeys; or people
who are, in the mode of Tantalus, prevented from reaching the food and drink that
is suspended above them, by the pits that are being dug by others at their feet).29
Lichtheim unequivocally endorses the possibility of interchange between the two
literary cultures. 'The presence of Greek motifs in Setne I is one of the many
testimonies to the intermingling of Egyptian and Greek cultures in Greco-Roman
Egypt. As the known materials bearing on this phenomenon are more intensively
studied, and as new sources come to light, the symbiosis of the two peoples and
their cultural syncretism will become ever more tangible.'se

In fact, one can cite more Egyptian parallels for the 'Sorcerer's Apprentice.'

Reitzenstein called attention to Papyrus Berolinensis 1, 101ff., where a doipwy
napedpog receives orders from its master that recall the tasks assigned by

Pancrates to the animated pestle: Top d€pet, LOWpP PEpeL.3t More recently still, in

his masterful study of magic and magicians in the Graeco-Roman world, Matthew
Dickie cites the story about a well-known Egyptian magician called Pases. Pases
possessed a demi-obel, which he could magically retrieve again every time he
spent it.32 By means of magical incantations, he could also conjure out of thin air
expensive dinners along with waiters to serve them, and make them vanish again,
as necessary. The resonances with the Lucianic tale are tantalizing.

Finally, there is an important parallel in the basic motif of Apuleius'
Metamorphoses, where Lucius, in his curiosity and desire to emulate the magical
expertise of Pamphile, steals from her room a magical salve, and anoints himself
with it. The metamorphosis is itself successful, but Lucius then finds himself
unable to change back into human form, with disastrous - and hilarious -
consequences.33 Apuleius was not only a contemporary of Lucian, but a native

himself of Madaura, in north Africa.34

¥ people plaiting ropes: Setne 11 1.30 (Lichtheim 1980: 139); people reaching for food: Setne /1 2.1
(Lichtheim 1980: 139f.). Both motifs are repeated at Setne 11 2. 24ff..

30 Lichtheim 1980: 126. | e _
31 Reitzenstein 1963: 5, n. 3. Ogden (forthcoming) cites also Simon Magus' animation of a sickle as

another parallel (ps.-Clementine, Recognitions 2.9). - | |
32 Apion's story is cited in the Suda, s.v. Pases, as an explanation of the proverbial !Jhrase 'the demi-
obel of Pases'; this must, therefore, be the story that features in Apion's work (Dickie 2001: 215).

3 Met, 3. 21fF.. _ ‘ |

3 His birthplace is inferred from Met. 11.27.9. This same motif appears also in the (pseudo-
Lucianic) Asinus (13ff). Anderson (1976b: 37) cites this as a parallel for the 'Sorcerer's
Apprentice'. On the question of the authorship of the Asinus, see Jones 1986: 46, n. 2 ::«md 17Qf.
Appendix C, who opines that it is unlikely that Lucian was the author. Helm 1927: 1749 disputes its
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In light of this cumulative evidence, I would like to speculate that Lucian's
'Sorcerer's Apprentice' tale is in fact a product of the interface between Greek and
Egyptian cultures. Lucian, after all, spent some time living and working in Egypt
himself. At a late age, he assumed an official position in the service of Rome in the
retinue of the prefect of Egypt,35 where he seems to have entertained hopes of a
higher position, possibly the post of imperial procurator.3¢ Lucian's works contain
many references to Egypt; for example, Egypt is the setting for one of the novelle
of the Tox.,37 and at Luct. 21, he claims to have personally witnessed the Egyptian
process of mummification.38 Recent attempts to establish a chronological
sequence for Lucian's works tend to place the Philops. in this later phase of his
career.39

The Setne cycle, as we have it, is datable to Egypt of the Graeco-Roman
period, and the tale about the magician Pases was included in a work about
magicians by Apion, a Greek writer living in Egypt (and probably of Egyptian
descent) during the first century A.D., whose work, as I shall argue more fully

elsewhere, Lucian knew.4° Now, while I do not wish to propose a direct line of

authenticity on linguistic grounds, and Hall (1981: 354-367) also considers it spurious. Amongst the
defenders of Lucianic authorship are Anderson (1976b: 34-49) and Macleod (1979 (Loeb trans.):
47-51). The erotic adventure of the ass-man certainly existed in literary form before Lucian, and
may have been one of the Milesiaka: see Cataudella 1957: 152ff. and Juvenal Sat.: 6.334. For the
view that Lucian was the author, not of the Asinus attributed to him, but of the original Greek
Metamorphoses, of which the Asinus is an abridgement, see Debidour 1994,

¥ He refers to his age at Apol. 1 (he is already near Aeacus, and has one foot in Charon's ferryboat).
At Apol. 12, he outlines his official duties in Egypt; various attempts have been made to identify his
position. Jones 1986: 20-21 suggests that he may have held the position of 'introducer’
(Eroorywyene), the official who brought cases to the prefect's court; see Jones 1986: 21, n. 80 for
relevant bibliography.

% Apol. 12. esp. 15ff: Koi Tat MeTA TaDTOL OE oL PoDAort EAMidEG, €1 TA EKOTAL
yilyvorto, dAla EVvog Emitpamnvat f Tvag dAlag Tpdéelg BactAtkdg.

37 Tox. 27-34; see Chapter 2, p. 103 f., esp. n. 108.

# Léyw O& 18chv. Hall, however, warns that his references to Egypt may be no more than literary
artifice (Hall 1981: 43). For Lucian's claims of autopsy as a parody of the ethnographic technique,
see Said 1994: 154fF. It is clear that Lucian was familiar with Herodotus' ethnography in Book 2;
this passage from Luct. recalls Hdt. 2. 78, 85f. and 136; see also De Syria Dea 23 (cf. Hdt. 2.28),
and ibid 45 (cf. Hdt. 2. 149), with Lightfoot 2003.

3 Jones 1986: Appendix B, 167 includes the Philops. among the works which he thinks are likely
to be from a later period. Of course, any attempt to ascertain a chronology on the basis of the
internal evidence of the texts themselves is fraught with difficulties, and we cannot in fact make
assertions of any certitude about the precise date of Lucian's appointment in Egypt: it may be
around 175 A.D. or later (Hall 1981: 41ff.). Even given this probability, however, Hall advises
caution against ascribing a late date to works on the strength of any references the_y contain
pertaining to Egypt, as these references may often be explained as literary artifice, and it is also not
impossible that Lucian visited Egypt as a tourist earlier in his life as well (Hall 1981: 43). For
attempts to establish a chronology for Lucian's career and works, see Baldwin 1973: 7-20; Hall
1981: 1-63; Jones 1986: 6-23 and 167ff..

40 gee Dickie (2001: 213ff.), who describes Apion as 'something of an international star' (213),
having taught at Alexandria and Rome, and performed in Greece. He was nicknamed ‘the Cymbal
of the World' by the Emperor Tiberius, because he liked to blow his own trumpet! The testimonia
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descent between Lucian's tale and these particular Egyptian texts, it is plausible
that he knew versions of these stories, and had them in mind when he was
composing the Philops.; we have, after all, ample evidence for a strong tradition of
oral transmission of this sort of tale.4t As Jennifer Hall rightly points out, 'such
pieces of folk lore are..."the stray waifs of literature' which have 'floated around the
world for ages...liable everywhere to be appropriated by any casual claimant."42

If Lucian did appropriate some of the basic motifs in the 'Sorcerer's
Apprentice' from folktale, then he has certainly also remodelled this raw material
into a more contemporary, and characteristically Lucianic, tale.43 The character of
Pancrates is especially illustrative here. Arguments have been made in support of

the historical status of this character,44 but whether he is to be identified with any

for his life may be found at FGrH 616. The title of the work in question here is uncertain, but the
Suda offers three variants (On the Magus / On the Magi/ On Homer as Magus). The link between
Apion's works and Lucian's is a subject I mean to investigate further elsewhere, as the case for a
connection between the two is compelling. Apion's works included the paradoxographical
Aegyptiaca, in which he related many of the wonders of Egypt, adding to these the claim of
autopsy, just like many of the narrators in the Philops.. He in fact visited the Colossi of Memnon,
like Eucrates, and he may have initiated the tourist practice of recording the experience in a graffito
on the monument (his inscription appears to be one of the oldest there: Bernand & Bernand 1960:
165). Like Eucrates, who claimed to have heard an oracle, seven lines long, from the statue
(Philops. 33), Apion also claimed to have had an extraordinary experience there; he heard Memnon
sigh three times (Bernand & Bernand 1960: no. 71). The Elder Pliny claims to have met Apion,
who told him that he had called up the ghosts of the dead in order to inquire of Homer where his
native land was, and who his parents were - just like in Lucian's interviews with the poet on the Isle
of the Blessed at VH 2.20 - but Apion claims he cannot reveal what Homer told him!(Pliny AN
30.18: seque euocasse umbras ad percunctandum Homerum, quanam patria quibusque parentibus
genitus esset, non tamen ausus profiteri, quid sibi respondisse diceret.) One might compare
Eucrates' 'disinclination' to divulge the oracle Memnon delivered to him at Philops. 33, and similar
ironic examples from the VH: cf. Chapter 1, p. 37 with n. 134.

41 Reitzenstein 1963: 8-12. See Jones 1986: 50: 'Though some of Lucian's inventions are inspired
by literature, allowance must be made for oral sources - the tales told for small change in the streets
and squares by professional storytellers and religious devotees, or related on occasions similar to
the one described by Lucian.' Jones cites as evidence for this practice the testimony of Pliny
Ep.2.20.1 (the cry of the wandering story-teller: 'assem para et accipe auream fabulam') and Juvenal
15.16 (in this satire on Egyptian culture, he compares Ulysses to a 'mendax aretalogus').

42 Hall 1981: 574, quoting E.B. Cowell, The Jataka, trans. from the Pali by various hands under the
editorship of E.B. Cowell (Cambridge, 1895): vol. 1, p. vil.

4 Hall (1981: 219f.) agrees with Bompaire that Lucian adapted his 'anecdotes' from handbook
sources, but she also emphasizes how he 'makes them peculiarly his own', especially in the way
Tychiades ridicules each tale (comparable to Lycinus' scathing comments in the Navigium), and
Lucian's method of 'hitting off the air of earnest veracity assumed by the narrators.’

4 'The actual story has no exact parallel and may be [Lucian's] invention, but the sorcerer is a rt?al
person.’ (Jones 1986: 49). It has been speculated that Lucian's Pancrates should be identified with

the Egyptian magician of the Hadrianic era (a generation before Lucian), called Moy potng, whose
name appears on Paris Magical Papyrus 2441ff. (see Schwartz 1951: SSf:). The emperor Marcus
Aurelius retained the services of an Egyptian magician on the Marcomannic campaign (Ha_ll 1281:
216). For the opposite view, however, that Lucian did not have a speciﬁg hlstc\)ncal‘ﬁgure 1nlmmd,
see Caster (1937: 333f.): 'Le portrait de Pancratés me semble au contraire trés artistique; c'est un

. also Reitzenstein 1963: 39 (Eukoviopog). Ogden (forthcoming) identifies

croquis de caractere.’; ;
Apion as the historical prototype 'behind' the character of Pancrates; he does not, however, consider

the possibility of Apion's wider influence on Lucian himself: cf. n. 40 above.
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particular historical individual or not, Lucian certainly depicts him as a typical
Belog dvdpwmnog of the era.45 Reitzenstein assumed that Lucian had Apollonius of

Tyana in mind when describing the figure of Pancrates; others have argued that he
is modelled on Pythagoras.46 There is certainly a strong connection between
Pancrates and Pythagoras in the Philops.; Pancrates was, after all, a tutor to the
Pythagorean Arignotus, and the fact that both characters are described in the
dialogue as holy men (Arignotus at Philops. 29; Pancrates at 34) underlines the
parallel between the two. Pythagoras' association with Egypt is traditional.4” He
was reputed to have studied in Egypt for twenty-two years; Pancrates' twenty-
three years may be deliberately calculated to surpass this figure.48

Lucian, however, has delicately adapted his holy-man-type to the Egyptian
setting. Arignotus' description of his physical appearance at Philops. 34
corresponds to the classic Herodotean image of the Egyptian priest, with his

shaven head and white linen clothing.49 Significantly, Herodotus asserts that these

* Arignotus identifies him as an avnp ‘epog at Philops. 34. For the phenomenon of holy men
during this period, see Anderson 1994. Pancrates' supernatural servant is reminiscent of the
magician's apedpog. Graf (1997: 107ff) notes that it was the essential goal of the potential

magician in antiquity to obtain a demon helper, or mapedpog, but that the search for such a helper
was not the prerogative of the magicians alone: philosophers also had 'companions' (117). The tasks
that were typically assigned to a mpedpog inlcuded fetching water, oil, wine, vinegar and bread
(Graf 1997: 108); at Philops. 35, Eucrates describes how the animated pestle would draw water and
do the shopping!

*® Reitzenstein 1963: 5. For Pythagoras as the model for Pancrates, see Herzig 1940: 27-29. Jones,
in keeping with his thesis that much of the detail in the Philops. is a satire on contemporary
philosophy, interprets the importance given by Lucian to Pythagoreans (and Platonists) in the
dialogue as a reflection of the growing influence of the Neo-Pythagoreans and Neo-Platonists in
this era, and the influx of demonology and oriental lore into Greek thought, which they precipitated
(Jones 1986: 51). On descriptions of Pythagoreans in Lucian, see Caster 1937: 51, and Hall 1981:
185-6. One might compare Pancrates to Kalasiris, the Egyptian high-priest of Heliodorus' novel,
who is also imbued with a Pythagorean air: see Jones (2004: 3): 'Kalasiris' ascetic and itinerant
lifestyle, together with his physical appearance, aligh him rather more with Pythagoreanism, than
with the Isis cult of which he is was high priest.'

47 The tradition is reflected elsewhere in Lucian's works; at Vit. Auct. 3, the Pythagorean philosophy
claims to have studied with the wise men in Egypt, and at Gallus 18, the cock claims that in his
previous incarnation as Pythagoras, he studied the books of Horus and Isis in subterranean
chambers with the Egyptian 'prophets’.

8 lamblichus, Vit. Pythag. 4.19; Philops. 34. See Schwartz 1951: 55 ad loc.: "Il y a la un désir
évident de surenchérir.' Graf (1997: 89 ff.) notes that a similar lengthy training period (twenty
years) was allotted to the Druids in Caesar’s time (De.BeHo Gallico, 6:14);'the apocr){plf]al
biography of the bishop Cyprian (died 258 A.D.) refers t.o ‘hlS. 10-year appr'ennceshnp as a magician
with the priests of Memphis, before converting to Chrlstlanlty. (ps.--Cyprlz:m Confess:onfs 12). !—le
concludes from this that Lucian's tale, although clearly an invention, 'is grom}ded in precise
information about contemporary beliefs' (Graf 1997: 91f.). Caster and Reitzenstein behevgd that
Lucian deliberately attributed quasi-historical features to Pancrates to build an impression of

veracity (for references, see n. 46). '
- Sch\«\):a(rtz 1951: 56: Reitzenstein 1963: 39; see Herodotus 2.36-7. The reference to Pancrates' poor

Greek (ob kodapdg EAANVILWY) is interesting. Intellectual snobbery was endemic among the
rus' hotheaded slip in Philostratus VS 578f.; Lucian's own Pro Lapsu),

‘  (e.g. Phila . .
e o : Latin accent (perhaps feigned?) of Greek scholars working at Rome is a

but at Merc.co. 24, the poor
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priests are free from the burden of all housework and expenditure, but that food is
cooked and prepared for them, and wine is brought to them (2. 37); the agents of

these services are unspecified (koti mecobpeva, yiveto, d1dotait), and the

vague air of mystery might also have suggested to Lucian the idea of ascribing a
supernatural assistant to his wandering Egyptian holy-man. Some of the magical
feats ascribed to Pancrates conform to the topos of the 'holy man and the beasts,’
exerting charismatic influence over creatures that are ordinarily dangerous;5° in
the case of the Egyptian holy-man, however, this power manifests itself,
appropriately, in his ability to ride crocodiles.5* The image of the crocodiles
wagging their tails with joy as they swim with him is a suitably ludicrous touch.52
Details like this, as well as Eucrates' suspicious reluctance to disclose either the
oracle which he claims Memnon delivered to him (because it would too much of a
digression!), or the words of Pancrates' transformative spell (because he never
learned the counter-spell!) render his claims to veracity humorously specious, in a
manner that is characteristic of Lucian.

In his most recent consideration of the Philops., Anderson declares that the
tale of the 'Sorcerer's Apprentice' is a Kunstmdrchen.s3 This term, however, is
inappropriate, as Lucian's story is clearly not a literary fairy-tale, such as the tale
of Cupid and Psyche in Apuleius' Met.,54 but a narrative which, ostensibly at least,
relates the speaker's own experiences in the conventionally realised 'here and
now'. My claim that Lucian did not ex nthilo invent the raw material of the
'Sorcerer's Apprentice' need not, and is not meant to, diminish his creative input
in composing the novella as we have it; if Lucian already knew a version of this

story, in appropriating it, he has made it distinctively his own; this is, after all, his

sign of their erudition. For literary feuds as an integral feature of intellectual life in the Second
Sophistic, see Bowersock 1969, chapter 7; Baldwin 1973: 41 ff,, and Jones 1986: 101ff.

3% Apollonius of Tyana apparently understood bird-language (Philostratus, V4 1.20), and Orpheus,
ancient predecessor to these charismatic figures, famously charmed the wild animals with his
music. One might also consider the snake-charming powers of the Babylonian sorcerer at Philops.

12 in this connection: see following note.
5! Philops. 34. We do in fact have references to crocodile-riding and crocodile-charming in the

papyri (see Herzig 1940: 11f., with n. 34), and there are allusions to Egyptian priests charming
crocodiles in the Greek literary tradition also (see Schwartz 1951: 56, where he notes that the
Egyptian deity Harpocrates was frequently depicted r.id"m_g a pair of ‘crocodiles) We knoyv_of
Egyptian magicians who earned their living by exhibiting such ’mnraculops' feats as riding
crocodiles (Graf 1997: 109), or who conjured up visions of extravagant meals in the town squares
(see Dickie 2001: 215 and 229 ff.). The snake-charming feat of the Babylonian magician in P!n‘/op.s.
12 may also be connected to the 'holy man and the beast' motif (a motif which finds resonance in
the traditional Irish legend of how St. Patrick got rid of the snakes from Ireland.)

52 Philops. 34: the crocodiles and other beasts are depicted as LTOTTNOCOVTAL KOLL COLVOVTCL.

The verb ooy usually characterises the behaviour of pet dogs.

33 Anderson 2000: 104f..
* Met. 4.28 - 6.24.
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characteristic technique, as he suggests elsewhere.55 Legendary Egyptian lore,
paraded as anecdotal experience - the story of the 'Sorcerer's Apprentice'

encapsulates the ludicrous nature of Eucrates' sensationalism, and Lucian's love of
a good tale.

55 Qee Pisc, 6.
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| APPENDIX II: THE NAVIGIUDM AND MAKE-BELIEVE

A place for the Navigium is warranted in any study on Lucian's fiction. True,
it does not contain the sort of novelle which are found in the Philops. and Tox. as,
strictly speaking, it is constituted of a series of wishes, rather than narratives;?
nevertheless, it is close to these two dialogues in structure, as Husson and others
have observed, sharing much common ground with the Philops. in particular.2 The
set of characters in the Nav., for example, and the dynamic between them, is
similar to that in the Philops.; the Nav. is a dialogue among a group of
fantasisizing philosophers, whose daydreaming is punctuated (and effectively
punctured) by the wry comments of the sceptical Lycinus. This sceptical
commentator thematizes the issue of fantasy and believability in the dialogue, in a
manner that is reminiscent of Tychiades in the Philops..3 Furthermore, as in the
Philops., there are numerous Platonic echoes in the Nav., some of which T will

discuss more fully below.4

' See Bompaire 1958: 465-6: 'Le cas du Navire est un peu a part; on ne peut exactement I'appeler
une collection de contes, puisqu'il n'en contient que trois... Sans aller avec Schissel jusqu'a
considérer le groupe Philopseudés-Toxaris-Navire comme reprenant |'Urform du roman - a savoir
une série de récits encadrés dans un dialogue - , on admettra que Lucien s'autorisait d'une tradition
narrative bien établie pour nous livrer ces mosaiques ot brillent d'ailleurs de savoureux détails.’

° Bompaire 1958: 465: 'Le groupe Philopseudeés-Toxaris-Navire est caractérisé par la forme
dialoguée.' Cf. Husson 1970: 9-10; Hall 1981: 219. For the idea that the Nav. belongs to Lucian's
Jjuvenilia, see Hall 1981: 49; some scholars date the work to ca. 165 A.D. on the basis of internal
references (Hall 1981: 462, n. 66).

® On the relation between the personae Tychiades and Lycinus, see p. 230 ff..

* Cf. p. 224 ff.. The most obvious resonance is in the opening scenario of the Nav., where four
companions - one of whom is called Adeimantus - have just been down to the Piraeus to see for
themselves the enormous ship the /sis, and they are now making their way back to the city. One of
their number - Adeimantus himself - is missing, and the other three speculate on his whereabouts
until at last they catch sight of him, walking alone, so preoccupied with his thoughts that he barely
notices his friends, who holler after him. Clearly, this dialogue-promenade is meant to recall the
opening of Plato's Republic, where a group of companions - one of whom is also called Adeimantus
- talk as they travel. They too have just been on a sort of tourist trip, both to take part in the rites of
'the goddess', and to witness the inauguration of the new festival, which Socrates refers to in terms
befitting a theatrical spectacle. The motif of someone catching up with the rest of the party or vice
versa is present in both cases too; in Rep. 327 b-c, Polemarchus spies Socrates and Glaucon, and
sends his slave ahead to get them to wait for him; similarly, in Nav. 10-11, the trio (Samippus,
Timolaus, Lycinus) spy Adeimantus in the distance, and hasten to catch up with him. The
correspondence between the two passages is confirmed by the same motif of 'catching hold of
someone's cloak' in both, with clear verbal echoes between both passages; at Rep. 327b,

Polemarchus' slave comes up behind Socrates and catches hold of his cloak: kot pov dmicOev o
noe Aaféuevos tov atiov, Keletver bude, E¢n, [odéuapyog meprpeiva; cf. Nav.
11: v un 700 wartiov Aaféucvor ce Emotpetympey, ® Adeipavte.. Of course, by
evoking the Rep. in this way, Lucian may wish to imply that there is an analogy between Socrates’
philosophical fantasy (i.e. the ideal state), and the rather more wordly aspirations of his wishful
philosophers (one might compare the bathetic relation between the Philops. and the Phaedo; the
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Early scholarship on the Nav. treated it primarily as a satire on philosophy,
attributing specific philosophical affiliations to each of the main characters;
Timolaus was therefore said to be a caricature of Socrates, Adeimantus was an
adherent of Platonic doctrine, Samippus was a Stoic or a Cynic, and Lycinus was a
Sceptic.5 Rudolf Helm saw the influence of Menippus in the motif of 'laughing at
folly' in the Nav..¢ Bompaire's treatment of the Nav., however, is seminal to my
own approach, for while he ackowledged the importance of the diatribe as the raw
material of the Nav., he discerned also a sometimes overriding concern with
fabrication and story-telling: Taspect romanesque l'emporte sur la lecon
diatribique.”” Bompaire compared the Nav. to the Tox. for the way in which, in
both works, the story-telling element becomes practically an end in itself: '...dans
le Navire ou dans le Toxaris les histoires joissent d'une autonomie qui peut
sembler étrangere a un procédé ornemental...elles sont a elles-mémes leur propre
fin, et leur fonction n'est plus proprement stylistique.”® Finally - and most
importantly - Bompaire discerned traces in the Nav. (as well as in the Tox. and
Philops.) of parody and fantasy: 'des nuances inédites de parodie ou de fantaisie."

The fullest recent treatment of the Nav. has been Husson's edition of the
text with translation and commentary; however, although Husson's commentary
is important for asserting the status of the Nav. as one of Lucian's finest works,
worthy of scholarly attention in its own right, Husson tends to underestimate the
sophistication of Lucian's work, and her analysis is at times superficial. Husson

explored the influence of themes from the moral (Cynic) diatribe in the Nav. -

Philops. is a mept yoxng of a different kind! Cf. Chapter 1, p. 11 with n. 22). However, the
intertextuality also draws the reader's attention closer to the artificiality, the textual surface of the
Nav., alerting him to the likelihood that there will be a degree of self-conscious literary creation in
this dialogue.

5 Schissel von Fleschenberg 1912: 22, n. 1. Caster (1937: 17) also used this approach; for him,
Adeimantus was a Stoic - cf. Herm. 18. For Timolaus as Socrates see also Bompaire 1958: 187; See
Husson (1970: 1.7-8) for a summary of these views. Anderson includes the Nav. in Lucian's
'Platonic suite,' along with the Symp. and Philops. (see Anderson 1976a: 165). More recently, Hall
saw mockery of contemporary philosophers and philosophy as the primary concern of both the Nav.
and the Philops. (Hall 1981: 172).

6 Helm 1906: 337-9; cf. Hall (1981: 467), who argues that the Nav., although similar to the
Menippean group (especially in its treatment of the 'vanity of human wishes' theme), lacks the
influence of Old Comedy, leading Hall to conclude that the Nav. is 'an offshoot of the genre." A
more helpful approach, in my opinion, is to regard it as a Platonic-style dialogue, transformed by

elements of fantasy and parody.

7 Bompaire 1958: 354, n. 3. _ .
8 Bompaire 1958: 446. The fact that the 'serious’ speculative purpose recedes from view as the

dialogue advances, essentially yielding to the importance of telling interesting tales, is a structural
reflection of the risk involved in make-believe, that by participating in it, it may consume you; cf.

Tox.. . _ : ' - |
’ Bompaire 1958: 468. Bompaire treats the wishes in the Nav. as examples of 'fantaisie pure' at pp.

696-697. For the dream of Samippus as parody of the Alexander tradition, also containing fantastic
elements, see pp. 620-621.
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especially the theme of the vanity of human wishes - but dismissed the dialogue's
central theme as 'banal', focusing instead on the work as a showcase for the
excellence of Lucian's character-drawing and 'realistic' psychology; for Husson,
this is the main thing, and other concerns in the dialogue are of surplus value only:
Tl est préférable de ne pas attribuer 4 Lucien des intentions qu'il n'a probablement
pas eues et de penser qu'il était superflu d'ajouter de telles précisions dans un
dialogue ou I'analyse psychologique tient la premiére place."® There is a lack here
of any appreciation for the sophisticated game-playing in the Navigium.

More piecemeal studies exploited the Nav. merely as a quarry for 'evidence'
for the dimensions of putative ancient super-tankers.!t Anderson's studies on
Lucian, however, marked an important shift towards study of the Nav. in literary
terms, considering it along with the Tox.., Philops., VH and the Onos as an
example of Lucian's comic fiction. More recently, Nesselrath conceded that there
may be more to the Nav. than meets the eye; frustratingly, however, his single-line
footnote gloss does not do much to qualify or explain this rather enigmatic
statement.'?

In this brief essay, therefore, I wish to explore what I consider to be one of
the underlying strata of the Nav., the question of make-believe. I propose that
there are important literary dynamics underlying the principal theme in this
dialogue, which have been almost entirely ignored until now, but which are
significant not only for their intrinsic interest, but as a foundation for any proper
understanding of the literary sophistication and game-playing of the Philops., Tox.
and VH. It is not my intention to assert an overriding importance for issues of
fictionality in this work; indeed, in a dialogue which focuses explicitly on the
whimsical notions of philosophers, it is necessary to keep a balanced view of the
relative 'weight' of other themes too, and not to distort the overall picture. But
these other themes should not be ignored, either. Although the Nav. is on one
level 'about' the folly of human wishes (in much the same way as the Philops. is,
on one level, 'about' the folly of superstition), on another level, this very issue
engages the reader/audience with the question of fantasy and make-believe. The
Navigium is therefore an important complement to the study of other works (such
as the Philops., Tox. and VH), where fictionality is more explicitly treated.

In what ways, therefore, are we justified in saying that the Nav. is ‘about’

fiction? The dialogue can be said to reflect on its own status as make-believe in

19 Husson 1970: 7-8.
WEOE p. 227 K.
12 Nesselrath 1990: 138 (with n. 49).

222



certain ways. Issues such as plausibility and suspension of disbelief especially are
thematized particularly through the character of Lycinus, who is himself also part
of the game of make-believe, and whose homonymy with the author, Lucian,
deserves further scrutiny: through Lycinus, Lucian arguably inscribes his own
authorial presence into the dialogue. I will show how Lucian uses metalepsis,
Lycinus, and narrative style to demonstrate the ethically worrying ability of make-
believe to absorb one into itself.

It is interesting that, despite the fact, according to the terms of the wishing-
game, the participants are to have carte blanche - no limits to their fantasizing,
and no need to heed the laws of nature - there is still a concern that their wishes
should be in some way plausible. When Adeimantus wishes for a ship made of
solid gold, Lycinus quickly points out the logistical problem of keeping it afloat; he
is afraid the ship will sink, and Adeimantus' pretty boy will drown. Timolaus,
tongue firmly in cheek, tells Lycinus not to worry - dolphins will save the boy, just
as they did in the case of Arion and Melicertes - '3 but Timolaus suggests that
Adeimantus should have made a more plausible wish:

dpewoy yop fiv mdavdTEPOY ADTO MOELY KAl TLVOL Oncovpdy LIS TN

KAV QVEVPELY, (G M7 TpAypota EXOlg EX TOL TAOLOL METATIOELG
XPLO1OV EG T0 AOTL.M4

It would have been better to make it more believable, and find some treasure
under the bed, so that you wouldn't have the trouble of transferring the gold
from the ship to the city.
Timolaus' remark here is, of course, tongue-in-cheek again, evoking a situation
which equally improbable; it is also mildly metaleptic, as 'real life' concerns
(transport) jar with details of Adeimantus' fantasy.
Yet again, a little later, when Lycinus warns Adeimantus about the dangers

of wishing for gold, reminding him of the fate of Midas, Adeimantus retorts that

when he gets his turn, he can articulate his wish in a more plausible manner:

13 gy, 19. Husson (1970:1.9) mentions the anecdote about Arion as one of elements that contribute
to the fantastical atmosphere, and prepare for the element of the marvellous in the dialogue. The
story about the dolphin's rescue of Arion is told by Herodotus at 1.24. Tales of amazing rescue by
dolphins were popular also among more contemporary authors, €.g. Plut. Sept.Conv. (with
Mossman 1997); Philostratus /magines 19. Lucian tells the story of Arion, focalized through the
dolphin, in DMar.5, where he also alludes also to the legend of Melicertes mentioned here. For an
excellent discussion of the intertextuality of D.Mar. 5 with Herodotus 1.24, see Avery 1996: 63-82.
Avery cites the reference to Arion and Melicertes at Nav. 19 as ‘a reminder that, when Lucian seizes
upon a particular quotation, phrase, or image, he often employs it multiple times over the course of
several texts.' (Avery 1996: 78). For dolphins in ancient art and literature in general, see Stebbins

1929: 59-96.
14 Nav. 20.1-3.
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'cc‘)‘c ﬂco‘c pudIElg mbavdtepoy, & Avkive, HET OAlyov, Emedov oo

QTNG.15
Clearly, plausibility is a decisive factor in estimating the relative value of these
wishes - which suggests that the moral content of the wishes is not the only, or
even the primary, criterion for judgement of their relative merits. One might
compare the stories of the Tox., which are supposed to be judged for their
depiction of friendship (moral/ethical value), but are actually judged for their
merit as good, plausible fiction (literary value),

Lycinus repeatedly draws attention to the inherent implausibility of the
others’ wishes, especially by metalepsis, i.e. comments wherein the 'real' world is
consciously made to intrude into the fantasy, producing an incongruous effect
which highlights the discrepancy between the two. There is a good example of this
at Nav. 39; Lycinus wants to put an end to Samippus' fantasy about a glorious
military campaign in the Near East, and to let the third speaker, Timolaus, have

his turn:

MEMOLLCO 10N, @ ZAUTIE, KoUpOg Yop o Ndn HEV veviknkoto
TMAKOOTY  pdymv  &v Bafolovt sbwyeloBor 100 Emwikwe -
Exotadios yap oluai oot f dpyn - Twodloov & EV 1@ pépel
eLyecVoL Omep AV EVEAD,

Stop now, Samippus, for now that you have won such an enormous battle,

it's time for you to celebrate your victory feast in Babylon - for I think your

empire is six stades long - and time for Timolaus in his turn to wish for

whatever he wants.
Samippus' 'empire' here is made co-extensive with the length of road he has used
up during the narrative of his fantasy; the incongruity brings us sharply out of the
fantasy world, back to the 'real' scenario of the conversation between four friends
as they travel home, debunking Samippus' exaggerated fantasies at the same
time.'7

But how 'real’ is this 'real' world? A more complex instance of metalepsis is
found a little earlier, in chapter 35. Samippus is in the middle of waging his
fantasy military campaigns, and asks his 'generals' for their advice about what to
do next. Adeimantus, supposedly in charge of the cavalry, wants to send the

infantry out against the enemy, and Timolaus advises that the whole army march

> Nav. 22.
16 See Chapter 2, esp. pp. 74-78. -
I7 See the remark by Genette's history teacher: 'We are going to study the Second Empire now from

the coup d'état to the Easter vacation.' (1980: 235, n. 54).
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out en masse. When asked for his opinion, however, Lycinus gives a rather
unexpected reply:

EMELON KEKUNKOUEY CUVTOVMC 0delovteg, ondTE KATheey Ewdey Ec
v Ilepoio, kol viv 8¢ Hdn TPIAKOVTE.  mov  otadiovg
ngoxexmpﬁﬁauav Kol © flltog moAbg, katd peomuPpiow yop Hiom
MAACTO, EvTavdd mov LIO TOG EAQIOG EML TNG QVOLTETPOUUEVTC
STNANG Kadioavtag dvanaboacdatl, 110, oLtwg dvactdvtog Aview
TO AOLTOV EC 1O &oTL.18

As we are worn out from our continual journeying - since we went down to
the Piraeus early this morning, and even now we have advanced some thirty
stades - and the sun is intense, for it's right about midday now, I suggest we
sit down somewhere here on an overturned headstone beneath an olive-tree,
and take a break. Then, after we've recovered in this way, we can complete

the rest of the journey to the city.
This example is doubly complex, because the metalepsis jolts us back out of
fantasy, reminding us that the four soi-disant military heroes are in fact travellers
on the road, worn out not from glorious exploits on the field of battle, but from
their long walk back from the Piraeus. But in doing so, it presents a situation
which itself evokes the famous locus amoenus of Plato's Phaedrus.® This
complicates matters, as the literary allusion opens the possibility that the
supposedly 'real' world of the framing dialogue, in which the philosophers'
fantasies are anchored, is not real at all, but is itself also a literary construct. The
result is a vertiginous layering of reality, which forces the reader to realize that all
the worlds that are constructed by texts are potentially as fanciful as Samippus'
consuming dream.

The confusion is itself thematized by Samippus' response, in which he

corrects Lycinus by reminding him that he is 'in fact' still in Babylon.

ZAMIIITTIOX

£TL yop AOfynow, & pokdple, Elvan SoKeLg, 0¢ dpudt Bapulmvo Ev T
nedlw TPO TOV TELXMV EV ToCOUTOLE CTPATIWTULS KATNoAL TEPL TOV
TIOLELOV OLUGKOTOVLLEVOC;

AYKINOZXZ

18
Nav. 35.
9 Phaedrus 229a ff.; cf. Laws 625a. For the appropriation of Plato's Phaedrus by second century

authors, in general, Trapp 1990; at p. 47 Trapp cites Nav. 35 as a possible evocation of the
Phaedrus, but has misgivings: 'here the relationship is more distant.' Macleod (OCT) sees an
allusion to the Phaedrus passage also in Nav. 13, where Adeimantus dreams of building himself a
house by the Ilissus, but while it is true that Socrates in the Phaedrus (esp. 230b) comments on the
special beauty of the area on the banks of the Ilissus, I do not see any pointed intertext with this
passage in Nav.13. For the possibility that Lucian got inspiration for Adeimantus' dream-house
from Herodes Atticus' mansion by the Ilissus, see Husson 1970: 2.33.
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bnﬁuvncac_;' EYD O VAdEW duny kol ool brop dmopaveicDon v
YVOUNY, 20

SAMIPPUS

But my dear fellow, do you still think that you are in Athens, when you are

located in _the plail} around Babylon, before the city walls, in the midst of so
many soldiers, cogitating on the war?
LYCINUS

gou've just rexpi_nded me —.but I thought I was sober, and that I was going to
eclare my opinion to you in reality.,

'Fact' and fantasy have been inverted here. For the ardent daydreamer Samippus,
his dream is momentarily more 'real' than 'reality’, and Lycinus (ironically)
expresses confusion as to his own state of consciousness.2! Like Lycinus, we start
to feel somewhat lost in this topsy-turvy world where the boundaries between
reality and illusion seem no longer to be impermeable.

The ontological status of the framing scenario is again problematized when
Lycinus, after he has been appointed by Samippus as leader of part of his 'army’,
says that he will desert his post if the enemy horsemen charge him:

Kot pot dokw, fiv Prdlmwvion, olTopoANoElr TPOCSPOLLWY EC TNV

TOAQUCTPAY ETL TOAEUODYTOG VUGS KATOUALTGHY.22

And I think that, if they press hard, I will desert and run into the wrestling-
school, leaving you all still waging war.

* Nav. 35.

*! Lycinus' pose of self-effacing irony is close to that famously attributed to Socrates. In fact, more
than one of the principal characters in the Nav. is described in terms that recall the Platonic
Socrates. The very first image of Adeimantus, the character whose namesake featured also in
Plato's Rep., presents him as barefoot - &vumédntog aLTdg MV (Nav. 1). Husson regards this
detail as too banal to contain any specific allusion to Socrates, but her argument ignores the
distinctly Platonic atmosphere within which this description is couched (cf. n. 4 above); in a context
like this, surely evokes the image of the Platonic Socrates, who famously walked on the ice at
Potidaea barefoot (Plato, Symp. 220b). Socrates' bare feet were something of a trademark; they are
one of the key features in Aristophanes' parody of the philosopher, and some of his adherents and
admirers adopted the fashion too: Aristophanes depicts Socrates barefoot at Clouds 103 and 363;
Socrates' acolyte Aristodemus went about barefoot in imitation of his master (Plato Symp. 173b; cf.
also Phdr. 229a, where Phaedrus acknowledges Socrates' custom: €1g Kopov, ¢ EOLKEV,
avomddntog dv ETvxov: oL pEv yap On &el.). Furthermore, the image of Adeimantus, the
barefoot lover of boys, so lost in his thoughts that he is deaf to his companions' cries (Nav. 10), may
also recall Socrates' periodic trancelike preoccupation with his own thoughts (Plato Symp. 175 a-d
and 220c¢). Other characters in the Nav. are aligned with the Platonic Socrates in similar ways too.
Timolaus is described as being old, bald and snub-nosed (Nav. 45) - features which distinguished
the Platonic Socrates also, as Lucian was well aware; the point of the comparison is to highlight the
absurd and ridiculous nature of Timolaos' wish. For similar descriptions of Socrates elsewhere in
Lucian’s works, cf. D.Mort. 6.4; Philops. 24 (cf. Chapter 1, p. 12 — and also the Socratic appearance
of the statue of Pellichus, on which see p. 70). It is perhaps no accident that Socrates is associated
with the characters who either initiate the fantasies (Adeimantus), or who indulge in them to the
most outrageous degree (Timolaus); Socrates is found elsewhere too in Lucian's works in the
context of the unbelievable: cf. p. 71 f..

22 Nav. 37.

226



Once again, the metalepsis serves to jolt us out of the fantasy, reminding us that

the speakers are in fact walking along a road, quite possibly adjacent to a
palaestra - far from the exotic field of battle, at any rate. But the literary texture of
Lycinus' remark - alluding obliquely to Plato Charmides 153a - calls the
ontological status of this 'real' scenario into question. Once again, this results in a
layering of 'realities', which itself problematizes the creation of fantasy worlds.

Finally, Timolaus' wish to possess various rings of magical powers, including
the power to render its wearer invisible contains an explicit allusion to the famous
ring of Gyges, a story which is related by Glaucon in Plato, Rep. 359d - 360d:

eYw 8¢ BoLAopart oV  Epuiiv Evtuybvio, pot Sodvot SAKTUALOVG TLVOLG

TOLOLTOVG THY ShvaupLy, Eva HEv dote del Epp@odon Kol DYL0AVEL 1O

i \ ¥ = LY 3 Py v 3 t A\ K % \
CWHO KXl ATPWTOV £V KOl &), £TEpoV d& (g UN opacdal TOV
nepLdEpEVOY, Olog Tiv © Tov IMhyou...23

But I wish for Hermes to meet me and give me some rings, with powers like
’_chis; one to be strong and healthy in body, and to be invulnerable and
impervious to suffering; another so that the wearer won't be seen, like the
one belonging to Gyges...
Husson enumerates several parallels between this passage and the story in the
Rep., including the list of the benefits of invisibility, e.g. the freedom to steal/ kill/
have sex with whomever one choses with impunity, and the acquisition of godlike
status.24 While the story about the ring of Gyges was known in antiquity outside
the Platonic context, the fact that there is already a considerable amount of
intertextuality between the Nav. and the Rep., and the fact that there are such
close parallels between both the Lucianic and Platonic passages, strongly suggests
that Lucian had in mind the literary, Platonic version of the tale.25 The Platonic
pedigree of Timolaus' wish makes it a particularly appropriate fantasy for a
philosopher, as well as pointing once again to the literary, story-telling impetus

which is always present beneath the surface of this dialogue.26

2 Nav. 42.

** Husson 1970: 2.88-89; cf. the reference to the 'riches of Gyges' in Par. 58.

2 Herodotus also tells the story of Gyges, but does not mention any such ring (Hdt. 1. 8-16). For
connections between the Platonic and Herodotean stories, however, see Laird 2001: 13-20. For a
detailed genealogy of the tale, see Smith 1902. Husson (1970: 2.89) draws attention to the various
folkloric elements in the story (e.g. power of invisibility, magical acquisition of wealth, gift to make
others fall in love with you).

26 We might compare Martin’s astute observation about the reference to mythoi in the prologue to
Achilles Tatius’ novel: ‘the coy reference to fiction within a work of fiction obviously is meant to
emphasize the “reality” of the fiction, but of course it simultaneously reminds us that it is a fictional
reality into which we are being drawn.” (Martin 2002: 143). Timolaus claims he wants to use his
magical powers to gain knowledge about exotic fauna such as the phoenix and griffin, about exotic
races such as the Indians, Hyperboreans, and Antipodeans, and about the stars and other natural
phenomena such as the source of the Nile (Vav. 44). Such curiosity, and the desire for knowledge
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By metalepsis, therefore, Lycinus points again and again to the absurdity of
his companions' fantasies, and demonstrates the potential that such daydreaming
has to swallow one up in its own world. Metalepsis suggests this, because it
deliberately treats fantasy-world and real world in parataxis, gliding over the
boundaries that normally distinguish them, in a manner that is both absurd and
profoundly disturbing, as it has implications for the ontology of the extra-dialogic
world too, the world of the reader. The presence of this self-conscious technique in
the Nav. suggests a degree of meditation on - or at least consciousness of - the
boundaries between fantasy and reality, a question which seems to fascinate
Lucian in other works, such as Tox. and Philops., where he deals more explicitly
with fiction in narrative.2” The reference to the Platonic tale about the ring of
Gyges suggests that Lucian had the narrative fiction of philosophers in mind when
composing this dialogue, as well as their wishful fancies.

It is not just the character Lycinus who plays tricks on his fellow speakers;
on another level, the author Lucian is playing tricks on his reader too. The internal
metalepsis among the characters of the dialogue is mirrored by an external
metalepsis which challenges the reader to remain aware that the dialogue itself is
make-believe, and that as readers of the Nav., we are - potentially at least - as
much in a world of make-believe as the wishful characters themselves. This is
brought to mind when our attention is drawn dangerously close to the textual
surface of the dialogue, which happens in a number of ways, as we have already
seen. The conventional form of the dialogue-promenade, and the ubiquitous
intertextuality with Plato especially, reminds us that we too are in a world that has
been constructed from the author's fancy, and the marvellous sight of the ship,
with its fantastic dimensions and its tale of adventure, also helps to create an
atmosphere of fantasy from the outset for the dialogue as a whole.

It is worth reflecting upon the nature of the Isis, and its relevance to the
dialogue, in more detail. Much ink has been spilled on the question of the
factuality of the dimensions of the Isis and her voyage. On the one hand, there are
those who interpret the passage as a factual description of an actual ship, even

though it denotes a vessel of unprecedented and unparalleled magnitude for the

and exploration, was a motivational force for travel narratives whose truth status range_d .frorn
documentary (e.g. Pytheas), to more ambiguous (e.g. Ctesias), to outright fantastical (e.g. Deinias in
Antonius Diogenes’ novel, The Wonders Beyond Thule; Menippus in Lucian’s Icaromenippus;
Lucian in the VH; Alexander’s explorations to the ends of the earth, reported in the letter to
Olympias and Aristotle (Recension C); we may also recall the curiosity that spurs on Lupius, the
intrepid adventurer of Apuleius’ Mer. (cf. Chapter 3, p. 191 with n. 302). Of course, Timolaus’
wish-list of exotic things to see also has a distinctly Herodotean flavour; for references, see Husson
1970, notes ad loc..
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ancient world, a hypothesis which is still unverified by the archaeological record.28
Others try to integrate this idea with the literary texture of the entire section; for
Jones, the ship's dimensions represent an interpolation of reality into the
atmosphere of Platonic fantasy at the beginning of the dialogue: 'Other works with
a modern setting have an antique patina: thus Lycinos and some companions in
the Ship stroll down to Piraeus, like Socrates in the Republic, but the immense size
of the ship and its destination in Italy betoken a world far different from Plato's.'29
Anderson suggests that 'there is little besides the three measurements he [Lucian]
gives that could not have been supplied from a conventional nautical simile', and
suggests that several 'inconsistencies' in the description may mean that the rest is
fictitious too - but he nonetheless concludes that Lucian intended to give a
'realistic’ description of a voyage, in contrast to the fantastic version in the VH,
and in contrast to the fanciful wishes that follow.3® Houston, however, argues
decisively that the Isis is a literary construct rather than a historical reality, and
should be compared to other ekphraseis of ships, such as those found at VH 1. 11;
Jup.Trag. 47, and Philostratus, VA 3.35. The fact that the ekphrasis is located in
the opening section of the dialogue is significant, as this section is ‘a literary
construct in which Lucian draws together details, themes, and scenes from other
works, especially Plato's and his own." 3!

Indeed, given the Platonic atmosphere of the opening section, in which the
ekphrasis is contextualized, we may be meant to think also of Plato's famous
metaphorical ship of state. Given the fact that the 'Platonic' character,
Adeimantus, brings Lycinus on board the ship, and then goes on to exploit the ship
as a metaphor, just as Socrates does In the Rep., the possibility of a Platonic
resonance here is harder to discount. In the Rep., the ship functioned as a
metaphor for the hierarchy of the ideal state;32 in the Nav., the amazing ship Isis,

with her incredible dimensions, functions as a metaphor for the extravagant

27 Cf. Chapter 1, p. 57 f., and Chapter 2, p. 11l 1. B - .
28 gee Casson 1950; Isserlin 1955; Casson 1956 cf. Husson (1970: 2.14): 'les indications fournies

par Lucien ont toutes les chances d'étre exactes et ne relévent pas de la fantaisie. Qne shoui_d not
discount the possibility that Lucian is showing off his virtuosity in the rather techn_lcal description
of the ship and her voyage as well; in several of his works, he demonstrates a flair for (pseudo-)
erudition; see Anderson 1976a: 113 ff..

» Jones 1986: 158.

30 Anderson 1976a: 39.

3! Houston 1987: 445-6. _ ‘
2 Rep. 488b ff.; see also Polit. 299 b and 302 aff.; Euthydem. 291d; Laws 758a. Lucian knew this

image and used it elsewhere, e.g. Jup.Trag. 46 ft..
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fantasies of mankind - which implies a playful criticism of the ‘fancies’ of
philosophers.33

The image of the ship and sailing is used as a sustained metaphor for
fantasizing in the dialogue. Adeimantus' role in helping Lycinus across the
gangway onto the ship, described in Nav. 1, is analogous to his figurative role in
initiating the fantasizing. The figurative significance of the ship is further hinted at
by the speakers' use of the ship and sailing as knowing metaphors for flights of
fancy like one in which Adeimantus indulges. Adeimantus himself refers in a wry

and self-effacing manner to how he had been sailing away on the ship of his
dreams:

ETL Of HOL T KOTA THY Vo ebOeTIlovTL KOl B¢ Mpuéva moppwdey
AMOPAENOVTL EMIOTAC, & AVKIVE, KAUTEQLOOG TOV TAOLTOV KOl
avetpeyoag eb depopevor 16 ordidog obpiw Tic ebyxng mvebuott. 34

And while T was still setting things right on board and looking out at the

harbour from a distance, with your interruption, Lycinus, you sank my

wealth and overturned the boat which was being carried along nicely by the

favourable wind of my wish.
Lycinus, entering the game, casts himself tongue-in-cheek in the role of pirate and
shipwrecker, and seeks to comfort Adeimantus for the shipwreck of his dreams by
multiplying the number in his imagined fleet, demonstrating that in fantasy,
anything is possible.35 Bridling at this ridicule, Adeimantus threatens to sail away
by himself again - but Lycinus instead offers himself and the other two
companions as fellow-sailors to share his voyage, whereupon Adeimantus, still
churlish, threatens to run ahead and pull up the gangway, to prevent them joining
him. His figurative action here is the inverse of his initial action in helping Lycinus
across the actual gangway of the Isis; the play here on metaphor and reality calls
into question the literal reality of the Isis, an important point which eluded the
supporters of the ancient super-tanker hypothesis.

Timolaus also exploits the image wittily to record the mirth which Lycinus'

wry remarks provoke in Adeimantus, thereby interrupting the progress of his

daydream:

It is significant, in this connection, that Lucian presents Plato's ideal state as something of a
figment of his imagination, his own private fantasy-world, in the VA 2.17; cf. Chapter 3, p. 165,
with n. 193.

34
Nav. 13. :
3 Nav. 14. Exaggeration like this is just one of the weapons in Lycinus' arsenal for debunking his

companions' fantasies; cf. Nav. 15, where Lycinus asks Adeimantus to sail to Egypt and bring bz:\ck
a pyramid, if the ship can carry it. Lycinus also highlights the absurdity of the fantasy by using

metalepsis.
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longer hold out against the incoming flood? s e

Samippus, seeing Adeimantus' enthusiasm to participate in the game of
fantasy, adapts the proverbial expression about 'having one foot in the grave', to
remark that he has 'one foot in the ship already', and so on.37

In my view, therefore, we ought to view the ekphrasis of the ship as a mise
en abyme representation of the dialogue itself. To review the arguments in
support of this, the dialogue itself is named after the ship, the fantastic dimensions
of which prefigure the fantastic wishes of the characters.38 The interconnection of
the ship and the dialogue's theme is itself suggested in the parataxis between ship
and wishes in the double title.39 The ship functions both as the bridge which leads
from the preamble to the main body of the dialogue, and also as the catalyst for
the characters' fantasizing.4c The speakers' self-conscious use of the ship as a
metaphor for this fantasizing renders this connection explicit, in a playful and
metaleptic reworking of the topos of the ship as a metaphor for reading.4* Lurking
here, perhaps, is a knowing acknowledgement of the vessel's ontological status
from the point of view of the extra-dialogic reader, for whom the Isis can only be
‘textual'; the task of the ekphrasis, in making the ship ‘visible’ to the reader,
anticipates the speakers’ playful reification of their wishes in the dialogue.4* By
incorporating an ekphrasis in this self-conscious and writerly way, Lucian

constructs an implicit dialectic between the author and reader concerning the

36
Nav. 16.
37 Nav. 17. In Genette's terms (1982: 43), this constitutes a parodic deformation of the proverb 'one

foot in the grave.' The proverb in its usual form is found in Herm. 78: Tov £tepov mOdaL €V TN
copw £xwv. (For points in common between the Nav. and Herm.: see Husson 1970: 2. 29, where
she cites Schwartz Biographie: 90-91.) The proverb appears again in slightly adapted form in Apol.
1. For Lucian's use of proverbial expressions, see Bompaire 1958: 399 and 409.

* According to Houston (1987: 448): the ship is 'parallel to, a sort of analogue of, the men's wishes:
extravagant but untrustworthy.! Houston believes that the significance of the ship is its
unpredictability, reflecting or foreshadowing the fickleness and fragility of human wishes: 'Surely it
is the unpredictability of the ship, the fact that all our hopes, if we own such a ship, may be dashed,
which is the paramount idea here.' (1987: 449).

% See also Houston 1987: 449.
10 See also Houston 1987: 448. At Nav. 12-13, Adeimantus explains that the sight of the huge ship

caused him to start dreaming.

41 Cf. p. 167 ff,, esp. n. 213 and n. 217.

2 In many ways, the role of the description of the ship is comparable to that of the ekphrasis of the
Scythian murals in the opening section of the 7ox.; cf. p. 78 ff.. Anderson (1976a: 156) notes that
both dialogues contain an element of formal ekphrasis.
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nature of his text, which is reflected by the sophisticated games between the
speakers, which problematize the ontology of the ship.

The character Lycinus is extremely important in this connection, because he
alone acts as a bridge between the extra-dialogic world of author, reader or
audience, and the world of the characters within the dialogue. Houston contends
that Lycinus is the only character in the dialogue with a firm grip on reality;43
while this is true to a certain extent, especially in contrast to his fantasizing
interlocutors, the literary texture of this reality’ and of Lycinus' comments
destabilizes this putative 'reality' too, in a game of knowingness, which implies an
authorial presence in the character of Lycinus, and implicates the reader too.

It is worthwhile dwelling a little on the character of Lycinus in the
Navigium.#4 In his essay on how Lucian treats the issue of cultural identity in
Empire society, Goldhill argues that it is not sufficient to say that Lucian is a.k.a.
Lycinus, without asking why. For Goldhill, Lucian's adoption of this apparent
pseudonym is part of his 'fascinating repertoire of strategies of self-presentation -
a self-presentation which sets at stake what you might imagine it means to be
Greek.'45 By adopting an array of different 'masks' in his dialogues (e.g. Tychiades,
Parrhesiades, the Syrian orator), Lucian's writing, therefore, 'engages with...the
projection of a cultural identity.'46 While I agree with the broad point being made
here, however, we should not presume that the significance of the Lycinus-
persona 1is unitary across the number of works in which the name occurs. Surely
different contexts imbue the name with different significance from dialogue to
dialogue. Goldhill does not discuss the 'why' of the Lycinus in the Navigium - as
opposed to, say, the Lycinus of the Imagines diptych - but it would be
misrepresentative, I think, to read cultural politics into a work, like the Navigium,

which does not prioritize such issues. The answer, in this case, seems to lie

elsewhere.
In an article on Lucian's 'masks', Dubel examines the three personae, which,

she maintains, are designed to lead us back to Lucian the author, and are therefore
examples of ancient autofiction, i.e. 'Lycinus', the 'Syrian orator', and

'Parrhesiades'.4” Of the three, she identifies Lycinus as the most transparent

** Houston 1987: 447. _ ‘ _
“ For Lucian's personae in general, see Dubel 1994 and Goldhill 2002 especially, which have

enriched my comments here. For 'Lycinus' in Lucian's Symp., see Branham 1989: 105-108.

%5 Goldhill 2002: 66 f.. | -
46 Goldhill 2002: 67. On Lucian's playful treatment of the question of cultural identity, see also

Whitmarsh 2001: chapter 2, esp. 122-130. :
47 Dubel (1994: 20 with n. 6) is careful to distinguish between authorial personae (e.g. Lycinus)

and satirical personae (e.g. Tychiades in Philops.).
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pseudonym of Lucian himself; not only is it almost a homonym of the author's
Roman name (Lucianus), but the identity with Lucian is confirmed in Pro
Imaginibus, where Lycinus is identified as the author of the book Imagines.48
Beyond the obviously intended identity of the Lycini in both works in this diptych,
however, Dubel points out that '.la récurrence du nom ne signifie pas
nécessairement qu'il y a récurrence du personnage.' 49

Dubel notes that 'Lycinus' is a persona found in eight dialogues in all, a
density of distribution unparalleled in Lucian. 'Lycinus' tends to appear in the
Platonic genre of discussion, which is the realistic' setting of the dialogue/
symposium (e.g. Symp., Lex., Herm., and Eun.), as well as in the so-called
‘dialogues of Antioch' (Salt., Im., Pr.Im.), and also in the Amores (of doubtful
authorship).5° Lycinus is Lucian's Athenian double (he is generally implicitly
Athenian),5' but otherwise the diversity of personae represented by this single
name renders this 'most transparent’ double of Lucian, paradoxically, the most
difficult one to pin down. 'Cette absence d'unité fait de Lykinos le double le plus
difficile a cerner.'s2

Dubel argues that by giving a character a name similar to his own, Lucian
invests him with extra auctoritas, marking him out as the dominant character.
This is especially clear, and important, in Lucian's 'satirical' dialogues, where
Lycinus is meant to represent the point of view of the man of reason.53 Lucian,
therefore, uses 'Lycinus' to construct an Athenian identity for himself, but
paradoxically, at the same time as the identity is struck, the dissonance between
the names Lycinus/ Lucian (the imperfection of the homonymy), as well as the
multiplicity of personae signified by this one name throughout Lucian's work,

serves to distance the persona from the author, to highlight the fictive nature of

8 Dubel 1994: 19f.. For a thoughtful re-assessment of the tone of the /magines and Pro Imaginibus,
and the alignment between author and persona in them, see now Sidwell 2002.

* Dubel 1994: 24-5. :
0 Dubel 1994: 19, n.3; she interprets the presence of the name in the Amores as evidence that the

name was recognised in antiquity as a mark of Lucian.

1 Dubel 1994: 24 with n. 27, where she cites Nav.11 (Lycinus' joke about the fact that he and the
others have been 'initiated") as evidence for his Athenianness. This is the only place in the Nav.
where it might be said that Lycinus refers explicitly to a cultural identity; however, one should
beware of over-interpreting what is, after all, a jocular statement, and anyway, non-Athenians could
be initiated too (e.g. Neaira). It may be possible to detect a playful Platonic resonance here instead.
Diotima uses the language of initiation in her lessons about Love to Socrates (Plato Symp. 210a; cf.
Phdr. 249¢ ff.); in the Platonic atmosphere of the opening of the Nav., Lycinus employs similar
language to try to induce his philosopher friend to tell him the secret - of his own private love
affair!

52 Dubel 1994: 25.

53 Dubel 1994: 25. Branham, however, notes that Lucian tends not to let an 'authorised' character

dominate the conversation in his dialogues, a practice wherein he differs markedly from Plato
(Branham 1989: 103-4).
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the character. 'Lucien est ainsi un auteur qui se dérobe en se démultipliant...'s4
Dubel, therefore, as well as Whitmarsh and Goldhill, reads a problematization of
authorial and cultural identity into Lucian's name-game.

None of them, however, has focused attention on the 'Lycinus' of the Nav.,
probably for the very sound reason that a reading of cultural identity issues is not
obviously warranted in this dialogue. Instead of engaging in the politics of cultural
identity, I would argue that the Lycinus- persona of the Nav. engages the author's
identity with the game of fact and fiction - make-believe - instead, a connection

which will become more significant in the Philops., and attain its acme of

cleverness in the VH.55 The sceptical Lycinus (Avkivog), the master of metalepsis

in the Nav., is himself a quasi-metaleptic character, as his name is so close to the

author's - only two vowels in the difference, as Goldhill points outsé - as to suggest

** Dubel 1994: 26, with the argument that the multiplicity of names Lucian uses to inscribe himself
into his works represents a play on anonymity. Whitmarsh (2001: 253) follows Dubel in pointing
out that this non-synonymity between the author and his satiric personae is a conscious distancing
technique. Goldhill (2002: 66) interprets Lucian's name-games as 'part of his staking out a position
on what it might mean to be a somebody in Empire culture.'

“ VH 2.28 (cf. p. 167 ff., and n. 296), where Lucian himself is inscribed indirectly into the text (in a
commemorative epigram composed for him by Homer and erected on a stele on the Isle of the
Blessed); the extreme dubiousness of this is summed up by Goldhill: 'That Lucian immortalizes his
name...in a third-rate epigram by a fictionalized and untrustworthy poet on a monument in an
unseeable afterlife, recorded in a work which boasts of its own falsehood, neatly summarizes
Lucian's oblique and funny stance towards proclaiming and preserving the glory of his own name.
M. AGRIPPA L.P.COS. TERTIUM FECIT this isn't.' (2002: 65). For Lucian's authorial presence in
the Philops., see Chapter 1, esp. p. 28 ff.; and in the Tox., see Chapter 2, p. 76 ff. and p. 93 f..
® Goldhill 2002: 66. Bowie (1970) reads the name 'Lycinus' as a Hellenization of 'Lucian'. In
Genette's terms, the name 'Lycinus' qualifies as a parodic allusion to the author's name; the pun (or
parodic deformation) is a specialised case of this; see Genette 1982: 45-6. Is it possible that, in
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the meta-presence in the dialogue of Lucian (Aovkidvog) himself. As a

consequ ' ' i '
. .q ence of this, every time Lycinus points out the fact that his companions'
Imagined scenarios are merely make

-believe, by extension, Lucian points out the
make

-believe of his own text. Lucian inscribes his authorial presence in the Nav.,

as well as in the other three works I have examined in this thesis, in a way that

ironizes the text, and induces us to think about the artifice of his fiction.

choosing a name for his persona that conflates both Greek and Latin versions of his own authorial
name, but is also different from that name, Lucian encapsulates his cultural allegiance to the Greek-
speaking world of the Roman empire, while reminding us of his ‘difference’, as a Syrian? However,
the name 'Lycinus' is attested in the epigraphy of the Classical era, as well as in the Classical Greek
orators, and once in Aristophanes Ach. 47-50 - significantly, in a fantastical genealogy, where the
name may carry a humorous reference to the Lyceum (see Dubel 1994: 24, with notes).
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