2

Roman Riddles for Attic Nights:
Intra-Textual Feasting with Aulus Gellius (N.A. 18,2 and 18,13)
Ulrike Egelhaaf-Gaiser
1. Introduction: The Problem

If the present volume were to be concerned with forms of intertextuality, the choice of an author such as Aulus Gellius would be self-explanatory. In the preface, the first-person narrator describes the careful sifting of numerous writings, the thoughtful excerpt, and the compilation of suitable scraps of information and "common knowledge" as the defining features of his compendium
 - which he offers as a service to very busy readers, who have only a limited amount of time at their disposal, and who therefore depend on the easy accessibility of a useful, and appealing, selection of literary excerpts.

In view of these self-declared intentions, the intertextual questions arising from the Noctes Atticae are obvious and have been discussed at length in the literature.
 The question of intratextuality on the other hand - instances of cross-referencing within the work itself - has barely played any part at all.
 This deficit could have been caused by the fact that the praefatio puts such a glaring emphasis on the needs of the selective reader, whose ability to access particular passages with precision and at his (or her) convenience was moreover enhanced by the inclusion of a table of contents and chapter headings.
 Such a seemingly single-purpose presentation inevitably calls into question the very existence of intratextual connections beyond the undisputed referential axis of primary text
 and paratext within the Noctes Atticae - and how they can possibly perform their function in a situation where the text, as a rule, is not digested in its entirety. The problem is exacerbated by the insistence with which the narrator, in his preface, points to the arbitrary nature of his collection and the miscellaneous character of its content.
 The apparently randomized sequence of the material in the Noctes Atticae contradicts the conventional principle of a linear progression in the material, and in the reader's experience of it.

In my contribution, I would like to take a detailed look at the question of intratextuality, as it is exemplified in four commentarii that share a common theme through their interest in riddles. The focus will be on four forms of intratextual reference: 1. The relationship between chapter heading and body text, 2. The practice of providing missing information at a later location in the same chapter 3. The deliberate fragmentation of thematic units
 through the dispersal of related information over two separate commentaries, 4. The option of a sequential study of the work across several books, as suggested by the list of contents first encountered by the newly recruited reader.
Our case study therefore aims to establish which of the mechanisms for orientation and reader guidance can be found in a miscellaneous volume such as the Noctes Atticae. This in turn poses the question whether in a fragmented work of this kind, dominated by excerpts, the creation of unity is in fact a key motivation.
 Additionally, we need to verify the efficiency of the paratextual assistance for navigating the Noctes Atticae, and to what extent it is supplemented - or sabotaged - by additional pointers, or "guide posts," within the commentaries. Certainly, the collection resembles a labyrinthine maze at times,
 its winding paths navigable only to those who are determined to pursue their own, rigorous trial and error strategy of exploration.
How reliable, then, is the guidance provided by the contents-list, by the chapter headings, and cross references, how certain can readers be that they will be shown to follow the correct path? Do they receive unambiguous signals when they have reached the conclusion of their journey, and they can abandon their search? Or is the text ultimately structured in such a way as to remain impenetrable, to lure readers ever deeper into its intricate architecture and to trap them inside for as long as possible?

It is my contention that the Noctes Atticae invites the reader to participate in a subtle Ergänzungsspiel ("play with supplementation").
 Even though Gellius lays out a number of different paths through the apparent clutter of his unsorted material, ultimately he rewards the diligent reader rather than the hasty one. As we shall see, at least some of the commentaries undermine the declarations of their paratexts: not only do they offer new aspects and, in doing so, expand the readers' horizons; they also surprise them with "missing" pieces of the larger puzzle they can insert into gaps encountered elsewhere in the commentaries.
 Unexpected "lucky" finds such as these, and the instant gratification they afford, to me appear to be a form of authorial incentive; they appeal to readers to immerse themselves in a wide-ranging study of the work. How much (metaphorical) water this theory will hold in specific instances can only be determined in a close reading of the text. Let us therefore take the next step and turn the spotlight on the two commentaries which deal with the light-hearted puzzle games played during the festivities of the Saturnalia.
2. Roman Riddles for Attic Nights
The two commentaries on the Roman Saturnalia are particularly well suited for a case study as they encapsulate and illustrate, in a sense almost ideally, the cultural and literary manifesto of the Noctes Atticae. Before we examine the above-mentioned forms of intratextual references in detail I would like to sketch out, briefly, the way in which the general declarations of the proem find particular application in the specific situation of the Saturnalian banquet: the chosen festive occasion already marks an exceptional period, the one temporary phase where all officia of the daily professional routine remain suspended, and regular social rules and norms are in abeyance.
 The Saturnalia are therefore predestined to provide even the most duty-burdened members of the educated [intellectual?] élite with an opportunity to indulge in some leisurely literary relaxation.

During the carnivalesque holiday period, all class barriers are ritually lifted but the members of the upper classes - in our case the Athenian students - are still able to use the religious occasion to bolster their own social status:
 on the one hand the host and his guests meet as equals, in contravention of the order of precedence usually in place around the table,
 which is reflected in the practice of mutual invitations (NA 18,2,3) and festive meals jointly financed (NA 18,13,4 and 6). On the other hand, the Roman students keep to themselves in their foreign Greek environment, and in demonstrative demarcation from the usual amusements associated with the festival - opulent feasts, colourful goings-on in the streets, cheap joke gifts, and boisterous games of dice
 - they contend themselves with a frugal meal
 and "amusing sophistries and enigmas," as befits their station.

Unlike any other festival in Rome, the Saturnalia were linked to learning and literature.
 As the first-person narrator of the Noctes Atticae points out, it was the literary delicatessen which dominated the Saturnalia of his student days at Athens. In terms of content, the riddles do not cover all,
 but many of the central themes of the work as a whole.
 The tasks of the game listed in 18,2,6 include the discussion of an opaque line of poetry, or a subject from the more distant past, the explication of a philosophical tenet or a dialectical fallacy, a rare term or an ambiguous tense. With the introduction of philology, history, and philosophy, it seems, almost effortlessly but hardly by accident, three core concerns of the Noctes Atticae are laid out before us.
Perhaps even more important than the content or subject, however, is the mode (the how) of the intellectual challenge, which is presented to the reader as a cheerful entertainment: the narrator is keen to stress that the riddles were "amusing rather than perplexing."
 The commentaries set during Saturnalia thus attempt to play down the effort of acquiring an education and demonstrating one's command of it, presenting it instead as a triviality that is both harmless and entertaining. In this they follow the exact strategy of the proem, where in a similar display of gracious understatement, and close verbal assonance, the reader is invited to sample the - on the whole - easily digestible rather than "knotty and troublesome " contents of the Noctes Atticae.

The light-hearted parties with friends also combine two strands of literary traditions from Greece and Rome:
 one of them being the ideal of the "feast of words" is being reactivated - known as a logódeipnon since Plato and documented in the opening dialogue of the Phaidros.
 The other, in Gellius' commentary 18,2, reflects the thoroughly Roman tradition: like no other Roman festival, the Saturnalia found a broad echo
 in prose and poetry and virtually created their own sub genre.
 When in Gellius the invited guests each receive a laurel crown and an old book as tokens of their victory, after successfully completing their set task, it symbolizes the intertwining of the common practice of honouring the victor of a literary competition and the exchange of gifts during the Saturnalia - for it is on the occasion of this festival that poets would present their friends and patrons with a book (preferably from his own pen).

The narrator moreover adapts his description of the puzzle game to the specific occasion of the Saturnalia by emphasizing its playful, accidental nature: he tells us that the tasks were assigned to each guest through the luck of the draw, or as he puts it, "each one of us cast them before the company in his turn, like knuckle-bones or dice."
 At first glance, therefore, the sequence of questions appears just as arbitrary as the miscellaneous array of commentarii promised in the proem.
 What arouses our suspicion, however, is the narrator's apparent eagerness to sabotage the impression that the affair is left purely to chance by offering a detailed explanation of the rules:
 if such strict rules
 exist even for the rounds of merry puzzle solving in the topsy-turvy world of the Saturnalia, surely we must assume that a similar set of rigorous regulations is in place for the Noctes Atticae.

One final argument for the highly self-referential character of the Saturnalian commentaries is provided by the fourth riddle mentioned in NA 18,2, which demands an aetiological explanation for the mutual invitations among patricians (on the occasion of the ludi megalenses) and among the plebs (during the ludi cereales). In this question we not only find a miniature version of the round-robin gatherings staged by the students during the Saturnalia, but these festive rounds now become themselves the subject of the playful, educated puzzle game. The pronounced mise-en-abyme effect is moreover placed exactly at the centre of the seven tasks, which are quoted verbatim. We must therefore assume that behind the ostensibly random series there is a hidden structural principle and a formal pattern at work which observant readers, availing themselves of the intratextual evidence, can and must discover.
In our quest to trace the postulated technique presumably employed by the narrator, of guiding the reader with covert clues, we will first take a closer look at the commentary 18,2.

3. Who Speaks Truth? Knowledge Test with Rules
Any attempt to approach the commentary 18,2 must by definition begin with the summarizing chapter heading, or lemma:

Cuiusmodi quaestionum certationibus Saturnalicia ludicra Athenis agitare soliti simus; atque inibi inspersa quaedam sophismatia et aenigmata oblectatoria.
The heading is bipartite: the first section prepares the reader for an entertaining, competitive game of questions-and-answers, with which the narrator claims to have celebrated the Saturnalia with friends during their long-gone Athenians student days. The second part complements these quaestiones with fallacious arguments, or sophistries (sophismatia), and amusing riddles (aenigmata) interspersed among them.
The relationship of heading and text turns out to be unproblematic. A close reading of the commentary confirms that the reader's expectations are fulfilled in their entirety. In the first third of the commentarius 18,2,1-6 the setting is established with a description of the festive gatherings and a detailed run-down of the rules of the game. The list of the questions posed in the past then takes up the largest, and central, space (18,2,7-14). The scattering of a number of riddles, as mentioned in the heading, can also be verified. The third of a total of seven quaestiones presents the reader with three fallacies (captiones). The round of riddles then leads to the final award ceremony, in which Saturn, like the invited guests, receives a crown to honour his victory, because one of the three questions could not be solved by any of the human guests present at the time (18,2,15).
For our intratextual enquiry, the following observation is of particular importance: the original game is repeated and brought forward into the present: the narrator only cites the questions without supplying the answers. Readers may now feel encouraged to take up the invitation and join in the game alongside the students of old. At the bottom of the list of riddles we can even compare our own successes with those of the historical guests who, after all, failed as a group to solve one of the seven riddles.
For this one unsolved riddle the narrator now picks up the initiative and offers his - belated - full-length, "maximum" solution: first he gives us the precise location, Book 13 of Ennius' Annals, and on top of that he adds the precise wording of the line in question.
 The supplemental information conveys two messages to the reader: 1) the narrator presents himself as an "exemplary student"
 who - as the text suggests - cannot bear the thought of owing the answer to a harmless riddle, and who attempts to expunge the disgrace with the diligent study of the ancient authors. 2) The example set by the narrator confronts the reader with the implicit challenge to become active in a similar fashion, and the hidden incentive is there as well: if the readers for their part succeed in solving similar riddles that still remain unanswered, they can at least take their imaginary seat among their equals in the original group of [riddlers and] revellers.
In our search for overarching patterns in the casual sequence of tasks, it is also remarkable that the supplementary part, without further ado, transforms the allegedly coincidental series into a meaningful structure: since the narrator refuses to divulge his answer to the fifth riddle before the end of the commentary, the game played by the party of revellers is opened and closed, in cyclical fashion, with a verbatim quote from Ennius.

With this unexpected structural reinforcement in a text ostensibly arranged at random, the added value of the supplement is far from exhausted: not only do the two citations from Ennius, in combination, create the characteristic tension inherent in the game, the act of "empuzzlement:" between what is and what appears to be, but they also illustrate the cognitive process from the setting of the task to its final resolution. The introductory quotation (18,2,7) uses a clever pun to focus on the verb frustrari, implicitly reflecting the confusion [or puzzlement] of the person trying to solve the riddle, as it would have been intended by the person setting the task. The second Ennius quotation (18,2,15) - hardly less premeditated - deals with the Old Roman verb verare (an equivalent of the phrase vera dicere). It therefore appears to confirm, in the act of reading, the deeper claim to veracity of the "seeing" poet (vates): the "truth-telling" quotation has led the reader to the correct solution for the one remaining puzzle question. The message of the quotation and the "enlightenment" of the reader, who is participating in the festive guessing game, merge into one.
Not the least of the first-person narrator's interests in adding the supplement is the promotion of his Noctes Atticae. By including the supplementary solution he confirms that beyond the original ancient sources, it is the contemporary encyclopaedic and compilatory works in particular which condense the sum of all knowledge and thus commend themselves for research purposes. Through their colourful choice of topics they cover a wide spectrum of knowledge, and as the preface makes it clear,
 thanks to their paratextual aids to navigation, they provide quick and convenient access to answers for a multitude of questions. The excerpts of the NA, implicitly, present themselves as a formidable alternative to a complete - and quite impossible - study of all fundamentally important works, certainly for the busy reader. Nevertheless, the usefulness of the compendium, fully affirmed in the commentary 18,2, seems anything but certain if we widen the scope of our investigation to include the second commentary with a Saturnalian theme.

4. Are You A Man? Clever Captiones with Comeuppance
[The Loeb English translation does not phrase the question in this format. Perhaps: You are not what I am: Clever Captiones…]

In terms of content, the commentary 18,13 is closely related to the text discussed above; its structure is analogous. Like the previous commentary, 18,13 evokes at first the cheerful puzzle game during the Saturnalia and explains the rules (18,13,1-4), but they now contain a remarkable innovation: in contrast to NA 18,2, the guests bring money to the playful gathering. Depending on the quality of his answer, each guest either receives a coin from the community pot or he must pay into it; the collected sum is used to pay for the meal. After the narrator has then recited a number of tasks (18,13,5) he concludes his commentary with the narrative of an illuminating, example: the last third of the text (18,13,7-8) is dedicated to the account of the Cynic philosopher Diogenes making a witty response to the provocative catch question posed by an anonymous dialectic philosopher.
Clearly the second commentary presents us with a variation and an extension of the cheerful Saturnalian puzzle games already discussed in 18,2: the close connection is indicated without the slightest attempt at subtlety in the nearly identical repetition of the first two words (18,2,1: Saturnalia Athenis; 18,13,1: Saturnalibus Athenis). At the same time the second commentary limits and intensifies the message: no longer are we invited to choose from the entire spectrum of questions and riddles, but we must focus on the idiosyncrasies of the fallacy. Formerly a casual sprinkle in the text, the problem of the fallacy now becomes the central theme, while the new fine for rejected solutions adds further intrigue. As an interesting aside, the narrator has replaced the final excerpt form Ennius' Annals with an amusing anecdote.

For the reader of both commentaries, their structural and thematic relationship is practically self-evident: the same material has obviously, and deliberately, been spread across two textual segments (or fragments) separated by physical space. The fact that Gellius has indeed created made-to-measure gaps in the earlier text to be filled with building blocks from the second commentary becomes apparent if we take a closer look at the sophism that is so ingeniously resolved by Diogenes. The exact same catch question aimed at the victim's man-ly pride, "You are not what I am, are you?" was already among the three sample questions listed by the narrator in NA 18,2 - albeit without a successful solution. Eleven commentaries later we receive the missing information in the form of an instructional anecdote that shows us how we can respond to the challenge. The question-and-answer game in the manner of the Saturnalian gatherings is thus not confined to a single location in the text; it stretches across textual boundaries. Question and "casual" answer are part of, and give shape to, the larger whole.
Another finding is therefore all the more surprising: a direct comparison of the two headings reveals that while Gellius does, with a certain regularity, employ the caput to point out textual analogies to his readers,
 in the case of the Saturnalia he foregoes any such unequivocal explanation: in the heading for NA 18,13, the festive occasion is studiously disregarded, and the introduction is curtailed to comprise a single sentence.
 It mentions only the concluding anecdote, even though in the body text itself Diogenes' encounter is cited merely as an afterthought to the problems of the Saturnalia.
 Not only does the paratext which precedes it elevate the seemingly insignificant addendum to the status of a key topic but it also omits the first half of the commentary as if it did not exist at all.

It appears as if the author [narrator?] had allowed himself to be guided by two competing interests in the layout of the chapter headings: on the one hand the aim would have been to direct the readers' attention to Diogenes' witty response.
 The indication that the anecdote will yield a helpful solution for dealing with catch questions is already present in the heading. But beyond the correct answer it also offers something of value in return, suggested in the use of the judicial term talio (retaliation):
 not only does Diogenes teach students and readers how to expose the logical weakness of a fallacy, and thus how to avoid the fine (multa) at the Saturnalia. He also shows how such a challenge can be rebutted, and the opponent be made to pay back his debt "in kind" even outside of the Saturnalian context. The playful penalty (talio, retaliation) - whether in the material (monetary) or in the verbal sense - thus serves as guidance [a piece of practical advice?] and as a bracket linking heading and body text as well as the two narrative units of the commentary.

On the other hand the narrow focus of the heading, apart from pointing to the solution of the problem, also has the opposite effect of deceiving the reader: because the caput turns out to be self-referential in that it describes the successful response to catch questions as the subject of the commentary while leaving the reader "clueless" about the situational context of the question as a quintessential Saturnalian pastime. Above all else, however, the heading denies to the reader the one unique marker - in the list of contents - which would have pointed to the thematic relationship between the two commentaries 18,2 and 18,13. Such a glaring omission [elision, lacuna] undoubtedly diminished the reader's ability to make optimum use of the book. In this, the heading blatantly contradicts the promise of the proem which states that we can expect from each heading a reliable summary of the contents of the commentary. Such a deliberate act of deception ultimately calls into question the very point - the raison d'être - of the work itself.
Why then does Gellius in the preface promote his work as a service for the busy reader when that promise is then promptly undermined by his paratexts? A plausible explanation to me seems to be the assumption of a second authorial intention competing with the aim(s) of accessibility and efficiency. I see this second, parallel purpose in the text itself providing continual incentives for the reader to study the work in the broadest and most attentive fashion possible. The mere recapitulation of a crystal-clear, step-by-step solution may be helpful for superficial readers or those in a hurry, but by the same token it does not inspire the ambitious reader who is actively engaging with the text.
 A genuine search for clues that will only lead to a successful conclusion if separate commentaries are compared and contrasted with great care, will no doubt be more satisfying to the second type of reader: it challenges their mental acuity and encourages them to "dig deeper," that is, to continue with their extensive, and intensive, in-depth study of the text.
Our theory of a playful "empuzzlement" - the scattering of related pieces of information throughout the work with the purpose of creating an intratextual riddle - draws additional support from the fact that the discovery of the referential relationship between the capita of 18,2 and 18,13 still stands even without a second mention of the Saturnalia. The term sophismátion, which does occur in both headings, and only there, indicates a thematic overlap between the two commentaries. Apparently, with a view to sharpening the readers' eye for this common theme, and to tickle their curiosity, Gellius even chose to mark the occasion(s) with this particular - and exclusive - neologism.

If our assumption is correct, and we are here being invited to an intratextual game of "puzzle solving," we must face the inevitable question to what extent this observation can be applied to our overall understanding of the Noctes Atticae. Are we looking at a situation that is unique to these two commentaries because of their Saturnalian background? Or are we looking at a fundamental structural principle underlying the Gellian work? In the latter case, we ought to be able to trace the observed technique at various locations throughout in the book: the simultaneous deception and instruction of the reader by means of markers in the text, even though they may be veiled and inconspicuous. It remains for us, in the next and final section, to arrive at a definitive answer.

5. The Noctes Atticae as a Serial Game of Discovery and Ergänzungsspiel
A complete survey of the Noctes Atticae does indeed confirm that the two Saturnalia-themed commentaries are embedded in a complex system of intratextual references. The attentive reader, who follows the trail laid out by the narrator, will thus have a choice of several options for an extended study of the work relating to "riddles and catches:" in view of the intertextual evidence we have uncovered for the sophismation, it seems reasonable to speculate that the second category of light-hearted diversion listed alongside it in the caput of 18,2 might hold a similar significance. The phrase aenigma oblectatorium is, after all, another neologism
 that might have been introduced with similar intentions.
Starting with a quick glance at the table of contents, purely for orientation, the reader would instantly be drawn to the commentary 12,6 (de aenigmate), which does prove to be relevant in more ways than one: firstly, it reaffirms the strategy of a deliberate "empuzzlement" of the text, to encourage in-depth investigation. The meaning behind the laconic title (by far the shortest caput in the Noctes Atticae
) can only be gleaned from reading the commentary: the text beneath the heading begins with a definition of the term aenigma and then quotes a puzzle. However, in proceeding from one to the other, the narrator is adamant that he will not divulge the solution so as to stimulate the reader's own "ingenuity" at problem solving. The result, he assures us, can be verified by referring to Book 2 of Varro's De lingua Latina. Thus, by giving us a definition of the term and a concrete example, the first commentary moreover functions as a meta-linguistic manual, an introduction to the literary puzzle of the Noctes Atticae. We are being alerted, implicitly, to be on the lookout for possible encounters with similarly playful questions and riddles, and their "hidden" answers, throughout the book.

More than riddles in the strictest sense, it is catch questions, or sophistries (and related forms such as syllogisms, arguments a contrario, axioms, and paradoxical arguments), commonly found in the logic and dialectic of Stoicism, that play a critical role in a whole series of commentaries.
 Of relevance to us is the fact that the contents of these commentaries are by no means, as a rule, revealed in the heading: in some, albeit very rare, instances they play hide and seek with the reader.

This strategy is particularly apparent in NA 16,2: the heading promises a critical discussion of the law (lex) underlying dialectical debates.
 In order to explain the dialecticians' set of rules, the narrator then cites two exemplary fallacies (NA 16,2,5-11). The second of these contains a hidden puzzle piece which the readers - if they identify it as such - can reactivate in the Saturnalian commentary 18,2: here, the exact same sophistic question is brought up again, with minimal variation in the wording, but without the solution. The Ergänzungsspiel linking 18,2 and 18,13 can thus be extended backwards, as it were, and be applied to link 16,2 and 18,2 in a similar fashion.

The path to success, however, is markedly more difficult here, because the space separating the two linked references is now much wider than in our first example: two whole books rather than 11 commentaries. Additionally, there is no conspicuous word in the heading to point to the connection; only a supremely scrupulous reader will be able to deduce an intratextual relationship. That reader would have to be aware of fallacies as a typical domain of Dialecticians and expect to find them treated in the commentary under the neutral heading of NA 16,2. He or she would also have to recognize precisely these captiones in the synonymous neologism sophismation from NA 18,2 and finally confirm the accuracy of his or her assumptions through a close reading of both key passages. Alternatively, the "recycled" fallacy could of course reveal itself through a full linear reading of books 16-18; the reader would then however have to possess a remarkable capacity for recalling minute details from previous chapters.

In view of these complications we must address the question as to whether a miscellany such as the Noctes Atticae can actually be trusted to sustain an extended and elaborate cross reference of the type we have identified: are we indeed looking at a fully intentional marker, to "bait" the reader? Perhaps Gellius inadvertently used a well-known fallacy more than once to illustrate a point?
 The possibility cannot be dismissed outright. However, it can be argued that there are other, similarly unobtrusive passages in the commentaries where diffuse clues invite the reader to undertake an in-depth interrogation of the work.

Readers will moreover feel encouraged to look for thematic overlap among the three commentaries the very moment they recognize the two recurring catch questions as an intratextual sequence ("Do you, or do you not, have what you have not lost?" in 16,2 and 18,2; "What I am, that you are not" [i.e. a man] in 18,2 and 18,13). Their sleuthing will garner a twofold reward: firstly, they will discover that NA 16,2 lays down a methodical foundation, with its systematic analysis of the dialectic question-and-answer technique, while at the same time according a serious component to the playful trick questions of the Saturnalia. And secondly, the narrator is growing ever more confident of his ability to solve the catch questions, from his somewhat apodictic advice in NA 16,2, not to answer any question from a dialectician [(Platonic) logician?], and thus to avoid being caught in a trap, to his expectation in NA 18,2,9 of a successful resolution to the compromising question, and finally, in NA 18,13, the spectacular culmination of this expectation in Diogenes' ingenious "retaliation."

By lining up the three commentaries we can create a coherent miniseries. In doing so, however, we must keep in mind that this chain could be extended at any time with additional links: likely candidates might be NA 12,6 on the enigma (de aenigmate), or the commentary 7,13, which describes the sparkling discussion of quaestiones at the dinner table of the philosopher Taurus. A serial approach to the work thus allows the readers to choose which path they wish to pursue, and where to set a suitable end point. In our case, while concrete, applicable knowledge about riddles, questiones, and fallacies is indeed being communicated, serial readers will first and foremost be encouraged, in the sense of an intratextual Ergänzungsspiel, to engage extensively, and intensively, with the contents of the Noctes Atticae - which in turn allows the work to fulfil its self-declared, programmatic ambition: to serve as "a kind of literary storehouse" (penus litterarum
).
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� The present paper has been prepared as part of the Sub-Project C 02, "The Ancients Before Their Eyes: Religious and Antiquarian Transfer of Knowledge in the Educational Compendia of the Second Century BC," within the Collaborative Research Centre (SFB/CRC) 1136: "Learning and Religion." Collaborative Research Centres are long-term research projects funded by the German Research Foundation (DFG). This article was originally composed in German; I would like to Tina Jerke (Giessen) for the English translation.


� Gell. praef. 2: proinde ut librum quemque in manus ceperam seu Graecum seu Latinum vel quid memoratu dignum audieram, … annotabam eaque mihi ad subsidium memoriae quasi quoddam litterarum penus recondebam; cf. praef. 11: in excerpendis notandisque rebus.


� Gell. praef. 12: ipse quidem volvendis transeundisque multis admodum voluminibus per omnia semper negotiorum intervalla, in quibus furari otium potui, exercitus defessusque sum, sed modica ex his eaque sola accepi, quae aut ingenia prompta expeditaque ad honestae eruditionis cupidinem utiliumque artium contemplationem celeri facilique compendio ducerent aut homines aliis iam vitae negotiis occupatos a turpi certe agrestique rerum atque verborum imperitia vindicarent.


� On the source criticism Mercklin 1860 and Holford-Strevens 2003, 65-80; Pausch 2004, 147-148 on the earlier research history; Astarita 1993, 28-31 attempts a hypothetical reconstruction of Gellius' method for creating and structuring his excerpts.


� With this understanding of intratextuality in a narrow sense I follow the distinction underlined by Stocker 1998, 59, between intratextuality (internal relations within a text) and intertextuality (external relations with other texts). Accordingly, the definition suggested by Sharrock 2000, 10: "intratextuality is offered in this volume as a way, albeit partial, of negotiating one's way around the textual system" would have to be amended to "around the textual system within one particular work of literature."


� Gell. praef. 25: capita rerum, quae cuique commentario insunt, exposuimus hic universa, ut iam statim decla-retur, quid quo in libro quaeri invenirique possit.


� For my line of enquiry, the two relevant subcategories of paratextual elements, as proposed by Genette 2001, are the preface (Genette 2001, 157-227) and the intertitles (Genette 2001, 281-303).


� Gell. praef. 2: usi autem sumus ordine rerum fortuito, quem antea in excerpendo feceramus; praef. 3: facta igitur est in his quoque commentariis eadem rerum disparilitas, quae fuit in illis annotationibus pristinis, quas breviter et indigeste et incondite ex auditionibus lectionibusque variis feceramus. For an introduction to the "haphazard order" cf. Holford-Strevens 2003, 27-47; on the tradition of "disorderly" miscellaneous literature Vardi 2004, 169-179.


� On narrative linearity and its deliberate undermining in certain textual genres Sharrock 2000, 9.


� On the technique of fragmentation in literary texts Sharrock 2000, 11 and 18-19.


� On the search for unity as an intuitive reader expectation Sharrock 2000, 21-22.


� On the labyrinthine structure of particular works and its effect on their textual reception Sharrock 2000, 9.


� On the concept of the Ergänzungsspiel as applied to the Hellenistic epigram Bing ***.


� As previously observed by Maselli 1993 and Schröder 1999, 111-112, the contents of the commentaries are by no means fully revealed in the headings. Simply reading the capita will therefore not give an accurate impression of the body text. However, no attempt has to date been made to associate this peculiarity of the Gellian titles with the mechanisms of the literary puzzle.


� The particular status of the Roman Saturnalia as an ancient form of the Christian carnival has been emphasized by numerous scholars: fundamental Versnel 1993***; Scullard 1985, 287-290. Generally considered to be among the most significant features of the Saturnalia are their marked liminal qualities, an exuberant festive joy, complete with bacchanal banquets and joke presents, the time-limited reversal of the social order, or at least the levelling of class boundaries, an indulgence in otherwise prohibited activities (e.g. games of dice), and the associated social "valve" function.


� Cf. the aliis negotiis occupati in praef. 12. As previously noted by Keulen 2009, 40, exemplary discussions among Imperial scholars in the Noctes Atticae are explicitly, and with conspicuous frequency, set during the limited periods of otium, thus e.g. in N.A. 11,3,1; 14,5,1; 19,8,1 and 19,8,15; 19,9,1.


� The attempt to achieve social distinction is particularly apparent in the introduction of N.A. 18,2,1, with not one but two references to the adequacy of the nightly entertainment programme, and the apologetic quotation from the philosopher Musonius:  Saturnalia Athenis agitabamus hilare prorsum ac modeste, non, ut dicitur, remittentes animum - nam "remittere" inquit Musonius "animum quasi amittere est" - sed demulcentes eum paulum atque laxantes iucundis honestisque sermonum inlectationibus; a similar attitude is demonstrated in Plin. epist. 2,17,24; Sen. epist. 8,1-4.


� Thus in N.A. 2,22 (symposium and patronizing after-dinner speech by Favorinus); 7,13 (literary "presents" at the symposium of the philosopher Taurus); 17,8 (quaestio convivialis staged by the host Taurus in his own house).


� An - albeit faintly sketched - tableau of the festive joys associated with the Saturnalia can be gleaned from Martial's epigrams and Lucian's Saturnalia gewinnen, e.g. Mart. 11,2; 11,6; 11,15; 13,1; Lucian sat. 2;4;18.


� N.A. 18,2,3: qui et cenulam ordine suo curabat; N.A. 18,13,4: cenula curabatur omnibus.


� On the tradition of the Saturnalian puzzles Ov. trist. 2,481-482; Suet. Aug. 75; Anth. Pal. 286.


� The amalgamation of learning and religion finds succinct, programmatic expression in a letter Cicero addressed to his friend Atticus, in which he describes the hospitality he provided for the dictator Caesar on the occasion of the Saturnalia and sums up the topics of the conversation in the formula σπουδαῖον οὐδὲν in sermone, φιλόλογα multa (Att. 13,52,2).


� Missing in particular are legal aspects, which play a major part in Gellius; see for instance N.A. 2,12; 2,24; 4,3; 11,18. Nevertheless, the detailed descriptions of the rules of the game (see N.A. 18,2,3-5; N.A. 18,13,2-4 and 6) can certainly be understood as a humorous equivalent of the official laws; this is supported by the enactment, in jest, of a "Saturnalian Law," which is also attested in Lucian's Saturnalia 18.


� Already noted by Beall 1988, 64.


� N.A. 18,2,6: aut sententia poetae veteris lepide obscura, non anxie.


� N.A. praef. 13: Quod erunt autem in his commentariis pauca quaedam scrupulosa et anxia vel ex grammatica vel ex dialectica vel etiam ex geometrica, quodque erunt item paucula remotiora super augurio iure et pontificio, non oportet ea defugere quasi aut cognitu non utilia aut perceptu difficilia. The systematic self-diminution and the "playful authority" it helped to establish are - to my mind - rightly seen by Keulen 2009, 18-20 and 46-58, as an effective trademark strategy of the Noctes Atticae.


� Visible in the direct juxtaposition of the ancient Roman national festival and the Greek capital of learning (N.A. 18,2,1: Saturnalia Athenis; 18,13,1: Saturnalibus Athenis) and in the colourful mixture of Greek and Roman literary puzzles and authors (including excerpts from Ennius, Plato, and Hesiod) and book prizes. Astarita 1993, 67, has already commented on the close intermingling of both cultures of learning in the Saturnalian commentaries.


� Plat. Phaidr. 227a-b.


� A good overview of prominent Saturnalian texts can be found in Döpp 1993.


� Possible candidates, in particular, are the self-contained books 13 and 14 of Martial's epigrams, which are entirely devoted to the Saturnalia, the Saturnalia of the satirist Lucian, and the late ancient Saturnalia of Macrobius.


� Cat. c. 4; Stat. silv. 4,9; Mart. 4,14; 5,18; 10,18.


� N.A. 18,2,3: rem locumque dicendi sors dabat; N.A. 18,13,2: Saturnalibus Athenis alea quadam festiva et honesta lusitabamus huiuscemodi … captiones, quae sophismata appellantur, mente agitabamus easque quasi talos aut tesserulas in medium vice sua quisque iaciebamus; N.A. 18,13,6: ritu aleatorio. On the conventional association of the Saturnalia (and Saturnalian poetry) with the game of dice and the luckless Mart. 12,62 and 13,1.


� N.A. praef. 2 and above n. 8.


� N.A. 18,2,3-5; 18,13,2-4 and 6.


� A decidedly symposial set of rules can also be found elsewhere, in other comments, for instance in N.A. 2,22; 7,13; 13,11; 17,8. The particular features - especially the greater licenses compared to formal everyday life - of the sympotic space are pointed out by Keulen 2009, 204. Heusch 2011, 390-392 defines the symposium as the central space for the competitive situation and the "social game," in which the [male] members of the cultural élites had to follow strict rules to prove their social aptitude. Both positions, taken together, paint an accurate picture of the ambivalences of the convivium, where in the course of an evening, the participants would ostentatiously play down and at the same time reaffirm the prevailing class boundaries and rivalries. [What is the difference between symposial and sympotic?]


� This comprehensive attribution of the quote is consistent with Gellius' usual practice of making a precise record of his sources, see Astarita 1993, 23-26. Rare exceptions prove the rule, obviously with a view to encouraging the reader to take an active interest in researching the story for themselves; see below chapter 5 and n. 48.


� An in-depth study of the preferred self-representation of the narrator figure "Gellius" as a model student is offered by Neumann 2015.


� A nifty structural side effect arising from the enlightening list of puzzles is that its cyclical composition is mirrored in the shape of the victory crowns.


� Gell. Praef. 25: Capita rerum, quae cuique commentario insunt, exposuimus hic universa, ut iam statim declaretur, quid quo in libro quaeri invenirique possit.


� In a somewhat more underhand manner, the passage also demonstrates how a fallacy, repackaged as a short narrative, can possibly be reinserted into the conversation where the opportunity presents itself.


� Both the caput and the first sentence of N.A. 2,9 refer the reader back to the commentary immediately preceding it, which is based on the same work by Plutarch; the caput for N.A. 9,14 follows a similar strategy with its explicit mention of Claudius Quadrigarius, whose work has already been analyzed in N.A. 9,13. The capita of both N.A. 4,3 and 4,4 advertise the shared subject of dowries.


� N.A. 18,13 caput: Quali talione Diogenes philosophus usus sit pertemptatus a dialectico quodam sophismatio inpudenti.


� N.A. 18,13,7: Libet autem dicere, quam facete Diogenes sophisma id genus, quod supra dixi, a quodam dialectico  ex Platonis diatriba per contumeliam propositum remuneratus sit.


� The capita do indeed quite often contain an important aid to interpreting the body text, and they seek to direct the reader's attention to it., see Maselli 1993, 35.


� On the predominant use of the term ("retaliation") in legal contexts see N.A. 20,1,18, and 35.


� On the concept of such a "strong," active reader who creates meaning Beer 2014, 59.


� As has previously been observed by Maselli 1993, 23, in an overview of linguistic innovations, which for him are instruments that are being used deliberately to engage the reader.


� On the conspicuous neologism oblectatorius Maselli 1993, 23.


� Thus already Maselli 1993, 21.


� Thus for instance in N.A. 12,11 the narrator creates a literary puzzle for the reader at the end of the body text by pretending (rather unconvincingly) to have forgotten the name of a poet from whom he then proceeds to quote a line verbatim [Does he?].


� Thus in N.A. 2,7 and 2,8; 5,10 and 5,11; 7,13; 16,2; 16,8; 17,12; 18,1; on this see the earlier observations by Astarita 1993, 106-109 and Garcea 2003, ***. Keulen 2009, 158-162 has rightly pointed out that such playful activity among the educated circles would have been consistent in particular with the interests of Antonine literature on account of its interactive and competitive nature; it also affirms the self-referential character of the relevant commentaries on the subject. Similarly Beer 2014, 64-68 on the contemporary context of the Second Sophistic.


� In N.A. 2,7, for instance, the discussion of a "quibbling" conclusion can only be accessed through the body text; ditto for N.A. 18,1, where the keyword captio is not mentioned in the title.


� N.A. 16,2 caput: cuiusmodi sit lex apud dialecticos percontandi disserendique; et quae sit eius legis reprehensio.


� The fact that Seneca, in epist. 45,7 and 49,8, sees no need to quote the full captio, is an indication of its popularity: "What you have not lost, that you have," was a widely known catch question.


� The careful laying down of such a trail of intertextual "crumbs" can be observed, for example, in the commentaries 14,7 and 18,4: both conclude with the vague remark from the narrator that he has already written on the subject "in another place" and is therefore not providing any further details. A general remark of this type obviously appeals to ambitious, assiduous readers - who are willing to immerse themselves in a full-scale hunt for clues throughout the Noctes Atticae.


� Gell. Praef. 2.





