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Self-education and Late-learnersline Attic Nightof Aulus Gellius

This thesis was motivated by expressions of salzation during the early Roman
Empire, an unusual topic that has never before Istedied in detail. The elite
cultural perspective nearly always ensured thainLatithors presented the topos of
self-education as a case of social embarrassmestatus dissonance that needed to
be resolved, with these so-called autodidacts cheniaed as intellectuarrivistes

But the material remains written by self-educateghrand women are expressed in

more personal terms, complicating any simple deédniand hinting at another side.

The first half of this thesis builds a theory offsslucation by outlining the social

structures that contributed to the phenomenon gndvestigating the means and the
motivation likely for the successful and practicsihded autodidact. This framework
is influenced by Pierre Bourdieu, whose work ontwe, class, and education

integrated similar concerns within a theoryhabitus

As with other alternatives to the conventional upiing of the educated classes,
attempts at self-education were inevitable butmadtely futile. An autodidact by

definition missed out on the manners, gestures nam@ls that came with the formal
education and daily inculcation supplied by thelitrtanal Roman household. In most

instances it is unlikely that education could evave contributed to social mobility.

The latter half of this thesis treats Gelliugistic Nightsas a case study of self-
education on two levels. A self-consciously rechérmiscellany, thélightsat once
encourages respectable gentlemen to improve theesselith a short-cut to culture,
yet also humiliates any socially marginal figureésempting to educate themselves.
This process reproduces the social order by undémmihe integrity of any rivals to
the elite cultural model while at the same timanikking the author and members of

his circle as intellectual ‘vigilantes’'.



Preface

Technological advances in communications and inftion management have seen
self-education more easily accomplished and modesygread today than ever before.
The moral value that Western societies place onstng, imagination, individuality,
aptitude and social mobility means that our autacisl are more likely to be
celebrated than denigrated. But to the elite Ron@nthe first centuries CE, the
advent of the self-educated man heralded threait dht to the heart of their
intellectual culture and social order.

Every recent undergraduate in New Zealand is famvlith the phenomenon
of opsimathiaor ‘late-learning’ in the form of the so-called mi@ student. Few
students seem ready, however, to look past thejughces and consider some basic
consequences of the democratisation of tertiarycatthn, such as what forces had
excluded such late-learners from university infils place or why they might have
chosen to embark on or return to their studies.ayognhiversity attendance is fast
becoming the rule rather than the exception fohhsghool leavers. As such the
purpose(s) and value of liberal learning today aseimportant and sometimes
controversial today as they were in the ancientdvor

As the recipient of a liberal education in ClaskiBtudies from a Western
university, | am aware that an inquiry into ancipetlagogy risks horrible images of
ivory towers and navel-gazing. However, | have bgleasantly surprised to find that
my research around the margins of Roman culturealffasded me the necessary
distance to consider just what informed the perspex and motivations of ancient
individuals who existed outside the milieu presdritethe dominant discourse of the
period. This has uncoupled me from some prevaitiglern ideology—such as the
mantra that education is always a good thing—ang thelped to give me the
freedom to shape questions about the modern Westeael! of schooling, and
especially the university system.

The greatest influence on this subversive appregh my forward-thinking
supervisor Arthur Pomeroy, who often resembled dtegeotypicalgrammaticusin
never tiring nor failing to answer the appallingliverse torrent of arcane questions |
assailed him with. | am also very grateful to Zoéldble for her patient support and
encouragement, and thank her for helping with figpabofs and the more

philosophical aspects of my research and writing.



All translations from Latin are my own, as are dawylts and inaccuracies.
Any Greek translations are from Loeb editions. Thef texts used are the Oxford
editions of Gellius (ed. P.K. Marshall, 1967) andet®nius’'sDe Grammaticis et
Rhetoribus(ed. Robert A. Kaster, 1995), and the Teubneriadiof Petronius’s
Satyricort (K. Muiller, 1995). All other texts quoted are Oxdoeditions wherever
possible, otherwise Loeb (Quintilian or Seneca, égample). Any abbreviations
conform to the style used in tkéxford Classical DictionarfOCD) or else the Lewis
and Shortatin Dictionary (= LS, Oxford: 1958).
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Part |: The Problem Of Saf-Education At Rome

Introduction
Why self-education in the Roman Empire? The matvator this thesis came from a

passing comment in the standard work on grammarianste antiquity, Robert
Kaster'sGuardians of Languagdn a footnote to a brief digression outlining som
less traditional forms of schooling, Kaster iddstif a gap in the scholarship on
ancient education, namely the study of the so-daHetodidact. ‘I know of no
comprehensive study of this interesting type,” hetes two decades ago, and the
statement would hold just as true if it were pentoethy?

This thesis of course makes no claim to any suchpcehensiveness. My
intention is rather to shed some light on the dauid cultural forces at play behind a
successful figure that has only been faintly skedekyet with uniform hostility—by
the literary sources of the Roman Empire, with aig@alar focus on the second-
century authors Aulus Gellius and C. Suetonius quélus. This thesis is divided
into two parts. Part one begins with this intratut, which defines exactly what |
mean by self-education at Rome and outlines keyceqais and issues, before
surveying the modern and ancient literature onstiigect and setting limits on the
present enquiry. The remainder of the first pagmapts to construct a theory of self-
education at Rome and the likely point of view aof @utodidact. Part two of the
thesis tests the examples of self-education in i@l Attic Nights against this
framework.

In the literature of the first two centuries of ana the self-educated man is
somebody who has missed out on a traditional libeducation but nonetheless
managed to find his own alternative version laterirolife. The ‘opsimath’ or late-
learner appearing in other sources is actually dhmme character, with the focus
merely retrained on the subject's age rather than educational proce$sThe
autodidact must therefore be defined as broadlyhaspossible methods of self-

instruction, and negatively in both senses of tleedwby what he is lacking, rather

! Robert Kaster (1988)Guardians of Language: the Grammarian and SocietyLate Antiquity
University of California Press, Berkeley, 48, n.68r the sake of variety | have used English plerase
like ‘self-educated’, ‘autodidact’ and ‘self-taughtterchangeably throughout this dissertation.

2 There was no formal institution catering to moratume students seeking instruction in antiquity,
whether in elementary letters, grammar or rhet@ee below 111 ff. on the opsimath.
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than by any achievements; and by his unorthodosmgdts to usurp the cultural
symbols usually reserved for the most exclusive bemsof society, contrary to the
dominant social paradigm.

A few implications immediately follow from placintpis definition within a
basic Roman context. First, there must have beenesmason as to why the
autodidact or late-learner in question was nevecaid at the more customary age
and venue. This reason was generally because hgsmrwere suspicious and
probably more humble than his more conventionallycated contemporaries. Indeed
every Roman autodidact | have detected was a somalrginal character, with many
beginning their lives as slaves. Moreover, any-sdiicated man must have been
financially or socially successful to afford indegent learning. The harsh attention
from literary quarters confirms this suspicion,cgngenuinely insignificant people
generally receive treatment proportional to theedhrthat they poseFinally, it is
difficult to generalise about autodidacts simplgdngse of the wide range of irregular
learning scenarios that applied to them and s@pates they could inhabit, which
suggests that a coherent collection of case stwdiebe more rewarding than using
broader brushstrokes.

For the purposes of this thesis, self-education ligitly refers to the
traditional Roman education in the liberal artseTiberal education of the elite male
essentially consisted of elementary letters anangrar—that is, the study of all
facets of literature—followed by rhetoric and perhi@ven philosoph{.ideally this
process of cultural literacy began in adolescemzecmntinued after schooling as an
informal pastime until retirement, when greateremtipn to literary pursuits and
reflection once more became appropriate for theerfamnilias® The individual
evolved from passively absorbing the social antucal norms of approved models to

actively imitating and eventually composing his odiscoursé€. Education was most

3 Cf. Greg Woolf (1996), ‘Monumental writing and tkpansion of Roman society in the Early
Empire’, JRS86, 35: satire reflects a fear of the author’s award mobility as much as a disapproval
of the parvenu’s social arrival.

* Again for variation | have used ‘grammar’ andefiature’ interchangeably, but sought to avoid
ambiguities wherever possible. Similarly | have asionally switched between Latigrammaticus
rhetor) and English (grammarian; rhetorician): the idgidal division between the two disciplines is
uncontroversial, even if the teachers’ roles weareatways mutually exclusive in practice.

® On education continuing through life, see Raftad@iribiore (2001),Gymnastics of the Mind
Princeton University Press, New Jersey, 240-4;iatwlold age: Tim G. Parkin (2003pld Age in the
Roman World: A Cultural and Social Histordohn Hopkins, Baltimore, 72-5.

® Cf. Teresa Morgan (1998),iterate Education in the Hellenistic and Roman Wgr Cambridge
University Press, Cambridge, 92-3, 198, 251 ff.
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clearly defined at the earliest level in the claesn, but the later stages became
increasingly difficult to distinguish from wider siety—at public lectures, for
example, or in the forurh.

This traditional Roman education was sharply digtished from any other
kind of instruction, such as the more practicahira) in crafts or trades that members
of the lower classes commonly receifeBisciplines such as arithmetic or book-
keeping were considered servile and thus stricthppropriate for any respectable
Roman. Similarly, music and dance were for ‘raked wastrels’ and ill befitted the
sons of senatorS.A little medicine, geography or science could Beveed for
practical use, or perhaps as far as such knowletgjet explain literary passages.

The quality and value of learning was always re&tidepending largely on
context and perspectiV8.An unskilled ex-slave might struggle a whole life¢ to
achieve basic literacy and numerical competendias his brother might choose to
disdain all forms of schooling altogether as impica¢ and pretentious. Of course
both opinions would have mattered little, if at, @t the ideal Roman gentleman
steeped in an enormously wide range of knowledgen & such a man existed only
in the theoretical prescriptions of authors likeir@itian.™

Even more so than rhetoric—the science of oratbramanposition that
occupied the top of the educational ladder—granoahtilearning became
synonymous with the elite classes as the commatralilexperience and body of

" Morgan (1998), 86-7; Cribiore (2001), 243. Cf. Qinst. 1.8.12:non scholarum temporibus sed
vitae spatio

8 Often referred to as ‘craft / functional / artighiiteracy’. See generally S.L. Mohler (1940) ‘Ga
Education in the Roman EmpirelTAPA 71; A.D. Booth (1979), ‘The Schooling of SlavesHirst-
Century Rome’, TAPA 109, 14 ff.; Nicholas Horsfall (1989a), ‘The UselsLiteracy and theCena
TrimalchionisPart 2’,G&R 36.2, 203-5; Keith Hopkins (1991), ‘Conquest ByoRp in Beard et al.
(eds.),Literacy in the Roman WorldRA Supplement 3, Ann Arbor, 154-5; Sandra R. Joshe92),
Work, Identity, and Legal Status at Ronumiversity of Oklahoma Press, Norman, 85-6; Gribi
(2001), 182-3. Cf. Petro®at.58.7 (and presumably 46.8), where such a divisamplied, and John
Putnam Bodel (1984Freedmen in th&atyriconof Petronius PhD. Diss., University of Michigan,
Ann Arbor MI, 135-42, a detailed case study of Heros's education ithe Satyriconand a general
discussion of lower-class education.

® H.I. Marrou (1956)A History of Education in Antiquitg® ed., trans. George Lamb, Sheed and
Ward, London, 247-8.

19 See Robert A. Kaster (1983), ‘Notes on “Primargt &Secondary” Education in Late Antiquity’,
TAPA 113, 344: (il)literacy was ‘anything from (not) dwing one’s basic letters’ to ‘(not) fully
educated in the high culturesi€), depending on context, cf. Kaster (1988), 35-8law writers'—e.g.
Cribiore (2001), 163, 172—persons of few lettessyviles litterae(Sen. Trang 9.5) or litterae
lapidariae (Petron.Sat 58.7) were all subspecies of illiterate, of vagyability.

1 Cf. Quint. Inst. 10.1.46-131 or TacDial. 30.5. See Morgan (1998), 33 ff. on the more génera
‘common education’dnkykliospaideiaor orbis doctrinag.
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knowledge around which they formed their identitieShough pedantic and artificial
at times, grammar had nonetheless been universailyecrated by the Roman elite at
least as far back as the beginning of the firstuogrBCE.

The prohibitive costs of tuition eliminated, foretlvast majority of boys, the
prospect of receiving a liberal education. Learnivags generally available only to a
certain type of person: a young freeborn male, feomomfortably wealthy family.
With few exceptions, women, older males, the pauwdt alaves were marginalised.
This created an exclusive culture of refinemerterdiry allusions and rhetorical
devices, which the privileged cognoscenti regard@ed their appanage and as
confirmation of their superiority and respectapifit

Liberal education was thus inextricably intertwingdthe social fabric of
imperial Rome. The texts read at grammar schoatdoreed the aristocratic values,
morals, speech and gestures, in which the top gupduld already have been
inculcated at home from birth. Rhetoric essentitdiyght students how to articulate
authority as they negotiated social problems ttoredraditional stability to Rome.

This educational programme was conservative becatsseaim was to
reproduce the hegemony of a new generation throlighindoctrination of trusted,
traditional values and competencies always locatedn idealised past. In the
schoolroom then, talent and creativity were noitnagortant as assimilation or the
acceptance and affirmation of approved canons oivkedge and manners.

Outside the classroom, liberal culture was at dheeconfirmation and display
of elite authority. It was also one field wheregirge could be competed for. Military
and civic leaders were expected to be able to parfuublicly. Social status could be
derived from great learning, and literary tastesulght distinction or disrepute. The
aristocratic institution of the dinner party welemnplified the ideal intersection of
refinement, pleasure, exclusiveness, and socialanking.

The overall impression then is of a social clagsceaned more with guarding
the definition of who may be considered educateah thvith the processes and
purposes of schooling. Thus any ancient claim sdamic merit cannot be divorced

from its social implications. Family and social ceations ultimately remained more

2 Marrol?, 281; cf. Keith Hopkins (1978)Conquerors and Slaves. Sociological Studies in Roma
History I, Cambridge University Press, Cambridge, 79; Kagi®88), ix-x, 14, 44, 206; Morgan
(1998), 63-4, 177; Cribiore (2001), 3, 187; cf. IGHIA 18.10.5.

13 On the privileged relationship that the elite gejo with liberal culture, see below 48 f.

1 Tim Whitmarsh (2001)Greek Literature and the Roman Empire: the Politédmitation Oxford
University Press, Oxford, 6.



important criteria for advancement than pure sdimaexcellence, simply because
nobility and clientela were more highly valued and traditional institasothan the
classroom, and more easily controllable.

Apart from the self-educated man, the greatest miae to this general
system was the grammarian, a liminal figure whodpel in liberal letters yet could
only claim obscure origins. For some time freeborn respectable males disddmed
stoop to the teaching professions, which had ihitiaeen occupied during the
Republic by marginal figures such as ex-slaves meks. The lowlygrammaticus
clearly required familiarity with the literary cam® of the elite cultural heritage and
by modern standards would be considered educatedube he had mastered an
approved curriculum. Ancient grammarians fell shortthe view of their more
respectable contemporaries, however, lacking thealhand social integrity that the
truly educated man was largely born into.

Professional teachers with humble backgrounds filverereated the potential
for major status dissonance if they were able amdlate their cultural capital and
access to elite families into social and finansiatcess. They threw a spanner in the
works by revealing the circular nature of anciemtial relations. If being educated
meant the ability to participate in the shared alisse of the elite, based around the
competencies and canons of texts learned withgthenmaticus then surely it is
problematic to define the elite by the very sam#uca’® With no monopoly on
refined culture, criteria such as birth, wealth;iabconnections, and reputation had to
count for more if the dominant classes were toaepce themselves successfully.

This logic was arbitrary, peculiar and pernicioagperson was assumed to be
educated neither by virtue of his academic credentior any less formally acquired
competencies, but rather simply because he wasereof the privileged elite, and
therefore must have received an appropriate mgiadinging at home and traditional
instruction in literature. The circularity of thdefinition becomes embarrassingly
obvious when a self-educated man is able to disph&y ostensible symbols of
education—perhaps peppering his conversation véttharché literary allusions—

while an ambitious aristocrat sacrifices a morditianal schooling for early political

> The best general study is Kaster (1988), and repesifically Amiel D. Vardi (2001), ‘Gellius
Against the ProfessorZPE137, 47 ff.

16 Cf. the student who reasoned: ‘I can't possibly @eB grade for this paper—because I'm an A
student!” At universities today each grade is ilealvarded independently, based on the individual's
demonstrated ability to research and argue a speeise.
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or military advancement and needs help understgnbsic communication or
cultural protocols’ It was essentially impossible for a well-born mdte be
uneducated no matter his schooling, yet marginatastiers with humble origins were
stigmatised regardless of their knowledge of literaand rhetori¢®

The term ‘elite’ has served so far as a usefulafjue generalisation for the
self-reproducing, educated aristocratic minotityTraditionally these families not
only occupied the highest economic and politicaifgans at Rome, but also excelled
socially and culturally. By the time of the Empitae social status of this dominant
group was displayed by symbolic gestures—such asdme dressed or ate—as well
as legally defined through free birth, property ldications, or holding office.
Education was one of many undifferentiated ingong previously united within
exclusive bodies like the family or senate thatevbeginning to be diffused and
separated during the late Repubbfidhe cohesion of such institutions had previously
protected the exclusivity of the aristocratic faes| whose last recourse now became
a belief in their arbitrary nobility and naturalpguiority, or the rights conveyed by
birth and disguised by their culture.

Class was thus not a static position but best asenseries of evolving social
practices, where individual dispositions, strategi@nd choices operated alongside
objective social structurés.‘Elite’ is of course an idealised, constructedrtethat
obscures the complexities and idiosyncrasies avididals in reality. However, for
the purposes of this thesis, the term is useful rwheferring to the privileged
members of Roman society who associated with thdittonal and dominant
ideology, even if they never formally amounted tm@bilised group. The attitudes of
Suetonius and Gellius that followeguites Romanwith links to state institutions and
high senatorial families, who were well schooledboth grammar and rhetoric—

serve as examples of elite cultdfe.

"E.g. GellNA10.1; 14.7.

'8 Generally, Chris Wilkes (1990), ‘Bourdieu’s Classi Harker et al. (eds.An Introduction to the
Work of Pierre BourdieuMacmillan, Basingstoke, 121. See below pp. 52-&fiere the limits are
tested.

19 See Wilkes (1990), 109 ff.; Harker (1990), 87;laNebb et al. (eds.) (2002)Jnderstanding
Bourdiey Allen & Unwin, New South Wales, 122; for genesatiological definitions.

% Generally Keith Hopkins (1974), ‘Elite Studiestiee Roman Empire’, in Finley (ed.$tudies in
Ancient SocietyRoutledge, London, 103 ff.; cf. more specificalyp78), 74-96 and (1974), 108-111,
on such ‘structural differentiation’ occurring tlugh educational and the military institutions.

2L Cf. Wilkes (1990), 123, 125.

22 Cf. Kaster (1995), xxi ff. and Leofranc Holfordr&tens (1988)Aulus Gellius Duckworth, London,
10-11 for the backgrounds of Suetonius and Getkgpectively.
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While outsiders could occasionally be incorporait@d the culture of elite,
there generally had to be extenuating circumstanmasnitting entry into the
discourse more appropriate for freeborn childfefthe grammarian, for example,
was the solution to the problem of having to edeicdtildren without compromising
the dignity and amateurism that the upper ordehseda Similarly we hear accounts
of slaves being freed because of their exceptile@ahing, or else being trained in the
liberal arts to improve their market value and goam to serve in specialised cultural
positions as secretaries, status symbols, enterésify or of course grammariaffs.

Once assimilated into literary culture, these al#is served as foils to the
traditional controllers of language and lettersa®marians and liberally educated
slaves were by definition social anomalies, po&tmivals, and unworthy inheritors of
cultural capital. As a result they were commonlytfayed as superficially educated
or rapacious and ambitious usurpers of power—coptibie qualities which were
only to be expected, or so the reasoning went,ngikke base nature of the characters
in questior”> The alternative to this process of assimilatiord ambuse was
unacceptable, because it would have involved cingnigieas about culture and what
it meant to be an elite Roman mé&fe.

There was nothing new about Roman ambivalence ttsvarlture however. It
had always been convenient, for example, to foageimisrecognise’ that Roman
culture followed Greek models, and that its proaurcaind transmission had relied on
foreigners and slave$.The introduction of literature and schooling ifRepublican
Italy had been uneasy, piecemeal addchog providing the background to a milieu in

which self-education might be credibly presentedRioynan authors of the Empire as

%3 See Hopkins (1974), 111; Kaster (1983), 337; Morda998), 258; Beryl Rawson (1999),
‘Education—the Romans and Ug&ntichthon33, 91-2.

4 For the training of slaves, see especially Molf1&340) and Booth (1979); cf. A. Gwynn (1926),
Roman Education From Cicero to QuintiliaRRussell & Russell, NY, 32; Marrdu266; Stanley
Bonner (1977)Education in Ancient Rome: From the Elder Cato he trounger PlinyMethuen,
London, 37; and Rawson (1999), 91 f. and cf. n.8®Ww. Cato and Crassus were perhaps the most
famous examples of exploiting human assets invthig (e.g. PlutCat. Mai.20.3;Crass 2).

%5 Cf. Booth (1979), 14 ff.; W. Martin Bloomer (1997atinity and Literary Society at Rome
University of Pennsylvania Press, Philadelphia: ‘B problematic association of literature witte th
parvenu and the libertine’.

6 Morgan (1998), 74-6.

" The term is borrowed from the sociological theofyierre Bourdieu, see Anthony Corbeill (2001),
‘Education in the Roman Republic: Creating Tradisioin Too (ed.)Education in Greek and Roman
Antiquity, Brill, Leiden, 261-284; cf. Hopkins (1978), 76;8024-5; Kaster (1995), xlv; Bloomer
(1997), 27, 69; Whitmarsh (2001), 10 ff. The tensb®tween Greek and Roman ideas of learning is
already in early standard works, e.g. Marf@45, 255.
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a flashpoint for social and moral conflfétlt became a cliché for moralists to recall
the good old days before decadent and suspicieerssdlke teachers or philosophers,
and indeed by the High Empire declamation itsel§ Wwaing criticised for its fantasy,
predictability and pointlessne$sThis tradition harked back to the easier daysef t
Republic, when the legendadygnitas of M. Porcius Cato or C. Marius could trump
supposed ignorance of something as effeminateranal s Greek letters (PluCat.
Mai. 2; Mar. 2.2 ff., cf. Salllug. 85.32)%°

On the other hand, literate culture was ubiquitempedded in a range of
social settings as pervasive and public as graiffitl the games. The outrageous sums
that the best grammarians, actors, doctors, artdriti@ns earned reflect the general
elite confusion about the value of culture andrtie that these newly wealthy ‘sub-
elites’ ought to play in a society where lettersraveocially crucial but no longer
entirely exclusive®

Accordingly, to be educated really just meant whatehe ruling elite decided
it did and was always subject to change dependmnti® circumstances. Quintilian’s
famous attempt to resolve conflicts in linguistisage had called for ‘the common
opinion of learned men'—but that was essentiallyoalthe common opinion of
respectable men’, even if Rome’s greatest rhetoritiad taken care to distinguish
between the twd* As a liberal education became more widespread taachers
began to become more influential and respectablenglthe early Empire, new
criteria were needed to distinguish the elite frahe rest. Whereas a basic
understanding of the central texts in the literaapon had previously been enough to
get by, a more detailed knowledge of a wider raofgfeelds and authors was the new
benchmark by the second century and a proliferatiomiscellanies catered to the

fledgling market of amateur polymatfisin the case of the autodidact, the location

8 E.g. SuetGram 1-4.

29 E.g. SenControv 9.pref.2, 3.pref.12-15; PetroBat 1-2; Quint.Inst. 2.10; Tac.Dial. 31.1, 34.4,
35.4-5; cf. M.L. Clarke (1971)}ligher Education in the Ancient Worl®Routledge, Albuquerque, 40
ff.; Robert Browning (2000), ‘Education in the RomEmpire’, in CAH® 14, Cambridge University
Press, London, 862 ff.; Robert Kaster (2001), ‘@allihg Reason: Declamation in Rhetorical
Education at Rome’, in To&ducation in Greek and Roman AntiquiBrill, Leiden, 322 ff.

%9 Bonner (1977), 72. Of course, msvi hominesthey were employing this strategy to secure tbein
social positions—Cicero, Rome’s most famous ‘newn'mavould later rely on his learning and
eloquence.

%1 Hopkins (1978), 90.

%2 Quint. Inst. 1.6.44: ergo consuetudinem sermonis vocabo consensum @it sicuti vivendi
consensum bonorynef. the connection of morals and learning implisithin the definition of the
ideal orator, their bonus dicendi peritugQuint.Inst.12.1.1, cf. n.163 below).

% Morgan (1998), 63.



and timing at which education took place were naghlighted as anothesine qua
non, just as théudus litterarius—where elementary letters might be learned by slave
or members of the lower classes—had been adjuddedar to home-schooling in
the same competencies, which only the more prigdetamilies could afford their
children®*

The concept of what it meant to be liberally edadadat Rome was constantly
shifting in response to changes in society andureff Such a flexible definition
meant that there was always an escape clause wdrendture failed to reinforce or
reproduce important social divisions, and this camiy involved raising intellectual
standards or appealing to an arbitrary notionadjilitas This scenario reflects recent
studies in ancient pedagogy, which have soughtd¢ad on the plurality of possible
educational scenarios and the effects that these @o power relation®. This is
another reason why | have aimed to construct anciinge case from the close reading
of source material, rather than relying too muchnommative models or ‘macro-
patterns®’

The self-educated man was also tied into the drseouaround his
contemporaries—th@ouveaux riches-which colours much of the satire from the
first century of our erd This is because he was similarly ambitious ane aisove
his obscure station to threaten traditional powerdvealing alternative paths to the
various forms of capital that the Roman elite velamd jealously protectéd.Both
figures appeared to profit inappropriately by vimlg conventions and attempting to
usurp the symbols of elite culture, and both regmesd revolution and

unpredictability to a largely conservative society.

% On the location where elementary letters werenkedias socially distinguishing, see Bonner (1977),
105 ff.; Booth (1979a), ‘Elementary Secondary Ediocain the Roman Empire'Florilegium 1,
passim Kaster (1983), 336-9; Cribiore (2001), 37 ff.; €fuint.Inst. 1.2.9-31; PlinEp. 3.3.3. For the
historical shift from a traditional domestic setfito external professional teachers, see Coria801),
269 ff.

% See generally Hopkins (1978), 74-96 for the histof the separation and professionalism of
educational and cultural institutions.

% E.g. Too (2001), ‘Writing the History of AncientdHcation’, in Too (ed.)Education in Greek and
Roman Antiquity Brill, Leiden, 16, introducing a collection oftatfes: ‘Together [the independent
studies that follow] offer the realization that theare ancient educatigfsic] rather than one single
ancient education, pluralizing the narrative whstdinds as the history of education in antiquity’.

%" Too (2001), 11-13.

% For thenouveau richesee among others Horsfall (1989), 74 ff.; B.Ty@»(1991)The Language
of the Freedmen in Petroniu€ena TrimalchionisMnemosyne Supplemerita?, Brill, Leiden, 94 ff.;
Peter Garnsey (1998), ‘Independent Freedmen anBdberomy of Roman Italy Under the Principate’
in Cities, Peasants, and Food in Classical Antigu@ambridge University Press, Cambridge, 39 ff.,
cf. PetronSat 29, 57-8; MartSpect2.29; 9.73; SuetGram.23.

% Cf. SenControv 2.1.28nihil est indecentius novicio divite
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In the ancient world there were not the modernditiiat exist today between
education and job potential, earning power or esamial status. But when it comes to
the autodidact, there seems to be among scholéasitaacceptance of the view
reflected in the literary sources—namely that ambg and exceptional men born
outside the liberally educated classes activelygkbuo improve their learning,
however successfully, as a springboard to greatmess or prestig8.While there is
some truth behind this view, it requires qualificator investigation. For example,
more recent research suggests that the relationgl@igds to be reversed—that liberal
education was the by-product of financial successreot the means of attaining'it.
The autodidact could conceivably be lampoonedHhertanity and incongruity of his
pursuit and not because his dabbling in letterega@y real threat to the dominant
social order.

Because the main producers of Roman literature aisethe recipients of a
full education in grammar and rhetoric, it is natising that the autodidact would
appear in the literary sources as a pariah. Taomservative elite doing their best to
define and control traditional structures of pmgstithe prospect of another man
achieving above his pedigree never failed to apfpslis the case with theouveau
riche, the economic counterpart of the autodidact, eeéty account of an encounter
with an autodidact betrayed envy or outrage airhicit success and highlighted his
shortcomings.

Even worse for the self-educated man, his appairaependence from
educational institutions reflected a greater sodigedom from the attendant
traditional bonds of patronage and family in favadirnatural genius alone. Social
connections played a determining role at all levelsa child’s education and
subsequent career. By triumphing independentlyatitedidact can thus be seen not
only as a threat to the integrity of literary cuéitbut also to thenos maiorumand
wider contemporary society. The flipside of thidf-sefficiency was that the self-
educated man was isolated and particularly suddept abuse.

It is now generally agreed that Roman educatiomeskto reproduce Roman

society along with its imbalancés.Many of the concepts that Pierre Bourdieu

0 E.g. Hopkins (1974), 79; Bonner (1977), 38, 59jfétd-Strevens (1988), 6; Bloomer (1997), 217;
Rawson (1999), 91.

“ Cribiore (2001), 249.

42 Too (2001), 11-13; Corbeill (2001), 262; Whitma(@001), 19. More generally: Harker (1990), 89
ff.; and Webb et al. (2002).
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developed in his work on the reproduction of edocathave been useful in
unravelling the social functions of education atri®Re—especially the idea of culture
as a kind of capital that can be exchanged forasocifinancial advancement, and the
concept ofhabitus namely the range of dispositions within which aogial agent
might be expected to act given the influence oéctiye structures®

Robert Kaster’'s solitary summary of the autodidantified two further
contexts for studying the phenomerfdmlong with thenotariusof late antiquity, the
humble self-educated man thrived independentlyaasl treated without respect by
contemporaries because his competencies, energyedirslfficiency marked him as
both social climber and intruder. Secondly, theodigdact commonly sought
recognition from a religious powét.To be taught by nobody was the same as being
taught by Athena, a Muse, or in later centuries thg Judeo-Christian GdA.
However, as institutions originating later in amity, the Church and the notary
complicate issues of self-education in the Early High Empire and thus are omitted
from the present study.

One inscription that supplements Kaster's collectand brief analysis of
sources on autodidacts was copied by M. Gatti argl published late in the
nineteenth century. Although she had only livedniyeyears, it reads, the dutiful
Euphrosyne was a female philosophphilpsopha who was taught by the nine
Muses?® The reference to the Muses here seems to beingféorelite education as a

whole, as the divine representatives of the libewd$, or else to a more general

43 Cf. John Codd (1990), ‘Making Distinctions: theeEgf the Beholder’ in Harker et al. (edsin
Introduction to the Work of Pierre Bourdiehacmillan, Basingstoke, 139: ‘tHeabitusof a group or
class exists in the dispositions (capacities, teaids, abilities to recognise and to act) of indidls
such that these dispositions are an embodimentirwigach individual of objective regularities,
relations and structures that pre-exist the indialdand have been socially constituted within the
material conditions of existence pertaining togheup or class’.

4 Kaster (1988), 47 ff.

> The earliest example is perhaps the bard PherHiom(Od. 22.347 f.).

“® Philostr.V A 1.19.1: ‘But, my friend,’ replied Apollonius, ‘Ifow all barbarian languages, having
learned none.” Because of such claims, accordinghitostratus, Apollonius earned others’ worship
(2); cf. GVI 791, 7 f. (‘Athena made her self-taught’) aBdlletin Epigraphiqe(1973), 475, no. 1 (‘the
Muse made her self-taught’).

" The dates of Kaster’s self-educational inscriggiaiso fall too late for this terminus ante querh. C
also ProcopPers 1.24: the praetorian prefect John the Cappadodhéal no liberal education, but
succeeded due to natural ability.

“8 Euphrosyne pia docta novem musis philosopha v[aitinis] viginti, AE 1888.129 =Notizie degli
Scavi di Antichita communicate alla Roma Accadedwga Lincei (1888), 282. Although see n. 62
below for two more epigraphic autodidacts.
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inspiration and creative genius, as in the modemse of the word’ As with the
other inscriptions that commemorated autodidadiss epitaph describes a self-
educated woman, but there are two key differenteswritten in Latin; and the main
context is philosophical, rather than religious.

Unfortunately few other conclusions can be dravamfithe inscription, even
if Gatti's copy was an authentic autopsy. One &f @races was called Euphrosyne
(Sen.Ben. 1.3.6), but the name would certainly not be ouplaice attached to an
attractive Greek slave-girl. Moreover it is diffituo draw a connection between
philosophy and the Muses because this particutmigine fell outside their sphere of
influence. The direct and rather unsentimental cemoration of Euphrosyne’s
erudition falls broadly under the epigraphic subvgesf the bright talent that has been
prematurely snuffed® Since epitaphs generally functioned as a kincbofas display,
it seems likely that there was little else aboupliiosyne to commemorate, such as
more traditional uxorial virtues—although we hawewsay of confirming whether or
not she ever married.

The allusion to the Muses is probably performatherefore: the periphrastic
expression is an attempt at a learned displaytifiing else, and such over-reaching
epigraphic innovation is not unusual in memberstl# lower classes needing
something to make up f6t.Nevertheless, without more information about theedr
dedicator—or any archaeological or epigraphic cdnte speak of for that matter—
the inscription must remain a defiantly autonomourosity >

Although Juvenal depicted a Rome festering withekdtockings (Juv. 6.451-
3), any more reliable or coherent evidence abomtafe autodidacts is difficult to
find. A liberal education was hard enough for wonemget, and a female autodidact

49 Cf. the grave inscription of the boy Marcianus, Wthom the Muses had granted eloquence as a boy’
(CIL 6.7578).

0 E.g.CIL 5.7274, 6.33976, 11.1236, 11.6435; cf. Woolf (1938)3.

1 Mary Beard (1998), ‘Vita Inscripta’, iha Biographie AntiquéEntretiens sur L’Antiquité Classique
44), 94 ff. For example, Euphrosyne’s poetic qpitavas probably intended to scan as a dactylic
hexameter (with the final age-at-death formula tedit Attempts at formal verse (e.g. acrosti¢hS,
7542, 9022, 9351) have been well documented inr dtiveer-class inscriptions, cf. Lily Ross Taylor
(1961), ‘Freedmen and Freeborn in the Epitaphsngderial Rome’,AJPhil. 82, 130; E. Courtney
(1995),Musa Lapidaria 9-10; J.N. Adams (1999), ‘The Poets of Bu Njeranguage, Culture and the
Centurionate’JRS89, 109-134.

2 Though cf.CLE55 =CIL 6.10096 =LS 5213:docta, erodita [sic] paene Musarum mar@iL
6.12652Claudia Homonoea] cui formam Paphie, Charites trélse decorem / quam Pallas cunctis
artibus erudiit
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would only have been doubly marginalisédit is certainly interesting that the
autodidact of epigraphy so far appears to be fenmiethis study will focus on the
self-educated men of literature, because the suagievidence is better and not
complicated by any questions of misogyny.

Philosophers were commonly associated with seltation because they
claimed to teach the simple art of living as insted by nature herself.So spoke
Cicero (Cic.Fin. 3.4;Tusc.3.2); but a belief in natural harmony never stappean
from joking about EpicurusNat. D. 1.72), who had boasted that he never had a
teacher. (Not exactly a surprise, quipped the ojatoke poets and grammarians,
philosophers were no strangers to being lampoonead@ally marginalised because
of their proximity to younger generations and beeathey occupied no clearly
defined and indispensable position in soctétydA mysterious and divine self-
education was probably a useful thing for a phipds to claim, but to the
conservative educational theorists natural talemtlcc never be a match for a
disciplined upbringing and proper schoolfg.

The surviving evidence about the self-educated mdreartbreaking: scanty,
scattered and usually anecdotal, any significaatissical analysis is impossible. |
have favoured sources from the Early and High Eenpecause this is when self-
educated men along with tim@uveaux richebegin to appear with any frequency in
the sources, after the great social, politicalneceic and cultural changes of the late
Republic and Principate. Suetonius’s biographyQofRemmius Palaemon (Suet.
Gram 23) remains the sharpest single portrait of &esbicated man. A case study
addressing how this remarkable grammarian has baeded down to us by Roman
authors provides some context to the social andi@llissues surrounding the subject
of the autodidact, and leads into a discussiomeff¢atures of Roman education that
made attempts at self-education inevitable bumnaitely futile.

The bulk of this thesis considers self-educatioprasented in thAttic Nights
of the second-century miscellanist Aulus Gellillg Roman author with perhaps the
most to say on the phenomenon. Designed as a Kistiastcut to encourage busy

men to cultivate their studies, theghtsdocument contests for cultural capital fought

*3 On women and liberal education, see Morgan (1998)132, 142; Cribiore (2001), 74-101 ff., 246-
7.

> Clarke (1971), 86.

5 A.D. Booth (1981), ‘Some Suspect Schoolmastétsrilegium 3, 6-7; Clarke (1971), 89.

% Morgan (1998), 256 ff., cf. Quinknst. 2.19.1-3; 1.3.4-5; 10.3.2; Plide Lib. Ed.2b.
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by men from all corners of the field of educationcluding amateur elites,

professional teachers and anonymous autodidactBusGeharacterises himself and
his well-educated acquaintances as intellectuallavites, crusading against the
unworthy types who would encroach upon the eliteles of the Second Sophistic.

These two literary sources are the main focus o thesis. A more
comprehensive investigation of a fuller range oftdemust wait for the future,
although | have not refrained from referring to mypdes from these other sources.
Unsurprisingly, the surviving evidence of self-edtion is generally found either in
the biographies of marginal people—both in literatand on tombstones—or from
the genres that have traditionally commented oerdiy culture, namely satire,
epistles, and miscellanies.

As is often the case with social history, margiealdence from epigraphy or
papyri would contribute to correcting the bias eivileged authors by uncovering
genuinely subaltern voices. Similarly, the parvéeedmen in Petroniussui generis
satire theSatyricon also shed light on the disposition likely to be chdly the
ambitious self-made man, notwithstanding theintfmtisness. Gellius and Suetonius
provide a more useful starting point, however, beeathey guarantee a firmer
interpretive framework than th®atyricon and more detail than the inscriptions and
papyri. Such a literary analysis also paves the f@athese alternative approaches by
clarifying the dominant social position, which as®s, for instance, that everybody
else at Rome also values the intrinsic worth ofrgrear and rhetoric.

Indeed it is interesting that this idea is not sldaby the ex-slaves Hermeros
(Petron.Sat.58.7), Echion (46.8) and perhaps even Trimalchmoseif hec umguam
philosophum audivit 71.12) in theSatyricon just as many socially marginalised
groups from other cultures have valued more pralcskills or trades over a liberal
educatior®’ One explanation as to why autodidacts appear Segimently in our
extant ancient sources may well be simply that tthelynot exist—there were few
incentives for low-born people to quit their jobssk subsistence, and pursue
grammar.

The self-educated man as literary invention coelwes a variety of purposes
depending on who was writing: was he a scapegoah&reproductive shortcomings
of an imperfect educational system; a straw mamefser authors to pummel in order

" Cf. Horsfall (1989a), 204 f. and below 47 ff. tretuselessness of letters.
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to cement their own uncertain cultural positionsperely an urban legend, the trope
that became just another cliché in a rhetoricadraakof stock characters? The most
plausible answer is some combination of the thBeh lines of enquiry suggest

encouraging possibilities for further research, thig thesis must limit conclusions to

the works of Gellius and Suetonius.

If the prose of Suetonius or Gellius is never reaiterested in the genuine
concerns facing the self-educated man, it is n@besis helpful as a representation of
elite attitudes towards the phenomenon, while skswing as an example of how
traditional literature might respond when the daamnindiscourse was threatened—
whether that threat was real or only perceived.aBse they depict conflicts in the
field of education, théttic Nightsand theDe Grammaticisoffer one way of testing
the limits of, and rationale behind, the Roman tacdatic value system and its

education.
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A Portrait of the Self-Educated Man
Thelocus classicu$or the Roman autodidact is Suetonius’s biograpiityhe ex-slave

Q. Remmius Palaemon, a celebrated grammarian dtie@rincipate. According to
the opening chapter Palaemon was a slave bornaintmman’s household, who
‘learned his letters while accompanying his ownesté to school’, after a period
allegedly spent weavinj.The switch from self-educatgdhedagoguso grammaticus

is unattested elsewhere in imperial literaftir&Vealthy but coarse and a sexually
depraved scholar, Palaemon has been called ‘thet ras®nishingg Roman
grammariart® Further intriguing traces of his life indicate hafws bizarre autodidact
fitted into the field of education and within wid&oman society, but it remains
difficult to form a coherent and satisfying portreiat might fully illuminate a more
general understanding of the self-educated man.

Let us first suppose that it is irrelevant whetBeretonius’s intention was to
refer to ‘elementary letters’ or ‘grammar, litensguwhen he described Palaemon’s
education with the wordditteras didicit.** And while it would be remiss to gloss
over the repercussions of any possible manusamiigms, Kaster’s approval diim
comitatur for comitatusis surely the most sensible readfidenquiries into whether
Palaemon was a slave or a freedman at the time»axdly what role he performed as
paedagogusan also be deferred for the mom&Hinally, let us suppose that there is
no loaded or hitherto misconstrued meaning hiddephrases such asilis filius or
comitor. namely, that Palaemon simply walked the boy aiestent to school as his

pedagogue, and was no more his charge’s fathertlsay his colleague proper in the

%8 Suet.Gram. 23.1: Q. Remmius Palaemon, Vicetinus, mulieris vernanpriut ferunt) textrinum,
deinde erilem filium dum comitatur in scholam ligte didicit, cf. Lib. Or. 55.28, where a father attends
classes to look after his son.

%9 But cf. e.g. Kaster (1995), 298-9: M’ OtaciliustiRilaus, who went fronoestiariusto rhetor, was
‘freed because of his talent and literary pursui&let.Gram 27.1). It is unclear whether Pitholaus
was educated before or during his tenure as janltoe manacles that came with the jaistiarius
vetere more in catendurther debased his position.

0 Bonner (1977), 154.

®L Cf nn. 8, 10 above.

62 Kaster (1995), Iviii-lix.L andL? provide generally useful conjectures from GiovaRantano, based
on the B codices but on the whole the manuscript tradition is mety solid: the reconstructed
archetype ‘was a very poor witness indeed’ (haiijd there are many imperfect speculations already,
while further corrections are still wanting in oth@aces.

% The Latin érilem, postea manumisgusuggests he was still a slave, but Suetonius'snthogy and
nomenclature are not perfectly clear. While it vebbk difficult for anypaedagogusiot to have some
moral or academic influence on his ward, they wereer considered teachers; on the variety of roles
and statuses qfaedagogi see Mohler (1940), 267; Bonner (1977), 38 ff.pB0(1979a), 3; Rawson
(1999), 87; Cribiore (2001), 47-50.
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classroom—as if he too were being endowed by Remwitfaa liberal education as
some kind of investment or favotlr.

If we accept all of these conditions, we are stilick with only the barest of
explanations about Palaemon’s path to literary ktwee and further analysis only
poses more questions. How, for example, did aeskitated native of the ‘modest
municipium Vicetia, ‘the town’s only noted son in the clasai period’, manage to
relocate to the city and set himself up as Romestnsought-after grammaridn?
Suetonius never mentions any patronage and the Remamot known to have held
any particular influence in the period. Indeed Tilbe and Claudius are supposed to
have actively sabotaged Palaemon’s clientele thrguugplic character assassinations
(Suet.Gram.23.2).

In fact, there are many reasons why Suetonius'graphy of Palaemon
should be treated with suspicion. The tone of {henang and closing sentences is one
of gossip (t ferunt ferun) rather than established f&&tThe elder Pliny also
mentions Palaemon (PlikiN 14.5.48 f.); since the reference falls within tlomtext
of the grammarian’s prodigious feats in viticultuRdiny remains silent about many
of the characteristics that interested Suetoniesdiscrepancies begin to appear even
within this focussed topi¥. As a work of scholarship, moreover, Suetonius'srpiis
of grammarians and rhetors are generally defidiecuse of their originality—they
lack the historical tradition and public recordatthe enjoyed with the biographies of
the Caesars or poétsBut since Palaemon is given a relatively full bighical
treatment for a grammarian—and one clearly organibg theme—Suetonius
presumably did not want for source material. Jubercasual allusions (Juv. 6.452;
7.215, 219) seem to confirm the premise of Palaesrmmn pirate story: the man was

® For an alternative use ebmitor, cf. Suet.Gram. 3.2: L. Aelius Stilo, the earlgrammaticusand
equeswho ‘accompanied Metellus Numidicus into exilal €xilium comitatus sjit For the promotion
of ex-slaves through sexual favours, see RiN. 34.11-12 and Bodel (1989), ‘Trimalchio and the
Candelabrum’C Phil. 84, 224-31.

% Kaster (1995), 232. SueBram. 23.2: postea manumissus docuit Romae ac principem looten i
grammaticos tenuitcf. the career of Orbilius, who was less sucegs$.2: [Orbilius Pupillus]
professus diu in patria quinquagesimo demum annmod®o consule Cicerone transiit

% Kaster (1988), 56, n.93, cf. (1995), 233, wherest&g judging from examples in theitae
Caesarum concludes that the formulanay have a distancing or cautionary effect’ andised for
‘discreditable, sensational, or otherwagré topics, suggestivprima facieof gossip or rumour’.

%" The accounts differ most demonstrably in the afléhe freedman Sthenelus on the vineyard. On
Suetonius’s use of Pliny as source material, cbt&ma(1995), 345: ‘To the question “Did Suet[onius]
draw on Pliny’s work in[De Grammaticis et Rhetorib® the answer, strictly, must b&dn liquet.’
Pliny alludes to Palaemon’s renowned contributmis¢holarship (PlinHN 14.5.49:grammatica arte
celebr) but there is certainly no mention opaedagogusr self-education.

%8 Kaster (1995), XXiX-XXX.
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a household name, yet nobody really knew that nalgdut him and certainly not in
any great detaf’

Some elements of Suetonius’s sketch are intermalhgistent: theéextor and
paedagogusfor example, both fell within the domain of materfamilias and a
domestic slave with the trusted position of sumeng the development of a master’'s
child would be as likely as any other to garner umaission’° Most scholars, with
varying levels of qualification, seem happy enotgltredit Palaemon with learning
everything as a single child’s pedagodtie.

But the most plausible way to make sense of Palaenself-education is that
Suetonius simply used the sequence of the two isareeamely pedagogue and then
grammarian—in order to explain how Palaemon cowdehlearned the skills and
knowledge necessary for the latter profession. é&Sipalaemon is clearly more than
merelyimbutus litteris(cf. Suet.Gram. 4.3), Suetonius assumed he must have been
an autodidact and that the most obvious and bdliewehannel for education would
be at a school. A similar logic is probably behthd early career in textiles, which
explains, as it were, Palaemon’s later businestuvesy while reinforcing his humble
upbringing’? Given the lack of consistency, let alone hard e, only provisional
conclusions about Palaemon’s self-education maydkevn from Suetonius’s
biography. Robert Kaster summarises the situatitth gobriety: ‘Evaluation of the
detail—as authentic record, or specialiabolé—again depends upon its origin and
animus, which are unknowA®

Indeed it is significant that instead of admittignorance or leaving out
educational details altogether, Suetonius deliegrathose an embellishment that

would lower Palaemon in the estimation of rightting members of Roman

%9 Suet.Gram 23.4:gloriabatur etiam latrones quondam sibi proptemmiais celebritatem pepercisse
On Suetonius’s use of rubrics to organise his liplges, see Kaster (1995), xli, 232.

0 Kaster (1995), 234. On the privileged positiontleé paedagogugand others involved in child-
rearing), see Keith Bradley (1984laves and Masters in the Roman EmpDgford University Press,
NY, 92, 103; Rawson (1999), 87.

" E.g. Bonner (1977), 37: ‘This was no doubt exaspl; Rawson (1999), 87: ‘inevitably’ a
pedagogue ‘acquired some [informal education] himsehich enabled him to better himself later’;
and Mohler (1940), 264: Palaemon picked up lettens overhearing classes ‘and perhaps from the
practice of re-teaching what he heard’—but it iglaar whether he is ‘re-teaching’ tkeilis filius, or
other slaves or childran familia (cf. 266).

2 Kaster (1995), 233-4 (SueGram. 23.6: officinas promercalium vestium exercdreCf. the
similarities to the distorted biography of the blaeller, grammarian and ultimately Emperor Pextina
SHA Pert 3.3-4; Booth (1981), 9-12.

3 Kaster (1995), 235.
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society’* That Palaemon had to resort to such an unreliabéeflawed method of
small-town schooling undermines both the authooitysomeone responsible for a
highly influential grammatical handbook as well e reputation of a man who
grounded the cream of Rome’s impressionable anaevable youth in a sophisticated
literary culture for the better part of a genenafi®

But Suetonius did not stop at smearing Palaemamiacademic capacity; in
fact, there is no aspect of the grammarian’s liid aharacter that is portrayed in a
positive light. He is characterised as a boastfidtist (4) and a profligate spender
(5).”° Theseluxuriae seem baldly at odds with hiiligentissimushandling of his
business interests (6), especially in an area imatsfor its difficult soil’” ‘But most
infamous of all,” Suetonius tells us, ‘were histilg7). As a practitioner of both
cunnilingusand fellatio, Palaemon was ‘doubly licentious’, and Suetonias only
justify the climax of the biography by claiming thdne anonymous witticism he
quotes about Palaemon’s sexuality had stuck tagthemarian rfotatun).”® In the
literary sources of the Empire the occupations eflggogue and grammarian are
commonly suspicious if not stigmatised anyway, lbeeaof their generally mean
backgrounds and close proximity to younger membésociety’® Finally, with his
self-made success and self-education, Palaemaesemied as achieving outside the

endorsement of approved Roman institutions and $etils only known vertical

™ For the somewhat laboured phrasing here, cf. egalldefinition of defamation in P.H. Winfield
(1950)A Textbook of the Law of Targ72, 242.

S For a chronology of Palaemon’s career, see K4$&95), 229-30. Cf. PlinEp. 4.13.3 ff., on the
poor standard of teaching in Comum; it is reasanébhssume that the situation would have been even
worse earlier on in the Empire and in a smallemtow

6 Syntactically, both chapters are organised arazowbecutive clausesrfogantia fuit tantaut...;
luxuriae ita indulsitut..); i.e. these outrageous examples measure the te@apextent to which
Palaemon was riddled with vices. On Palaemon’s thdesss factaret gloriabatur), cf. Plin. HN
14.5.50: adgressus excolere non virtute animi sed vanitaienqg quae nota mire in illo fuit
Furthermore, Seneca was not ashamed to pay HSiltighrfor the vineyard—four times Palaemon’s
original purchasing price—even though he knew thbeled Palaemon was sure to brag about it
(ostenturd. For grammarians boasting more generally, see ‘Structure of the Exposure Scenes’
below.

" Curiously, Palaemon’s neighbours claimed an unf@iadvantage, ‘because they were not as well-
educated as helitteris eius altioribus contra id pigra vicinitateibi patrocinantg(Plin. HN 14.5.51).

Cf. Suet.Gram.23.6, who credits Palaemon’s hand with incredgadevers of fertility.

8 Kaster (1995), 242; Kaster helpfully lists the mms disparaging each non-penetrative (and thus
disgraceful) practice, in his note to Su8tram. 23.7:sed maxime flagrabat libidinibus, in mulieres
usque ad infamiam oris

" paedagogi e.g. SuetClaud. 2; Ner. 28; Tac.Dial. 29; Dio Chrys.Or. 7.114; Lib.Or. 34.30. Cf.
Quint. Inst. 1.1.8: the worst pedagogues are deluded about ks@ining, ‘imperiously and even
brutally’ teach their own stupidity, and grow coited from of their tiny authority. Curiously,
Quintilian mentions Palaemon neutrally elsewheraif@ Inst. 1.4.20) Forgrammaticj see pp. 89-90
below.
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links are to his patroness and, we presume, tpupds’ parents or guardians. Again,
Tiberius and Claudius certainly did not approvéhaf man (23.2).

Indeed Suetonius appears to be incapable of sayinge word about the
grammarian without adding a backhanded complimdime implication is that
Palaemon is the best teacher at Rome only if yme Im® qualms about corrupting
your children (2), and that his brilliant aptituded eloquence were employed more
actively towards decadence and perversiorf{3)o Suetonius, Palaemon is even a
second-class slave. He is the only grammarian @ipliabelled averna (1), even
though Caecilius Epirota was probably born a sleo@® and the only freedman
beholden to a female patron. In contrast to this)yPmentions the status of the
freedmen Acilius Sthenelus and Vetulenus Aegialug, never Palaemon’s former
life; perhaps theognomemade the distinction obvious enough already.

Suetonius’s compressed and cumulative hostilityfaroms to the familiar
impression of first-century status dissonance. gitaenmarian is a worthy competitor
because of his cultural expertise, but is disgramszhuse of his low social positith.
There is a rich vein of harsh satire that Suetowiass tap here, and as a sexually
suspicious and upstart ex-pedagogue, Palaemon hiéel @pe for attacking. Any
threat that his professional successes posed drgated by stripping him of his
connections to elite society and forcing him intee tmould of the degenerate
arriviste®

In this light it seems strange that the most desggted source on the life of
Palaemon would be Juvenal, perhaps Rome’s mostuslsnascible and excoriating
satirist. During his sixth satire, a comprehensattack on every kind of female at
Rome, Juvenal turns his attention to those womew wiould try to improve
themselves: ‘| hate the sort of woman who opensang@ pores over Palaemon’s

handbook, always strictly upholding the laws of geospeech®® It is certainly not

80 E.g. SuetGram.23.3:sed capiebat homines cum memoria rerum tum faigilig@armoniss.v.capio
LS2.b ‘to win, captivate, charm’, and 2.c ‘to chesgduce, deceive’; cf. Kaster, n. ad loc.

81 Cf. Kaster (1988), 55: ‘The sketch is...the standairdure of the arrogant and depraved parvenu.
With some adjustment, this image of Palaemon cbelduperimposed on the caricatures of wealthy
and powerful freedmen from the first century, egglcin the imperial service.’

82 Kaster (1995), 238-9, puts Palaemon’s fortune auotext: the HS 400,000 he earned from school
fees was four times Quintilian’s imperial salaryddour times what Augustus paid for his exclusive
contract with Verrius Flaccus (Sugbram. 17.2). Perhaps it would be symbolic of the equestr
property qualification, if it were not only one ofany sources of revenue (Sudtam.23.5, Plin.HN
14.5.50).

8 Juv. 6.451-3pdi hanc ego quae repetit volvitque Palaemonisrargervata semper lege et ratione
loquendi
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uncommon for Juvenal to allude to proper nounshasepitome of some abstract
quality or general attribute; but surely in suchcemstances any other grammarian
who had penned a academic treatise would have aeketter candidate for the
proverbial scholar than Suetonius’s marginal, edliicatednulieris verna(l), whose
infamy among the female sex was his most notorbasacteristic (7).

In the seventh satire, a lamentation on the fir@rntardships of the liberally
educated professions, Juvenal hatetusPalaemon share the role of the archetypal
grammarian with Celadus. The wages of ¢ghammaticusare always less than the
rhetor’s, he continues, and from this paltry sune ‘pupil’s halfwit guardian takes his
cut’.®* This further complicates attempts to interpretaBalon’s life and education,
simply because it makes little sense for Juvenalef@nd Palaemon by attacking a
paedagogus-the very role Suetonius had alleged that Palaesgovwed as a slave.
For this reason it seems unlikely that Juvenal fieadl Suetonius’®e Grammaticis
very closely, although the possibility cannot bérety eliminated® In other words,
there is enough external evidence—as well as iatenconsistencies—to cast doubt
on the portrait Suetonius presents.

As a genre, Suetonius’s biography of Palaemon isemio mirus than vir
illustris: the passage serves to emphasise just how uncoraoubnan autodidactic
grammarian was, and to offer yet another elitelgaran why slaves are unworthy of
financial or cultural success. Suetonius structumsdbiography of Palaemon around
moral elements to communicate the hostility thaeb-educated man deserved from
more conventionally educated and free-born Rolitgarateurs The core conflict—
the clash between intellectual influence and soomability—and the attack on
Palaemon’s sexuality confirm the degree to whichcation was entrenched in moral
terms at Rome. The label ‘self-educated’ can treisden as a tool for the generally
conservative literary authors to besmirch rivalcass stories while shoring up their
own positions, since the field of education is ¢andy changing to incorporate new
and potentially threatening people from outsidetthdition.

8 Juv. 7.215-18quis gremio Celadi doctique Palaemonisque adferdnqum grammaticus meruit
labor? et tamen ex hoc quodcumque est (minus dstmaguam rhetoris aera), discipuli custos
praemordet acoenonoet(sf. akoinonoétoat Gell.NA12.12.4).

% Kaster (1995), xlix, 238-40, manages to find twoings of comparison between Suetonius’s
Palaemon and the harasggrdmmaticusJuvenal sympathises with in his seventh satiréadPaon’s
predilection for bathing (SueGram. 23.5) corresponds to the absurd inquisition atkaths (Juv.
7.233); and his career agextor (23.1) is echoed in Juvenal’s association of Pataewith a blanket-
seller and teacher of wool-carding (7.219-24).
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A linear sequence of grammarians emerges in Suetgride Grammaticis
from Aurelius Opillus (6.2), who dissolved his soh@and dutifully followed his
patron into exile, to Verrius Flaccus (17.1-2),eald negotiate exclusive terms with
Augustus. Next comes Porcellus (22.2), who did sigt from correcting Tiberius’s
diction and baldly accused a senator of jifidis the discipline of Latin grammar
developed and its practitioners were increasingtatus and influence, they only
became more deplorable to the upper classes thahger enjoyed the monopoly on
liberal culture. The final link in a degeneratingam, Palaemon never really stood a
chance of a fair hearing.

8 Kaster (1995), xliii-xlv; cf. 226, on the histogmphical problems with the Porcellus anecdote.
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Roman Education
An analysis of the life of Q. Remmius Palaemon gates more questions than

conclusions. At the very least, however, Suetosiusbgraphy demonstrates how
unusual and rare the self-educated man was indheR Empire, and how negatively
he could be characterised.

The question of how Roman society engendered amesnidde Palaemon is
further complicated by difficulties defining eduicet in the Empire. Part of the
problem has been that superficial comparisons ketvweodern curricula and ancient
education—which provided a great deal of the fotiodafor Western civilisation—
have in the past obscured crucial differencesenity each system is structured.

The main difference between then and now is thatettwas no coherent
educational system to speak of in the Empire: #nelbpment of liberal education
was piecemeal aradd hog¢ without any real planning or government. In factariety
of social, economic and geographic circumstancesatdd the level, quality and
duration of instruction that any particular childgimt have enjoyed—that is, if he was
even fortunate enough to receive any teachind.at al

While it is true that very few marginal voices airRe have been handed down
free from corruption, there is nevertheless sonsenrto construct the disposition that
a self-educated man might have held. For examplat wort of problems would
someone like Palaemon have faced at various pioiritis career—and how might he
have solved them? Fortunately, enough good evideaseurvived to identify exactly
what social conditions made self-education possdohe to address what might have
motivated an uneducated man to pursue letters.

Given the educational and intellectual milieux ank®, a case can be made
for an enterprising but untaught man seizing ewgyortunity to educate himself—a
process that would most likely have occurred oetsrdditional methods because of
the prohibitive costs of tuition or schooling. Asych undertaking can ultimately be
little more than an attempt, however, since therad way that a self-educated man
can match the elite at their own game without besogmarginalised as to be
destroyed in the process. In other words, Romaietgocarefully controlled any
opportunities that self-education might have alldwe
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Alternative Paths to Culture
In his vivid description of Palaemon the pedagogagesdropping on the younger

Remmius’s school lessons, Suetonius has imagined seenario in which self-
education could have transpired. Centuries latex,fishmonger Heliodorus would
learn how to plead by hanging around the courtsisnspare time, at least according
to his embittered rival Libaniuf. 62.46-9). Since his very livelihood as a teacher
of rhetoric depended on controlling access to edaqg, it is no wonder that Libanius
articulated his grievance with such polished acrigno

Another extraordinary tale concerns the by-proxyoation of Calvisius
Sabinus, ‘who had the fortune of a freedman—andthas of one to boot’ (Sekp.
27.5)%" Seneca tells us that Sabinus had bought and draiages in Greek poetry so
that he could bother dinner guests by trying toeappearned in spite of his shocking
memory (6), because ‘in his view, whatever someaanas household knew, so did
he’ (7)® Seneca’s sardonic anecdote is only an amusingdinttion to his musings
on epistemology, but the extreme example of Sabatusast raises the possibility
that a wealthy but less harebrained outsider cbale had tutors made to measure, in
lieu of the more conventional literary educatiotthnagrammaticus

Such exceptional characters warranted ancient contameprecisely because
they were so incredible, but they nevertheless eylioe manifold possible ways to
become more familiar with the elite culture of liakeletters. Without compulsory
primary schooling at Rome, it seems plausible thate would be other ways of
communicating collective cultural information mogenerally to members of a
largely illiterate populatiofi’ Such methods were probably less significant vehicl
for self-education, however, and could not compeith the special favours and
immense wealth—and presumably doggedness—chasdteriof Palaemon,

Heliodorus and Sabinus. This chapter surveys wbatiirements might have been

87 vet Sabinus is probably freeborn: the name isaggit not servile (cfREs.v. Calvisius Sabinus 12-
16); see Martin Smith (1975%ena TrimalchionisClarendon Press, Oxford, 165, 218. Comparisons to
the proverbial ex-slave (cf. 27.5%omenclatoy serve to tarnish Sabinus’s reputation, reinfonée
connection to and dependency on his slave retizag,convey an impression of obscene success and
good fortune.

8 Cf. Cribiore (2001), 165: Herodes Atticus appasehiad 24 slaves, each named after a different
letter of the alphabet, to accompany his son amileg aids (PhilostrV S 558). On the master
mentality that saw slaves as instruments or extessdf their master, cf. Pliffan 88.1-2; Plin.HN
29.19.

8 Brent D. Shaw (2000), ‘Rebels and Outside@AH’ 11, 388-90.
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necessary to teach oneself about literary cultae ssome of the circumstances that
might have availed such a process.

The traditional education of the Roman male cdstriane. It was really only
the landed gentry who could afford the costs aflbeducation, which only increased
as a child progressed from home-schooling togtiaematicusand therrhetor.*® The
evidence we have of attempts to dodge fees denabestthat these costs were often
prohibitive®® A student’s schooling thus lasted as long as thaey did rather than
for a fixed or pre-determined length of tifffeParents also bore any related
expenses—such as relocating to an appropriate wéaine, or furnishing children
with slaves and copyistd.The hidden cost of every education was lost regesimce
spare time spent learning resulted in a loss afiegmpotential for anyone old enough
to work, a financial situation secure enough tmwallsuch self-determination was

crucial ¥

Prescriptive theorists like Quintilian generallysame that resources were
not an issue for their readership because the medgaudience is respectable. But
there would have been no way for a lowlgedagogusuch as Palaemon to afford
anything like the fees he went on to earn, and scenambitious but impoverished
men had to be creative in order to find an altévegtath to liberal letters.

In theory, an enterprising man from a humble baokgd had access to a
range of settings in which he might hope to recémewledge in some areas of a
liberal education, such as mythology, history, lsamge or eloquence. Modern
scholars have proposed several institutions astpgessectors for popular education:
the theatre; public recitals or declamations; therts; philosophers ardrculatores
collegia banquets or the army mess hall; the games; publitptsire architecture;

painting; and even literary allusions in grafftiThe ubiquity of culture allowed

% Kaster (1988), 25-6.

%L Cribiore (2001), 63-5.

92 Cribiore (2001), 44.

% On the geographical variation in education: Mafrad296-7 (who uses the mobile Vergil and
Augustine as examples); Kaster (1983), 341, 34K#ster (1988), 21 ff.; Adams (1999), 117;
Browning (2000), 85; Cribiore (2001), 41, 44. CbidEp. 2.1.70 f., on moving from Venusia to Rome
for the young poet’s education. See also Cribigf®{), 250; Corbeill (2001), 262.

% Cf. Rawson (1999), 83, who suggests five was teea which the freeborn were ready for work,
slaves could begin to produce income, and boys wezm@y for school.

% Theatre and pantomime as teaching device: FabimkD(1993), ‘Popular and Higher Education in
Africa Proconsularign the Second Century A.D.Scholia2, 35-6; Richard Saller (2000), ‘Status and
Patronage’ CAH® 11, 821, cf. TacAnn. 13.54; Nicholas Horsfall (2003%he Culture of the Plebs,
Duckworth, London, 56 ff.; cf. GellNA 16.10.1, 18.5.2. Public education through declamat
Cribiore (2001), 239. On the courts: Cribiore (2)M38-9; Quint.Inst. 2.12.10; 10.5.19; Ta®ial.
20.7.10. For banquets, see Corbeill (2001), 26bff.symposia, cf. Val. Max. 2.1.10. For philosophy
andcirculatores Horsfall (2003), 54-5, cf. Petro®at.68.7, SenEp. 29.5, 7. On literary allusions in
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Martial to joke that even public lavatories proddeo safety from performing
poetasters in the capital (Ma8pect 3.44.11). Furthermore, it seems as plausible at
Rome as in any other society that an oral tradiabstorytelling within families, or
perhaps a looser network of casual acquaintancdsnvwa wider community, would
also have helped to disseminate cultural infornmagimong the lower class&s.

But the main problem with attempting to construgpieture of the culture
available to the underprivileged is that alternadito conventional literacy simply
have not survived, because evidence about Romaetyas mainly written. Any
information about the civilising powers of theatreart comes from an author who is
already well educated; in other words, there realiyot enough reliable evidence for
an informed analysis to be made. It is difficultsfpeculate how exactly experience of
the venues and media proposed above might havesceal into anything like a
coherent cultural programme. We can say with madamty, however, that to
people in possession of some capital, or at leastivdleged position within the
familia, self-education could have been realised with d&&sulty.

Texts, the very basis of liberal letters, were agpensive, and alternatives
such as a private copyist or persogi@mmaticusalso cost dearly. Since at least the
80s BCE self-help style rhetorical handbooks sucitha anonymouad Herennium
or Cicero’'sde Inventionewere being published. These introduced some pedcti
skills in Latin composition, but were written fom aaudience that was already
educated. Trivial ‘bibelots’ such as thEabulae Iliacae were probably more
appropriate resources for the unsophisticated gmlatt thenouveaux richesbut any
argument based around their reception would haveetaconjectural® Although
Seneca was exaggerating when he joked that boakbdwmme status symbols—'no
longer educational tools, but dinner decorationspfEople who don’t even know the

alphabet’ (SenTrang.9.5)—there must have been an element of trutthipointed

Pompeian graffiti, e.g. Horsfall (1989), 79. Onguttal venues for liberal cultuextra scholanmore
generally: Hopkins (1991); Morgan (1998), 114, (200187-8; Rawson (1999), 81 ff.; Ruth Webb
(2001), ‘TheProgymnasmatas Practice’, in Too (ed.Education in Greek and Roman Antiquity
Brill, Leiden, 307; Too (2001), 18.

% Cf. Rawson (1999), 83, who concludes from the demsusing conditions at Rome: ‘Amongst
poorer classes, especially when both parents hasl go where one or both died early, much of a
child’s informal education must have been pickednuhe streets and on the landings and stairaases
crowdedinsulabuildings.’

" Corbeill (2001), 262; Cribiore (2001), 146 f.

% Horsfall (1989), 82.
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comment to have any meaning or resonande.order to show off at your own dinner
party, you had to be able to pay for it first, @rdincreasing number are being hosted
by upwardly mobile businessmen. On the other himsg, costly technologies such as
recycled papyrus or second-hasgtracawould have given most people the means at
least to practise copying or writing small te}ts.

A lucky few slaves actually benefited from theiwidorn position within a
household. In particular, the urban domestic hoolsishthat were comfortably well-
off were more advantaged than their rural counttspar the freeborn poor because
their direct access to members of the educatedadapresented opportunities for
manumission and learning, especially if they penfed non-menial task§®
Depending on thelomus bright slaves could discover informal opportwastifor
education—whether with master or fellow slave—taonptement their training in
basic letter and numeracy, and find themselves ibetter position to continue
learning than many others, if they ever earnedréeziom to do sd®?

Moreover, the legal age restriction on manumisstonild be waived in
exceptional cases. The most obvious examples sfptenomenon would be for the
foster child &lumnu$ or prospective spouse of a master, but skilledtjposi like the
household managemrocurator) or teacher of the master’'s children might also
qualify.!®® Having acquired some education or training beforeearly manumission,
such ex-slaves also benefitted from the patron&gfeed former master and may well
have found themselves in a position to teach plybtic establish private enterprises.
With a little imagination, such a scenario can leadr in between the lines of
Palaemon’s elusive biography in Suetonius. In a@alditt is worth noting that during
the Augustan age slaves became subject to mondirscbefore emancipation; the

paranoid system of checks and balances that restrimdesirable characters from

% Morgan (1998), 113; cf. PetroBat.48.4:et ne me putes studia fastiditum, 1l bybliothecaisdo

190 Cribiore (2001), 148, 152-3, 158-9.

101 Bradley (1984), 103; Joshel (1992), 159 f.

102 cf. also Mohler (1940), 263: Davus apparently nedr ‘pseudo-Stoic doctrine’ from thanitor
Crispini (Hor. Sat 2.7.45, 83 ff.) and Pliny was not above strollingh his better educated slaves
(eruditi mei Plin. Ep.9.36.4; cf. 5.19.

193 Bradley (1984), 92; cf Joshel (1992), 85-6: therdiry hostility towards professional slaves (e.g.
doctor, steward odispensatoy indicates their influence and potential as mushganuine scorn for
them.
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becoming respectable parallels the jealous protect the right to be called educated
by the elite*®*

A curious plot motif that appears commonly in Suaie’s biographies of the
grammarians is an early education by mastemutritor.'® This resembles the
deliciae or cicaro of satire—the master’'s pet favourite—who oftenogsj special
educational opportuniti€d® Suetonius also maintains that many of these slaves
earned their freedom specifically by virtue of thetalents or literary
accomplishment®’ The rather anachronistic impression is of a fresrket that
rewards excellence with individual opportuniti&in reality, however, Suetonius is
only dealing with very fortunate examples and mayywell be drawing his own
connections, if not blatantly guessing.

Similar examples of privilege and good fortune wene and generally appear
in the sources alongside strange circumstanceseXample, the infamous Egyptian
scribe Petaus, whose copying errors have betrajygdlliteracy, probably taught
himself how to imitate individual letters on thebjan a way not dissimilar to the

ludus litterarius'®®

The fact that his brother Theon could write anneglar that
Petaus was barely capable of copying serves aod gwample of the capricious
results of teaching skills based on need, eveninvitie same ‘moderately wealthy
middle-class family™°

The general relationship between literacy, litematand status meant that
evidence about unwritten ways of transmitting ldeulture was unlikely to survive,

especially when it concerned the so-called culafréhe plebs. Moreover, without a

104 For thelex Aelia Sentiasee Bradley (1984), 87 ff.; Joshel 59-60; cf.tS&ag.40.4: no slave that
has been tortured or thrown into chains can eveorne a Roman citizen.

195 Educated by master awtritor: M. Antonius Gnipho (SueiGram. 7.1), C. Melissus (21.1), and
especiallyScribonius AphrodisiusQrbili servus atque discipulu§l9.1, cf. 9.1-6); cf. M. Mettius
Epaphroditus €IL 6.9454). Suetonius gives no motives, but possslitnclude: purdeneficium(cf.
Sen.Ben.3.21.2); improvement of capital value; or perhapsitng ashypodidaskalogAphrodisius?).
19 E g. PetronSat 46; 68.4-69.5; 75.4; MarBpect 10.62. Cf. Mohler (1940), 269-70; Booth (1979),
13.

197 g. Staberius Eros (13.1), Lenaeus (15.3), Guadititholaus (27.1), cf. Sudloet 1:ob ingenium
et formam non institutus modo liberaliter sed etuma manumissus estf. RE 8.853 s.v. Hermippus
(12), on the lost booleri ton en paideia diaprepsanton doulé®ee also: Bonner (1977), 59, 74;
Kaster (1995), 168; cf. Mohler (1940), 280; Hopkii®78), 117-18; Bradley (1984), 83, 103. The
other common background for Suetonius’s grammaiimtize suffering of great hardships in early life:
Antonius Gnipho (7), Orbilius Pupillus (9), ValesiCato (11) and C. Melissus (21).

198 ¢t Corbeill (2001), 274. Suetonius emphasisewiddal achievement in order to characterise his
grammarians as outside of society and contribuithing to social cohesion.

199E g.P. Petausl21. On Petaus and clerks like him, see H.C. Yoli@#1), ‘An aspect of Greek
society in Egypt’'Harv. Stud.75, 171 f.; Ann Ellis Hanson (1991), ‘Ancient Idlitacy’, in Beard et al.
(eds.),Literacy in the Ancient World, JRBupplement 3, Ann Arbor, 174.

110 Cribiore (2001), 172.
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satisfactory framework for interpreting tantalisiigigments of information, it is

difficult for scholarship to progress past spedatatand lists of oddities. The

likelihood of anyone actually pursuing these unodibx channels is low, simply

because they generally required a massive gamblacoess to capital, whether
intellectual, economic, social, or otherwise. Amgre then it seems extraordinary that
a disadvantaged student could educate himselkispecific competencies developed
at the school of the grammarian.

The safest approach is to allow the possibilitghefse alternative methods of
attaining learning, but to be aware that they aobably as exceptional as the routes
travelled by Palaemon, Heliodorus, and Sabinus; thnd to appraise each case
depending on individual circumstances. There wertamly plenty of well-educated
and benevolent masters who did not help their flases improve their literacy.

Apart from the wealthy and fortunate, it would otiigtve been the marginal
characters already active in cultural spheres, siscgrammarians, who would have
routinely found themselves with the tools to impdheir learning—in other words,
the very people who needed little acculturatioelite letters anyway. With access to
reliable revenue, social connections in the fornpwbils’ parents, and literary texts,
these educated men with humble origins were indaaliposition to advance their
careers.

The late Republican grammarian L. Staberius Ensbp‘is said to have been
so decent that he taught free of all charge sonsnefh proscribed during the
dictatorship of Sulla’ (SuetGram. 13.2), shows how the exceptional can, as it were,
prove the rule. As Eros was the sole teacher tetadqolitical stance during the
Republic and offer anything remotely like affordalhass education—even if it was
only for youths of the upper orders—the parabley @drves to reinforce traditional
Roman ideas about restricting access to educatidnbarring slaves or foreigners

from participation in politics ores publicae'!

11 Kaster (1995), 168-9; he also notes the anomalsesoftanta honestasn relation to a slave (a
servus honestus surely a legal oxymoron by Suetonius’s day), thedfact that any grammarian not
charging a fee is very rare (cf. 7.1). In refusinfipe and teaching nobpersonae non grataavas Eros
affecting the amateurism axtientelaof the aristocracy?
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How Roman Education Engendered the Autodidact
Fortunately, firmer progress about what factordlifated self-education can be made

down other avenues. The organisation of Roman éidueh structures—or rather, the
lack thereof—appears to have created condition®ui@ble to enterprising or
fortunate outsiders willing to risk late entry irttee field of education. First of all, a
laissez-faire approach at all levels of governneeaated niches in a deregulated and
diverse market rich for exploitation, from the periwhen grammar was first making
headway at Rome until at least the early secontupemf our era—a time when
competition had created higher pay and prestigetdaching positions to which
aristocrats were beginning to condescend. In amgita conservative curriculum that
stifled creativity and promoted rote learning metatt little literary knowledge was
ever actually necessary to become a teacher cgachtoneself. With the literary
canon more or less set in stone by the early Emflieze was no real secret about
how high the basic benchmark for approved cultaye Finally, since there were few
checks on people or content at any level of schgphvhat it meant to be educated
was largely a matter of perspective anyway, anthghess self-promotion or the right
connections could conceivably advance careers.

Intervention into education by central governmenaswmeagre and
sporadic-*> Rome simply never had anything like a MinistryEsfucation to regulate
or supervise learninf? Since governors never held office long enougHfecelong-
term change—and had no great desire to meddle unatidn anyway—provincial
municipiawere often left to their own devic&¥' Higher up the chain of command,
education just fell into the same networks of padige and euergetism as every other
social transaction. Because Roman schooling wadlé@nn anad hocand erratic
way—when it was not being overlooked altogether—Engperor and Senate had no
real control over who could become educated, lehaalwhat it even meant to be
educated.

A good example of this makeshift approach to polisypractice is the

censors’ edict of 92 BCE against Latin rhetoriciahdome-*® Factional politics no

2 Bonner (1977), 328; Rawson (1999), 93.

13 Cf. Cic. Rep.4.3: ‘Right from the beginning, Romans never wdrttee instruction of our freeborn

to be determined, fixed by law, publicly accessiloiethe same for everyone. The Greeks struggled a
great deal and in vain over their education, whigls the only thing our guest Polybius criticised ou
institutions for lacking.’

114 See Kaster (1988), 229. PliEp. 4.13 is a good example of this happening in ltaly

1> See Cicde Or.3.93-4; SuetGram.25.2; TacDial. 35.1; GellNA15.11.2.
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longer offer a credible explanation for the intertien® More likely, the debacle

reveals the reactionary and protectionist consesviabf censors suspicious of any
possible threats to thebnsuetudo ac maiorumos(Suet.Gram. 25.2). In this case,
the censors may well have been concerned abouirdoenium fori—a traditional
institution that helped retain the monopoly on eleace, politics and law in the hands
of elite families—and the influence that a largel+servile group stood to gain if
allowed to control the pinnacle of Latin lettét§The story also shows indirectly how
entrenched rhetorical education had become bydbensl-century, if Suetonius had
to preface his anecdote about the difficult birthLatin rhetoric with a brietaptatio
benevolentiapre-empting his audience’s inevitable sceptictsi.

Similarly, Suetonius fails to provide basic infotma about why grammar
and rhetoric were introduced to Rome and how exalcdy became popular, let alone
what the Latin grammarian Caecilius Epirota wasinggyto achieve when he
introduced to his curriculum the neoteric poets aretgil alongside the more
traditional Ennius (16.3):° He appears to be more interested in less helpialild,
such as the broken leg suffered by the first manttoduce grammar to Rome, Crates
of Mallos (2.1). It was apparently this period @nealescence that afforded Crates
the time to begin his exegesis of poets, and thglast provides an apt metaphor for
Roman indifference and the haphazard developmemdotation®® What matters
more than any coherent aetiology is the prestigeoatemporary learning, which is
integral to Roman elite identity, and so Suetortrassmits the reputations of King
Attalus and Ennius, of whom Crates was, respegtitbe envoy and contemporary
(2.1), onto the otherwise obscure grammarian.

This general lack of design does not mean thatRbman maintenance of
educational institutions was entirely chaoticsltriue, for example, that since the time
of Vespasian, grammarians and rhetoricians recametunity from liturgies and tax
breaks-** While the practice continued for some time, howethés was never due to

coherent Imperial policy but rather the typicalule®f ‘reticence and a rather spotty

16 paceMarrol? 252 ff. and Gwynn (1926), 61-6.

17 Kaster (1988), 52; (1995), 273-4; Corbeill (200272-3. On the juridical status of early Roman
rhetors, see Sefontrov 2.pref5. For more on thérocinium fori, see 62 ff. below.

18 5et.Gram. 25: the force ohe cui dubitum siprecludes the disbelief of his readers.

119 Kaster (1995), 186-7, infers that Epirota’s teaghof only older students was the quality control
that allowed such experimentation.

1200n the lack of causality in Suetonius’s accourgarly grammar, see Kaster (1995), 45: cf. 80 ff.
121 Marrod?, 301 ff.; Cribiore (2001), 63. Immunity could mearemption from levies, guardianship,
billeting soldiers, and exemption from servicewyinen, ambassadors, or soldiers.
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internal consistency®? Contradictions in the administration of this sumien by
state and municipal government reflected the lacklarity about its function and
importance’*® Along with financial assistance from the Emperort@vn councils

1124 Thanks to Diocletian,

were a few state-funded professorial chairs, wiigid wel
teachers’ wages were listed among the other maxiipioes after the crisis of the
third century, which formally reinforced the rhatian’s position at the top of the
teaching hierarchy, with thmagister ludiwell below the grammarian (cf. DiodPE
7.66, 70).

From the Emperor's perspective, immunities and iigpdwere favours
(beneficig that rewarded a useful contribution to societyuQu$, since teachers
played an important part in reproducing cultured ezspectable gentleméf. Good
teachers also played a role in training the Impebareaucracy. At least one
sociologist has commented further on the politeegdedience that a climate of liberal
letters could bring to a monarchy, since such aucal‘provided a thin varnish of
community (but not uniformity), among the educatddsses, without forging a
perceived community of interest’ that might rivalact against the Empertf

The uniform hostility from elite authors towardswdorn intellectuals such as
teachers probably implied a fear that such peoptghtrone day replace the more
traditionally educated Romans at the pinnacle ofedp. But the overall impression is
that grammarians rarely benefitted affirmativelydueation was accepted and
maintained for the sake of the aristocracy, ratihan being a legitimate system
endorsed by a proactive government. There was iglgrtaever any policy of
mentoring or earmarking talented but impoverishedtlys. A self-educated man
would have had to rely on his own resources rdtiaar those of the state.

But this laxity also gave the autodidact carte bltento improve himself
without having to worry too much about formal ommmien from reactionary
institutions like the Republican censors. In fattcould be argued that it was
sometimes in the interests of the imperial buresaycrfor talented but low-born

122 K aster (1988), 223.

123 Kaster (1988), 225-6.

124 Marrou’ 303: rhetoric at Rome under Vespasian; philosoghg rhetoric at Athens under M.
Aurelius.

125 Kaster (1988), 224-5. Cf. Kaster (1983), 338, Buimg (2000), 857, 870: the fact that thelus
litterarius was excluded from such privilegeBi¢. 50.5.2.8; 50.4.11.4) underlines that it is thmifees
of the elite who are supposed to benefit from dtheatock of well-resourced teachers.

126 Hopkins (1991), 143, cf. Rawson (1999), 91.
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individuals to achieve their potential, in orderfitbthe important positions that more
respectable Romans either disdained or could notrusted to occupy, such as
Claudius’s infamous secretariats. The top grammariaere also drawn from the
same social pool for some time. The closest thorgpthocmeasures seeking to limit
the freedom of such people to learn letters wouttb@bly be the dogmatic opinions
of literary authors, such as those found in BreeGrammaticisor theAttic Nights In
other words, while there was nothing that helpgmkison on the margins of society
become educated and seek success, there was pldatieactively preventing him
from doing so.

Without a centralised policy, educational varietgsathe nornt?’ There was
no relationship between age and education level, anything remotely like a
universal program engendering basic literacy, aoaslcseparate from its teachers,
designated school buildings, or a strict vertidatdrchy of institutiond®® These are
all modern constructs.

This might not sound particularly surprising, yehas taken the better part of
the twentieth century for the old-fashioned andtunly crude tripartite and two-
track models of Roman schooling to be completejgcted™?® The current scholarly
consensus is that geographical, social and econ@mnitimstances dictated all
features of a child’s inculcation in the Early addyh Empire, rather than a central
administrating body such as the Church or the gowent*° The quality of
education depended entirely on the individualslalkbe to teach, and schooling lasted
as long as a pupil's economic and social positibewad rather than any fixed or
arbitrary period.

This flexibility corresponds with the self-educate@n seen so far: Calvisius
Sabinus, who had literate slaves made to measuhe sould improve his memory;
the pleader Heliodorus, who through simple will teeesd oratory at the courts; or
Palaemon, who diligently eavesdropped on schosbles The diversity of possible
educational scenarios created a climate favourtabdelf-education because it meant

127 K aster (1983), 344 ff., cf. Cribiore (2001), 2-89: ‘education primarily responded to need’.

128 Morgan (1998), 67-8; Cribiore (2001), 16 ff.

129 Kaster (1983), 346: ‘Indeeal [sic] the evidence presented in this paper is cvest with one
view only: that there were throughout the Empirbosds of all shapes and kinds, depending on local
needs, expectations, and resources. And in a wathbut centralized direction of education of any
sort, that is only what we should expect.” Cf. smilarly resounding conclusions of Cribiore (2001)
2, 37.

130 Cribiore (2001), 39 ff.: ‘education primarily respded to need’.
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that there was no single path to the lofty heighftcultural success, and thus an
ambitious and fortunate autodidact might well fichinks through which he might

intrude into some acquaintance with the elite disse of liberal letters. Of course,
the traditional elite path—home-schooling, or et$might to the grammar school,
followed by rhetoric and a public debut—was samih prescribed, and hallowed
by the common consensus of the educational theolstt in practice, many other

scenarios must have unfolded due to social, ecanand geographic constraints, and
our sources on self-education must present onlyesafithe possibilities.

The conservatism of the Roman curriculum also hklpeeate a climate
favourable to the would-be autodidattThe grammatical and rhetorical curricula of
antiquity were ‘unfailingly consistent® Essentially a process of imitation, ancient
curricula involved students copying their elderstharitative phrases and sentiments
before ultimately creating their own versions, aalf-education can be seen as a
more isolated and unusual version of the same psese of mimicry. More
regimented exercises both early on and at the nhatschools sought to homogenise
students and make a reader or orator out of anyehie the schools of grammar
tended to stick to the same few authors and boduyle$ in order to explain literature
and language. The result was a basic body of @alltontent that would have been
ideal for a motivated outsider to imitate and appide, even if the disciplines of
grammar and rhetoric were artificial, arbitrary arterly foreign to the uninitiated.

At first such uniformity might seem at odds withetltack of centrally
organised educational authorities, but it was dajyconvention rather than law that
such a conservative approach was maintatffe@ontent was the most important
factor, not teacher, location, lessons, or thermisgaion of schooling>*

Of course, a convenient by-product of this systeas that it would have been
more practical and straightforward for teachersejmeat the same lessons with each
intake of new students. But it was the upper clasdeo determined the nature of the
education at Rome, and by the Empire the consewsssthat a system that had

131 paceMorgan (1998), 52, 70. By curriculum | mean merélg content—the subjects, texts, and
competencies that were taught with tip@mmaticusand rhetor—rather than any rigid sequence,
method, or assumption about completion, let alanesystem in which everyone learned the same
things at the same age in the same order’.

132 Cribiore (2001), 37; cf. Marrdu277 ff.; Bonner (1977), 25; Morgan (1998), 3-8, 42.

133 Kaster (1988), 44; also Bonner (1977), 21: theas wo reason why a grammarian was unable to
teach a new author; he just never did, with occediexceptions.

134 Morgan (1998), 32; Cribiore (2001), 37.
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produced society’s leading citizens so far couldb®too bad®* Moreover, in order
for an aristocratic class of amateur scholars tsteit was important that the content
of their culture did not change so much that theghinbe easily supplanted by the
next generation—and least of all by some upstagl@axe-cum-grammarian. It was in
nobody’s interest for grammarians to control ediocal norms, let alone experiment
or challenge traditional doctrine.

Amateur littérateurs could thus engage in debate with educational
practitioners without necessarily being particylakhowledgeable about grammar,
simply because they were the ones who decided what culturally valuablé®®
While there is therefore room for a self-educateahrto reproduce the basic content
of the grammar school—which is essentially what iQab is attempting to
accomplish when he buys one slave to master Hoamether Hesiod, and nine for
the lyric poets (Serkp. 27.5)—the homogeneity of the Greek and Roman gram
curricula was ultimately designed to secure theucal superiority of an exclusive
class of amateur intellectuals.

It is certainly clear at the lower levels of gramima instruction that content
was fixed and narrow both throughout the Meditezeanand over some centuries.
This meant that there was no real secret about adihiors and competencies were
regarded as the standard requirements of a libdtatation>’

While there might be some flexibility around thergias of the canon, Vergil
and Homer were never seriously challenged at theagie of each languad®. The
popularity of other authors was similarly consisttom school to schodf® Papyri
become less useful at higher reading levels, becdifculties arise distinguishing
students’ hands from those of scribes copying ditertexts for use outside the
classroom®® The mind might boggle at the extensive prescriptieading lists
proffered by theorists like Quintilian, but thereish have been many pragmatic types

who heeded the advice of Pliny and Seneca—thtd igad deeply rather than widely

135 Cribiore (2001), 8.

136 Kaster (1988), 95, cf. 205: ‘the talented amatzurd stand forth as a questioner and critic...of the
professionals on their own ground’.

137 Cribiore (2001), 178-80: ‘a minimum cultural pagka of maxims and sayings, usually from
Homer.

138 v/ergil: Clarke (1971), 25.

139 E g. the earlylliad was more popular than later books or ©eysseyHesiod was more popular
than Euripides, etc. See Cribiore (2001), 192-266 Greek authors, and general discussion on
reconstructing the educational canon.

140 Cribiore (2001), 193, 204.
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(Plin. Ep. 7.9.15; SenTrang 9.4)—which would have concentrated the process of
cultural identity begun in the classrodf.The texts read were chiefly literary and
gnomic, and thus designed to reinforce a domingstem of approved valué&’

The definition of grammar never changed essentifiiyn Quintilian midway
during the first century right through to Damasgitie last head of the Academy
nearly five hundred years latéf Explaining literature was only half of Quintilia’
famous definition, which also involved a prescuptiinsistence on proper speech,
similar to the meaning of grammar todd$.The conservatism of this approach
generally emphasised stagnant analogy and arceattiffemorisation of systematised
items, however impractical and unfamiliar they ntigave beed?*®

Such an curriculum unsurprisingly produced a certgbe of student: ‘It is not
a conceptually fresh and independent approachstagsired, but more of the same;
not brilliance, but application, industry, and affation.2*® There was little provision
for creativity, autonomy or interpretatiofy.

One further consequence of a strictly shared autnmo with fixed and narrow
content is that it became instantly and glaringbyious when a self-educated man
made basic errors in grammar, or even dared tatiqnebie hierarchy of texts in the
literary canon. To this embarrassing problem caadsed the gaffes that arise when
the morals of elite culture are misunderstood esdken wholesale by myopic or
linguistically minded characters who have nevernbeenventionally educated or
properly socialised. Conflicts arising from suchultbbe littérateurs are dramatised
in theAttic Nightsand discussed belott?

In this context the innovations of Q. Caecilius lea—who had introduced
the study of Virgil and the neoteric poets to Rqi®eet.Gram 16.3)—is particularly

141 Cribiore (2001), 193-4, 205.

192 See Morgan (1998), 22 ff., 83, 123, 178 ff. anibidre (2001), 179-80, 205, on the papyrological
evidence for school texts conveying a shared idégreekness’.

143 Browning (2000), 857. Cf. Kaster (1988), 11 andriyém (1998), 155: ‘With few modifications, the
opening section [of Dionysius ThraxBechné describes the subsequent use of grammar by both
scholars and teachers for hundreds of years.” Quist. 1.4.2:recte loquendi scientiam et poetarum
enarrationem

144 Cribiore (2001), 185, 187, expands on Quintiliad &entifies grammatical competencies including
fluent reading and pronunciation, parsing, exegg@siditerary allusions and tropes), and gramméatica
theory such as etymology and analogy. On the histoshift from descriptive gharratio) toward
prescriptive fecte) grammar, see Kaster (1995), 223; Morgan (199);682; Browning (2000), 857.

145 Cribiore (2001), 213, 215. Examples include arsimasi, Attic Greek, ‘bizarre morphological
gymnastics’ such as ‘one Homer, two Homers, manyéts’.

145 Kaster (1988), 206.

147 See Morgan (1998), 92-3; Cribiore (2001), 215 @pig’ students), 219, 247.

148 Morgan (1998), 174, cf. ‘Exposure Scenes I’ below.
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striking. To Suetonius such a radical step may Wwele represented the point at
which a rising group of ex-slaves began to infigrand influence the intellectual
professions, thus threatening the order of theawasive aristocratic values anchored
in the past® To modern historians, however, Epirota was inseunt@al in
constructing an alternative Latin canon and Romatuial identity that rivalled the
traditional Greek authors and lasted centufiés.

If grammar was a unifying cultural experience, timkatoric was the peak of
learning that stratified the top members of the Ronelite. But by the Principate
rhetoric had become an end in its own right—becadissscapism, nostalgia for the
school days, or dissatisfaction with politics ahd tack of freedom—and more than
merely the highest stage of learning before a carethe bar>! Declamation, or the
practice of oratorical compositions, was a poptdam of oral entertainment, whose
network of recurring narratives and tropes eveiteitite audiences could have
enjoyed or perhaps even mastef€dThe elder Seneca compared himself to a
gladiatorial organiser (SerControv. 4.pref.1), capturing both the antagonism and
popularity of the spectator sport even before deation had reached its heyd3y.

Quintilian’s account of the introductory rhetorietercisesgrogymnasmata
proceeds according to difficulty, but such a stgmlegression, if it even actually
existed in practice, could not have been partitpllaelpful to the self-educated man
with no access to the classrooth.A prodigy such as Libanius’s self-taught rival
Heliodorus might nonetheless have benefited froarigidity inherent in the teaching
of rhetoric as well as the public displays attacteethe discipline.

Rhetoric encouraged an almost mathematical focus;ouering every
permutation possible in structuring and colourimgaagument; cases were learned
until the student literally knew them back to framtd inside-out® This is similar to
surviving exercises in elementary literacy, wheverg combination of letters and

syllables was rehearsed even if they made no sensé Similar to grammar, these

149 Bloomer (1997), 67.

YO Marrou?, 251-2, 277-8.

31 Clarke (1971), 40.

152 Cribiore (2001), 238-9.

133 See Beard (1993), ‘Looking Harder for Roman MyBtumézil, Declamation and the Problem of
Definition’ in Graf, Mythos in mythenloser Gesellschaft: Das ParadigmaenR Teubner, Stuttgart and
Leipzig, 53 f., on Seneca’s role in both describimgd constructing this world of ‘glamorous
rhetoricians’ and the ‘raciness’ of declamation.

134 Morgan (1998), 191 ff., cf. Browning (2000), 8&lIribiore (2001), 228 ff.; SueGram.25.4: every
rhetorinitially had a differentatio docendj before thecontroversiaeor debates became standardised.
135 Quint.Inst. 2.4.15; Cribiore (2001), 222-3.
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progymnasmat#ostered little creativity and focussed on compgsionventional and
empty responses to often hackneyed probfefns.

At a higher level, the stock characters and scesan the wholly fictitious or
mythologised historical debates known sisasoriaeand controversiaeimplied a
shared or common body of knowledge. Robert Kasasr dompared the practice of
declamatioto jazz improvisation: every musician worth hidt $aows the melody
and chord changes to a range of standards, butakeélthe bridge to a different place,
just as students of oratory would have known howapproach each side of a problem
like ‘the burial of the tyrant who committed suieid but would obviously end up
with different speechée's’

Of course the very idea of koinos toposimplied consistency, and the
approach seems to have been to build up a repedbuseful maxims and arguments
that could be applied to a range of scenaridFhat is to say, a little learning could
go a long way, which is one way of explaining Hdbous’s swift inculcation in
rhetorical discourse. But as the art of persuagioetoric was a double-edged sword
if an idiot’s forcefully expressesententiacould hold as much sway with the public as
the well-reasoned proofs and exhaustively coloargdments of a master orator.

The emphasis was on homogenising students witkrdiit natural talents, so
that deficiencies were remedied and strengths iagalotraining could make an
orator out of anyon&’ The educational theorists obviously played dowe th
possibility of natural talent in favour of applicat and indoctrination, which was
another way of guarding the value of, and accesstraditional educational
methods'®* Thus Quintilian claimed that a truly eloquent nzamsidered it an insult
to be called ‘talented’ (2.12.Tageniosuy An autodidact might have been proud of
overcoming barriers to attain eloquence, but ton@lian such talk about natural
aptitude amounts to the boasting of barbarianssknas (2.11.3, 7).

Self-education in rhetoric was also complicated dysocial dimension,
because declamation essentially involved the résoluof anomalies in the

136 Clarke (1971), 38.

157 Kaster (2001), 321-2 (after Marrou).

138 \Webb (2001), 302-3.

9 Cf. Quint.Inst.2.11.3-5, 2.12.6.

180 Cribiore (2001), 220-5.

161 Cf. Quint.Inst.2.11-12 (at considerable length); 1.pref. 26-792.1
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community and the restoration of the domestic hayrar the wider social ordéf?
Persuasion and expression were of course cruaidlyietoric was also about the
active construction of a conventional and appraeréadult male identity, in contrast
to any other idealised roles played, such as worigitdren, or slave¥>® To achieve
this end, students learned how to control language audiences, and to articulate
authority’®* The ‘most advanced general training in the appatipn of personae’,
the study of rhetoric was perhaps the most effeativeproducing society because it
came at a time when all marginal figures—the fempder, or servile—would have
been long excluded from the educational processjrig only the best young males
to rehearse the values, attitudes and skills ttzely diready witnessed at home since
birth.'*°

Rather than being abstract and practically useldéss, fictional topics for
declamation were designed to be deliberately oditdinand challenging: they were
the logical extensions of laws that inverted theia@oorder and proved that even in
the wildest possible fantasies authority was gtiked to articulacy®® By negotiating
such social problems in a legal framework, cullyrarbitrary practices and values
became legitimised and thus reinforc¢éd.

The autodidact would have automatically found himseith the other
marginal characters on the wrong side of any deffateloreover, he would have
been poorly informed in the morals, customs, amdgaols of such an elite discourse.

How could an ex-slave imitate the proper Roman rfatglias—the quintessential

162 See Beard (1993), 59-60; W. Martin Bloomer (19978&Fhooling in persona: imagination and
subordination in Roman educatio€]. Ant. 16 (1), 58, and more thoroughly Kaster (2001), §25
e.g., declamations on rape do not discuss sexudicpp psychological motives, or sympathy and
responsibility for the survivor, but rather issugspudicitia, family reputation, lines of inheritance,
and—if the woman gets to decide her rapist’s fateveited power relations.

183 Bloomer (1997), 139; (1997a), 60, 64; Webb (2080} f. Cf. the famous definition of Cato, which
underscores both eloquence and moral charami@tior est, Marce fili, vir bonus dicendi peritSen.
Cont 1.pref.9; cf. Quintlnst.12.1.1, 1.pref.9; PlirEp. 4.7.5).

184 Bloomer (1997a), 57 ff..; Morgan (1998), 232-3ju@ire (2001), 46-7, 56; cf. Webb et al. (2002),
116-17.

185 Bloomer (1997a), 76.

186 Kaster (2001), 318-35; cf. Beard (1993), 54-63pdBher (1997), 111, 136-9, who also regard
focussing on the ‘realness’ of the speech as nusiga

167 Beard (1993), 60, compares declamation to Greethahygy, where traditional and open-ended
problems in society and private life are similarggotiated by arbitrary—in this case, divine—
authorities.

168 Bloomer (1997), 110, locates declamation whereppr Latinity and Roman nobles censure the
upstart and the Greek’. Morgan (1998), 235, listsgassages in Quintilian where barbarians, pessant
slaves, illiterates, children and women—i.e. pr@dly every outsider imaginable—are all
characterised by their lack of rhetorical knowledgebiore (2001), 76-7, highlights the misogynydan
submission of women in social life and educatideats as a key deterrent to them seeking letters.
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role model—if he has never met his own father? timeowords, the self-educated
man may have found it more difficult to imitate ttwéc as taught in the schools than
grammar, lacking the appropriate background anskdiene to impersonate approved
roles successfully. Yet given the popularity andessibility of declamation during

the Empire, an intelligent man such as Heliodorightrwell have developed his own
style and skills, however rudimentary or unconvami, in much the same way that
many film-makers today have foregone formal schmapli

Given the variety of scenarios in which schooliogk place and the lack of a
central administration, it makes sense that theas mo formal system of regulated
credentials for pupils at Rome, or anywhere elsthénEmpire for that mattéf? In
the ancient world knowledge, contacts and reputatiere as good as any diplomas.
This also held true in disciplines other than gramff Such a milieu also seems
prima facie favourable to the aspiring autodidact, who reqlin® certification to
advance his position.

Today, the idea of a homogenous education systessupposes a single
controlling authority with standardised qualificatis that can be monitored. But the
modern logic linking educational qualification tocmpational hierarchy, income and
place in society simply never existed at Rditéelhe focus was on individual results,
so pupils progressed according to when their teagheged them ready, rather than
at the end of an arbitrarily fixed tertff. The cliché of ambitious parents thrusting
children prematurely into the pressures of the rfons a good example of how
flexible these boundaries could H&.This situation was perfect for the autodidact,
since it meant that his self-education was in thesorth no less than the more
conventional path of the grammarian and the rhatoj provided that he had
somehow taught himself the same competencies avlkdge.

Nevertheless it must be granted that some pracivees intended to stratify

students and thus served a function similar to modaealifications or credentials. At

189 See Kaster (1988), 64, 67-8, 70; Morgan (1998)f.7&ardi (2001), 51-2; Cribiore (2001), 105.

0 E g. medicine: whereas Thessalus of Tralles cwald a doctor in six months, Galen recommended
twelve years (Gal. 10.4.18, ed. Kiuhn). Accordingthe elder Pliny (PlinHN 24.12-17), Romans
would only trust doctors if they spoke Greek, language served in lieu of credentials. Cf. Mafrou
254: medicine, philosophy and science were gerygpalisued in Greek throughout the Empire.

"1 On the modern sociology of education see e.g.eCfianks (1976)The Sociology of Educatidn
Batsford, London, 41; Harker (1990), 94.

172 Generally: Cribiore (2001), 42-3. For rhetorig.eQuint.Inst.2.2.1.

173 E.g. PetronSat 4-5; Quint.Inst. 2.1.1-3; JuvSat 7.229 ff., 14.189 ff.; SueGram.9.4, cf. Bonner
(1977), 102; Wilkes (1990), 127; Rawson (1999)198ndCIL 6.7578, 6.33976.
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the most basic level, it was more prestigious fadents of grammar to have learned
elementary letters privately at home rather tharhat so-calledudus litterarius
These latter students, who had managed to transhersibcial divide by leaping from
the functional elementary school to a more libegducation, were essentially
anomalous anyway, ‘an irregular trickle rather tassteady streani”’

Higher up, a letter of recommendation from an iefitial rhetor, for example,
provided a useful springboard for students seekargers in civil administration or
the courts.’® Prestige was attached to the best teachers’ nasédar back as the
Republic, and it is not uncommon to read where itit whom a senator dittérateur
was educatedf’® Of course, in reality such recommendations prabhbH more to do
with the teacher’s gratitude and social obligatioan accurately reflecting a student’s
abilities.

A wider knowledge of more unusual authors mightoalsave helped
distinguish outstanding individuals above the rdsif there was no formal or
systematic hierarchy of author€. Since at least the time of Domitian, public
competitions in the arts gave to parents achievésn&arth commemorating in case
their talented children died prematuréf§.

From a modern perspective, however, the most istiegepiece of evidence is
an ‘entrance exam’ greira mentioned by Libanius, whereby students appeaate
been tested on their aptitude and previous schpdiefore entry into his school of
rhetorical theory’® Nothing like this exam appears in any other litgrauthors
however, and any significance of the remark on rmegd overview of education at
Rome or in the Mediterranean is far from clearanatusive.

The problem with academic credentials in the anciorld then is that none

of the procedures were essential. Such a lack ainexations reflected an elite ethos

17 Kaster (1983), 337, cf. 324, 336; Booth (1979a)K&ster (1988), 11; Morgan (1998), 31.

175 On letters of recommendation for both teacherssindents, see Kaster (1988), 211; Saller (2000),
838, 846; Cribiore (2001), 249.

78 Corbeill (2001), 283-4, citing CidDiv. Caec 39 as an example. See below for similar name-
dropping in theAttic Nights(Gell. NA 1.2, 4.1, 19.10, etc.).

" Morgan (1998), 63, 78; Cribiore (2001), 161. Toien of literary one-upmanship is common in the
Attic Nightsand covered in greater detail below.

178 Competitions: Morgan (1998), 81; Rawson (1999),d0 6.7578; SueDom. 20; Cribiore (2001),
241-2 on the award-winning literary compositionslafyear-old Q. Sulpicius Maximu€IL 6.33976
=ILS5177).

179 Cribiore (2001), 224, quoting LitEp. 355.1; cf. Cribiore (1999), where she also queisa at

Lib. Ep. 254; 1261, andpodeixisat SIG’ 577; Plut.Mor. 736D. But the context of Plutarch’s passage
surely suggests euergetism rather than ‘formal éxations'—i.e. a wealthgtrategosgiving audience

to ephebes seeking patronage—which may be onerredsp Cribiore did not discuss these references
more fully in her later monograph.
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that considered itself above such things as trginor accountability, while
guaranteeing superiority on arbitrary grounds sach birth'® Moreover, any
alternative credentials served to differentiateyahk very top students. At the lower
levels of education, students were left with naghiemotely tangible to show for their
efforts.

For the autodidact, such a situation meant thaetivas no formal reason why
he could not compete—however controversially andwaatever level—in the
aristocratic discourse of liberal letters. Yet Wby tsame token a self-educated
intellectual was also unable to force entry intdesired occupation or role by virtue
of his competencies alone, regardless of their esiitity, and so talent or
acculturation was by no means a social panacgadautodidact.

Of course the fact that there were no exams didnmedn that pupils were
uncompetitive, since there are limited elite ralesiny field, combined with pressure
from parents, other students, or even the ted€heéfhe schools of rhetoric in
particular set in opposition talented speakerstensj and reader§? Lower down,
poorer students were less able to afford experiatient or risks and simply stuck to
the authors they already knew to be most vali&@here were limits, however, and
knowledge of more recondite details of literatdog,example, could bring as well as
undermine credibility®* The Attic Nights in particular highlights some of the
problems stemming from a lack of clearly defineddantials: competition leads to
poorly calculated attempts to appear learned, hildrious results, when a series of
questionable characters claiming mastery of oltiitased and arcane authors bid
vainly to obtain cultural prestig&®

The principal instructors of the elite youth, nayngitammaticiandrhetores
were also bereft of any qualified standards. Theesappears to be true of all other
teachers®® There were also few social constraints on whodoedch; indeed it had

initially served the purposes of the Roman elithawe men of servile birth teaching

180 Cf. Hopkins (1974), 110, who summarises well tlass snobbery: ‘If one is superior by nature, one
is good without seeming to try.’

'8l Teachers: SueGram.17.1; parents: see n. 173 above.

182 Bloomer (1997a), 57.

183 See Morgan (1998), 82, where examples of ‘the metic authors’ come from the heavily
Hellenic and wealthy Arsinoite nome in Alexandria.

184 Cf. Cribiore (2001), 208-9: does it really reflagell on a student to know that Plato wore an ear-
ring in his youth?

185 E.g. Gell.NA 15.30.

18 Clarke (1971), 109; Kaster (1988), 35, 207 ff.;riyln (1998), 25 ff.; Cribiore (2001), 3, 212.
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their children. As we have seen, the grammarianoamaspossible occupation for self-
educated men looking to advance their income andexdions, and this position was
more accessible without the need for formal cradent

A corollary of the variety inherent in Roman edumat the uncertainty about
who may teach was reflected in the range of conmpete any teacher could be
required to communicate depending on the needs i®f students. Even the
nomenclature of teachers was commonly confd®equintilian complained about
grammarians encroaching on the terrain of the rlogan, but in practice boundaries
between teaching roles had always been blurretie@sitcumstances dictaté®. A
skilled elementary teacher could introduce Vergd easily as an assistant
hypodidaskalo®r subdoctorcould attend to the basic literacy of poorer stisigvith
the grammaticus and we know that thehetor-sophistesLibanius catered to
instruction in elementary letters and grammar al agedeclamation and rhetorical
theory*®® Teachers’ curricula were commonly blurred in pictherefore, so the
grammarian was defined by his relationship to sgaigther than his skill§°

Teachers’ identities are further complicated by eotlpossibilities: how
common was it for schoolmasters to moonlight aslémce will-writers?®* Were
Palaemon’s commercial activities contemporaneouth var subsequent to his
teaching commitments? Our sources suggest a widgeraf clients, subject matter,
classroom environments and extra-scholastic aietsvpossible for individual teachers

187 On the varied organisation of schools, see estye#iaster (1988), 44 ff. and Cribiore (2001), 37 f
(38: ‘the boundaries between the functions of tlieenentary schoolteacher and the grammarian were
porous and sometimes nonexistent’). On the probiertexonomy of teachers, Kaster (1983), 329 ff,;
Morgan (1998), 27pace Bonner (1977), 57. Kaster (1995), xxxiii-v, 86-988, surveys external
sources in a detailed analysis of Stam. 4.1-3 (the difference betwegmammaticusgrammatista
litteratus andlitterator, cf. Gell. NA 18.9.2).

188 Quint. Inst. 2.1.1-6; cf. Kaster (1995), 270-1, 279-80; Marrd@9, n.1; and SueGram.4.4-6. The
best comparative review and is still the close iradf all sources pro- and anti- clear divisions
between primary and secondary schools at Kast&3)j135ff., 329ff.

189 Booth (1979a)yassim Kaster (1988), 45 ff.; Cribiore (2001), 38, 42; §6-7 for the distinction
betweerrhetorandsophistes

190 Kaster (1988), 45-7.

191 Cribiore (2001), 60-1. Furius Philocalus was ttaaé thing CIL 10.3960 3LS 7763): a trustworthy
(cum fidg teacher rhagister ludilitterari), who was commemorated for his modesty and decency
(parce pudensqgyeand for the decorum and restraint he showed wsvais studentssgmma quom
castitate in discipulos supsCf. Suet.Gram.22.1, on M. Pomponius Porcellus the grammarian and
advocate; Mohler (1940), 279, who discusses polgmat the imperial service such as thetorcum
lighthouse-keeper M. Aurelius PhiletuSIL 6.8382). Does Primigenius’s teacher (Peti®at.46.6)
only come on holidays because he has another job?
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at all levels of instruction, which raises probleat®out discussing such a disparate
group together or in isolaticfi?

Social and moral criteria were far more importahaint any academic
credentials to aggrammaticustrying to convince a potential clientele that hasw
respectable enough to be entrusted with mouldimgréssionable minds? Teachers
were only as good as their reputations both prafeafly and personally. Favour with
decurions and senators might procure appointmerputadic salaries or lucrative
markets, whereas word of mouth from patrons, extpap even other teachers would
have helped at all levet&?

Self-promotion also played a role. As trained masté the public spectacle,
rhetoreshad a relatively simple job advertising their besis to the community, and
were generally regarded as more respectable anfivadn the other hand, any
grammarian opening himself to public scrutiny al&afaced the possibility of
embarrassment if he could not answer questionstdt®iackground or any literary
text, while themagister ludihad even fewer ways of setting himself apart from
competitors and even less respectabifify.

Instead of a supervisory board or inspector, it oisn up to the efforts and
expectations of parents or guardians to ensureqtiadity of education that their
children were receiving’ Cultural and social continuity ensured that fashénough
amateurs, ideally remained able to judge teach@anst the schooling they
themselves had received a generation prfom this context, a teacher's influence
was proportional to his moral character and higamge as guardian of traditions, and

to the quality and strength of his social contagether than any ability to

192 See Cribiore (2001), 34, (and more generally 53-8)anius’s ‘disparate accommodations’, from
the baths at Nicomedia in his heyday (L@lr. 1.55) to his own house during leaner years in Afitio

193 E g. Plin.Ep. 3.3.3: a teacher must also t@stosandrector, and the most important qualities are
severitaspudor, andcastitas cf. Furius Philocalus, n.192 above, Quinst. 1.2.4, 3.17Codex Theod
13.3.5;CIL 6.9449. See also A.D. Booth (1976), ‘The Imagehef Professor in Ancient Society’;
Bonner (1977), 105 ff., 158-9; Kaster (1988), 5606, 210-11; Joshel (1992), 86; Rawson (1999), 8
ff.

19 Marrod?, 306; Bonner (1977), 158-9, cf. Plip. 4.13.6, 10 and Sherwin-White nn. ad loc.;
Cribiore (2001), 115, cf. LibOr. 25.48.

195 K aster (1988), 208-9; Browning (2000), 860; Criki¢2001), 58.

1% Thus Tacitus cynically commentede praeceptoref= grammatic] quidem ullas crebriores cum
auditoribus suis fabulas habent; colligunt enim cifisilos non severitate disciplinae nec ingenii
experimento, sed ambitione salutationum et illeiseladulationis (Dial. 29.4). On the testing of
grammarians, cf. 100 ff. below, for grammarianseatising themselves in thittic Nights

197 Kaster (1988), 44, 207-8; Cribiore (2001), 18.

198 Cribiore (2001), 8-9, cf. Kaster (1988), 205.
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communicate new information effectively to his snt'® It became a cliché for
ancient educational theorists to emphasise the Incberacter of a teacher and his
instruction over the learnirf§® When Suetonius casts aspersions about the sexual
proclivities of the self-educated grammarian Palagnit is no coincidence that the
jokes revolve around being able to satisfy thetrpgople, as it were.

The fact that Suetonius mentions self-educatidhéncase of Palaemon stands
in for a kind of credential, because it seems texj®aining how an incongruous man
came to arrive at a position synonymous with saisbig in polite society. This can
be no more than just one part of an explanatiomeler. How Palaemon made the
leap from rural manumittedaedagogugo top grammarian at Rome must remain a
mystery; what is certain is that apart from ecoromaalities there was nothing
formally stopping him from opening his own schaad certainly no bureaucratic or
legal problems.

Cicero had famously classified teachers and doe®manking below the elite
but above the less respectable professions, prdvite they were decent as well as
knowledgeable, because the job required someigeatte and was useftil’ In fact,

a teacher’'s morality was probably more importarantinis expertise, another area
where Palaemon is anomalous. Unfettered accessuliterable children was a
liability, especially when the teacher was regardsda degenerate because of his
birth.

This hostility towards teachers was used to slamdi@ins posthumously, but
it may also have acted as a fall-back or continggagrevent too many individuals
from rising socially’®? The cynical portrait that emerges from Rome is @ineachers
and parents both looking out for a better deal—peshthe issue of moral turpitude
simply provided the most convenient pretext for mdiag schools, in addition to
reinforcing the elite ethos that there were charetics more important than crass
wealth or watered-down culture in determining statu

Philosophers were similar to teachers insofar ay #iso lacked credentials
and were for the most part low-born or morally scisps?®® According to the

satirists, all one needed to become a philosoplaer tve right appearance, and the

199 Morgan (1998), 88; Cribiore (2001), 162.

20F g. Quintlnst. 2.2.2:quorum(sc. rhetorurhin primis inspici mores oportebitf. 1.pref18.

291 Cic. de Off 1.150 ff.doctrina rerum honestarunef. Clarke (1971), 109.

292 Booth (1981), 9-12, shows this process at plapéHistoria Augustabiography of Pertinax.

203 Clarke (1971), 94 ff.; Booth (1981), 7. See alspicE Ench 49, who considers himself an
interpreter of texts of Chysippus, not Homer.
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exposure of fraudulent philosophers was a commpaostin antiquity’>* Philosophers
as a whole were connected to self-education maoettiy than grammarians, since
many modelled themselves as teachers of the arivimig, who had learned
everything directly from naturé?

The educational world reflected wider social andtigal structures at Rome.
There was no bar exam for advocates wishing tor éhte courts for example, nor
were administrative positions in the governmentdézad openly or according to
consistent and equitable criteria. In both casesopage and experience in a
professional environment counted for more than afioic as a final check on the
suitability of candidate&™

In theory it might seerprima faciepossible or even convincing that a Roman
of obscure origin might receive acculturation ie thtters of the elite classes. Roman
society neither defined nor monitored its educatiostructures and standards
formally and in such an uncontrolled milieu theraswnothing officially preventing
the autodidact from educating himself, or even ramgethe teaching and legal
professions.

But the flipside of this educational system wag thare were no guarantees
or protection for a self-educated man, who wouldao&ing the family, clientele and
reputation necessary to get ahead in a field wheyeals and social contacts were
more important than academic credentials. The lfcklarity defining education
furthermore worked against marginal characters sisctine autodidact, since it meant
that the rules could always be bent in favour ef tore respectable and traditional
members of society.

Before looking more closely at thtic Nights all that remains is to outline
why the self-educated man could never hope to dett We really wanted out of a

liberal education—whatever that actually was.

204 False philosophers: Clarke (1971), 85 ff.; Var@0@l), 43-4; cf. Whitmarsh (2001), 6:
Halbphilosophen who occupy the grey area between philosophy amdistry. Ancient examples
include, but are by no means limited to: Juv. 56&en.Ep.29.5 ff.; Tac.Agr. 4.1; Gel.NA 1.2.7 ff.
with Arr. Epict. Diss.2.19.12-17NA9.2.1-3; 13.8.4-5; 15.2.1-2.

2% Cic. Fin. 3.4; Tusc.3.2; cf. JulianOr. 6.187d, who advocates self-education. See alsoNaic.D.
1.72.

2% galler (2000), 846 ff.

47



Why Get Yourself An Education?
The range of possible motives for acquiring a Bbeducation was varied, depending

largely on perspective. Palaemon, for example, fgayrospered from his letters,
differed from Calvisius Sabinus, who had alreadsned his fortune before buying a
custom-built slave retinue. Then again the satMattial cursed his parents because
his time spent learning grammar and rhetoric hadenéranslated into material
success, whereas his rival, an unschooled coblvkes, fantastically wealthy (Mart.
Spect 9.73.7-8; cf. Lib.Or. 62.12, 49). Petronius also satirises the valuelibé
culture, especially when a freedman at Trimalchlmésquet is hopelessly confused
about the merits of a liberal educatioBaf. 46.8) and another rejects it entirely
(58.7)%°" In other words, the conventional portrait that tesi off the Roman
autodidact as the intellectual equivalent of tlmveau riche motivated purely by
profit or status, needs to be revised.

Of course there will always be the possibility tlzattodidacts represented
those less affluent but naturally gifted Romans Wwawe somehow triumphed over
the odds to force their way into the liberal cudtdiney genuinely loved. It is difficult
to support such a romantic view without more evadehowever, so a better approach
Is to discuss likely scenarios based on what testymwe do have, with modern
theoretical models filling in the gaps.

Perhaps the most obvious motive for a literate atioic is because it was
useful?®® Being able to read and sign a contract oneseliexample, was a luxury in
a society where basic literacy was rare and broggtdter independence and security
to the subscribe®®® There is good evidence that reading, writing amaheracy helped
protect assets and manage prop&ftyVithout specific training for specialised jobs,
basic literacy may also have contributed to syeig slaves and lower levels of

society, since it provided practical value for anga of situations to otherwise

207 Of course Trimalchio’s displays attempt to imitaéspectable culture; my goal here, however, is to
reconstruct the possible motives of the self-ecaccatan outside the ideology of the elite that seéeks
perpetuate such a representation.

08 Cf, Phaedr. 4.13tilius homini nil est quam recte loqui

299 Hopkins (1991), 139.

210 Cribiore (2001), 164, 249, citing the frauduleontract atP. Enteux49; cf. H.C. Youtie (1975),
‘The Social Impact of llliteracy in Graeco-Romanyiat, ZPE 17, 205-6, for three further examples of
illiterates being cheated.
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uneducated peopf&’ The painfully slow, barely literate signaturestthave survived
on contracts from Egypt suggest that a modest sansatisfaction could be found in
even the smallest educational accomplishm@ts.

But since there were always ways to avoid beingradelied, such as
employing literate relatives or trusted agentditytinight not have been a compelling
enough reason for a thriving but humble businessrimanexample, to invest in his
own educatiorf’® Evidence of standardised templates and formulaintracts
supports this view* Moreover the model of education as a practicalriausce policy
only concerns elementary letters and fails to askltbe value of the more esoteric
disciplines of grammar and rhetoric.

Rhetoric was certainly useful for a career in putddministration or the
courts. A man schooled in oratory could always deféis interests and clierftS.
The main advantage, however, was the respectalbiiay rhetoric brought (Suet.
Gram.25.3), and with it the opportunities for networkwwgh the right people and for
social advancement.

The links between prestige and liberal educatiothatievel of the elite have
been well documented® For the educated classes literature was an adotned
participation in the shared literary culture comféd an individual’s status above the
great majority that were excludét.At the same time there was pressure on the elite
to compete with each other through displays ofutalt The value that the top
members of society placed on liberal letters mdlaat this was one of the channels
by which individuals could in theory improve thewcial statiorf

However, the problem was that a liberal educationndt bring respectability
per se the enmity in the sources towards cultured teacloe slaves is a good

example of this. It is unlikely then that a truhsignificant person could have earned

211 Mohler (1940), 278-9; cf. Horsefall (1989a), 2@#d the ‘letters for use in the householiltgrae

ad domusionejrat PetronSat.46.7, 48.4.

#2youtie (1975), 210; Hopkins (1991), 140; Cribi¢2801), 163-4.

23 youtie (1975), 212-20; Hopkins (1991), 150-5.

14 The most famous are the so-callBabulae Pompeianaef the banker CaeciliusC{L 4.3340); cf.
Bodel (1984), 138-9.

215 Kaster (1995), 275; Cribiore (2001), 240.

218 E g. Kaster (1988), 23; Hopkins (1991), 143-4;dter (1997), 1-7; Morgan (1998), 23-4; (2004),
191-5.

217 Kaster (1988), 29; Morgan (1998), 270.

218 Hopkins (1978), 79; (1974), 109-110: ‘If aristosravant to be literateurs, literateurs have a tredi
which helps to disguise them as aristocrats. Ktacrats want to be generals, generals who are not
aristocrats have a fulcrum by which they can laliemselves into acceptability.’
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respectability purely by schooling himself in laéure, but this by no means
precluded him from attempting to do so nonethelEss.

It makes sense, however, that the autodidact’singibg would not have
equipped him with the ability or instincts to distehe purpose or real value of
literature anyway. The lower classes were jusikatyl to consider liberal education
superfluous, impractical and thus undesirable &y there to feel shame at their
illiteracy or lack of culture. This is because pwor generally view education chiefly
in economic terms, without valuing its symbolicontural capitaf?° In other words,
the Roman authors are constructing the characfeasitsiders based on their own
fears, prejudices and values, rather than acknaivigdthe other motives or
perspectives they have by virtue of their differepbringing or class.

This phenomenon is by no means new. Sociologist® lealled such a
decision—that is, making a virtue of what cannotdweided or actively rejecting
what is already denied anyway—‘the choice of nemgs$?! The ancient evidence
for the perspectives of the lower classes and Stdhemmes largely from the papyri
of Egypt, where business transactions betray nessid social stigma or shame for
those who cannot read or wrft&. Letters were only ‘a peripheral concern,
occasionally useful, not necessary in the dailgdief most men’ because of the low
rate of education in the ancient woffd.Scholars are now increasingly of the view
that there may have even been a sense of pride gafaggiptians who actively
rejected proficiency in the alien Greek of theimawistrators’?*

Petronius’sSatyricon a satire characterised by violent clashes betvingim
and low culture, further highlights the economimpties of the lower classes and an
alternative attitude towards liberal letters. Thiandatic turning point in the banquet
scene comes when the successful ex-slave Hermbrusesa the freeborparasitus

Ascyltos for thinking he is better than everybodeeat the table. Self respect (57.4),

219 E.g. Ana V. Soady (1988), ‘Primigeni, crede mifpisicquid discis, tibi discis’Classical Bulletin
64,and Bloomer (1997), 217 ff, on the rag merchanti@th confusion of respectable letters, the legal
profession, and the monetary value of a trade ¢ReBat. 46.8: litterae thesaurum est [sic] et
artificium numguam moritgr

220 Cf, Codd (1990), 142-4; Webb et al. (2002), 28-B)-1.

221 3ee e.g. Codd (1990), 139, 142; Harker (1990), 91.

222 5ee especially Youtie (1971), (1975), (1975a); $6an(1991), 162; Cribiore (2001), 163; Parkin
(2003), 164-5.

2 Kaster (1988), 41, who paints the picture of &teifate successfully undertaking a variety of jobs
even public office, at no economic or social disattage to his literate neighbour. Cf. Youtie (1975)
201; Hanson (1991), 170.

224 See H.C. Youtie (1975a), ‘Because They Do Not Krmiters’, ZPE 10; Parkin (2003), 379-80,
n.89.
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good credit (57.5, 9; 58.11), minor officeseyir Augustalis57.6), and his trade
(58.14) are more important to Hermeros than therdibeducation that Ascyltos can
boast®®® Hermeros is proud to have overcome ‘real strugglesa household slave
(57.11): it is only to thecholasticusAscyltos (10.6, 61.4, cf. 39.5) that the freedmen
appear ridiculous, he continues, for his superitite rhetor and parasitus
Agamemnon certainly enjoys their company (57°8).

There is enough suspicion then for us to quesheretite assumption that the
lower classes are uniformly looking for any oppaity to educate themselves and
subsequently supplant or infiltrate the aristocth&y supposedly envy. It is a serious
blow to the autodidact therefore, whose existemckecharacterisation are founded on
an unreliable prejudice. Despite what the Romanairsis would have us think, there
may not have been that many self-educated men wibgtause any Romans who
were born outside a privileged household were liedtiwith a more practical
perspective and had better things to do than sitratt reading Sallust all day.

The parvenu was less likely to be content in hasiant, however, and had the
money to help realise his goals. If social mobiityRome is best seen as a process of
maximising status across as many fields as possiben we might expect the
nouveau richago begin seeking the accoutrements of the elit@rder to confirm the
position he has forced his way into by virtue o financial succesS’ Petronius’s
Trimalchio is perhaps the most exaggerated pormfastich a character, affecting the
appearance, values and culture of an equestrimerator, but Calvisius Sabinus is
also keenly aware of the need to display his refier@®?® We shall soon see how
unlikely it was that such an attempt could evertméth success.

This model of social mobility assumes that money tie a liberal education

and not the other way around. It is indeed intargghat so many elite sources imply

% petron.Sat 58.7:non didici geometrias, critica tet alogias meniaséd lapidarias litteras scio,
partes centum dico ad aes, ad pondus, ad nummnilm manuscript is less than perfect and some
phrases are unattested, but the required senskeas contrasting a liberal education with more
practical book-keeping skills. See R.W. Daniel (@Q8Liberal Education and Semiliteracy in
Petronius’,ZPE 40 and Smith (1975), 161-2, for discussion of plassage and cf. 58.8am scies
patrem tuum mercedes perdidisse, quamvis et rivatoriscis

“% For thescholasticussee Gwynn (1926), 166; Cribiore (2001), 217, h;1&nd cf. Kaster (1995),
xxi-ii, who defines Suetonius assaholasticus‘not a teacher by profession, but a “scholar’e avho
bore the mark of thechola[xxii] in his interests, learning, and speech’.

227 Hopkins (1974), 109.

228 Trimalchio’s status usurpation is well documentsele e.g. Smith (1975) 198 ff.; D’Arms (1981),
118 ff.; Boyce (1991), 96.
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that a liberal education ‘assured financial andiaosuccess®*® Many parents

believed grammar and rhetoric were crucial forrtiehildren’s welfare and prioritised
investments accordingf?® Financial skills were also associated with earning
potential®®* The aforementioned autodidacts Palaemon, SakindsHeliodorus were
all bluntly characterised by the fortunes they acalated, as if filthy lucre motivated
their actions.

But there is little evidence that basic literaogt &lone a liberal education,
actually helped people outside the most respecthaises to earn any morfé§A
narrow focus on philology could hardly be said ransmit skills that were useful or
practical outside of the arbitrary institutions angtoms of the aristocracy. The lack
of standardised qualifications in the Empire alsant that there could be no direct or
simple link between liberal education and inconmel since illiteracy was no obstacle
to financial success, perhaps it is better to ‘rewehe causal relationship between
education and economic growti® Money alone is therefore unlikely to have been a
credible incentive for the self-educated man.

Familiarity with liberal letters was obviously essial for anyone who wanted
to work as a grammarian or rhetor. The rags-toesctliché of the upwardly mobile
educator, such as Palaemon or Q. Curtius Rufus. @acl1.20; Plin.Ep. 7.27.2),
may have functioned perversely—as an American-diidainspiration for liberally
educated slaves, and not as a rallying point ferdisenfranchised elite or a deterrent
against such social prodigies. But these charavters exceptional, and as a general
proposition money brought about education, notatmer way round. The autodidact
who aspired towards a liberal education was theeelikely to be already in
possession of his fortune and above the thresHdidsic literacy.

It was difficult for a largely elite body of Romaauthors to conceive of a
world in which education was not important becatisy were active participants
who benefitted from a literary climate. In factwiéis in their interests to maintain that
culture was crucial, as if it were some kind ofiaa&l or objective force that was

229 Cribiore (2001), 249, cf. LuciaRh Pr. 6; Lib. Or. 35.19; PetrorSat 10.4.

230 Cribiore (2001), 123, cf. 103, 115, 122; Rawsc®9d), 90-1. Extant letters provide good evidence
for family expectations of a child’s education, it is only at the level of the grammarian orhigig

as a child was unlikely to have been sent away fiome before this stage.

23LE g. Cribiore (2001), 181-2, where an abacusielil to King Midas on one papyrus.

232 Cribiore (2001), 123, cf P.L. de Quiroga (1995jreedman Social Mobility in Roman lItaly’,
Historia 44, 330; Woolf (1996), 37; Bloomer (1997), 217.

233 Cribiore (2001), 249; cf. Kaster (1988), 23, 28|l& (2000), 837.
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legitimating a social position which was actualhhérited by virtue of birth. The
nouveaux richetad to conform to the values of the elite if tleespired to join their
ranks. But a liberal education generally only bittugny wealth or prestige to the
elite or to those outsiders who directly benefittt)dm it, such as the top
grammarians. Even then, the social and financietess of these outsiders was far
from guaranteed. If anyone else still wanted tcheiemselves in the literature of the

elite, it can only have represented little morenthalesire to improve their lot.

Pompey vs. Terence
The contrasting lives of Cn. Pompeius Magnus antieRentius Afer test the limits of

the relationship between class and culture. As «igdies, the senator Pompey
illustrates well the lie that it was impossible tbe most respectable members of the
Roman elite to be unsophisticated or uneducated|ewie ex-slave Terence

struggled to be taken seriously throughout antyguéven though he occupied a
central position in the Latin literary canon. Thalue and purpose of a liberal

education are called into question because theyatde viewed in isolation from the

rest of society. The definition of what it means lie educated can always be
manipulated.

If our only sources on Pompey’'s life had been @sli Attic Nightsand
Suetonius’sDe Grammaticis the picture of a poorly schooled and ill-sociedis
senator would have emerged. Yet even these auttapsshort of directly questioning
his intellect, because his position among the &mks of Rome’s generals, politicians
and citizens is secure, strengthened by traditimh tae annals of history. A direct
attack against Pompey would amount to nothing sbben assault on core Roman
values.

In recounting two of Pompey’s most glorious achiaeets, Gellius rather
typically focuses on the minutiae of grammar, betakso manages to undercut the
great man’sdignitas in the process. Pompey’s skill in levying and ngng large
armies was rewarded with his first consulship aery young age; Gellius, however,
informs us that before he assumed office in 70 BR&mnpey asked hiamiliaris
Varro to write an introductory book—which Varro kiamed theEisagogikor—

outlining senatorial protocols (14.7.2). The reaswmpey needed such a text, he
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continues, was because he was unfamiliar with agngeand consulting the senate,
and with city matters in general, as a result sflangthy military career (2§*

Philologists have generally focussed on Varro’lagment in the chapter, or
on the intriguing worccommentariuglem), which he uses to describe the genre of
both theEisagbgikonand his owrAttic Nights(pref. 20). But the passage also raises
interesting questions about patronage and stattisgdthe late Republican period.
Pompey’s father had died in disgrace during theidhanprising, yet his prestige and
powerful clientele must have been overwhelmingeifdould both triumph and attain
the early consulship while technically still @agues RomanusiNas there really
nobody else to assist him more discreetly? And diaulliterary snob like Gellius
have sincerely accepted the apology he presenBoimipey’s lack of knowledge?

The emphasis of thEisagbégikonwas on the normative and moral nature of
Pompey’s education, that is, ‘so that he mightddesm it what he ought to be doing
and saying when he consults the serfdfeSince this kind of information was
traditionally passed down to consuls patrilinealtyby prior attendance in the senate,
there was never any need for a handbook formalhfa@xng it. That Varro penned
such a text probably increased his own prestigestnetigthened his connection to the
powerful general, so it makes sense that he shadlertise his services, if a little
audaciously. Gellius claims that Pompey himself basghmissioned the work (4), but
it is likely that there would have been other nesmaors in a similar position to
Pompey following Sulla’s overhaul of the senateimyithe 80s, in which case it
seems unfair to single out Pompey as the leastitamiith senatorial practices.

Gellius is clearly aware of Pompey’'s extra-legateea, since he uses his
unusuaimperiumas an example of what cannot be calléeixan a chapter devoted to
legal definitions (10.20.3). And it is curious tlaatother scene on senatorial protocols
features Pompey, who effectively takes over frommsSus aprinceps senatuafter
marrying Caesar's daughter (4.10.5). But when Gelliscusses Sallust’s phrase
metum Pompdn order to delineate the subjective and objectises of the genitive
case—i.e. ‘being afraid of Pompey’ rather than ‘fear belonging to Pompey'—he

comes closer to the larger picture (9.12.14). Pognmpas feared but also respected,

234 When Gellius writes heregtioniam...rerum expers urbanarum fuithe dual meaning ofes
urbanaeis the closest he gets to discrediting Pompeyiscation. Pompey is certainly ‘unacquainted
with city affairs’, but is he also ‘ignorant of duipticated pursuits'? The indicative mood afjeoniam
suggests that Gellius is either expressing his @iew or common knowledge rather than Varro’s
explicit opinion.

25 Gell. NA 14.7.2:ex quo [libro] disceret, quid facere dicereque dettecum senatum consuleret.
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and although he famously lost his nerve at Pharéelacontinued to epitomise the
Republican hero. A slight on his name would haveceed poorly on the city and
traditions he had died protecting, or so the legeeadt.

If Gellius was aware of Pompey’s formal educatibe, certainly does not
mention it. Suetonius, on the other hand, goes raatglengths to diminish the
integrity of M’ Otacilius Pitholaus, Pompey'shetor (27.2), who is the only

236 The chronology of Suetonius’s

rhetorician he explicitly identifies as ldertinus
chapter is vague, because Pompey must have attéinelesthool of Pitholaus well
into middle age, presumably when ‘he had resumedptiactice of declaiming’ in
order to rebut Curio on the eve of the civil was.@ 2’ Pompey’s only other known
teacher was the grammarian Aristodemus of NysaalfSti4.1.48), and since his
glittering military career began in his mid-teeihsnay well be the case that Pitholaus
was his first experience withraetor.>*®

In this light, it seems damning that Gellius’s setahapter premissed upon
Pompey’s ignorance is a matter of simple grammlaticaidence. Sixteen years after
reading Varro’s book as consul designate, Pompgyyed his second consulship,
again alongside Crassus, and unveiled Rome’s giestnanent theatre. But Gellius
was more interested in his third consulship (52 BG#hen Pompey is supposed to
have been unsure about how to date the new monustenild he commemorate his
office by inscribingtertium or tertio (10.1lem)?*® Having canvassed the leading
scholars of the day, Pompey ended up adopting €geather diplomatic solution,
and abbreviated the word (i.eert) in order to obscure the problematic adjectival
ending.

Of course such a grammatical inquiry was the besatibutter of the authors
like Gellius in the Second Sophistic, but if Pompeygulpable, then so are the other
viri doctissimi(7) who could not agree on the matter. This pastagrefore serves as
an interesting test for the standard of learninguired for an amateur aristocrat:
Varro (6), Ennius (6), and Cicero (7) all knew thght answer, but Claudius

Quadrigarius and Coelius Antipater did not (1). Toener group includes three of

236 Cf. n. 59 above for thestiarius

237 Kaster (1995), 298.

238 5ee Marroti234, on the age for military training in the Relitb

239 Cf. perhaps most famously the later and more edsinscription on the Pantheon in Ronhé:
Agrippa L. f. cos. tertium fecit.

55



the most hallowed literary authorities on propetin@and two of Pompey’s greatest
contemporary scholars, so the latter group arelyhaetiahs because of one mistake.

According to Tiro, Gellius’'s source for the inciderCicero realised the
delicacy of the situation and came to his decissonthat he would not seem to find
fault with those men whose opinion he found faulthi’*® Leofranc Holford-
Strevens implies that credit for Cicero’s tact isdo Pompey, for ‘letting discretion
be the better part of valour’ in a matter of gramAtaGellius also implicitly praises
Pompey for ‘very carefully’ €xquisitissimgpassing on the problem to the scholars of
Rome (7). In their dialogues on oratory, TacitDga(. 37.3) and CiceroBrut. 239),
with typical rhetorical polish, both have charasteomment delicately on Pompey’s
learning by maintaining that his eloquence was tnatied only because it fell short of
his exceptional military glor§/*?

Cicero’s letters to Atticus give the impression arfiother Pompey, who
manages to address his ficgintio without actually saying very much (1.14.1) and
who holds his tongue just when Rome is in need i&ah statesman (1.18.6). It was
politically expedient here for Pompey not to cige his allies. But perhaps he was
following the tradition of anotheriumphator, P. Cornelius Scipio Africanus Maior,
who publicly shredded the account books in replgltegations of corruption against
his brother, after loudly reminding his own accgstat it was the anniversary of his
glory at Zama (Livy 38.55, GeNA4.18).

Pompey’'s adolescence was characterised more bgrthe than the school,
but he clearly enjoyed some education and partegpauccessfully in the oratorical
demands of city politics and military command.sltanly in comparison to the more
developed and competitive learning institutions tbé second century CE that
Pompey comes across as uneducated. Even themgtentials are secured by virtue

of his status; since he succeeds socially andigadlit and since his birth is not

240 Gell. NA 10.1.7:tum Ciceronem iudicare de viris doctis veritumegsse, quorum opinionem
inprobasset, ipsos videretur inprobasse. ‘Persui@sitir Pompeio, ut neque “tertium” neque “tertio”
scriberetur, sed ad secundum usque “t” fierentlitte.’

241 Holford-Strevens (1988), 27. As the first chapiéa book, the anecdote also serves as a kind of
homage to one of Gellius’s heroes (in this caseef), a common structural technique in Atéc
Nights

242 ndmittedly, when Cicero’s speaker Atticus retd@44), ‘You are drawing from the dregs actually
and have been doing so for some time,” Pompeyabkahly being included at the bottom of that barrel.
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obscure, the assumption is that he must have lssedrproperly and educated to a
satisfactory level, regardless of whether or nat thias actually the cad®

It is difficult to quantify precisely a minimum dukal standard or to establish
firm limits to this principle, simply because theltare of the elite was so efficiently
handed down by families that it would be unimagiaabor example, for a knight to
be unable to read. Perhaps Claudius’s decree thaghtk be able to defend
themselvessine patrono(Suet. Claud 16.2) is the least we might expect from
respectable Romans—and of course, that they dm datin (cf. Dio 60.17.4). In
practical terms then, finishing study with grammaas probably enough to acquire
the jargon, literary knowledge and morals necesdaryelite discoursé** This
corresponds with the general consensus on anderady, namely that there was an
economic level above which it was unusual not talie to write’*

The flipside to this principle is that the non-elitcould never really hope to
match their more respectable betters when it cancelture. A good example of such
educational snobbery at play is the middle Repahliplaywright Terence, whose
biography by Suetonius betrays many of the pregsifoom the author’s era.

According to Suetonius, the ex-slave and prolifiaypright received help

with his scripts from the patricians Scipio Aemiliss and C. Laelius (Sud®oet.3).
At the time the connection was probably designedlamder Scipio and Laelius as
much as Terence, but the implication is clear: r@igm freedman could never be
responsible for skilful and successful dramas, mleds innovative and brilliant
Latin.?*® As is the case with Pompey, Terence’s biograptsgpanore questions than
it answers. What exactly were the origin and natoirghe relationship between
Terence and Scipio? And was Terence regarded bgohtemporaries as particularly
well-educated?

Suetonius is unable to relate any of Terence’s raptishments without
gualifying them in some way. Terence thus owes ihigal acculturation to a
benevolent master (1) and his plays to fraternisitg the so-called Scipionic circle
(2). His purpose in sailing abroad, where he walie must have been to shake off

the stigma of plagiarism or to steep himself maiby/fin Greek culture (4), Suetonius

243 Cf. Vespasian, aequeswho also enjoyed a glittering military career garh, and ‘surprised’ his
court by quoting Menander and Homer off the cufiere though he never managed to shake off his
provincial accent (SueYesp.22-3).

244 Kaster (1988), 26; cf. Morgan (1998), 63; Cribi¢2601), 187.

245\W.V. Harris (1983), ‘Literacy and EpigraphyZ PE 52, 110 f.

246 Bloomer (1997), 11, praises Terence’s ‘masteryatinity’.
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claims?*’ A similarly negative tradition surrounds the thientury BCE poet Cn.

Naevius, who was supposed to have written two pdigs being thrown in chains for
tirelessly abusing Rome’s leadéfs.

As usual, Suetonius is more reliable when relayawgnts than motives.
Terence was probably susceptible to allegationstaflesale plagiarism by virtue of
the contaminatioinherent in the so-callef@dbula togata where plots were commonly
borrowed from Greek New Comed$. Even though Terence’s place in the Latin
canon alongside Vergil, Sallust and Cicero waslfiraecure by Suetonius’s day, his
contribution to Roman culture could never be fullgknowledged because his
achievements were redefined as vicarious or coatihgpon other, more socially
acceptable citizerS® The portrait of Terence is thus removed from ithéolable
literary tradition that formed the cornerstone bfeeculture and polite society, and
placed into a more vulnerable context of sociatiehs and personal integrity!

Terence poses as much of a threat asitheveau richeor self-educated man
because as a freedman he represents change arity.ndeealso threatens to reveal
the fagade of tradition and nobility by achievinmga cultural sphere that has been
hitherto dominated by and restricted to aristocrak® incorporation of outsiders was
thus a cautious, limited and tense process.

Something similar is probably happening in the cak¢he autodidact: the
social stigma attached to self-education ensuradathy marginal figures could never
be fully integrated into respectable society, ndtendhow successful they might have
been, because they could always be tarred withbtiuiah regardless of whether or not
they were ever actually self-educated. Autodidattsan thus be seen as a literary
mechanism that controls access to culture. It wgsossible for socially marginal
figures like the autodidact to enjoy any of the dfén of a liberal education or to be
considered as well educated as any respectable iRoegardless of their intellect or

cultural competencies.

247 Cf. Suet.Ner. 52: Suetonius defends Nero’s clearly inferior eeragainst similar allegations of
plagiarism. See also Bloomer (1997), 142-3, 14plagiarism is universally disapproved of at Rome,
and associated with the Greek, the freedman aedstbially ambitious and dangerous’.

248 Gell. NA3.3.15, cf. PlautMil. 210 ff. for his imprisonment and GeNA 1.24.2 for the ‘Campanian
arrogance’ of his epitaph.

249 R.H. Martin,Adelphoe(Cambridge University Press: 1976), 98-9. Thptatio benevolentiaef the
Adelphoecleverly addresses the rumours without mentionicigis.

20 gee Marroty 252, 277-8 on the canonisation of Terence.

#1Cf. Morgan (1998), 74 ff.
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The Futility of Self-Education
In any society if education becomes too widespigadi risks losing its value or role

in distinguishing the dominant classes, then maubtle distinctions begin to
operate®>> Some institutions might become more exclusive thiders, for example,
or else personal attributes such as ‘natural eaiséstyle’ increase in value. Rome
was no different, and the definition of educatioaswconstantly being adjusted in
response to social outsiders and cultural pretsndére autodidact was ultimately
destined to fail if he aspired to be considereducatl or respectable because it was
impossible to simulate the identity of an educatdde Roman male that had been
carefully constructed and reinforced over many fatiae years both at home and in
the classroom. Even if he could have reproducethftdly the knowledge and
competencies of a conventional liberal educatibe, dutodidact would always have
fallen short of crucial moral and social critefiaducation simply did not exist outside
the context of the elite patronage and social netsvehat defined it, and the self-
educated man was by definition isolated from thesditions®>3

The autodidact missed out on traditional experisrnicethe school and the
family, which were the two most effective instituis in transmitting the culture of
the dominant classés® Early socialisation in the household equippeddekit of the
dominant classes with the tools necessary to athept culture as easily as possible,
so ancient schools were really only reinforcingsérg social inequalities. It was not
only formal institutional knowledge—the literarynzmn, therhetor's jargon, or proper
speech—that was important in this process, but tiecsocialisation in morals and
manners, which were introduced by parents and Yaamdtl reinforced through literary
and gnomic texts at the grammar school. In socicégerms then, theabitusof the
school closely matched tiabitusof the elite householtf®

The children of elite families were greatly prigkd by this early

indoctrination in culturé®® Ancient authors also recognised how impressionable

%52 As a general sociological principle, see Banks76)947; Harker (1990), 95, 100; cf. Corbeill
(2001), 283-4 and Cidiv. Caec.39 for such a shift towards symbolic capital irel&epublican
Rome.

23 3aller (2000), 838.

254 Cf. Kaster (1988), 14: ‘Whatever its other shomings, the grammarian’s school did one thing
superbly, providing the language amresthrough which a social and political elite recognizts
members.’

255 Cf. Harker (1990), 89-90.

%% Morgan (1998), 77-8, 118.
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youth was, and soon began advising on how to maeiraichild’s opportunities: the
ideal, for example, was a ‘natural’ fluency in batatin and Greek, spoken with the
right accent$®’ Students from the top families appeared to berathyubetter than
their more disadvantaged schoolmates because tadyahlmeady learned sounds,
letters, and values before coming to school and wesre familiar with how culture
operated>® Of course, grammar schooling was always differérdm the
contemporary vernacular, and the culture of th&e elas similarly arbitrary and
unnatural. This meant that even the most talentgsiders would have found liberal
culture alien and demanding, if not frustratingropossible.

Even if an underprivileged person had assimilatiéd kterature successfully,
he could never match the true connoisseur, whoapgdeto have a natural gift for
letters; he was rather a ‘bookish’ scholar at bestupying a position within the
dominated fraction of the dominating cl&8%.Low-born authors and professional
educators could never earn the full respect of rttwe conventionally educated
Roman elite, because amateur aristocrats were ctabfe with theirdoctrina and
above competing with less respectable preterf®tsetters were nothing special to
the litterati, and certainly not mysterious or astonishifigA more likely scenario is
that the self-educated man would have reactechiikey other underprivileged people
and concluded that he was just not cut out fomiear?®?

Even more so than strictly literary competenciés, self-educated man was
disadvantaged by missing the symbolic capital atiic® of more conventionally
educated Romans. In short, he was lacking traditiorores In an Empire where
liberal education was increasingly more about haavidedge was learned rather than
merely what a pupil knew, such a setback was dpaaastrous®

Morals were the most important part of an educatidoEducation had always

sought to communicate how people should bef&/@he ideal of thevir bonus

257 Cf. Quint.Inst. 1.1.12-14; cf. 4-5, where he warns against childieveloping a Greek accent too
early.

28 Cf. Webb et al. (2002), 113-14.

259 Codd (1990), 147; cf. Kaster (1988), 134: the graman is ‘the least of the learned’, able to
‘consort with the elite by virtue of his scholagghyet remaining subordinate.

260 Cf. Hopkins (1974), 110: ‘If one is superior bytuma, one is good without seeming to try.’

61 Kaster (1988), 203-5.

%62 5ee further Webb et al. (2002), 113, on the steddlegemonic model of social reproduction.

263 Corbeill (2001), 283-4.

24 Marrol?, 234; cf. Bonner (1977), 42; Morgan (1998), 94283, and Quintinst. 1.1.35; 1.8.5;
10.1.45, 48. Cf. LibOr. 62.41: Alongside eloquence, Libanius taught hisilgpup sense of decency’
and how to be respectable.
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dicendi peritusserves as a good example of the connection betlezening and
ethics in conventional Roman thoudfft. But whenever learning conflicted with
society, there was ‘a strong normative urge to lvestensions by subordinating
doctrina to mores.?®” For example, it was more important for teachereomoral
than learned®® This blurring of virtue and erudition safeguarctbe amateur elite
from competition with professional instructors wehipreserving traditions and
ethics®® It also meant that the autodidact was isolated aityoras well as
intellectually, because there was no school or &loois setting where he might have
learned the correct way to behave in every soctahtson—from basics such as
sitting properly, through to more complex obligasdike managing clients.

A liberal education included the way that you rethtto society through
behaviour and mannet® The elite thus cultivated proper gesture, dresd, speech
in their children, reinforcing them until they seetneffortless and naturdl* These
socially constructed virtues were so deeply embedde traditional liberal education
that Quintilian could equate the twmgt. 1.6.44-45), claiming that incorrect diction
amounted to nothing short of the destruction ofir_atorality?’? It seems unlikely
that the autodidact would have easily managed tmdke and imitate all of these
symbolic, less visible forms of capitdf

Individuals who had been socialised poorly andidatghe elite institutions of
the family and the school lacked the moral backgdoto be capable of discerning
what ‘cultured’ or ‘educated’ even really meantdastruggled to dress, behave or

speak as the privileged diff Roman satirists realised the potential of such a

265 Cf. Corbeill (2001), 264-6: were the banquet sopgssing distinguished men, perhaps the oldest
documented example of Roman traditional educatfmough emulation (Val. Max. 2.1.10), the
precursor of literature’s moral function?

% Kaster (1988), 60doctrinathen, if to be truly allowed to an elite, mustdmeipled withmores’ Cf.
Cribiore (2001), 220-1.

27 Kaster (1988), 65; cf. TaBial. 8.3, 28.2-6.

2% See above n.193.

29 Kaster (1988), 62: ‘Learning thus followsores the learned man must first be virtuous, the
ignorant man is necessarily depraved.” Cf. Gdl 13.17:humanitasis comprised of both learning
(eruditio institutioquég and moralsdura et discipliny.

2’0 Corbeill (2001), 283.

"1 Not just at the top level; Cribiore (2001), 11221 recounts fathers telling sons what colour and
kind of clothes to wear to school, or what mantemmploy P. Oxy 3.531, 18.2190).

"2 Corbeill (2001), 284.

213 Cf. Shaw (2000), 384: theusticus(e.g. Juv. 3.67-8) indicated his servility, lackesfucation and
provincialism by speaking, dressing and gesturiifferéntly from the urbanity, sophistication and
correct speech of the freeborn dominant classeato(a@h such simplicity could also be found
praiseworthy e.g. in bucolic poetry or satire).

2" Shaw (2000), 384, cf. Codd (1990), 135.
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situation: the freedman Trimalchio in PetroniuSatyricon for example, is unable to
recognise what exactly makes the elite educatedl tfaus his attempted displays of
social and cultural refinement only communicatefdurfiery to the educated readét.

Thus a single mistake—the slightest slip-up, sslacior archaism—spelled
social disaster for the self-educated MmZms culture became more strictly guarded,
an individual’'s social trajectory increased in impoce so that a solitary gaffe could
spoil years of diligence. But because the domimtéadses already ‘knew’ their own
culture ‘naturally’, such ‘cultural stupidity’ wampossible for theri’’

For members outside of the elite classes thenyiohaal social status was only
as great as their lowest characteristic. Thistledtself-educated man open to attacks
on social, cultural or moral grounds, especially fgammarians like Palaemon,
whose trusted positions of influence among youthd apportunities for success
ensured they were all the more closely scrutiniSmtial trajectory was the key to
distinguishing educated but unworthy men from thheppr Romans who were
essentially cultured by virtue of their birth intiee right househol&’® This fits with
the theory of education as a tool for social repotidn, which is especially attractive
in a society like Rome where early differentiatimombined with an aristocratic and
paternalistic ideology to create an exclusive grofyell-educated leadefé’

But perhaps the most difficult hurdle facing theoalidact was the lack of
traditional social connections. There is good ewvageof both teachers and students
benefitting from relationships acquired at edugaianstitutions’>° Without a system
of qualifications to verify education, reputatiorasvcrucial and this was largely

conferred by word of mouth or through the recomnagiods of the most respectable

2’5 Horsfall (1989), 78-81, e.g. Petrdat.40.1; 48.7; 50.2-6; 59.4.

2% Bloomer (1997), 107-8, 151; Corbeill (2001), 2&h mispronunciation, see e.g. Quihist. 8.1;
Catull. 84, cf. Gell.NA 2.3, 13.6.3. See also the thesis of Bodel (198#):tthie freedmen in the
Satyricon who can never escape the social underworld of gegiile pastfaux pasensue when they
misunderstand elite culture because they can rehade their lower-class dispositions.

2" Harker (1990), 121.

278 Cf. Wilkes (1990), 126, quoting Bourdieu (198B)stinction, 265: ‘(cultural capital) opposes those
individuals whose families have long been membérthe bourgeoisie to those who have recently
entered it: the parvenus: those who have the supmiwilege, seniority in privilege, who acquired
their cultural capital by early, daily contact wittre, “distinguished” things, people, places amolss,

to those who owe their capital to an acquisitivierefdirected by the educational system or guided b
the serendipity of the autodidact, and whose @tatiip to it is more serious, more severe, ofteremo
tense.’

19 See Banks (1976), 53, for these classificatioteai.

280 5ee Bonner (1977), 140-1, for literary and epibgi@@ccounts of lasting schoolroom relationships
and cf. Quintlnst. 1.2.20. See also Kaster (1988), 47, 66-9, 201&gtammarian was defined by his
clientele even more than his competencies.
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contacts possibl&* Teachers and mentors were obvious candidates rromend
students destined for higher positions, and wenearged by pupils and families in
return®®? It is difficult to see how a self-educated man Idoprosper independently
and then hope to crack into the customary netwofkpatronage, aside from any
possible vertical links offered by a former master.

The social net can be cast even wider. A good elarmap more general
cultural patronage between men of letters can $eedied without a school in sight in
the case of Pliny, Suetonius and Septicius ClaRli®.(Ep. 1.1, 18, 24; 3.8; 5.10;
10.94-5)*® It is only the autonomous self-educated man—lodewn the social
ladder, with nobody but himself to speak on his dvehalf—who is entirely lacking
in associates. We should expect patronage andl saciaections to lie at the centre
of education because the purpose of Roman educatiasmever to produce trained
professionals for a variety of economic roles bather to advance and justify
networks between select members of society.

The institution of thetirocinium fori serves as a good example of the
relationship between education and patronage inrgdbecause it demonstrates how
social connections combined with the exclusivityediication to limit access to the
best political and legal careers. For the finat pahis education, a budding aristocrat
traditionally embarked on th&rocinium fori, a kind of clerkship or practicum where
an elder orator introduced him to the codffsThis institution cost nothing, since any
teaching was conducted at the same time as cliev@stls were being m&t
Essentially a kind of patronage then, tivecinium fori guaranteed noble families
control over the allocation of important sociala®land served as a quasi-diploma in
law during the Republic, in lieu of more formal exaations of credentiaf$® Unlike
declamation, theirocinium fori was focussed on practical results and free from
charges of sheltering students from the harsh tiesliof life?®” Society was
reproduced by the younger generation imitating iahériting themos maiorumand
rejecting res novaeor innovation, which had revolutionary overtoi&s.n this

281 Kaster (1988), 208; Saller (2000), 838, 846 ffipre (2001), 105.

282 Kaster (1988), 202; Cribiore (2001), 115.

8 gee Kaster (1995), xxii-iii, who posits the ‘pléls if unprovable assumption’ that it was Septciu
who procured tha studiissecretariat for Suetonius.

?%4 Cic. Amic 1; TacDial. 34; cf. GellINA1.23.4.

8 Clarke (1971), 114-15.

26 galler (2000), 846 ff.

287 Cf. Cic.De Or.1.157; PetronSat 2.4.

28 Marrou’ 231-2.
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context, the self-educated man—uwithout father adigg figure—could never enjoy
a full process of indoctrination or its wider sddanefits, and his novelty would only
be greeted with hostility.

The education of the Empire might seem a long wagnfthese Republican
traditions, but the underpinning values changed@ amldegree, not kind. Instead of
the ‘face-to-face relations’ of the Republican patclient relationship, the town
council or the Emperor increasingly contributed regmoship?®® The first real
challenge to thdirocinium fori was the introduction of Latin rhetoric at Rome,
according to Suetonitf§’ But the institution was still providing a modelrfo
excellence in Tacitus’s youth, even if it was n@sd formalisedial. 2.1): Tacitus
followed M. Aper and Julius Secundus for their cersations and debates, and to
learn ‘the secrets of their personal discouf8eTacitus tells us that the social
benefits of thetirocinium fori had extended beyond the individual mentor, because
connections were forged with other advocates andiqins (34.3). Pliny also
introduced young men to the centumviral courts, Emdented the good old days
where candidates would only have been screenedemyahconsular rank? And of
course there was nothing to stop the more enthicsersd able students from taking
notes and forming relationships in the forum offitlown steans®®

By the second century, thieocinium fori had merely taken on another guise,
with a learned teacher providing the role of merwra group of followers, or
sectatore$™ Of course the prestige of a grammarian could bemaich for a
consularis Nevertheless, such blurring of the professiomal personal reflected the
importance of social interaction at the heart @ ¢ducational world. When Libanius

petitioned the governor to appoint the brotheraw-lof the grammarian Calliopius to

289 Kaster (1988), 64-5.

290 Cf. Kaster (1988), 52; (1995), 273-4.

21 |n spite of Messalla’s claim at 34.1 that tecinium fori is dead, phrases such iaspublico
assectabaf2.1) nevertheless recall the practice.

292 plin. Ep. 1.18.3, 5.8.8, 6.23.2, cf. 2.14& hercule ante memoriam meam...ne nobilissimis quide
adulescentibus locus erat nisi aliquo consulari gwoente: tanta veneratione pulcherrimum opus
colebatur See also Quintnst.12.6.3, although his use tifocinium here is probably figurative.

293 Gwynn (1926), 133: Quintnst. 10.5.19; TacDial. 20.7.10.

294 Kaster (1988), 59, 66-7, Vardi (2001), 50, see9m8low on the quasirocinium fori of Gellius
with the grammarian Sulpicius Apollonaris.
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a position (Lib.Ep. 678), it was so that Calliopius might be ‘more faxably
disposed’ to a student: Libanius’s son.

In this way, although the schools of rhetoric aad replaced thérocinium
fori as the principal vector for transmitting oratorisills and legal expertise, the
importance of patronage and social status neveeafhBy the second century, you
were more likely to find an ex-senator teachingahie than an ex-slave (cf. Pli&p.
4.11.1, Juv. 7.197; Suébram.25.3), ancconsularesvere recommending teachers to
fill vacant post$®’ The rhetorical theorists claimed to value tinecinium fori for its
practical emphasis on imitating a single oratorasodel for speaking® In reality,
the greatest lessons a student learned from ittiatshe could always rely on the
bonds of birth, class and family in order to shapehis privileged position and that he
should only be competing with his elite colleagues.

Of course, just because powerful structures sucblagery or educational
institutions organise a society, this does not Ipcex individual mobility. Parents
could always instill in their children the importanof schooling or cultivating the
dominant dispositions and morals, but the ‘classeavalue-systems’ were more
likely to shape the attitudes of poorer parents ahddren in turn, creating a
pessimistic outlook® In other words, individuals might retain their gdiive hopes,
but objective structures always fostered an awaerd limitations and place in
society that generally prevented them from beiradjsed.

2% Kaster (1988), 69; cf. 213-14 and LiBp. 52, 67-9, 90-1, 155, and 231 for a similar relahup,
and at the highest level, Frorfp. 5.34, 37—the relationship between Fronto and Aimias Pius was
conducted through Fronto’s pupil, the heir to thepte.

2% Marrou? 241, 289-90; Clarke (1971), 115.

297 E g. Tacitus at PlirEp. 4.13, cf. Kaster (1988), 222-3.

2% Gwynn (1926), 133; Bonner (1977), 85.

29 Harker (1990), 90.
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Part I1: When |s Self-Education OK? A Case Sudy of the
Attic Nights

Introduction
Could it really have been mere chance that an adefg Aulus Gellius happened to

meet that fellow who would provide a little bit ehtertainment, late one day while
wandering with his friend$% This man had been critical of the way that thet poe
Catullus had employed the vedbprecorand was clearly an idiot, because, as Gellius
tells us, he was ‘the type of guy who advertisesl reputation for fluency with a
confused and undisciplined way of speaking, and W never learned any of the
usages or doctrines behind speaking correct Lt

If it seems suspicious that Gellius would begis bhapter with a snobby
character assassination of a stranger he had etecedrliterally years ago, further
doubts arise upon closer examination. For exanipie peculiar that any man would
boast about the very things he is ignorant of, sslthe author is attempting to
characterise him as contemptibly as possitfieMoreover, Gellius summarises his
opponent’s view in only the briefest reported spelkat allows himself much more
room for an exhaustive opinion odeprecor that smacks more of late-night
scholarship than off-the-cuff rebuttal. In fact, wever hear a single word that
Gellius’s anonymous rival says, and the mise-emeqggeculiarly vanishes halfway
through the chapter. Finally, if we are to take shary at face value, we must invest
Gellius with extraordinary confidence in his alyilib divine other people’s motives
and educational backgrounds.

But what is more interesting is what this chapexeals about Gellius’s own
motives and educational background. While it is detar where exactly the other
man had read his Catullus, the implication is thetacks the culture and upbringing

30 gee Gell.NA 7.16.1: cum in Lycio forte vespera ambularemBy drawing attention to the
coincidental nature of the encountéorte), along with the possible pun on ‘walking’ in aripatetic
institution, Gellius is inviting queries about kagistic licence.

391 NA 7.16.1:eiusmodi quispiam, qui tumultuariis et inconditisguae exercitationibus ad famam sese
facundiae promiserat neque orationis Latinae ustigres <rationes>ve ullas didiceratcf.
tumultuaria doctrina(11.7.3). Note that the Latin pointedly uses técdirterms @surpatiq ratio) from
the school of the grammarian. For tleprecorpoem in question, see Catull. 92.3.

392 The verbpromiseratis not accepted by all editors: Hosius preferpgdmoveratand Damsté
prompseratneither of which really changes the meaning tvdriom the required sense, of placing out
there an idea for others to notice.

66



that Gellius values and had himself enjoyed. He maybe overtly characterised as
self-educated, but his background is likely to beser to the autodidact’s than to
Gellius’s, which is why he is presented as a fargét for the author's amusement
(ludo ibi et voluptati fuit1). This is a ‘type’ ¢iusmodi of person familiar to Gellius,
but also a kind of scene played out often throughloe Attic Nights where a self-
important pretender to high culture is publicly hlated on account of thiaux pas
that stem from an inadequate education or a pogrofvtfe.3*?

But if Gellius had a purpose in mind when he cargéad this series of
vignettes, it was certainly not to inveigh agasaf-education. The very nature of his
magnum opus—twenty books illuminating a varietybdef topics across a range of
disciplines—presupposes an element of self-edutatins intended audience of
discriminate, literate Roman males would pick u@ mhiscellany in order to improve
themselves without having to trawl through the Bsrof erudite ancestors whence
Gellius made his choice selection. Indeed, the-eshlication of the respectable
gentleman is a worthy pursuit that Gellius shargigtinguishes from what he
characterises as selfish and arrogant attemptsdsynoble people to edify themselves
or others without paying proper dues to the vergcd#r values and methods
associated with elite educational institutions.

Recent scholarship of théttic Nights has focussed on the work as a
commentary on education and literary culture at B&thGellius has usurped the
tired and often criticised genre of the miscelléamyvrite a meta-narrative that argues
for the civilised pursuit of a range of useful dines, to be sustained by friendships
and debate for the duration of a lifetime. Beslie dverwhelming size and variety of
scholarship on display, this thesis is most cleaxiyced in the preface to the work,
but it is implicit in the many scenes where Gellhas dramatised conflicts—where a
victor in harmony with the author’s philosophy urmisingly triumphs. Despite this
distortion and invention, Gellius’s often frank comantary not only provides a real
insight into the possibility of self-improvementrfa comfortably wealthy class of
appropriately educated men, but also sheds lighthencompetitive and protective

attitudes toward education—a precious commoditynduthe Second Sophistic—and

%03 A Vardi (2001) is the standard source on the smpwscene.

394 See especially Stephen M. Beall (200Hpmo fandi dulcissimushe role of Favorinus in th&ttic
Nights of Aulus Gellius’,AJPhil. 122 (1), (2004), ‘Gellian Humanism Revisited’ irolfbrd-Strevens
& Vardi (eds.),The Worlds of Aulus Gelliu®©xford University Press, Oxford; Vardi (2001)0@2);
and Morgan (2004), ‘Educational Values’ in Holfdgtkevens & Vardi (eds.)The Worlds of Aulus
Gellius Oxford University Press, Oxford.
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the hostility towards self-educated men as poodiycated, rude and venal intruders

without proper social contacts.

The Self-Education of the Respectable Gentleman
Without the benefit of more conventional methoddeafrning, such as the school or

mentor, it makes sense for the budding self-eddaai@n to rely on the miscellany—
the ancient equivalent of the encyclopedia, diggnof quotations, thesaurus,
lexicon, or all of these and more depending ontdisées of the author. This fits our
profile of the autodidact, who will have enough regprio afford time off to peruse

books perhaps, but will lack the proper upbringamgl connections to know exactly
how to go about accomplishing such a goal. Theclbghind this strategy is that the
author of such miscellanies will have selected &men summarised culturally

valuable information from a range of sources, whigh prevent the reader from

having to perform such a laborious, and indeedchirtask himself. This particularly
benefits the self-educated man, who is making upofst time and needs all the help
he can get.

Such a model does not, however, preclude perfeedpectable gentlemen
from profiting similarly from miscellanies; in faceducated Romans are the more
likely audience for the author to have in mind whariting. The preface to thattic
Nightsplays with many of the conventions of its gennat, Wtimately reveals a clear
purpose: to provide a kind of support service fatyahis latter type of reader to
improve himself.

In accordance with the convention that one prefae's lifework with an
explanation of the noble reasons that inspired suchlindertaking, Gellius offers a
range of motivations. Immediately following the u@@ that begins the book, he
explains that there ought to be some kind of reimedaor his children when the
demands of business allow them relaxation and siimer(NA pref.1). As dependents
of the paterfamilias the author’'s sons would be the logical recipiasita text used
for entertainment and education. But Gellius hadh&r motives for writing the
Nights He considers his notes to be ‘a kind of literstgrehouse’ that allow him to
look up a quote even if he does not have the socatdend quoddam litterarum
penus 2), and he began writing them for his own amuseniadere 3) during the

long hours of winter darkness whence the piecesdéiits name.
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But after another cliché—the humble defence oftitlss against the more racy
choices of his competitors—Gellius identifies th tmain principles that guided his

selection of materialNA pref. 12):

I have taken few items from my sources, and onbge¢hwhich might either lead
alert and mobile minds, by a quick and easy shatf ®© the desire for

respectable learning and to a survey of the useta| or liberate men already
tied up in life’s other affairs from an ignorandefacts and language that would
be crude and utterly disgraceful.

modica ex his eaque sola accepi, quae aut ingeviapta expeditaque ad
honestae eruditionis cupidinem utiliumque artiumntemplationem celeri
faciligue compendio ducerent aut homines aliis 1atae negotiis occupatos a
turpi certe agrestique rerum atque verborum imigevindicarent.

Gellius does not intend the volumes to be solethttie benefit of his family members
therefore, but imagines their application to a Heyayet specific target audience.
Various conjectures concerning Gellius’s motivegehbeen posited, but each always
returns to this key passage, and this discussiamoislifferent. Gellius essentially
expands upon these goals—to stimulate learning@medeem boorishness—for the
rest of the preface. They stand out because of finenk and focussed nature,
particularly when compared to his more generic cetitqrs, and because they reveal
a lot about what Gellius values in an ideal edocatiEven early on, he is either
flattering his readers or he really expects to rcalely to more capable and
respectable gentlemen.

Selectivity is important to Gellius’s audience slynpecause the enormous
amount of material being published at Rome meaasiths difficult for even the
most learned to keep up to date with intellectuakters, let alone for the rest to
‘acquire the veneer of culture that is all mostgeacan aspire t° This glut of
letters is generally agreed upon by the early impexriters, as is the realistic
approach to education that seeks to save busy e@¢iopt>*® The high demand for
culture among the upper classes stemmed from tbeedasing expectation that
everyone else will be participating in such displ#y An association with high
culture confirms the status not just of oratorgpablic figures, but any respectable

%% Holford-Strevens (1988), 21.

3% See Amiel Vardi (2004), ‘Genre, Conventions, andt@al Programme in GelliusNoctes Atticae
in Holford-Strevens & Vardi (eds.)J;he Worlds of Aulus Gelliu®©xford University Press, Oxford,
166, for a summary of the sources.

397 Holford-Strevens (1988), 6.
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gentleman who might like to retire to a leisurefg bf letters or entertain his clients
with a philosophical dinner conversatitfii. Since it is important that the Roman
gentleman neglect his learning no less than he dvbid business or family, some
kind of compromise eventually has to be fodffdThe title of the book reminds us
that Gellius is researching outside business hamg many chapters salvage learning
in the moments between important business tramsetor depict scholarship taking
place during leisure tim&° Quintilian had similarly advocated incorporatimgining
experiences wherever possible, and not just résgidnstruction to the classroom
(Inst.1.8.12).

Gellius’s metaphor of the short cut appears elsesvireancient literaturg!
For example, the Republican grammarian and rhetétdius Philologus is supposed
to have provided Sallust with ‘an abbreviated \@rsipreviario) of all Roman
history, from which he might make whatever selewide wished’ (SueiGram
10.6)3'? Gellius’s casual application of the metaphor te tvn work confirms the
general acceptance in elite circles of maximisihg efficiency of intellectual
pursuits. There seems to be no automatically negatbnnotation associated with
excising unnecessary work; this is similar to @ektof the grammarian, for example,
who selects readings on the student’s betfaifhe metaphor nevertheless requires
fine balancing, because Gellius certainly doesaulvibcate cutting too many corners
and specifies limitations to people accessing instscut.

The second goal suggests that the idea of foregakitture for business is, to
Gellius, catastrophic. Yet he does not have in musl anyone at Rome here. It
seems likely that the phrase ‘respectable learn{hghesta eruditio 12) in this
passage is a transferred epithet, referring taytlaity of the student as much as the

educatiort™® There is a tacit assumption that others do noérstessuch a privilege,

308 Kaster (1988), 29; cpaideiaas ‘deeply ingrainedh daily life: Cribiore (2001), 239, 243.

39 vardi (2004), 169, 172.

310 ¢t vardi (2004), 182-3, e.lA 4.1 (in line for the Emperor'salutatio).

311 E g. SenEp. 27.6; Dio ChrysOr. 18.4; LucianRh. Pr.3; cf. Lucian’s metaphor of education in the
Hermotimusas a physical, linear progression, Cribiore (20a1)and Bonner (1977), 102: parents
‘expected a short cut to be made’ for their chitdog teachers (e.g. Petrd®at.4.2; Juv. 14.189 ff.).

%12 Ateius Philologus provides an early case of aiiatempt for successful teachers of servile origin:
Asinius Pollio was critical of his transferral tedamation from grammar and the fact that he decide
on his owncognomer(2), which—along with his claim to have written@Books (5)—appears to have
been an innovation in self-promotion.

313 Cf. e.g. Dio ChrysOr. 18.

314 Cf. ingenuarum artiun(13) orartes liberales which connote a superior juridical status, bodae
artes (10.11.2) orhumanitas(13.17), which imply natural supremacy, versus &pidariae litterae
(Petron.Sat.58.7).
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since they lack healthy and alert mindsyénia prompta expeditaqu&2). Elsewhere
Gellius is more explicit about this distinction: iseconcerned only with the ‘properly
educated gentleman’ and the ‘noble pleasure’ hehimigke from any study/®
Gellius’s definition of an ideal education and tbée that it should play in life further
clarifies how he intends thdightsto contribute to self-improvement and for whose
benefit.

So what exactly does it mean to say that a shdrieads to a ‘desire for
respectable learning’ad honestae eruditionis cupidinem2)—and why should

Gellius choose these precise words? Clues follothemext chapter (13):

For | have not made bottomless and shadowy inguingo the abysses of
grammar, dialectic and geometry, but | have onlyvjated the first fruits and,
as it were, aperitifs of the liberal arts, whicke alownright disgraceful, if not
harmful, for the properly educated gentleman ndwehave heard or tackled
before.

non enim fecimus altos nimis et obscuros in his §gammaticis, dialecticis et

geometricis] rebus quaestionum sinus, sed primifissdam et quasi libamenta
ingenuarum artium dedimus, quae virum civiliter ditum neque audisse

umguam neque attigisse, si non inutile, at quidertedndecorum est.

Gellius is providing a minimum standard for eduwmati below which no self-
respecting gentleman would wish to be stationed. 88 selectivity in choosing
topics and restricting his audience is matched byumher discrimination in
composition, because he intends his chapters tasaicicentives for additional study,
rather than being sufficient authorities on theimd*®

Gellius views culture as a dynamic process prattisean individual, which
must be sustained and not without reflection opscism>!’ The twenty books of the
Nights are nothing if not a superlative demonstration lo$ tbelief in independent
research, but Gellius still provides dramatic ex@sf himself performing his own

mandaté’’® He suggests that readers turn to books or meiitorsrouble, and again

315N A pref. 13:virum civiliter eruditum 16: delectatio in otio atque in ludo liberalior

316 Cf. pref. 17: Gellius writes suggestions ratheanthinstructions fon docendi magis quam
admonendi gratig which point out the waydémonstratione vestigioryrfor further study.

317.Cf. 1.2.10. See below, 94 ff. on Socratic methmdsburces on Gellian scepticism: e\ 6.3.55
and 17.6.11; both end by entreating the readeecald for himself.

318 E g. the force opercontabay which begins 6.17; further self-improvement: 1323 14; taking up
dialectic: 16.8.1; Fronto sets homework: 19.8.16 Gellius presenting himself as a model for
imitation, see Vardi (2004), 173-4. He claims heked non-stop, whenever he could steal time away
from business (prefl2), and vows to devote every future hour away ffamily and work to research
(23).
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follows his own advicé™® This is a coded way of referring to the other merstof a
privileged community, each of whom is ideally engdgn similar cultural activities.
Such a network of contacts is not likely to be fodoy the truly self-educated man,
who lacks connections to academic support. The asiphon proactive learning
excludes anyone looking for a quick fix or a shalltacade behind which to mask
their ignorance. Furthermore, by encouraging haslees to view any possible gaps as
extra homework (17), Gellius can strike the balabedween offering too many
boring details and merely adumbrating the topicesfigially, which has the added
bonus of ensuring that his audience remains eiriett&®

Gellius’s ideal reader, thar civiliter eruditus will not need much inspiration
to research if he views it as a pleasungp{da 12) rather than a chor& Gellius thus
emphasises the enjoyment that can be derived fobwiaship (16):

[Any critics] should ask themselves whether thagggestions of mine, though
very small and slight, are by no means powerlededter study or too lifeless
to entertain and vitalize the brain; or whethegythefact correspond to the very
seed and quality that quickly make men’s minds groware active, their
memories keener, their expression more eloqueeir, §peech purer, and the
pleasures while at leisure and recreation moreenobl

considerent, an minutae istae admonitiones et palag nequaquam tamen sint
vel ad alendum studium vescae vel ad oblectanduranftumque animum
frigidae, sed eius seminis generisque sint, exfqaite adolescant aut ingenia
hominum vegetiora aut memoria adminiculatior aw@tiorsollertior aut sermo
incorruptior aut delectatio in otio atque in ludleekalior.

Culture is often endorsed because it can improeentiental functions, but Gellius
also places worth on the enjoyment that can bereqped in study. Even recondite
material can be agreeable, rather than bewildéargy 18.2.6lepide obscury if, for

example, it is discussed over dinner during thei®atia, with prizes and dinner paid
for by games at the baths which reward solutionsoghisms (18.13.2Zaptione$.3??

Scholarship does not have to be ‘solemn’ nor amesérvacuous'—Gellius is able

319 NA pref. 17:vel libris repertis vel magistrjshence the recurrence of (among others) Sulpicius
Apollinaris, Antonius Julianus, Calvenus Taurusydfanus.

320 Holford-Strevens (1988), 28.

21 On thevir civiliter eruditus Stephen M. Beall (1999), ‘Aulus Gellius 17.8: qmosition and the
gentleman scholar'’C Phil. 94 (1), 55. Cf. thevir bonus et dicendi perituguint. Inst. 12.1.1, see
n.163): character is every bit as important asucelt

322 Cf. 16.6.2: Gellius puts a grammarian to the festamusement’ gblectamenti gratipafter landing

at Brundisium.
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to mix the two*?® The stress on pleasure in study also explains®@éfjjlus makes an
effort to invest his writing with dramatic scenexlayenerally imbue it with a literary
quality3?* By entrusting his readers to have fun while cotidgctheir own research,
Gellius is suggesting that it is the act of edwsal training, and not just the content,
that is important in becoming culturdd.The intended audience can follow his leads,
because they will know what to do—they are nottisigrfrom scratch like the self-
educated man perhaps, but have been properly edudsfore in the ancient
authorities. Of course, even the idea of leisussociated with the propertied classes
who can afford such a luxury.

The properly educated gentleman must be familiséin Wwoth Greek and Latin
letters as well as a wide range of subjé&#lthough the emphasis is on providing a
short cut for the busy gentleman, this does notmtbat the concept agnkyklios
paideia—presumably what Gellius means by the ‘liberal‘aseful’ arts (12, 13),
namely a broad education across traditional disepl—should be compromiséd.
Gellius considers a modest amount of knowledge irarege of areas to be the
minimum standard, because daily life does not wmwobnly grammar, but also
demands a little philosophy, law or mathemalfésThese matters arise naturally in
the course of pleasurable everyday conversation feltowers (4.1.19), as opposed
to, say, the lectures of speciali$ts.

As happy discussing wet nurses (12.1) as the Twébiades (20.1.4), and
conversant in both Greek and Latin, Favorinus th#di&philosopher often serves as
Gellius’s mouthpiece in championing polymaffiyThe shame of over-specialisation,
particularly in rhetoric (17.20) or medicine (18) H2 the cost of other disciplines, is a
common concern in other imperial writers t8bThe enormous range of topics in the

Nightsreflects Gellius’s commitment to wide learning dags the haphazard ordering

323 Holford-Strevens (1988), 32-3; cf. Beall (2001)415; Beall (2004), 215; Vardi (2004), 172;
Morgan (2004), 190.

324 Holford-Strevens (1988), 34, suggests the amatature of the maxims and examples makes for
‘an ancient counterpart to our dictionaries of @tions’, rather than being purely didactic
indoctrination.

325 Cf. Cribiore (2001), 251-2, who draws the samectsion from different sources.

3% Beall (1999), 63-4; (2001), 94. Chapters commadmplve Greek terms or translation, e.g. pref. 21;
2.26; 17.20; 19.9. The title of the miscellanylitseiggests bilingual scholarship.

%27v/ardi (2004), 168; Holford-Strevens (1988), 12812

328 Holford-Strevens (1988), 27. Pro-breadth: 13.1art-specialisation: 16.6.11; 16.10.4; 20.10.6.

329 Kaster (1988), 53-4.

330 Beall (2001), 89ff., who calls him ‘a “Renaissaman” who knows his way around the forest but
does not lose sight of the trees’ (91); see elgl8; 14.2.11; 18.7.3.

%1 Clarke (1971), 6-7.
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of chapters and the rather unhelpful index systeat merely outlines, rather than
fully organises, conterit? All of this ensures that anyone reading Nightswould
have to be indoctrinated with the elite view thavell-rounded education is the only
kind worth having. Again, the definition of a gemtian’s intellectual pursuits proves
to be so high-calibre that it disqualifies anybedihout extensive prior education.

Favorinus is also the paradigm of another Gelliaal:gapplying culture and
learning to life in a practical way® Thus he always manages to find something
useful out of the everyday and trivial (4.1.19)damther than monopolising the
dinner-party conversation, he deliberately leavissspeech on the names of winds
incomplete (2.22.24-67* To Favorinus the gender gfenusis inconsequential
compared to its meaning (4.1) and correct usagguse it is a moral imperative for
all Romans to speak Latin suitabf§. This is how a seemingly recherché chapter
about a verb (1.22) could be useful—apart from place in literature and the
courtroom,superesselike penus arises in everyday conversatiarotjdianus usus
4.1.5).

Any old miscellany can offer polymathy or entertagnt. Gellius is wary of
other authors who ‘sweep together whatever thay firad, aiming for sheer size
alone ‘without discrimination’, a strategy thatest bores, and repels the mind (11).
But he is not original in promising to offer onlghé useful arts’ (12), things that are
practical in life**® He is not entirely honest either—it is easy tongistand about the
absurdly trifling enquiries of an unnamed miscaar{14.6) but more difficult to
defend many chapters of théghtsagainst charges of pedantry or irrelevafi¢&he
problem is that Gellius appears inconsistent if mgiocritical when he shuns trivial
or specialist topics for not being useful enougtl¥®; 9.4.12; 10.22.24; 14.6.3;
16.8.15). In relaying the tall stories of Pliny Bemocritus (9.4, 10.12), Gellius is

really just perpetuating the folly he condemns,netlf®ugh he justifies his actions as

332 vardi (2004), 168, 176.

333 0n Gellian utility, see especially Vardi (2004521 Beall (2004), 207-8.

%34 The moral of 4.1sic Favorinus sermones id genus communes a rebwis g frigidis abducebat

ad ea, quae magis utile esset audire ac dis¢Eeg.

3% Beall (2001), 91.

3% Beall (2001), 90; Morgan (2004), 188, 190: cfnPHN pref. 12-16; Val. Max. pref. 1. Plutarch
does not stress the usefulness of education as awuith value, cf. Sefep. 45.4. On utility as a cliché

of the genre: Beall (2004), 214 (‘conventional aingdincere’); Holford-Strevens (1988), 28 (‘a
commonplace’, as are brevity, selectivity, and aament).

337 Holford-Strevens (1988), 30-1, singles out 9.34137.3, and 20.5 as the most egregious examples.
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preventing the reader from being ‘completely uninfed and uninstructed’ (9.4.5)
about astounding talé&®

Picking up on the theme of usefulness outlinechengreface, Gellius devotes
a whole chapter (14.6) to his defericeHe is forced to turn down a friend’s offer of
source material because it ‘has nothing to do whlittle text’ (5), but instead brims
over with ‘pure prodigies’ (3). He prefers to folldSocrates, who quoted a line from
Homer Od. 4.392) as his test of relevance (5): ‘whate’er @bdyand ill has come to
you at home®*® The fact that Gellius still lists one curiosity fill—the Greek cities
and regions that have changed names (4)—suggedtthib was the initial impetus
for writing the chapter, which he then framed aum lesson on relevance in
education. The moral at the end, and the involvéraERavorinus in the debate (4.1),
can be seen as part of a general influence of Bo@iailosophy running through the
Nights®**! But this clear avowal still only serves to highiigthe inconsistencies
elsewhere in Gellius’s selection process, rathan fhutting to rest any doubts.

Gellius is perhaps not always consistent, but he wat unaware of the
discrepancy. The solution lies in an overall coesation of the motives of thdights
The emphasis on utility is connected to the conderrselection and concision, as it
offers a rule of thumb that keeps the book mandge&tephen Beall has suggested
that the usefulness of information can also be oredsalong two further axes: its
capacity for developing the intellect, as well asvhmuch pleasure it brings during
spare timé** For example, the faculty of memory helps solvebfgms if it is
accessible as ‘a kind of literary storehousHA(pref. 2), but reminiscence and
rumination can also provide an enjoyable way tesphe time*** Beall then collects
organic metaphors of growing, nourishing, and weating, to argue that Gellius
regards scholarly pursuits and self-improvememubh delectatio liberalioras the

very point of existence. Leofranc Holford-Streveresached a similar conclusion

338 | ater in the same chapter (9.4.12) Gellius writesre closely to his own viewenuit nos non
idoneae scripturae taedium nihil ad ornandum iuvamdue usum vitae pertinentis.

339 Although organisation of thiightsis generally agreed to be haphazard, it is tergpgtread 14.6

in tandem with 14.5, where two grammarians debathimg masculine singular vocative form of
egregiusare not worth Gellius’s time.

%0 The translation is by J.C. Rolfe (1952), Loeb, veii@sses the last two words in a note ad loc. Cf.
Petron.Sat 48:in domusionem litteras didici

%1 Beall (2001), 91-2; (2004), 208 ff.

%42 Holford-Strevens (1988), 32: ‘we miss firm guidanon ethical choices likely to confront the
reader’; ‘we shall be dismayed by the yawning tpelfween [his protestations] and his practice’.

343 Beall (2004), 215-21.

344 Beall (2004), 215-17, cf. 217-19: Beall also usles faculty of speech as an example, where
communication is paramount but enjoyment very fssi
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based on the Saturnalian parties in Athens (1812)problems posed are enjoyable
but challenging, and the convivial setting and &ty prizes represent a productive
but agreeable use of spare tiffieA liberal education has its obvious uses in bissine
or in public careers, but the sophisticated shawgtibe seen taking it too seriously,
and because Gellius shares a common culture wihsdgial circle, learning can

provide the basis for useful dinner conversationsocial interaction to the point

where it becomes tantamount to the quality of thepte interacting. Culture is useful

ultimately because it guarantees respectability.

In Gellius’'s view the amusement, contemplationedsity and usefulness of
education are all ultimately connected to respéitaB*® But Gellius largely deflects
concerns about social status or background by msgeto frame the debate in
intellectual terms?” For example, the issue of variety in one’s edocatvill be
beyond someone who has not dedicated years totemluead sought out authorities
in each field, which essentially rules out any theé comfortably wealthy and well-
connected. It is suspiciously common and professjoand thus outside the
traditional ideal of the amateur scholar, to besgpert in only medicine or grammar.
Specialisation is what a gentleman expects of laiges or clients, not his equafé.
Gellius might appear only to be interested in anadgerather than social or political
matters, but in reality the academic is the so@al the attitudes that someone has
towards education reveal clues about his own backgt. It seems too much of a
coincidence that the people who fail Gellius’s rmas intellectual testing are either
socially inferior or else somehow endanger theetibnopoly on the transmission of
culture.

Gellius uses the preface of tAdtic Nightsas a kind of instruction manual, to
inform the ideal reader how to take control of twen cultural destiny. In doing so, he
is contributing to the machine that reproduces Rorgentlemen for the next
generation. By the second century of our era the&oelite, who had maintained
their facade of being naturally more gifted, nowdheeal competition from
professional scholars. Gellius is helping to stduk deck so that the traditionally

educated classes at Rome retain their privilegetessc to the cultural capital

%45 Holford-Strevens (1988), 32-3.

346 Cf. Morgan (2004), 191: education is worth haviregause it is social, moral, enjoyable, and useful.
%7 vardi (2004), 183, notes that Gellius shows littieerest in the courts (despite his professidm, t
army, legacies, real estate, or politics, unlikenynather writers of his period. On Gellius’s paldil
apathy, see Holford-Strevens (1988), 190-1.

348 Rawson (1999), 92.
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embedded in letters and scholarship. The procelsstisr labelled self-improvement
than self-education, however, as these people dlewady been educated in grammar,
and probably more highly in most cases.

The other view, that Gellius’s selective approahntended only to give the
uncultured some impressive glimpses of learningatk about in polite society’, is
difficult to sustain in light of Gellius’s targeudience and the very specific content
adumbrated in the preface and applied in twentgegbent book¥:’ Such a misuse
of Gellius’s midnight oil will always be theoretibapossible, but Gellius anticipated
this and specifically directed part of his addresany readers who might be lacking
refinement. Whether or not genuine autodidacts extually benefitted from the
Nightswill never be known, but it is certain that Getliwould have found few things

more reprehensible.

39 The possibility is raised by Beall (1999), 60 afatdi (2004), 169.
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Initiation into the Mysteries of the Attic Nights
The preface of théttic Nightsgives us clues not only about the content Gellag h

in mind for his books, but also his intended audéeenin many ways the two goals
overlap; a discussion of the principles of gramnf@rjnstance, will really only make
sense to someone familiar with the jargon and és&scat the school of the
grammaticus The fit is not perfect, however, and Gellius qustearly spells out that
his books are not suitable for just anybody whohnlgenefit from reading them. The
preface foreshadows a conflict to be played outughout the rest of thdights

Gellius is not one to do things by halves: he tefisabout both those who may
like to peruse his workNA pref. 12-18) and also those who had best scranif(19
Before a brief conclusion—where he explains hisskidg system and format, and
stoically resolves to continue research indefigiteGellius closes his preface on a
resoundingly negative caveat.

He begins by addressing certain peoplA pref. 19):

...men who have never drawn pleasure from nor appliechselves to reading,
investigating, writing or annotating and who havever stayed up on night
watches engaged in such pursuits, and who have mapeoved themselves by
arguments and discussions with fellow studenthefsame Muse, but are instead
utterly engrossed in turbulent matters of business.

qui in lectitando, <percontando>, scribendo, contaretio numguam voluptates,
numguam labores ceperunt, nullas hoc genus vigiigitarunt neque ullis inter
eiusdem Musae aemulos certationibus disceptatiegi elimati sunt, sed
intemperiarum negotiorumque pleni séift.

Gellius recommends that people who have littleregein scholarship find something
else to do, far away from th&ttic Nights after all, ‘the crow has nothing to do with
the fiddle, nor the swine the ointmeft’. The implication is that this old saw is
commonly used and especially well-known to the pedellius is addressing here—
those less inclined to higher forms of literatuFbe blend of homespun wisdom and

farmyard imagery is also appropriately patronisiogwhat Gellius views as a less

%0 Note the disapproving tone of repeated negativers and adjectivesimquamnullus, neque—
and everintemperiarum negotiorumgilecommentanddere probably £S1. commentot.B.2.

%1 NA pref. 19:vetus adagium est: nil cum fidibus graculost, nihiin amaracino suiA good example
of elite misrecognition: the perception of socialless and positions as natural or inevitable exterssi
of a necessargoncordia ordinumrather than arbitrary constructs of the elite hegeyn reinforces
inequalities. Cf. the similar message behind thalga of thegraculus superbus et paab Phaedr. 1.3:
was the crow the patron bird for the ambitious socially mobile?
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educated, more rustic folk, in contrast to the glea of intellectual pursuits
associated with the urbane gentlem#n.

But this seems a little like preaching on deaf eamnebody who has no
connection to learning—and no desire to change-thatuld be unlikely to stumble
across a copy of Gellius’s preface, much less die it with any enthusiasm.
Perhaps it is for the sake of fullness that he roaatthese potential readers, to be
understood in antithesis to the ideal reader healraady defined. It is also another
way for Gellius to reiterate his preferred impressiof himself—as involved in
intellectual discourse on a daily basis—as webeisg a tactic to help any potentially
worthy readers who might be lacking in confideneel included. But if the address is
neither meaningless nor merely rhetorical, it magllwefer to those whose
commercial successes have provided the financatfopin as well as the motive
necessary to seek the accoutrements of the wealtthgr classes, which includes a
minimum knowledge ofjrammatica These bona fide autodidacts would perhaps be
in a position to gain the most from Gellius’s craslurse in gentleman’s polymathy,
so they provoke a protective reflex from Gelliusbhatnalf of elite culture.

A further warning is then directed at a particugoup of ‘poorly educated
men’ (quorundam male doctorum hominug®). The profile has now switched from
hobbies and conversation to an emphasis on edocatid educational deficiencies.
There is also a change in tone, from an inertgtoihunperformed actions—what the
unsuitable reader fails to do—to more morally ckdrgvords, as Gellius seeks to
provoke the improper way of livings€aevitay and the envy or spitenfidentig of
these men. The implication is that poor educati@hes for a bad mafi> The moral
censure and the vigour of the attack would notdrexessary if these people were in
fact poorly educated, which suggests that they maty be as low down on the
educational continuum as the uninterested crowssaie.

This address is much more provocatiueitatior ), and Gellius’'s choice of
guote reflects that: no provincial proverb heret tather six lines taken from the
parodosof Aristophanes’s-rogs (354-6, 369-71). The chorus is calling for fellow

initiates of the Eleusinian mysteries to begin tiseicret rites, with an accompanying

52 Cf. turpi certe agrestiqug12). On therusticus see Kaster (1988), 20; Shaw (2000), 384. The
modern discourse that opposes sophistication anplisity is similar to the Romans’ figurative usé o
urbanitasandrusticitas originally neutral terms and geographical in niegnCf. Boyce (1991), 84,
who associates the barnyard imagery in the freedBdrion’s speech (PetroSat 45.2ff.) with a
primitive mind.

353 Kaster (1988), 58-60.
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threat against those uninitiated who might segbatticipate as well. The quote is not
translated, but left in the idiosyncratic and alisttic Greek original, which further
blocks the poorly educated, many of whom may hatle experience in everyday
Greek, let alone the archaic form reserved fordttee and the grammar school. The
inverse again holds true: the cultured audience @wlius is addressing would be
flattered that they qualify for a dance with theypicky, Greek-speaking Mus&s.

Gellius interprets the function of Aristophanesigek as programmatic, that is
to say, as providing ‘the rules for watching hiaypl(fabulae suae spectandae legem
He seeks to establish the same proviso for reddsmmiscellany, ‘so that the profane
and uninitiated crowd, opposed to the sport of Mheses, may stay away and not
handle my books*® Having worked as a judge extraordinary (12.13.4:211),
Gellius is dictating his verdict here in the snasbiterms possible. He alludes to the
famously exclusive opening of Horace’s third bodlOnles—even daring to improve
on Horace’s felicitous phrade® By adding the obscure adjectiyeofestusto
Horace’s mereprofanus Gellius is upping the literary ant®¥. Again, all of this
further includes the cognisant few at the expenlsaroinferior majority. If the
passage also defends the author ‘auto-ironicalbairest potential allegations of
snobbery and intellectualism, it is only as a sdaoy function to the chief objective
of reinforcing the cultural and social hierarchy.

In Gellius’s analogy, the pursuit of literature amdjoyment of his book are
compared to the indoctrination and membership rieligious sect. To Gellius, a life

spent devoted to letters is commendable if notosacrct, and ought to be highly

%4 Holford-Strevens (1988) 21, n.11.

355 NA pref. 20:ut ea [commentaria] ne attingat neve adeat profestt profanum volgus a ludo
musico diversumludus musicushere possibly implies ‘the school of the Muses’which case the
crowd are literally uneducated.

%% Hor. Carm 3.1.1: odi profanum vulgus et arcedHolford-Strevens (1988) 153-4, notes that
remnants of Horace’s poetry are relatively rar&ailius, which makes the quote stand out all theemo
mockingly.

%7 profestusLS Il and OLD b. It is only the usage @frofestusthat is obscure: this passage is the only
quoted metaphorical use of an otherwise litera¢etilje, referring to days when there are no religio
festivals and daily business may resume—which sstgghat its employment is deliberate, provided
as both evidence of a good education and a compseiretest for others who are well educated.

%8 50 Wytse Keulen (2004), ‘Gellius, Apuleius, andi®aon the Intellectual’ in Holford-Strevens &
Vardi (eds.), The Worlds of Aulus Gelliu®Dxford University Press, Oxford, 234, who alses¢he
exclusion as ‘programmatic’, but forces the ratheiited characterisation of Aristophanes as ‘the
archetypal satirist of exclusive intellectual mowsts’ (in e.g. theCloudg to defuse the unnecessary
problem of having a snobbish author. Nowhere inNfghtsdoes Gellius seem worried about himself
appearing exclusive. A more likely reading: prelgishis kind of superiority was a badge of honoar f
Gellius as for Horace, both of whom lacked the mattic or unquestionable status conferred by birth
or name.
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exclusive. The image of education as being sacrdtbly was common in classical
antiquity. From this sanctity developed an aurangttique around the restriction of
knowledge, and the metaphor of the cult arose, hos& mysterious rites only the
initiated could partake and whose secrets theyeahight grasp>® The metaphor
may be applied in a situation as simple as mangliwhile a rhetorician or
philosopher argues with seemingly supernaturall.¥ilEven today, the refined
tastes, language and manners of the upper clasgbs seem baffling to a working-
class laymari®® The effect is caused only by a gap in knowledgaveen the
uninitiated and the cabbalists, but the arbitrasgsecration and subsequent blurring
of that information results in the apparent mystiti

Implicit within the metaphor is the understandirgatt the uninitiated are
envious and vainly wish to be in the very cult fromhich they are excluded.
Quintilian acknowledged the social role that edwcatl and religious institutions
performed when he claimed that the bonds formethitigtion into the secrets of the
schoolroom were stronger than those produced lgioel (Quint. Inst. 1.2.20). The
uninitiated are characterised as an indiscrimiratevd, whereas the experts are
depicted as individuals possessing a personaiaesdtip with their culture or deity.
The image of the crowd is ambivalent in Gellius.nyiaf the scenes discussed below
draw their strength from being staged in front otrawd, where the presence of
witnesses adds the weight of social significanceatwery public display. More
generally, however, Gellius refers to a crowd pajoely, in the same loaded sense as
‘common’ or ‘hoi polloi’ today*®? Exclusion necessarily conveys limitation, and the
crowd in theAttic Nightsneeds to be defined as profane and uneducatdtasthe
happy few might be distinguished.

Gellius raises the issue of excluding unworthy pedpm education twice
more in theNights While the circumstances of each scene are véfgreint, a similar

conclusion can be drawn. In one seemingly trivispter, Gellius narrates the clash

%9 Kaster (1988), 15-17, notes a third common symhmlgted to these other two: training in ‘the
sweat of the Muses’ at the ‘gymnasium of wisdonrib®re (2001)passimcharts this metaphor, as
well as providing one of the more bizarre exammésnitiation (157), quoting a reed about to be
admitted into the mysteries of Helicon as an imagnt of the educated\(th. Pal.9.162).

%0 Rhetorician: e.g. Browning (2000), 861; philosaphe.g. Sen.Ep. 95.64. Expanding on his
metaphor, Seneca grants that some philosophice¢pte might be accessible even to the uninitiated.
1 Codd (1990), 147-8.

%2e.g.NA1.2lem; 1.7.17; 5.21.4; 10.22.24; 13.let For this reason Vardi (2001), 49-50, suggests
the phrasevolgus grammaticorumis a pointed slander—anyonie volgo must be implicitly
uneducated.
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between Aristotle and his pupil Alexander of Maaedover theexotericaeand
acroaticae—respectively, the more general exercises in riggtigic and politics as
opposed to the esoteric investigations into moogopind philosophical problemslA
20.5.2-3). Only those students whose aptitude chasowledge and motivation had
satisfied Aristotle would be accepted into #ozoaticae whereas thexotericaewere
open to all young meff® Alexander is aggrieved to discover that Aristotlias
published both forms of his lectures, believing thavill diminish his own privileged
access to thacroaticae ‘For how else might | be able to surpass everyelse,’
asked the king, ‘if what | learned from you becorttes common property of all and
sundry?®®* Aristotle assures him, however, that the integdfyhis education will
remain intact because tlaeroaticaewill only be truly intelligible to the privileged
people who had previously heard them lectured higtétte 3°°

It is worth noting that the lemma for chapter 20Wwhich presumably
provides the original point of interest to Gelliuaetually concerns grammar, namely
specimens celebrating the brevity of each Greekiposition, and a suggested
translation into Latin of Aristotle’s unusual phea€® This will come as no surprise to
readers of Gelliud®’ But if he wanted to display his wide reading armhdk for
translation while indulging in a little gossip sownding the Macedonian royal family,
Gellius might have got his facts straight first.tNaly has he incorrectly defined the
exoteric and acroatic writings of Aristotle, but s almost certainly handed down to
us counterfeit document& Whereas Gellius's motives for writing the chaptewre
crashed dismally, the premise behind it may yesddeaged. Whatever inaccuracies
may lie behind the chapter, the conclusions thaixahder and Aristotle settle on—
that learning is more desireable than wealth or @go(8), that curbing education

increases its value (7-8, 11) and that proper Iegrmust take place within a context

33 The adverbvulgo and phrassine dilectuunderscore Aristotle’s indiscrimination in selectithe
students for theexotericaeand also the cheapness of availabiliffristoteles exotericas] vulgo
iuvenibus sine dilectu praebel@0.5.4-5).

%4 NA 20.5.8:“nam qua” inquit “alia re praestare ceteris poterins, si ea, quae ex te accepimus,
omnium prosus fient communia?”

35 NA 20.5.9: acroaticos libros...neque editos scito esse neque ewitos, quoniam his solis
cognobiles erunt <, qui nos audiverunt¥ertz’'s recommended insertion here is vital, otliee the
sentence is meaningless. The paradox (of bookg either published nor unpublished) is exactly the
sort of witty digression that Gellius cannot resistply for the sake of passing it on to the reade

356 NA 20.5.13: the phrase is actually Catategnobilior cognitid, and Gellius has the words flow
from Alexander’s mouthopgnobilis never again to appear in Latin literature).

%7 Thelocus classicusor Gellius’s blinkered infatuation with grammar1g.10, where he is far more
interested in Plato’s language than philosophy,neadter the philosopher Taurus chides such
indifference.

38 Holford-Strevens (1988) 200.
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or community rather than solely from a book—areagkably similar to the author’s.
Alexander’s personal connection to Aristotle, arad his access to a library, is his
most valuable commodity.

The other chapter to discuss exclusion also imphiesmportance of keeping
the right social contacts, and demonstrates mdhe fiow many of Gellius’s ideas
about exclusivity might play out in wider societ}9(10). Here the meanings of and
predecents for the common wopdaeterpropterare debated before an impressive
audience. Gellius immediately draws attention ®hlgh-society setting of the scene:
sitting at the bedside of the goutgnsularisand scholar, M. Cornelius Fronto, are
‘many men prominent in learning, rank or good faett*® It is a privilege for Gellius
to be there and he blends into the background,rrspeaking but diligently recording
the exchanges. ‘One of Fronto’s friends’ (4) caneqtlain his use gbraeterpropter
in the course of a conversation about construatasis, and defers the matter to the
grammarian in attendance, whose reputation andipeaat Rome were renowned (6-
7). Ever the paradigm of the learned gentlemanntBrosuspends business to
investigate the word.

The grammarian initially mocks the enquiry into Isum everyday adverb (8-
9), but Fronto politely insists on scrutiny, sirfoe happens to know that Cato, Varro
and other respectable authorities had used thes@hi®0). Julius Celsinus, in all
likelihood Gellius’s connection to the meeting (a¢lds the venerable name of Ennius
to that list, before bluntly adding that the worasihmore often been confused in the
past by grammarians than expounded (11). A cogynmiius’siphigeniais promptly
fetched (12), Celsinus’s claim is verified as theravis indeed penned by Ennius, and
the grammarian, by this stage ‘reelindalfenten), fails to explain ‘the hidden
meaning’ of the linerémotus sensud3). He blushes at the sniggers of the company,
rises and delivers a parting shot: ‘To you alorento,” said he, ‘shall | explain it

later, so that those less learned than we mayaerditar nor learr’°

%9 NA 19.10.1:multis doctrina aut genere aut fortuna nobilibusszi From a modern perspective, the
body of letters and relationship between Fronto Bafcus Aurelius bear neat similarities to the
Aristotle and Alexander presented at 20.5, but auld be anachronistic to suggest that Gellius is
drawing a parallel here.

370 NA 19.10.14: exsurgit [grammaticus] et abiens ‘tibi,’ inquit ‘Bnto, postea uni dicam, ne
inscitiores audiant ac discanfThe comparative form ahsciuscontrasts Fronto and the grammarian
with the others present. The second-person prortbenyocative address and the emphatic adjective
uni all are used to convey a familiarity and bond eetw Fronto and the grammarian that are never
reciprocated.
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Gellius might have effaced himself from the scdmd, his opinions are clear
enough. There is a disparity between the socialdstgs and careers of the scholars
present, many of whom are senatorial or equesiniaank and leading businessmen,
but only one of whom is characterised simply by prisfession, as a wage-earning
grammarian. The grammarian has proven himself tprbed by belittling the very
enquiry he was ignorant of and then refusing tonawkedge his failure. His final
recourse, a claim to exclusivity, only completes limiliation before a distinguished
audience that requires no further reminder of ugesiority. Painted into a corner, he
lacks credibility and looks petty by invoking theckisiveness of his knowledge. The
‘hidden meaning’, known only to those more deepiitiated in the mysteries of
archaic literature, remains unspecified, no thaokhe bungling of the self-professed
expert.

Thus Gellius was only posing when he claimed tatéressing people who
have no interest in intellectual pursuits or whe poorly educated. He may well be
wary of the danger afiouveaux richesising his book as a means to force their way
into the restricted social circles of the cultuaald social elite, but his agenda of
exclusion is likely to be designed against anylsiveho seek to present themselves as
credible authorities on culture, and this incluga®fessionals in the academic
community. These competitors may equally lay cleontheir own expertise and right
to exclude others, but Gellius will take them tsktéor it.

Gellius’'s authority stems from his role as authbpm the sanctity of
Aristophanes’s position within the literary canamd also from the traditional values
of the Roman elite. Relying on legal and religionstaphors, his language sanctions
what may be permitted in the cultural sphere. Bgoamting culture and education
with other elite institutions such as religion, |aand leisurely scholarship, Gellius
centres himself within a community of respectabtamian gentlemen. In publishing
the Attic NightsGellius is publicly reinforcing this elite identjitwhich is defined in
opposition to less adequate rivals—the Frontosnafjdhe grammarians and petty
autodidacts. The construction of groups of dilegarand hack scholars, along with
the accompanying ‘us and them’ mentality, solidifi©ellius’s relationship with
similarly educated elites and confirms his sociatifpon. He belongs at Fronto’s
bedside more than a self-important and poorly-sigtbgrammarian.

The elevated style of writing and use of imagerg gaotations begin to fill in

the picture of what sorts of education and backgdsuGellius condemns—a picture
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only vaguely adumbrated so far in the actual peefabis sketch is further developed
in an interesting series of scenes that bear kirgjrresemblance to the council at

Fronto’s house.

Exposure Scenes: Part I*"

Throughout théAttic Nightsrecur scenes in which anonymous antagonists, whstb
and proclaim expertise on an issue of scholarskiprb an audience, are routinely
humiliated into silent submission or weak excusesjally by an educated layman
who nonetheless happens to be truly knowledgeabteematter. These incidents are
interesting on two levels. First, the exposure ssgrovide good evidence of the elite
bias against autodidacts. It is likely that at tdaar of the charlatans in thidightsare
unconventionally educated, and all are upbraidedHeir inadequate grounding in
letters and their attempts to appear otheni/iSe.

The scenes also verify Gellius’s ideal educatianpeesented in the preface,
by vilifying its opposite. Characters are rebukemt bver-specialisation and an
excessive interest in trivialities, or else for dging the pursuit of amateur scholarship
by accepting money. They dismiss or evade quenstead of addressing them, and
their manners generally fail them in the chargedadsettings where cultural capital
is being contested. However, the stagy and higldyaly features of the exposure
scenes—including Gellius’s clever use of genretirggtlanguage and theme—call
into question their authenticity and complicate aatyempts to isolate Gellius’s
motives.

The elements of the typical exposure scene wamagstigation on their own
terms, for they reveal a further purpose: Gellias bBlaborately dramatised scenes of
rivalry in Antonine culture as coded lessons ondppropriate social behaviour for
thevir civiliter eruditus the properly educated Roman gentleman. By boastiogit
their prowess or declaring unrivalled expertisa@isubject, the exposed experts, who
are often professionals in the field of educatisk turning away curious laymen and

jeopardizing Gellius’s training programme as a eguence. In this way thdights

71| follow A. Vardi (2001) in adopting this phrass a useful shorthand to refer to these specific
contests for cultural capital in Gellius, some dfielh have already been touched upon (e.g. 4.1; 7.16
19.10).

372 probable autodidacts: 5.21, 7.16, 11.7, 15.38eéms both charitable and unnecessary to classify
the good manvr bonus 3, rather tharuvenig in 7.16 as a student purely because he happersito b
the Lyceum, especially since Gellius specificalilypdasises his lack of an institutional education.
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both reflects and helps guard the dominant tradiad Rome, as well as offering
models to appropriate individuals and support finmeg themselves. Ironically, the
same profusion of published texts at Rome thatiéddellius and other miscellanists
to select and epitomise material probably yieldedilé territory for the exposed
professors, who could now capitalise on more witksgp doubt or ignorance by

bluffing about philology.

The First Exposure Scene (NA 1.2)
The reader has barely finished the first chaptehefttic Nightswhen a young man

who has loudly proclaimed himself to be a true qdopher only manages to
embarrass himself. According to the lemma for obaft2, the ex-consul Herodes
Atticus uses the words of Epictetus himself in yefol a self-important and boastful
fellow, who was no real philosopher but rather antiber of a gang of young men that
were full of hot air and had no business callingntiselves Stoics/¢lgus loquacium
nebulonum®”

The chapter yields a series of contrasting bin&snents. Most obviously, the
sham philosopher is exposed by the genuine arflelm, 6). Just as Epictetus
advocated individual enquiry and thought, Gelliusistive for visiting Athens is to
further his maturity dd capiendum ingenii cultuni), not to show off to his teacher
facts he has already learned (4-5). The astoundidgness and arrogance of the
braggart stands out against Herodes'’s self-depoecand politeness (6). Moreover,
Herodes’s prestige and wisdom are paralleled byatt@ymity and freshness of the
boaster, while brevity and restraint are similacigntrasted with waffling out of
turn3"* This becomes even more ridiculous when the youmg oontrasts his own
expertise with that of ‘the laity’ presentiptae 6). The scenario ends with Herodes
reading out what Epictetus had to say on the thutgopher's credentialsEpict
2.19), and ‘when this highly arrogant young manrtig¢his, he shut his trap, as if it

were Herodes who had been addressing these enicéé him, not Epictetus at the

%3 On Gellius's preference for the unusual wardbulg cf. 6.17.12, 13.31.13, 15.2.4, 16.6.12;
nebulae 8.10lem A variation on something likaugator, it connotes a cloud-like lack of substance
(cf. hominem nulli rei15.9.11nihili homa 15.2.2).

37 Gellius stresses the honour attached to an ifmmitdtom Herodes by mentioning the presence there
of anothewir clarissimus(Servilianus: 1).
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others’®>” Thus, the final binary pairing is the past witte thresent. As Herodes’s
situation parallels that of Epictetus, Gellius istiwg his mentor into the tradition of
worthy and humble scholars in pursuit of a gremteal.

The chapter begins with a lengthy and rather emifi‘ecphrasisof a locus
amoenu$s which informs us that Herodes'’s refreshing coymetreat well befits such
noble scholarly enquiry/® Just as Fronto arrested business dealings for mgaam
(19.10), so Herodes leads by example in maintaiaimgnterest in scholarship even
when on holiday. It is not incredible that Herodesuld have philosophical tracts at
hand in his library, but these literary facets—@ilk rather recherché depiction of
the baroque manor as the appropriate setting fgereleman’s enlightenment, plus
the verbatim quoting of text—lend the chapter arde@f artificiality. Additionally, it
is formally a very simple scene, with the two pestinot so much conversing as
making speeches at one another. The fact thatam gpvhilosopher is similarly
exposed elsewhere (15.2) would suggest that Geltitise very least has constructed
this scene with genre, style and literary preceitentind’’

The entry on Pythagorean geometry and Herculeahotogy that opens the
Nights plungesin medias resserving as an example of the range, applicatimh a
brevity that Gellius’s subsequent chapters will@o\As such, it demonstratesHy
education is worth having’, in accordance with tthies established in the prefat@.

The next item may equally be read as programmatibat kind ofeducation
is worth having—warning those who would attemptfrisstrate Gellius’s favoured
paradigm through self-importance and a shallowgsative. In each of these opening
chapters Gellius is performing a task he expec¢srbaders to perpetuate: in the
former, he plays the role of the ideal scholarpgimg the fruits of honest research; in
the latter, he takes the part of judge and cougister, dutifully blacklisting
inappropriate behaviour. In this instance, the ypoman is shamed into silence for his
magniloquentig6), or the boasts and claims to sole masterysimtea of scholarship.
To reinforce the disapproval, the image of the sipdmosopher, who is difficult to

$°NA1.2.13:his ille auditis insolentissimus adulescens obtidamquam si ea omnia non ab Epicteto
in quosdam alios, seb ab Herode in eum ipsum distent Although the authenticity of the lines is
not certain, they summarise well the moral of thoeys

378 The words could only belong to Leofranc HolfordeSens (1988), 100, 54n.

37" Holford-Strevens (1988) 100.

378 Morgan (2004), 191sic. The chapter is ‘a meta-educational argument’ bgeat is a presentation
of the sort of thing that educated people mightvkramd is therefore worth knowing about. Few other
explanations seem plausible for a very ordinanptdra the sole exceptional characteristic of which
its position in theopus
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distinguish from the real thing, is thrown into tméx.>"® Finally, Epictetus’s moral—
that independent analysis and thinking makes the—egain evokes Gellius’s goal
of providing only the first fruits for further ingendent scholarship (pref. 12-13).

The Profile of a Professor
It makes sense for Gellius to characterise antat@as odiously as possible, but why

has he consistently chosen such a specific chaisatien? There must be some
importance attached to the fact that every villaicks a name, for example, and a
reason why boasting and derision feature so pramtlindn the only detailed study of
these exposure scenes, Amiel Vardi focussed pkatiguon the professionals that
Gellius uncovers, reasoning that their anonymitg #me similarities in describing
them suggest that Gellius is thinking of a typegpefson here, rather than particular
individuals®*° As Vardi is unable to locate a single exposurenecthat does not
involve a declaration of expertise, he takes thikia starting point:* The theory that
emerges is attractive because it manages to acéouttie other elements of these
scenes, while taking into account the aims Gebliages in the preface—all without
forcing any agenda that is too dogmatic or unnesgssvardi also successfully
addresses previous attempts to explain the signifie of these scenes in thights

A good place to start is the question of identityes Gellius despise a certain
profession or social background? The anonymity h&f éxposed people does not
hamper our inquiry because Gellius uses other viaydescribe therf? He even
works the issue of anonymity itself into one chapf@avorinus might have known his
interlocuter’'s name had the man not rudely dispgngigh introductions and leapt
straight into an unnecessary tirade on the genflpenus®®® Perhaps it is a stylistic
feature that Gellius has decided is appropriatdé¢ogenre of the exposure scene, or

part of a gentleman’s code of conduct, but theceft# leaving his adversaries

379 Cf. 5.15.9, 9.2.1-3, 13.8.4-5, 15.2.1. The imags wommon in antiquity, e.g. Juv. 2.64-5; Sem.
29.5ff., 40.3. Cf. Clarke (1971), 85-6; Booth (1981-8; Holford-Strevens (1988), 100; Vardi (2001)
43-4,

0 vardi (2001), 41.

#Lvardi (2001), 42.

%2n the exposure scenes Gellius favours a combinati indefinite pronounquispiam 4.1.1, 6.17.1,
7.16.1, 13.31.1, 15.9.3, 16.6.1, 16.10.3, 18.44s bftemquidam 8.10lem, 17.5.3) and profession or
public role, rather than mentioning people by name.

%83 4.1.2:tum [quispiam grammaticae rei ditior] aspiciens Bdvorinum, quamquam ei nondum etiam
satis notus esset [...] inquitn spite of this, the master philosopher nevegdts his own manners
while chiding the professor’'s breach of etiquett (ntercessit placide Favorinus et ‘amabo,’ inquit
‘magister, quicquid est nomen tibi’
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nameless certainly denies them any significance syrdpathy, and creates the
impression of an active group of frauds at Rome.thky were men of any
consequence, Gellius would be able to drop themesa but we are talking about
people outside the traditional elite, who appeapoignt of even the social protocols
involved in basic daily interaction.

Vardi is quick to reject the notion that Gellius rizerely attacking poorly
educated members of society whose origins lie lodeavn the social structure. The
exposure scenes cannot function as ‘a mechaniswhinh these dilettantes who are
not sufficiently competent are excluded from thesed group of the intellectual
elite’, simply because grammarians, for examplejctbardly be called dilettantd%’
Gellius himself acknowledges this, regularly intnooshg grammarians he is about to
expose by their well-regarded reputations for leay®® In many ways this
crystallises Gellius’s point: gentlemen must inquinto the truth for themselves,
unable to rely on unqualified scholars who disptlag mere veneer of wisdom and
whose reputations may be distorted by the ignaragses.

But Vardi fails to take into account the scenesneheis clearly dabblers who
are disgraced (5.21.4, 7.16, 11.7.3, 15.30.¥2pdmittedly, these scenes occur
relatively seldom compared to those featuring Vanahiain interest, professionals and
especially grammariarté’ The problem is largely one of definition and cifisation,
as Vardi is quite specifically interested in explag the aggressive declarations of
expertise from wage-earning professionals, and thet conflicts and subsequent
humiliation that might stem from more ordinary diglie with less specialised
interlocutors. Vardi’s concern with a cultural cesitt between two people or groups
that lay claim to knowledge with assured authoawpids discussion of what Robert
Kaster sees as ‘the larger competition played outhe Attic Nightsas a whole:

Gellius and his learned friends versus Wiidgus semidocturfl.7.17], “the common

$4vardi (2001), 47.

35 NA 6.17.1:quempiam grammaticum primae in docendo celebritafis4.1.1, 8.10em, 14.5.1,
15.9.3, 17.5.3, 19.10.7, 20.10.2. Actually, Gelimsappy to label at least one grammarian a diédt
(16.6); here he is speaking from the elite perspecMore objectively, the reading that a grammaria
practised (and especially one that moved amonghhigarate social circles) would equip him better
intellectually than many Romans who would be comisid well-educated.

%86 vardi (2001), 41 acknowledges the existence ofhsdabblers but never expands on their
significance.

%7 Nearly one in every three cases is a dilettanfeth® humiliation scenes, there are: grammarians
(4.1,6.17, 8.10, 13.31, 14.5, 15.9, 16.6, 18.410,920.10); a jurisconsult (16.10)rkeetoricus(17.5);
and a student (1.2). Again, Gellius is deliberatedgue, sketching these characters as if they ean b
boiled down to a single word or idea.
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run of half-educated men”, to which the “half-ediech grammarian” §emidoctus
grammaticug15.9.6]) belongs®®® Questions of taxonomy can be put aside, because
the consequences of these struggles are what nmattst: Vardi’s contest is more
dangerous because the prize is nothing less trempréstige bestowed by cultural
capital, whereas theulgus semidocturcan never really pose a threat to Gellius and
company, as they lack both social and intellectighificance. In other words,
encounters with genuinely poorly educated men ewighin the Nights but if a
grammarian is to be included among their numbeés firobably because Gellius is
doing his best to discredit him in telling us so.

While it is certainly true that the largest shafeGellius’s run-ins is with
grammarians, it is unlikely that he had any speggldetta against this professioer
se In fact, the politggrammaticusSulpicius Apollinaris emerges as one of the heroes
of the Nights destroying a self-appointed authority on Sall($8.4)>%° But
Apollinaris is a unique character, more like a roerthan a mere instructor to the
young Aulus Gellius. As a young man, Gellius wotitdlow above all others’ his
teachings iQprimis sectabar 7.6.12; cf. 13.18.2-3; 20.6.1), and this persomad a
social attachment continued into adulthood, whehiWgeconsults Apollinaris on his
duties as a judge (12.13). Kaster compares theéHeargl nature of their relationship
to the tirocinium fori, and sees Apollinaris as an example of Gelliusisal
gentleman, living proof of the fact that mannersl driendship can be balanced
alongside erudite scholarsHip.

Still, it is significant that Gellius never refeis his master directly as a mere
grammaticus®* Preferring to draw attention to the intelligencel aast knowledge of
his teacher, ‘a man in possession of an exceptionetll-read mind’ (4.17.11),

Gellius sets Apollinaris apart from the other, morelinary, grammarian§? The

38 Kaster (1988), 51. It is more likely that Gellidsliberately chose the rare wosémidoctuso
underscore the grammarian’s (and hypothetical layshaknowledge of only the rules of grammar
(rationeg and not the examples of previous autha@nsc{oritate3. A good grammarian should know
both: cf. Quintinst 1.4.2, GellNA5.21.

%89 On Sulpicius Apollinaris, see Holford-Strevens§8961-3;NA 2.16; 4.17.11; 11.15.8\pollinaris
nostri); 16.5; 19.13.

390 Kaster (1988) 59-62, supported by Vardi (2001), Sbe tirocinium fori analogy is particularly
appropriate because of the relatively mature age@ellius entered Apollinaris’s acquaintance, &s a
adulescensomplete withtoga virilis (18.4.1).

%91 Holford-Strevens (1988), 126. Compare the trarespay surrounding the roles Ahtonius Julianus
rhetor (9.15.1) or-avorinus philosophuét.1.1) at Beall (2001), 88-9.

392 Cf. NA 13.18.2:hominem memoriae nostrae doctissimd®.5.5:virum eleganti scientia ornatum
Even in the sole instance where Apollinaris stacmisected—a gentleman’s debate with Fronto and
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social stigma previously attached to the sociayins of grammarians is largely
irrelevant by the second century, as they have been incorporated by the upper
classes to such an extent that Gellius himselfr@matonger guarantee a background
much nobler than all his professional rivals.The increasing influence of and
subsequent threat posed by the grammarian mean&dtais can now poke fun at
people who hold them as a group on a par with esa(17.2.15, cf. 4.1.1). His only
real options are to appeal to elite values like tanr@ésm or spare time, and to
discredit the grammarians by making them seem ipebtemt, shameless, and
ultimately ridiculous, precisely because he canlomger create parodies of the
profession based on social dissonance, as Suetdr@dsdone in the case of
Palaemor™

Despite its not insignificant status, the instatiof the grammarian was
exposed to criticisms of rewarding pedantry andéariand sheltering students from
reality 3% Valerius Probus advised his friends to trust teeirs, ‘and not the stale and
)3_96

stagnant classifications of the grammaridA(13.21.1)°° To Gellius, the difference

between the teacheddcen$ and the truly learneddctug is that one is a dabbler

(litterator), the other a scholatitferas scieny®’

A science of minutiae and jargon,
grammar was a technical job for a specialist, nobé¢ confused with the wide and
varied culture of the elite, which is why the sasoften depict grammarians as
being examined by the most frivolous questitfisGellius is only too happy to
perpetuate this picture, and the trivial concernthe classroom are beneath someone
of his refinement® The proximity of teachers to children and adolesse@rovided
further, if rather illogical, grounds for negatiitand the fact that grammarians

accepted fees only ostracised them more from areio ideals, putting them on a

Festus, not a public humiliation—an unnamed granmanawonders aloud whether correcting
somebody as wise as Apollinaris might be tantamtubtasphemy (19.13.5).

393 vardi (2001), 47-8; cf. Bonner (1977), 62-3 KagtB®95), xxvii-ix and (1988), 52, 57, who notes
that Gellius never attacks a single grammariarhergtounds of his social origin.

394 Kaster (1988), 55; Vardi (2001), 53.

3% Clarke (1971), 24; Kaster (1988), 12-13, 54, 6dn.%p. 58.1 ff., 95.65, 108.30 ff.; cf. Cribiore
(2001), 55-6.

%% On the received standard vs. grammatically pedambnunciation, cfNA 7.15, 13.26.2; Quint.
Inst 1.6.27:aliud esse Latine, aliud grammatice logui

397.18.9.2, cf. the exposure ofuispiam linguae Latinae litteratof16.6.1), and Suetonius’s similar
distinction betweetitterator andlitteratus (Suet.Gram. 4).

98 @.g. SuetTib. 70, Juv. 7.233ff. Modern sympathies may welMiéh the harried grammarian rather
than an interrogator spoiling for a fight.

39 Holford-Strevens (1988), 120, 126. Gellius’s scéon the classroom and its texts seeps into his
prose, in phrases likecholica quaedam nugaligt.1.1) orhaec neque in scholis decantataque in
commentariis protritgpref. 15).
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par with the charlatans par excellence: sopAtQuick to anger and sexually
suspicious, teachers of the ancient world, inclgdijnammarians, could be saddled
with any smears the elite concocted, however piéeisir true they might b&?

Nor did Gellius have any complaints about gramneglfi, still thesine qua
non of aristocratic cultural life. Rather, it is besauhe values grammar so highly that
Gellius’s standards are so exacting and his corttéarpmediocre grammarians so
conspicuou$® To Gellius, grammar is a discipline that can befuisin daily life,
and is a part of education that no self-respedeigtieman should neglect. The fact
that he was ostensibly a philosopher did not stayoRnus from learning grammar,
because he was interested in its useful applicati@nvariety of situations (4.1.19, cf.
18.7.3). While other grammarians quibble over pé&darsuch as accidence or the
gender of nouns (e.g. 4.1.5-6, 14.5, 15.9), Getlllagns only to enquire into serious
and practical questions that will improve his I{fe21.2, cf. 14.6.5). Thus he is happy
enough discussing everyday words, from a rangéeldfsf, rather than specialising in
only the most abstruse musirJ3 Utility and wide learning are essentially the same
to Gellius, as one of the best uses of grammatsiioad application when an
interesting word arises in the company of similatijucated Romans. Thus Gellius is
quick to chastise grammarians for over-speciabsatvhen they attempt to evade
ignorance by delegating the matter to a specialiahother field'**

But Gellius also yokes a moral element to gramnyasuggesting that nothing
short of national identity and juridical status atestake when grammatical errors are
made. Favorinus does not want to use a word inciyrdn case he should sound
‘like someone who first spoke Latin when he wagslsatl the slave market’ (4.1.5),
because a Roman citizen who is deficient in Ladimo better than somebody who
calls people by the wrong hame—another social gaf¢. One who spealsarbare
(e.g. 4.1.5, 5.21.6) is no better than a barbaaother chapter on the definition of
humanitas (13.17) is typically concerned with translatiororfr the Greek (first

400 vardi (2001), 48; cf. Holford-Strevens (1988), 126n grammarians’ fees, see Kaster (1988), 114-
23.

01 See especially Booth (1976); Kaster (1988), 5Bi@omer (1997), 40 ff., 70-1.

402 Kaster (1988), 59; Beall (2004), 218-19. Issuesgefmmatical precision are by far the most
frequently discussed topics in tNeghts

%3 0On Gellius opposing grammarians who object to @Rjng ordinary words:NA 6.17.2-3
(obnoxiu3, 18.4.6 tolidus, vanus 19.10.7-9 ffraeterproptey.

0% vardi (2004), 168. Shepherds ought to be askedtaie etymology obidens according to one
irate grammarian (16.6.11), cf. 4.1.13; 16.10.485,20.10.5. Spontaneous enquiries arising from
conversation are valued (4.1.19) and suspiciousiyraon in Gellius (e.g. 5.4.1, 15.9.1, 19.10).
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philanthrépig thenpaideig, and contrasts man with the rest of the animadj#om,
who will never acquire the capacity for knowledge). (Gellius’s definition,
eruditionem institutionemque in bonas art@so requires a moral elementra et
disciplina (1). The implication is that an uneducated persormmoral, and even
subhuman. Gellius tells us this definition lmimanitasis consistent with Varro and
Cicero (2-4). The juxtaposition of morals and knedge is a common element of the
exposure scenes and indeed throughoulltgbts*®

Finally, Gellius’s problem with grammarians canra® reduced to one of
doctrine. Granted, he is both fond of citing hakalauthorities and criticising those
that do not, but there are enough examples of tppealing to the principles of
grammar (ationes e.g. 1.16, 5.21, 15.9) or usagmrisuetudn10.24.3)to suggest
that he adheres in fact to no particular methodof6YAll that matters is that one has
received instruction in all the tools required fesearch. The debate over anomalous
and analogous grammar (2.25) is no longer relewaii had been during the last

generation of the Repubif’

How Reliable Are The Exposure Scenes?
Sulpicius Apollinaris shares his well-rounded exiger freely in the same social

circles as the city prefect Erucius Clarus (7.611318) or the consular Fronto (19.13)
and acts as a foil to the poorly socialised and learned grammarians that Gellius
criticizes. This antithesis is indicated nowhererenglearly than in Apollinaris’s
direct conflict with another grammarian at 184 Since Gellius is defending his
teacher and mentor, we might reasonably ask hastwtauthy he is as a source here.
Interestingly, the chapter opens with one of tive &itobiographical details in
the Nights Gellius claims that he took responsibility fos lwwn education as a youth
by selecting for himself a teacher of more profolearning. Within this context,
Gellius seems to be moralising that the scene wiillation he happened to witness in

405 E g. the case of grammarian who was ‘full of igmmare and insolence’ (6.1€m: grammatico
insolentiarum et inperitiarum pleno

4% vardi (2001), 44; Holford-Strevens (1988), 1260113 Kaster (1988), 55 n.89.

407 vardi (2001), 44.

“% Gellius never uses the wogtammaticushere, although no other profession seems possibie.
rival can be identified more positively by someheical phrases: his ‘reading’ of Salludtionis 1),
and his job as ‘the sole reader and explicatomugn et unicum lectorem esse enarratoremgyeecall
Quintilian’s famous definition of grammar (Quirnst. 1.4.2: enarratio poetaru and echo other
chapters (Gell.NA 13.31.1: M. Varronis enarratoy. By merely implying his profession, Gellius
conceals the fact that technically Apollinaris gsathe job title (and hence perhaps other simgajit
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the bookshop that day cemented his decision to Apelinaris as his teacher. As far
as Gellius can recall, Apollinaris was the mostriled man he ever met, while the
intellectual integrity of his foe, who was suppogechave been in his element with
Sallust, is in tatters by the end of the chafitéThe chapter ends with Apollinaris
delivering a comprehensive exposition on the matfeoting P. Nigidius Figulus and
various Greek authorities apparently off the cuff.

But there is also a moral disparity at play. Of rsey the adversary is
unnamed, and boasts of his expertise—this timekhivledge of Sallust® The
word venditator (1) here is rare, and connotes mercenary integesstwell as self-
advertisement'! Similarly, thenegotium(9) that the Sallustianist alludes to in hope
of evading further questioning after his socialfaler would never be used in the
context of Apollinaris, who is above such petty cems as monelf? Whereas the
Sallustianist slinks off alone, Gellius slips irttee first person plural and suddenly
brings back the crowd from the beginning of theptba (n multorum hominum
coetu 1), in order to indicate the unanimous suppod aamaraderie that a real
grammarian can enjoy. Moreover, Apollinaris is ulirigly polite throughout the
affair, addressing his colleague as ‘most excelieaster’ (hagister optume2) and
couching his questions and replies in only the mespectful language, even after his
trap has been sprung. In contrast, the Sallustishigws nothing but contempt for
Apollinaris, implying that he is botlstolidus and vanus and pulls faces before
refusing to answer a foolish question that is bénaacholar of his calibre (6).

Of course, while Apollinaris’'s form of address isucteous, it is also
patronising, serving to remind the grammarian treats a teacher who belongs better
in a classroom. In Gellian exposure scenes thid kihmockery masking as self-
deprecation is commdH® We never hear whether or not these comments rahéle

grammarians; in one instance the metaphor is apgreontinued, with Gellius

409 NA 18.4.1: Apollinaris Sulpicius, vir in memoria nostra praetalios doctus To heighten the
contrast, Gellius has literally juxtaposed thisgse with the description of tl&ctatorem quempiam et
venditatorem Sallustianae lectionis

“1% For my shorthand in labelling this fellow ‘the Batianist’, cf. Antonius Julianus’s coining of the
nicknameEnnianista 18.5.3.

41 Cf. 13.31.1:laudabat venditabatque se...homo inepte gloriodnsthis instance, the exposed
grammarian also appeals to his professionalisnvéale Gellius’'s persistent badgering (1&8ia ego
gratis non docep

12 Kaster (1988), 59paceHolford-Strevens (1988), 126. While it is likelyathApollinaris supported
himself in some way through teaching, his relatimswvith Gellius is personal and therefore any
‘teaching’ is done gratis.

*“E.g.NA1.2.6; 1.10.2; 4.1.4; 5.21.6; 6.17.4; 13.31.11915.16.6.5; 19.10.10; 20.10.3.
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called discipule (15.9.9), but it is not clear what the grammaaiitention is in
doing so, especially since Gellius has just adehittebeing young and hotheaded at
the time the event occurred (7). If it seems steatitat a specialised dissector of
words would not be able to uncover such sarcasepthver of flattery coupled with
a professional’s haughtiness might explain Geldind company getting away with it
so often. Perhaps the more brusque treatment évatrifus doles out to a young man
who is fond of old-fashioned words might be closerithe way that criticism was
more often delivered (1.10), but the purpose oft theene is the quotation of
Favorinus’s slick rhetoric, within the familiar frework of sensible utility on matters
of obscurity, and not exposure. These are two mdiffe tools in the Roman
gentleman’s armoury: on the one hand, the skiWwwfking at his friends while he
pretends to converse with a fool in earnest; andhenother, the ability to pepper
genuine rebukes with catchy witticisms and literaliysions.

We must regard Apollinaris’s manners as highly nemed on another level,
and Gellius gives the whole game away by openlingdtl) how closely the playful
methods of dissimulation and flattery resemble &acrirony. The parallel is
exploited throughout the passage: when the Sahisti tries to leave, Gellius and
friends pressure the impostor into more discussgmthat he might begrudge noone
willing to learn something’ (8§ Similarly, when Favorinus insists that a
grammarian defingpenusaccording to its genus and species rather thamdist
examples (4.1.9), thightshave never sounded more like a Socratic dialogué(c
Euthphr. 6c), a fact Gellius again admftS. Gellius too assumes the role, reminding
himself to keep a cool head and dissemble whensh#ebating with a simpleton
(6.17.4).

The exposure scenes are doubly linked to Socratelspth the method of
ironic questioning and the exposure of fake expewften through championing
seemingly weak argumenrt€ This influence has been well documert€dThe

exposure of sham experts was a topical issue dahegsecond Sophistic, but also

414 Cf. The polymath Favorinus’s genuine willingnes$e taught by an authority on grammar (Fronto,
2.26) and law (Sextus Caecilius, 20.1).

“15NA 4.1lem: sermo quidam Favorini philosophi cum grammaticatamdiore factus in Socraticum
modum

16 Beall (2004), 211-12, notes in particular the daling argumentsn utramque partemNA 2.7.6;
2.12;14.4.

“I7 Holford-Strevens (1988), 195ff.; Vardi (2001), 48&; Beall (2001), 91; (2004), 207ff.; Keulen
(2004), 229.
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appealed to traditional Roman values (cf. 15.11a8)well as appearing in literature
as recently as EpictetuslA 1.2.9-12) and as far back as Aristophan&iudsor the
Socratic dialogue$® By casting himself and his teachers as the ldtest long
tradition of intellectual vigilantes, Gellius chaterises his cause in a way that will
appeal to Roman gentlemen of both present andefiganerations, even if they are
yet to make it as far as Plato in their studies.

Socrates also plays a more general role outsidexpesure scenes. A kindred
spirit to Gellius, Socrates quoted Homer approwin@d. 4.392) as a kind of motto
on the value of practical education (14.6.5). @el fondness for sympotic settings
(7.13, 17.8, 18.2, 19.9) and literature—especiglto and Plutarch, but extended to
cover more than just philosophy—also emphasises dbeial networks and
omnipresence of an ideal educatfdhFinally, Favorinus was a follower of and
expert on Socratic thinking (2.1), and both phijasers advocated a scepticism that
Gellius could himself adopt, by leaving difficultugstions unsolved in order to
encourage readers to conduct their own researchebefaking up their mint°

The problem with thisQuellenforschungs that it quickly casts doubt on
Gellius’s reliability as an historical souré&.The sympotic authors might have made
no bones about inventing a scene as the frameworitebating an issue, but Gellius
had no such mandat& Granted, the society of the Second Sophistic vedsrious
for being self-consciously literary and stagy, ibtill seems more likely that Gellius
borrowed aspects from other authors, if not inventntire scenes, than that every
encounter really did follow a set narrative witlhait characters. If we suppose that
Favorinus and Apollinaris might on occasion deldtely enjoy pretending to be
Socrates, any integrity collapses when even theoseg grammarian becomes
complicit, happily assuming the role of the sopfistasymachus in thRepublicand
demanding payment for his specialised knowledge.3@133). The stories are
suspicious enough in isolation; once a pattern geserany reliability is seriously
called into question.

“18 Keulen (2004), 231.

“19 Holford-Strevens (1988), 209; Beall (2004), 208-10
420 Beall (2004), 211-13.

42 Holford-Strevens (1988), 50.

422 Holford-Strevens (1988), 48.
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Relative plausibility has been used to demonstratother chapters are also
more likely to have been constructed than repdfe@ellius was clearly familiar
with Cicero’s fictitious dialogues and borroweddhefrom his narratives and literary
technique$?* He was not above capitalising on Fronto’s celgbfior example, by
attributing to him a false penchant for classiderature, even though the great man’s
surviving letters reveal no such interest in thiest of Gellian favourites like Vergil,
Claudius Quadrigarius, or Julius Cae€arMore alarmingly, a litany of errors and
imprecisions—most glaringly the confusion of simimunding names (9.4.3;
18.10.3)—as well as inconsistencies in tone andetesuggest that even Gellius’'s
noble intentions are often historically unreliaff&The fact that nobody apart from
Gellius’s associates is ever named means thernélésdvidence to corroborate his
stories and few consequences for any defamatorgiistiments.

On the other hand Gellius’s liberties, especidily dramatising of educational
debates, would not have presented as many proleenRoman reader of the second
century. It simply does not matter so much thalodiae is rewritten in ‘Gellianese’ if
not thieved or invented, nor that characters havenglausibly perfect arsenal of
literary weapons readily availabl&. After an elitist preface, Gellius can rely on his
audience to be familiar enough with literary cortiams to adapt their reading
accordingly.

It is the verisimilitude of the grammatical and nadéive details that are more
important to readers and to Gellius. Consider fii@tegone into characterising the
Cretan fool at the Attic banquet (15.2), whose aodid image of wine as ‘the flint
and spark of genius and excellence’ (3) Gelliuhasiastically quotes. The fact that
Gellius was a young man at the timnevénis 3), and is thus writing about events that
were decades old, does not stop him from vivid emfident descriptions. Gellius
selected everything for th&lights himself, and the regularity with which these
constructed scenes occur suggest that he is aitmingmmunicate his own attitudes

and display his refinement.

23 Holford-Strevens (1988), 87, 100, calls 4.1 ‘ficiis’ (but nonetheless ‘instructive’) and equally
suspects 1.2. Beall (1999) thoroughly addressesahstruction of Taurus’s banquet (17.8).

424 Holford-Strevens (1988), 48-9, 78; Vardi (20043112: e.g. on the judging of philosophers (18.1),
cf. Cic.Tusc.5.119-20.

425 Holford-Strevens (1988), 98.

428 Holford-Strevens (1988), 23-4, 48-9.

42" Beall (1999), e.g. 13.31: Gellius happens to breyiray a copy of Varro’s satires when he stumbles
across an expert on the author. ‘Gellianese’ wasedoby Holford-Strevens (1988), 56.
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Nor is Gellius unaware of potential disbelief frdnis readers. He preempts
this problem by averring the sincerity and autt@tytiof each situation: a learned
friend of his, for example, by chance happened &mtion the wordpluria in the
course of conversation—not at all with a desireshow off, nor because he judged
plura to be less correct (5.21.1). Vindicated by theuargsdebate with an autodidact,
the friend adds a new criterion for approved leagnthe spontaneity that results from
a well-rounded education practised on a daily baksere are other very similar
passages designed to suspend audience disi€lieTo modern eyes, Gellius's
strategy of acknowledging the burden that fortunestrbear probably attracts more
suspicion than it deflecf8® But it is important that the target audience isvjted
with positive role models reaping the results ohdést academic toil. Because their
intentions are pure, Gellius’s heroes radiate aondence that contrasts with the sham
professors and their tactics of evasion and hifagkonversations.

The Platonic sources for the exposure scenes ae tba most easily
discernible, where Gellius’s credibility comes @z at its weake$t® This does not,
however, render these chapters useless for thermbdsorian. The discussion now
moves from an acceptance that Gellius has consttugach chapter to an
investigation into how exactly and why he might éalone s8** This is not the same
In every instance.

Gellius chose the exposed professor as a recunangtive to dramatise the
conflict for culture between competing groups. IBaders would have recognised
this theme and sympathised more with Gellius’s gieWhe frequency of these stock
scenes corresponds to the importance placed onsdbm@l and cultural issues
involved, and also gives an impression of ubiquias— the fate of the educated

gentleman were daily under threat from an armycaflists.

The Structure Of the Exposure Scenes
The other elements that Gellius has used to carigtis exposure scenes still need to

be accounted for, particularly the setting, the aiwmand conduct of the exposed

%6 9.NA4.1.19; 6.17.1; 7.16.1; 13.31.2,if audeo hercle postulare ut id credatur mihi

29 Keulen (2004) would probably see an element ofo'arony’ here too, which is not incompatible
with my reading, but difficult to test without knavg more about the contemporary reception of the
Nights

439 Holford-Strevens (1988), 50-1; Vardi (2001), 43.

“31vardi (2004), 181; Beall (1999).
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professors, and the genre, especially because aheynot traditionally found in

miscellanies?

2 In selecting his mise-en-scéne, Gellius followsthbsympotic
literature and Cicero, the paradigm of the gentlerseholar, who set his dialogues
during holidays. Gellius’s emphasis is on the dtexd role that culture ought to play
in a gentleman’s leisuretime: he can learn whilgbmg shoulders with noblemen on
lavish estates, at learned banquets, or even inntimeites before the Emperor’s
salutatio(4.1.1)**®* The implication is that the reader could also miovsuch exalted
social circles if he were to improve himself wheseguch opportunities presented
themselves. The more esoteric topics like philogomhgeometry both demonstrate
Gellius’s prized polymathy and also serve to didsuiass suitable people—who may
well already be intimidated by the affluence andvifgge on display—from
acculturation in the elite moufd?

It is no coincidence that the grammatitalx pasare also social catastrophes,
executed in front of large groups, often the veepmgle the humiliated scholar had
intended to impress. No exposure scene lacks a euaflvery amused witnessgs.
To reinforce the sense of disapproval, the croweations to the boastful character
mirror or support Gellius's own thougHt€ While the crowd is elsewhere used as a
shorthand for the pedestrian and unprivileged,eitdmes more acceptable in the
dramatisation of the conflicts, acting as a kinguoy, though by no means impartial.
Prestige and disgrace may only be conferred byipebteem, and cannot exist within
a social vacuum. Gellius’s choice of a public settreflects the social functions of
culture as both a means of display and a field eisatus can be contested and
conferred by the esteem of the community.

Gellius’'s characterisation of the exposed grammarias self-appointed
experts draws once more on the bumptious interboswdnd sophists of the Socratic
dialogues and the tradition hostile towards the lblerorigins of teachers at Rome. By
portraying similarly boastful and arrogant phoniesmiliated by more modest
scholars with a deeper understanding of the isaugty, Gellius exploits the same

432 vardi (2004), 180: the range of stylistic techréguand genres—sometimes even within the same
chapter—makes thidights‘unique in ancient literature’.

433 Cf. the irony of 5.21.6, where Gellius’s friendgse ‘amabo te inquit ‘vir bone, quia nunc mihi a
magis seriis rebus otium est, velim doceas .nos

434 Beall (1999), 60-1.

435 Cf. also 17.21.1: Gellius's motives for constrogtian historical timeline are not for the sake of
learning alone, but to avoid anachronism in coratéra (n sermonibus—a recent failing of a poorly
educatedsophistaduring a public lecturep(blice nuper disserehs

**NA1.2.6; 11.7.4, 8; 13.31.6, 10; 18.4.7; 19.10.10-11
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irony to connect morality with learning—and deptgwvith poor education—and
also delivers a satisfying if predictable tale tve true nature of erudition. Since
Gellius’s sham scholars prattle foolishly and aagrlength, they come across as
poorly socialised, and the inevitable silence eirthiltimate humiliation seems all the
more conspicuou®’ Gellius even dedicates a rather lengthy chapténedopic, just

in case his readers had failed to read betweelintbe ‘what an improper and wholly
despicable vice vain and meaningless garrulousisesd how many times it has
been criticised with well-deserved vigour by theajest Greek and Roman authors’
(15.1lem).

But Gellius’s strong words and the preponderancex@mples—no fewer
than a dozen—suggest that empty blathering is niame mere folly, it is dangerous.
This is shown most clearly in one of the exposlwasspges featuring an autodidact
(5.21). When a friend of Gellius’s, an extremelarleed man, innocently used a
commonly misunderstood word, he was attacked byingoudent language critic,
who had read very little—and even then just theesatuff as everyone else—and had
some smattering of grammar that was sometimes ramghready, and sometimes
plain false, and he would sprinkle this like santbianyone’s eyes whenever he

accosted thenf?®

The rest of the chapter follows the Gellian blusfpralmost
perfectly: the courteous friend is free from bussievhile the autodidact, arrogant to
the end, insists on findingratio, which the friend is only too happy to provide.

It is fortunate that Gellius’s friend was the onkonencountered this fellow;
for the layman there is a real risk of contaminatitom the smokescreens and fast
talking of false authorities, who in turn stand lenefit by receiving customers
through such dishonest tactics. The lemma for @nagtlO—unfortunately the only
missing book of theNights—seems to have provided another tempting example:
Gellius has a run-in at Eleusis with a dishoneatrgnarian who does not even know
basic verb tenses or school exercises, but pamatilesdating and confused questions

on obscure topics to impress uneducated pédple.

3" The contrast is most pointed in the first exposszene, where chatterintpguacior...multa et
immodica...disserebal.2.3-5) becomes silencebticuit, 13), cf.blatiret, reticens(4.1.4, 9).

438 5.21.4: reprehensor audaculus verborum, qui perpauca eademg volgo protrita legerat
habebatque nonnullas disciplinae grammaticae inaudculas partim rudes inchoatasque partim non
probas easque quasi pulverem ob oculos, cum adqutemque fuerat, adspergebat

39 NA 8.10lem: ...disceptatio cum grammatico quodam praestigioso temperborum et puerilia
meditamenta ignorante, remotarum autem quaestionebulas et formidines capiendis imperitorum
animis ostentanteCf. 1.10.2: Favorinus accuses a youth of usirdy aid obsolete words so that
nobody can understand what he is saying.
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This intellectual quackery is often expressed mfthrm of extravagant boasts
and self-promotioft?° Bragging is more than just another way for Geltmisontrast
the professors’ morals with the more modest andagate elite behaviour; it also
offers an intriguing insight into how professiomatdellectuals might have advertised
and distinguished themselves from the competiteotgpic we still know very little
about. There seems to have been an approved wadgirgg this, to be distinguished
from indiscriminate and open boastif{§.If status is defined by the way that you are
perceived by the people around you, and if educalswks a robust system of
credentials to validate both students and praottis, it is only logical that people
wanting to trade successfully in the intellectualfpssions would resort to promoting
their abilities and reputation to set themselvesrtaipom the educated laymen and the
less vocal teachef&? A rhetorician could easily and elegantly advertise abilities
through public declamations, and while the gramamesi skills lent themselves to a
more intimate audience, he could still presentknewledge of authors and the rules
of language to win over customers or an influergitron?*® Gellius provides us with
possibly the best evidence of grammarians solgitnstom, a phenomenon that is
both more odious and more complicated than therisetratorical advertisements.

When Gellius stops at Brundisium on return from stisdies in Greece, he
distracts himself by going to see a grammarianetivéno had been ‘fetched from
Rome by the people of Brundisium, and was offerimgself there to be tested
publicly’.*** This litterator is making hard work of Vergil [égebat barbare
insciteque 3) but invites any question on the poet. Afterveling at how somebody
so stupid could be so self-assured (5, 9), Gellaks for an explanation of the word
for ‘sheep’ that is common in epicbidentese.g. VergAen7.93)— and is forced to
leave unsatisfied after twice humiliating the graaman: once by alluding to an

obscure author of Atellan farces, who had refetoed boar abidens(7); and again

*9Cf. 1.2lem, 4; 5.14.3; 8.10em; 18.4.1-2; 18.5.2.

41 According to Kaster (1995), xxviii, thprofessionesr ‘public claims to teach certain forms of
competence...[xxix] acquired a clearly articulatedd aacknowledged place at the centre of elite
culture’ during the second century. This is a gota for parents and pupils, not people who have
finished their grammatical instruction.

442 On status: Saller (2000), 828. On credentials @sting generally: Bonner (1977), 159; Kaster
(1988), 207-8; Vardi (2001), 51-2, Hopkins (1978p410.

“43 Rhetor: Kaster (1988), 208-9; Cribiore (2001), 8ammar: Bonner (1977), 158-9.

444 NA 16.6.1:ibi quispiam linguae Latinae litterator Roma a Bdisinis accersitus experiundum sese
vulgo dabat The education could not be more clearly contchsiéth the inexperienced crowd on the
one side, the truly erudite Gellius—fresh from thehplace of philosophy and rhetoric—on the other,
and the smatterer who knows just enough to fooplgestuck in the middle.
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by relying on his wit, for how many sheep have oty teeth (10)%#° In a final
attempt to save face, the professor dismissesubstign as fit for a shepherd, not a
grammarian.

The identity of thditterator as a grammarian is unproblematic, as elsewhere
Gellius uses the word to describe the professidh9(2), and it is unlikely that
anybody else would have travelled over five hundkddmetres just to be asked
questions about Vergil. Gellius informs us that tirammarian was furiousllé
permotus mihi et inritatusl6.6.11) but he only laughs back and leavesfferént to
the fact that he has probably dealt a serious Idothe grammarian’s credibility and
business. By introducing the grammarian and hisivestat the start of the story,
Gellius cannot realistically claim ignorance in dagimg his reputation, but his
presentation of the story in its current form sigggehat he feels he has nothing to be
ashamed of—on the contrary, he has performed acsefor the common people of
Brundisium, who deserve to know what exactly theygetting for their money.

In smaller areas, the appointment of public teacharght depend on an
application forwarded to a board of upstandingzeits Optimi) by the local
decurions, so a teacher without links to memberhefcommunity might not have
held very good prospect® We probably have a different situation here: ipegrs
that there is a shortage of teachers in Brundissachany canvassing takes place at a
less formal level. This might be expected in a etycasad hocand varied as the
Roman Empire, where any number of circumstancesitmand to the creation or
closure of a school, and where student and teadikerwere always motivated by the
prospects of a better deal. Technically, it wasgt@mmarian who offered himself to
be questioned (1), and only after he was summared Rome by th&rundisini so
perhaps Gellius is making an example of him forl@xXipg inappropriate channels for
his own gain and for perverting social exchangeasallg governed by traditional
networks of patronag¥’

From the grammarian’s point of view, the competitios for basic
employment rather than prestige, but Gellius céipéda on the opportunity to present

this scene, to his children and to the other Rogpamtlemen he is educating, as a

44> Sincedensmeans ‘tooth’, andi- is a common prefix denoting ‘two’ or ‘double’ ipatin, the
grammarian ventures a guess with comical consegsenc

446 Marrol?, 306; Bonner (1977), 158-9. Cf. Plieip. 4.13 where Pliny asks Tacitus to send to Comum
praeceptoregprobablyrhetoreg to be tested before employment.

47 Kaster (1988), 208-9.
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model of how to spot and treat frauds or hucksfeng information at the beginning
of the chapter about the geographical setting dmrtrs towards this reading: while it
ostensibly functions to explain what Gellius wasndoat Brundisium in the first
place, when taken with the exposure scenes fromdugh (in Athens, 7.16) and the
admittedly suspicious ‘more recent’ ones (at Rofr®31), a picture emerges of an
academic vigilante, his life dedicated to spoilwguld-be shysters even from an
early age.

Seemingly without patronage or support, which ofuyther characterises
them as outcasts, Gellius’'s grammarians must actealOn a practical level, the
grammarian must walk a fine line in soliciting lriade. He needs to attract customers
publicly, but if he wants to influence the rightopde he will have to sell himself in a
way that does not appear pushy. The rude and asitarg behaviour in the exposure
scenes has been rightly questioned as suspici@aslgatic, and Gellius certainly has
a motive for including the theme, but it probablgoehas some basis in realffy. The
grammarian that Gellius scorns for seeking refuglird an appeal for his fee
(13.31.13) would only be earning a living—a conc#rat might be overlooked by
someone like Gellius, who moved comfortably enoimgproperty-owning circle$*
Not everybody can afford to take a strictly amaiaterest in grammar.

The ultimate boast is declaring absolute mastery ¢opic above all others,
and in theNightssuch talk is punished accordingly. One immodestngnarian plied
his trade so confidently in a Roman bookshop it taasf he were the sole person on
earth able to explain VarroMenippean Satirésbefore reciting ‘passages that were
not all that difficult but which nobody else, hddsacould hope to make sense 6f.
There are many witnesses to Gellius’'s comprehertgsivaliation of this expert, who
blames his illiteracy on poor eyesight, before seglpostponement until either his
vision improves or Gellius pays him a fee.

Such an inflated claim to expertise, common in ékposure scenes, makes
commercial sense given the competition among eddgatofessional$* Of course,

a better teacher would have relied on patronageacted more reasonable demands,

but the exposure scenes are not concerned with respectable teachers. To Gellius,

448 Holford-Strevens (1988), 50.

49 0n the social status and estimated wealth of @&elliolford-Strevens (1988), 10.

450 NA 13.31.1:tamquam unus esset in omni caskturarumM. Varronis enarrator, quas partim
Cynicas alii Menippeasappellant. et iaciebat inde quaedam non admodurficitid, ad quae
conicienda adspirare posse neminem dicebat

41 Other explicit claims to expertise: 1.2.4; 1&#, 2.
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any rude claims to exclusive knowledge only justtie humiliation of the arrogant
and stupid grammarian.

Amiel Vardi sees this expertise and exclusivensdyiag at the very heart of
the exposure scené¥.If Gellius’s aim is to help respectable gentlerbecome more
cultured through informal intellectual activity,eth his programme risks failure when
belligerent grammarians discourage them from ppeimg by claiming to have the
monopoly on education. Self-advertisement involdeclaring superiority over
everyone else. The professionalisation of intall@kksm and no longer just education
threatens the layman’s cultural pursuits and thmidance of an amateur elite.

Gellius had previously used his preface to forhldtthntes from trespassing
on his intellectual property; the exclusivenesshef professors and the vehemence of
Gellius’s defence now suggest a very real competitietween the old order and the
new over the control of transmitting cultdré.By framing the problem in moral
terms, Gellius is seeking to disguise the socigllications of an increasingly free
market in grammar, where the traditional valueshef aristocratic education can be
undercut by professionals who can deliver quicksults to a broader spectrum of the
public. These scholars cannot afford the leisugglysuit of culture that Gellius
recommends, and draw their wages from their adslito seduce clients with displays
of knowledge. In Gellius’s ideal world, debate wibubnly be between polite
gentlemen and would not include the professors@utly educated people whose
humiliation he details.

Gellius’s choice to dramatise these scenes is ayocame, because the message
is clearer and more powerful than any prose exposdrguing the same case. This
practice also echoes the Socratic dialogues. Hisofisnultiple genres, often within
the same chapter, is unique in an ancient fornstgenerally forsook setting, plot or
characterisatiof®* Part of this is no doubt due to his usual coroees of pleasure
and variation in education, but the dramatic scei&s serve to enact didactically the
roles that his ideal reader will have to play, wieetin the company of shameless

452 vardi (2001), 42, claims that he ‘could not fimithe Attic Nights[any] scenes involving public
humiliation in which the exposed figure does naighim expertise’. Vardi fails to include the late-
learner at 11.7, perhaps because he is a pleatther than a professor, but there is no excuse for
omitting the grammarian of 15.9, whose only crimaswo state the view that the poet Caecilius was
mistaken about the genderfobns This latter example otherwise bears the hallmafiihe exposure
scene (triviality, reliance onratio, humour, public humiliation).

53 vardi (2001), 52.

44 vardi (2004), 179-80; Holford-Strevens (1988), 47.
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frauds, colleagues, or cons@?s.Such morals are also seen in the more diegetic
chapters on proper behaviour, such as Papiriugedtatus’s quick thinking to keep a
state secret (1.23) or the conflictipgtestate®f a father whose son was consul (2.2).
The exposure scenes serve as dress rehearsalstrtwt and boost the confidence of
Gellius’'s readers, who may have to tackle challenfyjem professional educators
when making their cultural debuts. The scenes @&sgphasise that marginally
educated readers and professors must occupy a pms#ion, should any member of
these groups actually make it past the hostileapeefind into thBlightsproper.

Under this interpretation, another purpose of tRposure scenes becomes
clear: to defuse any possible threat by paintirey épisodes as nothing more than
laughable everyday inciderit®. The physical attributes that often accompany
descriptions of the arrogance and rejection okettwosed professors lend the scenes a
slapstick quality that fosters both entertainmamd aocial reinforcement, not unlike
the masks and action of comefy.Gellius can add other peccadilldaux pasand
generally negative attributes to the professiondlicators to blur a lot of the
differences between the two groups that he seeltistance himself from, namely the
grammarians and the self-educated simpletons.dmptbcess Gellius is confirming
his own status among the leading men of letterssaidists of his day, who, along
with such mentors as Favorinus, Sulpicius Apolimarand Fronto, will be
remembered as doing his part for the traditionllesof the upper classes. Perhaps it
is because he is looking in from the outer margihsaristocratic society, as an
equestrian with an obscun®@menand nocognomenthat he argues for such an elite
position?>®

While the professional teacher is certainly in cefitmon with Gellius, it
would be misleading to suggest that tRghts contributes to schooling. Perusing
Gellius cannot be considered an education bechesiel¢al reader must have already
been educated in grammar, by a master, and préfesmbong fellow students.
Gellius advocates something more like self-improgetror a leisurely pursuit, even

though the result—that one’s knowledge and apptieciaf traditional disciplines is

455 vardi (2004), 181-5.

4% vardi (2001), 51-2.

457 E.g.cum arduis superciliis vocisque et vultus gravitatemposita(4.1.1); oscitans et alucinanti
similis (6.17.11); voltum intorqueret et non hisceret et colores mettafl5.9.10); rictu oris
labearumque duct(18.4.6);sudans multum ac rubens multyb®.10.14). This final example actually
ends with the audience laughing, cf. 13.31.10.

% gee n.21 above.

105



broadened and enhanced—is the same. The diffeiergemantic, but one that no
respectable gentleman would wish to live down, bsedhe stigma attached to being

a mature student at Rome, as opposed to a hobisyestceptionally severe.

Exposure Scenes: Part Il
Two further scenes of particular interest remaicabse—like chapters 5.21 and 7.16

previously discussed—they involve exposing fals¢hauties closer to the self-
educated man in background, social position anthileg than to Gellius. In one
scene a man is caught inventing a false, Greek aogy for the Gallic word
petorritum (15.30); the other concerns two pleaders who dnbg their speeches
words so obsolete and obscure (apludg floccesandbovinatol that everybody in
the courtroom laughs at them (11.7).

Both of these chapters have a peculiar featureomneon: they begin by
introducing the vices commonly associated with peegho have come to letters late
in life, which the Greeks cabpsimathiaor ‘opsimathy’ (11.7.3). In Gellius’s view
‘this type of man’ (15.30.2) is often a chattertand not very bright, and looks silly
showing off what he regards as learning, whiclctsally just any subject he has only
recently gained some knowledge in. He has ‘receaveddden and, as it were, chaotic
education’; these opsimaths come ‘too late to theysof literature—all ground down
and shrivelled up from their previous lifestyfé®. Such generalisations are clearly
negative in tone and are designed to prepare tlelerefor the scenes of
embarrassment that follow.

The late-learners differ from Gellius’s other huatiéd targets most obviously
in profession, for two are pleaders and the otleenains unidentified® Gellius
makes no mention of payments or claims to expentise does he make an effort to
characterise them as generally insolent and illimeegd. They are likelynguenu;j

since there is no record of a freedman providingoadcy’®* The influence of the

459 NA 11.7.3:repentina et quasi tumultuaria doctrina praedituis.30.1:qui ab alio genere vitae
detriti iam et retorridi ad litterarum disciplinaserius adeunt

60 NA 11.7.3:homo in causis7: alter [...] cum adversarius causam differri postutar 15.30ille
homo(2) is a different formula from that used for ty@mmarians. Still, it is not immediately clear in
what circumstances ‘he was askeduéereretur 3) aboutpetorrituny it is possible that the verb is
impersonal and he unwisely pipes up before anytsee e

4ol Kaster (1995), 224.
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Socratic dialogues noted earlier is nowhere todem®? Finally, no exposure is ever
publicly performed by a layman: in the first chaptihe pleaders manage to get
laughed down all on their own; and in the secoral|i® censures the dishonest late-
learner in a postscript from the study. The spegpeathaps milder, treatment of these
characters also suggests a different social pasitemd is consistent with the
interpretation of the other exposure scenes asfand® mechanism to counter
competition. Any advice these opsimaths might gimegrammar is less threatening
because, as poorly educated men of insignificaatui outside of the intellectual
professions, they are not in a position to be takemously let alone to wield any
influence.

The late-learners might not boast in the same wayVardi's exposed
professors, but they are certainly not shy aboating their views. The opsimath’s
motives differ in that he is not shamelessly logkiar business, but rather appears to
be making up for lost time. He overcompensatedi®iate arrival into the world of
letters by proudly displaying any knowledge he juas learned (11.7.3) whenever the
opportunity arises. To Leofranc Holford-Strevenss tbehaviour and background
characterises him as ‘the intellectual counterpérthe nouveau richeand no less
offensively ostentatioud®® This is comparable to one reading of ti@ena
Trimalchionis where the freedmen diners, forever consciouseaif fjuridical status,
indulge themselves in hedonism and displays of tr@ivly won wealtt®*

But the contempt directed at these late-learnemslss similar in kind and
degree to the abuse usually reserved for self-@éeldicaen. In fact, any differences
between the two collapse if it is assumed thatetimeust be an equally embarrassing
reason why the late-learner has never come to highening earlier in life. As there
is no institution catering to post-adolescent gramnany adult would have to seek
instruction wherever he could find it, which hasl IRobert Kaster to classify the
opsimath as ‘a species of autodid4ét’In the case of Q. Remmius Palaemon it was
possible to be a self-educated and late-learningiste, not that Suetonius’s readers

would have necessarily distinguished clearly betwessch motive for resentment.

%2 This might be the reason why Holford-Strevens 8)9%0, hazarded the suggestion that the
opsimath of 15.30.2-3 ‘may well be genuine’.

463 Holford-Strevens (1988), 164, n.111.

%4 j.e. Bodel (1984), 53 ff.; (1994), ‘Trimalchio’sriderworld’ in Tatum (ed.)The Search for the
Ancient Noveltheir ‘social death’ is part of a wid&atabasismotifor Encolpius.

46> Kaster (1995), 235.
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Gellius obliquely provides a further clue to théeléearners’ identity as self-
educators, when he connects opsimathy with a pahdébausing words that are out
of date (11.7.1-3). The reason why ‘a distinguished experienced pleader’ referred
to bread made from bran apluda—and not the more commduarfur—was because
he had read that the ancient farmers had useavthi$, and Plautus had done so too
in the now-lost playAstraba (5). apluda is not a word that he had heard in
conversation or remembered from the classroonpgdears to be from some kind of
secondary source, with the two sources of inforomationveniently gathered under
the same rubric. Since his career can probablydfion both leisuretime and books,
the most likely scenario is that the pleader tadghtself by a short cut similar to,
albeit less useful than, the one Gellius produsedh as a miscellany or grammar
handbook.

Similarly when the late-learner justifies his udefloccesfor faex expressa
Gellius accepts that he must have actually reagptiee Caecilius (6), but refuses to
be fooled by only ‘a small amount of that sort @ading’ (7). The implication is that
reading only snippets or summaries of the ancieetgwithout a solid grounding in
grammar only serves to stultify the uninitiated iopgth. Few scholars of any age
would condone replacing a deep investigation ofliteeary canon with a shelf full of
Cliffs Notes and certainly not without a broad grounding tovie context, but this
is essentially what the late-learner is guilty of.

Yet to attribute to the opsimaths a rather daftlfeass for old-fashioned words
and the means to discover them is only half theystellius suspects that the lawyer
‘had saved up those two words [i.Bocces and apludgd as ornaments for his
speeches’ (11.7.6). In other words, his use ofndite vocabulary is more than mere
pride in his learning—it is a literary ambush. Tlisvhy anotheapirocaluscries out
the wordbovinator‘three or four times’ (7) before pausing to appageithe muttering
of the bewildered crowd (8), finally flapping hisnas about, and boasting, ‘What—
you haven'tread Lucilius? He refers to a dawdler asginatott’ *°®

The fact that such calculated moves only earnghgHter and contempt of the
witnesses shows that these opsimaths have a la& l@@ming to do. Somebody who

can spare the effort to read Lucilius is doing vietlhimself and may genuinely be a

406 NA 11.7.9:at ille iactans et gestiens: ‘non enim Lucilium'qiit ‘legistis, qui tergiversatorem
“bovinatorem” dicit?’ Gellius of course immediately produces the pasgsageestion (frag. 417). Cf.
Hor. Sat 1.10.21 and p.111 below. Did Gellius construetshene with Horace in mind?
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budding philologist, but any social aspirations deshed the minute he drops into
conversation such a clunky and transparent attéongppear learned. No matter how
many strange words and quotes these men remerhbegrwill never manage even
the veneer of culture without observing the ruled emanners of a class that does not
need to resort to such gimmicks and that is ramelgressed by tacky displays of
perceived success.

In the case of the man who lied about finding ttyenelogy of petorritumin
the writings of Valerius Probus (15.30.4-5), it cdear that he is aware of
grammarians’ methods of explaining a word’s origibat this knowledge is only
enough to get himself in trouble, as he picks theng person to bluff on matters of
obscure grammdf’ These two chapters thus serve as good exampléswofthe
uneducated are unable even to recognise completedy is required in order to pass
oneself off as cultured, and how the cultured tast@d dispositions that are
transmitted through families and social circles taratmore than the obvious
byproducts of education like being able to read qunate sophisticated literatut&. A
short cut to culture can only reinforce the domtrmanres and language to somebody
already familiar with them and thus cannot offerytamg more than an
embarrassingly incomplete picture to the poorlyoaded.

To the modern Latin student, Gellius may appearapgd if not churlish,
especially since in these passages he uses woraslyusot found in classical
literature?®® The wordapirocalus (‘tasteless’: 11.7.7) is borrowed from Greahd
commurmuratio(8) is unattested elsewhere in the Latin corpusilaly, there is no
record ofsubargutulug15.30.1) being used by any author of any peti&ut these
words amount to a cunning literary device that aasesellius’s argument. It is
because his ideal reader—thie civiliter eruditus—is able to handle such linguistic
curve balls that Gellius includes them. In the psscGellius subtly draws attention to

his own refined literary tastes as well as the gut@ment value of the passages. His

47 Interestingly, Gellius only quotes Varro’s commamgton the word (fr. 108) besides debunking the
bogus reference to Valerius Probus. Quintilian afsdfied the Gallic origin opetorritum (Inst. Or.
1.5.57), noting Horace’s use (H&at 1.6.104).

“%8 Holford-Strevens (1988), 163, reads Gellius in ¢hetext of Fronto’s letters to Marcus Aurelius
(FrontoEp. 4.3.1): he too preferred untalented and unleapsple before the half-talented and half-
learned, as the latter are less likely to throwuatbsilly archaisms in the pursuit of appearingred.

%9 vardi (2001), 54, concludes by highlighting Gedfisilack of self-awareness in censuring others for
‘pedantry, garrulity and conceit’.

470 5 * commurmuratio, onis, f. [commurmuro], a genemsurmuring’. Even the verbommurmuro

is very raresubargutuluss also marked with an asterisklf (i.e. denoting dapax legomengn
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words are offered as useful models of how commuimicaneed not be compromised
for amusement, in contrast to the late-learnerpressions, which are gauche because
they are never used anymore. Although the opsirmathssgressions have very
public consequences and arise from social errorgdigement, Gellius can thus frame
the problem as solely one of philologygrammatica

The preamble to chapter 11.7 censures equally bethrds that are
excessively trite and worn out, and ones that ameswal, and sound coarse and
inelegant because of their novelfy’. The force ofvidetur in this sentence implies
that this is not an uncommon view, which is corteddy Gellius’s personal opinion
(sed...equidem...arbitrpithat follows: ‘but even more annoying and appallthan
commonly used and plebeian phrases is, in my vigtering words that are new,
unknown, and never before heattf To be sure, Gellius does coin new words in the
Nights and employs archaisms alongside classical andrdilatin, but his general
attitude towards neologisms is negative because thesimply no guarantee that any
new word will be understoot? Elsewhere Gellius chooses as the mouthpiece i®r th
sentiment his mentor Favorinus, who supports Jullassar’'s aphorism: ‘avoid the
unheard-of and unusual word as a ship might a.féef

In contrast to this is Gellius’s defence of the tpgerius Antias (18.11), who
is accused by the grammarian Caesellius Vindex imfehting words’ yocum
fictionibug that ‘debase the Latin tonguelgdecorasse’’® Gellius's justification is
that the words are within Furius’s poetic licenaed that ‘they do not seem offensive
or disagreeable to say and to articulate, like sother words invented crudely and
without taste by distinguished poet&®.Poetic language obviously differs from daily
conversation. It is not novelty that matters mosGellius, but rather sophistication:

471 NA 11.7.1:verbis uti aut nimis obsoletis exculcatisque awolentibus novitatisque durae et
inlepidae par esse delictum videtur

472NA 11.7.1:sed molestius equidem culpatiusque esse arbitndraveova, incognita, inaudita dicere
quam involgata et sordentia

473 Holford-Strevens (1988), 41, 163, where again iG&B views match Fronto’s. Beall (2004), 217,
also cites communication as Gellius’s principal rai@ to the wordbovinator Controversy
surrounding neologisms goes back at least to Hof(ace P. 46 ff.). See alsdNA 16.9.2 on the
comprehension of rare words.

47*NA 1.10.4:tamquam scopulum, sic fugias inauditum atque imsolkerbumGellius even echoes the
adjectivesnauditusandinsolens(11.7.1).

7> The words in question are mainly inchoative vexbd Furius was in fact not the only author to use
them:lutescerenotescerevirescere opulescereandpurpurat

476 NA 18.11.2:visae sunt neque dictu profatuque ipso taetraeimsiaves esse, sicuti sunt quaedam
alia ab inlustribus poetis ficta dure et rancidéf. 20.9.1: the ears of Antonius Julianus aretked
and seduced’ by the invented words of Cn. Matius.

110



the key words areancide dure, inlepidus immodice apirocalus*’’ This explains the
paradox whereby old words can seem new becausénéwveynot been in currency for
so long (11.7.2). A word that other people can ustdad is always acceptable; if
neologisms must be used, they will be judged oir teéinement or expediency. The
late-learners either fail to distinguish betweerrdgothat are rare but understood and
those that have been abandoned long ago, or théytofause an old word
appropriately. Either way they are lacking the b or natural elegance that results
from many years spent in the classroom and frontirdeavith well-educated elders
and colleagues.

Gellius himself playfully uses uncommon adjectitesiemonstrate that it is
not impossible to drop interesting words into cosaéon, as long as it is done
suitably or, even better, wittily. For example, haligh the word never appears
elsewhere in Latin literature, it is not difficuth ascertain whaexculcatus(11.7.1)
might mean because it has more common cognate @leillius’s description of
late-learners aetorridus (13.30.1) sardonically echoes the unusual nowquastion:
petorritum Similarly, Gellius’s only other use of the woagirocalus(18.8.1) is to
describe the self-styled followers of Isocrates atmeir fondness for harsh
homoioteleuton—but Gellius can allow himself to éoypthe same technique when
defining tasteless opsimaths (11.7.3) since thgaelee of his writing throughout the
chapter ensures that they will be the only ones agpear tasteless or sift{?

It makes sense then for Gellius to link the dovwodtlen and obsolete nature
of these strange words with the people that emiileyn. The late-learners might not
even be any older than Gellius or the praetomgjttin the court, but the connection
offers an illogical but rhetorically skilled explation of why people educated late in
life might favour old words, which in itself evineghe value of a more thorough
education that fosters refinement over the possessi discrete details. It is Gellius
and his better educated acquaintances who poseesgekige of the past; the late-
learning intruders are as new and untested as éhgswhey toss around, and deserve

social correction as it were.

47" Holford-Strevens (1988), 163, makes a final congoarto Fronto: his search for the ‘unexpected
and inspired word’ifisperatum atque inopinatum verbuRrontoEp. 4.3.1) involves phrases designed
to delight and not perplex the reader.

478 Cf. Holford-Strevens (1988), 44, for this explaoatof the ‘jangling’ didiceris... ignoraveris...
coeperis
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Although Gellius claims to offer help to people wnag to rid themselves of
shameful ignorance, he fails when presented widsdhlate-comers and two other
genuine autodidacts. This makes the late-learneseéul tool for characterisation, so
that they are neither conflated with the self-édiyrespectable gentlemen nor with
the self-serving professional teachers. Gelliusedulterated ridicule shows his
readers that these opsimaths pose no real thrdadwithe authority of nobility or
higher education, and further distinguishes theasg of the approved learners above
the ill-cultured would-be scholars. To anyone ragdithe Nights in search of
improvement, this hierarchy is as clearly idenkifeaas it was in the preface and acts
as an informal gatekeeper to ward off any undesieeypes who would seek to

pollute or pervert the conventional hierarchy.

Late-Learners

A generally negative attitude towards opsimathsoisonly found in Gellius; in other
literary sources it seems that there is nothingenmaliculous to the educated Roman
male than the thought of an old man at schook & concept shared among the elite
authors, taken for granted to such an extent thoaicurs as the punchline of jokes: for
Pliny, where he confesses to enjoying a returnh@® ¢lassroom to hunt for a
praeceptoron a friend’s behalf (PlirEp. 2.18.1, cf. 4.13); and for Seneca the Elder,
who feigns reluctance to his children’s wishes ttlaa old man be sent to the
classroom’ to scour his memory for the quotes @rategjies of famous declaimers
(Sen.Controv 1.pref. 4 The absurdity of the image can still resonate ypesen
in a Western culture that has seen the return efymaature students to the tertiary
sector, studying alongside undergraduates a gémetéaeir junior after periods often
spent working or rearing children.

At Rome the image of the old man in the classroameyl such currency that
even late-learning outside its most obvious corattirsy became the target for abuse.
Cicero casually reveals his contempt for late-leesrwhen he jokes about his recent

interest in Epicurean philosopff Horace is often quoted for poking fun at people

4" Tim G. Parkin (2003DId Age in the Roman World: A Cultural and Socigtbiry (John Hopkins)
344 n.79, mentions the phragerontodidaskaloss ‘a regular term of abuse’ in Hellenistic Greand
also the tantalising title of a satire by Varrag. 181-98).

80 Cic. ad Fam.9.20.2: ‘but you know how impertineringolen$ late-learning men are’. The context
of the passage demands the moral connotatiomssofenshere (‘haughty’, ‘presumptuous’), even if
the other meaning (‘rare’, ‘unusual’) also holdsetr
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who have only just discovered Lucilius and his wetove incorporation of Greek into
satire (b seri studiorurti: Hor. Sat.1.10.21)*" While this passage seems to confirm
Gellius’s claim that late-learners make the loudmstverts (11.7), it is more likely
that Horace is referring to fellow intellectuals students here rather than mature
people seeking new instruction, so the connectarot all that relevant.

All jokes aside, perhaps the best evidence forleening comes from one of
Dio Chrysostom’s orations, in which he provideseading list to help the speech-
writing of someone who is embarking on a publiceeawithout the benefit of a full
traditional education in grammar and rhetoric (Biorys.Or. 18). While the identity
of the addressee is uncertain, the deferential amigethe nature of Dio’s commission

make little sense if he is not an influential armvprful man’®?

Dio also alludes to
the man’s wealth and success, putting the firshafhy positive spins on his late entry
into education: the fact that he wants to beconlaumd, even though he already
commands great influence, is proof of his nobleratt@r (1). Dio’s attempts to
convince the senator that it is no problem for anrohhis age to learn grammar and
rhetoric are only persuasive when taken individualls a whole they draw attention
to the substantial and deep-rooted stigma attatdhéate-learning and suggest that it
will be difficult for the gentleman to avoid beitarnished.

Dio tactfully compares his role as teacher to tbita local boy or aged
herdsman, who can point out a shorter road or tebaeack to a traveller (4). Gellius
uses a similar angle—the short cut metaphor—to e distinctions between
different forms of education and different kindsledirners. Dio regards the senator as
both highly cultured and naturally gifted (4) adceadyau fait with forensic oratory
(5), and at no point suggests that he is a studanting instruction, which would
imply ignorance, inferiority and immaturity. Then® and imagery are equally
respectful and submissive at the end of the oratwnere Dio compares their

dialogue to a wrestling match between mismatchegoognts, with the stronger

481 ‘Oh, you late converts to scholarship!” Would ththyink something was amazing just because
Pitholeon of Rhodes did it too (21-3dmponi Porfyrionis Commentum in Horatium Flacc(ig67),

ed. Alfred Holder, Georg OIms, Hildesheim, n. ad.jdahe connection to late-learners was first made
by the grammarian Pomponius Porphyrio, who glogeedpassage as referring apsimatheis The
further definition (Id est qui vultu docti siht‘namely, those who are learned in appearancg)owis
deleted by Petschenig but is probably closer tot Wasace intended.

82 Aldo Brancacci (2000), ‘Dio, Socrates and Cynicism Swain (ed.),Dio Chrysostom: Politics,
Letters, and Philosophy244. Brancacci summarises the possible candidatelsiding a pre-purple
Nerva or Titus. In theory, there may even be naagberson intended as the recipient, but Dio would
receive no prestige from that, which suggests & veal referent. | have assumed that a man does
indeed exist and that his preparation is towardsngortant public career.
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athlete leading on the weaker and even letting \Wwim(20). All he ended up doing,
Dio says, was tell the politician what he alreadew, and if he should ever want
someone to recite aloud for him, he should looKurther than the golden-mouthed
orator who owes him admiration and gratitude (21).

The distance between student and senator can bg eaphasised by Dio
because the two have different requirements andatapons. As a busy man and of
considerable means, the senator needs a streangiingdamme that will yield the
best results over the least time, which is why Bi@commendations differ from, say,
those of Quintilian, who was more concerned with filler blossoming of younger
minds®*®® Hence there is no need to read for himself if &ve ltave someone do it for
him (6), and dictation to a secretary will be qeicland more like oratory than writing
speeches by hand (18). Some rhetorical exercisemare useful than others (18-19),
and authors are only selected for usefulness inposition or argumerf®* This
attempt to strip down education is of course they y®int of Dio’s speech, but it is
also a fine balancing act, as Dio cannot completejgct the importance of the
traditional Roman and Hellenic systems of educati@sed around the memorisation
and emulation of canonical authorities. It is thdisrespectful for Dio either to
minimise or to glorify traditional education too otu

The case of Dio’s elderly apprentice suggests ldtatlearning might not be
irreversibly disgraceful to the Romans. Social magcan be mitigated by various
circumstances, such as the character and statie ddte-learner, or the reason for
seeking instruction later on in life. But this musinain the exception in a group that
is already marginalised. Dio’s scholarly reputatisnsecure and his methods are
closer to those of the schoolroom than the vartagcs associated with other late-
learners; this is not an ex-slave seeking lettaus perhaps a man previously devoted
to politics or the army; as a result Dio and higdent fall outside the general milieu
of the self-educated man, but are not unawareeofitmage that such a discourse can
have on the social standing of a Roman gentleman.

483 Quint. Inst. 10.1 is the famous reading list for the successfator. It is more formidable and

lengthier than Dio’s, but also more idealised.

84 For example, Homer is indispensable (8), but Haeip is selected for maxims and philosophy (7).
Hypereides and Aeschenis are simpler but no leswstibel than Demosthenes and Lysias, who
therefore fail to make the cut (11), and Xenophaith style and flexibility as a Renaissance man
make him useful in a wide range of situations (Z3-1
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Cato, Socrates and Solon are three commonly medtieramples of people
who learned new things later on in Iff&.It is perfectly respectable to devote time in
retirement to thetiumthat includes self-improvemefff The idea is that one ought
to be granted the chance for both mental and palygiellbeing in a peaceful milieu
after a busy life spent serving the state. Butdlibgee instances are not living people
engaging with their society in the same way that'®patron is; they resemble more
closely mythological characters, employed to explive values of their descendants’
culture without any real risk of personal conseg@asn Any comparisons are
rhetorical anyway, simply because Cato and compaaynot genuine late-learners,
having enjoyed previous educatih.

The negative tradition towards opsimathy is morstite towards those who
begin education in later life rather than peopleovaarry on or resume intellectual
pursuits in retiremerff® Seneca clarifies this distinction by contrastingeren
instruction or trainingigstitui) with learning that is more profound and respdetab
(discendumstudere Sen.Ep. 36.4). To Seneca, there is no time when an elderly
individual should not study, but an old man thadti8 struggling through the basics is
silly as well as disgracefd® An old man should apply the skills learned in yout
such as reading, in order to improve himself. Gidesis Cato make a similar point:
his treatise on the benefits of old age only agpitethesenexwho builds on the solid
foundations of youth (CicSen.62), which suggests that any faults in behaviour
during later years tacitly point to a problematonuth that must be accounted for. If an
old man is only starting on grammar, the implicatis that he was not able to do so

as an adolescent, which is another way of sayiag) hle is socially insignificant.

“85 Cic. Sen 26; Val. Max. 8.7.1, ext. 8, 14. Solon aimed tafea new thing every day; Socrates took
up the lyre in old age (Quinitast. 1.10.13); and Cato learned Greek literature (Flat. Mai. 2).

88 parkin (2003), 72-5. PlirEp. 3.1.1 cites T. Vestricius Spurinna as the paradigismpwn attitudes
are summarised at 4.23.1-2.

“87|n the case of Cato, for example, Valerius Maxirand Cicero both understaliderae Graecaes
referring to the literature of Greece, rather thla@ language, which Cato devoured ‘greedily, as if
longing to slake a protracted thirst’ (Ci8en 26). According to PlutCat. Mai 12, Cato could speak
Greek but did not always deign to admit it. Anyopréducation for Socrates is, of course, anomalous.
“88 parkin (2003), 75 and nn. ad loc., gathers thacssuon the idea that learning in old age is
‘untimely, foolish, and shameful’. He finds the @adige attitude towards late-learners ‘surprisingly
bitter in tone’ since there is presumably no nemdtlie educated elite to stoop to such small-minded
invective.

89 Sen.Ep. 36.4:turpis et ridicula res est elementarius sen@lutarch applies the principle to politics
(Plut. An Senil =Mor. 784B): do not begin a career in old age, sineeettperiences of office act as a
kind of teacher that a mature politician will misst on. cf. SenEp. 13.17:quid est autem turpius
quam senex vivere incipiehs
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Furthermore, an elder Roman male is supposed ¢éodcatio more essential matters
than learning how to read the poets, such as &siorefamily.

The wider context of Seneca’s comments is the aegirthat mature minds
are especially suitable for philosophy (S&p. 36.7, cf. 76Y°° Grammar generally
preceded both rhetoric and philosophy, but—as witer aspects of education at
Rome—it is difficult to draw up a rigid model ofdlcorrelation between education
and age, because flexibility and attention to ifetlial circumstances are crucfat.
The traditional view, that there were certain agesvhich progression to the next
institution occurred, can no longer be defendeligimt of the range of possible ages
presented as acceptable by the ancient evidéhiteseems likely that age was not as
important as other factors, such as ability, inedatning which level of education
was appropriate for a studéfit. The best we can do is evaluate examples of ages at
which the pursuit of instruction in a given disan@ might be regarded as unusual.

Gellius calls himself a young maadulescens7.6.12;adulescentulusl9.8.1;
20.6.1) when he regularly visited Sulpicius Apdlliis and other grammarians at
Rome, and likewise when he later attended the rh&tdonius Julianus (18.5.1),
whose pupils are also referred to as young nagluléscentesl.4.8). Directly after
studying grammar and rhetoric at Rome, Gelliusnedrmphilosophy in Athens with L.
Calvenus Tauru$* Gellius directly refers to himself during his @sice in Greece
only as aiuvenis(15.2.3), which might suggest a degree of matufithere are no
inconsistencies in his use of terms specifying “4g&ut it is unclear whether the

wordsiuvenisandadulescensre relative to his age at the time of writing @mthen

9 The premise is central to Cicerals Senectutand echoed by M. Aurelius.

491 very generally, PlutAn Seni24 =Mor. 795D-F; although the age for training Vestal Wfisis very
specific (D).

492 E 9. Marrod 265: primary school begins at 7 (Quitnst. 1.1.15-18; Juv. 14.10), grammar at 11
(Suet.Nero 7) or 12 VYita Pers), then the rhetor after receiving ttaga virilis, till 20 (Cod Theod
14.9.1), sometimes longer. Bonner (1977), 136-d, Baoth (1979a) 3-4, allow some flexibility but
generally regard the evidence as more normative dieacriptive.

9% Morgan (1998), 68; Cribiore (2001), 42-3.

94 This seems to be the senseN# 17.20.4, where Taurus calls Gellideetorisce ‘for he would call
me that at the beginning, when | had first beerepiad into his class, judging that | had come to
Athens only to further my eloquence’. For themenCalvenus | have followed the Oxford text and
Holford-Strevens (1988), 228-9 (i.e. rather thae ttoeb’s ‘Calvisius’); Gellius never calls him
anything more thafaurus noste(9.5.8).

% Gellius was still a studenagud magistroswhen he visited Herodes Atticus in Athens (1.2bii,
witnessed the exposure of adulesceng3), who is presumably not a great deal youngen thimself;
elsewhere Antonius Julianus is referred to as atenasho teachesuvenes(19.9.2) rather than
adulescentes
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the events actually occurred, let alone to whas algey might correspond, or whether
or not any flexibility is permissible.

Gellius’s claim that he began to look for suitaglammarians to teach him
after he ‘had made the transition from the toga boys wear’ (18.4.1) can be taken
as more reliable, even though there was no fixezl atgwhich this coming-of-age
ceremony transpired. It is an interesting admissionthis seems to place him at the
older end of grammar students. ThgemmmaticusQ. Caecilius Epirota was in a
position to select his own pupils, and the fact tha only taught few young men
(adulescentibysand none still in theoga praetextawould presumably be worth
mentioning by Suetonius only as a matter of inteiee Roman reader more likely to
recall his own time learning grammar while still time purple-bordered toga (Suet.
Gram. 16). The restrictive nature of the admission iBpirota’s classes suggests that
he favoured gifted pupils, which would explain hbe/ could make innovations such
as discussing Vergil and the neoteric pd&tSince Gellius does not mention that this
is his first foray into grammar—in fact he is apgratty already capable of discerning
for himself the worthy teachers from the imposteitsseems likely that he wanted a
thorough grounding in the discipline, which wouldaexplain his confidence in
devoting so many chapters to linguistic and phiaal matterg®’

But this tardy matriculation does not make Gellaudate-learner. On the
contrary, Gellius included the detail because iswapoint of pride that he could
number himself among the students of the greatiSu$pApollinaris. His education
differs from the opsimaths he mocks because it tikehighest quality and because it
was begun at the right time—before his career atdmmen he should be doing the
business expected of a Roman nfafeHe is not like ‘those sorts of men who grow
old in perverse holidays’, who pursue not true ggobhy but childish trifles that have

nothing to do with investigating the proper condofdiife.**°

49 K aster (1995), 186-7.

497 NA 18.4.1:cum iam adulescentuli Romae praetextam et puetitg@am mutassemus magistrosque
tunc nobis nosmet ipsi exploratiores quaerereniie emphatic nature of the pronouns suggests that
such a scenario was unusual or that Gellius wascedly proud of making such decisions himself.
Whether or not he lacked a parent or guardian tfopa the role on his behalf is unknown.

498 Holford-Strevens (1988), 12 n.26: ‘he would haee no good Romapaterfamiliasto abandon
his negotiaand sit at the feet of Greek rhetors and philosophie laughing-stock of his fellow
students, an opsimath worthy of his own scorn (B1.15.30.1)". This is how Holford-Strevens
deduces that Gellius’s time in Athens could notehbgen later than his student years.

499 NA 10.22.24:id genus homines consenescunt male feritiTroas male feriatogHor. Carm.
4.6.15).
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Suetonius makes another contribution to the studjate-learners besides
Epirota and Palaemon when he tells us that Hordee'®ous grammar teacher, L.
Orbilius Pupillus, ‘resumed the studies that he sadously applied himself to ever
since his early years, after he had completed dngice with the army®* Since his
career included promotion from apparitor and thercorniculariusin Macedonia to
a place in the cavalry (9.1), this service couldlWwave been reasonably lengthy in
duration. There is no indication how old he was mhe returned to his books, save
that it was long enough before his fiftieth yeaB BCE), when he travelled from
Beneventum to Rome to begin teaching there, for homattain the skills and
knowledge of the profession (2). We may assumehtisanilitary service began in his
teens, especially since his murdered parents (I wet there to engage him
otherwise, which would theoretically give him theé to have completed enough
grammar for most peopf8! The precise nature of the studies he left andmetlto
are unclear though. For Suetonius’s purposes, iOstskerves largely as the paradigm
of the short-tempered grammarian (3), who did mdtain from mocking even the
most distinguished men at Rome. Perhaps his turbaebly years are played up as a
kind of explanation for his subsequent vices. Thablems with authority and bad
behaviour are not far off what we might expect frima biography of a late-learner,
but Suetonius does not criticize Orbilius’s academsputation, and it may not have
been all that uncommon, especially during the Républic, for military service to
have interrupted educational development.

There are several problems in studying any refe®ntade to late-learning in
Roman literature. Because educational achievemamtsgenerally commemorated
more often than failures, we are more likely torhe@out a precocious poet who died
before his twelfth birthday than a perfectly ordin®oman who managed to afford
an inquiry into what exactly he missed out on ie tassrooms of his youtff
Complicating the issue is the fact that the Rondidsnot even attempt to record or
refer to age accurate®? There is no clear indication in Gellius or Dio abahether

the opsimaths are forty years old or sixty: all Wweow is that they are still in

0 Syet.De Gram.9.2: functusque militia, studia repetit, quae iam indpwero non leviter attigerat
Kaster (1995) 131-2, gives Valerius Probus (SGeam 24.1) andAE 1914.6 as other examples of
post-military education.

> Curiously, botmomenandcognomenefer to this early orphanage.

%92 Cribiore (2001), 241, gives thehopoiiaof Q. Sulpicius Maximusl{S 5177 =CIL 6.33976) as an
example of the successful display of a young talent

%3 parkin (2003), 15 ff.
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employment and so not completely decrepit. Whem@iain advises that ‘the first
steps towards oratory must not be put off until age’, he is more likely warning
generally against procrastination rather than gpyamything meaningful about
opsimathy>®* Lastly, any reference teeri studiorumor opsimatheisseems to be
imply that the entry to education is not just tatuy too late and thus the negative
attitudes of Roman authors stem from an analytrcdh. If this categorical hostility
towards harmless members of society might be diffito justify, it may become
more understandable once other marginal individiikés the autodidact and late-
learner have been characterised as threats tmalsemaiorunand potential usurpers
of cultural capital.

The late-learner indicates a complex relationsl@fwben age, education and
social standing and rejects the traditional viewaafonservative Roman society that
automatically respected the authority of age betbeevirtues of youtR” The elite
ideal of pursuing letters or philosophy in retireth@eeeds to be distinguished from
the commencement of higher letters after a canedousiness, because the latter
implies a low moral worth and social pretensionse General stigma attached to late-
learning is one more tool that the liberally ededatlite can employ to confirm their
position, and although this tool is not always &ibwith great precision and clarity
in literature, it is nonetheless effective.

The self-educated can always be characterisedetekners, but the oration
by Dio Chrysostom shows that the reverse does aoéssarily hold true. In this
example the value of a liberal education is shadgdfined as something that a top
citizen really ought to be capable of displayingt ultimately subordinate to other
forms of power, derived from political influence social standing. Exceptions are
very limited and can only be made for the very Ipesiple at Rome. And of course it
was always convenient for the Romans to misrememhia¢their own cultural history

had been characterised by late-learning when caedparAthens or Alexandri®

%94 Quint. Inst. 12.6.3:nec rursus differendum est tirocinium in senectut®uintilian does not mean

the actualtirocinium fori here, and probably not decregitnectuseither; these are merely useful
metaphors for an orator beginning his career—perhgpublic debut.

% E g. Parkin (2003), 274-BaceMarrou, 234.

% Though see CicTusc 1.3; Hor.Ep. 2.1.156 ff.; SenControv. 1.6.4; SuetGram. 25.1; and cf.
Hopkins (1978), 79-80; Kaster (1995), xlv; Corb€2001), 282-4.
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Conclusions
The culture of the plebs remains a difficult antbuleus topic given the lack of good

evidence, but there is some hope for uncoveringeteslass perspectives on liberal
culture. The corpora of papyri and inscriptionsperticular are two areas likely to
yield new self-educated voices. A thorough analgéike inverted educational values
in the Cena Trimalchionis-beyond the scope of this thesis unfortunately—also
contributes to a more rounded picture of literanifure in the Empire.

Nevertheless it appears clear that the autodidachrhe yet another literary
stereotype that elite authors could resort to ideprto correct socially ‘awkward
inconsistencies’’ Gellius and Suetonius constructed their own vessiof this
stereotype, but the basic framework—poor morals laaching, with no redeeming
qualities or achievements—resulted in a contemmuou risible figure and the
understanding that the dominant social order had Ipeoperly restored.

There was no Roman institution formally preventiag autodidact from
learning the culture of the elite. In fact, by tbecond century the proliferation of
literature had made learning too accessible. Beifptlocess of self-education was by
no means simple and any self-educated man must &la@ady acquired enough
money to pursue acculturation. Only respectableplgeand those already working
with letters, such as grammarians or poets, stoodenefit socially or financially
from a liberal education.

Like the modern petit bourgeoisie the Romannouveaux richesand
autodidacts were set up to fail—at once highlyllik® respect the authority of the
culture they aspired to, yet also unable to reat’ or ‘know’ it as easily and
eloquently as those who had been born into sophtgin and manners. Late-learners
provide a good example of the lower classes noh éw®wing what culture is, let
alone how to display refinement properly. Roman ietgc ultimately thwarted
autodidacts because the full value of the educalti@xperience could never be
perfectly duplicated, and a self-educated man wasys missing something that
could be maligned when necessary.

Self-education reflected an increasing diffusioncafture, and the Roman
aristocracy reacted with a variety of strategiepratect their monopoly on cultural

excellence. It was more difficult for the non-elitebecome educated, since that now

7 Kaster (1988), 56.
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had as much to do with manners, morals and pateoasgletters. The elite could
define education and culture as flexibly as neagssad simply could not be wrong
about such matters of taste.

Therefore self-education helped reinforce ratheantrclose divisions in
society. Gellius and Dio Chrysostom show how sdligation could be rebranded as
a short cut to culture, in order to satisfy expgotes that members of the elite be
educated. However, exceptions could only be madesgpectable Roman gentlemen,
and for everyone else autodidactism was at oncwrtayunt to social intrusion,
stupidity, and poor morals.

Gellius deliberately wrote himself and his acquantes into the role of the
literary vigilante, whose duty was to expose andlede less respectably educated
rivals like the autodidact and exposed grammaidaudl, to inspire properly educated
Romans to continue their learning. This meta-nmeeadlso served to secure his own
social position and anchor his mentors in a cultdradition dating back to

Aristophanes’$-rogsand the Platonic dialogues.
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