
way. What is the use of hundreds of thousands of books being available, if there is no specific
interest or libidinal cathexis?

To her credit, W. fully acknowledges the hagiographic motivation of this work of science.
But this agenda poses a problem for the willing contributor. In the entry on Ovid, for
example, Vischer argues that in the twelfth and thirteenth centuries the Heroides were
valued as highly as the Metamorphoses, offering the popularity of Helen as an example,
despite the fact Paris was changed into a ‘priest, commissioned by God to save Helen’s
soul by abducting her from an illegitimate marriage to a non-Catholic Greek’. As further
evidence of the Heroides’ influence she asserts that in seventeenth- and eighteenth-century
Europe ‘heroic epistles were composed almost everywhere in Europe’. But when do we
view the burgeoning epistolary conceit per se as no longer reflecting the influence of
the Heroides as a specific text? And if a text is re-presented in a way entirely counter to
its original gesture, in what way might we say this meaningfully ‘continues’ it? Such scho-
larship could be seen as an instance of a desire for tradition calling the text into existence,
rather than the other way around.

If a thing is also always recognisable as an example of its type, any reference to it, what-
ever form it takes, can never be to a single entity. And in so far as we can speak of a singu-
lar text, any agency it has is not enacted via an autonomous objecthood, but through a
series of complexly interrelated perceptions and actions – one of which might be, for
example, the choice to conceive of cultural relations in terms of genealogies like this,
and to memorialise them in encyclopedic form. That texts do not ‘miraculously’ persist
by themselves is important to restate. They are variously re-presented because they serve
a present human purpose, or are meaningful in present terms. Their repetition both
expresses and constitutes these human investments. As Andreas Bagordo says in his
entry on Homer (pp. 154–78), ‘In some respects, writing a comprehensive reception history
of Homer means writing a literary and cultural history of Greece’. The present volume does
not apply this insight to itself. But it is arguably an insight which ‘classical reception’, how-
ever undefined, has to offer the Humanities as a whole, particularly as we enter a post-print
digital environment. The radically multiple potentials of the apparently ‘same’ material
underscore that, whatever else it is, a work is also who it is for, in a particular present.
As W.’s own passionate commitment to the individuality of ‘the book’ reminds us, we can-
not reap the benefits of the verities, authorities, records and classifications of print culture
in the absence of thoroughly contextualised subject-positions, which acknowledge the
many assumptions behind their present capacity to mean, to some person or other.

University of Cambridge CLARE FOSTER
clarelefoster@gmail.com

ROMANT I C I SM

S A U N D E R S ( T . ) , M A R T I N D A L E ( C . ) , P I T E ( R . ) , S K O I E (M . )
(edd.) Romans and Romantics. Pp. xxi + 431, ills. Oxford: Oxford
University Press, 2012. Cased, £85, US$160. ISBN: 978-0-19-958854-1.
doi:10.1017/S0009840X13003442

This volume brings together a team of scholars from across disciplines, periods and nations
to tackle the generalisations and preconceptions in literary criticism that Romanticism was
hostile to classical Rome. Traditionally the romantic was seen in opposition to the classi-
cal; Romanticism, as M.H. Abrams conceived it in The Mirror and the Lamp (1953), being
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a movement away from the Neoclassical focus of the eighteenth century. While definitions
of romantic and Romanticism have shifted significantly since the time of Abrams, there has
been little revision of the traditional dialectic of romantic and classical. Additionally, while
there are many studies of Romantic engagement with Medieval literature and with other
major predecessors such as Milton, Spenser and Shakespeare, very few have examined
engagement with Roman writers. This book, along with a few other emerging works on
the subject, seeks to give a long overdue reassessment of the relationship between
Romans and Romantics.

The book is ambitious in scope, with 20 articles (if the introduction and afterword by
distinguished scholars P. and G.W. Most are included) written by Classicists and
Romanticists from History, Classics and Literature and from a wide range of countries,
focusing on Romantic writers from across Europe and America. The book clearly strives
to be interdisciplinary, cross-period and international. Rather than centring on the familiar
British Romantics, it also seeks to advance other definitions of Romanticism by opening up
its study to authors from Russia, America, Switzerland, Norway and the Netherlands as
well as those of Britain and Germany. Thematically it examines not simply Romantic
engagement with Roman literature, but politics, philosophy and travel as well.

One of the primary assumptions that the book seeks to challenge (which comes to a
head in the article by Saunders) is that Romantic writers saw all things Roman as pale imi-
tations of Greek originals. While many articles show that this notion certainly existed at the
time, Romantic writers steeped in a Latin Classical education in fact had a much more
complex relationship with ancient Rome than this dismissive suggestion would imply.
Two of the articles (by Skoie and C.J. Richard) look at school and university curricula
to demonstrate the extent of Latin learning, pointing out that students came to Latin before
Greek and, in the course of their education, studied far more Roman than Greek writers.
They often cited large passages of Virgil, Ovid, Horace, Cicero, Cato, Livy and many
others by heart simply in passing conversation, so it can be little wonder if there is signifi-
cant Roman influence in their writing.

Probably one of the most important articles for this reassessment, the first in the book,
written by J. Sachs, argues that Romantic writers did not simply stereotype the ‘Roman’,
but rather differentiated Roman republicanism from imperialism, and between various
rulers and epochs. Sachs shows how Roman republican writing was drawn upon heavily
for familiar allusions during and following the French revolution, particularly in times
of high tension when it was often dangerous to criticise Britain’s monarchy or to show
favour for the republic in France. J.M. Sejersted picks up a similar thread in his article
on the Norwegian Romantic Henrik Wergeland.

The majority of the articles, as one would expect, examine the influence of Roman wri-
ters on Romantic poetry and prose. H. Jordheim outlines the romantic and classical dialec-
tic in German writers, particularly Herder, Winckelmann, Goethe and the Schlegels, before
providing an examination of Jean Paul’s Titan, in which he argues that the text navigates a
path between the classical and romantic (p. 57). G. Liveley examines Ovid’s myth of
Narcissus in Shelley and others, S. Gillespie examines Wordsworth’s imitation of
Juvenal, while J.C. Pellicer explores the influence of Virgil’s Eclogues and Georgics on
Charlotte Smith’s Beachy Head, and J. Børtnes looks at Pushkin’s engagement with
Ovid. Others explore the influence of Roman philosophy, particularly Stoicism, on
Romantic writers including Wordsworth (B. Graver) and Henrik Wergeland (Sejersted).

Shifting the focus partially away from influence, some of the articles (particularly those
by C. Edwards, T. Webb, C.J. Richard, E. Prettejohn, S. Evangelista and P.) explore ima-
ginative engagements with the city of Rome as travellers on the grand tour viewed the
ancient monuments, felt the presence of the classical history they had studied, and wrote
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about it in their correspondence and their literature, including two of the most influential of
such works, De Staël’s Corinne and Byron’s Childe Harold’s Pilgrimage. Readers are
given a real sense of the place of ancient Rome in the Romantic imagination through
Webb’s excellent article on the Shelleys and Byron, particularly when he depicts Mary
Shelley reading Virgil’s Georgics sitting at the same window looking out on the same
view that Virgil did when he wrote it which, she says, ‘has made me enjoy his poem,
more, I think, than I ever did any other’ (p. 210). Such glimpses into the travels of
Romantic writers can give balance to the better known attacks like that of Byron who,
in Webb’s words, devoted ‘three stanzas of Childe Harold’s Pilgrimage to an attack on
“the lyric Roman” whom he primarily associates with “the daily drug” of a classical edu-
cation, causing his narrator to exclaim in climactic rejection: “Then farewell, Horace;
whom I hated so”’. As Webb points out, it is worth remembering that Byron is considered
one of the most Augustan of the Romantic poets and even ‘initiated his own poetic career
with Hints from Horace’ (p. 218).

The final section of the book continues with writers in Rome, but takes it forward into
later periods and Romantic ‘Receptions’ with articles on the imaginative engagement of
Carel Vosmaer (Prettejohn), Walter Pater (Evangelista) and Thomas Hardy (P.). The final
two articles move away from the book’s emphasis on literature to explore the Romans in
Romantic opera (E. Sandmo) and the romanticism of Romans in Italian cinema (P. Garofalo).

The volume offers an important new assessment of Romantic engagement with ancient
Roman literature, politics, history and culture. It provides a wide array of themes, stances
and authors, challenging both the traditional view of Romanticism as opposed to the clas-
sical, and the centring of Romantic studies on British poets through its wide scope. A book
this wide-ranging and eclectic, however, must of necessity lose something in depth. It can
at times seem an odd mix of obscurities where readers may well wish to pick and mix
which articles will be relevant to them. Despite the magnitude and scope of the book,
one does not leave with a thorough and comprehensive understanding of all the ways in
which the Romantics engaged with the Romans. Most articles have a specific focus on
just one or two works by that author, and there is no examination of the vast influence
of Virgil’s Aeneid, for example, or any mention of Shelley’s re-envisioning of Cicero’s
‘Dream of Scipio’ in Queen Mab, or De Quincey’s engagement with Roman politics, to
name just a few of the more obvious exclusions. So much more could still be said. And
yet this is the importance of such a study. Very few studies like this exist, and this
book clearly demonstrates how significant and extensive the topic is. This is an interesting
survey of a topic that is in much need of enquiry.

Northumbria University AN ITA O’CONNELL
anita.oconnell@northumbria.ac.uk
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HA L E S ( S . ) , P A U L ( J . ) (edd.) Pompeii in the Public Imagination.
From its Rediscovery to Today. Pp. xx + 417, ills, colour pls. Oxford:
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A little over three hundred years ago, the duc d’Elbeuf began digging in the grounds of his
Neapolitan villa and brought to light the ‘Herculanean Vestals’, classical statues which
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