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1. Introduction
1.1. Introducing Lucian

ola &1 Eévog kai BapPBapog 0¥ petpiwg TeTapaypuévogs £TL TV yvowuny, Tévta dyvodv, Po@oder|g
TPOG TA TOAAG, 0UK EXwV O TLXPNOALTO EAVTH. KUl YAP KATAYEADUEVOG VTIO TV 0pOVTWV ETL T
okevfi, kKal OudyAwooov oUSEva eUpLlokey, Kal OAwG LeTEPEAEY aUT® 1181 TG 050D.!

As it happens to a stranger and barbarian he was considerably disturbed in his mind; he did not
recognize anything, was frightened by the many sounds, and did not know what to do with himself.
For those who saw him laughed at his attire and he found nobody who spoke his tongue;
altogether he already regretted his journey.?

With these words, Lucian of Samosata (ca. AD 125-180) describes in his Scythianthe first experiences
of the Scythian Anacharsis in Athens. Anacharsis is clearly not at ease in this foreign city. He does not
know what to do or how to behave and is not received friendly by the Athenians; instead of trying to
help him, they laugh in his face. Although Lucian describes the problems of a Scythian who would
have lived in the early sixth century BC, he seems to suggest that Anacharsis’ experiences are
comparable to his own:3

N 8¢ 6potdv Tt kal avTog TABElY T@ Avayapatdt — kat Tpog Xapitwy ur vepeononte pot Tijg
elkovog, el Baotdkid &vdpl épautodv elkaca’ BapRapog uev ydp kdxeivog kat 008Ev T @aing &v
ToUG ZVPOUG HUAG PAVAOTEPOUG Elval TdV ZkDBwV.*

Well, I say that I myself have experienced something similar to Anacharsis - and, by the Graces,
please do not resent my likeness if | have compared myself to a royal man; for he too was a
barbarian and you can say nothing in the sense of that we Syrians are inferior to Scythians.

“Lucian” points out that he had to navigate similar challenges as Anacharsis because he, like the
Scythian, was not of Greek origin but a barbarian from Syria.5> Apparently, the problems that
Anacharsis as a foreigner had to face in the sixth century BC still existed in the second century AD.
The Roman Empire of this period consisted of many interconnected and interdependent local
communities, forming a diverse and multicultural society.6 This globalized world was also
characterized by mobility and migration.” Poor and homeless people, slaves, labourers, traders,
artists, students, intellectuals, soldiers, veterans, aristocrats and officials, in short people from all
layers of society, moved either voluntarily or involuntarily through the Roman Empire.8 All these

1 Scyth. 3. Unless indicated otherwise, the Greek texts of Lucian’s works are based on the editions of Macleod
1974; 1980.

2 All translations in this thesis are mine.

3 For the setting of the dialogue, see Harmon 1961, 1. Although Anacharsis is mentioned in many sources, there
is no evidence for his historicity. For the literary tradition of Anacharsis, see Ungefehr-Kortus 1996.

4 Scyth. 9.

5 We should be careful about simply identifying the first-person speaker with Lucian the author. Therefore, I
will use quotation marks to distinguish Lucian’s persona from the historical Lucian. For a more extensive
discussion of this ontological question, see subchapter 1.3.

6 Pitts and Versluys 2015b, 6, 11. For the multiculturality of the Roman Empire, see Price 2022.

7 For the characterization of the Roman World as a globalized world, see Pitts and Versluys 2015a. For migration
and mobility in the Roman Empire, see De Ligt and Tacoma 2016a.

8 De Ligt and Tacoma 2016b, 4-5. Tacoma 2016, 35-48 distinguishes ten types of migration in the city of Rome.
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people came as foreigners into new communities and may have struggled with the same issues as
Anacharsis when trying to determine their place in new communities.

Among these people was thus also Lucian, an intellectual who travelled through the Roman
Empire. Almost everything we know about this Hellenised author is derived from his own work.? He
originated from the city of Samosata, the former capital of the kingdom of Commagene, which was
incorporated in the Roman province of Syria in 72 AD.1° The major population of Samosata was
Semitic and spoke Syriac Aramaic. However, we do not know if Lucian, who frequently referred to
himself as a Syrian or Assyrian, also spoke this language.!! As his works clearly demonstrate, Lucian
was well-versed in Greek and received part of his Greek education in lonia. Afterwards, he started a
career in forensic oratory and travelled as a sophist and orator to Asia Minor, Macedon, Italy, and Gaul.
Later in his life, he turned to authorship and wrote amongst others his comic dialogues. In this period,
he probably resided in Athens and was supported by literary friends and patrons. He joined the
entourage of Lucius Verus in Antioch between 162 and 163 AD but returned to Athens in 165 AD,
travelling westwards via Samosata, through Cappadocia and via the city of Abonuteichos on the
Paphlagonian coast. Around 170 AD he travelled to Alexandria to take up an administrative position
under the prefect of Egypt. He may have stayed in Egypt until his death around 180 AD.12

Although mainly reconstructed from the facts in his own work, this short bibliographical sketch
seems to suggest that Lucian moved between different identities.!3 He was a Syrian by birth but had
enjoyed Greek education and probably received Roman citizenship later in his life.14 Hence, apart
from his ethnic Syrian identity, he also had a Greek cultural identity and a Roman political identity.1>
Furthermore, Lucian moved a lot between different places in the Roman Empire. During his travels,
he will have been in contact with many different local communities within Roman society and will
have had to determine how he as a foreigner should relate to these local communities. Therefore it is
likely that he, as he also suggests, had encountered the same challenges of travelling and migration
as Anacharsis had to navigate in Scythian. He had to find the optimal way to relate himself to local
cultures and deal with the adverse reactions of host communities. In this thesis, I would like to
investigate how Lucian in his works reflects on these challenges of cultural interaction in the Roman
Empire of the second century AD.

1.2. Lucian’s Works as Migrant Literature

Since Lucian moves between different places and identities, De Jonge has recently suggested that
Lucian could be considered a migrant author and that his works, written in Greek under Roman
dominion, could be perceived as “migrant literature”.l6 Using the post-colonial concept of

9 In this thesis, | use the term ‘Hellenised author’ to refer to authors writing in Greek. For my use of this term
instead of the more common term ‘Greek author’, see note 244. For reconstructions of Lucian’s life, see for
example Schwartz 1965, 9-21, Jones 1986, 6-23, and Bozia 2015, 10-12. My bibliographical sketch is based on
the information provided by these works.

10 Jones 1986, 6.

11 Lucian refers to himself as “Assyrian” in Bis. Acc. 27, and Syr: D. 1 and calls himself a “Syrian” in Bis. Acc. 14,
Ind. 19, and Pisc. 19. Furthermore, in Twice Accused, the interlocutor who defends the genre and style of
Lucian’s work is designated as X0pog.

12 Jones 1968, 21; Bozia 2015, 21. However, Schwartz 1965, 145, 149 assumes that Lucian returned to Athens
in 175 AD.

13 For the distinction between Lucian as historical author and literary persona, see subchapter 1.3.

14 Jones 1968, 12 argues that Lucian must have received Roman citizenship because this was most likely
required for his administrative function in Egypt and would certainly have been a prerequisite for the position
of imperial procurator, which Lucian aspires in his Apology (Apol. 12).

15 Cf. De Jonge 2023, 65. For a justification of approaching Greek literature of the Roman Empire as migrant
literature, see De Jonge 2022.

16 De Jonge 2023, 65-68.



“migrant literature” to define Greek literature written in the second-century Roman Empire may
seem odd and anachronistic. Indeed, the migration practices in the Roman Empire do not entirely fit
the modern concept of migration. Most importantly, modern migration is usually linked to a
permanent crossing of borders between nations. However, in the ancient world, the notion of
international borders that defined the boundaries of sovereign states did not exist.1” Frontiers were
considered zones rather than lines, and most foreigners did not cross these borders but moved within
the Roman Empire.18 Furthermore, their travelling did not always entail a permanent residential
relocation from their birthplace but could also be transient.1?

To overcome this difference, De Jonge defines “migrant literature” more inclusively as “literature
produced by writers who temporarily or permanently moved away from their native region, narrating
experiences of migration, and more generally reflecting a cosmopolitan society deeply characterized
by cultural mobility.”20 As the passage about Anacharsis at the beginning of this thesis demonstrates,
this definition also fits Lucian’s works. Lucian writes about Anacharsis’ (and his own) migration
experience and does so in the multicultural and globalized Roman Empire.

De Jonge is not the only scholar to define migrant literature or migration literature more broadly.
Adelson and Walkowitz for example suggest that this literature can be written by immigrants as well
as non-immigrants as long as it “include[s] all works that are produced in a time of migration or that
can be said to reflect on migration.”2! Lucian’s works are produced in such a time of migration.
Furthermore, according to Pourjafari and Vahipour, the primary themes of migrant literature are
“human identity, the ways migrant characters cope with their new life places, the uncertainties and
insecurities they suffer from and the communication problems.”22 These themes play a major role in
Lucian’s Scythian and several other works in which he stages a foreigner who tries to find his place
in a new society, such as Anacharsis and On Hired Companions.

Furthermore, just as other Hellenised authors in the Roman Empire, Lucian frequently describes
his own experiences and those of other foreigners with words that have connotations closely related
to the noun ‘migration’, like dmodnuia (‘being abroad’, ‘life in a foreign land”), 0866 (‘journey’), and
mopela (‘journey’) or the verb ‘to migrate’, such as amodnuéw (‘to be away from home’, ‘to be abroad”),
mepvootéw (‘to go round’, ‘to visit’), 66e0w (‘to travel’), and mepimAavaoual (‘to wander about’).23
Hence, thematically, Lucian’s works certainly meet the requirements of migrant literature.

Approaching Lucian’s works as “migrant literature”, rather than “Greek literature” has two major
advantages. First, this approach stimulates us to look beyond the binary opposition between Greece
and Rome that has often been assumed in the past. Scholars of the twentieth century, like Bowie, Forte
and Swain assumed a dichotomy between a Greek and Roman identity, without considering that the
authors that they labelled as “Greek” originated from a wide variety of regions within the Roman

17 sayev 2015, 126. Cf. De Jonge 2022, 17.

18 Whittaker 2000.

19 [sayev 2015, 126.

20 De Jonge 2022, 16.

21 Adelson 2005, 23; quote from Walkowitz 2006, 533.

22 Pourjafari and Vahidpour 2014, 680.

23 For amodnuia, see Alex. 44; Cont. 24; Icar: 1, 11; Nec. 1; Patr: Enc. 8; Peregr. 14, 17; Salt. 48; Scyth. 7; Syr. D.
37; Tox. 4; VH 1.3, 1.5, 2.10. For 086¢, see Dear: Jud. 15; DMar: 322; DMort. 428; Herm. 4, 11, 23; Lex. 3; Nav. 16;
Nec. 1, 6; Rh. Pr:5; Sacr: 7; Scyth. 3, 4; Tox. 27. For mopeia, see Dips. 6; Nec. 1, 2; Rh. Pr: 15. For dmodnpéw, see
Abd. 4; Anach. 39; Bis. Acc. 27; Dear. Jud. 15; Gall. 18; Hist. Conscr. 28, 29; Herm. 31, 32; JTr. 37; Merc. Cond. 3,
32, 33; Musc. Enc. 7; Par: 52; Phal 1.5; 2.6; Sat. 15; Scyth. 4, 5; Somn. 11; Syr. D. 33, 37; Tox. 27; VH 2.33. For
TEPWVOOTEW, See Bis. Acc. 6, 27; Cat. 20; Herod. 1; Herm. 59, 83; Hes. 8; Ind. 4; Merc. Cond. 31; Philops. 29; Pr.
Im. 8; Scyth.9; Tim. 13, 24, 30. For 08e0w, see Alex. 53; Nav. 35; Par. 20, 55; Rh. Pr. 8, 9. For mepimAavaoual, see
Herm. 4, 59. For language of mobility as an argument for reading Greek literature written under the Roman
Empire as migrant literature, see De Jonge 2022, 16.
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Empire.2* Moreover, the texts of these Hellenised authors were assumed to univocally express either
disagreement with or acquiescence in Roman dominion.25 In the search for passages that explicitly
accept or resist Roman power, more ambiguous passages that reflect more nuanced attitudes towards
Rome were frequently overlooked.26

The binary opposition between Greece and Rome has been nuanced by Goldhill and Whitmarsh.2?
The works of these scholars mainly focus on the influence of Roman dominance on (Greek) cultural
identity and the way Hellenized authors constructed and negotiated this identity through their
writings. Consequently, the emphasis of the debate has shifted from the question of whether the
Greek texts are critical or laudatory of Rome to more nuanced expressions of the relationship
between Greece and Rome. The focus is now more on the discursive strategies used by Hellenised
authors to negotiate their place and identity within the Roman Empire. Furthermore, both scholars
have pointed out that the works of Hellenised authors were not only influenced by their Greek
cultural background but also by their ethnicity or local identity.28 This has eventually led to a
reevaluation of the role of local cultures in the works of these authors.2®

Although the increased focus on the role of the local has partly deconstructed the dichotomy
between Greece and Rome, it does not prevent the introduction of a new dichotomy between the
Roman globalized world and local communities. Whitmarsh has for example argued that the
Hellenised authors’ emphasis on the local could be interpreted as a “counter-imperial response, a
form of resistance to the vision of global uniformity that reminds people that even the reach of world
empires is limited.”3? However, as Whitmarsh himself also recognizes, many Hellenised authors were
also Roman citizens.3! Additionally, the “Romans” likewise did not form a homogeneous group of
people who could easily be identified based on legal status (citizenship), language and culture, or
place of residence.32 Hence, clear distinctions between “Greeks” and “Romans” and between “natives”
and “Romans” do not exist. Rather, the literature written by Hellenised authors in the Roman Empire
reflects a negotiation between their different identities.

Reading Greek literature of the second century AD as migrant literature stimulates us to think
beyond these binary oppositions and to view the identities of Hellenised authors as shaped by a
triangular relationship between the local community, Greece and Rome.33 In this way, we can do
justice to this in-betweenness and the ambiguous feelings Hellenised authors may have had towards
different cultures in the Roman Empire.

A second advantage of approaching Lucian’s works as migrant literature is that it allows us to look
beyond the political aspect of writing Greek literature under Roman rule and to focus more on the
social aspects of living in and travelling through the Roman Empire. Looking at Lucian’s texts with a
social rather than political lens opens up interesting new questions such as how Lucian in his work

24 Bowie 1970; Forte 1972; Swain 1996. Cf. the criticism of Swain’s work in De Jonge 2022, 12. Strikingly, Swain
1996, 10-11 acknowledges that the authors of the Greek texts he discusses have diverse ethnicities and can
only be considered Greeks in so far as they share a cultural-political identity. However, he still works with a
dichotomy between Greek and Roman identity. To avoid this dichotomy and to do justice to the different cultural
backgrounds of the authors writing in Greek, I will in this thesis refer to them not as “Greek authors” but as
“Hellenised authors”. In my opinion, this term better indicates that authors write in Greek due to their Greek
education rather than their ethnic background.

25 See for example Forte 1972 and Swain 1996.

26 Cf. the criticism of Whitmarsh 2001a, 3 and De Jonge 2022, 12.

27 Goldhill 2001a; Whitmarsh 2001a; 2001b.

28 Goldhill 2001a, 15-20; Whitmarsh 2001b, 305.

29 Whitmarsh 2010.

30 Whitmarsh 2010, 2. Cf. Ando 2010 in the same volume and Whitmarsh 2013.

31 Whitmarsh 2013, 62.

32 For the heterogeneity of the people to whom scholars usually refer as “Romans”, see Lavan 2020.

33 De Jonge 2022, 31.
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reflects on the challenges he had to navigate as a migrant and foreigner in the Roman Empire. Hence,
reading Lucian’s works as migrant literature provides a good starting point for my study of Lucian’s
reflection on cultural interaction in the contemporary Roman Empire.

1.3. Lucian on Cultural Interaction

Several of Lucian’s works could shed light on how Lucian thought about the interaction between
foreigners and host communities in the Roman Empire. These host communities are the dominant
cultural groups in Roman society in which migrants and other foreigners are received. As a
consequence, we could speak about host cultures on two different levels. On the level of the Roman
Empire, the host community could be considered the Roman community which governed the
different “foreign” communities in the Empire and partly imposed its culture on these communities.
This understanding of the Roman community comes close to Lucian’s notion of ‘Pwpoaiot as
reconstructed by Lavan. He argues that Lucian considered Pwpaiot “those - whatever their origin -
who soared above the municipal and provincial horizons of political life and pursued a career in the
emperor’s service, centred on the city of Rome.”34 Important to note is that this was probably not the
only group Lucian considered “Romans.” He also calls people with Roman citizenship ‘Pwpaiot
Moreover, his comprehension of “Roman” was likely also influenced by his conception of Roman
culture, as he several times refers to ancient customs and to ‘the language of the Romans’ (‘Pwpaiwv
@wvn) and a ‘Roman dance’ (Popaiwv 6pxnoig).3s

On a local level, different host communities can be distinguished within Roman society. Cities like
Athens, Antioch, Thessalonica, Samosata and Rome had distinct values and customs and could
therefore be considered host communities on their own.

Because these local communities could also function as host communities, Lucian may reflect on
acculturation in works where he describes the experiences of foreigners who try to find their place
in new communities or micro-societies. To these works belong Scythian or the Patron (Zx06ng 1
Tpo&evog, Scytha) and Anacharsis or on Bodily Exercise (Avixapoig 1) mepl yopvaoiwv, Anacharsis)
in which Lucian describes Anacharsis’ experiences in Athens.36 In Scythian, Lucian mainly describes
Anacharsis’ arrival in Athens and his subsequent life in this city. However, he also spends some words
on the life of Toxaris, who was allegedly the first Scythian to come to Athens, and his own experiences
in the Macedonian city of Beroea.3” Anacharsis is a dialogue between Solon and Anacharsis about
athletics and Greek lifestyle. In this dialogue, Anacharsis is critical of Greek culture and seems to
weigh Greek customs against his own Scythian habits. Hence, Anacharsis reports a specific moment
in the acculturation process of Anacharsis. Together, Scythian and Anacharsis seem to reflect on
acculturation from the perspective of the foreigner.

A third work in which Lucian seems to report the acculturation process of a foreigner into a new
community is On Hired Companions (Ilepl t@®v émi WwoB® ovvovtwv, De mercede conductis
potentium familiaribus). In this work, “Lucian” warns his friend Timocles not to attach himself to a
Roman patron and to become part of a Roman household. He does so by narrating the experiences of
a Greek who tries to integrate into the micro-society of the Roman household. Hence, On Hired
Companions seems to provide us with a Greek perspective on acculturation into Roman society.

Additionally, On Hired Companions may give us some insight into how Lucian addresses negative
sentiments against foreigners as it has been suggested that Lucian with this work responds to
complaints about Greeks and other foreigners in the Satires of the almost contemporary Roman

34 Lavan 2020, 47.

35 For Roman citizenship as a requirement for being a “Roman”, see Demon. 40. For Roman customs, language
and dance in Lucian, see Pseudol. 8; Merc. Cond. 24; Laps. 13; Salt. 20.

36 In this thesis, [ will refer to these works as the Scythian and the Anacharsis.

37 Deiniger 1965, 91-92; Jones 1986, 11; Bozia 2015, 1.
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author Juvenal (ca. AD 60-140).38 Lucian may also respond to these complaints in Assembly of the
Gods (Oe®v ékkAnola, Deorum concilium), in which, as I will argue in this thesis, similar criticism is
voiced.3?? In this comic dialogue, the god Momus complains that too many foreign deities have been
admitted to the ranks of the Olympian gods and proposes a decree to expel all illegitimate gods from
Olympus and prevent the future acceptance of new gods. Since Momus voices complaints very similar
to the criticism expressed in Latin literature, this work seems to provide a Roman perspective on
migration in the Roman Empire.

With his Scythian and Anacharsis, On Hired Companions, and Assembly of the Gods, Lucian thus
writes about issues of migration and acculturation from three different perspectives: a local, Greek
and Roman perspective respectively. Hence, studying these works together could provide us with a
relatively comprehensive view of how Lucian reflects on cultural interaction in the multicultural
society of his own time.

Since Lucian provides us with multiple perspectives and does this even within his individual
works, we should be careful not to ascribe the views of first-person speakers to Lucian but to make
an ontological distinction between Lucian’s literary persona and the historical author. Therefore, I
will refer to the first-person speakers in On Hired Companions and Scythian as “Lucian”.40

However, it is important to keep in mind that this ontological distinction was probably not made
by Lucian’s contemporary audience. As Grethlein has pointed out, in antiquity the narrator or poet
was not considered to reproduce the words of his characters in a fictive world but to “impersonate”
them in direct speech.*! Hence, the audience tended to interpret the utterances of characters as the
voice of the author himself. This was most likely also the case for Lucian as he has written several
works that defend views that are presented in previous works: Fisherman to defend Sale of Lives, In
defence of Images to defend Images, and Apology to defend On Hired Companions.*? These defences
show that his audience tended to hold Lucian accountable for the views expressed in his works.
Furthermore, his frequent public performances of his own work will have stimulated the
identification of himself with his characters.*3

1.4. Status Quaestionis

Although Lucian’s works have not earlier been perceived as migrant literature, much attention has
been paid to the fact that he possessed multiple identities and wrote Greek texts under Roman
dominion. Swain, for example, bases his explanation of the seeming discrepancy between Lucian’s
generally positive attitude towards Rome and the criticism that can be found in his Nigrinus, On Hired

38 Bozia 2015, 16-44; Manzella 2016, 190. Bozia 2015, 46 n. 22, has pointed out that it is not entirely clear
whether Juvenal was of Roman origin. The late-antique Vita luvenalis, which is ascribed to the grammarian
Probus by Valla, mentions that Juvenal was either the son or foster-son of a rich freedman (/ibertini locupletis
incertum est filius an alumnus, Vit. Iuv, 1-2). However, as Schmitz 2019, 30 has pointed out, this biography is
mainly based on the information that is provided in Juvenal’s own satires. Relying on Sat. 3.319 it has been
suggested in the scholia that Juvenal was born in the Italian city Aquinum, and in most vitae Juvenal is called
Agquinas (McNeill 1922, 416; Schmitz 2019, 36). [ agree with Bozia 2015, 21 that even though Juvenal’s Roman
origin is questionable, he is thoroughly Romanized because he not only wrote in Latin but also adopted Roman
mores and would probably have been considered a Roman by Lucian.

39 See Chapter 1.

40 For a discussion of the identity of the speakers in On Hired Companions and Scythian, see subchapters 3.1 and
4.1.

41 Grethlein 2021; 2022, 360-365.

42 n other defences, like Twice Accused, Lucian does not defend the views expressed in his works but their style
and genre.

43 For the influence of oral performances on the ancient understanding of narrative, see Grethlein 2022, 365-
368; 2022, 219-224.
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Companions and Alexander on Lucian’s multiple identities.#¢ He has argued that although Lucian
identified himself with the Romans politically, he felt more related to the Greeks culturally and
therefore only supported the Romans as long as their behaviour did not harm Greek culture.

That Lucian’s works express discontent with the Roman attitudes towards Greek culture has also
been argued by Whitmarsh.45 He has contended that Lucian in his Sale of Lives, Fisherman, Nigrinus,
On Hired Companions, and Apology criticises Roman society for its theatricality and
commercialization of Greek education, while at the same time reproaching the Greeks for debasing
themselves by submitting to the demands of the socioeconomic hierarchy of the Roman Empire.
Whitmarsh also points out that Lucian as a sophist also made a spectacle of paideia by using display,
repetition and mimicry throughout his works. Furthermore, Lucian could be subjected to his own
criticism because he frequently uses masks to conceal himself and is thus implicated in the
theatricality and masking of which he accuses Rome.

Lucian’s self-representation has also been discussed by Goldhill.#6 He has pointed out that Lucian
seldom uses his own name but that satirical personaelike Lycinus, Tychiades, Parrhesiades, Syrians
and the Scythian Anacharsis may present his own views. Goldhill has also demonstrated that Lucian
in his Anacharsis and The Syrian Goddess plays with the contrast between insider and outsider to
scrutinize the difficulties of expressing cultural identity and determining one’s own place within
another culture.#’

More recently, Bozia has compared Lucian’s oeuvre with the works of earlier and contemporary
Roman authors and Christian apologists to investigate how the literate of the second-century Roman
Empire perceived social, historical, religious and literary questions of their time.*8 Based on linguistic
and structural similarities between Lucian’s On Hired Companions and Juvenal’s Satires, she argues
that Lucian with his On Hired Companions responds to contemporary Roman criticism of educated
Greeks infiltrating Roman households.*? Furthermore, Bozia has compared Lucian’s works with Aulus
Gellius’ Attic Nights. She has highlighted how Lucian’s social awareness led him to focus on
contemporary events and to address Greeks, Romans and other nations with his works, whereas
Gellius only focuses on the past and exclusively writes about and for Romans.50 Moreover, she has
compared Lucian’s religious philosophy with the thoughts of contemporary Apologists, contending
that Lucian uses different perspectives and extreme anthropomorphism to propose a new
interpretation of the old Greek Pantheon and to advocate for reconciliation or coexistence of different
religions in the Roman Empire.5!

These scholars have discussed how Lucian’s multiplicity of identities has contributed to his
inclusive thinking and has influenced his political and religious views in general. However, little
attention has been given to how Lucian’s foreign status may have impacted his description of and
reflection on cultural interactions. As a consequence, works like Assembly of the Gods, On Hired
Companions, Scythian, and Anacharsis which seem to have very different themes but can be
connected by their reflection on cultural interaction, have not yet been studied together.52 Analysing
these works together through the lens of migrant literature may thus contribute to our understanding
of Lucian’s reflection on social-cultural issues in the Roman Empire.

44 Swain 1996, 312-329; 2007, 38-42.

45 Whitmarsh 2001a, 247-294.

46 Goldhill 2001b, 1-4; 2002.

47 Goldhill 2001b, 2; 2002, 78-79, 86-89.

48 Bozia 2015.

49 Bozia 2015, 16-44.

50 Bozia 2015, 52-97.

51 Bozia 2015, 98-152.

52 For the extent to which these works have been discussed in literature from a social perspective, see
subchapters 2.1, 3.1, and 4.1.
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Furthermore, an analysis of Lucian’s four works as migrant literature may contribute to our
understanding of migrant literature from the first and second century AD. As De Jonge’s approach is
very new, he has mainly focused on justifying the reading of Greek literature as migrant literature,
and only briefly argued and illustrated how this theoretical framework could be applied to Greek
texts of the first and second century AD.53 To get better insight into the characteristics of migrant
literature from this period, more detailed analyses of the works of Hellenised authors such as Lucian
are therefore highly desirable.

1.5. Theoretical Framework

1.5.1. The Characteristics of Migrant Literature

To examine how Lucian reflects on cultural interaction in the Roman Empire of his own time, I will
perform a close reading of the Assembly of the Gods, On Hired Companions, Scythian and Anacharsis
as migrant literature. De Jonge has argued that ancient migrant literature, just as modern migrant
literature, is characterized by in-betweenness, ambivalence and polyphony>* Migrant literature can
be considered in-between insofar as it does not take a fixed position but moves between different
spaces, cultures, and identities, thereby allowing for cultural hybridity.5s The Hellenised authors of
the second century AD possessed multiple identities and move in their works between local, Greek
and Roman.

Migrant literature also expresses ambivalencebecause migrants are at the same time insiders and
outsiders to the society they live in and therefore write from a “double perspective”.56 Consequently,
they realize that there only exists a relative truth and that knowledge will never be certain.5’
According to postcolonialism, the uncertainty of the colonized translates into mixed feelings of
attraction and repulsion towards the colonizing power and results in a relationship that fluctuates
between mimicry and mockery.58 This ambivalent relationship can also be found in the Greek
literature produced under Roman power. The response to Rome is seldom entirely positive or
negative and Roman authority is often partly undermined by playful, ironical or ambiguous
statements or the evident absence of any references to Roman power.5°

Lastly, due to the hybridity of migrant literature, this literature often presents multiple
perspectives on the world.¢? In Greek literature from the first and second century AD, this polyphony
is accomplished by giving voice to multiple (human) characters, describing diverse local traditions
and cultures, or addressing diverse local communities with distinct styles and messages.5!

In my thesis, I will make use of the concepts of in- betweennessand polyphonyand frequently refer
to the ambiguity that is associated with ambivalence. However, these concepts will not be central to
my argument but merely be used as tools for my analysis of Lucian’s works.

53 De Jonge 2022; 2023.

54 De Jonge 2022, 17-19.

55 De Jonge 2022, 38. For cultural hybridity, see Bhabha 1994, 5, 38, Ashcroft, Griffiths, and Tiffin 1998, 118,
and Pourjafari and Vahidpour 2014, 686-687.

56 Rushdie 1991, 19.

57 Rushdie 1991, 12. Cf. Bhabha 1994, 128; Smith 2004, 248; De Jonge 2022, 18.

58 Ashcroft, Griffiths, and Tiffin 1998, 12-13. Cf. Bhabba 1994, 127-135; De Jonge 2022, 18. For colonial mimicry,
see Bhabha 1994, 85-92.

59 De Jonge 2022, 18.

60 Boehmer 2005, 232.

61 De Jonge 2022, 18-19.



1.5.2. Acculturation Strategies

As I will examine how Lucian reflects on cultural interaction, an important concept for my analysis is
“acculturation”. “Acculturation” is classically defined as “those phenomena which result when groups
of individuals having different cultures come into continuous first-hand contact, with subsequent
changes in the original culture patterns of either of both groups.” 62 Based on the type of changes,
Berry has distinguished four different acculturation strategies for both groups and individuals along
two dimensions (see Figure 1).63 The first dimension concerns the extent to which the culture of the
migrant, the non-dominant “native culture”, is maintained. The second dimension relates to the extent
to which the culture of the community that receives the migrant, the dominant “host culture”, is

adopted.

REejECTION PRESERVATION
g
E . ration
3 Marginalisation Sepa at1(-) /
E Segregation
z
2
E Assimilation Integration

Figure 1. Berry’s four acculturation strategies arranged according to the attitude towards the host culture and
native culture.

In the case of marginalisation, the non-dominant group of migrants is not supported by the host
community and therefore tries to avoid relations with others by rejecting the norms, values and
customs of both its native culture and the host culture. This is generally considered the most negative
form of acculturation since marginalisationinvolves rejection by and hostility from the dominant host
community and at the same leads to strongly reduced support from the native community due to the
loss of the native identity.

As for separation, the non-dominant group desires to hold on to its native culture and avoid
interactions with the host culture, thereby rejecting the dominant host culture's norms, values and
customs. Separation becomes segregation if cultural distancing is imposed on migrants by the
dominant group.

In the case of assimilation, the non-dominant group of migrants does not preserve its cultural
identity but seeks daily interaction with the host culture, thereby adopting the cultural norms, values
and customs of this culture. This is a unidirectional process that involves voluntary or involuntary
culture shedding by the non-dominant group and the loss of the native identity.6+

As for integration, the non-dominant group of migrants maintains to some extent the norms,
values and customs of the native culture but at the same time participates in the social network of the
dominant host culture. Thereby, the non-dominant group also adopts to some extent the dominant

62 Redfield, Linton, and Herskovits 1936, 149. For an extensive discussion of this definition and several other
definitions of “acculturation”, see Sam 2006, 11-17.

63 Berry 1992, 71-73; 1997, 9-12, 23. My explanation of the four acculturation strategies is based on these two
articles. Cf. Worthy, Lavigne, and Romero 2022, chap. 13.3.

64 Cf. Sam 2006, 17.
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host culture's cultural norms, values and customs. /ntegration is usually perceived as the most
positive acculturation strategy because it is a bidirectional process where both the dominant host
culture and the non-dominant culture are willing to accommodate and the non-dominant culture is
ensured of support from both its own group and the host community.

In my thesis, [ will apply Berry’s distinction between these four acculturation strategies to explain
how Lucian addresses negative sentiments of the Roman host culture and thought about the cultural
interaction between foreigners and host cultures within the Roman Empire.

Furthermore, Berry distinguishes between reactive and proactive motivations for migration.ss In
the case of reactive motivation, people migrate due to the presence of exclusionary or constraining
push factors. Migration based on these usually negative factors often results in problems with
psychological adaptation. In contrast, proactive motivation is based on more positive and enabling
pull factors and could therefore stimulate the acculturation process. However, even proactive
motivation is not always unproblematic. If migrants have too high expectations about life in the host
community, they can easily be disappointed and discouraged from cultural adaptation.

As Berry’s distinctions between acculturation strategies and between migration motivations are
modern distinctions, they may not be one-to-one applicable to migrant literature of the second
century AD. In my thesis, I will therefore merely explore whether the application of Berry’s
acculturation theory to Lucian’s works could contribute to a discussion of Lucian’s reflection on
acculturation.

1.6. Chapter Outline

In the next three chapters, [ will study Lucian’s Assembly of the Gods, On Hired Companions, Scythian
and Anacharsis as migrant literature and use Berry’s acculturation theory to analyse how Lucian in
these works reflects on cultural interaction. In the first chapter, I will argue that Lucian’s Assembly of
the Gods could be read as a parody of Roman criticism of (Greek) foreigners and I will discuss how
Lucian uses this parody to plea for cultural tolerance and prevent cultural segregation.

In the second chapter, I will discuss how Lucian’s On Hired Companions reflects on the cultural
interaction between Greeks and Romans. I will argue that Lucian uses two different Greek
perspectives to advocate for cultural separation. He uses the perspective of the proud Greek speaker
to warn Greeks against attaching themselves to a Roman patron and to promote cultural separation.
At the same time, he discourages them from aspiring for integration by reporting the hardships that
were experienced by a Greek who tries to integrate into a Roman household.

In the last chapter, I will discuss how Lucian reflects on the acculturation of foreigners into new
societies in his Scythianand Anacharsis.1 will argue that Lucian in these works provides us with three
different examples of acculturation and presents his “own” autonomous integration as the most
desirable acculturation strategy. Furthermore, I will try to reconcile this plea for autonomous
integration with the promotion of cultural separation in the On Hired Companions. Finally, I will
explain how Lucian’s four works together seem to guide both foreigners and host cultures to the
creation of a culturally tolerant society.

65 Berry 1997, 16, 22-23.
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2. Criticism from Olympus

Lucian’s Response to Roman Criticism in Assembly of
the Gods

2.1. Introduction

Lucian’s Assembly of the Gods describes the proceedings of an assembly of the gods concerning the
presence of resident aliens and foreigners on Olympus (1). During this meeting, the god Momus
complains that there are too many foreign gods on Olympus and that these gods claim precedence
over the original Olympian gods (2-3). On the request of Zeus, Momus explicitly points to Dionysus
and his clan (4-5). Zeus responds by urging him not to mention Asclepius and Heracles (6). Momus
subsequently accuses Zeus himself of being alien and admitting demigods to Olympus (6-8) and
proceeds with the gods from the Medes, Scythians and Egyptians (9-10). After Zeus has pointed out
that the animal parts of the Egyptian gods are mainly a matter of symbolism (11), Momus continues
by complaining about oracular gods and heroes (12). He finishes his list of illegal deities with the
abstract divinities made up by the philosophers (13). Thereafter, he reads a motion in the form of a
formulaic decree in which he proposes to stop the admission of new gods and to expel the illegal gods
from Olympus (14-18). Zeus agrees and declares the resolution to be carried (19).

Because this dialogue takes place in the realm of the gods, the Assembly of the Godshas extensively
been discussed for its religious viewpoints and its value as a historical document for the religious and
philosophical situation in the Early Roman Empire.¢¢ Furthermore, it has been suggested by Bozia
that Lucian’s work responds to the social or political situation within the Early Roman Empire.¢” She
has argued that Lucian intensified the anthropomorphism of the gods already present in Homer by
letting Momus confront them with their actions as if they were mere mortals and by reporting their
conversations in prose rather than lofty dactylic hexameters.68 This extreme anthropomorphism
suggests that Lucian’s work could also respond to situations outside the religious sphere, which
concern humans rather than gods. Lucian may have located his dialogue in the realm of the gods to
be able to reflect on touchy subjects more freely.

That the Assembly of the Gods could also respond to actualities outside the religious sphere has
also been suggested by Oliver, who argues that Lucian’s dialogue was inspired by the institution of
the trigonia in Athens in AD 165.%9 In this year, Marcus Aurelius and Lucius Verus decided that
members of the Areopagus should descend from at least three generations of freeborn on both sides
of the family.70

66 See for example Croiset 1882, 207-223, Caster 1937, 335-346, Jones 1986, 34-35, Bozia 2015, 101-105, 114-
116, and McClure 2018, 10-33.

67 Bozia 2015, 101-105.

68 Bozia 2015, 103. Bozia’s argument that the gods in Lucian’s work converse in prose rather than dactylic
hexameters is not very strong as in Homer’s works both humans and gods speak in dactylic hexameters. Hence,
speaking in epic verses is not a feature that distinguishes the gods from humans and would places them on a
higher level.

69 Oliver 1980. Jones 1986, 38-39 and Branham 1989, 164 both acknowledged that the dialogue could be
written in response to the events of 165 BC but also point out that the exclusion of citizens from political
activities was not a new phenomenon in the Greek cities of the Roman Empire. Oliver’s interpretation of the
Assembly of the Gods as a response to the political situation in Athens is hard to reconcile with the compelling
argument of Householder 1940, 201-205 that Lucian authored the work while he was in Magnesia.

70 Oliver 1980, 307.
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Although Lucian’s dialogue may indeed have been written around this time and is concerned with
the birth of the gods present on Olympus, this political event is not the only actuality to which the
Assembly of the Gods could respond.”! Lucian might also reflect more generally on the social-cultural
situation of his own time. Branham has suggested that Lucian with this work responds to the
treatment of foreigners he may have experienced in Athens.’2 By letting Momus also accuse some of
the most established gods of being illegitimate of Olympus, Lucian would have pointed to the
arbitrariness and artificiality with which one’s place in society is determined. Unfortunately,
Branham does not further elaborate on the possible connection between the Assembly of the Gods
and issues of migration and multiculturality in the contemporary Roman Empire.

In this chapter, I will therefore further explore this connection and argue that Lucian’s Assembly
of the Godsresponds to contemporary Roman criticism of Greeks and other migrants. In the first part,
[ will contend that Lucian’s dialogue could be read as a satirical response to the migration of
foreigners within the Roman Empire. I will demonstrate that Momus is not so much criticizing gods
who lack a proper freeborn status but rather gods who lack Greek ethnicity, and I will discuss how
Momus’ dubious status as a faultfinder warns us not to take his criticism too seriously. In the second
part, [ will analyse Momus’ criticism and argue that his complaints about foreigners echo those of
contemporary Romans like Juvenal and seem to respond to these. In the last part, | will discuss how
we should interpret Lucian'’s satirical response to these Roman complaints, arguing that he advocates
against the exclusion of foreigners from Roman society and pleas for cultural tolerance to prevent
cultural segregation.

2.2. A Satirical Response to Contemporary Multiculturality
2.2.1. A Dialogue Concerning Ethnicity

As has also been noticed by Oliver, the gods in the Assembly of the Gods are very much concerned
with birth.73 However, their dispute is not so much about the status of the gods as descending from
freeborn or enslaved gods but rather about their ethnicity. At the beginning of the dialogue, Hermes
explicitly states that the inquiry concerns resident aliens and foreigners (1] 8¢ okéyg mepl T®OV
Hetolkwv kal E&évwv). Hence, the Assembly of the Gods is concerned with ethnic origin rather than
the distinction between freeborn and enslaved gods.”*

Furthermore, Momus mainly accuses gods of being illegitimate on Olympus because they are not
of Greek origin. Dionysus is for example accused of being half-human ()pdvBpwog) and not even
Greek (006e "EAANV) because his grandfather Cadmus was a Syrophoenician (Zvpo@oivi§).”>s Momus’
denunciation of Cadmus as a foreigner is striking since Cadmus was traditionally one of the founding
heroes of the Greek world.”6 Although Momus’ tracing of Cadmus’ origin is essentially right, his denial
of Greekness to someone who was considered one of the primogenitors of the Greeks and to one of
the traditional Greek gods would have appeared quite absurd to most Greeks.

Momus also explicitly mentions the ethnicity of many of the lower deities whom Dionysus has
brought with him: Silenus is called a Lydian (Au8dg oUtog) and the Satyrs are accused of being
Phrygians (®pUyeg tveg dvteg).”” Moreover, later in the dialogue, Momus points out as illegitimate

71 Schwarz 1965, 24 suggests Lucian’s writing of 7rue Histories (between 161 and 164 AD) as a terminus post
quem for the Assembly of the Gods.

72 Branham 1989, 164.

73 Oliver 1980.

74 Deor: Conc. 1.

75 Deor: Conc. 1.

76 For Cadmus as the primogenitor of the Greeks, see for example Kiihr 2006, 88, 117-118.

77 Deor: Conc. 1.
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some of the eastern gods, like Mithras and Zalmoxis and the Egyptian gods. Thus, Momus seems to
problematize the ethnicity of the gods rather than their lack of free birth.

2.2.2. Momus as Faultfinder

As his criticism of Dionysus’ origin already suggests, Momus’ complaints are sometimes farfetched or
even ridiculous. This is best illustrated by the fact that not even Zeus is spared his criticism:

MQOMOZ: i 8¢ &fjv kal TPodG aTOV 6 Tff Tappnoia xpfiodal, TOAAE &v eiyov eimelv.

ZEYX: Kai pnv mpog £pg oty pdAiota. M@v 8 olv képe Eeviag SLOKELS;

MQMOZ: ’Ev Kpntrn pév oV povov todto dxodoat £€0TLy, GAAX kal GAAo TL ept 00T Aéyouowy kal
Taov £mbewkvoovoy éyw O¢ oUte éxkeivolg meiBopal olte Axai®dv Alyiebow
VTOBOAMUATOV OE Elval PACTKOVGLY.”8

Momus: And if it were also allowed to use free speech about yourself, I would have plenty to say.

Zeus: Well, 1 assure you, about me it is certainly permissible. But you are surely not
prosecuting me too for having the status of a stranger, are you?

Momus: In Crete, it is not only possible to hear this, but they also tell something else about you
and show a tomb. However, I do neither believe those nor the Greek inhabitants of
Aegium who assert that you are supposititious.

Even though Momus assures Zeus that he does not believe in the allegations made by the Cretans and
inhabitants of Aegium, his decision to bring up their tales reveals his belief that it is quite possible for
Zeus to be perceived as a foreigner. Hence, Momus’ asserted disbelief about these claims may merely
function to highlight the paradox that even the supreme deity could be accused of being illegitimate
of Olympus. This quite ironic accusation of the ruler of the gods should warn us that Momus may be
an all too fanatic faultfinder and that we should not take his criticism of foreigners too seriously.

Indeed, if we look at Momus’ own background, he does not have the best credentials to criticize
foreign deities and propose measures against them. Among other things, he advocates that there is
no place on Olympus for abstract concepts and proposes that philosophers should stop making up
abstract deities.”® Ironically, by his proposal to expel all abstract deities from Olympus, he is also
disqualifying himself. Since his name means “Blame”, he too could be considered an abstract concept
and thus somebody who does not belong on Olympus.

Moreover, the literary tradition of Momus warns us not to take him too seriously. Momus is for the
first time mentioned by Hesiod as one of the many children of Night.80 The fact that he is the son of
the god of darkness who lives in Tartarus makes him a shady figure and suggests that he might not
be the most trustworthy advocate. Furthermore, in a fable of Aesop, he is established as the greatest
faultfinder of the gods.8! In this fable, Momus has to decide which of the gods had made the most
beautiful creation, but instead of choosing a winner, he points to the imperfections of all inventions.82
Moreover, the phrase €ti yap év 6goilg kel (‘for he was still living among the gods’) in this fable
suggests that Momus was eventually expelled from Olympus.83 His own banishment from Olympus
makes Momus’ plea for the expulsion of foreign gods quite ironic and indicates that we should not
take his criticism of foreigners seriously but should read Lucian’s Assembly of the Gods as satire.

78 Deor. Conc. 6.

79 Deor. Conc. 13; 17.

80 Hes. Th. 211-215. Cf. Deor: Conc. 14.
81 Hes. Th. 211-215; Babr. 59.

82 Babr. 59.1-15.

83 Babr. 59.6.
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2.3. A Response to Roman Criticism
2.3.1. The Arbitrariness of Foreign Status

But what exactly is Lucian satirizing? The multi-ethnic society of Olympus which is overcrowded by
foreigners seems to reflect the social situation of the multicultural and globalized Roman Empire.
Hence, Momus’ problematization of the multinationality of the Olympian society and migration to
Olympus invites an interpretation of Assembly of the Gods as a response to contemporary complaints
about the multiculturality of Roman society.

As mentioned above, Branham has suggested that Lucian with Momus’ questioning of the
legitimacy of both spurious gods and well-established gods illustrates the arbitrary and artificial
nature of social hierarchies.84 I agree that Lucian’s inclusion of some of the traditional gods in his
criticism suggests some arbitrariness in the distinction between native and foreign. However, this
does not explain why Lucian also addresses many gods that do not belong to the traditional Greek
pantheon, like Mithras (9), Zalmoxis (9), Egyptian gods (10), and abstract deities (13).85> Hence, the
emphasis of Assembly of the Gods is only partly on the artificiality of the distinction between
legitimate and illegal gods. Much attention is also paid to the consequence of admitting so many
foreigners to Olympus. Furthermore, Branham's interpretation does not take into account that a large
part of the dialogue is devoted to complaints about the consequences of admitting so many foreigners
to Olympus.

2.3.2. Momus' Criticism of Foreign Gods

Throughout the Assembly of the Gods, we find several points of critique on the policy of allowing so
many foreigners into the realm of the Gods, most of which are also expressed in the decree Momus
reads after his complaints:

PApopa ayabii toxm. ExkAnoiog évvopov ayouévng Bdoun lotapévou 6 Zebg Emputaveve kal
mipon8peve [ooeld @y, Emeotdtel ATOAAWY, £ypappdteve M@dpog NukTos kai 0 "Yvog tijv yvwunv
glmev.

‘Emteldn moAAol T®v &Evwv, oV povov "EAAnveg dAAd kal Bapfapot, oVSaudsg Gélol 6vteg
KOWWVETY UV Tiig ToAteiag, Tapeyypapévtes ovk olda dTws kal Beol §6EavTeg EumemAnkaot
HEV TOV 0VPavOV GG PEGTOV £lval TO GUUTOGLOV BYAOU TAPAXDEOUG TOAVYAMGOWY TIVAV Kal
EUYKAOS wV &vBpwTIwV, EmAéAoie 88 1) duppoosia kal Td vEkTap, HoTe Pvag 1idn THV KoTOANY givat
510 1O MAT B0 TGOV TVOVTIWY' ol 8¢ VO avBadelag Tapwaduevol ToUg TadaloVg Te kal AANOeLg
Beovg mpoedplag Nétwkaoy alToVG TTapa TAVTA TX TATPLX Kal €V Tf] Yij TpoTipdobat B€Aovot .80

Decree with good fortune. During the regular meeting of the assembly, established on the seventh
day, Zeus held the prytany, Poseidon presided, Apollo was chairman, Momus, son of Night, was
secretary, and Sleep proposed the following motion:

As many foreigners, not only Greeks but also barbarians, who no wise deserve to take part in
our civil polity and have enrolled illegally in a way I don’t know and are considered gods, have
completely filled heaven so that our drinking party overflows with a troubling rabble of random
polyglots and a promiscuous mob of men, and as the ambrosia and nectar have fallen short so that
a cup costs a minaalready due to the great number of drinkers; and as they have presumptuously
thrust aside the ancient and genuine gods and deem themselves worth precedence contrary to all
ancestral customs and want to be preferred in honour on earth ...

84 Branham 1989, 164-166.
85 Jones 1986, 36 even states that Lucian is mainly interested in these more spurious gods.
86 Deor: Conc. 14.

14



At the beginning of this resolution, several points of criticism of foreigners can be found. Firstly, they
made Olympus overcrowded. Momus mentions that their banquet on Olympus is overflowing with
people (peotdv eival T ovpmdolov) and that consequently there is a complete disorder of
participants (6xAov Tapoyx®dovg; EuykAUSwv). That this chaos is due to migration policy is suggested
in section 9, where Momus asks m60gv uiv éneioekukAnOnoav ovtot (‘from where did they roll in
upon us’) to refer to the arrival of Attis, Corybas and Sabazius on Olympus. By his use of the verb
émelokukAéw Momus suggests that the admittance of foreign deities just happens without any
consent and control.

Secondly, Momus complains that the vast number of foreign deities causes a shortage of food
(émAédome 61| duBpooia kal to véktap). Consequently, the prices of food and drink increase (uvdg
{61 TV KoTOANV glvan).

Thirdly, by referring to the foreign deities as ‘a troubling rabble of random polyglots’ (6xAov
Tapax®wSovg ToAVYAWoowV Tv@®v), Momus seems to points to the practical issue that all these
foreign deities speak different languages and that the gods are therefore no longer able to understand
each other. This problem is mentioned more explicitly in section 9, where Momus criticises Mithras
for not speaking Greek (006¢ EAANVIlWV Ti] WVT)).

Fourthly, the foreign gods claim precedence over the traditional Olympian gods (ot 6¢ vTo
avbadelag ... tpotTipndcBat BEAovot). Momus seems to consider this a significant problem because he
frequently complains about this in the dialogue preceding his decree.8” In section 2, for example, he
laments that the foreign gods consider the old gods no better than their own servants:

dnpui toivuv Sewvd ToLETY évioug MUV, olg oVK &Tdxpn Be0VG ¢E dvBpwTwV avToVS YeYevijohal,
AN, el un kat Tovg akoAoVBoUG kai BepamovTog AVT®V LGOTIHOUG TV dTTo@avVOToLY, 0VSEV PEYa
008¢€ veavikov olovta elpydoBa.88

Well then, [ say that some of us behave terribly, for whom it is not sufficient that they themselves
have become gods out of men, but, who, if they do not also declare their attendants and servants
equal to us, do not think that they have accomplished anything great or important.

This criticism betrays a certain fear of replacement. Momus and the other traditional gods are afraid
that if the foreign deities claim precedence over the traditional deities, they will also be held in higher
esteem by mortals and be revered more. Momus’ use of the words ‘some of us’ (évioug u®dv) to refer
to the foreign deities underlines the fact that they have already established themselves as the equals
of the traditional gods and emphasizes the urgency of the threat. For this reason, Momus later
exclaims ‘Gods, how can you tolerate it to see that they are worshipped equally or even more than
you?’ (& Bgol, TG &véxeoBe OpdVTES £ {omg f Kol PAAAOV VU@V TIPOTKUVOUEVE;).89

Fifthly, according to Momus, the traditional gods will not only lose their status and honour to
foreign deities but also their profession. He for example points out to Apollo that he is no longer highly
esteemed (Totyapodv oUkéTL 60, G "AtoANov, eDS0KIETS) because also Trophonius. Amphilochus and
any other charlatan that will find a suitable place for divination are also giving oracles.® Momus’
remark expresses the fear that the gods will lose their profession to the newcomers and that this
concurrence will devaluate their positions.

87 Momus complains about foreign deities claiming equality to or precedence over the traditional gods in Deor:
Conc. 2,3,10 and 14.

88 Deor: Conc. 2.

89 Deor. Conc. 10.

90 Deor. Conc. 12.
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Sixtly, the outlandish appearance of the new gods results in human disdain and moral decline.
Momus complains about them being skittish men with strange shapes (ockipTikoUg dvBpwmoL§ Kl
TAG HOP@AG GAAokOTOUG), animals or other far more ridiculous creatures (&AAa TOAAYD
yeAolotepa).9t His disdain can be felt in his use of GvBpwmog instead of 6e6¢ to refer to these foreign
gods. This scorn is made even more explicit by his statements that the gods should not wonder that
men despise them (Eita Oavpdlopev el katag@povodoy Nudv ol &vBpwtot) and that, consequently,
perjury and sacrilege have increased (émidédwke pdAAov 1 €mopkia kal iepoovAia).92 He thereby
suggests that the ridiculous appearance of the gods not only diminishes their dignity but also leads
to the moral debasement of humans. Thus, the arrival of new gods to Olympus not only affects the
society of gods but also harms human civilization.

2.3.3. Similarities to Juvenal’s Criticism of Foreigners

In short, Momus complains about the chaos and shortages in food caused by the overpopulation of
Olympus; the difficulties of speaking different languages; the precedence that the foreign gods claim
over the traditional gods; the deprival of the traditional gods of their functions; the diminishing status
of the traditional deities among mortals and the moral decline in human society. Strikingly, some of
Momus’ complaints are quite similar to the negative sentiments about foreigners that can be found
in the satires of the Roman author Juvenal (ca. AD 60-140). This almost contemporary of Lucian
complains in his first and third satire about Greeks and other migrants who have settled in Rome.
Juvenal describes in his first satire for example how freedmen of foreign origin worsen the scarcity
of food in Rome and claim precedence over Roman officials when a patron is handing out the dole:

... nunc sportula primo

limine parva sedet turbae rapienda togatae.

)

agnitus accipies. iubet a praecone vocari

Ipsos Troiugenas, nam vexant limen et ipsi
nobiscum. “da praetori, da deinde tribune.”

sed libertinus prior est: “prior” inquit “ego adsum.
cur timeam dubitemve locum defendere, quamvis
natus ad Euphraten, molli quod in aure fenestrae
arguerint, licet ipse negem? sed quinque tabernae
quadringenta parant.’3

... now at last the inconsiderable dole

waits on the threshold to be snatched away by a toga-clad mob.

()

Once recognized, you will receive it. He [i.e. the patron] orders the crier to summon
the nobles of Trojan descent, for they too harass the threshold
together with us. “Provide to the praetor, subsequently to the tribune.”
But the freedman is ahead of them: “I was first” he said.

“Why would I fear or hesitate to defend my place, though born

on the Euphrates, what the windows in my soft ear

would betray, even if I myself denied it? Yet, five shops

equal four hundred thousand sesterces.”

91 Deor: Conc. 4; 10. Cf. Deor: Conc. 5: yeloioug Dol kat tepaotiovs (‘absurd and monstrous deities”).
92 Deor. Conc. 5 and 12 respectively.
93 Juv. 1.95-96, 99-106.
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The fact that the dole is meagre (sportula parva) and chaotically fought for (rapienda) by a mob of
Romans suggests that there is a scarcity of goods, which only gets worse if not only Romans but also
foreigners lay claim to the dole. Thus, like Lucian’s Momus, Juvenal’s persona seems to suggest that,
due to the presence of foreigners, there are too many people to provide everybody with food and
other goods.

Furthermore, the passage describes a situation in which a foreigner, who like Lucian originates
from the banks of the Euphrates (natus ad Euphraten), claims precedence over Roman officials. The
freedman directly compares himself to these officials by mentioning that his fortune equals 400,000
sesterces, the census threshold for becoming an eques, and goes even further by stating that he
should be the first to receive the dole.?* Hence, similar to the foreign gods who claimed precedence
over the established Greek gods in the Assembly of the Gods, here a foreigner considers himself
superior to the established Roman elite.

A similar scenario of foreigners claiming precedence can be found in Juvenal’s third satire. Here,
his friend Umbricius complains that those who migrate (petun{) to the Esquiline and Viminal Hill will
not only become the clients of great Romans but will eventually replace them as masters (Dominique
futuri). %

Just as Momus’ fear of replacement was not limited to status but also concerned profession,
Umbricius in Juvenal’s third satire also seems to fear that the Romans will lose their trade to the
Greeks. He for example complains that Roman parasites are replaced by Greek migrants:

non est Romano cuiquam locus hic, ubi regnat
Protogenes aliquis vel Diphilus aut Hermarchus,
qui gentis vitio nunquam partitur amicum:
solus habet; nam cum facilem stillavit in aurem
exiguum de naturae patriaeque veneno,

limine summoveor;, perierunt tempora longi
servitii. Nusquam minor est iactura clientis.?¢

There is no room for any Roman here, where

some Protogenes or Diphilus or Hermachus rules,

who by a fault of his race never shares a friend:

he keeps him for himself; for when he has dropped into a ready
ear a little of his own and his fatherland’s poison,

[ am moved from the threshold and my long years of slavery are
wasted. Nowhere it is easier to throw a client overboard.

In this passage, Umbricius sketches a scenario in which the Greeks drive Roman clients away from
their place in the Roman household, thereby suggesting that Greek migrants take away from the
Romans the job of parasitism. Somewhat earlier in his speech, Umbricius also complains about the
‘hungry little Greek’ (Graeculus esuriens) who practices many disciplines and can fulfil many roles in
society.?” He thereby depicts the Greeks as predatory people who will gradually take over all kinds of
professions from the Romans. This replacement is quite similar to Momus’ description of how many
inferior deities take over the profession of Apollo, albeit on a much larger scale.

94 Cf. Scheidel 2016, 11.

95 Juv. 3.69-72.

9 Juv. 3.119-125. Cf. Juv. 3.100-108, where Juvenal complains that the Greeks form unequal concurrence for the
parasites because they are much better in feigning the right emotions and feelings.

97 Juv. 3.74-78.
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Furthermore, Umbricius, like Momus, complains about the outlandish appearance and habits of
foreigners and laments its negative effect on the Romans:

... non possum ferre, Quirites,

Graecam urbem - quamvis quota portio faecis Achaei?
iam pridem Syrus in Tiberim defluxit Orontes

et linguam et mores et cum tibicine chordas

obliquas nec non gentilia tympana secum

vexit et ad circum iussas prostrare puellas.

ite, quibus grata est picta lupa Barbara mitra.

rusticus ille tuus sumit trechedipna, Quirine,

et ceromatico fert niceteria collo.%®

... | cannot stand, Quirites,

a Greek city - yet, what great part of our dregs is Greek?

Long since the Syrian Orontis has flown down into the Tiber

and has carried with it its tongue and manners, and together with the flute player
also its slanted strings, and besides the timbrels of its race,

and the girls imposed to prostitute themselves at the circus.

Come, to whom delights a barbarian prostitute with a painted headband.

This countryman of you, Quirinus, assumes the trechedipna coat,

and wears niceterian prices upon his ceromanticly perfumed neck.

Umbricius points out that together with the foreigners, many strange manners, objects and
appearances have flowed to Rome and that thereby Rome has become Greek (Graecam urbem).
Furthermore, he suggests that these foreign influences turn the typically Roman rusticus into an
effeminate type that adorns himself with the strange clothes of foreign cultures.? In this way,
Umbricius seems to suggest that Roman culture is corrupted by Greek and other foreign influences.

This corruption is also the subject of part of Juvenal’s second satire, in which he complains about
the current modus vivendi- many people present themselves as sturdy soldiers, Greek philosophers
and moralists, but in reality, they are hypocrites who have adopted the effeminate style of these
foreigners.190 A similar sense of decline and diminishing status is expressed in evocations like ‘O
Father of the city, whence this wickedness upon the Latin shepherds? (O pater urbis,| unde nefas
tantum Latiis pastoribus?) and ‘To that misery we are degraded!” (illic heu miseri traducimur).101
These laments are to some extent comparable to Momus’ complaints about the diminishing status of
the Greek gods and the resulting moral debasement of humans. Both Juvenal’s persona and Lucian’s
Momus are distressed by the degradation of their culture and the corruption of moral values as a
result of foreign influences.

Thus, except for the language problem, the problems that are raised in the Assembly of the Gods
seem to echo the complaints about Greeks and other migrants in Juvenal’s first and third satire. This
could either indicate that Lucian has read Juvenal’s work and directly responded to his criticism of
foreigners, or that Juvenal’s work reflects general Roman complaints about migrants and that he and

98 Juv. 3.60-68.

99 The criticism that Greek culture is effeminate and corrupts Roman morals and culture is traditional and can
for example be found in the works of Cato Maior (7l 1 Jordan), Sallust (Cat. 11.5) and Livy (8.22.8). For more
examples of traditional Roman criticism of the Greeks, see Henrichs 1995, 243-250. Edwards 1993, 92-97 has
discussed why the Romans associated Greek culture with effeminacy and mollitia and points amongst others
to Cicero’s claims of Roman moral and martial superiority over the Greeks ( 7usc. 1.2).

100 Cf. Bozia 2015, 23.

101 Juv. 2.26-27, 159.
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Lucian both engaged in a broader (literary) debate about migration in the Roman Empire. In both
cases, the similarities between Momus’ complaints and Juvenal’s criticism of (Greek) foreigners
support a reading of the Assembly of the Gods as a response to migration in the Roman Empire.

2.3.4. Momus’ Migration Measures

In contrast to Juvenal, who only complains about the presence of foreigners, Lucian also reflects on
the treatment of foreigners in Roman society. His Momus suggests some measures to improve the
situation of the traditional gods. After having explained the horrible situation on Olympus, he
continues his decree with the proposal to make a distinction between legal and illegal gods based on
their origin and to expel all illegal gods from Olympus:

Aed6x0w Ti) BouAf Kol T® 81 uw EuAAeyTjval pev ékkAnoiav év 1@ ‘OAOUTIW TIEPL TPOTIAG XELLEPLVALS,
£AéoBau 8¢ émyvpovag teAeioug Beovg ETTA, TPEIS PEV €k TTi¢ TTaAaLdg BovAiic Tis £mi Kpdvou,
TETTOPAG 6¢ €K T®V Swdeka, Kal &v aUTolg TOV Ala’ TOUTOUG 8€ TOUG EMYVWUOVAG AUTOVG UEV
kaBelecBal Opdcavtag Tov voulpov opkov thv Xtoya, tov Epuijv 8¢ xnpifavta Euvayayetv
amoavtag 0o0oL a§LoUot EUVTEAETY £6 TO ELUVESPLOVY, TOUG SETIKELV LAPTUPAG ETTAYOUEVOUG EVWUOTOVG
kal amodeifelg To0 yévous. tolvtelBev 6¢ ol pev mapitwoav kab’ €va, ol 8¢ EMyVOUOVES
¢€etdlovTeg 1) OeoVG elvar dmo@avodvral §j kataméupovoty émi Td o@étepa pia kal TG B1Kag
TAG TPOYOVIKAG. TV &€ TIg (A T@V ddokipwy kol &ma VO TAV EMYVWHOVWY EKKPLOEVTWY
émBaivwv tod ovpavod, £g Tov Taptapov éumeceiv TodToV.102

Let it be decided by the senate and the people that an assembly is gathered on Olympus about the
time of the winter solstice; that as judges are chosen seven gods of full standing, three from the
ancient senate from the time of Cronos, four from the Twelve, including Zeus; that these judges
take their seat after they have sworn the regular oath on the Styx; that Hermes as herald assembles
everyone who thinks that he has the right to be part of the council, that they appear while bringing
in witnesses bound by oath and testimonies of their birth. Henceforth, they shall come forward
individually, and after close examination, the judges shall either declare them to be gods or send
them down to their tombs and ancestral graves. And let it be decided that, if anyone of those not
approved of and once expelled by the judges will be caught setting foot in heaven, he will be
thrown into Tartarus.

Momus wants the gods to provide birth certificates (&modei&elg toU yévoug) and witnesses
(naptupag) to prove that they are not foreigners. This once again proves that the dispute about the
legitimacy of the gods is not so much focused on the freedom status of the gods but rather on their
ethnicity. With his proposal to expel all foreign gods from Olympus Momus addresses the problems
of the chaos on Olympus and the shortage of food. Furthermore, the expulsion would entail a
“purification” of Olympus from its foreign and outlandish influences, so that it regains its Greek
character and thereby also the respect of mortals. In the last part of his decree, Momus proposes
several measures to further improve the situation on Olympus:

‘EpyalecBat 6¢ T aitol Ekaotov, Katl prte v ABnvav (dobal prte ToV ACKANTILOV XpNORQWSEV
pnte TOV ATOAA® TocadTta PLOVOV TOLET, GAAX €V TL £mAeSdpuevov pavTv fj KIBapwdov 1 latpov
glval ToTG 82 PIA0GOPOLG TIPOEITETV [T} AVATAGTTEY KEVA OVOpaTA pndE Anpeiv mepl v ok
{oaow. 0moooL 8¢ 18N va®dv | Buoldv NEwbnoay, ékelvwvy pév kabapedijval Ta dyoApata,
évtebijvau 8¢ 1j ALog 1j “Hpoag 1) AMOAAwVOG 1) T®V GAAWV Tivog, €kelvolg 8¢ Ta@ov xHaoat TV TOAV

102 Deor: Conc. 15.
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kal oTHANY émiotijoat avtl Bwpod. fjv 6€ Tig Tapakovon 1ol knpUypatos kat un éB8eAnon £l Tovg
£TILYVOUOVAG EABETY, £pNunv avTol Katadlattnodtwaooy.103

Let it also be decided that everybody does his own work and that Athena does not heal and
Asclepius does not deliver oracles and Apollo does not do so many things on his own but chooses
one thing and is either seer or singer and cithara player or physician; that is ordered to the
philosophers not to invent empty names or to talk nonsense about things they do not know of;
that of so many as are already are honoured with temples or sacrifices, their statues are taken
down, and that those of Zeus or Hera or Apollo or one of the others are placed inside; but that the
city heaps up a grave and places a gravestone upon it instead of an altar; and that if somebody will
disregard the proclamation and will not voluntarily appear before the judges, a judgement by
default will be given against him.

This part of the decree demonstrates that Momus not only wants to exclude part of the gods from
Olympus but also thinks of measures that could prevent the arrival of new gods. He assumes their
creation and migration to Olympus would stop if the philosophers would no longer make up and deify
abstract concepts. Furthermore, Momus seems to advocate for a more equal distribution of the tasks
among the gods that are allowed to stay on Olympus. By commanding that each god should stick to
his own profession (¢pyalecBat 6¢ avtol €kactov) and that this should be just one task (dAAX £v TL
émAeauevov), he protects the gods from losing their jobs to others while also giving other gods
without a function the opportunity to claim a trade for themselves. Lastly, Momus wishes to restore
the traditional gods with an act of counter-replacement. The statues set up in honour of the new gods
should be replaced by those of the traditional gods to regain the respect and worship of mortals and
reclaim their superiority.

All measures that are proposed by Momus are ways in which autochthonous people could
discourage or prevent migration and could re-establish or reclaim their own traditions and culture.
Hence, these measures cause the separation of foreign gods from the traditional Greek gods, thereby
promoting segregation.

2.4. A Plea for Cultural Tolerance

2.4.1. A Foreigner’s Perspective on Momus’ Criticism

Through Momus, Lucian provides us with a perspective from a host culture that involuntarily
accommodates foreigners and feels threatened and replaced by the newcomers who become part of
their society. Lucians’ choice for this Roman host perspective is striking because he himself could be
considered a foreigner who tried to find his place within Graeco-Roman society. Hence, he would have
been the object of the complaints about foreigners rather than the subject. However, as discussed
above, we should not take Momus’ criticism too seriously. The fact that the complaints are voiced by
the greatest faultfinder of all gods and that his accusations are sometimes quite nonsensical indicates
that Lucian is parodying the negative Roman sentiments about foreigners and that we should not
read the Assembly of the Gods as a plea for a stricter migration policy.

That Lucian’s criticism of migrants is not unambiguous is also evident from the way the other gods
react to Momus’ criticism. Although they are hardly given a voice in Assembly of the Gods, their
opinion can be inferred from some remarks of Momus and Zeus. At the very beginning of the dialogue,
Momus himself presents his criticism as widely shared among the gods.

103 Deor: Conc. 16-18.
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MnkétitovBopUlete, & Beof, pMdE KAt ywviag cueTPEPOUEVOLTIPOG 0VG AAAIAOLG KOLVOAOYETGOE,
Ayavaktolvteg el ToAAol dvagiol petéxovaoty NUiv tod cuumooiov.104

Mumble no longer, Gods, and do not gather in corners and commune through whispering in each
other’s ears because you are angry that many unworthy participate in our symposium.

Momus cleverly explains the unrest among the gods as a result of their discontent with the large
number of illegitimate gods on Olympus. However, this unrest could also be caused by the god’s
unease about a meeting concerning the legitimacy of foreigners. Indeed, between the lines of the
dialogue, we can read that the other gods do not necessarily agree with Momus’ standpoints. Their
discontent is most obvious at the end of Momus’ speech, where he explicitly mentions that the other
gods seem not pleased with his criticism:

[ToAAQ €Tt Eywv elmelv kKaTamaVow TOV Adyov' 0p& YoUv ToAAovg ayxBopévous pot Aéyovtt Kal
oupittovTag, ékeivoug pdAiota GV kadfPato 1) Tappnoia MY Adywv.105

Although I have more to say, | will bring my speech to a close, for I see that many are grieved by
my words and are hissing, especially those targeted by my frankness of speech.

Momus’ use of paAlota (‘especially’) suggests that not only the foreign gods were offended but that
also some of the traditional Greek gods were not happy with his comments. Among these gods seems
also to be Zeus, who defends Asclepius and Hercules against Momus’ criticism by pointing out that
they are quite useful to the Olympians and states that it would be harsh to criticize Ganymede for his
birth (10 yevog) because he is still a boy.196 That Zeus has his reservations about Momus’ criticism is
also evident from his response to Momus’ complaints about the Egyptian gods:

ZEYZ:  Aloxpd kg dAn06G Tadta @Ng T mepl TV Ay Tiwv: Spuws 8’ odv, & M@uE, TX TOAAX
aUTOV aiviypatd ¢oTwy, Kal o0 TIavy Xp1) KATayeAdv duontov 6vta.

MQOMOZ: Tévv yoOv puotpiwv, & Zed, SET1 TV, ig eidévat Beolg piv Tovg Be0lG, KUVOKEQAAOUG
8& TOUG KUVOKEPAAOUG.

ZEYZ:  "Ea, @nui, T& tept Ayumtiov: GAAoTe yap ept ToUTWV £miokePdpeda £l oX0AT|S. ov &¢
TOUG GAAOUG Aéye. 107

Zeus: Those things you say about the Egyptians are indeed dishonouring. However, Momus,
many of their customs are riddles and one who is not initiated should not laugh at them
atall.

Momus: Certainly we need mpysteries, Zeus, to know the gods are gods and dogheads are
dogheads.

Zeus: Never mind, I say, the things about the Egyptians. For we will consider their case another

time at leisure. But you, continue with the others.

Zeus partly agrees with Momus’ criticism of the Egyptians but also points out that he is an outsider
to their culture (apintov 6vta) and therefore should not mock them. With this warning, Zeus
counters Momus’ criticism with cultural relativism. He comprehends that the customs and culture of
the Egyptians cannot be evaluated by objective outsider standards but can only be understood in

104 Deor: Conc. 1.
105 Deor: Conc. 13.
106 Deor: Conc. 6; 8.
107 Deor: Conc. 11.
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terms of Egyptian customs and values and thus only by initiated insiders.108 His sympathy for the
strange traditions of the Egyptians puts Momus’ criticism into perspective. It demonstrates that not
all gods are equally inimical towards foreign gods but that some also accept their strange customs as
part of their culture.

However, Zeus is not the ideal defender of foreigners. He has no good answer to Momus’ sneer
about the usefulness of the mysteries to properly distinguish between real gods and outlandish
creatures and proposes to postpone the discussion. Moreover, rather than reproaching Momus, he
asks him to continue with his accusations. Later in the dialogue, he even agrees with Momus that the
admittance of foreigners to Olympus forms a problem and allows him to read his motion:

AvayvwBr o0 Tavta yap aAdyws NTLAow. 109 kal €1 T TOAAX alT@OV £TLOXEWY, MG Un) €Tl TTAETOV
av ylyvntai110

Read it; for in many cases your accusation is not unreasonable. And it is necessary to stop most of
these things so that it will not increase.

Furthermore, because he acknowledges the problem and recognizes its urgency, Zeus decides to
declare Momus’ decree carried without voting:

ToOto pev to Ymelopa Sikadtatov, w Mdue kat 6tw SoKEL, Avatelvatw TNV Xelpa’ udAAov 8¢,
oUTw YyvésBw, mAeiovg yap old’ otL €covtal ol un xelpotovijoovteg.11t

This decree is most equitable, Momus; and let everybody to whom it also seems good hold up his
hand. But no! Let it rather be carried. For I know that most of you will not hold up your hand.

Zeus thus decides not to vote about the degree because he fears that the majority of the gods will
disagree with Momus’ measures. It is quite ironic that Zeus, the supreme god of the Greeks,
undermines arguably the most distinguishing characteristic of Athenian culture, namely democracy.
This renders his attempt to limit the negative influences of foreigners on the status of the Greek gods
and the culture they represent counterproductive. Instead of avoiding a further debasement of Greek
culture, Zeus demonstrates with his implementation of the decree that his cultural values have
already declined.

Apart from presenting the anti-migration policy that is proposed by Momus as very unpopular
with the other gods, Lucian also points to the senselessness of Momus’ measures. After all, the
greatest proponents of these measures are two gods who would experience the negative
consequences of the measures themselves; Momus belongs to the abstract deities that should be
excluded from Olympus while Zeus is of dubious origin and does not show himself very Greek in the
way he ignores the wish of the majority. The fact that the two most prominent characters of the
dialogue should both be expelled from Olympus when subjected to their own measures demonstrates
that the line between native Greek gods and foreigners is not easily drawn and that the exclusion of
migrants from society as proposed by Momus does not make sense.

108 Simpson and Weiner 1989, s.v “cultural relativism”; Vivanco 2018, s.v “cultural relativism”.

109 Macleod 1980, 155 prints fitidow instead of Ntidow. Since this word is never spelt without an Jota
subscriptum in other texts, | here follow the text printed by Heineman 1936, 437.

110 Deor: Conc. 14.

111 Deor: Conc. 19.
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2.4.2. The Arbitrariness of Identities

In short, Lucian provides in the Assembly of the Godstwo different perspectives on migration. On the
one hand, we have the dominant perspective of the Roman host culture, voiced by Momus. With this
Roman perspective, Lucian gives voice to the Roman fear and complaints that the presence of so many
foreigners in their society will lead to concurrence and replacement, thereby reducing the prosperity
of the Romans, and will cause the (moral) decline of Roman culture. From this Roman perspective,
the separation of migrants from the Roman community may seem desirable. On the other hand, we
are provided with the perspective of foreigners and migrants. This perspective can be read between
the lines in the negative reaction of the other god to Momus’ complaints and measures. Furthermore,
the foreigners’ response to these complaints appears from the way Lucian presents the Roman
criticism. By exaggerating these complaints and the range of gods to which they are directed, and by
putting them in the mouth of the dubious faultfinder Momus, Lucian demonstrates that from a foreign
perspective the Roman fears are ridiculous and their criticism is unjustified and untenable. With his
comical and ironical staging of Momus as an all too fanatic accuser of foreign gods and complainer
about migration, Lucian indicates that the distinction between Romans and foreigners is quite
arbitrary and that most of the Roman criticism applies not only to foreigners but also to the Romans
themselves. Consequently, it is not possible and not even desirable to treat foreigners differently from
native people. The negative and almost hostile response (grieving and hissing) of the other gods in
reaction to Momus’ decree, seems to suggest that an attempt to separate and exclude foreigners by
measures like those proposed by Momus would not be a constructive way of dealing with the
multiculturality of Roman society but would lead to cultural segregation.12

2.4.3. A Polyphony of Perspectives

By writing his Assembly of the Gods Lucian himself also illustrates that identities are only relative
and that foreigners and Romans are not that different. Rather than directly providing his own
perspective as a foreigner, he responded to the Roman criticism of migrants by presenting an
exaggerated version of the Roman host’s perspective. This required him to have some understanding
of the Roman fears, which he paradoxically may have had due to his Greek cultural background. As
Swain has demonstrated, Lucian culturally identified with the Greeks and therefore negatively
portrayed aspects of Roman society that could harm Greek culture.113 From a religious perspective,
the Assembly of the Gods could be considered such a negative response because it seems to react to
the great number of foreign cults and religions that tried to claim a place next to traditional Greek
religion.114 Lucian’s work seems to suggest that the emergence and evolvement of new religions in
the multicultural Roman society are harmful to Greek culture for two reasons. Firstly, the interaction
between different religions could lead to syncretism. Momus points to this phenomenon in Assembly
of the Gods when he asks Zeus how he can endure that the Egyptians have provided him with ram’s
horns.115 Secondly, the many different cults and religions claiming a place next to the traditional Greek
pantheon may eventually outcompete traditional Greek religion. This scenario is sketched by Momus
with his complaints about the superiority of the foreign gods and the deprival of the Greek gods of
their traditional functions.

Because Greek culture functioned as the host culture with respect to religion, Lucian’s concerns
about Greek religions may have allowed him to also adopt a (Greek) host perspective and to have

12 Deor: Conc. 13.

113 Swain 1996, 312-329; 2007, 38-42. Cf. Whitmarsh 2001a, 247-294 on Lucian’s criticism on the
commercialization and theatricalization of Greek learning and education.

114 For religious interpretations of Assembly of the Gods, see the references in note 66.

115 Deor: Conc. 10.
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some understanding of the Roman’s concerns about migration and the multiculturality of the Roman
Empire. By his choice for parody, Lucian could ambiguously respond to these sentiments, thereby
allowing his readers to view issues of migration and multiculturality from different perspectives and
encouraging them to reflect on these issues themselves.

2.5. Conclusion

In conclusion, Lucian’s Assembly of the Gods could be read as a migrant’s response to the complex
social-cultural situation of Lucian’s own time and a plea against cultural separation. The work is
much concerned with ethnicity and seems to reflect on issues of migration and multiculturality in the
contemporary Graeco-Roman empire and in particular on Roman complaints about foreigners. This
response is not unambiguous. Although Lucian through Momus clearly voices the negative
sentiments of the Roman host culture, the seriousness of this perspective is undermined by Momus’
exaggeration of the complaints and his fanatism in accusing both spurious and established gods of
being foreigners. Since Momus was known as a fanatic faultfinder who was expelled from Olympus,
his suitability as an accuser and proposer of measures to expel and exclude all foreign gods from
Olympus is questionable. The fact that so many gods could be accused of being foreign and Momus
himself would also be subjected to his own measurements demonstrates that a sharp distinction
between foreign and native can hardly be made. By pointing to the arbitrariness of identity and subtly
describing the negative response of the other gods to Momus’ decree, Lucian seems to suggest that it
is senseless to differentiate between the treatment of foreigners and native people and to exclude
everyone who is not completely Roman from Roman society. Hence, he seems to wish to prevent
cultural segregation. At the same time, by choosing a parody rather than a direct response to Roman
criticism, Lucian also leaves some room for more negative sentiments about the multiculturality of
Roman society. To some extent, he may also have understood these sentiments himself because his
Greek cultural identity provided him with a host perspective on the emergence and evolution of new
religions alongside the traditional Greek religion. By providing different perspectives on migration
and multiculturality, rather than imposing one view on his audience, Lucian contributes to the
cultural tolerance and the acceptance of migrants within Roman society for which he pleads in his
Assembly of the Gods.
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3. A Warning from the Greeks

Lucian’s Plea for Cultural Separation in On Hired
Companions

3.1. Introduction

In On Hired Companions, the speaker warns his friend Timocles not to take a salaried position in a
rich Roman household.!16 In the prologue, he tells us that he has heard about the negative experiences
of others and that he will relate how educated people fare in such households to discourage them
from taking such positions (1-4). He starts his account by examining and refuting the motives people
may have to enter a life in a Roman household (5-9). Subsequently, he focuses on the difficulties of
getting a position and the hardships one has to endure to be accepted into a Roman household. He
describes the entrance into the Roman household (10-13), the first dinner (14-18) and the
negotiation for payment (19-20). The speaker continues with an exposition of everything that one
has to endure after one has gained a position, sketching an image of slavery (21-25), describing the
second dinner and its consequences (26-30) and then again focusing on the humiliation and slavery
that accompanied the salaried position (31-38). Thereafter, he describes how working for a Roman
patron ends in a catastrophe and has disastrous consequences for the rest of one’s life (39-41). He
ends his account with the description of an allegorical picture in imitation of the 7abula Cebetis, in
which he parodies Greek life in a Roman household (42).

It has frequently been noted that the content, structure, and language of Lucian’s On Hired
Companions are strikingly similar to Juvenal’s third, fifth and ninth satires.1” The parallel with the
fifth satire is the most obvious.118 Just as the speaker in On Hired Companions attempts to dissuade
Timocles from taking up a position in the household of a rich Roman patron, the speaker of Juvenal’s
fifth satire, Umbricius, advises the poor Roman Trebius against living as a narrow-minded and petty
client of the rich and miserly patron Virro. Furthermore, On Hired Companions seems to respond to
Umbricius’ complaints that the Greeks, and the Levantines in general, are replacing the Romans as
clients in Rome.119 As Bozia has pointed out, Lucian and Juvenal portray Roman patrons and Greek
parasites in similar ways and suggest that the social status of a client is not determined by his social
standing but by his ethnicity.120 Furthermore, both authors judge the role of Greek clients while at the
same time also exposing rich patrons and condemning their disrespect towards clients.

Due to the thematical, structural and linguistic similarities between Lucian’s and Juvenal’s works,
it has been suggested that the On Hired Companions echoes and responds directly to the criticism
voiced in Juvenal’'s Satires, just as the Assembly of the Gods does.'2! However, Lucian’s primary

116 For a discussion of the name TipokAf|g, see Hafner 2017, 141-142.

117 Hartmann 1907, 22; Mesk 1913, 9-18; Courtney 1980, 624-629; Hall 1981, 245-248; Jones 1986, 80-81;
Whitmarsh 2001a, 280; Johnson 2010, 173 n. 30; Manzella 2016, 184-204; Bozia 2015, 21-42; Hafner 2017,
11-12. On Hired Companionsis not the only work with similarities to Juvenal’s Satires. Apart from the parallels
with Assembly of the Gods which | have discussed in the previous chapter, parallels can be found with Against
the Unlearned, Nigrinus, On the Death of Peregrinus, Saturnalia, Ship and Timon. For an extensive discussion of
the parallels between Juvenal’s satires and Lucian’s On Hired Companions and other works, see Manzella 2016.
Courtney 1980, 626-629 and Manzella 2016, 188-189 provide lists of parallel passages.

118 Cf. Manzella 2016, 189.

119 Jyy; 3.58-125.

120 Bozia 2015, 21-22.

121 See for example Mesk 1913, 19; Bozia 2015, 16-44; Manzella 2016, 190. Except for Hartman 1907, 24-26, all
scholars assume that Lucian was either directly or indirectly familiar with the works of the Roman poets.
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critique seems to be directed towards the Romans rather than the Greeks. Although he disagrees with
the Greeks pursuing positions in Roman households at all costs, he considers their Roman patrons
the cause of their demoralization and diminishing self-respect because they should have given the
Greeks a more reputable place in society than the demeaning position of a client.122 Therefore, Bozia
and Manzella have remarked Juvenal’s Satires and Lucian’s On Hired Companions mainly differ in
perspective: while Juvenal presents the situation from a Roman perspective, Lucian adopts a Greek
viewpoint.123

Indeed, Lucian’s perspective in his On Hired Companions is most of the time Greek rather than
Roman. Thus, Lucian does not reflect on the interaction between Greek and Roman culture from the
Roman host’s perspective but from the non-dominant Greek perspective. However, Lucian seems to
provide us with more than a single Greek view on acculturation. At the beginning of his account, the
speaker states that he completely relies on the experiences of others because he has never worked
for a Roman patron himself.124 Due to his lack of experience, he gives an outsider’s perspective on life
in a Roman household.

That this outsider perspective is a Greek perspective becomes clear from section 40, where the
speaker refers to the Greeks in the first person plural (dmavtag nuag; mepi Mudv), thereby including
himself in this group. Furthermore, section 4 shows that educated Greeks like Timocles are his main
concern. He primarily addresses educated Greek and speaks contemptuously about less educated
people. Hence, we can assume that the speaker identified with those who participated in Greek
education. As Richter has pointed out, Lucian in his works tries to formulate a theory of Greekness
that culturally legitimizes the Hellenised barbarian whose mimesis of Greekness is due to his Greek
education.!?5 Hence, in the works of Lucian, “having enjoyed Greek education” should be considered
equal to “having a Greek identity.” Although the profile of the educated Greek fits Lucian well, | would
like to maintain the ontological distinction between author and literary persona. Therefore, 1 will
refer to the speaker as “Lucian.”

The Greek outsider perspective is the only view that is presented in the first ten sections of On
Hired Companions. In this work, the speaker initially states his purpose and intended audience,
discusses his sources, and disputes the possible motivations that the Greeks may have had for
entering Roman households. However, from section 10 onwards, the speaker uses not only the first
person but also adopts second-person narration to illustrate the hypothetical experiences and
emotions of Greeks like Timocles who take up salaried positions in Roman households. These Greeks
aspire to participate in Roman patronage and to teach their patrons their own culture, thereby
seeking cultural exchange and attempting to integrate. Through embedded focalisation, Lucian
provides an insider perspective on their integration efforts, while his continued use of first-person
narration exposes his own outsider perspective and omniscience.126

Hartmann argues that Lucian’s discussion of the same subjects as Juvenal is based on his own experiences and
observations in Rome rather than his familiarity with the works of Latin poets.

122 Bozia 2015, 23-24. Cf. Mesk 2013, 19.

123 Bozia 2015, 22 speaks of a ““translation’ of Juvenal’s Saturaeinto Greek and also from a Greek perspective”
and Manzella 2016, 190 mentions a “reversal” (“rovesciamento”) of the perspective from which Juvenal and
Lucian start their judgement of patronage and their portrait of patrons, with Juvenal taking a Roman
perspective and Lucian a Greek perspective.

124 Merc. Cond. 1.

125 Richter 2017, 330-331. The idea that Greekness depends on the process of education (Taidevoig) rather
than a common origin (ko @UoLg) was already introduced by Isocrates (Paneg. 50) in the fourth century BC.
126 For embedded focalisation, see De Jong 2014, 50-57. Admittedly, the perspective in this part of the On Hired
Companions is not unambiguous or without intrusions. However, like De Jong 2014, 54, I consider it more
fruitful to require for embedded focalisation only the presence of verbs of seeing, feeling, or thinking in the
absence of direct speech.
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In this chapter, [ will argue that Lucian uses these two perspectives to provide us with two different
views on the acculturation of educated Greeks into Roman households: the outsider perspective of
“Lucian” who wants to protect his own culture through cultural separation and the insider
perspective of the Greek Timocles who aspires integration. First, | will justify my reading of On Hired
Companions as a work that reflects on acculturation. Thereafter, I will discuss how and why the
speaker with his outsider perspective tries to discourage educated Greeks from entering Roman
households, thereby promoting the acculturation strategy of separation. Finally, I will analyse how
the speaker through the embedded insider perspective of Timocles discourages integration into
Roman households by presenting it as a troublesome process.

3.2. Entering a Roman Household as Acculturation

Before analysing the warnings of the speaker and the hypothetical experiences of Timocles, [ should
first justify my reading of On Hired Companions as a reflection on acculturation. Firstly, the On Hired
Companions is concerned with the experiences of a Greek who for the first time enters a Roman
household and has to familiarize himself with the norms, values and customs of the household
community. This scenario is comparable to that of the foreigner who has to determine his place in a
new society. Hence, the Greek in On Hired Companions could be compared to a foreigner who
migrates into and has to adjust to the micro-society of the Roman household.

Secondly, such a reading is supported by the frequent description of entering the patron’s
household as initiation.12” The speaker for example describes part of his informants about life in a
Roman household as initiated people:

Aglomiototepol & fjoav ovTol Sl TTdonG, WG elMELY, TG TEAETHG Ste§eAnAvB0TEG KAl TTAvTa €8
apxiis eig Tédog émomtevoavTeG.128

More trustworthy were those who had completed all stages, so to say, of the ritual and had become
initiated into everything from the beginning till the end.

The verb ¢montevw is often used to indicate that somebody has become an ¢néng, somebody who
had reached the highest grade of initiation into the mysteries of Eleusis.129 Furthermore, Whitmarsh
has convincingly argued that the progress the educated Greek makes from the outside of the house
to the protected centre happens in several phases that are comparable to the stages of initiation.130
In section 21, we indeed read that Timocles has finished his journey from outside to inside and has
become one of the intimates:

Ot pév 61 €Ew avBpwmol To petd Tolito {NAodol oe OpdVTEG VTG TiiG KlykAlSog Statpifovrta kal
AKWAVTWG EOLOVTA Kol TV TTAVL TVA EvSov yeyevnuévov.131

After that, the people outside envy you, seeing that you spend your time within the latticed gates
and enter unhindered and have become one of the real intimates.

127 Lucian also uses initiation metaphors in RA. Pr. 16 and Par 22. For a discussion of these passages, see
Kirchner 2005, 177. For the role of this metaphor in philosophical and rhetorical studies, see Riedweg 1987
and Kirchner 2005.

128 Merc. Cond. 1.

129 LS], s.v émMOTITNG.

130 Whitmarsh 2001a, 281-289.

131 Merc. Cond. 21.
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The status of the Tig TGV mavv évdov who has reached the protected inside (ktykAig) could be
compared to that of the é¢momng referred to in the first section. The passage clearly shows that
becoming such an émomtng through initiation entails changing from an outsider into an insider or
from a foreigner to somebody familiar with the rituals and customs. Although the depiction of joining
a Roman household as initiation may be an ironic exaggeration, this metaphorical initiation closely
resembles the processes of integration and assimilation that involve familiarizing oneself with the
customs and values of the dominant group and (partially) adopting these to become part of this
group.

Thirdly, like acculturation is often a consequence of the crossing of a boundary, either a physical
one between countries or a metaphorical one between cultures, entering a Roman household is also
described as crossing a border. In section 23, the threshold (6 o0086¢) of the patron’s house is
described as the boundary between living as a Greek and shedding Greek culture.132 The first stage
of the initiation into life in a Roman household is the crossing of this threshold by waiting at the door
(tfis BupavAiag) and entrusting oneself to a Syrian doorkeeper and a Lybian nomenclator (Vo
Bupwp®d Kak®G ovupifovtt kal OvopakAntopot ABuk®d tattdpevov).i33 It is striking that the
doorkeeper who keeps Timocles and the educated Greeks he represents from entering the Roman
household is assigned a Syrian identity. As Lucian himself also was a Syrian, he seems to reflect on his
own role in preventing educated Greeks from working for a Roman patron by his authorship of On
Hired Companions. In this way, he also points out that such an acculturation process can be
complicated by fellow countrymen who try to stop you, just as the speaker in On Hired Companions
tries to stop his compatriot Timocles.

Fourthly, Timocles’ first experience in this household is described in quite similar terms as the
experience of the Scythian Anacharsis when he arrives in Athens for the first time.134 In section 15,
the hypothetical experiences of Timocles are described as follows:

oV 8 Gomep <elg> Tod AdG TOV olkOV TapeABv ThvTa TeEBavpaKkag Kal £@  EkdoTw TV
TPATTOUEVWY LETEWPOG E1" EEVa Ydp ool kal Ayvwota TdvTa: kal 1 Te oikeTela eig 0¢ dmopAémel
Kol TV TTapOvTwY £KaoTog 0 TL IPagels émitnpodoty, oude avT® 8¢ ApeAEg T¢ TAoVGiw ToDTO,
GAAQ Kol TIPOETTE TIOL T®V OIKETWV EMIOKOMELV OMwG €ig TOUG TAldag 1 €lg TV yuvaika 1
moaAAakibag €k meplwmic amofAsPels. ol pév yap T®vV ouvvdeimvwv akoéAovBol OpHVTESG
EKTIETANYLEVOV €lG TNV dTelpiav TAV SpWUEVWV ATTOCKWOTITOUGL, TEKUNPLOV [TTOLOUUEVOL] TOT U
map’ EAA TPOTEPOY O SeSetmynKéval TO Kavdv elval 6oL TO XElpOHaKTPOV TIBEPEVOLI3S

And as if you are entering the palace of Zeus, you are filled with wonder about everything and
unsettled by all things done; for everything is strange and unfamiliar to you. And the group of
servants stares at you and everyone present watches what you will do, and even the rich man is
not unconcerned about this but has in advance ordered some of his servants to observe how you
will look from afar at his children or wife or concubines. For the attendants of your dinner
companions, seeing that you are amazed, make fun of your inexperience with the things done,
considering your new napkin a sign that you have never dined at another place before.

The phrase &&va yap oot kal ayvwota mavta, which explains why Timocles would be filled with
wonder (teBadpakag) and be unsettled (uetéwpog), directly echoes Anacharsis’ explanation that he
is disturbed (étetapayunv) because he sees ‘all kinds of strange and unfamiliar things’ (§éva kal

132 For a more extensive discussion of this passage, see subchapter 3.3.3.

133 Merc. Cond. 10. Cf. Merc. Cond. 42 where the lover is separated from Wealth by a gateway (mpomdAaia). For
the threshold as the first stage of the initiation, see Whitmarsh 2001a, 283-284.

134 Scyth. 3-4, partly quoted in subchapter 1.1.

135 Merc. Cond. 15.
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ayvwota mavta).136 Moreover, just as Anacharsis did not know what to do with himself (oUk €xwv 0
TL xpnoawto £avt®) Timocles is inexperienced with the situation.!3” Besides, just as Anacharsis is
laughed at by those who observe him (kataysAwpevog vTo TV 0pwvtwv), Timocles is laughed at by
the attendants who see his reaction to all unfamiliar things.138 The fact that Timocles’ first experience
after entering a Roman household is described in very similar terms as a foreigner’s experience after
migrating to an unfamiliar city supports the idea that initiation into the customs of the Roman
household could also be considered a form of acculturation, either integration or assimilation.

“Lucian’s” portrayal of Timocles’ joining of the Roman household as an initiation and acculturation
process has both comical and serious implications. By exaggerating the importance of Timocles’
experience with this depiction, Lucian seems to mock the Greeks’ efforts to gain a position in a Roman
household and their complaints about their treatment by the Romans. However, parodies should also
incorporate some truth to be humorous. Hence, even though the extensive enumeration of Timocles’
hardships is mainly meant to be humorous, it also highlights the potential obstacles that come with
entering a Roman household. Moreover, using humour rather than a serious argument allows the
speaker to enumerate much more disadvantages of becoming a client without disengaging the
audience. Therefore, analysing these disadvantages and “Lucian’s” motives for enumerating these
could provide some insight into Lucian’s considerations on acculturation.

3.3. The Promotion of Separation
3.3.1. The Roman Household as a Dystopian Place

In the first ten sections of the On Hired Companions, “Lucian” frequently mentions that he wants to
keep Timocles and other educated Greeks from entering Roman households but nowhere clearly
states his motives. From section 8, we can infer that one of his motives is that he does not want to see
his fellow Greeks disappointed:

10 82 8U 118ovijg éATiSa pdvov moAAdg dndiag Vopévely yedolov olpat kai dvéntov, kai Tadta
OpOVTAG WG ol PEV TTOVOL CUPETS Kal TTpOSNAoL Kal dvaykalol, TO 8& EATL{OUEVOV EKETVO, OTIONTOTE
£€0TLV TO 118V, 00TE £€YEVETO T TOGOVTOU XPOVOU, TIPOCETL &€ 0VSE YeviioeoBat €otkev, el TIG €k TH|G
aAnOeiag Aoyilotto.139

That they submit to many unpleasantnesses out of hope alone seems ridiculous to me and
senseless, especially when they see that the sufferings are clear and manifest and inevitable,
whereas that pleasure hoped for, whatever it is, has not yet come into being in so much time, and
besides, it is not even likely that it will come into being, if one would reason based on reality.

Here, “Lucian” refers to the hope of pleasure (6t 1)6ovijc éATiSa; TO EATTILOMEVOV EKETVO ... TO 118V) the
educated Greeks cherish but that is very insecure when compared to all hardships they have to
endure. According to “Lucian”, his fellow Greeks expect to escape poverty (5), to easily earn money in
old age (6), to gain pleasure from gold, silver and lavish dinners (7), and to enhance their reputation
through their association with a Roman patron (9). These high expectations can be considered the
pull factors that stimulate the Greeks to take positions in Roman households and become part of the
Roman community. However, as mentioned in the introduction, such a proactive motivation to
integrate could be dangerous when the expectations are not met: the Greeks will be disappointed and

136 Scyth. 4.
137 Scyth. 3.
138 Scyth. 3.
139 Merc. Cond. 8.
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discouraged and this could hamper their integration. “Lucian” wishes to save educated Greeks from
this catastrophe by playfully sketching a scenario that is entirely the opposite of their expectations,
thereby pointing out that their hopes do not match reality because the Roman household is a
dystopian place.140

3.3.2. The Ruin of Greek Culture

“Lucian’s” motives to deconstruct the utopian image may actually be twofold. Apart from his noble
wish to prevent disappointments, his writing may also be motivated by his wish to keep Greek and
Roman cultures separated. As Whitmarsh has pointed out, “Lucian” takes Timocles and the intended
audience of educated Greeks or pepaideumenoi on “a gradual journey from outside towards the
interior” to describe the experiences in a Roman household and has suggested that this journey
“symbolizes the process of the pepaidaumenos towards dissolution, ruin and moral bankruptcy.”14
Hence, “Lucian” seems to fear that the Greeks will morally debase and ruin their culture when they
come in contact with Roman culture. This fear is best illustrated by his criticism of Timocles in section
24:

ceauTOV 82 dAlywv Eveka 6BoA®VY év ToUTw Tiig HAwkiag, te kal £l @UoeL §0DA0g joBa, kKapdg v
TpOg éAevBepiav 1)dn Opdv, aTH dpetii Kal copia @Eépwv amnuméinkag, oSE Tovg ToAAOVS
éxelvoug A0youg aideoBeig oUg 0 kKaAdg ITAdtwv 1] 0 XpUoirmog 1j AptototéAng StefeAnAvBbaot To
pév €AeuBeplov émawvolvteg, 10 Sovdompemég O6¢ SwaffdAdovteg; kal ovk aioyxVvn kKOAXELY
avBpwTolg kal dyopaiols kol BwpoAdxols dvteEeTalopevog Kal €v ToooVTw AT Bl Pwpaikd
H6vog Eevitwv T TpiBwvt kal Tovnpds TV Pwpaiwv @wviv BapBapilwy, elta Seimviy Seimva
BopuBwdN Kal TOAVAVOPWTIH CUYKAVSWV TIVOVY Kal TV TAeloTwY pHoxOnpdyv; kal é&v avTtolg
ETIAVETG POPTIKDGS Kal Tiivelg Tépa 1ol PeTpilwg €xovTog.142

For a few obols, at that age when, even if you were a slave by birth, it was the right moment, at
last, to look at liberty, have you sold yourself with this very virtue and wisdom? Didn’t you have
any regard for those many arguments that noble Plato and Chrysippus and Aristotle have
discussed extensively, praising free life and reproaching a servile one? And don’t you feel ashamed
to be compared to flattering men, vulgar fellows and half-starved beggars; to be in so great a
Roman throng the only stranger with a threadbare cloak and badly and barbarously speaking the
Roman tongue; to have uproarious dinners, crowded with a promiscuous rabble and the most
being rascals? And on these occasions, you praise vulgarly and drink more than is moderate.

“Lucian” criticizes Timocles for having hypothetically sold himself to the Romans, thereby morally
debasing himself and losing the freedom that was considered so important by his Greek ancestors.
This loss of freedom as a consequence of clientship is not only stressed in this passage. Throughout
On Hired Companions, numerous references to slavery and lack of freedom can be found.143 As Bozia
has argued, the servitude implied in the On Hired Companions is servitium amoris, the servile
relationship of the exclusus amator to his domina which can be found in Roman parak/ausithyra 14+

140 Merc. Cond. 5-9. Merc. Cond. 21-22 also warns educated Greeks that they will be disappointed in their high
expectations.

141 Whitmarsh 20014, 280.

142 Merc. Cond. 24.

143 References to slavery and freedom can be found in sections 1, 4, 5, 7,8, 13, 17, 19, 22-25, 26, and 30.

144 Bozia 2015, 37-42. For the depiction of the relationship between the exclusus amator and his domina as
servitium amoris, see Prop. 1.4.4; 1.5.19; 1.7.7. Bozia 2015, 37-39 has also pointed out that Lucian’s use of the
motif of the exclusus amator demonstrates that he had at least some familiarity with the Latin language and
poetry. Although this motif also features in Greek poetry, the emphasis on domination and freedom rather than
the role of Eros is typically Roman.
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Hence, the impression is given that clients of Roman patrons resemble Roman lovers who are
“dominated” by their patron. By presenting clientship as a servile relationship and at the same time
liberty as a kind of Greek cultural heritage, “Lucian” suggests that positions as clients or teachers in
Roman households are not suitable for educated Greeks. Through their acceptance of such positions,
the Greeks would subjugate themselves unnecessarily to the Romans, whereas they could also work
more independently as foreign teachers.145

By his use of the Roman parakiausithyron motif, “Lucian” not only suggests that clientship is
servitude but also that this type of relationship is typically Roman. Hence, the debasement and servile
state of the educated Greeks is presented as a direct consequence of their interaction with Roman
culture and its social institutions. The negative influence of Roman culture on the Greeks is also
stressed by “Lucian’s” complaints that Timocles will start to behave like Roman clients and parasites,
who are described as rascals (Lox6npog) and show improper behaviour by drinking too much and
flattering others.146

Moreover, “Lucian’s” low opinion of the Romans and their morals is evident from the imaginary
picture that he sketches in section 42. This picture is a parody of the ecphrasis in 7abula Cebetis, a
semi-philosophical work of unknown date that describes a painting showing the choice between True
Paideia and False Paideia.l4” Instead of the ascent to Happiness via True Paideia, which is verbally
depicted in the 7abula Cebetis, the image sketched by “Lucian” depicts a horrible journey towards
Wealth (ITAoUtog) where its lover (épaotrg), the representative of the educated Greek, is
continuously drawn back by and subjected to Deceit (Amdtn), Slavery (AovAeia), Labour (T1ovog),
Old Age (I'fipag), Insolence ("YBpig) and Despair (Améyvwolg), while his guide, Hope (EAmic),
remains just in advance of him until she vanishes.148 As Swain has noted, these abstract deities have
replaced the Virtues that accompany the traveller in the 7abula Cebetis.1*® Hence, “Lucian” seems to
suggest that the Roman household has a bad influence on educated Greek because it does not give
room to virtues but only to vices.

3.3.3. The Fear of Assimilation and Marginalisation

“Lucian” is worried that the educated Greeks will be morally corrupted by adopting Roman norms
and values, and that this integration could ultimately result in assimilation. This, in turn, means that
the Greeks would completely exchange their norms and values for those of the Romans and will lose
their distinctly Greek identity. In section 23, he explicitly warns Timocles that entering a Roman
household will result in the loss of his own culture:

Kal TpOTOV YE PEUVIGO UNKETL EAeVBepov TO AT’ éxelvou unde evmatpidnv oeavtov olecbal.
Tavta yap tadta, TO YEvog, TNV éAevBepiav, ToUg Tpoyovoug 5w tol oVvdoL kataAsiPwv oL
Emeldav £l Tol TNV oauToOV Aatpelav drepmoAnoag eioing.150

First of all, keep in mind that from that time onwards you consider yourself neither free nor of
noble birth. For you should know that you will leave all these things, your kin, your freedom, and
your ancestors outside the threshold once you go inside after having sold yourself into such
service.

145 Cf. Swain 1996; Bozia 2015, 21.

146 Merc. Cond. 24.

147 Swain 1996, 319.

148 Merc. Cond. 42. For a schematic overview of the parallels between 7abula Cebetisand On Hired Companions,
see Hafner 2017, 70-71.

149 Swain 1996, 319.

150 Merc. Cond. 23.
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Here, the threshold (6 0086¢) of the patron’s house is explicitly mentioned and presented as the
boundary between a free and noble life and a life without freedom and Greek lineage. The loss of the
ancestors as a consequence of entering a Roman household could be interpreted as the shedding of
the ancient Greek tradition and thereby of Greek culture in general. Hence, “Lucian” warns educated
Greeks that their working for a Roman patron will result in cultural assimilation rather than the
integration for which they strive.

In section 24, quoted above, “Lucian” seems to suggest that their attempt to integrate could even
result in a worse scenario than assimilation.5! He plays with perspectives to point out that Timocles
will become isolated when he enters a Roman household. He first presents a Greek perspective by
complaining that Timocles will no longer adhere to the norms and values of his Greek ancestors and
seems to suggest that Timocles will shed his culture (and thereby his Greek identity). Subsequently,
he takes a Roman perspective by presenting not the Romans but the Greeks as barbarians; he calls
Timocles a stranger (§evi{wv) and refers to Greek as a barbarian language (BapBapifwv).152 By this
comical reversal of perspectives, “Lucian” suggests that Timocles’ attachment to a Roman patron will
not only deprive him of his Greek identity but will not even make him a full Roman; due to his clothing
and bad mastery of Latin, he will always remain a barbarian in the eyes of the Romans. Hence,
“Lucian” seems to warn his friend of the risk of becoming an outsider to both the Greek and Roman
community, in other words, for the risk of marginalisation.

Since the educated Greeks take service as teachers of Greek culture and heritage, one would not
expect that they risk losing their Greek cultural identity. However, the Roman patrons appear to be
only superficially interested in Greek culture:

TAVL YOOV — oU) 0p&¢; — EKTETKAOL TG OO W Tiig 'Opnpov copiag 1j Tfig AepocBévoug SevotnTog
1} Tfig [MAdTwvog peyaro@pooivng, wv v Ti§ €k Tfig YPuxiis d@éAn to xpuoiov kal to dpyvplov katl
TAG TEPL TOUTWV PPOVTIBAG, TO KATAAEITOUEVOV £€0TL TO@OG Kal poAakio kal Ndumddela kal
acédyela kat UPpis kal amadevoia. Seitat 81 cov Em” ekelva PEV oVSaU®G, ETEL §E TOYwVa EXELS
BaBUV kai 6epvdg TG 1 THY TpdooPiy kal ipdtiov EAANviKdV evoTaldg meptBEBAnoal kal TdvTeg
{oaol og ypappatkov fj pntopa fj @LAGc0@oV, KaAdV aT® Sokel avapepiyBat kal Toloftov Tva
701G poiolol Kal TTPOTOUTIEVOVGLY AUTOU" §OEEL yap €k TOUTOU Kal @Aopadns T@v EAANvik&Y
HaOnpdtwv Kol 6Awg mepl madelav @AOKAAOG. MOTE KIVSUVEVEL, @ Yyevvale, GvTl TGV
BaupaoTdV A0ywv TOV TOYwva Kal Tov Tpifwva peptodwkévar.1s3

Really then - don’t you see? - they are completely consumed with longing for Homer’s wisdom or
Demosthenes’ forcefulness or Plato’s magnanimity, they, of whom if one would take their gold and
silver and their concerns about these out of their souls, the only thing remaining is arrogance and
softness and self-indulgence and licentiousness and insolence and lack of education. Clearly, he
does not need you for these things at all, but since you have a long beard and are noble in
appearance and neatly dressed in a Greek mantle and everybody knows you as a grammarian or
rhetorician or philosopher; he considers it proper to bring such a man among those who go before
him and escort him; because due to this he will appear to be eager after Greek learning and
altogether ambitious in his education. And so, instead of your wonderful lectures, you have likely
hired out your beard and threadbare cloak.

151 Section 24 is partly quoted in subchapter 3.3.2.
152 Merc. Cond. 24.
153 Merc. Cond. 25.
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Instead of valuing and admiring Greek culture, the Roman patrons disrespectfully use Greek culture
as a means to enhance their own reputation.'>4 Due to this lack of interest in more than the
appearance of educated Greeks, Timocles and other Greeks will not be able to do what he actually
came for, namely teaching the Romans his cultural heritage. The acculturation process will thus be
one-sided; the educated Greeks have to adopt Roman culture while the Romans will not adapt to
Greek norms and values. Since the process is no longer bidirectional and because, from a Roman
perspective, a Greek only has to stay Greek in appearance to have a Greek cultural identity, there is a
great chance that Timocles’ attempt to integrate into Roman culture will result in his assimilation.

This assimilation should not only be avoided for the preservation of Greek culture but also for the
benefit of Timocles himself. In section 26, “Lucian” warns him that he will only be treated well as long
as he does not become too familiar to the Romans. The moment he adopts Roman culture and values
without keeping his distinct Greekness, in other words, as soon as he assimilates into the Roman
household, he will become too familiar to the Romans to be considered a special guest. “Lucian”
suggests that this change of status would result in a treatment that is even inferior to that of the
Roman clients; Timocles would receive food of less quality and he alone would sometimes be passed
over in the distribution of food.

We can now conclude that “Lucian” is clearly not a supporter of the attempt of educated Greeks to
integrate into the micro-society of the Roman household. He holds Roman culture and institutions in
contempt and fears that the educated Greeks will become morally debased by their adoption of
Roman norms and values. He is also afraid that when the educated Greeks will try to integrate into
the Roman household as teachers of the Greek cultural heritage, their acculturation would eventually
result in cultural assimilation or marginalisation and will cost them their Greek identity and good
treatment by the Romans. Therefore, “Lucian” tries to keep his fellow countrymen far from Roman
households and directs them towards cultural separation.

3.4. The Discouragement of Integration

“Lucian” as an outsider warns against an attempt at integration and pleas for cultural separation.
However, by relating Timocles’ hypothetical experiences in a Roman household through embedded
focalisation, he also provides an insider perspective on this acculturation process. As this perspective
is mainly provided to support “Lucian’s” argument for cultural separation, the embedded story
merely lists the various obstacles hindering integration. Notwithstanding the one-sidedness of the
representation of this acculturation process, the embedded story can shed light on the challenges
Lucian perceived for foreigners attempting to integrate into the Roman host community during the
second century AD.

In the passages quoted above, we already saw some of the hurdles Greeks and other migrants had
to take when they wanted to integrate into Roman culture. For example, the description of Timocles’
first impression of the Roman house in section 15 demonstrates that when one arrives in a new
(micro-)society, he will be struck by all new impressions and does not know how to behave or what
to do and will not be helped with this by the Romans.!55 That the Greeks do not receive any guidance
is also illustrated by the description of Timocles’ first dinner party. During this dinner, Timocles does
not dare to ask for a drink out of fear to be considered a toper and has to glance at his neighbours to

154 For the disinterest of the Roman patron, see also Merc. Cond. 11. The Greeks are also presented as
embellishments (kaAAwmiopata) in Merc. Cond. 36. For a discussion of Lucian’s criticism of the theatricality of
Roman society and converting Greek education into a commercial spectacle, see Whitmarsh 2001a, 247-294.
155 Section 15 is partly quoted in subchapter 3.2.
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determine the order of the dishes.15¢ Furthermore, in section 30, “Lucian” points out that Timocles
has no clue how to entertain his Roman hosts and win his favour.

A good relationship between foreigners and hosts can also be hampered by prejudices. In section
15, we read that Timocles’ patron has given orders to see whether Timocles shows a particular
interest in his children, wife and concubines. The patron’s expectation that Timocles will try to seduce
his family suggests that he has the prejudice that Greeks are adulterers. Since Juvenal also accuses
the Greeks of adultery, this may have been a common Roman prejudice against the Greeks.157

Section 40 also mentions some prejudices against the Greeks. Here, the speaker sketches Timocles’
miserable situation after he has been turned down by his patron:

GAAWG TE Kal 1) £k ToU dmwobfjval StaBoArn Tpog TO ueilov eikafopévn poyov i @apuakéa o€ 1 Tt
ToLoDTOV GAAO SOKETV TIOLET O &V YAP KATIYOPOS KAl CLWT@®V A&LoTLoTOog, oV 8¢ "EAANY kol pddiog
TOV TPOTOV Kal TPOG TGV &Sikioy eKOAOG. TOLOVTOUG Yip ETavTag uds elvat ofovTal, kot p&Aa
€lKOTWG.158

And besides, the false accusation based on your dismissal, blown up to something bigger, has made
you appear an adulterer or poisoner or something else of that kind; because your accuser, even
when silent, is trustworthy, whereas you are a Greek and reckless in your manner and prone to all
kinds of wrongdoing. For such things they think about us all, and very reasonably.

Here, “Lucian” points out that accusations against Greeks like Timocles are easily believed because of
the Roman prejudices that they are frivolous and criminal. Surprisingly, he then admits that he can
completely imagine why the Romans believe these things (ndAa eik6twg). Whether this is self-
mockery or seriously meant is uncertain but in what follows, “Lucian” explains this statement by
complaining that many Greeks in Roman households only pretend to be educated while they are
actually only interested in gain.!>® In this way, these uneducated and morally debased Greeks make
the lives of the noble and truly educated Greeks much harder, not least because the prejudices
fostered by them help rivals to discredit the newly arrived Greeks.

As we saw in Chapter 1, Greeks integrating into Roman culture had to deal with the negative
sentiments of the Romans and particularly with their fear of replacement. This problem is also
addressed in section 17 of On Hired Companions, where it is described how other clients react to
their patron’s toast to Timocles;

¢mipBovog & olv &md Tiig TpombdoEWS £keivg TOAAOTG TGV TaAal@dy @idwv yeyévnoatl, kai
mpdTeEPOV £ml Tff KATAKAICEL AUTTHOAG TVAG VTV, OTL THHEPOV HKwv TPoUkpiBng &vdpdv
TOAVETH] SovAgiov HVTANKOTWV. EVOVG 0DV Kol TOLODTOG TIG &V avToTg TTept 60D Adyog: “TodiTo Hpiv
TPOG TOTg dAAOLG Sevoig EAsimeTO, Kal TGV &PTL eloeEANAVOOTWV gig 1 oikiav Ssutépoug eival, kal
novolg tolg "EAAnot tovtolg dvéwktat 1 Popaiwv moALg: kaltol Tt 0TV £¢@° 0Te TPOTILGOVTAL
NU®V; oV pnpdtia Shotva Aéyovteg ofovtai TL mappéye0sg w@eAelv;” &Arog 84, “00 yap eldeg boa
pev €miey, OmMws 6¢ T TapatefEvta cLAAXPBWV KATE@AYEV; ATELPOKAAOG GVOPpwTOG Kol Aol
mAéwG, 008 Bvap Aevkod mote &ptov épupopnBeis, olitt ye Nopadikod f| Paciavod EpviBog, dv
HOALG TX 00T NIV KaTaAédoumey.” Tpitog GAAOG, (...). 'Ekeivol pév odv toladta ToAAX Tiepl 60D
oTpéPouat, kal Tov 161 Kol Tpog SLafoAds Tveg aUT®V TapackevdlovTal. 160

156 Merc. Cond. 15.
157 Juv. 3.109-112.
158 Merc. Cond. 40.
159 Merc. Cond. 40.
160 Merc. Cond. 17.
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Well, because of that toast, you have become liable to the envy of many of his old friends, and
because you have previously offended some of them during the seating, since you, coming today,
were preferred before men who had endured many years of slavery. So at once, such a person
starts talking about you in this fashion: “This was still left for us beside our other calamities, to
become also second to those who have just entered the house, and to these Greeks alone the
Roman city is opened. And yet, what is it through which they are preferred above us? They don’t
think that they are of tremendous use by speaking wretched phrases, do they?” And another:
“Why, didn’t you see how much he drank, and how he collected the things set before him and
devoured them? A vulgar man and full of hunger, not even in his dream he has ever filled himself
with white bread, nor with Numidian guinea fowl or Phasian bird, of which hardly the bones are
left for us.” A third one: (...). Well, they endlessly go on with such things about you and perhaps
some of them are even already preparing themselves for slander.

In this passage, the speaker lets his audience overhear a conversation between some of the other
guests, who are jealous that he as a Greek newcomer is preferred above them and takes (literally) in
their place. Their complaints about the situation are reminiscent of Umbricius’ complaints that he is
moved from the threshold and has wasted long years of slavery and the designation Aqpod mMA£wg
echoes his disdainful Graeculus esuriens.161 Through their envy and fear of replacement, the Roman
clients complicate the integration process of the educated Greeks. They are not eager to accept them
in their midst and will certainly not try to let him feel welcome. Furthermore, as is suggested by the
final sentence of the quote, the Roman clients will do everything to discredit the new Greek to the
patron. By describing the hostility by which educated Greeks would be received, the speaker further
discourages them to enter Roman households.

[t is important to note that the comical way in which Timocles’ hardships are presented detracts
somewhat from the seriousness of this discouragement and makes the embedded story ambiguous.
The story may have been included to reinforce the plea for separation in an amusing manner but
could also ridicule “Lucian’s” perspective and his fear of assimilation. However, the latter
interpretation is less likely because Lucian has later written an Apology to defend his acceptance of
an administrative position in Roman civil service makes the latter interpretation less likely. The fact
that Lucian saw reason to defend himself against the charge of hypocrisy suggests that at least his
contemporary audience had taken the warning of the embedded story seriously and read his work as
aplea for separation. Even if Lucian’s Apologywould not reflect the genuine reactions of his audience,
these invented reactions would still shape the interpretation of On Hired Companions as a call for
separation.

This does not mean that On Hired Companions presents a univocal view on acculturation. Apart
from providing an outsider and insider perspective on entering a Roman household, some passages
of the work also reflect the thinking of the Roman host community. As we saw above in sections 17
and 24, Lucian sometimes reverts the perspective, describing Timocles’ participation in the Roman
household through the eyes of the Romans. In this way, he explains (and justifies) the hostility of
Timocles’ fellow clients, the Roman prejudices and their treatment of Timocles as an outsider. Thus,
like in Assembly of the Gods, Lucian demonstrates also some understanding of the negative attitude
of the Romans towards foreigners.

3.5. Conclusion

We have thus seen that On Hired Companions could be considered a work in which Lucian reflects on
cultural interaction. The entry of Timocles and other educated Greeks into a Roman household could

161 Juv. 3.119-125 and 3.78 respectively.
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be compared to the acculturation of a foreigner into a new society. This acculturation process is
reflected upon from two different perspectives.

“Lucian’s” outsider perspective provides the view of a proud Greek who considers the Greeks’
attempt to integrate undesirable because he fears that the Greeks would be disappointed in their
expectations and will morally debase through their adoption of Roman norms and values.
Furthermore, “Lucian” is afraid that when the educated Greeks attach themselves to Roman patrons
as teachers, their attempt to integrate into Roman society would result in assimilation or
marginalisation, which both imply the shedding of Greek culture. Additionally, assimilation would
involve a decline in moral standards through the adoption of a culture full of vices, while
marginalisation would lead to a permanently inferior treatment of the Greeks by the Romans. By
warning against entering a Roman household, “Lucian” seems to promote cultural separation.

The embedded story about Timocles who aspires integration into a Roman household, provides
an insider perspective on this process. Lucian comically demonstrates that Greeks who enter Roman
households have to endure many hardships. They will not only be completely on their own to find out
how to behave and to familiarize themselves with Roman customs in general but will also have to deal
with Roman prejudices and the hostility of those Romans who feel replaced. The comical
enumeration of these hardships most likely functions to further discourage Greeks from integrating
into a Roman household and to direct them towards cultural separation.

Apart from these two Greek perspectives, Lucian sometimes also provides a Roman view on the
infiltration of Greeks in Roman households. Lucian’s inclusion of this perspective fosters some
understanding of Roman complaints about Greeks and other foreigners and encourages his audience
to reflect on the desirability of Greeks entering Roman households.
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4. Advice from the Scythians

Lucian’s Reflection on Acculturation in Scythian and
Anacharsis

4.1. Introduction

In the previous chapter, we saw that “Lucian” in On Hired Companions tried to keep educated Greeks
from integrating into Roman households. He preferred separationlest the Greeks would be subjected
to the Romans and would morally debase. However, this does not mean that all of Lucian’s works
advocate against cultural interaction. In his Scythian dialogues, Lucian describes the contact between
Greeks and Scythians in much more positive terms and reflects on the dilemma of assimilation and
remaining faithful to one’s own culture.162

Lucian most clearly reflects on acculturation in his Scythian and Anacharsis. Both works mainly
describe the experiences of the Scythian king Anacharsis who has come to Athens ‘out of longing for
Greek education’ (mawdeiag émbupia tijg EAAnvikiic) and to learn from the Greeks their laws and
customs as well as the best form of polity (0Twg vopovg te ToUg EAANVwv ékpaBoiut kat €6m <ta>
Tap” VUV KaTavon oot kal ToAttelav v dplotnyv ékpeAetoaiut).163 Although there already existed
an extensive tradition of Anacharsis as one of the Seven Sages, Lucian is one of the first authors after
Herodotus to refer to Anacharsis’ visit to Greece.16* Moreover, his Scythian and Anacharsis are the
first works in which Anacharsis plays a central role and focus on his experiences in Athens.

Since Scythian and Anacharsis describe Anacharsis’ arrival in Athens and the way he deals with
the differences between Greek and Scythian cultures, they have often been interpreted as reflections
on otherness and cultural tolerance. Hafner has discussed how Lucian in his Toxaris, Scythian and
Anacharsis tries to establish “an intercultural dialogue between people of different origins” and in
these Scythian dialogues creates an awareness of one’s own culture by playing with the perspectives
of the “self” and the “other”.165 Other discussions mainly focus on the different depictions of
Anacharsis.166 In this context, Bozia has argued that the Scythian dialogues together present a gradual
change in the attitude of the Scythians towards Greek culture, moving from a mere familiarization
with Greek norms and values ( 7oxaris), via the desire to adopt Greek culture (Scythian) to a more
critical stance about Greek lifestyle and traditions (Anacharsis).16” Notwithstanding the great merits
of Bozia’s discussion of the different types of cultural interaction depicted in the Scythian dialogues,
she does not take into consideration that the Scythian presents not only the acculturation of
Anacharsis but also the cultural interaction of Toxaris and the speaker with respectively the Greeks
and Macedonians.

This speaker could most likely be identified with Lucian himself because he presents himself as a
Syrian (tToug ZUpoug Nudg) and later refers to the presentation of his oratory (to pév S€t€at t@v Adywv

162 Hafner 2015, 42.

163 Scyth. 1; Anach. 14.

164 Hdt. 4.76-77. The only author before Lucian who provides some details about Anacharsis’ life in Athens is
Plutarch, who in So/ 5 relates an encounter between Solon and Anacharsis. Short references to Anacharsis’ visit
to Athens in earlier works can be found in Anach. 2; Hermipp. F9; Nic. Dam. F123; ]J. Ap. 269; Gal. Adh. art. 7.
Kindstrand 1981 and Ungefehr-Kortus 1996 provide discussions of the tradition of Anacharsis as one of the
Seven Sages.

165 Hafner 2015. For Lucian’s play with different perspectives, see also Goldhill 2001b, 2; 2002, 86-89 and Bozia
2015, 73.

166 Ungefehr-Kortus 1996, 193-222; Mestre 2003, 315-316; Hafner 2015, 41-42; Murphy 2022, 8-13.

167 Bozia 2015, 67-78.
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UUv), thereby suggesting that he is an orator like Lucian.168 A second reason to assume that the
speaker is Lucian is that the Scythianis a prolalia. This is a short introductory piece to a longer work
in which the author appeals to the benevolence of his audience by referring to his personal
circumstances.169 Hence, Lucian most likely performed this piece himself, which stimulates thinking
of the author as “impersonating” his characters, rather than presenting views different from his
own.170 However, to maintain the distinction between the historical author and the way he presents
himself and his views in his work, [ will again refer to the speaker of Scythianas “Lucian”.

Like On Hired Companions, Scythian presents us with scenarios of foreigners who try to integrate
into a new society. In contrast, Anacharsis does not present a complete scenario but provides a
snapshot of the acculturation process of Anacharsis, comparable to the individual scenes in the
embedded story of the On Hired Companions. However, both Scythian and Anacharsis differ from the
On Hired Companionsin their view on integration and assimilation. However, in these works, Lucian
does not advise against acculturation strategies but presents these as serious options for dealing with
the culture of the host community.

In this chapter, I will therefore discuss how Lucian in his Scythian and Anacharsis reflects on
assimilation and acculturation by describing three different acculturation processes, namely those of
Toxaris, Anacharsis and “Lucian”. First I will discuss Lucian’s presentation of the acculturation of
Toxaris and Anacharsis in the Scythian. Subsequently, I will argue that Anacharsis’ attitude towards
Greek culture in the Anacharsis differs less from his attitude in the Scythian than scholars often
suggest and discuss why his acculturation process differs from that of Toxaris. Thereafter, I will argue
that Lucian with the acculturation of “Lucian” seems to present an example of optimal cultural
interaction. Finally, I will discuss how the reflection on cultural interaction in Scythian and
Anacharsis relates to the views provided by On Hired Companions and Assembly of the Gods.

4.2. Assimilation and Integration in Scythian

As mentioned above, Scythian mainly relates the experiences of Anacharsis when he arrives in
Athens. However, the work starts with a brief description of the life of Toxaris, the first Scythian who
came to Athens (1-2). After the introduction of Toxaris, “Lucian” describes Anacharsis’ first
impressions of Athens (3) and his meeting with Toxaris (3-6). He continues his story with the
coincidental meeting of the Scythians with Solon and the handing over of Anacharsis from Toxaris to
Solon (6-7). Finally, he describes how Anacharsis fared the rest of his life (8). In the epilogue, “Lucian”
compares the situation of Anacharsis in Athens with his own situation in Beroea and praises his
patrons (9-11).

4.2.1. Toxaris’ Assimilation

It is striking that a work that is mainly concerned with Anacharsis starts with a description of the life
of Toxaris. We are told that Toxaris visited Athens because he loved beauty and pursued the best
lifestyle and that he stayed in Athens for the rest of his life, after which he was deified by the
Athenians.17! This short biography already suggests that Toxaris had adapted well to Greek culture.

168 Septh. 9; 10.

169 For a discussion of Scythian as a prolalia and its similarities with Lucian’s Herodotus and Harmonides, see
Vix 2013.

170 For “impersonation”, see subchapter 1.3.

171 Scyth. 1-2.
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Indeed, when Anacharsis meets him in Athens, Toxaris is described as somebody who has entirely
assimilated into Greek culture:172

0 Avéyapatg 8& oBev &v £ketvov £yvw opoebvij ovta, EAAnvioTi éotapévoy, €v xpd kekapuévov
T0 Yévelov, GlwoTtov, acidnpov, 1181 oTwudAov, aUT@OV TGOV ATTIKGOV Eva TV avToxBovwv; oVTw
petememnoinTo VO ToU Xpdvov.173

But how could Anacharsis have recognized him as a fellow countryman? He was dressed in
Greek fashion, his beard cut off to his skin, without a girdle and sword, already fluent - one of
the very natives of Attica. So much had he changed over time.

Anacharsis cannot recognize Toxaris by appearance and behaviour because Toxaris has entirely taken
over the fashion and manners of Greek culture.174 In the description of Toxaris, the Scythian serves as
the reference point, with Toxaris described through the eyes of a Scythian to whom his Greek
appearance is unfamiliar. Lucian cleverly portrays familiar Greek culture as strange by pointing to the
absence of Toxaris’ beard, girdle and sword, aspects that would be familiar to the Scythian
Anacharsis.17s By providing Anacharsis’ outsider perspective on Greek culture, he emphasizes the
contrast between the still “barbarian” Anacharsis and the already assimilated Toxaris. The story of
Toxaris’ immigration and assimilation into Greek culture may thus function as a foil for Anacharsis’
own immigration and acculturation process.

Although Toxaris’ assimilation provides Anacharsis with an example of acculturation into Greek
society, we may wonder whether “Lucian” considered Toxaris’ acculturation commendable. Toxaris’
appearance is described in negative terms (kekapuévov to yévelov, G{wotov, acidnpov) to highlight
the loss of his Scythian appearance. Lucian also emphasizes the loss of his Scythian identity by ending
his description not with the conclusion that Toxaris had become Greek but with the assertion that he
had changed (petememointo). Furthermore, Lucian’s Anacharsis asks Toxaris whether he is the same
Toxaris who out of love for Greece had left behind his wife and young children and moved to Athens
(épwTL T EAAGS0G dmoMmmy kal yuvaika év ZkuBia katl moudia veoyva oiyorto €g ABNvag).176 This
question emphasizes that “going to Greece” also implies “leaving behind Scythia” and that Toxaris had
chosen Athens over his Scythian family. Not his Scythian family and background but Greece proved to
be the object of his love.

4.2.2. Anacharsis’ Integration

Although the way Toxaris is introduced, seems to suggest that his assimilation into Greek culture is
not ideal, Anacharsis is eager to accept him as a model. He begs Toxaris to guide him through Athens
and to familiarize him with Greek culture and institutions so as not to return to Scythia without
having seen these things.17? Anacharsis' need for a guide is marked by the contrast between his

172 For the assimilation of Toxaris, see also Hafner 2015, 42.

173 Scyth. 3.

174 The strangeness of Toxaris is also reflected in Anacharsis’ addressation @ &ve (Scyth. 4). The double
meaning of £&évog as both “stranger” and “friend”, reflects the ambiguous relationship of Anacharsis and Toxaris.
Although Toxaris looks like a stranger, he, as a fellow countryman should be considered a friend.

175 For the “reversal of roles” by staging a Scythian who considers the Greeks outlandish, see also Bozia 2015,
73.

176 Scyth. 4.

177 Scyth. 4.
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evocation of the barbarian gods Acinaces and Zalmoxis and his subsequent enumeration of the
civilized aspects of Athens and the rest of Greece.178

Toxaris does not assume the role of guide himself but takes Anacharsis to Solon. By coupling
Anacharsis to a Greek educator instead of teaching his own experiences, he puts him in the same
position as he was himself when he first came to Athens, thereby showing him the path towards
assimilation. Indeed, Toxaris thinks that Anacharsis will follow in his footsteps and will quickly forget
his old life once he explored Athens together with Solon:

Kal 0mep ool €NV pikpov éumpocbev, ® Avaxapaoy, Tavta Ewpakag 16m LoAwva idwv' Todto al
Abfjvay, ToUto 11'EALAG 0UKETL EEvog 00 Ye, TAVTES o€ (0aoL, TAVTEG 08 PLAOTOL TNALKOUTOV £0TL
TO KATA TOV TTpeafUTNV TOUTOV. ATAVTWY AT IO TGV €V ZKUBid cUVDY AOTD.179

And as I told you just before, Anacharsis, you have seen everything already by having seen Solon:
this is Athens, this is Greece: you are no stranger anymore, everybody knows you, everybody loves
you. So great is the quality of this old man. You will forget everyone with whom you lived in Scythia.

As he suggests that Anacharsis will soon leave Scythia behind, both physically and mentally, Toxaris
seems to think that Anacharsis, like himself, will quickly shed his Scythian culture and adopt Greek
norms and customs. Although Toxaris’ words are meant as a reassurance, his emphasis on forgetting
(¢mAnon) the Scythians is ominous and ironic, given that Herodotus tells us that Anacharsis was
eventually killed by the Scythians for performing the Greek ritual for the mother of the Gods.180 In
Herodotus’ account, the Scythians claim not to know him (00 @act pwv Zk08at yivwokew), because
he went abroad to Greece and followed the customs of strangers (51 ToUto 0TL £€edMunoe Te £€G TNV
EALGSSa kai Eevikoiot €Beot Siexprioato).181 Hence, Toxaris’ prediction of Anacharsis’ forgetfulness
of the Scythians seems the reversal of the eventual outcome of his sojourn in Greece: he does not
forget the Scythians, but the Scythians have decided to forget him. Lucian’s play with the Herodotean
story about Anacharsis’ death makes Toxaris’ claims about a happy future in Athens quite ambiguous
and ironic. Toxaris’ mention of Solon makes his predictions even more ominous as Solon in
Herodotus’ Histories emphasises that one should look at the end of someone’s life to determine if he
is blessed.182 It is exactly the end of Anacharsis’ life that deviates most from Toxaris’ prediction of
happiness.

However, section 8 suggests that Anacharsis eventually did not entirely follow the path of Toxaris
and did not assimilate into Greek culture:

WG yolv UTEoyeTo aVT® 0 TOEapLg, €€ £vog AvSpog ToT LoAwVOG AmavTa Eyvw v Akapel Kal Tiov
IV YVOPLUOG Kai £TIUdTo 8t £keTvov. (...) T& TeAsuTain kol punon pévog BapBdpwv Avaxapotg,
Snpomointog yevopevog, el xpt) Oco&éve miotevew kal tobto totopodvtiept aitoD: kal oVk 008
dvéotpeev olpal ég Xk\0ag, i pm Z6Awv &méBavey.183

178Scyth. 4. For the significance of the invocation of Acinaces and Zalmoxis for the presentation of Anacharsis
as barbarian, see Ungefehr-Kortus 1996, 193, 201. In 7ox. 38, the not-yet Hellenised Toxaris also invokes
Acinaces to swear an oath.

179 Scyth. 7. Cf. Scyth 5: w¢ unte yuvaikog €tL pnte maibwv, el oot 161 eiot, pepvijobal (‘so that you will no longer
remember your wife and children if you have them now”).

180 Hdt. 4.76. Cf. ]. Ap. 269. As Asheri, Lloyd, and Corcella 2007, 636 have pointed out, it is remarkable that
Herodotus here presents the Phrygian cult of the Mother of the Gods as typically Greek because it was received
with mixed feelings in Greece.

181 Hdt. 4.76.

182 Hdt. 1.32 okoméewv 8¢ xp1) TavTog xpnpatog thyv teAsutnv (‘it is necessary to look at the end of everything”).
183 Scyth. 8.
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So, just as Toxaris had promised him, he quickly learnt everything from one man, Solon, and was
well-known and respected by all through him. (...) And at last, Anacharsis was the only barbarian
to be initiated into the mysteries after he had been made a citizen, if we should believe Theoxenus
who also tells this story about him. And he would never have returned to Scythia, I believe, if Solon
had not died.

This passage seems somewhat ambiguous about Anacharsis’ acculturation process. The fact that
Anacharsis learnt everything from Solon may suggest that he thoroughly familiarized himself with
Greek culture and society and adopted Greek customs, norms and values. However, Anacharsis’
learning process is described with the verb ytyviwoxw instead of pavOdvw.18¢ Whereas pavavw has
connotations like ‘learn by heart’ and ‘acquire as a habit’, ytyviwokw has connotations like ‘know by
observation, ‘be aware of’, and ‘perceive’ and seems thus to refer to a more superficial form of
learning based on the senses.185 Hence, we could question the extent to which Anacharsis not only
learnt about Greek customs and institutions but also truly accepted and adopted Greek culture

He had in any case become sufficiently Greek to be made a citizen (énpomointog) and even to be
initiated into the mysteries (¢uun6n).186 The mention of initiation is significant because Lucian in his
On Hired Companions uses initiation as a metaphor for integration or acculturation into Roman
households while Zeus in Assembly of the Gods points out that without initiation one cannot fully
understand another culture.18” Hence, Anacharsis’ initiation into the mysteries may imply that he had
completely adapted to Greek culture. Moreover, the statement that Anacharsis was the first barbarian
to be initiated, suggests that he had even further assimilated into Greek culture than his model
Toxaris. However, the truth of the statements about Anacharsis’ citizenship and initiation is
questionable. Lucian himself avoids taking responsibility for these claims and questions the
reliability of his source, who, perhaps a little too coincidentally, has the word ‘stranger’ (§¢vo¢) in his
name.

Furthermore, Anacharsis is reported to have returned to Athens after Solon’s death, which
indicates that his attachment to Athens was not as strong as Toxaris had expected. Apparently,
Anacharsis had fallen less in love with Athens than Toxaris had expected. He had not forgotten his
fatherland and the Scythians but returned to them after Solon’s death. This suggests that his initial
incentive to stay in Greece may have been his admiration for Solon rather than his love for Athens.188
As a result, Anacharsis did not fully abandon his Scythian culture like Toxaris and his acculturation
into Greek society may have been closer to integrationthan assimilation.18

The fact that Anacharsis did not forget his family and Scythian background could be considered
an improvement over Toxaris’ acculturation process. However, also his acculturation appears to be
far from ideal. By explicitly mentioning Anacharsis’ return to Scythia, “Lucian” again calls to mind
Herodotus’ story about Anacharsis’ murder by his fellow countrymen. Hence, even though he had not
forgotten his Scythian identity, he still had changed too much to be recognized as a true Scythian by
his fellow countrymen.

184 Both verbs occur frequently in Lucian’s corpus. The verb pavBavw is attested 176 times, while ytyvookw
occurs 109 times.

185 L.S], s.v. pavBdvw and ylyvwoKw.

186 Lucian explicitly mentions the exclusion of foreigners from the mysteries in Demon. 34.

187 For initiation in On Hired Companions, see subchapters 3.2. For initiation in Assembly of the Gods, see Deor.
Conc. 11 and subchapter 2.4.1.

188 Cf. Murphy 2022, 9-10.

189 Cf. Bozia 2015, 73-74.
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4.3. Anacharsis’ acculturation process in Anacharsis

That Anacharsis’ acculturation process resembled integration more than assimilation is also
suggested by his attitude towards Greek culture in Anacharsis. This work takes the form of a Platonic
dialogue, in which Anacharsis questions Solon about athletics and Greek lifestyle.190 The dialogue
starts in the middle of a conversation between Solon and Anacharsis in the Lyceum where Anacharsis
expresses his astonishment about the wrestling of the Greeks (1-5). After Solon has explained what
they are doing (6-7), a discussion about the value of the rewards for these sports follows (9-16).
Anacharsis then interrupts their conversation with the request to move into the shade (16). Upon
continuation, Solon encourages Anacharsis to be critical of what he is saying (17-18) and to behave
like an Areopagite (19). He digresses about Athenian policy and the theatre (20-23) before returning
to the subject of athletics. Anacharsis and he then argue about the usefulness of athletics for war (24-
35) and the benefit of games (36-37). Solon also tells Anacharsis about the Spartan customs (38-39).
At the end of the dialogue, Anacharsis is still not convinced about the value of athletics and agrees to
recount his Scythian customs the next day (40).

4.3.1. A Seeming Discrepancy

It has frequently been stated that Anacharsis is much more critical of Greek culture in Anacharsis
than in Scythian and that this relationship with Solon is depicted rather differently.191 In Scythian,
Solon is highly praised as a teacher of Greek culture while Anacharsis is portrayed as being entirely
reliant on Solon for his learning and connections in Athens. In contrast, Solon has a less dominant
role in Anacharsis and fails to convince Anacharsis of the value and usefulness of the characteristics
of Greek civilization.192 Although these differences are undeniable, I believe the discrepancy between
Anacharsis and Scythian is less significant than is commonly assumed.

Firstly, just as in Scythian, Anacharsis in the eponymous work claims that he has come to Athens
to learn about Greek culture and polity.193 Thus, in both works, Anacharsis expresses a willingness to
familiarize himself with Greek culture.

Secondly, just as in the Scythian, Anacharsis is very open to Greek culture and seems interested in
adopting some of its aspects. His critical questions about Greek athletics and polity may indicate that
he is balancing Scythian and Greek culture to decide which parts of Greek culture to adopt and reject.
Furthermore, since being critical and debating philosophical questions is typically Greek, Anacharsis’
critical stance in Anacharsis could also indicate that he had already adopted part of Greek habits.
Likewise, his request to continue the discussion about athletics in the shadow demonstrates that he
is already trying to adopt Greek fashion and manners:19

AAN’ €l Soxel, €ig 10 oVokloV ékeloe AmeABOVTEG KaBilowpev L TGOV BAKwV, WG Ur) EVOYAoTeV UV
Ol £TIIKEKPAYOTEG TOTG TAAALOVO V. GAAWG TE - ElprjoeTAL YAP — 0VEE TOV TjALoV ETL padimg avExopal
O%LV Kal PAOY®ET EuminmTovTa YUuVij Ti] KEQaAf]. TOV Yap TIAGV pot dpeAelv oikoBev €508ev, mg
1) povog £v vpiv Sevidoupl T@ oxnpatt. 1 8¢ dpa tod €toug 6 TL IEP TO TUPWSESTATAOV £0TLY, TOD
AoTEPOG OV VUETS KOVA PATE TTAVTA KATAPAEYOVTOG Kal TOV dépa Enpov kai Stakaf] tifévtog, 6 Te
fjAlog kata peonufpiov 16N VTEP KEPAATG ETKEIUEVOG (PAOYLOV TOTTOV OV (POPNTOV EMAYEL TOTG
owpaowv. ®ote Kal 00T Bavpdlw, 0w ynpatdg 116n dvBpwmog ovte iSielg TpOg TO BAATOG hoTep

190 For a discussion of the resemblances between Anacharsis and the dialogues of Plato, see Branham 1989, 83-
102.

191 Ungefehr-Kortus 1996, 208; Mestre 2003, 315-316; Bozia 2015, 76; Hafner 2015, 41-42.

192 Cf. Mestre 2003, 315.

193 Anach. 14.

194 Cf. Goldhill 2001b, 2-4; 2002, 87-88.
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£ym oUTe 6AWG évoxAovpéve €oukag, ovdE TepBAémelg cVoKLOV TL évBa UTodVoT, GAAX §€xT TOV
fjAlov eV pap®G.195

But if it seems good to you, let us move to the thick shade yonder and sit on the benches, so that
those shouting to the wrestlers do not annoy us. Besides - for I will tell you - [ cannot easily endure
the sun anymore, which falls piercing and fiery hot upon my bare head. For I thought it good to
leave my cap at home, so as not to be the only stranger among you in appearance. But the season
of the year is the fieriest one because the star that you call the Dog burns up everything and makes
the air dry and very hot, and the sun, which now hangs above our head at midday, brings this fiery
and unbearable heat on our bodies. Therefore, I marvel at you, how you, an old man already, do
not sweat in the heat as I do and not seem to be troubled at all; you not even look round for some
shade to get in, but endure the sun easily.

Anacharsis states that he has left his cap at home in order not to be recognized as a stranger
(§eviCowuwn). Like Toxaris in Scythian, he has thus changed his Scythian clothes for Greek attire.
However, his attempt to blend with the Greeks accentuates another difference between him and the
Greeks; unlike Solon and the other Greeks, Anacharsis is not used to standing in the sun unprotected
and requires shade lest he becomes too hot. This passage thereby shows that to adopt Greek customs,
one has to change not only his appearance but also his lifestyle, which is more difficult. Moreover,
Anacharsis did not even succeed entirely in changing his attire. Later in the discussion, it turns out
that he is still wearing a little dirk on his belt while it is illegal for Greeks to carry weapons in
peacetime.19¢ Thus, in contrast to Toxaris’ transformation, Anacharsis’ attempt to embrace Greek
fashion is presented as not entirely successful. At the same time, Anacharsis’ complaint about the heat
shows his progress in Greek education as he refers to the brightest star by its Greek name k0Uva. In
this way, he demonstrates a willingness to use a Greek perspective when talking about general things.

Anacharsis also demonstrates that it is not self-evident that somebody who is initially willing to
learn more about Greek civilization, like Anacharsis, will indeed be able to replace his norms, values
and customs with those of the Greeks as Toxaris does in the Scythian. At the beginning of the dialogue,
the exercises of the Greeks in the gymnasium are described from Anacharsis’ perspective. He
describes his observations in a vocabulary that avoids the standard sporting idiom but is interspersed
with words with alien and occasionally sensual connotations.!9? As Branham has pointed out, this
naive vocabulary makes Lucian’s (Greek) audience immediately aware of the fact that Anacharsis’
interpretation of the wrestling exercises differs significantly from their own understanding of the
scene.198 They are confronted with the fact that what they consider conventional behaviour might be
dictated by their cultural background and could appear strange to people who do not share Greek
norms, values and education. By playing with the insider and outsider perspective, Lucian makes his
audience aware of this and creates an understanding of Anacharsis’ bewildered reaction:

Tadta oOv €06Aw eibéval Tivog dyabod av ein molelv: wg €potye pavig pdArov €oucévat Sokel To
Tpayua, kal ovk £0Tv d0TLS Gv pading petamneioeté pe wg oV mapamnaiovow ot tadta SpdHvteg.199

Well, I want to know what good it could be to do these things: since to methese deeds look more
like madness, and there is nobody who can easily change my persuasion that men that do these
things are out of their minds.

195 Anach. 16.

196 Anach. 33-34.

197 For a discussion of Anacharsis’ idiom, see Branham 1989, 89.
198 Branham 1989, 88-89.

199 Anach. 5.
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By pointing to the fact that athletics could look like madness (pavia) to a stranger, Lucian makes his
audience aware of the size of the cultural gap that Anacharsis has to bridge, thereby creating more
sympathy for his criticism of athletics and Greek polity. To be able to adopt Greek customs, one has
to understand the rationale behind them and this is exactly what Anacharsis is trying to do in the
phase of his acculturation process that is recorded in Anacharsis.200

The differences in the attitude of Anacharsis in Scythian and Anacharsis can thus partly be
explained by the different phases of the acculturation process that are depicted in these works.
Scythian mainly depicts his initial enthusiasm for Greek culture upon his arrival in Athens and only
provides a short description of Anacharsis’ life in Athens after he meets with Toxaris and Solon. We
learn that Solon took care of him by introducing him to the most prominent Greeks and educating
and teaching him about Greek customs. However, what Anacharsis’ learning process was like is not
described.201 Some insight into this learning process is given by Anacharsis, which reports a specific
learning situation. Only when is zoomed in to this level of detail, it becomes clear that despite
Anacharsis’ love for Greece and his admiration for Solon, his learning process does not always
proceed smoothly.

4.3.2. Negotiating Acculturation Strategies

The discussion between Solon and Anacharsis in Anacharsis could be considered a negotiation
between different acculturation strategies. Solon aims to persuade Anacharsis of the value of Greek
customs in the hope that he will adopt them and assimilate into Greek society. He believes in the value
of athletics and the superiority of Athenian polity and shows the conviction that Anacharsis will share
his opinions once he has fully immersed himself in Greek culture.202

At the same time, Anacharsis is very sceptical about the benefit of wrestling and the value of
athletics and Greek polity in general. His constant criticism of the characteristics of Greek civilization
demonstrates that he does not want to embrace Greek practices uncritically and assimilate into Greek
culture. Instead, he plays the devil’s advocate, constantly pushing for a convincing argument as to
why he should assimilate into Greek culture rather than remain faithful to his own cultural practices
through cultural separation.

At the end of the dialogue, Solon has still not been able to convince Anacharsis of the value of
athletics and Greek polity. However, this does not mean that he has entirely lost the cultural
bargaining and that Anacharsis goes for separation. The debate about which culture is superior, that
of the Greeks or the Scythians, is still open and Solon challenges Anacharsis to explain how the
Scythians train and educate their young men and to try to convince him that the Scythian practices
are indeed better.203 Anacharsis’ acceptance of the challenge indicates that he has not yet decided
about his way of acculturation and is still open to adopting Greek customs.

Furthermore, his proposal to postpone the discussion to the next day ‘so that he could overthink
a little longer what Solon had said at leisure and could gather together in his memory the things he
should say’ (wg & te avTOG €N £TL pAAAOVY Evvonoaipt kab’ ovxiav & te xp1 lMElV cUVAYQyOLuL Ti
pvnun émeAdwv) shows that Anacharsis already grasped the Greeks’ appreciation of debate and

200 Anacharsis’ criticism is not unreasonable as some Roman authors and cynics have also questioned the value
of athletics. For a discussion of the Roman criticism of athletics, see Goldhill 2001b, 1-2. For the idea that
Anacharsis is voicing cynic standpoints, see for example Heinze 1989, 467. Kindstrand 1981, 66-67 and
Branham 1989, 101 are more sceptical about the cynic basis of Anacharsis’ arguments.

201 Scyth. 8.

202 Anach. 6. Cf. Anach. 10; 12.

203 Anach. 40.
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understood the importance of constructing compelling arguments and speaking well.204 Together
with his partially successful attempts to change his appearance to Greek and his critical stance
throughout the dialogue, his wish to thoroughly prepare himself for the debate demonstrates that
Anacharsis had embraced at least some aspects of Greek culture. Thus, even if he would remain
sceptical about Greek practices and reluctant to adopt aspects of Greek culture, complete cultural
separationwould no longer be possible, and /ntegration into Greek society would be more likely. The
portrayal of Anacharsis as in-between integration and assimilation echoes his depiction in the
Scythian as not entirely assimilated but mostly integrated into Greek society.

4.4. A Reflection on Cultural Interaction

4.4.1. Lucian’s Autonomous Integration

Just as On Hired Companions, Lucian’s Scythian and Anacharsis sketch acculturation scenarios. The
description of Toxaris’ life functions as an example of assimilation, while the story about Anacharsis
provides an example of integration. Both strategies are presented as plausible ways to deal with
Greek culture, but they also have a drawback: the adoption of Greek customs damages the
relationship of the Scythes with their culture of origin. Hence, “Lucian” seems to suggest that both
strategies are not ideal.

Luckily, the Scythian offers a third model of a foreigner entering an unfamiliar city. At the end of
the Scythian “Lucian” presents himself as a foreigner who has to find his place in the community of
Beroea and likens his own situation to that of Anacharsis. He describes his own experiences in Beroea
in terms that are similar to those he uses for Anacharsis’ experiences in Athens. Just as Anacharsis
was disturbed (¢tetapdypunv), confused in his mind (tetapaypévog €Tt v yvwunv), and ‘frightened
by the many sounds of Athens (Yo@odeng mpog ta moAAd), “Lucian” was ‘struck with wonder’
(¢gnpkouv t@® Bavpartt), astonished (éml oAV éteBnmewv), and astounded by the impression of
Beroea when contemplating its beauty, number of citizens, power, and splendour in general
(éEemAaynv pev 00UG (Slwv TO Kal TO KAAAOG Kal TGV EUTOALTEVOUEVWY TO TIATI00G Kol TNV GAANY
SUvapy Kol AapumpoTa mioav).205

“Lucian’s” likening of himself to Anacharsis does not end with their experience of their arrival in
a foreign city but also involves how they found their patrons and were subsequently supported by
them. The primary reason for this comparison may have been that it allows Lucian as author to flatter
his two patrons in Beroea by presenting them as a kind of new Solons. They are praised in words that
are reminiscent of Toxaris’ praise of Solon and the father of the two is even explicitly compared to
him (el tiva ZoAwva ... émvoeig).206 Furthermore, “Lucian” at the very end states that he should move
heaven and earth to make sure that they become his friends.207

However, there is one important difference in the way “Lucian” and Anacharsis found their
patrons, which may suggest a second reason for “Lucian” to include his own acculturation process in
his work. Whereas Anacharsis is depicted as entirely lost and completely dependent on the help of
Toxaris and Solon, “Lucian” appears to have been more assertive. In sections 10 and 11, he states that
he himself enquired who were the people in chief and which patron would be able to support him in
general (40touvv ydp, o08E dmokpOyopatl TéAnBEs, oitveg ol mpolixovteg elev kal olg &v TIg
TPooeABwV Kal ETYpaAUEVOG TIPOCTATASG CUVAYWVLOTALS Xp@TO €6 Ta OAa) and decided to follow

204 Anach. 40.
205 Scyth. 3-4 and 9 respectively.
206 Befriending the patrons is for example described as possessing the whole city (mdoav €xelg v oA, Scyth.
11), which is reminiscent of Toxaris’ statement that Solon ‘carries all of Greece in him’ (ntaoav ... Tfv ‘EAAGSa
&v aUT® €xew, Scyth. 5).
207 Scyth. 11.
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the recommendations of his informants by trying to befriend these patrons. Hence, in contrast to
Anacharsis, who would have returned to Scythia if he had not accidentally met Toxaris and had been
introduced to Solon, “Lucian” took the initiative and chose his own patron.208 Therefore, he had the
freedom to attach himself to the patron that he deemed most suitable to help him acculturate in a
way he desired and became less dependent on this patron.

In Scythian, Lucian thus presents three different acculturation processes, those of Toxaris,
Anacharsis, and “Lucian” Each of these immigrating foreigners seems to slightly emulate the
acculturation process of his predecessor and model. Toxaris, whose immigration to Athens was
unprecedented, did not have an example on which he could base his dealing with a new culture and
chose the path of uncritical assimilation. As a consequence, he became completely Hellenised.209
Anacharsis, who had Toxaris as his model and Solon as his guide, was more critical than Toxaris and
only partly adopted Greek culture. Due to this integration, he did not entirely lose his Scythian
identity. His integration process is in turn closely followed by “Lucian”, who centuries later had to
integrate into the community of Beroea. However, Lucian slightly deviated from the route of
Anacharsis by taking the initiative for contact with his patrons. In this way, he retained a certain
degree of autonomy over his acculturation process that his Scythian predecessors lacked.

Lucian also demonstrates the result of this more autonomous integration. Scythian clearly shows
that “Lucian” had not forgotten his Syrian origin. With the words toug Z0poug nudg, he explicitly
refers to his Syrian background and he also calls himself a ‘barbarian’ (B&ppapog).21° The Scythian is
not the only work in which Lucian emphasizes his foreign status. References to his barbarian origin
can be found throughout his works.211 By continuously emphasizing his Syrian or non-Greek origin,
Lucian demonstrates that he as “Lucian” is not only willing to integrate into Greek culture but also to
retain a good connection with his fatherland and his culture of origin. With this open stance towards
both his culture of origin and Greek culture, he emulates the acculturation processes of Toxaris and
Anacharsis, avoiding Toxaris’ detachment from his ethnic background and Anacharsis’ estrangement
from his Scythian compatriots. By his own example, “Lucian” thus promotes a more autonomous form
of integration which does not entail breaking the connection with your culture of origin.

4.4.2. Advice for Foreigners and Host Communities

Thus, in the Scythian and Anacharsis, assimilation and integration are presented as realistic
acculturation strategies and “Lucian” appears to promote an autonomous form of integration. This
seems to be at odds with the warning against these acculturation strategies in the On Hired
Companions. How could this discrepancy be explained? It is important to note that Scythian and
Anacharsis not only differ from the On Hired Companions in their promotion of acculturation
strategies but also in their description of the treatment of foreigners by the host community.

In On Hired Companions, Timocles hardly finds a friendly face in the Roman household, has to find
out everything by himself and is treated as inferior to the Romans. Furthermore, the interest of his
patron does not reach much further than his Greek appearance which he disrespectfully uses to
enhance his own reputation as an educated Roman and philosopher. Due to the lack of real interest
in the cultural background of the educated Greeks, the acculturation in Roman households becomes
entirely unidirectional - the Greeks have to adopt Roman culture while the Romans do not truly adapt

208 Scyth. 4-8.

209 One could argue that Mnesippus, Toxaris’ interlocutor in 7oxaris, functioned model for Toxaris. The fact that
Mnesippus was a native Greek rather than an immigrant may explain at least partly why Toxaris became
completely Hellenised.

210 Scyth. 9.

211 Bjs. Acc. 14, 25, 27, 32, 34; Hist. Conscr: 24; Ind. 19; Pisc. 19; Pseudol. 1; Syr: D. 1. In Bis Accusatus, the
interlocutor who defends the genre and style of Lucian’s work is designated as L0pog.
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to Greek culture. This superficiality of the Romans’ interest in Greek culture is therefore presented as
an obstacle to integration and the creation of a harmonious multicultural society.

In contrast, in Scythian, both Anacharsis and “Lucian” receive a much warmer welcome.
Anacharsis is almost immediately taken care of by Solon who shows him around Athens and the rest
of Greece and explains Greek customs to him. Solon is introduced by Toxaris as the ideal guide who
not only carries all of Greece in him (m&oav ... v ‘EAA&Sa €v avt® €xewv) but also very frequently
travelled abroad to Asia and Egypt (dmodnunoag 8¢ pdda moAAd €g te Actav kat £¢ Atyvmtov) and
thus knew the experience of visiting a foreign country for the first time.212 [n section 8, Solon indeed
turns out to be the ideal guide and friend because he makes sure that Anacharsis enjoys his time in
Greece, becomes friends with everyone and is introduced to the noblest Greeks.

Moreover, in Anacharsis several passages demonstrate that Solon had a cultural relativistic stance.
In section 6, for example, Solon explains Anacharsis’ fierce reaction to Greek wrestling from the fact
that he as a Syrian is not accustomed to these practices and that the Scythians likewise will have many
practices that appear strange to the Greeks.213

Furthermore, unlike the Roman patron in the On Hired Companions, Solon also demonstrates a
real interest in Anacharsis and his Scythian background in Anacharsis. He not only enquires about
Scythian customs at the end of the dialogue but also expresses his willingness to learn from
Anacharsis:214

dmiopev 8 olv. kol 8Tws ) kaB&mep vOUOLG TTPOGEEELS olg &v Aéyw TIPS OF, MG € dmavtog
TILOTEVEWY AVTOTG, GAA" EvBa (v ool Uiy 0pB®dGS TL AéyeaBat Sokij, AvtiAyey e0OUG Kal StevBvveLy
TOV Abyov. duolv ydap Batépov TTAVTwG oUk Gv audptolpey, | o& Befaiwg melobijval ékyeavta
oméoa ofel Avtidektéa lval 1 éug avadiSaydfival dg ovk OpO@DS Yiyvwokw Tepl adTwy. Kal £v
ToUTW MAcA Gv oot 1) TOALG 1) ABnvaiwv ovk &v @Bavol x&pw duoroyoloa doa yap v £ué
TouSevong kal petameiong Tpog TO BEATIOV, Ekelvny Td péyloTa on MEEMK®S,. (...) kai €0 {601 Mg
oUk aioxvveltal 1) ABnvaiwv moAg mapa apBapov kat EEvou Ta cup@Epovta EkpavBdvovteg.21s

Well, let us go. And take heed lest you do not regard everything I may tell you as a law, so that you
believe these things altogether. But whenever something may appear to you to be said incorrectly,
contradict me immediately and amend my reasoning. For in both cases, we cannot fail; either you
have become firmly convinced after you have poured out everything you think should be
contradicted or | have been taught that I did not perceive these things rightly. And in this case, the
entire city of Athens could not be too quick to avow her gratitude to you. For, in so far as you would
educate me and change my conviction for the better, you will have been of the greatest service to
her. (...) And know well that the city of Athens will not be ashamed to learn profitable things from
a barbarian and stranger.

By suggesting that he and other Athenians could also learn from Anacharsis, Solon demonstrates that
he considers Greek culture not necessarily superior to Scythian culture. Consequently, Anacharsis is
treated as a full member of Athenian society rather, unlike Timocles who was treated as inferior to
the Romans in On Hired Companions. Furthermore, Solon’s interest in Scythian culture is also
suggested by his statement that the Athenians are also willing to adopt foreign customs if some of
these prove to be more beneficial.

212 Scyth. 4 and 5.

213 Similar cultural relativism can be found in section 34, where Solon states that he understands that the
living circumstances of the Scythians require a life under arms, even though he as a Greek is not used to
carrying weapons.

214 For Solon’s enquiring about Scythian customs, see Anach. 40.

215 Anach. 17.
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Admittedly, this claim is later undermined by Solon’s remark that the Greeks ‘do not deem it very
important to be zealous for foreign customs’ ((nAotv 8¢ ta evika oV Tavv GElobuev).216 Because the
Greeks do not desire to adopt foreign customs, they only partly facilitate integration. Due to their
cultural relativism, they tolerate that foreigners adhere to their own customs but by their refusal to
embrace foreign practices, they prevent the integration process from becoming bidirectional. As
unidirectional /ntegrationrequires more cultural adaptation from the foreigner, this may explain why
Anacharsis eventually was not able to preserve his Scythian identity entirely and found himself
somewhere in-between being integrated and assimilated into Greek culture.

We do not get sufficient information about “Lucian’s” patrons to determine whether these would
facilitate bidirectional integration. However, they are portrayed as friendly hosts that provide
foreigners with access to the whole city (mdoav €xetg Tr)v TOAw) and can be praised for their ‘kindness
towards strangers’ (tnv mpoO¢ TOUG &Evoug @ulavBpwmiav), ‘gentleness’ (td0 mpdov) and
‘approachability’ (to evmpdcodov).217 Furthermore, “Lucian’s” assertion that ‘they wish whatever is
the best for the city’ (¢0éAovct yap & Tt &v &ploTov ) T oAl seems to echo Solon’s claim that the
city of Athens is willing to learn profitable things from foreigners.218 This may suggest that Lucian’s
patrons were open to adopting foreign practices and facilitated bidirectional integration. If so, this
could further explain “Lucian’s” successful preservation of his Syrian identity.

The combination of On Hired Companions, Scythian, and Anacharsis thus seems to suggest that
there does not exist an optimal acculturation strategy that fits all circumstances but that the best way
for a foreigner to relate to another culture depends on the attitude of the host community. If this
community does not treat foreigners as full members of their community or does not show any
interest in or respect for other cultures and simply expects foreigners to embrace its customs,
separation may be the best option. However, if the host community is interested in the cultural
background of foreigners and treats them respectfully and as equals so that there is room for
communication and mutual learning, autonomous integration with the preservation of one’s native
identity is more desirable.

By pointing to the dependence of the acculturation strategy on the attitude of the host culture,
Lucian also makes host communities aware of the influence they have on the way people live and
participate in their society and advises them on how to treat foreigners. In the persons of Solon and
“Lucian’s” patrons, he provides examples of how these communities could welcome foreigners and
could start a dialogue about cultural differences. They should receive them kindly, show them around
and teach them their cultural practices without imposing their culture on their foreign guests. Instead
of considering themselves and their culture superior, they should treat foreigners with respect and
show genuine interest in their cultural background, assessing the merits of both cultures and being
willing to embrace foreign practices that could be beneficial. Thus, just as Assembly of the Gods,
which presents the negative consequences of separation, Lucian’s Scythian and Anacharsis appear to
advocate for cultural tolerance.

However, we should be careful to interpret Lucian’s works as presenting a single view on cultural
interaction or presenting an optimal acculturation strategy. The polyphony of perspectives we find
throughout his work demonstrates that Lucian was very open-minded and makes it unlikely that he
wanted to provide strict guidelines for acculturation. More likely, Lucian merely wished to point out
that the dynamics of cultural interaction depend on both host communities and foreigners, either
local communities or migrants. By presenting different interactions between foreigners and hosts,
Lucian invites his audience to reflect on the way they deal with cultural differences themselves and

216 Anach. 39.
217 Scyth. 10.
218 Scyth. 10.
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to examine how they can improve their interactions with other cultures. Thereby, Lucian’s
acculturation scenarios may provide some guidance to create an open and tolerant society that allows
people with different ethnic and cultural backgrounds to learn from each other while at the same
time preserving their own cultural identities.

4.5. Conclusion

In conclusion, in his Scythian and Anacharsis, Lucian provides us with three different examples of
foreigners who try to find their place in new communities. Toxaris assimilates into Greek culture,
while Anacharsis and “Lucian” both integrate into a new society. “Lucian’s” integration differs from
that of Anacharsis in that it is more autonomous and allows for the preservation of one’s ethnic
identity. His emphasis on Toxaris’ loss of his Scythian identity, his subtle references to the horrible
death of Anacharsis, and his stress of his own Syrian identity suggest that Lucian considered the
preservation of this ethnic identity of great importance and thus would prefer autonomous
integration. The promotion of this acculturation strategy in Scythian starkly contrasts the plea for
cultural separation in On Hired Companions. Together these works provide different acculturation
scenarios and suggest that the preferable acculturation strategy depends on the attitude of the host
culture. If this community does not support foreigners and treat them as equals or does not show any
interest in their cultural background, as is the case in the On Hired Companions, one can best preserve
his own identity and distance himself from the cultural practices of the host culture. However, if the
host community takes good care of foreigners, treats them as full members of their society and shows
a clear interest in their cultural background, like Solon and “Lucian’s” patrons in Scythian, one could
weigh up his own practices and those of the host community and pursue autonomous integration.

By describing different acculturation scenarios, Lucian seems to suggest that there is no ultimate
acculturation strategy that is optimal for all situations but that the best type of cultural interaction is
highly dependent on the attitude of both foreigners and host communities. With his different
examples of acculturating foreigners and his play with perspectives, he invites his audience to reflect
on their own interaction with other cultures and to think of how they could contribute to a culturally
tolerant society in which people with all kinds of different ethnic and cultural identities could
harmoniously live together.
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5. Conclusion

5.1. Towards a Tolerant and Inclusive Society

When Anacharsis arrived in Athens for the first time, everything was new to him and he did not know
how to behave. Moreover, the first Athenians whom he encountered were unfriendly and laughed at
him. Luckily for Anacharsis, he quickly got the help of Toxaris and Solon. Consequently, he was
accepted by the Athenian host community and could enjoy his time in Athens. However, one can
imagine that not all of the countless foreigners who lived in or travelled through the Roman Empire
in the second century AD had the same luck as Anacharsis eight centuries before. Many of them may
have experienced difficulties with finding their place in the multicultural society of Lucian’s time.

In this thesis, I have sought to investigate how Lucian as a foreigner and migrant author who
experienced such challenges reflects on cultural interaction in the multicultural Roman Empire. To
this end, I have analysed four of Lucian’s works in which he appears to reflect on the multiculturality
of the Roman Empire by responding to Roman criticism of migration (Assembly of the Gods and On
Hired Companions) or narrating the experiences of foreigners who try to find their place in a new
community (On Hired Companions, Scythian, and Anacharsis) as migrant literature. Together these
works provide a polyphony of perspectives on cultural interaction in the Roman Empire.

In Assembly of the Gods, Lucian seems to voice and respond to contemporary Roman complaints
about migrants and other foreigners in the Roman Empire. He parodies these complaints through his
comical and ironical staging of Momus who criticizes both spurious and established Greek gods as
being foreigners who are illegitimately on Olympus and proposes to expel them from Olympus. With
his parody, Lucian suggests that the distinction between foreigners and natives is quite arbitrary and
that the exclusion of foreigners from society is undesirable. He sketches an unwanted scenario in
which a host community drives migrants towards cultural segregation. However, by his use of parody
rather than arguing directly against the Roman criticism he also leaves some room for concerns about
the multiculturality of the Roman Empire. Because he in this manner stimulates his audience to
reflect on issues of migration and multiculturality without imposing his own view, Lucian provides
with his Assembly of the Gods a good example of the open-mindedness and cultural tolerance that he
seems to advocate.

In On Hired Companions, Lucian presents a Greek view on the Roman complaints about Greeks
and other migrants who infiltrate Roman households. From the perspectives of “Lucian” and his naive
friend Timocles, he demonstrates why educated Greeks should not aspire to a life in a Roman
household. “Lucian” not only warns his friend that the Roman household will turn out to be a
dystopian place, but also expresses the fear that Timocles and the Greeks he represents will not
integrate into Roman culture but rather become assimilated or even marginalised. His fear that the
Greeks will lose their identity is mainly based on the fact that the Roman patron is interested in Greek
appearance rather than Greek culture and treats this culture with disrespect. “Lucian” further
discourages integration with his embedded narrative about the hardships Timocles would endure
when entering a Roman household. Hence, just as in his On Hired Companions Lucian sketches an
undesirable scenario; the persistent hostility of the host community and its lack of more than a
superficial interest in other cultures causes foreigners to assimilate rather than integrate into their
community, resulting in the loss of their ethnic identity. With the warnings against attempts to
integrate into Roman households and the discouraging experiences of Timocles, “Lucian” seems to
advocate cultural separation.

In Scythian and Anacharsis, Lucian uses the local perspective of Scythian and Syrian foreigners to
present a rather different scenario in which foreigners are warmly welcomed by the host community.
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With Anacharsis, Lucian demonstrates that a friendly and culturally tolerant host allows for a
dialogue about cultural practices that enables the foreigner to properly balance his own customs and
those of the host community. With the examples of Toxaris and Anacharsis in the Scythian, Lucian
shows that such a comparative assessment could result in either assimilation, whereby the host
culture is adopted at the expense of the native culture, or in integration, whereby the host culture is
only partly adopted and some elements of the native culture are preserved. However, the assimilation
of Toxaris and the integration of Anacharsis both result in the (partial) loss of a Scythian identity.
“Lucian” subsequently demonstrates how one could preserve this ethnic identity with his own
example of more autonomous integration and seems to suggest that this acculturation strategy is the
most desirable. However, Lucian does not impose “Lucian’s” view on his audience but encourages
active and thoughtful engagement with the various acculturation strategies he presents. By providing
multiple examples of acculturation, he stimulates his audience to contemplate what type of cultural
interaction they deem most desirable.

Together Lucian’s four works offer two different scenarios of cultural interaction between
foreigners and the host community. Both the Assembly of the Gods and the On Hired Companions
sketch an undesirable situation in which foreigners are met with a lot of resistance from the host
community. In Assembly of the Gods, foreign deities are actively placed outside the community so
that segregation becomes their only option. In the case of the On Hired Companions, the host
community of the Roman household does not actively exclude foreigners but its lack of real interest
in the cultural background and well-being of the Greeks makes integration into the Roman
community very difficult. Therefore the Greeks are left with a choice between separation and
assimilation. Under these suboptimal circumstances, “Lucian” prefers cultural separation because
this acculturation strategy guarantees the preservation of one’s own ethnic identity. By sketching
these undesirable scenarios as a response to contemporary Roman criticism of foreigners, Lucian
seems to suggest that the current attitude of the Romans towards migrants and other foreigners
paves the way for the cultural separation of groups with different cultural backgrounds and will not
contribute to a multicultural society in which people of all kind of origins can happily live together.

In his Anacharsis and Scythian, Lucian sketches a more desirable scenario to give host
communities and foreigners some guidance in how they could create such an ideal society. With the
examples of Solon and “Lucian’s” patrons as culturally tolerant and open-minded hosts, he illustrates
the ideal behaviour of host communities towards foreigners. Simultaneously, Lucian describes the
acculturation processes of Toxaris, Anacharsis and “Lucian” to illustrate that foreigners could
respond to this cultural tolerance by critically and independently assessing their own traditions and
those of their hosts, ultimately ensuring that they maintained their ethnic identity as they chose their
preferred norms, values, and customs.

Lucian in his works thus stresses the mutuality of good cultural interaction and suggests that the
creation of a pleasant and culturally tolerant society requires effort from both the host communities
and the migrants it accepts. With Assembly of the Gods, On Hired Companions, Scythian, and
Anacharsis, Lucian demonstrates that he as a foreigner is willing to take the first step towards an
open and culturally tolerant society. By providing a polyphony of perspectives on migration and
cultural interaction that includes the views of both foreigners and hosts, he moves not only between
different identities but also between different roles in society. He shows an understanding of the
feelings of foreigners as well as host communities and presents their differing views to invite his
audience to look beyond their own perspective too and try to understand the concerns of the “other”.
In this way, he contributes to mutual understanding between foreigners and hosts, which is the
essential first step towards what we in 2023 would call an inclusive society.
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5.2. Reflection

With my analysis of Lucian’s Assembly of the Gods, On Hired Companions, Scythian, and Anacharsis
as migrant literature, [ have tried to show that Lucian as a foreigner in the Roman Empire not only
responds to the contemporary political and religious situation but also reflects on the social
challenges one had to navigate when living in the multicultural Roman society. I hope to have
demonstrated that reading Lucian’s works as migrant literature can contribute to our understanding
of Lucian’s reflection on cultural interaction and his play with multiple perspectives to present an all-
inclusive view of the ideal multicultural society.

For my analysis of Lucian’s reflection on cultural interaction, Berry’s model of different
acculturation strategies proved to be useful in broadly categorizing the different views on
acculturation that Lucian provides throughout his works. However, Berry’s model is too rough to do
justice to all aspects of the different types of cultural interaction that Lucian presents. For example, it
does not allow for a distinction between Anacharsis’ integration which involved a partial loss of his
ethnic identity and “Lucian’s” more autonomous integration which is more apt to preserve this
identity. To better capture the complexity of the acculturation processes described in Greek literature
from the second century AD, the two dimensions of this model should not be defined by binary
categories of rejection and adoption/preservation of cultures but should be approached as scales
measuring the degree of cultural adoption/preservation.

Notwithstanding the limitations of Berry’s model, it proved to be a good starting point for an
analysis of Lucian’s works through a more social lens. In this thesis, | have analysed four of Lucian’s
works in this manner. Using the same strategy to analyse works that are closely connected to these
works, such as 7oxaris, Nigrinus, and On Parasitic, and works in which Lucian provides us with more
information about his own experiences as a migrant, such as the Double Indictment, Fisherman, and
Apology, may further add to our understanding of Lucian’s reflection on cultural interaction in the
Roman Empire. The inclusion of these works in the analysis would probably allow us to link Lucian’s
reflection on cultural interaction to his personal migration experiences, his political and religious
views and the general spirit of the Second Sophistic.

In short, my analysis of Lucian’'s Assembly of the Gods, On Hired Companions, Scythian, and
Anacharsis as migrant literature can be considered the beginning of a more comprehensive
understanding of Lucian’s experiences as a migrant in the Roman Empire. [ hope it will inspire others
to move as migrants beyond the borders of the traditional approaches to study Lucian’s works
through the social lens of migrant literature.
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