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of Gellius’ Noctes Atticat
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Résumeé

LesNuits Attiquesont pour fonction principale de revendiquer le caractére non seulement
divertissant et social, mais aussi utilitaire et mdral@8& K. ' % + -, sélofde point de vue

d’un milieu socio-culturel bien précis. A la différence de la grammaire normative, la logique joue

un réle important dans ce modwlaa$ta eruditio les formes dialectiques d’argumentation

HW OD ORJLTXH SURSRVLWLRQQHOOH SHXYHQW VH UpYpOH
SUREOQPHV pWKLTXHV PDLV F-HVW VXUWRXW OD GpAQLWL
plus fécond de ce savoir. Aulu-Gelle est persuadé que toutes les formes attestées par un auteur
littéraire sont légitimes et il est parfaitement conscient du fait que le langage des lettrés n'est pas
uniforme. Par conséquent, il s'intéresse moins aux discussions sur la correction morphologique
TX-j OD SUpPFLVLRQ VpPDQWLTXH - FHWWH AQ -LO FRPELQH
sophie du langage pour parvenir a une meilleure compréhension de ce trésor linguistique
national, ainsi que de I'histoire et de I'héritage de celui-ci.

Abstract

Gelliud\octes Atticageveal not only the entertaining and social charactér & $é& ' % + -

% % 'EXW DOVR LWV PRUDO IXQFWLRQ DQG PRUH JHQHUDOO
group. Unlike purely normative grammar, logic has a part in thisanestl efuditio

The dialectical forms of argumentation and the study of propositional logic can be useful tools
IRU WKH DUWLFXODWLRQ RI HWKLFDO SUREOHPV EXW WK
isolated terms. Gellius is persuaded that all the forms attested by a literary authority are
legitimate and is perfectly aware that learned usage is not uniform. Thus he is not particularly
concerned by the discussions of morphological correctness, but rather is interested in semantic
precision. To this end, he combines the study of the Latin vocabulary with the philosophy of
language, in order to achieve a better understanding of that national treasure, as well as its
long history and its heritage.

Many thanks are due to Leofranc Holford-Strevens for his comments and remarks on a
previous version of this paper.
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INTRODUCTIONTHE QULTURALGCONTEXT

At the beginning of the imperial age, probably starting from the work of Persius’
teacher Palaemon, scholastic grammar took the shape of a systematic form of teaching,
based on a variety of formal norms aimed at imposing analogical paradigms on the Latin

ODQJXDJH ,WV SULQFLSDO AHOGY UHAHFWHG E\ W
manuals érte3, were: (1) spelling and pronunciation, (2) parts of speech, and (3) lin
guistic virtues and faults. The fossilisation of this normative method soon became
stigmatised by those like Quintilian who preferred an undogmatic attitude, for which
grammatice logamnd Latine loqudid not necessarily overlapr(st, XIlI, 6, 3-27). From
this perspective, “speaking good Latin” could essentially mean conforming to learned
usage. Grammar, for its part, like music, “should not be ignorant of philosopéy (
ignara philosoph)aboth because of the numerous passages in practically every poem
that depend on intricate points of natural science,” and because of so many poets
who “expounded philosophical doctrinepiaecepta sapienji@@verse,” relying on
ethics (nst, I, 4, 4, trans. Russell).

Conversely, some authors of the imperial period, such as Epictetus, Plutarch, and
Seneca, complained that school was also responsible for a major change in philosophy,
which had lost its ethical commitment to become a pure form of erudition. Seneca
coined an aphorism to criticise the intellectual paralysis that made people exercise
their wits on Ciceronian and Vergilian passages instead of developing their souls
with real study of authentic ethical problemsuae philosophia fuit facta philologia est
“the study of wisdom has become the study of wordsp,(108, 23, trans. Gummete).

The Antonine period does not seem to have changed this situation, and works like
the Noctes Atticaan be seen as voices from a universe supposed to be an alternative
to school. Out of the 383 chapters still preserved, about a hundred are devoted
to history and anecdotes, about sixty concern philosophical arguments, and about
WKLUW\ WUHDW VFLHQWLAF RU SVHXGR VFLHQWLAF
entirely dedicated to linguistic and literary topics. The anonymous grammarians who
take part in the severaises en scambere Gellius himself appears as “participant
observer” are always discredited. Their specialisation in the scholastigrammatica
UHYHDOV D OLPLWHG LQWHOOLJHQFH DQG D VSHFLAF
authorities in critical reading to the detriment of a larger public of amateurs like
Gellius? Very rare exceptions suggest the grounds on which grammar should, ideally,
be rebuilt. The most explicit example is given by Domitius Insanosagisteotherwise
unknown, who criticised the philosopher Favorinus for his lack of interest in the

1. 6HH %DUQHV S I IRU ZKRP QHYHUWKHOHVV "$W
emphasis, of a growing interest in exegetical matters, or of an increased tendency to give
philosophizing a textual basis. [...] Given the s@ift@ur evidence, it would be rash to
LQVLVW WKDW WKH\ >L H VXFK FKDQJHV@ PDUN DQG Fk
Yet, philosophical works were read in rhetorical schools and Plato was seen as a stylistic
model (bid. S Q

2. 2Q *HOOLXV bDQG WKH JUDPPDULDQV VHH .DVWHU SS
+ROIRUG 6WUHYHQV SS ars grathDatiGalthe NocteR Bttivsd H
&DYD]]D
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ethical function of the words that formed his, like the grammarian’s, object of study
(Favorinus had asked a question on the correspondence betweet# +,and
contig: “there is absolutely no hope left of anything good, when even you distin
guished philosophers care for nothing save words and the authority for wandsl (
iam aliud quam uerba auctoritatesque uerborum cordi pabe#s, , , KHQFHIRU
trans. Rolfe, sometimes modif.). Grammar, on the contrary, established a link
between the technical analysis of the language and wider behavioural norms: “I, a
grammarian, am inquiring into the conduct of life and manneeg/¢ enim grammaticus
uitae iam atque morum disciplinas quaéride you philosophers are nothing but
mortuaria[codd.:mortualiaScriverius, pler. edd.] ‘winding sheets’, as Marcus Cato
(fr. 223 Shlendorio Cugusi) says: for you collect little glogglesgarigand word-lists
(lexidia? AOWK\ IRROLVK WULALQJ WKLQJV OLNH WKH GLUJ
This time, Favorinustést. %DULJD]IL ) $PDWR GLG QRW WHI
to pieces, as he was generally wont to do, but considered Domitius’ lively answer as
worthy of Antisthenes and Diogenes. These Cynic philosophers, whom Favorinus knew
well and quoted favourably in his worksyere indeed known not only for a form of
% ,,#.which could develop into aggressiveness, but also for some statements
that were similar to the grammarian’s.

Apart from Quintilian’s directives and Domitius’ paradoxes, the ethical character
of grammar was an important aspect of a sometimes parallel, sometimes convergent
process, whereby textual extracts were collected for their moral value and literary
passages studied by means of philosophical tools. Many authors were particularly
suitable for this double procedure, and the methods of textual criticism often allowed
people to select exemplary or gnomic quotatioh§hus, in hisvergilius orator an
poeta Florus praised the grammariapraecipientem bonos mores et sacrarum studia
litterarum(Verg, 3, 8Y.

Another chapter from theNoctes Atticgeoves for its part that philosophy was
perceived as separated from reality and withdrawn into itself. In this text, two Roman
poets (not philosophers!) of the'®century BC express a negative evaluation of a
OHDUQLQJ FRQAQHG WR DEVWIRBFWI GLVFXVVDRIQD/X CBWL
“said that Wisdom was the daughter of Experience and Memeayn[sc.sapientiain
AOLDP HVVH 9V XY. FéMh thal Wdy be dhaddvs@haf an&/'who wishes to be
wise in human affairs does not need books alone or instruction in rhetoric and logic
(non libris solis neque disciplinis rhetoricis dialecticisque)ppus esgbt also to
occupy and train himself in becoming intimately acquainted with and testing real
OLIH DQG LQ AUPO\ A[LQJ LQ KLV PHPRU\ DOO VXFK DF\

3. The hapax legomenolexidia KDV EHHQ LQWURGXFHG LQ *UHHN E\ (SLF\
probably echoe®iss. ,,, ZKHUH 6RFUDWHYV LV VDLG WR KDYH WD
for "1*!1 oand $!'4,#( /% Protagoras and Hippias, as he would have taken over
VRPHRQH ORRNLQJ IRU IUHVK YHJHWDEOHYVY WR WKH PDUNH

4. 6HH *DPEHUDOH +ROIRUG 6WUHYHQV SS
6HH +ROIRUG 6WUHYHQV S “$ XVHIXO VWLFN ZLWK .
VXFFHVVRUVu ,GHP S

6. 6HH ORUJDQ S

7. 6HH 'DKOPDQQ S [ ,GHP S |
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part, PacuviusTRE 6FKLHUO FULWLFLVHG WKRVH ZKR

DQG LQWHUQDO FRUUXSWLRQ XQGHU WKH PDVN RI S|
Thus GelliusNoctes Atticaeveal not only the entertaining and social character of

the F &8 &'% + - Hautdalsb its moral function, and, more generally, its usefulness

WR D VSHFLAF VRFLR FXOWXUDO JURXS WKDW RI WK

certainly a little snobbish Romans, whose identity and ethics lay in belonging to this

very same group.As the preface of thiloctes Atticaows, choosing the genre of

the miscellany -eollections of small texts, extracts, fragments of information, anec

dotes and maxims, which could be thematically, alphabetically or chronologically

organised, or left without any ordé?— could point to an education different from

that of the professional teachef$.Instead of cumulating a mass of data, priority

ZDV JLYHQ WR WKH SURPRWLRQ RI D FXOWXUH WKDW

life, characterised by ¢ Y2, Mnterestingly enough, in his general preface, Gellius

considers that manyngenuae artésve a part in this model dfonesta eruditithow,

just because there will be found in these notes some few topics that are knotty and

troublesome, either from grammar or logic or even from geometry, and because

there will also be some little material of a somewhat recondite character about

DXJXUDO RU SRQWLAFDO ODZ RQH RXJKW QRW WKHL

NQRZ RU GLIAFXOW WR FRPSUHKHQGHU SUDHI

1. THELAW OFDIALECTIC

One may ask why, besides grammar and geometry (the elementary forms of
knowledge), and law (the traditional component of Roman culture), Gellius puts
logic in his programmé? He could perfectly have shared Seneca’s criticism against
logical studies, that they are pure sophisms if they are seen as an end in themselves,
without any application to ethic$®“l hold the same opinion about these tricky word-
plays (e istis captionibus IRU E\ ZKDW RWKHU QDPH FDQ RQH
(sophismaj& Not to know them does not harm, and mastering them does no good”
(Ep. WUDQV *XPPHUH

8. 6HH &DYD]]D $XOXV *HOILXM1B7-124, who @ghtly\tén@arks on
WKH SDUDOOHO EHWZHHQ ;,,, DQG ,; +ROIRU(
SKLORVRSKLFDO FKDSWHUV VHH *RXOHW +ROIRUG 6
See Morgan 2004 with a more persuasive approach than Cova 2688;pale cultura
[...] appartiene alla categoria deflemissionesia pure intelligenti ed elevatén questa
SURVSHWWLYD VL SXz OHJJHUH QRQ AORMRA®DUWHQWH
documento culturale.”

10. See Vardi 2004.

11. See Morgan 2007, p. 331 f.

12. Bydialectic&a HOOLXV VSHFLAFDOO\ GHVLJQDWHY ORJLF DQG C
On this topic inNoctes Atticaee Garcea 2000.

13. 6HH &DQFLN SS % BpJ A H ¥, SenecaSemarkskNtt Cicero
KDV AOOHG D OH[LFDO .JM%6 WithcBudai@DMTicepdDe*duat FH2L8
XVHV WKLV ZRUG DV "/ DXQLJNHLWp VHH /HHPDQ23LQNVYV
could also add the pejorativguaestiuncula T 2Q WKLV SDVVDJH VHH %D
“Seneca [...] is not urging us to abstain from ldgiat court he is urging us to abjure
D SHWW\ LQWHUHVW LQ SLIALQJ SX]]JOHV u 2Q &LFHURC
WHUPLQRORJ\ VHH 6HWDLROL S Q
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A good starting point is Gellius’ chapter XVI, 2. It deals with lhedisciplinae
dialecticdéthat enjoins one always to answer the questions of an elendalisgutatip
with either “yes” or “no”. The disadvantages of this method come into light when
one needs to answer something else. Here is an example of this “deceptive kind of
catch-question” falsa[...]species istius captipriisask you to tell me whether you
have given up committing adultery or not: whichever way you answer [...] you will
be caught in the catch-questiomgerebis in captionat VLQFH ERWK DQ DIAUPD
a negative answer presuppose an admission of adultery (XVI, 24-7).

2. FALLACIOUSARGUMENTS

*HOOLXV JLYHV H[DPSOHV RI DOO WKH DUJXPHQWDW!|
according to their truth-value. This is an important sign of his interest in this part
of logic. Even if they are intentionally presented in an unsystematic and non-linear
order, all the relevant passages from tNectes Atticaan be included in the following
Stoic taxonomy?

7 +%
Yol, )% &+ 6% , )/ +% Tt +%
4 & & Y

The conclusive ¥2 !, )/ % &guments correspond to a pre-established pattern
of correct reasoning, or can be brought back to it through supplementary rules
($ (/ WKH\ DUH WUXH RU IDOVH ZKHQ WKHLU SUHPLVYV
his criticism of dialectic’s law, Gellius is mainly interested in the two other types of
arguments.

2.1. Inconclusive Arguments

%HFDXVH WKH\ GR QRW AW LQ ZLWKBE»%DOLE%S'TWW8H U C
are always false. Among the different types of inconclusive arguments, which can
KDYH DV PDBGhosA®BYV, )/+% ¥ ,§ ihcluéealcpses which seem
to have the necessary premisses for the conclusion but, in fact, entail an omission.

14. Epictetus,Diss.l, 26, 1 seems to have introduced the us@ of( +as “law of logic” (see
%DUQHYV S Q EXW AUVW DWWHVWDWLRQ LV QR\
Gellius’ technical use afisputetuy...]disputandi morem atque ratioferjin plerisque
disputationibuéXVI, 2, 1-3) corresponds to Greebo '+ "!:$edficerde orat. ,, |
ZLWK /HHPDQ23LQNVWHU?250r&,H13116. SS

16. %DUQHYV S Q Didsd G 2O, WheRlaBiwildnwiek\s detected
in hypothetical reasoning.
17. See Diogenes Laertius, VII, 7782k ,, FDS 6H[WXV (MRBLIFLFXV
FDS 0, VIII, 4118VF ,, FDS (EEHVHQ SS

18. In ancient logic “true” and “false” may also denote “valid” and “invalid” arguments.
Gellius is also aware of post-Aristotelian thought on the categorical syllogisn¥X'\see
&DYDU]JHUH

20. See Sextus Empiricts FDS o 9,,, SVF ,, FDS110).
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Gellius often observes the absence @aérdiumin the premisses of a propositional
syllogism. Thus the disjunction, which constitutes the major premiss of a syllogism
(“the commands of a father are either honourable or base”), does not require that
RQO\ RQH RI WKH DOWHUQDWLYHY VKRXOG EH WUXH
( .+pr6 % 1+“irdjfferent” element (inclusive disjunction: see below no38)
because human actions can be honourable or base, or also neither honourable nor
base, i.e. they take a positive or negative value only when they are accomplished.
“Hence the premiss [...] is incomplete(...]integry, and it cannot be considered
‘a sound and regular disjunctive propositiomidques %et)7 (% (+) %!"!0 ( )+)
For that disjunctive premiss lacks the third membelegst enim diiunctioni isti terjium
n, 7, | FDS
More ironically, Gellius quotes the answer that Bias of Priene gave to a man who
asked him if he should marry or live as a bachelor his whole life. In order to suggest
the second option, the Greek sage formulated a disjunctive syllogism, with a major
premiss (“a man can marry either a beautiful or an ugly woman”) and a split minor
premiss: the chosen woman could be beautiful, and t8us %ih common,” shared
with other men, or ugly, and thus% + %9 punishment” for her husband. Neither
VROXWLRQ EHLQJ VDWLVI\LQJ WKH FRQFOXVLRQ ZDV
Nevertheless, as Favorinusgt. %DULJD]IL 7 $PDWR UHPDUNHC
SRVVLELOLW\ DOVR O\LQJ EHW 28t ab@fWteRuiudgdeR RS S
inter duo ista, quae diiunguntiue. an intermediate type of woman, neither beautiful
nor ugly, that Ennius calledtata“in balance” écaen. 9DROHQ@ Jocelyn
) 0DQXZDOG 7KLV SURYHV WKDWI1%LDWFDSV\OORJLYV
Thinking that these kinds of syllogisms are pointless and idle sophisms (VII, 13, 7:
captionek. . Jfuttiles atque inanegould, however, be an error. The Platonic philosopher
Taurus (fr8 Lakmann) reminded his guests that these are concise formulae from which
one can then develop a truly philosophical discussion. So those who ask themselves
if it is appropriate to call someone who has just passed away or who is living his or her
last instants “dying” should remember that Plato himse#grm. H E FRQVLGHU
this question in relation to the notion of instant at the limit of being (V1B 7-10)%

2.2. Intractable Arguments

The last category is that of arguments that have no way au(+ )+obably
distinct from the conclusive and inconclusive ones, neither true nor false. Following
them always amounts to falling into a contradiction. The list of the intractable argu
ments is inherited from the Megarian school, if one believes Diogenes Laertl@s8ll
(Diodorusgtest. '|ULQJ ZKR FRQVLGHUV (XEXOLGHV RI OLC
following sophismsThe Liaf3!0 7 (!)##KH 0DQ L@ %V JXL))¥Hectra
(Z' &/,), The Veiled Figte &!& '0 ((),)Fhe Soritds 4, /#,-The Horned One
(&', / )#Fhe Bald Head ' &, 7%

21. 6HH /DNPDQQ SS 2Q 7DXUXV:- DWWLWXGH DQG D
p. 18, n. 18.
22. 6HH (EEHVHQ SS *DUFHD *H@Z&@Mﬁh\a’xp]kﬁbﬂé{ NQRZ

LQ OHJDO GHEDWHYVY VHH 9 ,9
impossible, just as in certain logical procedures (XVI, 2, 3 “A dlscussmn will become
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2.2.1A discussion between a Peripatetic philosopher and a Stoic, in which Favori
nusfest. %DULJD]]L 7 $PDWR SOD\V WKH UROH RI MXGJ
the Sorites, questioning the existence of sharp, non-arbitrary boundaries. The Stoic
thinks that virtue and happiness are identical one with the other, but the Peripatetic
considers this opinion as much paradoxical as thinking that a single congius of wine
is equivalent to an amphora (strictly speaking, if a single congius is lacking, there is
no more an amphora, but adding it restores the amphora). In his reply, Favorinus
observes: “This clever turrafgutiold which you have used about the congius of wine
LV LQGHHG VHW IRUWK LQ WKH ERRNV EXW DV \RX NQ
a neat catchdaptid...]lepidathan as an honest or plausible argument” (XVIII, 1, 12).
In fact, unlike a subunit of capacity, virtue cannot be seen as an addition or-a sup
SOHPHQW EHFDXVH LW LV DORQH E\ LWWHOI WKH HTX
Chrysippus suggested a solution to this sophism: being sitgpneégcere S.02 ") %)
before the questions of the dialectician attain an ambiguous order of magnittide.
Gellius mentioned this proposal, together with the Master argument conceived by
Diodorus, when he spoke of a young philosopher who claimed to be the most eompe
WHQW LQ WKH ZRUOG LQ WKH AHOG RI ORJLF “$V KH VSF
catchwords of syllogisms and dialectical tricksyllogismorum captionumque dialecti
carum laquéisdeclaring that no one but he could unravel theaste( & 0,% ! 8 },)/ -
theresting(S.02 "+),/and thesoriteg.4,! /)-arguments, and other riddles of
the kind @liosque id genus griph@s?2, 4).
By way of response, Herodes Atticus, who attended the conversation, brought
out the text of Epictetuspiss. , , "TR WKRVH ZKR WDNH XS WKH
philosophers only to talk about them”. The beginning of thHisscourse t T
which seems to have inspired this chapter, gives the portrait of a young man boasting
RI WKH GLDOHFWLFDO TXDOLWLHYVY KH KDV DFTXLUHG [
emphasises the priority of the personal application of ethics, is directly quoted by
*HOOLXV ff

endless and intractablefl Q GHAQLW XV QDPTXH ®Q X[GOH ¥ HIWD LV TKRIQW
simple questions and answers”).

23. As Holford-Strevensper litterasremarks, Favorinus’ answer “would not convince the
3HULSDWHWLF WKH SRLQW LV UDWKHU WKDW LQ RUGHU
KLV WHUPV RI GHEDWH DW OHDVW IRU W Kamgddr\apudR | DUJXP
arbitrum Fauorinuechoes CiceroBusc. 9 I ZKHUH @bduarthDrerariis
arbiter plays the same role as Favorinus within the same type of discussion, that he
considers as purely nominalistic. It is thus unlikely that Favorinus expresses here his own
view, this Stoic point of view being rather more appropriate to Gellius: see Holford-

6WUHYHQV S | ,GHP SS DQG

24. It was certainly possible to answer “yes” to “is 1 small?”, “is 2 small” but, coming to 3,
one had to stop: see Cicetajc. SVF ,, FDS243).
JRU &DYD]]D $XOXV *HOQL»®V > Q @S YROQQ DQG (S
LV TXRWHG IURP , XS WR t T EHLQJ DOOXGHG WR DV
(per litteraptakes “the quotation to end with the pointed questioh /4% &¢) J'! !I-
Lo/r)t UHFRJQL]J]HG HYHQ E\ WKH FR4FHRP&E WdRINnKDYH EH
ipsum T *HOOLXV NQRZV IXO0 ZHOO WKDW (SLFWHWXV DE

the plural (/#,'0/! +,/4- G~D/guBsdam aljpodut Herodes, had he quoted more,
ZRXOG KDYH EOXQWHG KLV DWWDFN p $FFRUGLQJ WR %D
against logic “touch not the subject but its foolish or foppish practitioners.”
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2.2.2Reporting the enigmas that he heard at Athens during a dinner for the
Saturnals, Gellius lists som@aestioneR Q OLWHUDWXUH ¢ "DQ REVF
early poet”), ancient history, philosophy (“the correction of some tenet of philos
ophy which was commonly misinterpreted, the solution of some sophistic catch
[captionis sophisticae sdl)fiand, broadly speaking, linguistics (“the investigation of
a rare and unusual word, or of an obscure use the tenses of a verb of plain meaning”).
Among thecaptionesr sophismat®& he quotes three paradoxeshe Horned Qiide
1R O B@r@The Liar ;9,,, FD$

Gellius had already presented, with more detailfeHorned Onat XVI, 2: “If
| should ask any one of them ‘Do you, or do you not, have what you have not lost?
, GHPDQG WKH DQVZHU f\HV:- RU TQR: - ZKLFKHYHU
caught (trumcumque breuiter responderit, capi€r if he says that he does not
have what he has not lost, the conclusion will be drawn that he has no eyes, since he
KDV QRW ORVW WKHP EXW LI KH VD\V WKDW KH KDV |
EHFDXVH KH KDV QRW ORVW WKHPu ;9, I *HOO
cautious and more correct to reply as follows: ‘| have whatever | had, if | have not
lost it’. But an answer of that kind is not made in accordance with the rule which we
KDYH PHQWLRQHG IRU PRUH LV D@XZiidrittachsioh Q Z D\
is found in Menedemus’ answeB$RI, fr.lll F 18) to AlexinusSSRI, fr.1l C 6): “It
would be absurd for me to conform to your rules when | can stop you on the thresh
ROGu 'LRIJHQHV /DHUWLXV ,,

TheNobodys mentioned again at XVIII, 13, a new chapter on the games that
the young Roman intellectuals made at Athens during the Saturnalia: “The catch-
questions ¢aptioneswvere somewhat as follows, although they cannot be expressed
YHU\ HOHJDQWO\ LQ /DWLQ RU HYHQ ZLWKRXW FOXP
but snow is white, therefore hail is not white’. A somewhat similar one is this: ‘What
PDQ LV WKDW D KRUVH LV QRW PDQ LV DQ DQLPDO
On this occasion, Gellius quoted the answer by Antisthenes’ disciple Diogenes of
Sinope SR ,, U 9F@S WR D 3ODWRQLF GLDOHFWLFLD(
are not what | am, are you?” After Diogenes assented to it, and his interlocutor added
“But | am a man,” Diogenes assented to this statement too, so that the dialectician
could conclude: “Then you are not a man”. But “Diogenes retorted: ‘That is a lie, but
LI \RX ZDQW LW WR EH WUXH EHJLQ \RXU SURSRVLWL
his commentators? Gellius avoids theoretical questions, such as the difference

26. This passage shows that the technical terrid 1 % .(6ee Diogenes Laertius, VII, 34 and
Sextus Empiricu®?. ,, FDS200) was translated in Latin either bgptio T RQ WKH
activity of capere per doluaspecially by words séénlL, 1, 364, 42-76), or by the lean
word sophisma * H@bigha K, \2,-4) stems from the Peripatetic tradition, known
in Rome through rhetoric: see schol. Aristid€3ontra Platonem pro Quatuorui4s, 3

S I 'LQGRUI WKH WD[RQRP\ E\ WKaH AlHenaeSDIWHW L F

p.142b-144e Kaibel. Faenigmar griphusas a kind oéllegoriasee the chaptede tropis
of Sacerdosars grammatiog&L 9, S |

27. See Bobzien 2012 for a thorough analysis.

28. See Aristotegat. 3 6LPSQ@MABLXY, S SVF ,, FDS 3KLORSRQXV
CAG ;,,, S DSS FULW DGG FB$ FRGHEIEMHNWRELDQ X
SS
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EHWZHHQ LQGLYLGXDO DQG JHQHUDO WHUPV RU EHWZ}
KH SUHIHUV WR VKRZ WKH ADZ RI UHFLSURFLW\

3. PROPOSITIONS

Even if they were frequently assimilated to trivialities for evenings with friends,
WKH GLDOHFWLFDO IRUPV RI DUJXPHQWDWLRQ LQWHUH
being purely theoretical forms of speculation, they became useful #dts the
articulation of ethical problems, as the examples given in tthectes Atticaghow.
They also appeared in legal issieblevertheless, the emphasis Gellius puts on the
limits of these procedures shows that, to his purposes, other aspects of logic turn
out to be more fertile.

On the propositional level, where the Stoics innovated the most, Gellius admits
that studying logic is exhausting but soon rewarding, on the condition that this
knowledge is only used as a tool: “If you do not set bounds to it, there will be great
danger lest, as many others have done, you should reach a second childhood amid
those mazes and meanders of logic, as if among the rocks of the Sirdlfis ¢lialec
ticae gyris atque meandris tamguam apud Sirenios scopdos 7KLV LPDJ
goes back to Epictet#sjn a passage where, speaking about logic in the same terms
as about rhetoric, he recommends avoiding the temptations that are implicit in
these subjects, without rejecting them. One needs to study them at the right time, with
the right purposes and the appropriate mental conditions: “Men act like a traveller
on the way to his own country who stops at an excellent inn, and, since the inn pleases
him, stays there. [...] Some persons are captivated by all these things and stay where
WKH\ DUH RQH LV FDSWLYDWHG E\ VW\OH DQRWKHU E\ V
equivocal premisses, another by some other ‘inn’ of that sort, and staying there
they moulder away as though they were among the Sirens 2 ,$ / 4- 1% ,i.%)
(Diss.ll, 23, 36-41).

$HOLXV 6WLOR AUVW PDGH DQ DWWHPSW DW WUDQV
Latin. Gellius tried to read hiSommentarius de prolodGiRFest. U *DUEDULQR
which he found in Vespasian’s temple of Pedeg,he did not understand anything
in it: “Aelius seems to have made that book rather as a reminder for his own use than
for the purpose of teaching others” (XVI, 8, 3). Obliged to return to his Greek sources,
*HOOLXV TXRWHV WKH 8 HHK prositidig’ WithbiR Qeirig) latileQ

An argument that is susceptible of conversion and, therefore, of rebuttal is a border-case

between logic and rhetoric: thus Bias’ syllogism “does not seem to be in the least convert

ible (6)/% ./, 1) 9 (XDWKOXV 'FD{VO ¥) B% R WaBai)epsD V -

captio 9 WKH UHDVRQLQJ WKDW 30LQ\ WKH (OGHU TXR
WKH ADZ ZKLFK WKH *UHHNV FD8Q) M F/R @ ¥ LB\W). Gé@ BaBdliR SRV LW |
Montefusco 2010.

30. This attitude, which is found under different forms in Alexander of Aphrodisias, Galen
DQG 6HQHFD LV FDOOHG "ORJLFDO XWLOLWDULVPu E\ %DU

31. See e.g. AfricanuBjg. ;;;9 U , FRO lex Fal¢iHiantiTOe R&@) W KH
Ulpianus,Dig. / U ., FRO dé ldpiardissopasd KH WRSLF
the Sorites.

32. 6HH %DUQHYV SS Inst. , 4 XnoQahsta@tlh&e@isciplinae per illas euntibus,

sed circa illas haerentibas the same utilitarian conception of logic.
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to translate its technical vocabulary:! &/¢) ~/+/!'ce- 6%71 )/+) w.+) F1

"'DQ DEVROXWH DQG VHO I*®Hthi§ heCabds thie Cativi idapafet faund

in book XXIV of Varro'®e lingua Latil@RF U * R H W pedidg ilrrteet O

sententia, in qua nihil desideratproposition is a sentence in which nothing is lack

ing”3* 7TKHQ *HOOLXV KLPVHOI JLYHV DQ LQWHUHVWLQJ S

where the bivalence principle is explicitly mentioneduicquid ita dicitur plena atque

perfecta uerborum sententia, ut id necesse sit aut uerum aut falsum esse, id a dialec

6 * 4 (appellatum e&tVhatever is said in a full and complete sentence, in such a way

WKDW LW LV QHFHVVDULO\ WUXH RU IDOVH LV FDOO
After some examples 06 *% 9 ( / 7-2#aNnhibal Poenus fi8tipio Numantiam

deleuit OLOR FDH G L VGElDPeadditios th&+vom (2/  + ~ 2 nade by two

or more simple propositionsp( g...) and a connector.); Both simple and complex

propositions can fall within the scope of negation (~), that the Stoics applied to proposi

tional units or to their components¥2/ .%nd & /# 7, 4#,(as shown below:

Negation
simple propositions complex propositions
external internal external internal
~ (subject + predicate) (~ subject) + predicate ~ ( .q) ~p .q
subject + (~ predicate) p.(~0q

Gellius’ examplepeque bonum est uoluptas neque fipdasure is neither a good
QRU DQ HMépoegents the external negation of a disjunctioripV g),* whose
simple propositions ardbonum est uoluptasd malum est uoluptakhe presence of
this complex proposition with the joint negationsequd...Jnequeafter three parallel
examples of simple propositions, can be explained by the fact that it represents a
IDPRXV HWKLFD® @HAKQuH &sQ appkears in the quotation of
EpictetusDiss. ,, D& % 1+, oe /S (!/ Ysc.6+8FE4)& K &

33. | prefer these less precise but understandable translations to the technical calques “say
able” (" &/ J and “assertible” 6 * 4.

34. 9DUUR 11U GRFFDQ Q8 *RHW]26 FKRHOO- DOO W
bute this passage to VarroRe lingua Latinhook XXIV. If so, Gellius could have found a
reference to Stilo'commentarius de prologimithis work, where, allegedly, book XXII
was devoted to propositions in general, book XXIII to the simple ones, and book XXIV to
the complex ones. Starting from a parallel between Gellius XVI, 8, 8 and [Apuleius]

int. S ORUHVFKLQL %DUZLFN SS UDWKHU W
RI WKHVH WH[WV LV WKH 6WRLF 6HUJLXV 30DXWXV RQ
the technical termeffatum(see Cicerd.,uc. XVHG E\ 6HUJLXV 30DXWXV
Gellius: cf. Holford-Strevens 2003, p. 280, n. 86.
On this example see also CiceFaf. %RE]JLHQ S |

36. 2Q WKLV WRSLF VHH &DYLQL SS

37. 2Q WKHVH H[DPSOHV VHH $WKHUWRQ S "*HOOLXV

Stoics did deal with propositions formed with the copula [...] even in elementary handbooks.”
38. According to De Morgan’s law, the negation of a disjunction between two propositions is
equivalent to a conjunction with the negation of each propositich:P/q Y "PA 4.
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VHH DERYH T ,, LQ WKH FKDSWHU ZKHUH WKH SU
commands is treated (ll, 7, X&aeq...]per sese ipsa neque honesta sunt neque DrQias

most importantly, in the discussion of the philosophical opiniates genere ac natura
uoluptatisDW , ; 7KHUH =HQR:V SRLQW RI YLHZ LV JLYHQ
that pleasure was indifferent, that is neutral, neither good nor einldffferens, id est

neutrum, neque bonum neque Mmathat, namely, which he himself called by the
Greekterm6 % 1+u+),; SVF ,

Then Gellius treats the6 * 4 ( %!"10, @ lype of complex proposition
WKDW DV ZH KDYH VHHQ DERYH NobcteswhéhHheXvalysdesH O VH ZK
problematic argumentative structures. The example wfluptasoccurs again in
relation to the disjunction with three terms that must be reciprocally contradictory,
like their contraries: “There is also another form, which the Greeks céd!"!'0 ( ) +)

6 * 4 (‘disjunctive proposition’, and we catlisiunctumFor example: ‘Pleasure is
either good or evil, or it is neither good nor evikiit malum est uoluptas aut bonum
aut neque bonum neque malymNesty, all members of a disjunction ought to be
incompatible with each otherfugnantiy and their oppositesoppositg which the
Greekscallb) /% & ! ,(dyght also to be antitheticair{ter se adue)s®f all members

of a disjunction, one ought to be true and the rest false” (XVI, 8,)1Zhe contra
dictory opposites fugnantia that form this proposition cannot both be true. If a
negation is put beforetheés* 4( % !"!10, {t pregerves the truth-value of the
components, because it has the connector, not the single units, in its scope.

The same theory of negated contraries is found at VII, 1, where Gellius cites
Chrysippus’ reply$VF FDS WR WKRVH ZKR GHQ\ WKH H[LV
GHQFH EHFDXVH RI WKH HYLOV L @haégkoab£RUOIG T 4 XF
%, +) +boek IV, the philosopher explains that the existence of the negative term
implies that of the positive, andice versd'Since good is the oppositedntraria
another translation of 6 ) /% & ! )(&f evil, it necessarily follows that both must
exist in antithesis to each otheopposita intere sgseipported as it were by mutual
DGYHUVH IRUFHV VLQFH DV D PDWWHU RI IDFW QR RS
WKLQJ WR RSSRVH LWp ¥ 7KLV LV iuBtida,HoriRIS OH WKH
continentiaand prudentia LQ U H O D W L R @-iWtiRa WgkKadiaihbemperantia,
in-prudentia t

In conclusion, the study of propositional logic turns out to be similar to that of
argumentation: it is applied to ethics, and is also present in legal t&tist, again,

Gellius observes that this part of logic is not very useful. The propositions that he
TXRWHV LQ KLV H[DPSOHV VKRZ WKDW WKH PRVW LPS
isolated terms (as in the casewdluptas DQG WKLV LV WKH SURFHVV W|
his cultural needs.

7KLV LOWHUSUHWDWLRQ LV FRQAU P HGgriantidhd H 2HFRIJUHVSRQGHH

oppositand 6) /% & ! ,(texhnical terms designating, respectively, constituents that

cannot coexist and propositions that differ by the presence of an external negation.

See e.g. Sextus Empirics, 9,,, SVF ,, FDS &DYLQL SS *HO(

also mentions the6* 4( % , % !"!10(XVI) 8,)14), which in his view seems to

HPEUDFH DOO IRUPV RI LQFOXVLYH ORJLFDOO\ LQYDOLG G
40. See e.g. ProculuBjg. / U ., FRO /HQHO RQ GLVMXQFV
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4. THE PROBLEMOF DEFINITION

Gellius explicitly recommends the interconnection between logic and grammar
at the infra-propositional or lexical level, where a new foundation of the knowledge
becomes possibleia the exact preservation of the inherited Latin vocabulary. A
purely technical approach, based only on the morphology of the linguistic sign, is
LOQDGHTXDWH WR LGHQWLI\ D XQLYRFDO XQDPELJXRX
Rl WKH OH[LFDO GHAQLWLRQ WKDW WKH FRPSHWHQFH
must intersect.

In the general index at the beginning of tidoctes Atticaaelemmaof chapterV, 1
includes an important reference to the specific flavour of the dialogue, where
Favorinus{est. % D UL JD ]pAmato7 plays the main role: “A discourse of the
philosopher Favorinus carried on in the Socratic manner§ocraticum modyuwith
an over-boastful grammarian”. Gellius’ story begins with a grammarian praising
himself of his vast competences in Latin morphology. He explains thautteres
used the worgpenusas a neuter or a feminine, and that they declined it eithenus
penior penus penoris T I J)DYRULQXV IRU KLV SDUW DVNYV
what for he uses providdd KH GRHVY QRW GR VR ndRkRiigdatidgzed UR X V
More importantly, one should know “whagbtenuss, and how far that word may be
HPSOR\HGNXL® VLW SHQXV HW TXP indo@er lo@ssigR thid E X O X
name to everyday referents with the necessary competence.

The polemic between the two interlocutors goes on when the grammarian answers
with a list of things thatpenugan designate: wine, wheat, oil, lentils, beans, etc. Then
Favorinus adds other plants that one cannot gadinuswithout hesitation: millet,
SDQLF JUDVV DFRUQ EDUOH\ T | /ILNH WKH 30DWHF
from his interlocutors? Favorinus observes that the purpose of this research should
EH WKH GHAQLWLRQ RI D OLQJXLVWLF VLJQ UDWKHU
,Q RWKHU WHUPVY RQH VKRXOG QRW DFFR®#8d®jeVK D X
EXW AQG WKH FRQYHQWLRQDO UXOHV RI D WHUP-V XVI
FRQWH[WV IRU D YLUWXDOO\ LQGHAQLWH QXPEHU RI U
is different from an ostensive or a purely lexical one, is made bya i , ! géing from
the genre ofpenudo the distinctive characteristicsdjfferentiagthat distinguish this
ZRUG IURP VLPLODU NLQGV f "&DQ \RX PRI LQVW
ofpenus UDWKHU GHAQH WKH PHDQLQJ RI WKH ZRUG E\
distinctive characteristics@enere proposito et differentiis adjpdsit®nce the gram
marian openly admits that he does not understand this question, Favorinus agrees
W R ~SUH F Kgflaépantle)® a matter of common knowledge for him. Thus, to
GHAQH D KXPDQ EHLQJ RQH ZRXOG QRW GHVLJQDWF
WKH GHAQLWLRQ RI D PRUWDO OLYLQJ EHLQJ HQGR,
other distinctive characteristics. The grammarian is forced to confess: “I have never
learned philosophy, nor desired to learn jplfilosophids..]ego non didici neque discere

41. 2Q WKLV FKDSWHU VHH *DUFHD SS SS

42. simodo T & +ROIR Weér lttevds: ki iein@RWVrecc. edd.

43. See, for example, in Platdht, 146¢-147c, Theaetetus’ answer to Socrates’ question+ %
+&!10G 'h) % F¥%%./ (#

44. On this image see Ciceie orat. ,, AXUGWLOLDQ 2WWR S
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adpetiu), and if | do not know whether barley is included undsgnusor in what
wordspenusLY GHAQHG , DP QRW RQ WKDW DFFRXQW LJQRIL
OHDUQLQJu t

Unfortunately for him, Favorinus’ speech proves the opposite: “To know what
penuss [...] is not more a part of my philosophy than of your gramman(ex nostra
magis est philosophia quam ex grammatiga tua 7KH peREsInFddt,iR |
QRW SXUH FRLQFLGHQFH :KHQ WUHDWLQJ WKH SUREOHTF
mentioned the same exampleand, by this indirect allusion, Favorinus can blame
the grammarian for his ignorance of the fundamental texts of scholastic rhetoric.

More importantly, the grammarian seems to forget a Vergilian passage,(, 703.),

ZKHUH WZR SRVVLEOH LQWHUSUHWDWLRQV GHSHQG R(
logical criterion, i.e. the fact that the adjectivengusis compatible withpenusor

withordo RQH FDQ W K X \juldddi&pdtaHntus/ fidriulae? quibus ordine longam

| FXUD SHQXP VWUXHUH HWWABRML YD WDHG R OMUWHINQ QW P\
(i.e.in Dido’s palace), whose task is to duly arrange the long feast and keep the
KHDUWK DJORZ Zduibué okdinéllpndich penur@strudre] “whose task

is to arrange the feast in a long successi®n.

LWKRXW QHFHVVDULO\ DUULYLQJ WR DQ DSRUHWLF (
YDYRULQXV DGPLWV QHYHUWKHOHVV WeBYNAAQGLQJ D
easy? even an authority like @QViucius Scaevola is not exempt from criticisfn.
*HOOLXV KLPVHOI JLYHV RWKHU VXJJHVWLRQV VKRZLQ
of the problem. Be that as it may, the study of language cannot be complete without
a philosophical component, going beyond the technicalities of the grammar. For his
part, Favorinus acknowledges: “This information [...] although | have devoted myself
WR SKLORVRSK\ , \HW GLG QRW QHJOHFW WR DFTXLUF
Latin it is no less disgraceful not to designate a thing by its proper word than it is to
FDOO D PDQ RXW RI KLV RZQ QDPHp ¥

See Cicerdlop, I RQ WKH GLVWLQFWLRQ EHWZHHQ WKH GHAQL!
GHAQLWLRQ RI FPAQWDORQPBHBIVQQLQJ D GHAQLWLRQ IURP
ZRUG QRW IURP WKDWIRtI D,WH[W RILOMAD@IWIQRQV WKDW
everyday words, likpenusand technical expressions like the form of reparation called
clarigatioor the partition of an inheritance calledrctum citum
46. longanCharisiuGL , S I %DUZLFN FI $X\WR@diXV
longa penus, huic quoque prompta féaangeBm R4 (periit in GP),Nonius p. 247.38
OHUFLHU sdholBGIWIV\L X V 6HUYLXV DQG 7adHddULXV & OO
47. Favorinus probably agreed with the image of an aporetic and sceptical Socrates that
$UFHVLODXVY KDG SURSRVHG VHH ,RSSROR ZKR SXWV )
UDWKHU WKDQ LQ WKH 3\UUKRQLF WUHQG $JDLQVW WKH
WLFDO DQWLGRJPDWLVP RI )DYRULQXV LQ *HOOLXV ,9 VH
S UHPDUNV WKDW “IRU 3\UUKRQLDQ VFHSWLFV GHAQLW
sible (SexP. ,, p 1HYHUWKHOHVVY DV %HDOO S u
is true [...] that Gellius would have disagreed with true Pyrrhonians about the status of
JUDPPDU DQG WKH RWKHU OLEHUDO DUWYV ZH QRQHWKHO
tude in his treatment of these subjects, as well.”
48. This very learned juristcos. % & LV WK kD {uliKliRrUX\RIthat were
commented upon until the'® century AD, and ofléber singularisv , 4, Wwhere Stoic logic
ZDV DSSOLHG WR MXULGLFDO GHAQLWLRQV VHH .« EOHU
On the opinions of the Roman jurists about the rights of property and inheritance of the
familiar penusVHH /DXULD
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The reference to a jurist like Scaevola reveals another important aspect of this
cultural framework: ancient lawyers represented a treasure of expressions that Gellius’
contemporary grammarians andliris peritidid not understand any more.Hence
the necessary mutual exchanges between law, grammar, and philosophy, especially
ZKHQ GHDOLQJ ZLWK WKH SURE O HiffsteRinearBorinG HA Q L W

Gellius behaves in the same way as Favorinus in other chapters, where he studies
the etymology and meaning of words, without necessarily pushing his investigations
WR D GHAQLWLYH UHVXOW 6ddbnokRakher Berasked-h famQuaV K H
grammarian “what was the origin and reason of the word” (VI, 17quaeque eius
uocabuli origo ac ratio esssKk H FRQFOXGHYVY WKDW "LQ WKH GHAC
marian gave, he seems in a word of such manifold content to have noted only one of
LWV XVHWXD XHUR LOOH JUDPPDWLFXV AQLWLRQH XVX
unam tantummodo usurpationem eius notas D VLPLODU PDQQHU KH
with the answer that ditteratorgave him in Brundisium aboutidentes‘'We will see
later whether only sheep are callduidentesas you say [...]. But now | asked you
whether you know any reason for this namecjuam scias esse huiusce uocabuli
rationeni’ (XVI, 6, 7 f.).

Gellius is persuaded that all the forms attested by a literary authority are legitimate
and is perfectly aware that learned usage is not uniform. Thus he is not particularly
concerned by the discussions of morphological correctness, but rather is interested
in semantic precision. To this end, he combines the study of the Latin vocabulary
with the philosophy of language, in order to achieve a better understanding of that
national treasure, as well as its long history and its heritage.
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L'oin d’étre I'apanage d'un cercle fermé de professionnels, la philosophie, a
'époque romaine, irrigue des textes de tous genres (rhétoriques, historiques,
poétiques, dramatiques...) sous forme de réminiscences, d’allusions, de citations,

de déformations et de réécritures.

C’est la centralité de la philosophie dans la vie lettrée qui est examinée dans

ce livre, du début de I'époque impériale a I'aube de I'Antiquité tardive, tant dans

le monde romain que dans le monde grec. Quels sont les auteurs qui, sans pour
H\[HU[ ZL KtAUPY JVTTL SLZ KPZJPWSLZ K»\UL tJVSL
de philosophie, utilisent cette derniére ? Selon quelles modalités, pour quelles
raisons, face a quel public le font-ils ? Font-ils usage d’une philosophie approxi

mative en se contentant de recycler de simples topiques, ou développent-ils une
YtAL_PVU HWWYVMVUKPL L[ VYPNPUHSL [tTVPNUHU]J
philosophiques ? En quoi consiste la philosophie de ces ron-philosophes», et

quelle place cette appréhension élargie de la philosophie tient-elle dans la pensée

et I'imaginaire a I'époque de I'Empire romain ?

HY MYVT ILPUN JVUAULK [V H JSVZLK JPYJSL VM WY
Roman age irrigates texts of all kinds (rhetorical, historical, poetical, dramatic),
through reminiscences, allusions, quotations, deformations and rewritings.
This book examines the centrality of philosophy in scholarly life, from the beginning
of the imperial era to the dawn of Late Antiquity, in the Roman as well as Greek
world. Who are the authors who, even though they do not claim to be disciples
of a school or teach philosophy themselves, make use of philosophy? In which
ways, for which reasons, for which audience do they do so? Do they resort to an
approximate philosophy, merely recycling topical patterns, or do they engage in
KLLW HUK VYPNPUHS YLALJ[PVU PTWS PUN H WYLJPZ
What does this philosophy of “non-philosophers” consist in? What is the place
of this broad approach to philosophy in Roman thought and imagination during
the Empire?
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