From 'canonical’ literature to Alciphro

Autor(en): Olson, S. Douglas

Objekttyp:  Article

Zeitschrift:  Entretiens sur I'Antiquité classique

Band (Jahr): 65 (2019)

PDF erstellt am: 25.05.2024

Persistenter Link: https://doi.org/10.5169/seals-984753

Nutzungsbedingungen

Die ETH-Bibliothek ist Anbieterin der digitalisierten Zeitschriften. Sie besitzt keine Urheberrechte an
den Inhalten der Zeitschriften. Die Rechte liegen in der Regel bei den Herausgebern.

Die auf der Plattform e-periodica vero6ffentlichten Dokumente stehen fir nicht-kommerzielle Zwecke in
Lehre und Forschung sowie fiir die private Nutzung frei zur Verfiigung. Einzelne Dateien oder
Ausdrucke aus diesem Angebot kbnnen zusammen mit diesen Nutzungsbedingungen und den
korrekten Herkunftsbezeichnungen weitergegeben werden.

Das Veroffentlichen von Bildern in Print- und Online-Publikationen ist nur mit vorheriger Genehmigung
der Rechteinhaber erlaubt. Die systematische Speicherung von Teilen des elektronischen Angebots
auf anderen Servern bedarf ebenfalls des schriftlichen Einverstandnisses der Rechteinhaber.

Haftungsausschluss

Alle Angaben erfolgen ohne Gewabhr fir Vollstandigkeit oder Richtigkeit. Es wird keine Haftung
Ubernommen fiir Schaden durch die Verwendung von Informationen aus diesem Online-Angebot oder
durch das Fehlen von Informationen. Dies gilt auch fur Inhalte Dritter, die tUber dieses Angebot
zuganglich sind.

Ein Dienst der ETH-Bibliothek
ETH Zirich, Ramistrasse 101, 8092 Zirich, Schweiz, www.library.ethz.ch

http://www.e-periodica.ch


https://doi.org/10.5169/seals-984753

VII

S. DouGLAS OLSON

FROM ‘CANONICAL LITERATURE TO ALCIPHRO

ABSTRACT

This paper undertakes a detailed examination of the language of
four of Alciphro’s Letters of Farmers and argues that the source of
much of the learning on display is likely not the primary texts
themselves but secondary scholarship. The Letzers can thus be under-
stood as important evidence for how ‘canonical’ literature was received
in the so-called ‘Second Sophistic’ period, and indeed for what that
‘canon’ was.

In his initial charge for these Entretiens, Andreas Willi described
their goal as “exploring to what extent our understanding of
literature in the Greek world is enriched if, for once, we see
in its language not just a diffuse recording instrument, but an
artistically manipulated tool for the creation of meaning”. In
this paper, I attempt to tie together the handling of a number
of ‘canonical’ works of Greek literature by Hellenistic and
Roman-era lexicographers with the Epistles of Alciphro, from
the third century CE or so, with particular attention to some
of the Letters of Farmers. Exploring Alciphro’s work in this way,
I argue, offers insight into his literary style and training and his
expectations of his audience, while also shedding light on a
largely obscure chapter in the history of the ancient reception
of earlier literature.

As a preliminary example of the question I am attempting to
address, consider a single three-word phrase from section 3 of
Epistle 2, 19 (discussed in more detail below), tpitny tadtny
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nuépav, literally “this the third day”, i.e. “two days ago, the day
before yesterday”. This is a relatively rare expression, attested
once in Menander in precisely this form (although divided
across two verses)' and as simple Huépav Tpitny in Xenophon,
Plato, Antiphanes, and Menander again;? glossed by Pollux and
Zonaras, the latter seemingly drawing on Orus and citing the
passages of Xenophon, Antiphanes, and Menander;® and used
three more times by Alciphro, multiple times by Lucian in the
form Tpitny Huépav, and once by Aelian in the form tpttyy [...]
v Nuépav.® Put another way, Tpityv Tadtny fuépay is a patent
Atticism, which has been mined out of various fifth- and
fourth-century Athenian texts by ancient scholars and taken
over by ‘Second Sophistic’ authors.” In what follows, I show that
similar vocabulary drawn from similar sources appears again
and again in the Epistles,® a point rarely made in the secondary
literature in anything more than general terms, obscuring what
Alciphro is doing and what he expects from his readers. More
important, I argue that much of this literary and social color
likely comes not direct from Middle and New Comedy or other
texts from the same period, as is generally but again often only
vaguely asserted,” but from what we today would call secondary

! MEN. fr. 894.

2 THUC. 8, 23, 1; XEN. Gyr. 6, 3, 11; ANTIPHAN. fr. 276 K.-A.; MEN. Epit.
440.

3 POLL. 1, 67; ZONAR. p. 1744 Tittmann = ORUS fr. A 79 Alpers.

4 ALcipHR. 1, 1, 15 2, 18, 1; 2, 30, 1; cf. 3, 28, 1. In LUCIAN. at e.g. Tox. 58;
Dial. deor. 14, 1. In AELIAN. at NA 7, 10.

> For the so-called ‘Second Sophistic’ movement and the political and cultures
anxieties that drove it, see esp. BOWIE (1970).

6 ScHMID (1887-1897) is the standard reference, but is so dense as to be almost
unusable and in any case omits discussion of Alciphro. VIEILLEFOND (1979) 126-
129 offers scattered specific remarks on the topic.

7 KONIG (2013) 187 n. 1 lists recent treatments of Alciphro’s sources or sup-
posed sources, none of them substantial. See also FUNKE (2016), esp. 224-229,
who attempts to trace the influence of Menander in Alciphro, but ultimately
concedes that the links have to do mostly with language and plot-motifs rather
than specific allusions to or reworkings of individual known texts. The classic
discussion is VOLKMANN (1886), who again mostly establishes generic rather than
specific connections in the language.
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scholarly sources, and that a familiarity with learning of that
sort and an appreciation of virtuoso displays of it must have
been a vital part of reading and enjoying Alciphro and authors
like him.® A considerable amount of sophisticated work has
been done on the Epistles over the last twenty years or so, con-
centrating on their character as letters, on the communicative
strategies and ironies that result from putting exceedingly refined
words in the mouths of seemingly unrefined characters, and on
the relationship between the text and standard Second Sophistic
rhetorical exercises.” My goal is not to disallow or replace obser-
vations made on the basis of such readings of the Epistles, but
to supplement and set them in context, allowing us to see more
of Alciphro and to gain a better understanding of the literary
and scholarly traditions that lie behind his work.

To make the implications of the argument clear, I begin
with some remarks about the history of Attic comedys, its schol-
arly reception in the ancient world, and how that scholarship
appears to have been put to use in the Second Sophistic period.
At least a thousand comedies were likely performed in Athens
in the fifth and fourth centuries alone, although only eleven by
Aristophanes have come down to us through the manuscript
tradition, along with a handful of others by Menander, some
of them more or less complete, preserved in papyri. Beyond
this, we have thousands of fragments, most of them quoted by
authors of the Roman and Byzantine periods. The scholars
working in Alexandria and in other centers of learning influ-
enced by the Library generally have quite specific interests,
many of which we today would describe as ‘antiquarian’: pro-
ducing lists of historical persons ranging from politicians to
philosophers to prostitutes, and of whatever information could
be gleaned about them; catalogues of e.g. fish and how they
were caught and prepared (cf. the work of the otherwise obscure

8 Thus also ScHMITZ (2004) 101-102, referring specifically to POLL. 1, 96-98
on fishing vocabulary, but not taking the discussion much further than this.

9 See esp. ROSENMEYER (2001) 255-307; SCHMITZ (2004); KONIG (2007);
KONIG (2013), esp. 197-205; Vox (2013); DrRAGO (2018).
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Dorion, which likely supplied most of the material for Athe-
naeus Book 7), cups (whence much of Athenaeus Book 11),
and wreathes (whence portions of Athenaeus Book 15); collec-
tions of legal and political terms and their definitions (cf. what
survives of Harpocration) and of apothegms (represented today
by the corpus of paroemiographers); and most significant for
this paper, studies of vocabulary in ‘good authors’ however
defined (whence much of the material in Pollux and in the
mostly lost or severely epitomized Atticist lexicographers).
Comedy was particularly useful for such purposes, since it talks
in detailed, graphic terms about individual persons, food, drink,
furniture, and the like, and uses colorful, colloquial language.
This enormous enterprise of reading, research, and excerpting
appears to have been carried out in the conviction that the texts
and periods in which the Alexandrians and their academic
descendants were interested were deeply significant, or at any
rate more significant than their own times. Homer in particular
mattered, as did texts from late fifth- and fourth-century Athens,
and whatever the original point of all this scholarly excerpting,
list-making, and glossing was, a large part of why Homer and
fifth- and fourth-century literature came to matter for aspiring
Roman-era sophisticates was because the latter often aspired to
write or speak in ‘good classical Greek’.

One means to that end was to read widely and carefully in
ancient authors, so as to develop a sense of appropriate vocab-
ulary and style and an ability to refer casually to important
figures, events, and institutions from the past. Practically speak-
ing, extensive research and study of this kind must not have
been an option for most people, both because it required a
library and a considerable investment of time and because the
judgments in question depended on substantial scholarly exper-
tise. The obvious alternative was to rely on others, i.e. on one’s
teachers but also on handbooks such as those of Moeris and
Phrynichus, which offered advice as to what the proper Attic
term was for various koiné words, or on thesauruses like that of
Pollux. That such learning could be badly applied or taken too
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far is apparent from Athenaeus’ anecdotes about Pompeianus of
Philadelphus, who used to say things like “I'm hastening off to
destruction” (dmolobpevog Emelyopor) when he meant “I'm
hurrying off to take a bath”,'’ from Lucian’s satire of the
learned Lexiphanes, who committed similar blunders, and from
the boorish behavior of Athenaeus’ symposiarch Ulpian, who
was nicknamed Keitoukeitos because he always asked xeirar %) 0d
xelroe; (“Is this mentioned anywhere [in ‘good literature’] or is
it not?”) when food was presented to him.!! But the goal appears
to have been to display one’s elegance and sophistication by
using Greek nominally appropriate to an educated contempo-
rary of Euripides, Aristophanes, Demosthenes, or Menander,
all leavened with a bit of Herodotus, Homer, or whatever else
the individual in question or his scholarly masters regarded as
a “classic’. This high-stakes antiquarianism in turn implies the
existence of a reading and listening public keenly attuned to
such distinctions and able to appreciate the presence of an oth-
erwise obscure mot juste, the use of an approved combination
of particles or a well-chosen image, or a knowing allusion to a
famous text or institution.

In what follows, I use a close study of four of the Lezters of
Farmers to argue that — whatever their other meanings and
purposes — Alciphro’s Epistles can be productively read as sty-
listically oriented exercises whose wit consists not just in their
charmingly colorful depictions of socially marginal and gener-
ally put-upon fictional characters, but in their insistent, highly
wrought use of language and antiquarian information of the
sort Hellenistic and Roman-era scholars were concerned to
assemble and analyze. Indeed, this can easily be understood as
one of the central points of the Epistles; their seeming lack of
substantial content disguises an extraordinary intellectual busy-
ness just below the surface of the text which contemporary
readers were concerned with and well-equipped to detect. My

10 See ATH. 3, 97f-98c.
I ATH. 1, le.
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larger contention is that much of this learning or apparent
learning is to be traced to scholarly sources and school training
rather than to a profound immersion in the original texts them-
selves. Two methodological points must be made in advance.
The first is that the loss of most ancient Greek literature makes
our task more difficult. In a number of cases, I argue that
Alciphro references — likely at second hand — a specific passage
of e.g. Homer, Sophocles, Euripides, or Demosthenes. If this is
in fact part of his method of composition or of the nature of
his sources, there must be other, similar allusions we are no
longer in a position to identify. The saving grace is that our
canon — not coincidentally — appears to overlap to a substantial
extent with the one with which Alciphro and his contemporar-
ies and predecessors were working. We have the two great
Homeric epics; Herodotus and Thucydides; a considerable
number of plays by Aeschylus, Sophocles, Euripides, and Aris-
tophanes; a large amount of Lysias, Demosthenes, Plato, and
Xenophon; and thousands of comic fragments, mostly selected
precisely for their value as evidence for fifth- and fourth-
century language, customs, and historical events and persons.
That Alciphro and the secondary authorities he knew and relied
upon had more of some of these authors and their contempo-
raries than we do thus does not leave us entirely in the dark.
Second, the lexicographic tradition itself is badly battered, as a
consequence of which I can demonstrate conclusively only in a
few cases that this is the source from which Alciphro got his
material. Instead, I will routinely cite Homer and fifth- and
fourth-century texts, on the one hand, and Alciphro and to a
lesser extent Lucian, Aelian,'? and Philostratus (who seem to
work in a similar manner), on the other, and will argue that the
links between the two bodies of material leave little doubt as to

12 For the relationship between Aelian and Alciphro, see REICH (1894)
26-45; BONNER (1909) 32-44, arguing that the two authors drew independenty
on older literary sources (which Bonner assumes both studied at first hand), with
comments in the second section regarding Alciphro and Longus (responding to
REICH [1894] 46-50); DRAGO (2013).
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how they are connected. This means that I will occasionally
resort to speculation, that some of the arguments I advance are
stronger than others, and that many points remain obscure.
But the case I am building is cumulative, and I hope to show
that there are so many certain examples of such appropriation
that we should assume it even when the evidence is not entirely
clear.

I begin with Alciphro 2, 19 (Polyalsos to Eustaphylus), dis-
cussed briefly above, and in particular with sections 3-4, where
the evidence is denser and more interesting than in the first two
sections, allowing the rest of the letter to be read in light of the
pattern they establish:

(1) HAayycov 3¢ 1 (2) MeArtaiov xuvidiov, & (&)tpépopey
(3) &Bvppa 17 dcomolvy) wposnvEs, Hrd THe &yav (4) Auyvelag
éml 10 xpéac dppuiicay xeltal cot (5) Tpitnv TavTyy fuépav
(6) éxtddny vexpov 37 (7) pudijcayv. Erabov odv (8) émi xand
naxov (9) avappirticag. xal tic mapx ¢ (10) oxvbpwnd
@y ToodTtwv cuyyvapn; gevtbucba (11) | moddv Exopev,
(12) xotpérw 8¢ 6 qypoc xal (13) Tépd wavra. (14) Hpo yop
(15) cwlewv €éautoy, xal i (to) (16) mabelv dvapévely
dAAd Ttpd ToD mabelv @uAdEachal.

“Little Plangon, however, the Maltese puppy we were raising as
a pet to please my mistress, rushed too greedily at the bait, and

now, you see, it lies outstretched, already a mouldering corpse,
dead for two days now. So, unawares, I heaped trouble on trou-
ble. And what mercy will be found in the old churl’s heart
for such offences? Good-bye to the farm and all my possessions!
It’s time to save my own skin and, instead of waiting for trouble,
to take measures before it arrives.”!?

(1) ITrayyowv is a personal name in Demosthenes as well as the
name of a notorious prostitute in late fourth-century Athenian
comedy.!* Alciphro’s choice of it is thus most easily read as a
bit of antiquarian color, particularly since it shows up again in
the Epistles at 4, 13, 12, where it belongs to a courtesan. (2) A

13 Translation adapted from BENNER / FOBES (1949), as also below.
4 DEM. 9, 3; ANAXIL. fr. 22, 8 K.-A.; the title of a play by Eubulus; TiMOCL.
fr. 27, 2 K.-A.



286 S. DOUGLAS OLSON

Melutaiov »uvidiov is mentioned also by Philostratus, three
times by Aelian, and twice by Lucian, always in precisely this
way, as well as by a number of other Roman-era authors.' This
thus looks like an Atticist trope, the earliest mention of such
dogs being in Aristotle and Theophrastus.!® (3) &0vppa in the
sense “toy, source of childish delight” is attested in early epic
and subsequently in Sappho and Euripides.!” Put another
way, this is a poetic rarity, the sort of word one might expect a
lexicographer to pick up. The combination with tpégw, on the
other hand, is ot standard, but appears also once in Philostratus
and once in Aelian.!® That seems unlikely to be coincidence,
and this is probably a prescribed combination based on a now-
lost examplar. (4) Avyvele is attested before the Roman period
only in Xenophon, Plato, Aristotle, and Aeschines Socraticus.”
This must thus have been identified as ‘good Attic vocabulary’,
in support of which one may note that Lucian has it seven
times, Aelian twice.? Whether the combination with &yav is
also intended as an Atticism is unclear, although LS] s.z. “with
a substantive” (with definite article) includes only Attic exam-
ples. (5) Tpttnv TadTnv Nuépav, another Atticism, is discussed
above. (6) Adverbial éxtddvyv is attested twice in Euripides,?!
but nowhere else before the Roman period, when it appears
three more times in Alciphro and twice in Lucian.?? In all these

5 PHILOSTR. Imag. 2, 17, 13; AEL. NA 7, 40; 13, 42; 16, 4; LUCIAN. Symp.
19; Philops. 27 (always specifically xuvidiov MeArtodov); also PLUT. Mor. 472c;
STRAB. 6, 277 80ev t& »uvidiax & norebor Mehtata; AESOP. Fab. 75, 3 H.-H.
Mehvtota xuvidie.

16 ARIST. Hist. an. 612b10 76 péyeboc fiixov Mehraiov xuvidiov tév
wxp@v; cf. [ARIST.] Pr. 892a21; THEOPHR. Char. 21, 9 xuvaptov 8¢ Mehitalov.

17 E.g. Il. 15, 363; H. Cer. 16; SAPPH. fr. 44, 9 L.-P.; EUR. fr. 272 Kannicht.

18 AEL. NA 6, 29 (from Phylarchus); PHILOSTR. /mag. 2, 17, 13.

9 E.g. XEN. Oec. 1, 22; PL. Resp. 519b; ARIST. Part. an. 660b9; AESCHIN.
SOcR. fr. 34, 7 Dittmar.

20 E.g. LUCIAN. Merc. cond. 24; Lex. 25; AEL. NA 7, 34; 13, 2.

21 EUR. Tro. 463; Phoen. 1698 éxtddnv cor xelcbov.

22 ALCIPHR. 3, 15, 4 éxtadny xetoOot vexpby; 3, 19, 7 éxtddny xelpevoc; 3,
36, 4 extddny nettow; LUCIAN. Dial. mort. 12, 5 éxtddnv xelpevov; 17, 2 Extddny
gxelpmy.
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cases, the adverb is associated with a form of xeipou, as in this
passage, and here it has the dative as well, as in Phoenissae.
There can thus be little doubt that this is another prescribed
expression and that Alciphro is (consciously or not) echoing
Euripides, although with no obvious larger point. (7) wuddw
(literally “be damp”) is a rare verb of interest to the lexicogra-
phers.?’ It seems to be used of a dead body before the Roman
period only at Soph. Anz. 410 puddv e odpa, but then appears
in that sense not only here but also at 1, 20, 2 and in Lucian.?*
While this might be coincidence, more likely both authors
found the use discussed and approved of in some secondary
authority. (8) xaxov éml xax is a matter of a different sort.
The phrase appears repeatedly in later authorities as a gloss on
nop éml mupt at Pl. Leg. 666a, and given Alciphro’s general
fondness for gnomic material, it is tempting to think that — like
the other ‘wise sayings’ that fill his work — it is drawn from a
paroemiographer.”> Whether that means that “Evil upon evil”
was already found in now-lost classical sources, or its mere pres-
ence in a secondary source, even if as a gloss, was good enough
for Alciphro to take it over, is unclear. (9) dvappinilw appears
also at 4, 8, 2, as well as three times in Lucian and once in
Athenaeus.?® Phrynichus seems to have been interested in the
word, as was whatever lexicographer (excerpted in Photius)
cited Pherecrates fr. 27 K.-A., and Pollux treats it as well.?”
This creates the impression that the word — also preserved in
fragments of Antiphanes and Demades?® — was regarded as an

3 HSCH. p. 1783 pudévres: Sivypatvovtec. anmbpevor, 1784 puddor: ceonp-
uévoig; Synag. p 285 uuddvree: Bpéyovres, Swypapuévor, camévree.

24 LUCIAN. Philops. 11; Dial. mort. 12, 5 pudévra [...] xotd vépov dmdvrwy
16V cwpdteyv “mouldering in the manner of all bodies”; cf. AEL. NA 15, 18 4
oupf pudfoy).

2 For mip énl mupt, note AR. fr. 469, 2 K.-A.; PL. Leg. 666a with ZENOB. 5,
69 = PHOT. & 1562 (etc.) (= PAUS. ATT. & 45) maporpie, Hig wéuvyron xal [IAd-
TV ®oaxdy Eml xoxd.

26 LUCIAN. Anach. 21, 26; Tim. 6; ATH. 13, 570a.

27 PHRYN. PS fr. 219* de Borries (from Photius = Suda = Synag. - Hsch.);
PHOT. « 1638, citing PHERECR. fr. 27 K.-A.; POLL. 6, 129.

28 ANTIPHAN. fr. 200, 16 K.-A.; DEMAD. fr. 78.
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Attic rarity and was used by Alciphro and his contemporaries
on that account. (10) oxulpwmés is attested first in Aeschylus
and then in Euripides, Aristophanes, Xenophon, and Plato.”
It appears elsewhere five times in Alciphro, repeatedly in Lucian,
and in Aelian,? all of whom clearly use it to create the impres-
sion of a good colloquial style. (11) Alciphro has §} o3&y Eyeuv
(“as fast as one can”) also at 3, 36, 4, and Aelian uses the same
— otherwise unusual — expression repeatedly.®® This is thus
most easily explained as a taught phrase modeled on Herodo-
tus®? and here perhaps specifically Pl. Grg. 507d dxodaciav 3¢
pevxTéQY Qg Eyel ToddV ExaaTtog MGy “each of us must flee
licentiousness as fast as his feet will carry him”. (12) yotpéro in
the sense “A long goodbye to”, i.e. “Enough of!, To hell with!”
is attested in Herodotus, Euripides, and comedy?® and seems to
be a late fifth-century colloquialism. Lucian also has it twice,>*
suggesting that this was another taught expression. (13) Although
Tépd mavTo seems unremarkable, it is attested only four times:
here, in Lucian, in Philostratus,” and at Eur. Supp. 1126. The
latter is thus most likely the model for the Roman-era passages.
(14) &pa (2ott) plus infinitive is found twice in Homer and
then (as LS] notes) “also in Trag(edy) and Attic”. Alciphro has
the expression at two other points;*® Lucian and Aelian use it;*’
and it is tempting to think that this too was a taught expression.

# AESCH. Cho. 738; e.g. EUR. Alc. 797; AR. Lys. 707; XEN. Mem. 2, 7, 12;
e.g. PL. Symp. 206d.

3 ArcrpHR. 1, 13, 35 3, 28, 2; 3, 36, 2; 4, 2, 3; 4, 7, 8; e.g. LUCIAN. Pise. 12;
Mere. cond. 33; AEL. VH 14, 22; Epist. 15, 23; ARISTAENET. 1, 17, 16-17.

31 AEL. NA 2, 39 §) mo8dv &xet @uyiic &pyetaw; 3, 21 F moddv elyev dvéber;
6, 48 ¢ elyev émbuptac xal woddv; 10, 48 of pev E0cov ) moddv ciyov.

32 HDT. 6, 116, 1 Abnvaior 8¢ dg ©odév elyov taytota dRoNbeov é¢ 1o &otu
“the Athenians lent aid to the city as fast as their feet would carry them”; 9, 59,
2 &3twxov G¢ moddv éxactol elyov “they pursued as fast as each group’s feet
would carry them”.

% E.g. HDT. 2, 117; 4, 96, 2; EUR. Med. 1044; MEN. Epit. 573; PHOENIC.
fr. 4, 2 K.-A.

3 LUCIAN. Herc. 8, 2; Gall. 33, 4.

3 LUCIAN. Dial. mort. 18, 1; PHILOSTR. VA 5, 38.

6 ALCIPHR: 2, 32, 3: 3 5, 2,

3 E.g. LUCIAN. Tud. voc. 6, 10; Tupp. trag. 14; AEL. VH 1, 21; 2, 34.
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(15) Alciphro uses cwZew €avtév also at 3, 11, 2, which sug-
gests that he thought he had good authority for the expression.
Both passages appear to be specific echoes of Pl. Grg. 512d éaX
x0TO ToDT €67Tly &peTh), TO0 aplewv abTéy “but this is virtue: to
save oneself”. Whether the quotation is drawn from Plato him-
self or has come to Alciphro through a secondary authority is
uncertain; the line is memorable enough to have drawn notice
in either case. The same is true of (16) mwabeiv dvap.évery dAX
7p0 1ol mabelv puAdEacbar, which quotes and then alludes to
Dem. 19, 224 éxierdolon pot Soxeite xal walelv dvapévery ta
dewd, €tépoug 8¢ mdoyovTag 6pdvreg o QuAidttesal “you
seem to me to have grown slack and to be waiting to suffer
terrors, and although you see others suffer them, not to be
protecting yourselves”, a passage picked out for discussion also
by Hermogenes and Tiberius.

This is only the first half of Epistle 2, 19, and these are only
the echoes and allusions to earlier texts we can see today. It is
nonetheless striking how much of Alciphro’s language has been
taken over from earlier authors and in ways that suggest not so
much a witty ‘Hellenistic’ allusiveness as a careful, concerted
effort to use authorized vocabulary, constructions, and refer-
ences easily understood as drawn from lexicographic sources or
the like. Put another way, Alciphro 2, 19, 4 does not appear to
be commenting on or ‘playing with’ Plato and Demosthenes
but to be quoting them — perhaps better put, reusing their lan-
guage — in a primarily stylistic exercise. A similar impression is
created by the first two sections of the letter:

(17) mayny otnon énl toc (18) piapdg dhwmexas (19) xped-
Sov 1iic (20) onavdding (21) dmapthcag. émel yop Emoré-
wowy Tig (22) otauAdg, (23) xai od povov tig (22bis)
payag Exontov (23bis) &AN’ 80 xai (24) 6AouAfpoug améte-
wvov Tév (22tris) oivapwy Tobg BéTpuc, 6 deamoTYC 3¢ EmioTh-
ceclon (25) watnyyéAdeto — qpyaréog &vbpwmog xal Sprpic,
(26) yvwpidia xai wpofovievpdtia (27) cuveydg ént (28)
¢ IIvuxdg Abnvaiois elonyodpevos, xal morhode %87 Su (29)
oxoL6tnTa TEOTOL %ol (30) SewvdtnTa fnudtwy (28bis) émi
ToVg évdexa dyaywv — deloag pn T maborpr xdyo (31) xal
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tadta ToLolTou (Tol) deambtou dvrog, T (32) HAEmTLY dAG-
\ 3 / ~ 3 T e \ 3 T
mexa cLAABoY EBouAburny Ttapadolvat. &AN 1) eV ody fxe:

“I set a trap for those cursed foxes, with a bit of meat tied to the
trigger. They were raiding the vines, not only chewing at the
grapes but going so far as to bite whole clusters off of them;
and it was reported that my master was about to arrive — he is a
harsh and bitter man, who is continually proposing trifling
decrees and resolutions to the Athenians on the Pnyx and who,
by his rough ways and skillful oratory, has previously sent many
a man to the Eleven. So since I was afraid, especially considering
what sort of man my master is, that something might happen to
me as well, I wanted to catch the thieving fox and turn it over
to him. But the fox never came near the trap.’

(17) méyy is found four times in Herodotus and subsequently in
Xenophon, Plato, and Aristotle,*® and is easily explained as having
been picked up by Alciphro as fifth/fourth-century vocabulary.
(18) prapdc is attested already at 7/. 24, 420, but is extremely rare
before the fifth century and then common in comedy, Plato, and
Demosthenes.? It is also common in Alciphro, as well as in
Lucian,® both of whom apparently regard it as “good colloquial
vocabulary”. piapéc and drdmnE are combined elsewhere only at
Ar. Thesm. 1133 puxpdc dAmmn, olov émithnell por. Whether the
echo is significant is impossible to say, but there is no obvious
direct reference to the Aristophanic passage (where the reference is
to a deceptive woman) and Alciphro may have got the combina-
tion, but divorced of its original context, from a secondary author-
ity. (19) and (21) Diminutive xped3iov (also once in Aelian and
glossed by Pollux)*! and the compound &naptde are fifth/fourth-
century Attic vocabulary*? and likely appear in Alciphro for that

3% E.g. HDT. 2, 121; subsequently at XeN. Cyr. 1, 6, 39; PL. Leg. 824; ARIST.
Mir. 834a9.

3 E.g. AR. Eq. 239; PL. Resp. 589¢; DEM. 18, 134.

4 ALCIPHR. 2,2, 1; 2,16, 3; 2, 21,15 3, 3, 15 3, 26, 4; 3, 36, 2; e.g. LUCIAN.
Tupp. trag. 19; Tim. 34.

41 AEL. NA 2, 47; POLL. 6, 33.

2 yoeddiov: e.g. AR. Plut. 227; XEN. Gyr. 1, 4, 13; CEPHS. fr. 8 K.-A.; ALEXTS
fr. 180, 2 K.-A. Also HirrocC. Epid. 7, 3, 38 = 5, 372, 4 Littré. draprdw: e.g.
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reason. (20) oxavddhy, by contrast, is found only here and in late
Byzantine sources. oxavdaAn0pov would seem to be expected,
being attested at Aristophanes and then in Pollux (twice) and
perhaps in Phrynichus.® That would make that form of the
word an Atticism, and — to move briefly into hypothetical argu-
ment via analogy — it is tempting to think that oxavddin has
come to Alciphro through a source no longer available to us and
thus that it too has a good classical pedigree, although in this case
one we cannot see.% (22) orapuly is attested in early epic*® and
is rare outside of it. &€, by contrast, appears to be Attic,% as is
oivapov (also picked up by Timaeus in his Lexicon).”” This sec-
tion of the Epistle thus looks like a learned cluster of related
vocabulary drawn from a source similar to whatever lies behind
Poll. 1, 243 qumérov otaguial xal Bétpueg, xal & adT@Y i
oTapuAde xal al otagidec “grapevine clusters (staphulai) and
bunches of grapes, and from these words grape-bunches
(staphulides)”; 6, 21 &nd & ofvou xal olvavOor ai &umehor xal
olvaper o AN “from wine (0inos) grapevines are oinanthai, and
the leaves are oinara”. (23) The combination xal od wévov is
found in Thucydides, the orators, Xenophon, and Plato,*® but
not before them. Lucian has it three times, once followed by &\’
#8n xal but generally by &é& xaf, as in the classical period,
while Aelian has it five times, generally with &A\& xaf or a variant
thereof.*” All this suggests that the phrasing was tagged as an
Atticism and as worthy of imitation. The same is true of the

EUR. Andr. 412; THUC. 6, 21, 2; XEN. Eq. 10, 9; DEM. 12, 7; ARIST. Gen. an.
716b29.

4 AR. Ach. 687; POLL. 7, 114 (both in reference to mousetraps); PHRYN.
PS fr. 351* de Borries oxoavdarnOpa- xal oxdvdara Aéyouvswy (from Photius).

# But see the discussion that follows.

% E.g Howm. IL 18, 561; Od. 5, 69.

4 SopH. fr. 398, 2 Radt; PL. Leg. 845a; e.g. ARIST. Hist. an. 552b20; e.g.
THEOPHR. Hist. pl. 3, 17, 6.

47 E.g. CRATIN. fr. 269, 2 K.-A.; XEN. Oec. 19, 18; THEOPHR. Caus. pl. 5, 4,
1. Cf. Todk. Lexe. 6 2.

4 'THUC. 8, 68, 4; e.g. XEN. Mem. 1, 7, 2; e.g. PL. Symp. 206a; [sAE. 2, 43.

% LUCIAN. Jud. voc. 11 (followed by AN’ #8v »at); Vit. auct. 23; Laps. 2; e.g.
AEL. NA 16, 20; VH 3, 13.
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combination &AX %87 xaf, which is also found in Attic prose®
but not before. (24) 6Aéxdnpoc is fourth-century Attic vocabu-
lary, common in comedy and in Plato and Aristotle.’! Lucian has
it twice,”? suggesting that it too was treated as approved vocabu-
lary. (25) xaroayyéNo is first attested in Xenophon and Lysias,>
and is perhaps used by Alciphro on that basis. (26) yvep.tdiov is
attested three times in Aristophanes® and thereafter first here
and in Lucian.”® Even more striking, Lucian also has the phrase
yvoridie xal tpoBovievpdtia, and wpoBovievudTiov is attested
nowhere else. Alciphro and Lucian are thus almost certainly
drawing the combination of words from the same — presumably
Atticist — source, and mwpoBovAevpdtiov must have been attested
somewhere in fifth- or fourth-century literature, most likely
(given the diminutive form and the deteriorative sense) in com-
edy. (27) cuveydc is an Atticism, used for example by Eupolis,
as we know from Photius,*® showing that the word was of inter-
est to the lexicographers. (28) éni t%¢ [Ivuxdc and ént todg
&vdexa are bits of Attic topographic/political color of the sort
one would expect to be drawn from a source similar to Harpo-
cration, and an example of what Schmitz calls “material clas-
sicism”.%” (29) oxoubty is fifth/fourth-century vocabulary,’® and
Lucian has it as well,”” suggesting that it was recognized as such.
That oxatétyta Tpdmov is an echo specifically of oxatbtyTa

°0 "THUC. 6, 86, 4; XEN. Cyr. 8, 8, 16; Isoc. 4, 140.

°l In comedy at e.g. PL. COM. fr. 188, 9 K.-A.; ANAXANDR. fr. 40, 10 K.-A ;
in Plato at e.g. Phdr. 250c; in Aristotle at e.g. Hist. an. 585b36.

°2 LUCIAN. Macr. 2; Philops. 8.

>3 XEN. An. 2, 5, 38; Lys. 25, 30.

> AR. Eg. 100 (with Bovhevpdriov, diminutive of Bodrevpa “purpose, plan”);
Nub. 321; fr. 727 K.-A. (from Phrynichus).

5> LUCIAN. Par. 42.

56 Fup. fr. 485 K.-A. (drawn from PHOT. ¢ 754). But see the discussion,
where this claim is challenged and rephrased.

°7 SCHMITZ (2004) 92-93. For the Pnyx, see also ALCIPHR. 3, 25, 3; e.g. LUCIAN.
Bis acc. 9. For the Eleven, e.g. LUCIAN. Bis acc. 5; Iupp. conf. 16 with scholia;
HaArp. o 167; = 21.

>% SorH. Ane. 1028; HDT. 7, 9, 2, B; THUC. 4, 80, 3; PL. Resp. 411e; DEM.
6, 19 oxondtra TpéTWY.

9 LUCIAN. Tim. 44.
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tpémwy at Dem. 6, 19 is worth considering, given that the
words never occur together elsewhere before the Roman period.
(30) Sewbtne is likewise fifth/fourth-century vocabulary,® in
this case attested exclusively in Attic prose, and Demades actu-
ally refers once to Demosthenes’ 8swvétyg TGV fnudrwy.t! Once
again, moreover, Lucian has the word, in this case seven times.®?
(31) Exclamatory xai tabra (properly “and at that!”) is another
Atticism, which is used repeatedly by Alciphro as well as by
Lucian.®® Here it seems to be misused, which might be taken to
suggest dependence on a half-understood model or handbook.
(32) xAémric, finally, is found before this only in Herodian,
who knows it as an accentual oddity. But Herodian has got the
word from somewhere, meaning that Alciphro has not invented
it but has taken it over from a literary source.

Whether the points made above render Alciphro’s Epistles
more intriguing reading is a matter of individual taste. The anal-
ysis nonetheless suggests that among the interests of the letters
may have been not only what they say but also how they say
it in terms of vocabulary, phrasing, and incidental references.
Behind this style of writing, moreover, seem to lurk not so much
primary sources as learned collections of ‘good’ words, expres-
sions, and constructions drawn from or authorized by authors
such as Herodotus, Sophocles, Euripides, Plato, Demosthenes,
and the comic poets; paroemiographers; and historians of the
quotidian details of Athenian life in the classical period and of
the associated vocabulary. And all of this implies an audience
similarly familiar with such material and capable of appreciating
how it is put to use, although with no obvious interest in original
context. Compare 2, 24 (Gemellos to Salakonis):

7t tabta, & (1) Zaraxwvig, (2) dmepnpaveig (3) Taraiva;
odx &y oe elg (4) TodpyaothpLov xablnuévyy mapd tov (5) bxe-
otV Tov (6) étepdmoda avetrbuny, (7) nai tatta (8) Adbpq

® E.g. THUC. 3, 59, 1; ANTIPH. 5, 5; PL. Tht. 177a; Isoc. 3, 43.

61 DEMAD. fr. 79 (of Demosthenes). But see the discussion.

62 E.g. LUCIAN. Alex. 4.

63 E.g. AR. Ach. 349; e.g. ALCIPHR. 2, 24, 1; 2, 26, 2; e.g. LUCIAN. Jupp. trag. 6.
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-rv?]g p,n'rpég, nol uocBo’map Twva (9) éminAnpov (10) éyyunthyv
w{w{op.svog Exw; ob 3¢ <ppuom:’r“q, (1 1) mroudiondprov edteAés,
®ok (12) uiyAilovoa xai p.wuwp.evn pe (13) 5laT€7t€l.g (14)
oV Tavey), -romocwoc, TG ayepthag, &yé cou Tdv EpuaTiy
detbw Seombny nad (15) nbypug emi TévV dypdv EVYELY dva-
yracw, xal 167 (16) eloy maboloa (17) ol xaxdv cavtnv
évéceloag.

“Why, Salakonis, are you so disdainful, wretch? Didn’t I carry
you off when you were sitting in the workshop with the lame
tailor, and without my mother knowing it at that? And aren’t
I now keeping you as if you were an heiress to whom I am
engaged? But you, you cheap little slave, puff yourself up and
go on tittering at and mocking me. Put a stop to your inso-
lence, wretch! I'll show you that your lover is your master, and
I’ll force you to roast barley in the countryside; then you’ll know
by sad experience the sort of trouble you've plunged yourself
into.

For the modern reader, this is a disturbing letter — Gemellos
has paid good money for Salakonis and is writing to express his
outrage that she is unenthusiastic about him forcing himself
upon her sexually. The ugliness of the situation becomes even
more obvious in Epistle 2, 25, in which Salakonis writes back
to say that she loathes Gemellos’ hairy body and foul breath
and has decided to hang herself rather than submit to him
again. As for the language with which Gemellos expresses him-
self and its apparent sources: (1) Zahaxwvic is from cahdxwy,
which Aristotle uses for a pretentious person, while Hermippus
has cecahaxwvicpévny in his Jambs and Aristophanes uses the
compound Sxsaraxwvilw.®* The scattered evidence thus sug-
gests that this is ill-attested Attic vocabulary — precisely the sort of
expressive rarity one would expect a lexicographer to collect — and
it thus cannot be an accident that Alciphro also has cognate
cohaxwvia at 4, 18, 4. (2) dmepnoavéw is a Homeric rarity®
and then shows up in Hellenistic and Roman-era authors,

4 E.g. ARIST. Eth. Eud. 1233b1 caddxewv; HERMIPP. Jamb. 5, 2 West ceca-

Aaxwviopévny; AR, Vesp. 1169 Suacahoxcdvicov.
5 A Homeric hapax at Il. 11, 694 a0’ Smepnpavéovres.
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presumably on that basis; Pollux disapproves of it,°® which
shows that its status was a matter of discussion and presumably
that some authorities recommended it, while others did not.
For my purposes the word is interesting because it points to
another stratum of learning — Homeric vocabulary, also a topic
of intense Hellenistic and Roman-era scholarly inquiry — on
display within the Epistles. (3) tdhawva is typically tragic vocab-
ulary, from which it is taken over occasionally into comedy.®’
Alciphro has the word again in this same letter and three more
times as well, while Lucian uses it once.®® (4) épyasthprov,
a generic word for a commercial workspace, is first attested
in Herodotus, Attic prose, and comedy,®’ and seems to be an
example of a rare word of the type a lexicographer might pick
up. (5) dxeotig is attested in the classical period only at Xen.
Cyr. 1, 6, 16; that the word was judged interesting by Hellen-
istic and Roman-era scholars is apparent from the fact that
Pollux mentions it and Phrynichus identifies it as an archaism
for common Am#tne.”® This is thus a clear example of a rare
Atticism making its way from a fourth-century author to the
lexicographers, and from the lexicographers to second- and
third-century authors, as witness the fact that Lucian also has
dxesthc not just once but four times.”! (6) étepbmoug is attested
before this only in Philostratus’ Lives of the Sophists,”* a text
written in a pointedly Attic style, meaning that neither Alciphro
nor Philostratus is likely to have coined it. The closest parallel
appears to be étepbpbaipoc (“one-eyed”), which is used by
three fourth-century Athenian authors and was of interest to

6 POLL. 9, 146 16 8¢ pjua 6 Smepnaveiv odx Emauvé.

67 In tragedy at e.g. AESCH. Ag. 1247; SOPH. EL 450; EUR. Supp. 941; Hipp.
841. In comedy at e.g. AR. Thesm. 690.

68 Also ALCIPHR. 2, 14, 2; 4, 5, 15 4, 9, 5; cf. LUCIAN. Dial. meret. 12, 2.

¢ HDT. 4, 14, 1. In Attic prose at e.g. XEN. Hell. 3, 14, 7; AESCHIN. 1, 124;
DEM. 25, 52. In comedy at AR. Eg. 744; ANTIPHAN. fr. 22, 3 K.-A.

70 POLL. 7, 42; PHRYN. Ecl. 64 Fischer.

'l LUCIAN. Fug. 17; Pseudol. 9; Nigr. 25; Dial. D. 18, 1.

/2 PHILOSTR. VS 1 p. 515, 7.
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Phrynichus (who approves of it).”> The obvious conclusion is
that this is another rare Attic word recommended by the lexi-
cographers on the basis of an original from the classical period
that no longer survives. (7) I have already discussed xal Tabra,
which in this case is used correctly. (8) The combination Ad0pgq
[...] umTede is attested elsewhere only at Soph. O7 787 Aa0pq
3¢ unTeoc xal matpos wopedopar ‘I made my way in secret
from my mother and my father”, a sufficiently famous text that
it is easy to believe that Alciphro or his source is referring
directly to it. Be that as it may, AdOpg + a genitive object with
a definite article is otherwise restricted before the Roman period
to one appearance in Xenophon, one in Plato, and Ad0pq t7ce
Y¥ic “in secret from this land” in Euripides.”* Lucian, meanwhile,
has AdOpq TH¢ TInverdmyg,”> suggesting again a taught sense of
‘good style’ shared with Alciphro. (9-10) érixAnpog is a techni-
cal Athenian legal term, the sort of word one would expect to
be collected by an authority like Harpocration. It is used three
other times by Alciphro, including at 1, 6, 1 with &yyuyntic as
part of a quotation of the Attic marriage formula, and is
patently a deliberate antiquarian touch.”® &yyuyryg for its part
is attested first in Herodotus and is then extremely common in,
although not confined to, Attic prose;”” Lucian and Aelian
both have it.”8 (11) madiondprov edteré seems to recall Men.
Mis. fr. 2, 1 moudiondpréy pe xatadedodrwr’ edteréc “a cheap
little slave girl has enslaved me”, which is one of only two
known instances of the noun in the classical period and appears
to be echoed also in Clement of Alexandria’s Miscellanies 2, 15,
64 and Arrian’s Digest of Epictetus 3, 25, 6, making it clear
that the passage was well-known. Lucian has mawdioxdprov at

3 grepbpbaipog: DEM. 24, 140; e.g. ARIST. /A 714a7; DEMAD. fr. 32. Cf.
PHRYN. Ecl. 107 Fischer povépOaipov odx ¢petc, dAN Etepbgplaipov.

74 XEN. Cyr. 6, 4, 2; PL. Lys. 211a; EUR. fr. 1132, 38 Kannicht.

7> LUCIAN. Ver. hist. 2, 29.

76 Also ALCIPHR. 3, 22, 2; 3, 28, 4.

77 E.g. HDT. 1, 196, 3; ISAE. 3, 78 % &yyunty yovi.

8 AEL. fr. 103; LUCIAN. Hermot. 77; Vit. auct. 1; Catapl. 10.
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Dial. mort. 22, 7, suggesting again that he regarded the word
as good classical vocabulary. (12) »xuyAtlw and poxdopor appear
together at two other points in Alciphro and in the same
order,”” making this something like a fixed phrase for him and
likely one he was taught. xuyAilew is attested first in Aristo-
phanes and appears in Aelian in a thematically related passage.®
Moeris disapproves of the verb, which leaves no doubt that its
status as good Attic vocabulary was a matter of interest to the
lexicographers.8! pwxdopor is not attested in what survives of
Attic literature, but is found in Aelian;®? it too may thus hark
back to a now lost source, explaining Alciphro’s apparent sense
that it and »yAilw work well together. (13) diaxteréw + par-
ticiple is common in Herodotus and Attic (see LSJ s.». 1),
as well as in Lucian,® and is probably another example of
approved style. (14) od madey [...] T dyepwylac; finds a
close parallel at 1, 6, 4 nénavso T¥c dyepwytac, suggesting reli-
ance (perhaps through a learned intermediary) on a common
model. Alciphro also uses 00 waboy + gen. at 4, 3, 1, making
this look like a set phrase, and the construction is apparently an
Atticism and was likely identified as such in one of his sources.®
(15) For xdypug [...] @pdyew, cf. Cratin. fr. 300, 2 K.-A. ¢pi-
youswy 78 & xdypuc, the only other example of the combi-
nation before Galen (himself actively involved in research on

79 ALCIPHR. 3, 42, 3 (also with thematic similarities); 4, 6, 3.

80 AR. Nub. 983; AEL. Ep. rust. 11. Also AR. fr. 347, 4 K.-A.; THEOC. 11, 78;
HEeroOD. 7, 123.

81 MOER. % 19. Cf. AB p. 271, 30 - Ez. Magn. p. 516, 17 (defining xaxi%o
as a “whorish laugh”).

82 AEL. NA 1, 29.

8 E.g. LUCIAN. Sat. 36.

8% 0b maday + gen. in classical texts at EUR. Med. 93-94; Bacch. 1360-1361;
Eup. fr. 108, 1 K.-A.; AR. Lys. 1160; IsOC. 4, 11; dyépwyoc is attested in Homer
(e.g. Il. 2, 654; Od. 11, 286) and other early poetry (e.g. HEs. fr. 150, 30 M.-W.;
IByC. fr. S192b, 14; PIND. Nem. 6, 33), and is apparently glossed by Phrynichus
(PS fr. 58% 1 de Borries ayépwyoc- yalpog, sepvée, Opacis, bmepbmtnc). That
Alciphro has dyepwyix also at 1, 6, 4; 3, 31, 2; 4, 6, 3, that Philostratus uses it
repeatedly (e.g. VA 2, 28), that Aristaenetus (1, 22, 2) has it as well, and that the
lexicographer Eudemus glosses it (3, 30 Niese), combines to suggest that the
word was found in a canonical text lost to us.
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Attic vocabulary);® Pollux and Aelius Dionysius (in glosses
on gpdyetpov “roasting vessel” and xdypuc, respectively);8¢ and
Moeris (who identifies xdypuc as an Atticism, although the
word is also attested in Hippocrates).?” (16) eioy [...] ol xaxdv
appears to be modeled on or inspired by Eur. Med. 1306 &
AoV, odx olol’ ol xandv éaNavbag “Wretch, you do not
know what point of troubles you have reached”, the only exam-
ple of of xaxdv attested before this. The combination is also
found three times in Xenophon of Ephesus and in later writers,
suggesting that it was a taught phrase.®® (17) of [...] coutiy
évéceroag, finally, seems modeled on or inspired by the odd and
unexpected use of the verb at Soph. Anz. 1273-1274 pe [...] /
év & Zoeroey dyplate 63olc “he shook me onto savage paths”.

Epistle 2, 24 thus reinforces the impression created by 2, 19
in regard to Alciphro’s language. The vocabulary and seeming
set-phrases used in the letter go back insistently to Atticisms
and in one case to a Homeric rarity, and in a number of cases
can be traced without much question to specific fifth/fourth-
century texts available today, suggesting that there were other
models we can no longer detect (for example for érepbmoug or
for the combination of xiyAt{w and pwxdopar). And while the
evidence for this is badly fractured and inadequate, the combi-
nation of the emphatic use of many of the same words in other
Roman-era authors with stylistic tendencies similar to Alciphro’s
and the appearance of a number of them in what remains of the
lexicographic tradition makes it a reasonable hypothesis that
Alciphro is drawing for the most part not on complete tragedies,
comedies, historical texts, and the like but on secondary schol-
arly work.

8 GAL. 19, 11, 3-4 Kiihn.

8 POLL. 1, 246 gpdyetpov, § Toc ndypuc Eppuyov; AEL. DION. x 17 xdypuc-
xpLlal meppuypévar.

87 MOER. » 18 ndypug Attixot- xplal weppuypévor “Ernves. For xdypuc,
also AR. Nub. 1358; Vesp. 1306; e.g. THEOPHR. Hist. pl. 3, 14, 1; HiproC. Morb.
3, 17,32 = 7, 158, 17 Litré.

8 XWgN. EPH. 1, 3, 4; 5, 7, 5; HELIOD. Aeth. 8, 6, 6; 9, 3, 6.
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These conclusions are supported by Epistle 2, 22 (Hyle to
Nomios):

(1) Bapilerg cic &otv xatiov, & Nople, xal tov &ypov (2) 008
dxopd) Oéherc dpav- (3) dpydg 3¢ W v (4) Ynpevovoa TGV
éxmovolvioy, Yo 38 (5) olxovpd wévy peta tc (6) Zopag (7)
dyanntdg & (8) madio (9) BouxoArobea. ob ¢ Huiv (10)
adtoyenpe (11) pesaiméiiog &vlpwrog (12) perpdxiov (13)
G TIKOV dvepdvnc. axodw yap oe (14) Ta ToOAA&L (15) éri Zni-
pov xai Kepapewob iatpifiey, ob gast Tolg (16) éEwAestdh-
Tovg oy oAy} xal (17) pactdvy tov Blov (18) xatavarioxerv.

“You're always going down to the city, Nomios, and you're
unwilling to give even a glance to the farm. Our land lies idle,
bereft of men to work it, and I am tending the house alone
with Syra and taking care of the children as best I can. Mean-
while, although you’re a middle-aged person with hair already
gone part gray, you resemble a boy about town; for I hear you're
spending most of your time in Skiron and the Kerameikos,
where they say the biggest rascals waste their lives in idleness and
ease.

Unlike Salakonis in Epistles 2, 24 and 2, 25, Nomios does
not reply, leaving Hyle in a desperate and impossible situation.
Once again, however, my interest is in how she expresses herself
rather than in what she says. (1) Oxpile with a particle is found
already once in the Odyssey® but seemingly after that first at the
opening of Plato’s Republic, where Socrates is not going off to
the city but to Piraeus.”® Alciphro uses language similar to Oo.i-
Cewc elg &otu xatiwv at 1, 4, 2 &otude Oapilewc [...] cuveopta-
Covoa and 2, 28, 1 eic &otu nataPdc, where the influence of
Od. 15, 505 éoméprog & eig &atu i3y Eua Epya xdrerwe “in the
evening I will return to the city after I have inspected my fields”
is perhaps heard instead. None of this is satisfactory, but it is
difficult to escape the impression that the beginning of this
letter recalls a combination of these primary texts or others
similar to them — or, better put, secondary scholarship drawing

8 Od. 8, 451.
% PL. Resp. 328c & Zcwmpareg, od 8¢ Oapilerc Hpiv xataBaivey eic tov Met-
oo “Socrates, you don’t often come down to the Piraeus to see us”.
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on and analyzing them. (2) 008" dxap? (also in Lucian;’! cf.
und dxap¥ once in both Alciphro and Lucian®) is attested a
handful of times in fifth/fourth-century Athenian literature,”
as is simple dxap¥, including at Antipho fr. 146 Thalheim,
which is drawn from Hesychius = Photius and thus patently
from a lexicographer. Indeed, Moeris a 89 specifically identifies
the word as an Atticism, making it a reasonable conclusion that
Alciphro and Lucian have got it from a similar source. (3) For
&py6e in the sense “fallow”, LS] s.v. (B) 1.2 cites only three pas-
sages from fourth-century Athenian prose,’* suggesting that
this is another Atticism identified as such in antiquity. (4) % v
Y7Meevovoa TGV éxmovolivtwy appears to be an echo of Od. 9,
124 av3pév ympeter (of Cyclops Island), which is also picked
up in Plutarch and Aelian.”® Perhaps all three authors refer spe-
cifically to Homer, but just as likely they have got the trope
as a bit of approved rhetorical color from a secondary source.
(5) oixovpd is Attic vocabulary,”® and the fact that it is used
again by Alciphro, as well as by Lucian, Aelian, and Plutarch,””
suggests that it was recommended to them. (6) The name Xdpa
is a bit of Attic color also picked up by Lucian.”® (7) &yannrésc
is colloquial fourth-century Attic vocabulary® also found at 1,
16, 2 and common in e.g. Plutarch and Aelian.'® (8) modta is
a fifth-century form, very common in Herodotus, comedy, and

91 Lucian. Am. 10.

92 ALCIPHR. 4, 14, 1; LUCIAN. Am. 26.

%% In addition to ANTIPH. fr. 146 Thalheim (discussed below), AR. Vesp. 541;
Av. 1649; [DEM.] 50, 56.

% XeN. Gyr. 3, 2, 19; Isoc. 4, 132; THEOPHR. Hist. pl. 9, 12, 2.

% PLUT. Pomp. 28, 4 Abpmy v Ayaida, ynpedovcav dvdp@v téte; AEL. NA
4, 59 dvbpdhmwy ympedovsa.

% First attested at AESCH. Ag. 809; subsequently e.g. SOPH. Phil. 1328; HER-
MIPP. fr. 46, 3 K.-A.; PL. Resp. 451d; [DEM.] 59, 86; [ARIST.] Ath. pol. 56, 4.

7 Also ALCIPHR. 4, 13, 19; LUCIAN. Nigr. 18; e.g. AEL. NA 5, 18; 9, 53;
PLuT. Per. 11, 1; 34, 1.

9% AR. Pax 1146; PHILEM. fr. 117, 1 K.-A.; APOLLOD. CARYSTIUS fr. 8, 1 K.-A.;
LUCIAN. Dial. meret. 4, 4, 5.

? E.g. PL. Lys. 218c; Menex. 245¢; Lys. 6, 45; Isoc. 14, 41; DEM. 19, 200;
DrirH. fr. 89, 2 K.-A.

100 E o PLUT. Mor. 321c; e.g. AEL. NA 5, 11.
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prose'®! and used repeatedly by Alciphro,!** doubtless for that
reason. (9) LS] s.2. 1.2 offers only one other example of Bouxo-
Mo + person in the sense of “caring for”, at Ar. Vesp. 10, where
the reference is to tending a god. A better parallel is /. Merc.
167 Bouxoréwv ué xal o Sixpmepéc “always taking care of
you and me”, in which case — regardless of what one thinks of
the date of the Hymn — this must be another of Alciphro’s epic
rarities. (10) adtbypnua is attested before this only at Ar. Eg. 78,
but is also used at 2, 26, 1 and six times by Aelian.!?® Whether
the word has been drawn direct from Aristophanes or not,
therefore, it appears to be employed because it is both attested
as Attic and unusual. (11) pecoundiiog is a Homeric hapax
legomenon at Il. 13, 361, and is attested subsequently only once
in ‘Aesop’® and in scattered Roman-era sources, including at
2, 13, 2 and Ael. NA 12, 43. This is accordingly another epic
rarity best explained as drawn from a source that collected such
words, a conclusion supported by the fact that Galen and Pol-
lux both treat it as a bit of recherché but useful vocabulary.!®
(12) perpdxrov is colloquial Attic, common in comedy and
prose.'% Alciphro uses it 15 times, Lucian over 50, Aelian almost
40.'% (13) aominds is also Attic'® and accordingly draws Pol-
lux’ attention.'® Alciphro has it five more times, Lucian four,
Aelian three.!' (14) t& moAr& in the adverbial sense “often,

100 Eg. HDT. 2, 2, 3; Eup. fr. 261, 3 K.-A.; AR. Lys. 99; ANDOC. 1, 26; XEN.
Oec. 3, 10; PL. Leg. 910c; IsAE. 12, 3.

102 E.o. ALCIPHR. 1, 6, 3; 2, 8, 1.

105 Eo AEL. NA 2, 44; 14, 10.

104 AEsop. Fzb. 31, 1 H.-H.

105 GAL. 18b, 221, 8-10 Kiihn; PoLL. 2, 12.

19 First attested at PHERECR. fr. 70, 3 K.-A.; also in comedy at e.g. EUP.
fr. 104, 2 K.-A.; e.g. AR. Eg. 556. In prose at e.g. ANTIPH. 2, 4, 8; XEN. Hell. 1,
2, 42; PL. Symp. 192a; ISAE. 5, 40.

107 E.g. ALCIPHR. 1, 11, 15 3, 19, 1; 3, 22, 3; e.g. LUCIAN. Im. 1; Philops. 37;
e.g. AEL. NA 6, 63; VH 1, 30.

108 First attested at AESCH. Supp. 501, 618; Eum. 997; subsequently at THUC. 5,
20, 1; Lys. 17, 3; DEM. 55, 11; MEN. Dys. 41; also twice at THEOC. 20, 4; 20, 31.

W9 Poiy. 9, 17.

110 ArcieHR. 1, 11, 15 2, 5, 2; 2, 8, 3; 3, 34, 1; 3, 35, 3; LUCIAN. Bis acc. 11,
9; Dial. deor. 20, 7; Dial. meret. 7, 3; 15, 2; AEL. NA 4, 59; 6, 63; 8, 22.
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generally, mostly, repeatedly” appears to be an Atticism;'!!
Alciphro hasitalsoat 1, 8, 1; 2, 18, 1; 2, 28, 2; 3, 34, 1, Lucian
scores of times.''? (15) éni Zxipov xal Kepapeixolb (meaning ~
“gambling and whoring”) is echoed at 3, 5, 1, where Skiron is
a district for prostitutes, as also in an entry in Harpocration =
Suda citing Theopompus,''® while at 3, 12, 3 and 3, 28, 3 the
same is supposedly true of the Kerameikos.!'* This is thus
another bit of Attic color drawn at least in part from the lexi-
cographic/antiquarian scholarly tradition. (16) é£mhvc is attested
once in Herodotus and is common in colloquial Attic.!"> After
that, it surfaces in Plutarch;!!® twice more in Alciphro, including
at 3, 18, 4 Ab7vorr nal 16dv AD)vnor xuBeutdv ol EEwAéatatol
“Athens and the foulest of those who shoot dice in Athens”,
which appears to be closely connected to this passage; once in
Lucian;!'” and twice in Aelian.!'8 (17) daatcivy is attested in
the classical period in Herodotus and Hippocrates, and then in
Attic prose;'!? the combination with ool raises the possibility
that this is a specific echo of Dem. 18, 45 7 8¢ ©}) xa® Huépov
dacTidvy xal ool dehealopévewy “ensnared by the ease and
idleness of their daily life”, where both words are similarly in
the dative. pgatdhvy appears again in the Roman era twice in

11 E.g Eup. fr. 172, 4 K.-A.; EUR. Jon 239; Bacch. 486; THUC. 1, 13, 1; 1,
785 2.

s E.g. LUCIAN. Demon. 21; VH 1, 13.

13 Turoromp. FGrH 115 F 228 SiérpuBov év Zxiper of xuPebovreg “those
who shoot dice spent their time in Skiron”.

14 For the Kerameikos (also mentioned at 4, 8, 11) as a place for prostitutes,
cf. ALExS fr. 206 K.-A.

5 HDT. 7, 9, 2, B.1; in colloquial Attic at e.g. EUP. fr. 51 K.-A.; AR. Pax 1072;
ANDOC. 1, 126; ANTIPHAN. fr. 157, 12 K.-A.; DEM. 19, 172.

16 E.g PLUT. Mor. 13a; Pel. 26, 4.

17 LUCIAN. Nigr. 23.

18 AfL. fr. 123, 14; 325, 5.

119 In Jonic prose at HDT. 3, 136, 2; e.g. HIPPOC. De arte 11, 22 = 6, 20, 17
Littré. In Attic prose at THUC. 1, 120, 4; 3, 136, 7; XEN. Eg. 7, 19; PL. Resp. 525¢;
Isoc. 4, 36; DEM. 18, 45; 19, 219. Note also D1ob. Sic. 38/39, 9; DION. HAL.
2, 3, 3; and PLUT. Mor. 655¢, combining to suggest that getddvny xal oyorny
may have come to be treated as a set phrase.
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Lucian and once in Aelian,'? as one might expect if the word
were an approved Atticism. (18) xatavarionw is found in Hip-
pocrates and Attic prose,'?! on the one hand, and in Aelian
(who has an expression very similar to tov Blov xatavarioxew),'*?
on the other, and was likely regarded as good fifth/fourth-cen-
tury vocabulary.

Once again, only a handful of the words and phrases noted
in this letter can be traced specifically to the lexicographic tra-
dition. We are nonetheless in the position of believing either
that Alciphro himself has done all the painstaking reading and
checking that would be required to assemble this combination
of rare words (including two Homeric hapax legomena) and
typical fifth- and fourth-century, mostly Attic vocabulary, or
that he has drawn most of this from elsewhere. The simpler
thesis — and thus the one to be preferred — is the second, espe-
cially given how many of these words also show up in Lucian
and Aelian. Nor does Alciphro re-use the specific sources to
which his language can on occasion be traced in any obviously
clever way; the borrowing and adaptation is on an almost exclu-
sively lexical level.

Much the same is true of Epistle 2, 20 (Thallos to Pityiskos):
mavta pAé (1) Tpuydy — ZoTt yap 0 xapmdv (2) dmodpérme-
cBo mévev (3) dpolBy Sixatog — Earpétag 3¢ E0érw (4) BAlT-
tewy 16 (5) opRvy. Zywv odv (6) cipProvg Hmd 1)) mwéTE,
amoxhacuc (7) unplio (8) veoyevi) (9) mpdTov wev tolg Osolc
(10) &mnpEdunyv, (Ibis) €merta 3¢ Toic gihowg Huiv (10bis)
armapyopat. Zatt 3¢ (7bis) Aevna ideiv xal (11) drwootdlovra
(12) ABédag (13) Attinod péArrog, oiov ai (14) Bpidficoion
Aayoveg (15) éEavBobot. (16) xai vOv pév Tabta Téumopey,
(17) eilg véwTa 3¢ déyoto map’ Npav petlow (18) Toutwvi xal
ndlove,

120 TUCIAN. Merc. 3 petk mdome protavng xal 1dovijc; Demon. 5; AEL. NA
Zs &2,

121 E.g. HipPOC. Epid. 2, 4, 2, 12 = 5, 126, 2 Litré; XeN. Mem. 1, 2, 22;
PL. Phd. 72d; Isoc. 3, 31; ARIST. Part. an. 651a22; THEOPHR. Hist. pl. 2, 6, 2.

122 AEL. VH 3, 13 70 mhsiatov Tob Blov [...] xatavarioxey “to waste most of
their life”, and note also LYCURG. 1, 94; ALCID. fr. 1, 19; DION. HAL. Lys. 25, 71.
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“I'm fond of bringing in any sort of harvest — for reaping crops
is a just return for labor — but I particularly like extracting honey
from bee-hives. Since I have some hives under the dliff, there-
fore, I broke off new combs; and first I made a preliminary offer-
ing to the gods, and then I make a gift to you, my friends. They
are light gold in appearance and drip libations of Attic honey,
the sort the flanks of Brilessos produce. I am now sending these
(to you), and next year may you receive even larger and sweeter
ones than these from us!”

Unlike the letters examined previously, 2, 20 is strikingly
upbeat and is perhaps supposed to be written by a tenant
sending his landlord an annual gift or 6&Aho¢ (LS] s.v. III), as
Benner / Fobes suggest. As for Thallus’ language: (1) Alpha-
contract tpuydw (in contrast to the Homeric omicron-contract
Touybw'?) is a fifth/fourth-century form!?* but rare after that.
Lucian has it seven times, Aelian six,'? suggesting that Alciphro
uses it because it represents approved vocabulary with a dis-
tinctly ‘classical’ resonance. (2) dmodpénew is a rare poetic word
found in Hesiod and Pindar,'?¢ and is thus precisely the sort of
item one would expect lexicographers to collect. But the use of
the middle plus genitive is odd, and the fact that Alciphro has
it again at 3, 15, 2, as does Aelian,'?” may suggest a now-lost
model. (3) The combination &p.otB¥ dixeawog appears repeatedly
in Roman-era authors, including twice in the pseudo-Lucianic
Ass.'?8 Tt is attested in the classical period only at Theophr. De
piet. fr. 12, 55, which might mean that Alciphro or his source got
it from there. But this also sounds like a fixed proverbial phrase,
like xaxov émt xaxd at 2, 19, 3, and the obvious alternative is
that the phrase is drawn from a paroemiographer — which

125 Howm. I1. 18, 566; Od. 7, 124.

124 E.g. HDT. 4, 199, 4; AR. Vesp. 634; Pax 1339; XeN. Oec. 19, 19; PL. Leg.
844e.

125 E.g. LUCIAN. Catapl. 20; VH 1, 22; 2, 14; e.g. AEL. NA 9, 32; 9, 45.

126 HEs. Op. 611; PIND. Pyth. 9, 110; note also ARCHIP. fr. 50, 3 K.-A. »fjmov
grodpéreLc.

127" AEL. NA 6, 21.

128 E.g. [LUCIAN.] Asin. 27.
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admittedly only pushes the problem back one step. (4) BAitro,
by contrast, appears to be distinctly Attic,'” and is recom-
mended by Pollux (albeit with a definition that does not fit the
use of the word here) and glossed by Timaeus on Plato and
Hesychius (in a way that does),'®° suggesting a connection to
the lexicographic tradition. (5) The impression that Alciphro
has got BAittew from a lexicographer is reinforced by his use of
ouivog, which is attested first in Hesiod and thereafter repeat-
edly in Attic,’?! and which Pollux!3? offers at the beginning of
the section that also includes PAirtw, and which Phrynichus
approves.'?? (6) Between cp.¥jvoc and BAittw in Pollux, more-
over, appears plural stpfior, which is also found in the same
section of Hesiod as ou#voc!®* and then in the singular in Aris-
tophanes and Aristotle!®® and in the plural a number of times
in Aelian.!®® Alciphro thus seems to be offering a showy cluster
of specialized vocabulary, as he does many other times in the
Epistles,'>” probably on the basis of a text resembling Pollux.
(7) This is all the more so because xmptax Aevxd too appears in the
same section of Hesiod,'*® which has clearly served as a source
for whatever work lies behind this section of Alciphro. This is

129 E.g. SOPH. fr. 778 Radt; AR. Lys. 475; PL. Resp. 564e; ARIST. Hist. an.
627a32.

130 POLL. 1, 254 2peic 3¢ opijvog T mATfog TGV pehttdv: 6 8¢ Témog oluPho,
76 8¢ Epyov peArtTovpyelv: BAlrtety 8¢ 1o wamvilew tag perlrtoag xal molely
Gvaywpelv “you are to refer to the mass of bees as a sménos; simbloi are the place
[they are found], while the occupation is melittourgein; blittein is “to blow smoke
at the bees and cause them to withdraw”; TiM. Lex. £ 10 = HSCH. B 752 BAlrrew-
Gpotpely TO PéM & TGV xnplwy blittein: “to extract honey from hives”.

31 HEs. Theog. 594. In Attic at e.g. AESCH. Pers. 127; CRATIN. fr. 2 K.-A.;
AR. Nub. 297; XEN. Oec. 17, 15.

132 PoLL. 1, 254, quoted in n. 130.

133 PHRYN. PS Epit. pp. 66, 5; 110, 14 de Borries.

134 HEs. Theog. 598.

135 AR. Vesp. 241; ARIST. Hist. an. 627a6.

136 Bg AEL. NA 1, 58; Ep. 5, 4.

137 Similar clusters of specialized vocabulary at e.g. 2, 16, 1 mv &xéthny [...]
xal 30 dpemavac “the plow-handle and two sickles™; 2, 21, 3 oxamdvy [...] dwo
1) Swéhhy xal T3 oy “a spade [...] the mattock and the hoe”.

138 HEs. Theog. 597.



306 S. DOUGLAS OLSON

especially the case given the extreme rarity of Asuxéc in the
sense ‘light gold’, for which LS] s.v. cites only one other exam-
ple (from Herodotus). (8) veoyevyg is Attic vocabulary'® and
veoyevy is a distinctly Attic form. (9) Alciphro also has wpéov
wév [...], Emerta — a common combination in Attic authors!4? —
at 3, 7, 4; 3, 40, 1, as does Lucian;'*! this looks like another
learned stylistic gesture. (10) The repeated use of dndpyopor —
attested already at Od. 3, 446; 14, 422 in reference to sacrifice
and then numerous times in fifth/fourth-century sources'¥? — in
what seem to be two slightly different senses is striking. Were
Alciphro a Hellenistic poet, we would inevitably read this as an
indication of the author’s awareness of a learned dispute sur-
rounding the proper meaning of the word, which Lucian also
uses.'? (11) &rootdlw is fifth/fourth-century vocabulary and a
poeticism in Attic,'** while (12) MBdg is also a poeticism,'%
although the word is attested in Hellenistic epic as well as in
Attic'# and is thus generally high-style. (13) The reference to
Attic honey is a typical bit of fifth/fourth-century color.'? (14)
BpuMiooioan Aaydveg (meaning “the slopes of Mt. Pentelikon”)
finds a parallel only at Callim. fr. 552 Pfeiffer BpiAnooob hayé-
vesaouv. Either Alciphro is echoing Callimachus — which would
expand his range of literary reference considerably — or, more
likely, both poets are recalling some famous but now other-
wise unknown text. In either case, this is clearly a deliberate

139 E.g. AESCH. Cho. 530; SOPH. fr. 754, 5 Radt; XEN. Cyn. 10, 23; PL. Sph.
259d; ANTIPHAN. fr. 55, 4 K.-A.

140 E.g. SopH. fr. 395* Radt; AR. Vesp. 1177; THUC. 1, 115, 5; [sAE. 3, 78.

141 E.g. LUCIAN. [upp. trag. 49; Par. 11.

12 E.g. HDT. 3, 24, 4; EUR. EL 91; AR. Ach. 244; XEN. Hier. 4, 2.

143 Of a preliminary sacrifice at LUCIAN. Syr. D. 60.

144 E.g. SIMON. 519 fr. 79, 9 Page; e.g. HProc. Mul. 205, 3 = 8, 392, 19 Lit-
tré; in Attic also at SOPH. Ant. 959; EUR. lon 1011.

145 First attested at AESCH. Pers. 613, subsequently at e.g. SOPH. Phil. 1216;
EUR. Andr. 116; ANTIPHAN. fr. 55, 13 K.-A. (‘dithyrambic’ style); in prose at
THEOPHR. Hist. pl. 2, 4, 4.

146 CALLIM. fr. 250, 10 Pfeiffer; Ap. RHOD. 4, 606; 4, 1735; NIC. Ther. 61.

147 For Attic honey, e.g. AR. Pax 252; Thesm. 1192; ANTIPHAN. fr. 177, 1-3
K.-A.; ARCHESTR. fr. 60, 17-18 K.-A.
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rarity. (15) é€avBéw is used by both Hippocrates!“® and Attic
authors,'® and thus likely appears here as a bit of ‘good classi-
cal vocabulary’. (16) »at vBv pév is found twice in early epic!®
and then repeatedly in Attic.”' Alciphro has it again at 2, 34, 2,
suggesting that this is another taught combination. (17) eig
véwra is attested in the classical period in Xenophon, Theophras-
tus, and the comic poets,'>? and then three times in Lucian,!>?
which probably means that he and Alciphro have it as an
approved Atticism. Finally, (18) the deictic 70tz on toutwvi is
an Atticism.

These are only four of the Letters of Farmers. The impression
created is nonetheless that Alciphro’s language is overwhelmingly
drawn from fifth- and fourth-century (primarily Athenian)
sources, with a smattering of learned epicisms thrown in. In a
number of cases, a specific model for a phrase can be identified.
But this does not appear to be a learned game of allusion to and
reworking of individual exemplars. Instead, what Alciphro is
borrowing is language of a sort nominally appropriate to char-
acters lodged in a make-believe late-classical Athenian world
lightly colored by its Homeric and Hesiodic predecessors. As for
the sources for this material, perhaps they come from Alciphro’s
own deep, careful reading of early epic, the Attic poets and ora-
tors, etc. — in which case we seem obliged to imagine an audi-
ence that is similarly learned, allowing it to use its own broad,
subtle knowledge of canonical sources to make sense of the
freshly composed text before it. What tells against this thesis is
not only its inherent improbability but the fact that the reader-
ship for which the Epistles are written is seemingly expected to
appreciate their various verbal gestures without being concerned

148 B.g HirrocC. Epid. 2, 3, 1, 25 = 5, 102, 5 Littré.

149 AESCH. Pers. 821; EUR. IT 300; THUC. 2, 49, 5; XEN. Cyn. 5, 5; PL.
Plr. 273d; ANTIPHAN. fr. 294 K.-A.

150 Howm. I, 24, 685; H.Ap. 326,

51 E.g. AESCH. Sepr. 21; EUR. Andr. 732; XEN. An. 2, 4, 3; PL. Men. 85c.

52 XEN. Gyr. 7, 2, 13; 8, 6, 15; e.g. THEOPHR. Char. 3, 3; in the comic poets
at e.g. ALEXIS fr. 131, 7 K.-A.

153 LuciaN. Vit auct. 1; Bis acc. 4; Hermot. 4.
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with the content of specific models. What is wanted is instead a
generic appreciation of words, phrases, customs, names, and the
like — and just enough survives of the ancient scholarly tradition
touching on these and similar matters to suggest that this tradi-
tion, and the broader tradition of teaching and learning it repre-
sents, is the basic resource or set of interrelated resources that lies
behind the Epistles. Like his audience, Alciphro is learned, but in
a secondary manner. He knows the vocabulary and constructions
he employs and the set of conventional cultural and literary
tropes to which he refers primarily through intermediary texts
and teachers, and the obvious conclusion is that he expects the
same of his audience. Had we more of the antiquarian and lexi-
cographic work on which Alciphro drew, we would be in a posi-
tion to appreciate more fully the cleverness and sophistication of
his work. But just enough of it survives to let us catch fleeting
glimpses of a significant aspect of the literary art of the Epistles.
The Letters of Farmers are not a mere collection of words.
Attention to Alciphro’s language nonetheless opens up aspects
of his work that might otherwise remain invisible to us, and
helps make better sense of the author, his genre, and his time.
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DISCUSSION

A. Cassio: Texts like the letters of Alciphro are fascinating on
many counts, especially because of the complete artificiality of
the situations described and their focus on the resurrection of
the old Attic dialect. Obviously the ‘correct’ preparation of such
texts posed problems, since the authors ran the risk of commit-
ting ridiculous blunders like the &mroloduevog you mention.
In some cases the Attic models are easily recognizable, but
matters are not always so easy; for instance you mention 2
propos of oravddy the closest possible model, Attic oxavddin-
Opov, but oxavddhy itself seems completely isolated, and it is
hard to say what happened: a mistake? an Attic form unknown
to us? an invented hyper-sophisticated form? &uuvyddin
“almond” was the Attic counterpart of Hellenistic &pbySaiov,
and I would not exclude that Alciphro decided to modify the
banal oxdvdatov by ‘Atticizing it back’ into exavddiy. In other
words, the use of invented Attic forms should not be excluded.

Another tricky instance is Omepnoavéw, which is Homeric
(Zl. 11, 694) but seems to have enjoyed success only in post-
classical times (Polybius, the Septuagint, and Christian authors),
so that it is hardly surprising that Pollux 9, 146 advised against
it: he accepted the noun (bmepnoavia) but not the verb (6 3¢
oTwe TO Orepnpavelv odx Emowvd). Probably Alciphro thought
that Homer’s use of it would have excused its presence in an
Attic text, but the Atticists accurately distinguished between
Homer and Attic and recommended Attic. Many Atticist texts
pose problems that are more complicated than we would like.

S.D. Olson: Alciphro is clearly playing a sophisticated liter-
ary game, and he expects his audience to enjoy watching him
play it. Unfortunately for us, he never makes the rules of his
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game explicit, and all we can do is work them out from the
texts themselves. Homer, for example, clearly falls within the
range of authors Alciphro regards as canonical for his own pur-
poses, regardless of what a strict Atticist might think; what one
would like to know is how eccentric this point of view was.
That oxavddrn “sounded right”, even if it was not, may well be
the case. If so, however, Alciphro may not have been the one
to generate it. Added to this is the fact that we do not have as
much evidence as we would like — which is to say that a great
deal inevitably escapes us, and that numerous words or turns of
phrase in the Epistles that today seem flat, puzzling or ‘wrong’
might make sense if we had one more play of Sophocles or one
more speech of Lysias. All texts from antiquity, after all, are
more complicated than we would like — or at least more com-
plicated than we can appreciate. In this case, we see something
but not everything. Perhaps that is enough.

As for the ‘complete artificiality’ of the situations described
in the Epistles, the world Alcipho’s characters inhabit appears to
be very much that of Attic Middle Comedy, which (so far as
we can tell from the fragments) was similarly full of rustic
farmers, obnoxious if amusing parasites, sophisticated courte-
sans, hypocritical philosophers, hapless fishermen, and the like.
Whether anyone in Alciphro’s time believed that Attica had
been like that hundreds of years ago is unclear. But perhaps
they did, or at least partially did, which is to say that the pro-
ject carried out in the Epistles is not so much the invention of
a world as a nominal recreation of one.

A. Vatri: 3ewdtmc was a technical term in Imperial literary
criticism (e.g. in Longinus, Dionysius of Halicarnassus, and
Plutarch’s De Herodoti malignitate). Longinus and Dionysius
(but cf. already Demetrius) use it with a specialized sense to
describe a specific rhetorical quality (“vigour”, “vehemence”);
in Plutarch and Dionysius himself it may be used more generi-
cally to designate “rhetorical ability”. The fragment of Demades
is a nice parallel for Alciphro; but De Falco, the editor of
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Demades’ fragments, considers it spurious and assigns it to a
rthetorical exercise on a Demadean theme. In this light, the
use of dewvéryc in the Epistles seems to point to rhetorical edu-
cation more than anything.

S.D. Olson: This is another example of how fragile our evi-
dence is. If De Falco is right, the passage I have cited is not
evidence for the Attic prose character of this word but for its
reception in the Roman period. The case I am trying to build,
however, is cumulative. Other fifth- and fourth-century prose
authors appear to use dewétrng, whether Demades did or not;
were all those uses too to be expunged by editors, this point
would have to be struck, but others would stand; and my
overall claim is that the underlying impression of how Alciphro
operates and what he expects from his readers would not be
substantially different as a consequence.

O. Tribulato: You raise fundamental questions about the
role of imitation in Greek literary language and the extent to
which we can understand its motivations. In regard to this,
I have two questions. The first concerns methodology. In your
analysis of the words used by Alciphro you have given their
first attestation in Attic (or sometimes earlier) literature and
have highlighted how they resurface in Atticist works or in the
Second Sophistic. I wonder whether working with these two
extremes may not lead us to miss the fact that some of these
words may have a richer linguistic history, which might lead us
to doubt that they would be perceived by Alciphro’s readers
specifically as Atticisms. Take the adverb cuveyéc, for instance.
What is specifically Attic about it? cuveyéig is pervasive in Greek
prose of any age, and koiné prose is no exception. Another case
is oxulpwmée: what is the actual Attic hidden reference of this
word? It was used continuously in koiné works, such as the
Septuagint, the New Testament, Diodorus Siculus, etc. In itself,
oxvbpwmds does not strike me as learned Attic vocabulary: is a
specific passage implied?
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My second question concerns your interpretation of the pur-
pose of Alciphro’s stylistic exercise in imitation. Is it only a
question of using ‘correct’ language which readers may have
found interesting or educational — or is the point to parody
Attic texts and epic by adopting their linguistic strategies? The
first strategy may be the use of marked epic and tragic language
(thus, e.g., puddw, Tdrawva and &Bvppa) for trivial or laughable
situations in a way not dissimilar from the comic cook who
speaks in snatches of Homeric Greek. The other strategy would
be to resort to language specifically marked as comic to further
characterize the humorous aspects of these scenes. For instance,
in Alciphro 2, 19 the mix of high-brow rare words and refer-
ences to humbler settings may have been intended to create a
humorous contrast between the self-stylization of the protagonist
as a ‘refined man’ and his brutal conduct.

S.D. Olson: You are right that suveyéc is more widely dis-
tributed than I imply. Photius, patently echoing some lost
lexicographer, approves it in the sense “constantly” — which seems
to be the normal meaning in the classical period, and also how
Alciphro uses it — but not in the sense ‘frequently’. The note in
Photius shows that the proper use of the word was a matter of
dispute, and that Attic authors were cited to help resolve the
question. But that is not a strong argument, and were my the-
sis as a whole dependent on it, the reader would be well-advised
to be sceptical. oxvbpwmég is more suggestive, because the word
does first surface in Attic texts. The question becomes whether
that was enough to brand it as ‘good classical vocabulary’ even
if not as a pure Atticism. My own sense is that Alciphro or
his teachers or sources worked less scientifically than we
might like in this regard; a word might have a ‘good pedigree’
if it first appeared and was concentrated in texts they regarded
as canonical, even if we today would question some of their
judgments.

As for your second question, my own feeling is that we do
not need to choose between the two options you outline and
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that nothing is gained from attempting to do so. One impor-
tant aspect of the humor in the Epistles is certainly the fact
that a slave on an Attic farm, for example, has the time and
ability to draft a verbally rich and beautifully expressed
description of his troubles with the local foxes: grand lan-
guage and grand models for strikingly trivial matters as expe-
rienced by what one would on the face of it have expected to
be a very unsophisticated person. But that need not be the only
point of interest in the text, and my claim is that something
even cleverer is going on simultaneously on a different level
in the Epistles, and that this has to do with the vocabulary
and constructions themselves and how they are sourced and

deployed.

A. Willi: 1 like the idea that Alciphro’s letters are primarily
exercices de style, and as such presuppose an in-depth familiarity
with imperial lexicography rather than an impressive first-
hand scholarly knowledge of a wide range of classical literature
per se. But I wonder whether we can confidently assert this
and whether there is not a ‘middle’ option, i.e. to assume that
Alciphro was indeed widely read in classical literature and had
simply acquired a near-native competence of its language in
this way. Would it really have to be a sign of serious scholarship
on his part to have learned that variety by assiduous although
potentially superficial reading?

Second, looking at the specific examples you highlight, I am
struck by Alciphro’s use of seemingly Euripidean éxtddnv — not
because the lexeme is remarkable as such, but because to me the
construction with an adverb in -37v looks like something that
would not normally be used in prose (a passive participle being
an obvious alternative). If I were right on that, it would point
to a — in my view remarkable — indifference to generic variation:
if the point was to depict how ordinary Athenians might have
written letters in classical times, did a well-educated audience
not have to object to finding a typically tragic feature within the
mix?
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S.D. Olson: It is of course impossible to know what Alciphro
read and did not read, and the answer to your first question
depends to a considerable extent on something we do not fully
understand and perhaps never will, which is the extent to
which fifth- and fourth-century Athenian texts were circulating
in the Roman world in the third century CE or so. What we
can say with a more substantial degree of confidence, is that
Alciphro’s audience could not all have read and studied e.g. the
comic and tragic poets and the Attic orators in the depth and
with the care that would be required to appreciate the nuances
of the use of language in the Epistles. Put another way, someone
had studied the vocabulary of these texts and others very care-
fully, whether we think that activity was carried out primarily
in the Library at Alexandria and similar institutions (as I tend
to believe) or also by Alciphro in his own working space (as
you suggest). My own impression is that Alciphro does not
write as a fluent semi-native speaker of mock-classical Greek,
but in a way that suggests a careful attention to learned rules,
hence inter alia the repetition of fixed expressions and vocabu-
lary items I have attempted to document both in the Epistles
and in Lucian and Aelian. But all that really matters is that the
audience for which Alciphro wrote must inevitably have had most
of their classics at second hand. I suppose this gets to your
second point as well: Did Alciphro (or Alciphro’s audience)
have the linguistic sophistication to see the point regarding
éxtadny you raise and to object to its appearance in his prose?
The implicit answer would seem to be that they did not, even
if they were well enough informed to be certain that this was
‘good vocabulary’ drawn from Euripides.

L. Huitink: 1 have a question regarding the ‘level’ of the
Attic borrowings you discern. Many of them come from Middle
Comedy, but some are from tragedy and some appear particu-
latly recherché (e.g. eic véwra, which seems a rarified expression
from the Halbattiker Xenophon in particular). Can you give an
indication as to what sorts of Atticisms are more common,
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both in Alciphron and in late Atticizing literature as a whole?
And does an answer to that question have implications for the
‘flavour’ of Alciphro’s letters? Of course, for Alciphro and his
readers, classical Attic was to a large extent a ‘dead’ language,
to be reconstructed from sources from the classical period. But
does Alciphro intend his farmers and other ‘lowly’ characters to
be speaking a passable imitation of ‘real’ (vernacular) Attic of the
classical period (as conceived by Alciphro and his audience), or
is the ‘fun’ in part that such characters speak in a rarified and
precious (strictly literary) language?

S.D. Olson: A complete answer to your larger questions
would require a study of the Epistles as a whole, something beyond
the scope of this paper. As other participants at the Entretiens
have noted, Alciphro uses inter alia his choice of vocabulary to
paint a picture of an imaginary classical Attica, and as you
suggest, a clearer understanding of how he manipulated his
primary material would give us a better sense of what he is up
to when he does so. One striking gap, for example, involves
obscenity. What survives of fifth-century comedy leaves little
doubt that Athenians had a rich abusive lexicon of words for
body-parts, sexual acts, and the like, and there seems no reason
to doubt that the average man on the street used such language
as often as some of us do. But such words seem largely — per-
haps entirely — lacking in Alciphro, who has apparently censored
his sources in this regard or relies on sources that have done the
censoring for him. But neither is the language simply ‘rarified
and precious’, given the obvious delight the Epistles take in
straightforwardly ‘prosaic’ words for farmers’ tools, fishermen’s
devices, bee-hives, and the like.

E. Schironi: 1 am convinced by much of what you showed
us; this is certainly a time when knowledge is transmitted and
acquired through encyclopedias, compendia, and anthologies.
Many of the words you discuss, however, are not simply Attic
but occur first in Homer or Herodotus and are then used by
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Attic prose writers or poets. Does this suggest that instead of
‘Atticism’ we should speak of the ‘classicism’ of the Second
Sophistic period?

S.D. Olson: There seems little doubt that an ‘Atticist’ move-
ment was active in the Roman world at this time. But whatever
that movement is or means, you are right that Alciphro appears
to represent a slightly different phenomenon: he is interested
in and ready to use Attic vocabulary, but his lexical net is cast
more widely. It is interesting in this context to consider Athe-
naeus, whose sources also seem prepared to cite Homer, Hero-
dotus, the lyric poets, and the like as testimonia for approved
vocabulary, while simultaneously relying most heavily on Attic
authors and especially the comic poets. Perhaps we would do
best, as you suggest, to look for diversity rather than uniformity
in ancient intellectual and literary practice until we have sorted
through the primary material for this period more carefully
than anyone has had the time or inclination to do so far.
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