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In this commentary, focused on elegiac texts of the third book of Tibullus (also called the
Appendix Tibulliana or Corpus Tibullianum), Laurel Fulkerson engages with two primary issues.
The rst is to see how these poems ‘do and do not t into the rest of Latin love elegy’ as practised
by its major poets; the second is to ‘explore the book as a book’, even though these poems are
written by a number of hands (vii). Her main working assumption is that these poets are
competent and good poets, and that they have produced witty and sophisticated poetry. I think
that this is very a good point. The introduction (59 pages) is divided into eight sections:
1. ‘Contexts: Elegy and Amatory Poetry’, 2. ‘Contexts: The “Augustan Age”, Patrons, and Poetic
communities’, 3. ‘Theoretical Approaches to Elegy’, 4. ‘What’s in a name? Name, Pseudonym, and
Persona’, 5. ‘Chronology and Authorship: the Composition and Arrangement of [Tib.] 3’,
6. ‘Women Writing (Latin)’, 7. ‘Style, Metre, and Syntax’, 8. ‘Manuscript Tradition and Text’.
The text printed is Lenz–Galinsky’s 1971 Brill text, except for a few differences indicated (59).

F. seeks to reect the ongoing debates on Roman elegy while examining how they are relevant for
the Appendix Tibulliana. I will give a few examples of her analyses and discussions. After providing a
good summary of elegiac genre as practised by the main poets, she concludes that the Appendix
Tibulliana contains most of the standard elegiac building blocks, but also neglects some and adds
others. Many elegies focus on occasional poetry, for example for a specic date such as a
birthday. This may suggest that they were composed by a poetic coterie, which ts in with the
existence of a poetic circle under the patronage of Messalla. Sulpicia could have been part of this
literary community, as F. illustrates further in her commentary, referring to later examples of
family-based poetic communities, such as the circle around Dante Gabriel Rossetti and his sister
Christina (52–3). F. offers a brief but very useful discussion of the names of the major characters
in the Appendix Tibulliana (Lygdamus, Neaera, Sulpicia, Cerinthus and Messalla).

Among the different theoretical approaches that have been central to scholarship on amatory
elegy, F. examines the three that have most often been seen as appropriate to the Appendix
Tibulliana. The rst approach, ‘the romantic, or biographical mode of criticism’, treats elegy as
the sincere, more or less autobiographical record of real events. The second approach, ‘symbolic
or formalist’, considers that poetry offers a discourse about discourse. Even if these two
approaches seem to be mutually incompatible, in fact, as noted by F., they can be fruitfully
combined. The third theoretical approach is the feminist and gender theory that is able precisely to
ally itself with the other two. Why does F. present these three approaches? Not only because the
elegiac genre focuses on gender relations, but also because one of the poets in the Appendix
Tibulliana ‘could’ be a woman, Sulpicia. F. adopts the traditional repartition in which only elegies
13–18 are ascribed to Sulpicia. She never discusses this repartition, although it is based on a
problematic gender conception, dated from the nineteenth century, about the kind of ‘short’ and
‘awkward’ texts a woman is able to write. However, F. honestly indicates that some scholars also
ascribe the rst-person elegies 9 and 11 to Sulpicia. Later in her commentary, she comes back to
the question of ‘whether “Sulpicia” was in fact a woman’ (46), in other words, whether poems
13–18 were or were not written by a woman. F.’s discussion here — for example, on female
education in Rome, or on the existence (or not) of a recognisably female way of writing — is both
detailed and nuanced.

At the end, F. gives her own opinion: ‘much is gained, and little lost, in treating the poetry of
Sulpicia as an authentically recovered female voice from Antiquity’. I agree with this conclusion,
which could be extended to elegies 9 and 11. F. recalls that other elegists had experimented in
various ways with female voices. In my opinion this does not imply that a woman could not write
elegiac poems in the rst person. In fact, many scholars implicitly consider that the length of
elegies 9 and 11 testify against their being written by a woman. Conversely, H. Parker (CW 100.1
(2006), 17–29) has brilliantly demonstrated the non-validity of several arguments and readings
applied to Sulpicia by showing that they could perfectly well also be applied to a male poet,
Catullus, in order to deny him the authorship of his long poems.

F.’s book further offers a close reading and a substantial commentary on each poem, taking one
couplet at a time (228 pages of commentary in total). After an introductory paragraph aiming at
helping the reader understand the couplet, F. provides information on vocabulary, motifs, cultural
uses and syntax. She lists verbal and thematic similarities with earlier, contemporary or later texts.
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She often indicates different interpretations of critics on specic points or refers to useful studies
providing interesting background or discussions. The book ends up with an impressive list of
works cited, an Index Locorum and a general Index.

Concerned with providing the broadest possible range of information and interpretation, F. has
written a very well documented and smart book that lls a gap in recent modern criticism.
Everyone interested in elegy and Latin literature will benet from reading and possessing it.

Jacqueline Fabre-SerrisUniversity of Lille
Jacqueline.fabre-serris@wanadoo.fr
doi:10.1017/S007543582000012X
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Scholarship on Aeneid 8 comes in waves. Lee M. Fratantuono and R. Alden Smith’s commentary
follows the intermediate student editions of K. Maclennan (2017) and J. J. O’Hara (2018), and
anticipates the 2019 conference of the Augustan Poetry Réseau (‘Rome’s Future, Rome’s Past: the
8th Book of the Aeneid’) and the expected Cambridge Classical Texts and Commentaries edition
of A. Rogerson. Clearly, after their much-needed Aeneid 5 (2015), F. and S. identied another gap
in Virgilian scholarship, since a similar enthusiasm for Book 8 was last seen in the mid 1970s,
with another range of closely contemporaneous commentaries (P. T. Eden (1975); K. W. Gransden
(1976); C. J. Fordyce (1977)).

Undoubtedly the present edition, with its impressive bibliographical and intertextual coverage,
will be an indispensable tool, but it can sometimes leave readers with the impression that its
cipher is comprehensiveness rather than discernment, and there are traces of haste in its lack of
consistency and careful editing. S. (editor and translator) and F. (commentator) provide plenty of
material, and indeed a fresh Latin text, but they do not always tell us what conclusions to draw
from it. S.’s apparatus notes a plethora of different spellings, misspellings, ancient typos (e.g.
mzentius; extimplo; reprscussum) that are extremely valuable for the history of textual
transmission, but sometimes distracting in this kind of edition, given their lack of discussion.
Confusion also arises in the occasional lack of consistency between apparatus and commentary
(e.g. Ribbeck’s conjecture quae for quem at 15 or Servius’s supplement at 41 are mentioned in the
commentary but not in the apparatus), or text and commentary (mostly in punctuation, e.g. 147,
150, 211, 274, 338 — the last problematic, with an equally problematic translation). I generally
agreed with the discussion of variants (e.g. 194 tegebat, 205 furis, 211 raptos) but found other
cases confusing (e.g. 223 oculis). S.’s translation is sometimes awkward in English, either because
too literal (e.g. 407–8 ‘the mid-circuit of driven-off night’, or 185–8, missing the emphasis that
‘it was no idle superstition that…’), careless of the Latin word order (299–300 ‘the Lernaean
snake… did not encompass you in want of a plan’; 298–9 ‘towering Typhoeus himself, as he
holds his weapons’), adding words (195 ‘too’, 203 ‘even’) or eliding others (631 ubera). There are
unexplained inconsistencies within the translation (monimenta as ‘monuments’ at 312 (against
the commentary), ‘reminders’ at 356) or with the commentary (194 tegebat as ‘protected’, erasing
the point that it is Cacus who is keeping the light from entering the cave; 364 quoque is not
translated; 377 opis is ‘succor’ in the translation, ‘resources’ in the commentary).

Similar issues pertain to the commentary, which sometimes compiles more than it comments.
While the notes are generally very useful to understand Virgilian usage or metrical patterns,
F. tends to list all Virgilian passages where a word occurs, sometimes with no further explanation
(e.g. 187 ignarus, 200 optare), and the rationale for adding such lists or else noting the number of
times the word occurs in Virgil (e.g. 82 candida ‘occurs 7x in the epic’) is unclear. Scholars are
often quoted verbatim without explanations for endorsement. This practice applies to F. himself
(375) and includes scholars’ typos (420), petty arguments among commentators (e.g. Henry vs.
Heyne on the description of the Capitoline geese), or even a marginal note by a previous owner of
F.’s copy of Page (689). The commentary can be vague when attempting to summarise scholarship
(686 on Catiline: ‘some’ have ‘seen/argued’), or close to silent when literature review on important
scenes would be needed (649–50 on the shield only provide a chronologically ordered
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