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The reviewer’s first duty must be to utter maledictions against the publishers, who
have produced this monumental volume at a truly monstrous price. Teaching in an
institution where most classicists are obliged to study the Iliad, 1 did not even
consider ordering this volume for my college library, which has a distinguished
classics collection, until Brill in desperation dropped the price by 50% in a recent sale.
Even so, it is beyond the scope of most individuals. Both editors and publishers
should have thought much harder about what a book like this really needs to contain.
In what follows, however, I shall assume that the reader has easy access to a copy:
what does (s)he get for the money?

The New Companion is billed as (in a sense) a replacement for the Wace-Stubbings
Companion (London, 1962, but mostly written or conceived much earlier). It contains
thirty essays arranged in four sections: Transmission and History of Interpretation;
Homer’s Language; Homer as Literature; and Homer’s Worlds (the last group a
hold-all of eight essays, ranging from pure archaeology to social analysis of the
poems). By contrast, in Wace-Stubbings the first 266 pages were concerned with the
poems and their transmission, and the rest, by far the greater part of the book, dealt
with the sites, the material setting, and the reconstruction of ‘the Homeric world’,
seeking to unite the evidence of the poems with the archaeological record. A
fundamental theme of the New Companion is that this close correlation between
Mycenae and Homer is misguided, and there is much more awareness that the poems
may reflect a later reality—even, that they may sometimes not be realistic or historical
at all. My own impression is that even now most of the contributors to Section 4 are
still too inclined to bring reality and imaginative poetry into direct contact.

For the most part these essays offer a clear and informative resumé of the current
scholarly state of play. Many are the work of scholars who have published books on
the same theme (e.g. Powell on writing, de Jong on narratology, Snodgrass on
Homeric scenes in art, Clay on the Homeric Hymns, van Wees on warfare), or who are
known already for their expertise in these fields (M. L. West on Metre, Willcock on
Neoanalysis, Horrocks on Homeric Dialect, F. Turner on the Homeric Question in the
Nineteenth Century).

Space forbids discussion of all the contributions, but some stand out as exception-
ally good. Powell gets the volume off to a splendid start with a wide-ranging and
highly intelligent essay embracing the nature of an alphabet, the adaptation of the
West Semitic script, and the location of Homer (in Euboea): even if some parts may
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perplex, we are carried along by the sheer interest Powell’s writing generates. Another
star item is Haslam on ‘Homeric Papyri and the Transmission of the Text’—at
forty-six pages, the longest essay in the book, but the editorial indulgence here benefits
the reader as well as the contributor: more than anywhere else in the volume, one really
feels the writer is at the cutting edge of research. Mark Edwards on ‘Homeric Style
and Oral Poetics’ shows his usual ability to allow technical observation to bear
interpretative fruit. I also enjoyed A. Ford on ‘Epic as Genre’: he has thought carefully
about the defining characteristics of the form (notably how to distinguish epic from
didactic), and even attempts a definition (pp. 411-12).

Other essays are distinctly less satisfactory. The piece by Nagy on ‘The Homeric
Scholia’ is misleadingly titled: it is in fact a further broadside in his campaign to
establish that the epic texts were more fluid, at a far later stage, than is usually thought.
It gives no idea of the character of the different scholia (hardly a phrase is quoted
from them), and despite the odd casual reference, the uninformed reader would
inevitably assume that the sole interest of the scholia lies in their value in
reconstructing the history of the text. Anyone who has read N. J. Richardson’s densely
informative paper in CQ 30 (1980), pp. 265-87 or R. Meijering, Literary and
Rhetorical Theories in Greek Scholia (Groningen, 1987), will find this ludicrous.
Elsewhere contributors seem hampered by constrictions of space: thus Kahane’s essay
on statistical work (‘Quantifying Epic’) makes interesting points but has little room to
go beyond negative arguments, while Bakker, on ‘The Study of Homeric Discourse’,
suffers by using as his ‘typical’ example of spoken language a passage of such banality
(pp- 289f) that it amounts almost to parody. I presume that this approach shows to
better advantage in his book-length treatment.

I turn now to the more literary material. The section divisions are of course
artificial, and there is much helpful material for readers of Homer as poetry in
Willcock on Neonalysis or de Jong on Narratology, neither of which is in the
‘Literature’ section. But the individual essays allocated to the Iliad and the Odyssey,
which should have been central to the book’s conception, are flimsy. S. Schein admits
that his fifteen-page essay is partly based on Chapter I of his 1984 book on the Iliad: it
is lucid and innocuous, but there are no surprises. Nowhere is the nature of Achilles’
dilemma in Book IX adequately discussed, and the fruitful debate inspired by Adam
Parry’s “The Language of Achilles’ goes unmentioned in the volume. S. V. Tracy on the
Odyssey deals mainly with structural patterns, again drawing heavily on his earlier
book: despite flashes of enthusiasm, we are given little sense of the subtlety and scope
of the poem. When it comes to a particular scholarly problem, the end of the Odyssey,
Tracy permits himself a laxness of argument that he would never countenance in his
own epigraphic sphere (p. 367); and his bibliography here is twenty years out of date,
omitting the essential paper by S. West, PCPS 35 (1989), 113ff., and other works cited
in my Homer (G&R New Surveys 26 [1996], 81 nn. 69, 74-5). More positively, there are
useful essays by W. Hansen on Folk-tale (a very informative overview, with examples
old and new), L. Edmunds on Myth (though his account of the Meleager paradigm
does not wholly satisfy), and R. Rosen on the relation between Homer and Hesiod.

Another missed opportunity is Peradotto on ‘Modern Theoretical Approaches to
Homer’. This could have been one of the most important essays in the book, but in
fact it is one of the feeblest. Peradotto has simply not thought hard enough about
what is needed. Having devoted eight of his sixteen pages to tedious generalizations
about the assault which postmodernism has launched against the epistemology
quaintly called ‘Standard Average European’ language and thought, he turns to
particulars by giving a brief review of five recent books on Homer representing
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Marxist, feminist, and intertextualist standpoints. The choice of books for discussion
is heavily biased towards the Odyssey, because (as he revealingly admits), ‘its own
preoccupation with. . . the concerns of postmodernism are [sic] more patent’. He
deliberately excludes discussion of any works which do not explicitly adopt a
theoretical posture. But how can we assess the value of these allegedly new approaches
except by confronting them with the best of what traditional scholarship and criticism
have done and seeing how they measure up? There are any number of ways in which P.
could have done this and provided a valuable cvyxpiots of methods: he might have
studied the reading of //. 24 in Lynn-George’s ambitious book and set it alongside the
careful and deeply considered treatment by Macleod in his commentary (a work
ignored throughout this volume); he might have taken a classic passage of Homer
andanalysed it using a number of different methodologies, as Christopher Butler did
with ‘Leda and the Swan’ in Interpretation, Deconstruction and Ideology (Oxford,
1984), pp.36-46, or L. Edmunds with Hor. Odes 1.9 in From a Sabine Jar (Chapel Hill,
1992). Again, an examination from a sceptical postmodern standpoint of the
unspoken theoretical assumptions of the different Cambridge commentators (some of
whom have ventured their own explicit methodological statements) might have been
genuinely instructive, all the more so as the very form of the commentary has classical
roots, particularly in Homeric exegesis (as Nagy’s chapter signally fails to show). As it
is, Peradotto’s sneers at New Criticism come ill from a critic who is not prepared to
grapple with any specific passage of the epic. In fact, the strengths of this volume are
in the treatment of matters which concern the historian (including the historian of
language and of oral poetry) rather than the critic.

Some duplication was perhaps inevitable. Russo and Edwards on formulae cover a
lot of the same ground; the latter is superior. Similarly I would be content to keep
Raaflaub on ‘Society’ (itself overlapping with at least three essays of his published
elsewhere) and drop Donlan on ‘Economy’. I thought the best of the historical
contributions was S. Morris’s fascinating survey of Homer and the Near East, which
covers both influences on the poems and Easterners as portrayed within them. J.
Bennet’s ‘Homer and the Bronze Age’ is intelligent and informative, making very clear
how frail (though not non-existent) are the links between Homer and the world of
Linear B. It is paradoxical that . Morris’s companion essay on the Iron Age actually
makes /ess connection between the poems and the material record. An expert survey
of the material evidence from 1100-700 is enclosed within a preamble and a finale
which both assert that Homer and the monuments represent two different ways in
which the Greeks conceptualized their relationship with the past. In these highly
generalized terms, the claim is hardly refutable. But nothing is done to compare or
contrast these ways, even in areas where Morris’s discussion would provide a starting
point (e.g. with hero-cult, p. 543). When we read that ‘Epirote contacts with the
Aegean strengthened. . . Imports were probably more valued in the mountains. . . But
Macedonia remained strongly Balkan. . .” (p. 554), the suspicion grows stronger that
this is the wrong essay for this volume.

Only reviewers will read Morris—Powell cover to cover, and even they will use it
largely as a work of reference. It is no minor complaint, therefore, that the indexing is
appallingly inadequate. There is no index locorum (even ‘potiorum’), no index of
Greek words (both provided by Wace-Stubbings), and the existing index constantly
disappoints. Where entries exist they are sometimes incomplete (e.g. for Virgil add at
least pp. 132, 331; for Indo-European, add pp. 235, 600; for demiourgoi, add p. 651) or
undifferentiated, as when we are told the seventy different places where Achilles is
discussed. There being no entry for Homer, Iliad, or Odyssey, it is not easy to find the
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various places where the date, location, or literacy of Homer are treated (see pp. 18-22,
28-32, 79-83). There are no entries for allegory (e.g. pp. 42-3), assembly (p. 642),
book-division (p. 58), catalogue-poetry (p. 408), epithets (pp. 276, 280), expurgation
(p. 144), gifts (pp. 637f., 663f), hapax legomena (p. 271), ideology (pp. 292-3), iron
(pp.532, 542), justice (p. 644), paradigms (p. 309), slaves and thetes (pp. 638f., 662),
typical scenes (pp. 154f., 169), or ‘women’(!!) (e.g. pp. 639f.). Indexing of scholars’
names is notoriously a problem, but here we have Friankel but not Snell, Bentley
butnot Bernal, and most incredibly of all, Aristophanes of Byzantium but not
Aristarchus (pp. 71ff. passim, 276, etc.). It is understandable that the editors did
notfeel they had the time to do the job thoroughly themselves, but in that case a
professional indexer should have been paid to do it, as has been done with outstanding
success for CAH.

I have said nothing yet of cases where an entry does not exist because the book does
not discuss a subject at all. The following areas are particularly surprising: nothing
onstyle, speeches, rhetoric, and characterization (the last noted as a desideratum by de
Jong, p. 324); nothing on similes (and the bibliography lacks even the most
fundamental references); and no discussion of religion, either as represented in the
poem or the realities of archaic cult (no entries even for ‘temples’, let alone prayer,
sacrifice, afterlife, shame, guilt, or pollution). It is saddening that Dodds’s Greeks and
the Irrational, seminal in this as in so many fields and still fresher and more stimulating
than a dozen more recent works, should remain unmentioned in this book, as it
was(for chronological reasons, apparently) in Wace-Stubbings. Finally, nothing on
‘reception’ except the treatment of the ancient critics by Lamberton. This is a
retrograde step compared with Wace—Stubbings, who included an introductory
chapter by J. A. K. Thomson, ‘Homer and his Influence’; that brief account naturally
looks antique to modern reception-theorists, but still provides a useful broad-brush
sketch. Contrast the admirable emphasis on this aspect of our studies in the recent
Cambridge Companions to Virgil and to Greek Tragedy. What all this suggests is that a
Companion concerned with a poet should have had at least one editor whose prime
scholarly concern is with literary criticism.

The volume is dedicated to the memory of Arthur Adkins. The editors have done
him a disservice, however, by including an essay from his last years on ‘Homeric
Ethics’. This adds little or nothing to his earlier work, and the neglect of passages
which do not suit his argument, and of the many opposed voices among modern
scholars, greatly limits its usefulness. Not even Long and Lloyd-Jones are confronted,
still less the recent contributions by Yamagata, Cairns, and B. Williams’s Shame and
Necessity (this is listed in the bibliography, but I have been unable to find any
contributor referring to it).

There are thirteen plates, all relating to Snodgrass’s essay (I would have welcomed
an illustration of the Theran fresco discussed by Bennet on p. 527). These are
unhelpfully presented without even captions, and with no indication of their proven-
ance or present location (sometimes Snodgrass provides this, but we should not have
to search in his text).

The book is sometimes hard reading: the freshness of the papers by Powell, Turner,
and S. Morris makes a welcome change from the generally stolid academic prose. But
at least the contributors write in intelligible English (though I wince at p. 619 ‘a brief
but vivid window’ and p. 543 ‘“This package of rites’!). Only Peradotto descends to the
nonsensical (p. 391). Misprints: p. 495 1. 12, for ‘1975 read ‘1795’; p. 530 1. 4, for doudd
read dotdol; on pp. 17 and 498 the references to Quintilian should read 1.1.24-5 and
4.1.2; p. xviil 1. 5, ‘complementary’ not ‘complimentary’; on p. 402 ‘Bowra 1925’

https://doi.org/10.1093/cr/49.2.477 Published online by Cambridge University Press


https://doi.org/10.1093/cr/49.2.477

THE CLASSICAL REVIEW 341

should be ‘1952°. The bibliography omits West 1992 (cited on p. 219), an unspecified
paper by Race (p. 324), and even Reinhardt 1961 (p. 359); it also gives the wrong title
for Woodman 1988.

This volume will certainly be useful, and in some areas indispensable. Haslam’s
paper, though technical, is of the first importance for anyone concerned with the
textual tradition and many related topics. The essays by Powell, J. Foley (on ‘Oral
Tradition’), Edwards, Bennet, and S. Morris would catch the interest of any reader.
Most of the rest are likely to turn up regularly on undergraduate reading lists. But on
the whole the book is a disappointment: I expected to learn from it far more than I
did. Wace-Stubbings will undoubtedly be consulted less, but Morris—Powell is not a
book which can be relied on to answer all the questions which a reader of Homer in
the early 2000s may want to ask.

Christ Church, Oxford R. B. RUTHERFORD

ORAL STYLE

M. CLARK: Out of Line. Homeric Composition beyond the Hexameter.
Pp. xi + 264. Lanham, etc.: Rowman & Littlefield, 1998. Cased, £46
(Paper, £18.95). ISBN: 0-8476-8697-3 (0-8476-8698-1 pbk).

C. begins with a bold statement of his credentials: he is a Parryist, and his starting
point is that the epic style is an oral style. If that is now unfashionable in some
quarters on grounds of its supposed aridity, let us grant the premiss, that the epic
manner of composition displays certain highly characteristic features, and leave aside
the inference, that it is oral. The manner of composition is responsible for some of
the most striking qualities of the epic style, those praised by Arnold long ago, its
swiftness, its nobility, its clarity, its simplicity, and its directness. There is nothing arid
about the attempt to understand how these qualities were maintained for thousands
of lines on end, and C. has made a useful, and agreeably written, contribution to our
yet incomplete understanding. He begins by discussing the merits, and demerits, of
several models of ‘formular composition’. C. finds it difficult to devise a model that
is both distinctive and comprehensive, but he makes the attempt and comes up
tentatively with what he calls a ‘deep-structure model’: habitual word-associations in
the depths, and their realization in an appropriate place and rhythm at the surface. It
would be helpful, I think, if the mantra of ‘formular composition’ could be stripped
of its talismanic character and restricted to the very narrow area where it is genuinely
applicable. Attempts to define what is formular tend to founder either because the
definition covers too small a part of the diction to be the key to its qualities, or
because comprehensiveness is bought at the cost of vacuity. Part of the difficulty is
that the deep structure may be, as Nagler has argued, pre-verbal, and tightness of the
nexus where it is verbal is a variable factor.

However, C.’s model serves his purpose, namely, to build on Higbie’s description of
enjambment in epic versification and integrate those word-associations that are
realized across verse boundaries. A few examples show that the ‘same metrical
conditions’ have no relevance to this type of word-association. C. speaks of a lexical
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‘trigger’ in the leading verse prompting associated language in the following, often
inorganic, verse.

Already, the data cited put the concept of formularity under some strain. After
noting that repetitions arising, for example, from the reporting of messages are not
formular, C. cites as instances of the trigger effect two (//. 1.207-8, and 17.692 with
18.20-21) arising from such a report, and two (/. 4.502-3 and Od. 17.4734) where the
leading passage precedes by relatively few lines—the phenomenon of clustering or
agglomeration rather than strict formularity—out of six examples (on p. 220 C. notes
the clustering factor but attributes to it an artistic motivation). The strain tightens
when it is noted that the trigger may be a synonym of a usual word, as a runover
triggered by évrea rather than the usual 7evyea. Indeed, a ‘wild card’ of suitable sense
and metrics may be triggered, as when davadv and dyeopuw at Il. 13.1-3 replace the
Tpdwv and vnuaiv of II. 8.343-5, the trigger being the participle ¢pedyovres. C. then
proceeds to examine the effects of a pause at the bucolic diaeresis. The result is a
necessary enjambement and an organically integrated subsequent verse, sometimes,
but by no means always, formular. This kind of arrangement illustrates, in my view,
how a regular integration of verse and sentence structure can prompt an apparently
formular sequence of words across the verse-end. The same point applies to larger
constructions extending over several lines.

C. is sensitive, perhaps unduly so, to a feeling that his research sheds no light on the
poetry of Homer, and devotes a chapter to criticism of suggestions that Homeric
repetitions either must have artistic significance or are necessarily without it. This is an
area where logic and theory are confounded by common sense. C. approaches this
question by making a distinction between formulas expressing a single idea, which he
links to metrical utility or necessity, and those expressing more complicated thought,
whose use is determined by their sense. This permits the repetition of the latter to have
significance, but does not require it, and the critic must beware of overinterpretation.
(Yet even at the level of formular epithets sooner or later the force of the expression
will come vividly alive.) One must bear in mind also that in a traditional style the first
occurrence in a poem of a formula, long or short, is itself a repetition of its use else-
where, and therefore with potentially important implications.

New College, Oxford J. B. HAINSWORTH

BURNING SAPPHO

P. Du Bois: Sappho is Burning. Pp. xii + 206. Chicago and London:
University of Chicago Press, 1995. $24.95/£19.95. ISBN: 0-226-
16755-0.

Sappho studies have undergone a veritable renaissance in the last few years, with
books by Williamson (Sappho’s Immortal Daughters [Cambridge, MA, 1995]),
Hatherly Wilson (Sappho’s Sweet Bitter Songs [London, 1996]), and two provocative
volumes edited by Greene (Reading Sappho and Re-Reading Sappho [both New York,
1997]). In contrast toWilliamson’s otherwise valuable study published at the same
time as this volume, Du Bois offers a deeper reading of Sappho, more suited to
advanced academics and postgraduate students. D. engages soundly with Sappho’s
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tortured reception, charting phases and trends of classical scholarship via the
medium of Sapphic interpretation.

D. is at pains to stress the personal nature of her, and of our own, interpretations
and readings. She cautiously approaches Sappho without a cultural agenda, be it
literary, historical, or socio-sexual. She wants the texts to speak for themselves, and so
offers introductory chapters (Chapters I and II) on the methodological problems of
the interpretation of so tantalizing a series of fragments. Chapter III focuses upon the
attitude towards the female body as glimpsed in Sappho’s fragments, where literary
fragments echo the fetishistic fragmentation of the body of the subject of the poetry.
Thus we see how Sappho prefigures the developed fragmentation of female body
partsin the erotic discourse of, for example, Hellenistic epigram. Sappho’s concepts
ofdesire are compared with those offered by Plato in Chapter IV (with discussion
of Phaedrus, Phaedo, and Symposium). Here D. analyses the ‘feminine’ in Plato
andoffers a forceful plea to consider more sanely than, for example, Halperin or
Saxonhouse the role of exclusion of women in philosophy. Sappho’s ideas or
definitions of being are illustrated and evaluated in Chapter V, through the figure
ofHelen. Here D. observes the relationship between Sappho and her Homeric
predecessors, analysing and defining Sappho’s use of philosophical concepts such as
to agathon, to kalon, to ariston, etc. Here D. places Sappho in her historical and social
context, suggesting that the upheavals of her contemporary society may have allowed
her and women of her class a new social identity. Chapters VI and VII discuss
Sappho’s reception, with detailed critiques especially of Foucault, who plays down or
ignores the importance of Sappho. D. argues that Sappho requires a place in any
history of sexuality, as a woman narrator, desiring other women, in an exclusively
masculine domain. In these chapters, and especially in VII, D. questions the
essentialist approach of modern-day lesbians to claim Sappho as their ancestor. Is her
desire for women more important than her aristocratic freedom to ‘speak’, or vice
versa? Sappho’s poetry may not always support views of oppressed, passive women
inantiquity: she problematizes such simplistic readings. As such, D.’s critique of
Foucault and his followers complements the similar criticism of his ideas by other
scholars recently, e.g. in D. Larmour, P. Miller, C. Platter (edd.) Rethinkimg Sexuality.
Foucault and Classical Antiquity (Princeton, 1998).

The final chapter interestingly discusses Sappho as a precursor of Asianism in
classical literature, with her interests in the East, in luxury, and in exotic, sensual
beauty. Again D. situates Sappho in the history of scholarship, discussing the works
of scholars both ancient (e.g. Herodotus) and modern (e.g. Page). D.’s own style
complements the personal, lyrical quality of the fragments she so lovingly admires
andinvestigates, and as such may not be to the taste of all academic readers.
However,there are many sane questions asked about our blithe, culturally weighted
appreciations of this enigmatic figure whom D. wishes to remain an enigma. D.’s
detailed linguistic analysis, which runs throughout the book, will interest scholars of
Sappho and of Greek language in general. It is perhaps not a book for those reading
Sappho for the first time, but is nonetheless a serious wave in Sapphic scholarship,
which rocks many a methodological boat en route.

The volume has a very good, modern bibliography and general index, but would
have benefited from an index of passages discussed.

Royal Holloway, London RICHARD HAWLEY
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PLECTRA DOLORE TACENT

E. GREENE (ed.): Reading Sappho. Contemporary Approaches. Pp. xiii
+ 303. Berkeley, Los Angeles, and London: University of California
Press, 1998. Cased, £32/$40. ISBN: 0-520-20195-7.

E. GREENE (ed.): Re-reading Sappho. Reception and Transmission.
Pp.xiii + 254. Berkeley, Los Angeles, and London: University of
California Press, 1998. Cased, £32/$40. ISBN: 0-520-20602-9.

What effects Sappho has on her readers! The views expressed in these two volumes of
twenty-four essays (five published for the first time, the rest revised reprints) range
from interesting and credible, to jejune, bizarre, and incredible. But interpretation,
especially of poetry, inevitably involves subjectivity, so I report largely without
comment.

Lanata kicks off the first volume, telling us in ‘Sappho’s Amatory Language’ that
‘in Sapphic lyric one can isolate the elements of a series of amatory representations
articulated in a language in which Homeric, Hesiodic, and Archilochean precedents
are yoked together to characterize a new situation’ (p. 18). So @s yap € ¢’ dw
(31.7)has a precedent’ (p. 22) in 11. 14.294: s 8° Sev, s pw épws mukwas Ppévas
apperdalvie.

But what is the situation that poem 31 describes? For Lefkowitz (cf. Most below) itis
illusory: ‘There is nothing specifically stated in the poem about jealousy of a rival....
The deliberate generality of the poem, the absence of proper names and specific
references to time and place, indicate that this poem is meant to bring to mind no
particular place or occasion’ (pp. 33-4). So the poem is not autobiographical.

Nagy, too, looks at what we can and cannot learn about S.’s life, and considers
inparticular the biographical tradition that says S. leapt off the White Rock of
Leukasout of love for Phaon. We are told that the fall is a metaphor for a fall from
consciousness to unconsciousness under the intoxication of love. Moreover, ‘The very
name Phdon, just like Phaéthon, suggests a solar theme’ (p. 53), and when Aphrodite
mates with Phaethon in the Theogony (988-91) ‘the setting sun mates with the goddess
of regeneration so that the rising sun may be reborn’ (pp. 47-8). Returning in the light
of this to S.’s love for Phaon, which N. (following Wilamowitz) believes was a theme
ina Sapphic poem no longer extant, “The implicit hope is retrieved youth’ (p. 57).
Perhaps.

Segal, noting that the Homeric bard ‘charms’ his audience, applies this observation
to S.: ‘The magical thelxis of her words seeks to create—or recreate—the magical
thelxis of love’ (p. 63), and (in one of the two most extraordinary sentences in either of
the two volumes) on 31.8-15, ‘The recurrence of the conjunction &¢, seven times in
eight lines, contributes to the ritualising, incantatory effect’ (p. 64).

Further bizarre suggestions are made by du Bois: ‘The third stanza [of poem 16]
begins with kaAAimoia’... . The first letters of the participle echo the kaAA- of kdAAos,
and link the leaving behind, her act of desertion, with her beauty’ (p. 81). And,
according to the second of the two most extraordinary sentences, in the poem as a
whole, ‘Sappho is progressing toward analytical language, toward the notion of
definition, of logical classes, of subordination and hypotactic structure’ (p. 84).

More plausibly, Winkler uncovers sexual undertones in S.’s vocabulary, suggesting
that the sensuous contexts surrounding pnov (105a), viugn, and even the name of
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her ‘daughter’ Kleis indicate that these words beneath the surface allude to the clitoris
(pp- 102-8; cf. Andreadis below).

Carson reinterprets 1.21-4: S. is not saying that the other girl will one day change
her mind and love S., but that one day she will suffer by falling in love with someone
against her will: Sappho ‘is not praying to Aphrodite for a reconciliation with her
beloved. She is praying for Justice’ (p. 232).

Who sang S.’s songs? Lardinois argues for choral, not monodic, performance of
most of the poems. Even 5, about her brother Charaxus, ‘was sung by Sappho (or
someone impersonating her) in public, while her chorus danced’ (p. 166).

Calame, Hallett, Stehle, and Skinner ponder S.’s role in her contemporary Lesbian
society. C.: ‘Sappho’s circle looks like a sort of school for femininity destined to make
the young pupils into accomplished women’ (p. 118; cf. Parker below); H.: S.’s function
was ‘that of instilling sensual awareness and sexual self-esteem and of facilitating role
adjustment in young females coming of age in a sexually segregated society’ (p. 128).
Skinner believes that, ‘Through imaginative identification with the first-person
speaker, a girl would have absorbed survival tricks for living within a patriarchal
culture.. . . The ultimate purpose of Sapphic song, we may conclude, was to encode
strategies for perpetuating women’s culture’ (p. 189).

But Stehle believes S.’s poetry has a different purpose, citing poem 94 where ‘“The
whole movement of the recollection is toward erotic culmination’ (p. 147); and in a
another essay that considers the way Sappho ‘gazes’ on female beauty we learn from
Stehle that, “Through her use of the gaze to dissolve hierarchy, Sappho creates the
same kind of open space for imagining unscripted sexual relations that the mythic
pattern of goddess with young man makes possible. By this means Sappho can
represent an alternative for women to the cultural norms’ (p. 221). One wonders what
S. herself would have thought of all this.

Social implications of S.’s poetry are also considered by Greene and Williamson:
both illustrate how the dominance of lover over beloved in male relationships is absent
from S.’s female relationships. G. focuses on the ways in which S.’s use of apostrophe
bridges the distance between addresser and addressed, and thus contributes (in 94) to
a picture in which, ‘Boundaries of person, object, and place seem to break down as
everything in the environment dissolves into a totality of sensation’ (p. 241). W. takes
this ‘elision’ of réles a stage further, arguing that Helen in poem 16 is both a desiring
subject and a desired object; moreover, when she sails to Troy leaving behind her
family she is both imitating the action of male Homeric heroes and at the same time
enacting the female speaker’s erotic impulse: ‘The elision of subject and object results,
then, in the confounding of mythical categories of gender’ (pp. 262-3).

And so on to the second volume. The crux of Most’s essay rests on a reminder that
76 in line 5 of poem 31 is neuter, and the recommendation that ws ydap <és> ¢’ dw
(31.7) be replaced by @s vyap eloldw, an emendation which has ‘the decided
advantage. . . of not creating a false impression of specificity that is not supported by
the rest of the poem (p. 31): S. is no longer responding to ‘straightforward homoerotic
sexual passion’ (p. 30) but to more general and objective reflection on her feelings; this
poem and others remain personal but emerge ‘less bound to specific and unrepeatable
occasions’ (p. 34).

Prins also has things to say about the enigmatic 74 in 31: “What 76 means is less
significant than how it functions in the poem: it marks a decisive break that reduces
‘he’ and ‘you’ of stanza 1 to mere pretext, and produces [sic] the remaining text as a
discontinuous utterance that cannot be referred back to ‘I’ without interruption’
(p.42). Moreover, accepting the reading yAdooa éaye, she tells us that, “The
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prosopopoeia of fragment 31 therefore produces a speaker whose utterance points to
the impossibility of a speaker’ (p. 46); and so the poem is a literary riddle.

O’Higgins, like Prins, follows Nagy in believing the hiatus in yA@ooa éaye to be
important, ‘intended audially to reproduce the “catch” in the poet’s voice; Sappho
dramatically represents herself as being almost at the point she describes—Ilosing
hervoice altogether’ (p. 71); and 7av 7éAuarov (17) is not simply an exhortation to
endure, but ‘a call to arms providing a dramatic peripeteia within the poem itself. The
poem, which ironically records the poet’s own near-death, repeated in the past and
again imminent, now reveals itself as a lethal weapon’ (p. 73).

Harvey considers Donne’s ‘Sappho to Philaenis’ and Ovid’s ‘Sappho to Phaon’, and
the implications of male poets reconstructing a female voice, something she calls
‘ventriloquism’: ‘the suppression of actual feminine speaking enables and authorizes
the fictional reconstruction of the (other) feminine voice, and ventriloquism thus
functions as a poetic enactment of the mechanism of censorship at work within the
broader cultural context’ (p. 96). So Donne ‘borrows the feminine voice as a way
ofacting out his rivalry with Ovid, but he controls its dangerous plenitude by
domesticating its alterity and ultimately turning it into a version of himself” (p. 96).
There may be a good point lurking somewhere in this essay, but it is not easy to discern
amid the bombast.

Andreadis examines references to S. in English literature of the sixteenth and
seventeenth centuries, and in particular the indebtedness of anatomical writers to S.
for their observations on the clitoris.

Delean looks at ‘the sexologists’ position on homosexuality’ (p. 131), and empha-
sizes how those who in the nineteenth and early twentieth centuries argued for S.’s
chastity were dependent on the views of their own times and ‘The inability on the part
of its proponents to deal with the issue of female homosexuality’ (p. 145). Parker
focuses on the idea of S. as schoolmistress or sex-educator, in his view a fiction created
by the false application to S.’s poetry of the male épdorns—épdpevos model: “What 1
find curious about this reconstruction is that its origins so clearly lie in the products of
masculine fantasy’ (p. 172).

Both Rohrbach and Gubar write on S.’s influence on the American poet Hilda
Dolittle and her contemporaries.

University College London STEPHEN INSTONE

NEMEAN IX

B. K. BRASWELL: 4 Commentary on Pindar Nemean Nine. Pp. xvi +
204. Berlin and New York: de Gruyter, 1998. Cased, DM 188. ISBN:
3-11-016124-9.

A select bibliography of 583 items completes this commentary on the fifty-five lines
of Pindar’s Ninth Nemean. But those who have read B.’s two other Pindar comment-
aries (on P. 4 and N. 1), and are familiar with his methods, will not be surprised at
this, since meticulous examination of Pindar’s language, full discussion of competing
interpretations, long etymological notes, and huge bibliographies are the hallmarks
of a Braswell commentary.

Nemean Nine was composed in honour of a chariot-race victory by Chromius, a
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Sicilian general, in the games at Sicyon, that were founded (according to Pindar) by
Adrastus. In the mythical part of the poem Pindar tells firstly of the exile and
restoration of Adrastus by Amphiaraus, then of their disastrous assault on Thebes; he
then turns to contemporary events and in particular Chromius’ own military career. It
is natural to see the myth as offering heroic analogies to Chromius’ own achievements,
as is the case in Pindar’s other poem for Chromius, Nemean One, where Herakles’
miraculous strength, and his subsequent attainment of glorious repose, extol
Chromius’ career. The trouble is that in V. 9 Pindar highlights not only Amphiaraus’
horribly sticky end—death from a spear in the back—but also how his expedition was
without propitious omens: ¢awouévav 6’ ap’ és drav omeidev outlos ikéolar (21).
It is hard to see why Pindar should link Chromius with these deeds from the past.
B.tries to get round this problem by claiming that ‘the Argive expedition against
Thebes... provides a negative exemplum of what Pindar prays may not happen any
time soon to Chromios’ city Aitna in the form of a Carthaginian attack’ (p. 41 n. 50),
and that “To lead an expedition in the absence of propitious omens would be a sign
of[commendable] boldness’ (p. 82), not of irresponsible rashness. Not everyone will
agree with these interpretations. One is reminded of Pythian Eleven where Pindar’s
meander through an abbreviated version of the Oresteia serves no very obvious
laudatory purpose.

Whereas with B.’s first Pindar commentary, on P. 4, the metrical analysis amounted
to no more than the naming of the metrical elements, we now have several pages of
speculative comment on the relevance of the metre to the sense of the poem. For
example, B. thinks that the ‘running dactylic rhythm’ of 1. 1 of N. 9 ‘admirably fits the
pressing invitation to the Muses to join in the imaginary komos’ (p. 4). while the ending
of the ode ‘with its slow epitritic rhythm would seem to reflect the balanced stance of
the poet as he prepares to hurl his figurative javelin at the Muses’ mark’. Has B. ever
thrown a javelin, one wonders? Even if one believes that the initial dactyls of the first
strophe and the final epitrites of the last fit the sense in those places, it is hard to make
out a case for metre matching sense at either the beginning or end of any of the other
nine strophes.

B. has examined microfilm copies of all three main MSS of the poem. His text
varies significantly from the 1987 Snell-Machler Teubner edition at 17 where Boeckh’s
&7 1é0ev fills S.—M.’s lacuna, 41 where he prefers évfa Péas (cf. [A.] P V. 837 uéyas
kéAmos Péas) to S.—M.’s ‘unexplainable’ évf’ Apelas, and 47 where odxér’ €ott
mépow replaces S.—M.’s ok €o7t mpdowbev; this last change, as B. admits, is unlikely
to be right as it leaves the sentence with repeated ér. (twice in the space of five words),
and does not deserve a place in the text.

Although in the commentary B. concentrates on elucidating the literal meaning
ofwhat Pindar is saying, there are many helpful notes too where, in paragraphs
summarizing the gist of what follows, he explains the point of what is being said. It is
odd, though, that having rightly rejected verbal repetition as being of no significance
(cf. on 37 Bvuov alyparav, and 41 dvfpwmor), he should think it worth saying on
kapov (50) that ‘the noun placed near the end of the ode recalls the summons to the
revel (kawpacouer) at the very beginning’.

Lengthy notes on kAv7ds (pp. 61-2), and compounds ending -avfs (pp. 88-90),
aretolerable, if not wholly relevant to N. 9, but some notes are too long and not
sufficiently clear (pp. 71-3 on kpéoowv. . . uéyioror, 13941 mapa kpatipa), and the
often lengthy refutations of rejected interpretations (as on pp. 52, 58, 60, 82, 109-10)
become tedious.

One greatly admires B.’s industry, and as always he has thrown much light on
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Pindar; but greater use of the pruning-hook to cut out matter not relevant to
elucidation of the text would have made the commentary even better. One is left with
the feeling that what should have been part of a book has been unduly spun out to
become a whole book.

University College London STEPHEN INSTONE

REVENGE

A. P. BURNETT: Revenge in Attic and Later Tragedy. (Sather Classical
Lectures, 62.) Pp. xviii + 306. Berkeley, Los Angeles, and London:
University of California Press, 1998. Cased, £30. ISBN: 0-520-21096-4.

Retributivism has been fashionable in moral and legal philosophy for at least twenty
years, and classical scholars have become correspondingly more enthusiastic about
the Greek injunction to harm your enemies as well as help your friends. A glance at
recent interpretations of Euripides’ Hecuba, for example, reveals that B. may be
wrong to suggest that modern (post-Stoic, post-Christian) condemnation of
retaliation is still being imported into the interpretation of Greek tragedy. It is
striking that she turns to Jebb and Kitto for examples of this mistake (pp. xv—xvi).
She herself thinks that the overcivilized Athenians of the mid-fifth century needed
periodically to be reminded that vengeance was not only ‘an honorable imperative’
(p- 6), but the foundation of the cosmic and social order. She stresses the carni-
valesque and transgressive nature of Attic tragedy. ‘Athenians maintained their
strength because in their city symbolic transgressions, wrought by spectacular
figures, annually charged the air with a passionate and healthy extremity of violent
action’ (p. xv). Revenge should aim for ‘an ideal restitution of honor’ (p. 143), not for
self-defence or material advantage; ‘the avenger must have no ignoble motives,
norshould he seek anything beyond his own return to the same position in the
hierarchy of honors that he held before’ (p. 138). Revenge stories, however, ‘were
fundamentally antitragical because the sufferings their avengers inflicted were
deserved’ (p. 65). Revenge tragedy thus faced the problem of a ‘radical opposition
between an essentially reassuring subject and a form meant to disturb’ (p. 80).
Tragedians needed to apply ‘disruptive dodges’ (p. xviii) and ‘saving perversities’
(p-99) to make revenge stories fit the genre. B. illustrates these views with detailed
interpretations of ten plays in which ‘a principal character performs a deed of
vengeance that constitutes his play’s major action’ (p. xviii). The plays are: Aeschylus’
Choephoroe; Sophocles’ Ajax, Electra, and Tereus; and Euripides’ Cyclops, Medea,
Heraclidae, Hecuba, Electra, and Orestes.

B.’s account of the psychosocial function of Attic tragedy rests more on assertion
than on argument, and does not convincingly explain the ambivalence of its treatment
of retaliation. It is revealing that she treats Odysseus in the Odyssey as the ‘inaugural
and preeminent practitioner of Greek revenge’ (p. 34), but has virtually nothing to say
about Achilles in the Iliad. Achilles’ failure to find satisfaction in his revenge on
Hector suggests that the ethical and psychic balance supposedly achieved by revenge is
illusory. The thirst for revenge tends in tragedy to be gendered as female, one of those
dangerous passions which the Athenian male citizen viewed as ‘other’ inside the
theatre, and channelled through rigorous social structures outside it. Male avengers in
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tragedy usually go mad. Problems with revenge in tragedy are essential to the act, not
merely incidental to the genre. B. writes as if crimes that are unjust and open to
revenge can readily be distinguished from ‘acts that restore balance and therefore are
not to be returned’ (p. 41), a belief surely questioned by Aeschylus’ Oresteia. These are
difficulties intrinsic to any act of retaliation, even before one considers the likelihood
in practice of avengers responding in an exaggerated fashion (e.g. S. 4j.), mistaking
the identity of their supposed enemies (e.g. E. I. T., Ion), or involving innocent victims
in their revenge (e.g. E. Med.).

B.’s theory has the most obvious difficulty with Heraclidae, where the Athenians
have prohibited the killing of the defeated prisoner Eurystheus, but Alcmena decides
to kill him anyway. B. comments: ‘the masculine world is so hampered by its own
pompous civility that it cannot rid itself of an egregious evil, and consequently a
woman has to do the job’ (p. 145). She argues that Eurystheus must be killed before
the Athenians can get the predicted benefit of his corpse, but fails to observe that this
benefit will be at the expense of Alcmena’s own descendants. She takes a somewhat
similar line on Hecuba, arguing that the Greeks need to be reminded by a woman of
the nomos of revenge. Polymestor is certainly a villain who deserves to be punished,
but Hecuba’s revenge on him has disturbing features which cannot easily be explained
away. Euripides repeatedly treats child-murder as barbaric, and it is troubling to read
B.’s dismissive references to ‘the small corpses’ of Polymestor’s sons (p. 170). She
alsohas to gloze over the implications of Hecuba’s prophesied metamorphosis into
‘abitchwith fiery eyes’ (E. Hec.1265). Both Heraclidae and Hecuba demonstrate the
essentially imitative quality of revenge, which leads avengers to replicate the brutality
of their enemies.

B. detects a changed attitude to revenge in Euripides’ Electra and Orestes. ‘After
Syracuse. .. Civic disorder was actual, and consequently the deed of violent
self-assertion began to lose its poetic attractions’ (p. 225). In Electra, Orestes’ killing
of Aegisthus is ‘true to tragic models’ (p. 235), but Electra’s vengeance is ‘sordidly
misconceived’ (p. 242), and she ‘adds error and feminine resentment to the old
patriarchal revenge’ (p. 243). B. would prefer Electra to be later than it is usually
thought to be (‘Electra is generally placed between 420 and 410 B.C.’, she announces
optimistically at p. 226 n. 3), but this Kantian insistence on purity of motive in any
case exaggerates the change of mood from earlier revenge plays. One would welcome
some argument for the radical change which she postulates in Athenian attitudes to
revenge around 413 B.c. It is certainly not supported by the evidence of Thucydides,
who dates the evil effects of revenge in Greek politics to an earlier period.

This is a dense and learned book, lacking something of the sparkle of B.’s earlier
work, but always stimulating and full of rewarding insights. There are also many
points of detail with which to disagree (including the translation of Euripides, fr. 718
on p. 276). B. is a formidable opponent for those who are too quick to condemn
retaliation in Greek tragedy, such as the (unnamed) scholar whom she amusingly
ridicules for describing Aegisthus in Euripides’ Electra as ‘a respectably generous host,
properly sacrificing to the Nymphs’ (p. 34). Future discussions of revenge tragedy
willnot be able to ignore this book, but there is still room for a treatment of the subject
that does a little more justice to the complexity of Athenian views of retaliation.

University College Dublin MICHAEL LLOYD
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COWARDICE

J. WisSMANN: Motivation und Schmdhung: Feigheit in der Ilias und
inder griechischen Tragodie. Pp. 398. Stuttgart: M & P Verlag fir
Wissenschaft und Forschung, 1997. Paper, DM 55. ISBN: 3-476-
45189-5.

This (a ‘leicht tiberarbeitete Fassung’ of the author’s Hamburg dissertation) is a
worthwhile and interesting study, but a difficult one to review; for while its general
thesis is easily summarized, the minuteness of its specific argumentation defies brief
evaluation.

WiBmann'’s position is that, in the literary works under consideration, ‘cowardice’ is
to be construed in terms not of its reference to particular forms of behaviour, but of
its argumentative or rhetorical function. This is broken down into three categories: (a)
paraenesis, (b) invective, and (c) consideration of one’s own actions (e.g. justification,
deliberation). W. thus focuses above all on the speaker’s intention to produce a certain
effect. This is a reasonable procedure; but W.’s apparent lack of acquaintance with
speech-act theory means that she is forced to spend a certain amount of time
reinventing the wheel. (In Searle’s terms she is concerned with the role of ‘cowardice’
in illocutionary and perlocutionary acts; her categories correspond to directives,
expressives, and commissives in speech-act theory.) However that may be, W. makes
good use of her theoretical framework: she recognizes that the three categories may
overlap, and that some cases may be difficult to classify; she is right to observe that the
use of ‘cowardice’ in these different argumentative strategies testifies to the notion’s
flexibility; but it is questionable whether this flexibility quite renders the concept
‘indefinable’ (p. 363). On p. 161 she appears to argue that a ‘purely tactical’ use of the
charge of cowardice excludes a specific conception of what cowardice is. But it is
difficult to see how the term could have any ‘tactical’ function if its meaning were not
established. One consequence of W.s method is that she does not pay sufficient
attention to the reference of the various terms for cowardice; there are some passing
acknowledgements of non-martial or ‘moral’ uses (e.g. pp. 277, 284), but no system-
atic investigation of the states of mind and forms of behaviour to which ‘cowardice’
may be applied.

The introduction (Chapter I) is followed by a chapter on the Iliad, discussing
‘cowardice’ in Homeric ‘flyting’, in positive and negative paraeneses, and in de-
liberative/justificatory monologues or dialogues. After an interlude (Chapter I1I) on
Callinus and Tyrtaeus, W. comes to her main subject, the role of ‘cowardice’ as an
argument and a motive in tragedy. In four chapters she examines ‘cowardice’ as a
motive for Sophocles’ Ajax and Euripides’ Medea and Herakles (Chapter IV); in the
male—female dialectic of Euripides’ Supplices and the two Electra-plays (Chapter V);
in plays in which it is a consideration for a character confronted with a life or death
decision (A. Sept., E. Alc., Hcld., Hec., Erecth., Pho., and I4; Chapter VI); and in the
stereotype of the ‘cowardly barbarian’ in Persians and Euripides’ Orestes (Chapter
VII). Throughout, the three functional applications of ‘cowardice’ are distinguished,
but a further guiding principle is provided by focus on the interaction of the categories
‘brave’/‘cowardly’ and ‘male’/‘female’.

Chapter II is a useful contribution to the study of Homeric rhetoric, exhibiting
sound knowledge of previous work on direct speech in the Iliad. Especially good, too,
is W.’s discussion of Euripides’ Opfertragddien, particularly in its focus on the sex of
the victim and its significance in dramatic, thematic, and cultural terms. W. discusses
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the female victims’ appropriation of male arguments, but also how their usurpation of
the male role ultimately conforms to feminine norms: they actively choose to support
patriarchal objectives by allowing themselves to be killed by men. In this they contrast
with Phoenissae’s Menoeceus, who kills himself; and whereas Macaria, Polyxena, and
Iphigeneia advert to the father’s principles and distance themselves from the mother,
Menoeceus distances himself from his father and identifies, as a warrior, with the
defenders of Thebes. The female victims return to the female role not only in the
manner, but also in the external circumstances of their deaths (e.g. the emphasis on
Polyxena’s desirable sexuality, but also her modesty in death at Hec. 557-70;
Iphigeneia’s sacrificial marriage).

W. has a talent for taxonomy and typology. She certainly masters her primary
sources and the scholarship thereon, and she makes her own contribution to
scholarship with a competent, sure touch; where her arguments are debatable, they
areusually at least tenable. There are, however, traces of ‘progressivist’ assumptions
about the nature of Greek culture which ought, at least, to be defended explicitly,
given recent and powerful challenges to this sort of approach. On the terminology of
cowardice, W. seems to be on to something with her claim that detAla is normally
reserved for male behaviour (pp. 332-4 and passim), but the accompanying claim that
the description ¢ilouyeiv is consistently regarded as more appropriate to female
behaviour seems dubious in the light of Tyrtaeus 10.18 West; the argument that
élofuyeiv is regularly neutral in force likewise seems to me to involve strained
interpretation of that passage, as well as of others such as Euripides’ Hecuba 315
(pp-281-3).

This is a good dissertation, but it exhibits some of the weaknesses of its genre: there
is a tendency to set the boundaries of discussion rather too inclusively; too many
general interpretative issues are rehearsed; and W. sometimes allows previous
discussions of particular controversies temporarily to derail her own project. The
practice of publishing without extensive revision has deprived us of a better-focused
(and shorter) work which would have conveyed the author’s central points with greater
impact and immediacy.

University of Leeds DOUGLAS L. CAIRNS

SOPHOCLEAN METATHEATRE

M. RINGER: Electra and the Empty Urn. Metatheater and Role
Playing in Sophocles. Pp. xi + 253. Chapel Hill and London: University
of North Carolina Press, 1998. Paper, £13.95. ISBN: 0-8078-4697-X.

Perhaps the most important and most fascinating of the many developments that
can be traced in late twentieth-century scholarship on Greek tragedy (and, of course,
on much else) is the ever-growing emphasis on performance. Performance, it has
turned out, has enough facets to allow critics with very different interests to make
their very different contributions. Among the facets which have produced a
particularly large number of publications is the theatrical self-consciousness or meta-
theatricality that is displayed in many of the plays. Mark Ringer’s Electra and the
Empty Urn is the latest of these publications.

R. is concerned specifically with Sophocles. He discusses each of the surviving plays
in a section or chapter of its own, the last and longest being devoted to Electra. Before
launching into the individual discussions, R. uses two introductory chapters to set the
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scene. In the first, he sets out his aims and assumptions, and surveys relevant studies
not only by classicists but—usefully—also by students of Shakespeare and other
kinds of drama. In the second, he places the theatrical self-consciousness of Greek
tragedy in its historical context, arguing that texts by Solon, Herodotus, Gorgias, and
others show that an interest in role-playing and in ‘the layering of fiction upon fact’
(p.27) was a general cultural phenomenon.

R.’s interest in historically specific detail bears fruit when he asks how the practice
of using only three actors would have affected the perception of each of the plays. R.
justifies studying this so-called three-actor rule together in one book with theatrical
self-consciousness by arguing that Sophoclean tragedy employs the spectators’
awareness of the same actors’ reappearance in new roles to good effect. Critics have
often pointed out the significance of the fact that Odysseus, the False Merchant, and
Heracles are played by one actor. Ringer adds various other meaningful groupings.
Two examples: in Ajax, the protagonist plays first Ajax and then Teucer, who not
onlyis Ajax’s half-brother but also repeats Ajax’s (&) pol ot (333, 974) when he is
confronted with his corpse (enacted presumably by an extra) and exclaims that ‘by
seeing him, I am myself destroyed’ (1001). In Antigone, Antigone, who claims divine
support, is transformed as it were into Tiresias, who reports the disruption of the city’s
sacrifices to the gods. Not all of R.’s suggestions are equally persuasive. To stay with
the last example, one might doubt whether it is really significant that the same actor
changes roles again, so as to play the Messenger or Eurydice (and, a possibility R.
does not mention, perhaps even Creon). One would, moreover, have liked R. to go
further in his attention to historical detail and to discuss in this context the rise of star
actors and the various possible rationales that may have governed the distribution of
the parts between protagonist, deuteragonist, and tritagonist. Even so, however, the
suggestions concerning the ‘three-actor rule’ are among the most interesting in the
book.

R. also makes valid observations about more explicitly self-conscious aspects of
Sophoclean tragedy. This is true especially for the chapter on Electra, in which he
allows himself enough space to go through the play from beginning to end, producing
what amounts at times to a close reading. The sum total of details R. analyses, such as
the play on the urn, which is empty for spectators but full of significance for Electra,
and the language of showing and reporting that surrounds the presentation of
Clytemnestra’s body, should be able to convince readers who were not convinced
before that Electra is a highly self-conscious kind of play.

Unfortunately, however, there is much in R.’s discussion of both Electra and the
other tragedies that is problematic. Many of the problems are caused by an awkward
focus on illusion and deception. R. speaks repeatedly of the ‘double vision’ of the
theatre experience. This is a useful concept. Spectators may regard the man on stage
both as Orestes and as Hegelochos. Yet at the same time, R. treats theatre as
something which deceptively denies that the man is Hegelochos, trying to make
spectators believe that he is just Orestes. As a result, theatre becomes too rigidly
associated with deception and the unreal throughout the book. Sophoclean choruses,
to give an example, sometimes draw attention to their being choruses. R. interprets
this as signals that they are deluded (p. 43 and passim). This interpretation is not out
of the question, but as it stands, it is too narrow. As A. Henrichs and others have
shown, choruses refer to their own dancing as early as Alcman. Self-deception cannot
be the only meaning of such references. Vice versa, not every instance of deception is
an instance of theatrical self-consciousness. It is true that Creon in Oedipus at Colonus
tries to deceive Oedipus, but does that justify speaking of his * “theatricalized” nature’
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(p. 96)? R.’s interpretation of Electra raises a similar question on a larger scale. Yes,
this is a play about deception; yes, this is a highly self-conscious play; yes, there is
much that is disconcerting in this play. But is that to say that with Electra ‘Sophocles
has created a dark critique of his art’ (p. 207)? On balance, it seems, R. has written
abook which makes many suggestions that are illuminating, many that are
thought-provoking, but even more perhaps which make one desire a more nuanced
treatment.

University of Manchester FELIX BUDELMANN

ION

K. H. LEE: Euripides: 1on (Classical Texts). Pp. vi + 330. Warminster:
Aris & Phillips. Cased, £35/$49.95 (Paper, £16.95/828). ISBN: 0-85668-
244-6 (0-85668-245-4 pbk).

Lee’s Ion is a scholarly and very reliable addition to the already extensive list of Aris
& Phillips commentaries on individual plays of Euripides. The Jon has recently been
the object of intense thematic analysis, and our understanding of such issues as
Athenian autochthony and the literary handling of the réle of the female in human
reproduction has been greatly advanced by the work of N. Loraux and others. This
has rendered A. S. Owen’s 1939 edition very antiquated at the broader interpretative
levels. L.’s edition is therefore particularly welcome.

The drawbacks of L.’s book are the price of its virtues. He integrates discussion
ofmetre and textual problems into the body of the commentary. This makes textual
criticism more accessible, but there is perhaps too much of it. My experience of using
L.’s edition with students shows that for teaching purposes L. is a vast improvement
on Owen; but it also makes me suspect that, for such readers, his commentary may be
over-hospitable to textual discussion as compared with more general thematic
comment (the imbalance is somewhat reduced by the fuller introduction). For
instance, the treatment of the language with which Ion addresses Kreousa and
Xouthos (note his use of the adjective ‘stranger’) is uncomfortably distributed over a
number of separate notes (e.g. nn. on pp. 238, 339, 520), and does not quite do justice
to all the nuances (the use of the same adjective in 1. 415 and 429 is not commented
upon), while p. 25 of the introduction is too terse; here L. maintains that ‘the
movements towards and away from each other are marked by the extensive use of
stichomythia’, but he never discusses how these movements are signified by changes in
the manner of address. Again the discussion of Athena’s closing speech, with its
prediction about the four pre-Kleisthenic tribes, is very succinctly treated in the
commentary and introduction (p. 34). The foregrounding by Euripides of the old
Tonian tribes has a particular imperial point in ¢. 413/2, the probable date of the play,
when the loyalty of the East Aegean allies was in serious doubt. In some of these
cities, such as Miletos, Erythrai, and Samos, the old Ionian tribe names survived
(though not necessarily at tribal level), so that the emphasis on the old four tribes can
be seen as conciliatory in intention.

But generally L. is a safe and helpful guide, always clear and even-handed, though
occasionally hyper-cautious. On the interesting question of what many have seen as
the comic elements in the Jon, L.’s conclusion (p. 37) is ‘whether all this adds up to a
“full-fledged comedy” as Knox thinks. . . is uncertain’ (see also the end of the note on
112-83). I have argued elsewhere (in Jikel & Timonen [edd.], Laughter down the
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Centuries [Turku, 1995] that despite everything, justice can be done to fon only if it is
accorded its proper status as tragedy. But my objection is that L. is non-committal
where readers have a right to be given a lead. The crucial issue, perhaps, is the
handlingof Loraux. No commentary on the fon, thematic or lemmatic, can sidestep
The Invention of Athens. L. can certainly not be accused of neglecting Loraux. But
heevidently feels no enthusiasm on the one hand (‘far-fetched’, 1. 453 n.), nor on the
other hand does he refute her properly. The result is that he steers an uncharacter-
istically hesitant and rudderless course through waters he admits to finding ‘difficult’
(his word about Loraux’s arguments, p. 36).

The scholarly quality of L.’s commentary produces special problems within the
user-friendly Aris & Phillips format, according to which lemmata have to be in
English. Often the notes cry out for the inclusion of the relevant Greek word or
phrase. L.’s commentary in fact has much in common with the traditional Oxford
commentaries or with the Cambridge ‘green-and-yellow’ series, both of which tackle
the Greek directly. The real issue, then, is the lack of clarity about the audience both
L.’s book and the Aris & Phillips series in general seeks to address.

The discussions of the Delphic evocations, and of the staging and scenery are in my
view the least convincing parts of the commentary. L. usually relies on accepted
scholarly views to explain matters pertaining to the practice of oracular consultation
in Delphi. Thus, he inherits such misconceptions as the argument that women were
not allowed into the temple (see n. 221b), though there is no such indication in the
text: the issue at 1l. 226-9 is that visitors, irrespective of gender, can gain access to the
inner part of the temple, but only if they have performed the necessary sacrifices. On
Euripidean stagecraft L. tends to follow Hourmouziades and Halleran. He accepts
Halleran’s unlikely suggestion that Hermes exits ‘behind a panel. . . painted to
represent greenery’ (note on 1. 76): the better view is that there was no scene-painting
in the fifth century. He also uncritically accepts Hourmouziades’ problematic view that
Ton’s first entrance is from the temple door, and does not discuss the existence oflon’s
attendants. Cf. also his assumption, unjustified by anything in the text, that Xouthos
has an ‘entourage’ (p. 40).

L. says (p. 41) that his translation has ‘no pretensions to elegance or perform-
ability’, and that its chief purpose is ‘to make clear the meaning and structure of the
Greek’. In this aim it succeeds almost everywhere: the only somewhat misleading
rendering is the description of Kreousa’s rape at 1. 11, where Bia: surely calls for
something a good deal stronger than ‘against her will’. On the other hand the
disclaimer about elegance is too modest: at 1. 11578 (1j 7e dwoddpos “Ews
dudkovs’ dotpa), L.’s ‘light-bearing Dawn put the stars to flight’ is a felicitous
borrowing from the opening of Fitzgerald’s Rubaiyat of Omar Khayyam: ‘Awake! for
Morning in the Bowl of Night/ Has Flung the Stone which Puts the Stars to Flight’.

University College London KATERINA ZACHARIA

ASPIS

J. -M. JACQUES (ed.): Ménandre. Vol. 1°. Le Bouclier (Collection des
Universités de France, dite Guillaume Budé). Pp. cxxii + 50 (text
double). Paris: Les Belles Lettres, 1998. Cased. ISBN: 2-251-00461-0.

Some twenty-seven years separate this latest addition to the Budé Menander volumes
from the last (Samia), a remarkable gap by any reckoning and explained by J. as a
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reaction to the experience of earlier editors of Menander, who often found their
work overtaken by the discovery of new fragments of text, fragments which owed
their existence simply to being separated in modern times from the very papyrus that
formed the archetype. For this reason J. hoped that by delaying publication in the
case of Aspis he could ensure the inclusion of all relevant material that might turn up
as scholarly institutes worked through their stocks of acquisitions. As a result he has
been able to take advantage of the emergence both of P. Robinson inv. 38, once in
Duke University and now in Cologne, where it has been reunited with P. Colon. 904
(itself part of the original Bodmer MS), and P. Oxy. 4094, published by Handley in
1995. Whether, on the other hand, the quantity of totally new material revealed or its
quality is seen to justify the delay remains open to question. But, that said, the
appearance of J.’s Aspis provides a welcome opportunity to revisit a play delightfully
simple in many features of its structure and characterization, yet dramatically
significant in displaying to the full the potential of a deferred prologue.

As usual with the Budé series the text and translation are prefaced by an
introduction rich in detail and insight which develops such topics as the stages in the
play’s rediscovery, the development of its plot and characters (the latter both as
standard types and as specific individuals within the action of the play), the question
of a possible alternative title on the analogy of Dyskolos (Misanthropos) or Samia
(Kedeia), its date, and finally the composition of the text itself.

To do proper justice to the scale of J.’s copious introduction is beyond the scope of
this review, and only a few remarks must suffice on what is undoubtedly the best
treatment of the work to date. In terms of structure J. brings out well the alternation
of comic and quasi-tragic themes, seen especially in Act I. The initial funereal entry,
relieved by the expository prologue from Tyche which follows, the threat to the
marriage arranged for Kleostratos’ sister and its replacement by another to her odious
and predatory uncle Smikrines, balanced by the closing comic scenes of the cook and
waiter, all indicate a masterly ability to control audience reaction and appreciation.
The development of character on the other hand has aroused criticism in the past
forbeing too black-and-white or, in some cases, lacking in depth (Sandbach,
Commentary, 1973, p. 62; Arnott, Menander I, 1979, p. 5). Yet, as J. demonstrates, this
is in many ways too simplistic a verdict; rather, the supposed weakness of figures like
Chairestratos and Chaireas is deliberately engineered to emphasize the forceful base-
ness of Smikrines’ plans and the reliance upon Daos, but all within a context where
the audience knows that Smikrines is doomed to failure. This may be melodrama
suffused with an element of farce seen in the roles of the cook and false doctor, but it
is highly effective and not without an element of irony in the picture of a slave, and a
Phrygian at that, reacting cogently and with intelligence to a situation which allows
him to criticize Athenian law while yet having natural justice clearly on his side, and
ultimately to triumph over a citizen.

From characters J. passes to a lengthy discussion of the law on epikleroi and the
possibility that Aspis is the same play as one of the two produced by Menander under
the title Epikleros. One of these can immediately be ruled out by indications of its plot
which have come down to us in the context of its adaptation by Sextus Turpilius. The
other J. regards as a possibility in that the first three of the nine fragments which
survive from both plays would not be out-of-place in the context of Aspis, though, as
J. admits (p. Ixxxi), there is nothing in this that comes remotely close to constituting
proof of connection.

As to the play’s date, J. argues that there is little in the action that points to a specific
event. Kleostratos’ military service in Lycia, as described by Daos, seems more akin to
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freebooting than any known campaign, and thus more at home in the years
immediately following the death of Alexander the Great. Internal criteria, which have
been used in the past to indicate a certain youthful lack of mastery on the part of
Menander, J. rightly considers too subjective to be of much use, though his own
equally subjective conclusion (p. Ixxxvii) continues to place the work early within the
playwright’s career.

Following a discussion of the MSS, their relative merits, and their orthographic
characteristics, J. presents the text itself, renumbered to provide a more realistic
indication of the play’s overall length than has been the case in the past: now 781 lines
rather than the 544 before. It displays all the sureness of touch and persuasiveness of
reading one has come to expect from the editor, while his translation is accompanied
by notes that would not be out of place in a full commentary. To round off the volume
J. appends the usual fragments attributed to the play but of uncertain position within
the action, the text of P. Berol. 21145, which some have wanted to associate with Aspis,
and the fragments and testimonia of Menander’s two Epikleros plays. All in all, then,
this is a most welcome addition to the corpus of Menandrian editions. One might
niggle at the superfluity of this or that item in the introduction (the space devoted, for
example, to Herzog’s reconstruction of the play from the eighty-four lines of the
Comoedia Florentina, which now provides no more than a cautionary tale of the
pitfalls that await the fatal combination of shortage of evidence and intellectual
conceit), but this is not to detract from what is an eminently satisfing piece of work.

University of Warwick STANLEY IRELAND

NO JOKE

G. W. DoBrov (ed.): The City as Comedy. Society and Representation
in Athenian Drama. Pp. xix + 355. Chapel Hill and London: The
University of North Carolina Press, 1998. Cased, £49.40 (Paper,
£18.96). ISBN: 0-8078-2337-6 (0-8078-4645-7 pbk).

This is a book with ambitions. [It] finds its raison d’étre in comedy’s relative neglect
and the lack of a readily available and up-to-date collection devoted exclusively to
the genre that integrates new and diverse critical approaches’ (p. xi). While I applaud
the principles, the practice is disappointing. It is a motley collection of mainstream
material on (mostly) Aristophanes and the polis. At best, it is a statement of the
status quo, but if the thinking seems rather stale, some pieces are well past their
sell-by date. There is too much reprinting or recycling, not always acknowledged.
Part One, ‘The Theory and Practice of Utopia,” offers five readings of Birds, as
usual taken as the exemplar of comic utopianism. Despite minor variations, all
contributors in this section share an identikit ironist-intentionalist approach. F. E.
Romer makes the most vigorous case here, focusing on the ironies in the moral
exemplars of myth. Thus Peisetairos claims, but fails, to reverse the Hesiodic cosmos;
is pro-human; abuses women; sacrifices his bird-peers; undoes the foundational
Olympian sacrifice only to reinscribe it; and is generally revealed as cannibal and
tyrant. The audience are dupes (as a ‘reflective’ minority recognize). Niall Slater offers
a similar reading from the performance angle. Opinion will divide on the plausibility
of his metatheatrical suggestions, but two had me positively alarmed. The audience
address at 27-48 is hardly ‘remarkable’ for Old Comedy (or much modern comedy).
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The Prometheus-and-umbrella gag (Birds, 1494-1551) is reinterpreted meta-
theatrically by Slater solely on the grounds that (i) we cannot assume that Greeks
thought their gods looked down from above (dvwfer, 1509 etc.), and (ii) ‘this is surely
a joke for adults’ (p. 86)! Slater’s exegetical analysis does not actually lead anywhere.
He tries to negotiate a happy ending amid the ‘monstrosity’ of Birds—an interesting
proposition, but it does not follow, nor is such contradiction explained. For the rest,
Thomas Hubbard re-works The Mask of Comedy, pp. 158-82; Dobrov reprises two
earlier pieces (AJP 114 [1993], 189-234; Arethusa 23 [1990], 209-33) in a medley
ofpostmodern postures that lack any intellectual rigour; by contrast, David
Konstan’sdeservedly well-known piece (Arethusa 23 [1990], 183-207 ~ Greek Comedy
and Ideology, pp. 29-44) stands out, with its coherent theoretical perspective and
engagement with the concept of utopia itself.

Part Two, ‘Treading the Faultlines’, raises the exciting prospect of rampant cultural
materialism and queer theory. Instead, Malcolm Heath and Jeffrey Henderson restate
their own well-known positions and settle scores. Both make valuable, if too brief,
points—Henderson on the violent assumptions of fifth-century democracy, Heath on
similarities in ad hominem attacks in comedy and oratory. This is complemented by
four articles from a vaguely (old or new) historicist position. Ralph Rosen considers
personifications of the polis, notably in Eupolis’” Poleis. He observes that Old Comedy
figures subject allies as sexual objects (although he maintains they are presented as
women ‘worthy of respect’ on the dubious basis of fr. 223 K-A). Athens, on the other
hand, is represented as metropolis. So no surprises there, then. Elizabeth Bobrick,
meanwhile, tackles gender in Thesmophoriazousai. Her central point is that men
become (act as) women and vice versa in order to repress them. She is unsatisfied,
though, with this narrative of repression, and ends with the claim that all this
cross-dressing is metatheatrical and hence deconstructive. This (like other pieces) begs
huge questions about comic metatheatricality. But it also flattens huge differences in
the details and modes of cross-dressing: the different ways of playing the réles—and
how explicitly—the different language used of the various partly/fully/incongruously/
conventionally cross-dressed characters, and how the audience response is otherwise
manipulated. Bobrick could have profitably devoted more attention to the wider
subversion-containment debate in the humanities and Judith Butler’s work on gender
(especially drag) as performance. This piece adds little to Froma Zeitlin’s classic article
on the play.

The two remaining papers are by Gregory Crane and John Wilkins. Wilkins’s
paperis a breathless survey of food in the comic polis (cf. LCM 18.5 [1993], 66-74),
with an excursus on the figurative and thematic uses of food in Knights (cf. H. D.
Jocelyn & H.Hurt (edd.), Tria Lustra [Liverpool, 1993], pp. 119-26). This is a turkey
with far too much stuffing, obscuring individual flavours. Crane looks at oikos and
agora inWasps, in the most interesting, provocative, and, indeed, historicist essay of
the collection. He argues that the relationship between Kleon and Philokleon is, for
thelatter, ‘affective’ (Bourdieu) and for Bdelukleon ‘economic’. He links Bdelukleon’s
economic anxieties to upper-class idealizing of the agora and attempts to divorce civic
and economic space (Xenophon, Aristotle); he ties this further to oppositions between
the empty archaic (here, = Homeric) and chaotic classical (democratic) agoras, and
between the agora and the central Persian civic spaces (i.e. palaces). The oppositions
come too readily here: the historicizing of the agora is far too pat, and archae-
ologically dubious. Moreover Philokleon explicitly constructs the relationship in terms
of power (as Crane admits) and self-sufficiency. Crane has good material on theoikos
as withdrawal from the polis, not so good material on Philokleon at the symposium.
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He canvasses the possibility of lack of resolution, but unhappily seeks closure in the
dance-finale, which is a ‘transgression against literary form’ and ‘rejecting the reading
public’—thus showing a profound misunderstanding of ancient genre, form,
performance, and audience.

Part Three offers two tokenistic pieces on Middle and New Comedy. Heinz-
Gunther Nesselrath informs us that politics did not die out with Aristophanes—but
little more. He does not ask whether such continuity undermines his notion of a
coherent ‘Middle Comedy’. Timothy Hofmeister does much the same for Menander,
making the rather uninteresting point that there is a polis, on or off-stage. He elides,
though, the non-Athenian context of Perikeiromene and the crucial extra-polis world
in Aspis and Misoumenos. Hofmeister argues, from Onesimos’ attack on Smikrines in
Epitrepontes, that Menander did not espouse a post-Alexandrian oikoumene over the
classical polis on the fragile grounds that Act V is unrelated to the plot and Onesimos
earlier is a weak character. More worrying is his treatment of class. Samia, for
Hofmeister, is a lesson in tolerance, that the rich should conciliate the poor—hardly
anargument against a bourgeois, reactionary Menander. Meanwhile, Stratophanes
inSikuonios combines the Aristotelian ‘better sort’ persuading the demos and the
Ober-esque ¢lite sharing its interests: an ideological tension if ever I saw one, not that
H. appears to notice. In general, the piece is marred by subjectivism and ideological
naiveté.

As a whole, the collection is poorly edited, not just in terms of misprints, chaotic
conventions for quotations, and no unified bibliography, but for a general lack of
coherence. It is a real opportunity missed to treat anew the relationships between
comedy, reality, and politics. Its silences are telling. Where is the attempt to tackle the
problems of comic form, let alone the politics of comic form? Where are the pieces
that openly dare speak the names of Marxism, cultural materialism, or queer theory,
all of which ask questions that might jolt the contributors out of their cosy pre-
millennial academic ironies? ‘If nothing else, postmodernism has allowed us to rethink
the opposition between serious criticism and apolitical humor’ (Crane, p. 199). Not on
the evidence presented here.

The Queen’s College, Oxford ISABEL RUFFELL

DIGGING THEOCRITUS

R. L. HUNTER: Theocritus and the Archaeology of Greek Poetry. Pp.
xii + 207. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1996. Cased, £35.
ISBN: 0-521-56040-3.

This study offers an unusual perspective on the poetry of Theocritus: instead of
looking forward from Theocritus to pastoral, H. looks behind Theocritus to his
archaic models. H.’s Theocritus is above all a ‘reader’ working in an Alexandrian
tradition of reception and reaction more normally associated with scholarly figures
such as Callimachus and Apollonius. The pastoral poems are, in fact, largely ignored
(with the exception of 7), and the result is not only a valuable study of Theocritus’
relationship with earlier Greek poetry, but a new vision of the poetic program of the
Idylls. 1t is as though H. provides corrective lenses which shrink the pastoral poems
back down to their proportional place in the corpus.

H. titles his first chapter ‘Locating the Site’, and the figure of archaeological
excavation, applicable both to Theocritus and his modern interpreter, links the various
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essays in the book. H. begins by describing the intellectual setting which shaped
Theocritus’ response to archaic lyric and epic: on the one hand, a world in which the
diminishing role of music and the rise of writing separate Theocritus irrevocably from
poets such as Sappho and Pindar; on the other hand, a world where the Alexandrian
poets (and pre-Alexandrian figures such as Philitas) can experiment with new metrical
forms, artificial dialects, and bizarre recombinations of earlier literary modes. H.
guides the reader through Idyll 7, a notoriously programmatic poem which H. calls ‘a
kind of echoing chamber of poetic allusion’ (p. 23), stuffed with references to archaic
epic, iamb, and monody. Yet H. also rightly emphasizes metre and dialect as important
tools for the Theocritean project of poetic recovery; this requires a lengthy and
somewhat technical discussion of dialect and manuscript transmission (pp. 31-45),
which is not easy to read but is fundamental to the argument of several later chapters.

The remaining chapters offer readings of seven idylls representative of various
poetic strains adapted by Theocritus to this new setting. Hymn is represented by 22,
the hymn to the Dioscuri (Chapter II), and, in combination with epithalamium, by
1dyll 18, the marriage-song of Helen and Menelaus (Chapter V). Encomium, although
of a problematic sort, figures in Idyll 16, the poet’s quest for a patron (Chapter I1I).
Mime and comedy stand behind Idy/l 15, a description of housewives at the Adonis
festival (Chapter IV). Finally, paederastic poetry from several different sources
re-emerges in Idylls 12, 29, and 30 (Chapter VI). In each case H. concentrates his
attention on the strategies deployed to exploit archaic models; even Idyll 15, which
appears the odd woman out (since mime and comedy are relatively recent genres),
produces an archaic surprise embedded in the Adonis-song which the women hear at
the Ptolemies’ palace.

The above summary is somewhat simplistic, since several chapters contain extended
sections which are only loosely tied to the poem announced as the subject; Chapter IV,
for instance, discusses Idyll 14 in its relation to comedy before turning to 15. Even in
the chapters which remain focused on one poem, H. tends to advance his argument in
separate, parallel discussions which may or may not suggest a unified reading. The
individual chapters can therefore seem disjointed, but the complexity of the material
justifies some caution with respect to the temptations of synthesis. My one substantial
complaint is that the ‘index of passages discussed’ is dangerously inadequate. For
example, a reader who looked up Pindar in this index would find only one reference
(to fr. 123), and would have no idea that there are discussions of Nemean 1, Olympian
14, and Pythian 1. However, Pindar fares better than Sappho, who is not even listed. In
a book on such a topic readers will find this especially frustrating, and I can picture
them cursing as they struggle through the nineteen different page numbers listed under
‘Pindar’ in the general index.

H.’s treatment of Idyll 18 is a good example of his approach. This poem, which
represents itself as a wedding-song sung by maidens outside the bridal chamber of
Helen and Menelaus, has been neglected by modern scholars, and H. has an
embarrassment of riches at his disposal. He begins not with 18 itself, but with a more
general discussion of the image of choral performance in Alexandrian texts (notably
the Argonautica). Here he argues that an allusion to choral song and dance is
frequently ‘a marker of the archaic’ (p. 140), and associated with aetiological tales of
heroes. He then examines the complex literary heritage of Idyll 18, which includes
Alcman’s Partheneion, Sapphic epithalamium, and Stesichorean narrative lyric. H.
shows that the reader’s natural inclination towards irony (that is, to undercut the
praise of the couple by supplying the rest of the Helen story) is itself undercut by
Theocritus’ use of dialect and metrical organization: the emphasis on ‘Dorian’ speech
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and the patterning of the hexameters into stanza-like units reinforces the allusion to
aSpartan cult of Helen by emphasizing the archaic, ritual nature of the choral
wedding-song. This ‘Spartan’ Helen can function as an appropriate and positive figure
in a marriage-song, and even as an analogue of Arsinoe. (Using different evidence,
Pantelia comes to a similar conclusion in an article published as H. went to press
[Hermes 123.76-81].)

The archaeological metaphor employed by H. is quite appropriate for a study of
Hellenistic poetry. Theocritus and his colleagues frequently use multiple models from
different periods, sometimes directly, sometimes filtered through intervening texts.
Then, too, in Hellenistic poetry as in Hellenistic architecture, something which looks
archaic may in fact be archaizing—be it theme, meter, or dialect. H.’s careful
stratigraphy untangles the jumbled layers of Theocritus’ literary world in a persuasive
fashion.

University of Minnesota N. KREVANS

THEOCRITUS 22

A. SENSs: Theocritus: Dioscuri (Idyll 22). Introduction, Text, and
Commentary. Pp. 251. Goéttingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1997.
Paper, DM 72. ISBN: 3-525-25211-0.

Theocritus’ Hymn to the Dioscuri, Idyl/l 22, has long been regarded as somewhat
unsatisfactory. The poem falls into four parts: (i) an Alexandrian version (without
the twins’ theophany) of the thirty-third Homeric hymn portraying the Dioscuri as
guardians of sailors; (ii) the boxing match between Polydeuces and Amycus, which is
also treated by A.R. (2.1-97); (iii) the twins’ rape of the Leucippidae and Castor’s
duel with Lynceus (the story of the quarrel between the Dioscuri and the Apharidae
was told in the Cypria and in Pind. Nem. 10); and (iv) the epilogue written in the
manner of a Homeric hymn. Although part i is generally considered accomplished
enough, and part ii truly excellent, parts iii and iv are seen as problematic. The main
objections to part iii are usually that it lacks atmosphere and characterization, is
carelessly written, and contains both a duel scene which is largely a pastiche from the
Iliad and a portrayal of the Dioscuri as brutal aggressors which is unsuitable for a
work of their glorification. A supposed lacuna (by U. von Wilamowitz-Moellendorff,
TGB [Berlin, 1906], pp. 191-3) after verse 170, which entailed a change of speaker,
does not help matters. Part iv is also condemned as hastily written, and the poem as
a whole is deemed unsatisfactory with poor transition between the parts.

Any even half-serious commentator on Theocritus must first deal with A. S. F.
Gow’s magnum opus (Cambridge, 1950). Gow, who followed Wilamowitz regarding
the lacuna (ad loc.), believed that the four parts of Idyll 22 must be considered
separately. Further, he thought that the third part was itself a patchwork of separate
compositions (the quarrel between the Dioscuri and the Apharidae, Castor’s speech,
and the duel from the //iad). Sens at once argues the case for a poem of integration and
unity. He appears convinced that the verses linking the main narratives, 25-6, 135-6,
and 214-23 (epilogue), work effectively to unify the whole, whereas, to me at least,
they still seem weak in that regard. More convincing, however, is his catalogue, and
reiteration after several recent scholars, of verbal and thematic parallels between the
central narratives and between the proem and the epilogue (pp. 14-15). Yet in the
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epilogue itself 1 still cannot find any thoroughly compelling reason for Theocritus’
seemingly preposterous comment that Homer wrote the I/iad specifically to glorify the
Dioscuri. I find unconvincing S.’s argument that this was a Theocritean literary game
which provides the audience with a lighthearted and ironic revision of literary history
and which serves well ‘to accentuate the difference between the Theocritean and
Homeric treatments’ (p. 23). At least S. is sensible in not committing himself to A.
Cameron’s assertion (Callimachus and his Critics [Princeton, 1995], pp. 431-6) that
Theocritus was staking a claim for the Ptolemies through this earlier pair of Theoi
Adelphoi; he simply leaves open this possibility. S.’s monographic commentary is based
on four previous articles: his persuasive argument for allusion to Aratus’ Phaenomena
in the proem (CQ 44 [1994], 66—74); his less than convincing theory of a Theocritean
literary game where he introduces the idea that Lynceus’ monologue recalls in
character, diction, theme, and structure, the duel between Paris and Menelaus in /liad
3 and 4 (which is the one occasion in the Iliad when the Dioscuri are mentioned,
although not seen because they are already dead), as well as the Achilles-Hector duel
and other Iliadic echoes (74 PA 122 [1992], 335-50); his discussion of Irus (Od. 18.1f.)
as a possible model for Amycus (HSCP 96 [1994], 123-6); and, lastly, his discussion of
Lynceus’ speech, pregnant as it is with examples of intertextual identification and at
the same time full of discrepancies (in [edd.] Harder—Regtuit-Wakker, Theocritus,
Hellenistica Groningana, 2 [Groningen, 1996], pp. 187-204).

There has been a recent, and brilliant, independent discussion of Idyll 22 by
R.Hunter in a chapter entitled ‘All the Twos’ (Theocritus and the Archaeology of
Greek Poetry [Cambridge, 1996], pp. 46—76) which can happily be read in concert
withS.’s work. Hunter provides a plausible answer to the problem of Castor’s brutal
aggression in suggesting that it is a typical example of divine power and retribution
inthe hymnic context and has parallels in the cases of Actaecon, Teiresias, and
Erysichthon in Callimachus’ fifth and sixth hymns. S. agrees with this view and
generally concurs with Hunter’s hymnic reading of the Castor episode. S. (pp. 190-1)
also follows Hunter (TAGP, pp. 70-3), and, indeed, of other modern scholars,
FET.Griffiths (GRBS 17 [1976], 353-67), H. White (Emerita 44 [1976], 403-6), and
A.Kurz (MH 48 [1991], 237-47), in arguing against the lacuna and change of speaker
after verse 170.

Other important points to consider are: in his second chapter (pp. 24-36) S.
collatesthe fullest amount yet of intertextual evidence to support the view that
Theocritus was adapting Apollonius in the Polydeuces—Amycus scenario and not the
other way round. In his fifth chapter S. updates the transmission of the text, paying
due attention to recent papyri and to P. G. B. Hicks’s valuable work (Studies in
the Manuscript Tradition of Theocritus, diss. [Cambridge, 1993]). In his editing of the
verses S. differs from Gow in eleven places, including, most importantly, the supposed
lacuna after verse 170. The volume is well indexed, with a particularly good subject
index.

In a word, S.’s book is welcome: it updates, summarizes, and expands the theorieson
this very difficult poem. But, for this reader at least, many of the problemsremain
while new ones have been created, and Theocritus’ Idy// 22 remains an unsatisfactory
composition. This opinion, however, is not a criticism of either Theocritus’ poetry as
a whole or S.’s monographic commentary, which is an excellent piece of scholarship.

University of Natal STEVEN JACKSON
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MEDEAS

JAMES J. CLAUSS, SARAH ILES JOHNSTON (edd.): Medea. Essays on Medea
in Myth, Literature, Philosophy and Art. Pp. xv + 374. Princeton:
Princeton University Press, 1997. Cased, $55/£45 (Paper, $17.95/
£14.95). ISBN: 0-691-04377-9 (0-691-04376-0 pbk).

This collection of essays is very welcome, focusing as it does on one of the most
fascinating and influential figures in all mythology. Twelve contributors together
provide a comprehensive coverage of all aspects of Medea: we have four papers on
her general mythological career (Fritz Graf, Sarah Iles Johnston, Nita Krevans,
JanBremmer), four on her literary roles (Dolores O’Higgins, Deborah Boedeker,
James Clauss, Carole Newlands), two on her influence on philosophers (John
Dillon,Martha Nussbaum), one on her appearance in vase-paintings (Christiane
Sourvinou-Inwood), and one on her reappearance on the modern stage (Marianne
McDonald).

There is much here to praise. Nussbaum’s essay on Seneca’s Medea, ‘Serpents in the
Soul’, is a splendid tour de force. Clauss and Newlands illuminate the presentation
ofMedea in, respectively, Apollonius’ Argonautica and Ovid’s Metamorphoses,
Claussby examining the allusions to Odysseus’ encounter with Nausicaa in Odyssey
Book 5, and Newlands by considering the women whose stories surround Medea’s:
Procne, Procris, Scylla, and Orythia. McDonald is excellent on the character of
Medea, as well as on its reworking in two contemporary revivals of her story: a play by
Brendan Kennelly, in which she is the victim who fights back, and an opera by Mikis
Theodorakis, in which she is the victim who suffers.

There are two good essays on the Euripidean Medea: Boedeker examines to fine
effect some of the poetic mechanisms that Euripides uses to create his powerful
protagonist; and Sourvinou-Inwood’s analysis of vase-paintings leads to the inter-
esting conclusion that Euripides probably presented Medea in normal Greek women’s
costume until the final scene of his tragedy, when she appeared in her dragon-chariot
wearing oriental dress as a powerful iconographic symbol of her utter abandonment
of Greek mores.

Certainly it was Euripides in his tragedy of 431 B.c. who gave Medea her canonical
identity, that of the woman who kills her children to avenge her husband’s desertion;
and one of the most tantalizing questions regarding Medea is whether this murderous
mother was the creation of Euripides himself. Johnston, in ‘Corinthian Medea and
theCult of Hera Akraia’, argues that the fifth-century authors inherited an infanti-
cidal Medea from myth, a Medea developed from the folkloric paradigm of the
‘reproductive demon’ who jealously kills other women’s children after losing her own
offspring. Because Hera failed to immortalize Medea’s children and they died,
Johnston contends, the bereft Medea became such a demon, with the result that the
death of her children was later blamed on Medea herself. This simply does not work.
Medea never kills other women’s children, and even when she murders her own in
Euripides, she is an all-too-human mother who grieves even as she kills them.
Nevertheless, Johnston’s approach is one of the most interesting (and the fact that it
finally fails to convince makes it no less so), since she—and she alone—attempts to
answer the question of when and why Medea first deliberately killed her children.

The first section of the book turns out to be the least convincing. Krevans, in
‘Medea as Foundation-heroine’, fails on her basic premiss, since Medea was not a
founder of cities, being merely (and all too distantly) connected with certain
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foundation myths. Bremmer analyses Greek sibling relationships in an attempt to
show that Medea’ s murder of her brother Apsyrtus was more abominable than if she
had killed, say, her sister or her cousin: by choosing to kill a brother, he suggests, she
severs her ties to her natal home and demonstrates her independence of her family.
This is not at all persuasive, for any kin-murder would have had the same effect;
moreover, the significance of Apsyrtus’ murder was not only that he was Medea’s
brother, but that he was Aeetes’ only son.

Finally, although Graf gives a useful overview of the five individual episodes in
Medea’s mythic biography, he is far less successful when he tries to argue that initiation
ritual is the unifying theme that ties together all the episodes in Medea’s mythical
career. He connects initiation with Medea where it does not exist, suggesting, for
instance, that it was Medea’s murder attempt against Theseus which enabled Aegeus to
recognize his son, thus bringing about Theseus’ initiation into the role of crown
prince; whereas in fact her murderous intentions threatened this happy outcome, and
the recognition was brought about simply by the token of Aegeus’ sword (as, indeed, it
would have done had not Medea intervened). With his fixation on initiation ritual,
Graf finds it a paradox that in Iolcus—where, he thinks, the myth began—there was
no later ritual to which the early myth could be connected, and he suggests that the
story had ‘long ago moved away from any possible ritual context in order to become
the stuff of Panhellenic epic’. A simpler explanation would be that it was never tied to
a ritual context, and that initiation ritual for Graf has become a rather unfortunate
King Charles’s head.

Corpus Christi College, Oxford JENNIFER R. MARCH

INVIDIA

THomAs Rakoczy: Boser Blick, Macht des Auges und Neid der
Gotter: Eine Untersuchung zur Kraft des Blickes in der griechischen
Literatur. (Classica Monacensia, 13.) Pp. x + 309. Tiibingen: Gunter
Narr, 1996. Paper. ISBN: 3-8233-4872-8.

It is a great pleasure to read a doctoral dissertation whose author has had the
courage to tackle a major topic and who does not shrink from presenting a
comprehensive and original explanation for a complex constellation of ideas.
Rakoczy in his Munich thesis of 1994 takes on two themes that loom large in
Classical Antiquity: the envy of the gods and the Evil Eye. There never has been an
adequate full-scale study of the notion of divine envy. As for the Evil Eye, Otto
Jahn’s classic treatment of that subject was published in 1855 and has not been
superseded. R. not only deals with both subjects, but also shows that they cannot be
fully understood in isolation from each other.

R. argues that the gods of Pindar, Aeschylus, and Herodotus are indeed jealous of
human good fortune and are wont to destroy it. The $0dvos of the gods is on this view
full-blown envy or jealousy and not just resentment or indignation aroused by men’s
failing to remember the limits of their mortal condition. R. now asks how the gods
were imagined to destroy good fortune. His answer is that the Evil Eye is the
instrument which the gods were believed to employ to bring to naught whatever had
aroused their envious ill-will. Here his prize exhibits are Aesch. Ag. 468-71 and 947
(w1 Tis mpdowlev duparos PBdlow $phévos). The envy of the gods on this view is just
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one manifestation of the Evil Eye. It is R.’s contention that the Evil Eye was already
known to the poet of the Iliad and to Hesiod, although the belief in the case of the
former has to be inferred from those verbs of seeing that govern a neuter plural object
such as Sewd, kakxd, or vmddpa. R. would have it that these are not adverbial or
internal accusatives, but the direct objects of causative verbs. They are so because the
eyes are thought of as active agents sending forth emanations of anger or hatred that
affect the external world and not as passive receptors of what comes before them. On
this understanding of the Greek, Agamemnon in his wrath at 7/. 1.105 casts harmful
looks at Calchas (Kd\yavra mpdTiora kak’ éocduevos mpooéeure). R. is of the
opinion that the Evil Eye came to Greece from elsewhere, most likely Egypt, and had
taken root in its new home before there is any record of it in literature. It was only
inLate Antiquity that people came to question its existence. Until then its reality
hadbeen very much taken for granted. It did not, accordingly, have the status of a
superstition in classical antiquity, but was an accepted part of a world picture to
whicheverybody subscribed. Such in rough outline is R.’s thesis. There is, in addi- tion,
a valuable discussion of the ancient theories that sought to account for the
phenomenon.

I have a number of reservations about the tale told by R., prompted by the feeling
that there was good deal less uniformity to the phenomena he describes than he allows
for. First of all, Aeschylus’ mentioning on two occasions the envious eye of the gods
when speaking of divine jealousy does not give us warrant for supposing that Greeks
and Romans always imagined that divine envy or envious fortune did its work through
the agency of the Evil Eye. For the most part, so far as we can see, they gave no more
thought than a modern Christian does to the way in which the divine worked its will.
This brings me to a second and related concern: it is by no means certain that when a
Greek or a Roman attributed some misfortune to the action of Backavia, ¢Odvos,
fascinatio, invidia, or livor, he invariably imagined that the harm done had been
effected by the eyes of the envious party. There is no room for doubt that the Greeks,
followed by the Romans, believed that the eyes of certain persons had the power to
harm. That the idea came from abroad, probably during the Orientalizing Period from
Mesopotamia, where the belief is much better attested, rather than at an earlier date
from Egypt, is also likely, though not susceptible of strict proof. Whatever its origins
may have been, belief in the Evil Eye underwent a considerable transformation when
it reached the Greek-speaking world, since at that point it came to be closely, though
not exclusively, associated with a force to whose role in human affairs the Greeks were
exceptionally sensitive. This is ¢0dvos, a notion encompassing both envy and jealousy.
We must be careful not to assume that what arose out of the combination of ¢$8évos
with belief in the Evil Eye was an amalgam in which the notion of the power of the
eyes to harm was always to the fore. Something rather less tightly defined seems to
have come into existence.

University of lllinois at Chicago M. W. DICKIE

THE HALICARNASSIAN PATIENT

J. RomwMm: Herodotus (Hermes). Pp. xv + 212. New Haven and
London: Yale University Press, 1999. Cased, £20. ISBN: 0-300-
07229-5.

The purpose of the Hermes series, to which this book belongs, is (in the words of its
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Founding Editor, the late John Herington) to direct the general reader past the
‘industrial complex’ of modern scholarship through to the ‘living faces of the
writersthemselves’ (pp. ix—x). Those men and women sought out as the authors of
suchvolumes must reveal, we are told, a ‘rare combination of qualities”: ‘a love
ofliterature in other languages’, ‘a vision that extends beyond academe to
contemporary life itself’, a clear English free of ‘parochial jargon’, and lastly the
ability to communicate ‘authoritatively and vividly, their personal sense of why
agiven classical author’s writings have excited people for centuries and why they
cancontinue to do so’. R. fulfils his mission both by a relentless battery of cross-
cultural allusion—to (amongst many others) Gone with the Wind, Ulysses, sepia-tone
photography, American GIs’ graffiti, Mozart opera, Garrison Keillor, and Harpo
Marx—and through a tone of almost uninterrupted rapture. R.’s Herodotus is
a‘newsman’ with a ‘passion for the great story’ (p. 115); his work is ‘a voyage of
discovery, on the order of Columbus’s crossing of the Atlantic’ (p. 18).

R.’s hyperbole is often empty of meaning: ‘both sides [in the Persian War] appear to
be caught up in a single paroxysm of historical change, a violent and unexpected
turning of the tide’ (p. 156). His prose is sometimes glutinous: the Persians’ sense
ofcultural superiority is ‘the ethnologic concomitant of their program of world
conquest’ (p. 103). Nevertheless, this is not a book that would be without its uses for
the first-time reader. Though in his effort to present Herodotus as revolutionary, R. is
perhaps unfair on his prose predecessors (who chose such ‘mundane’ [geddit?] topics
as ‘the earth itself and the surrounding cosmos’ [p. 14]), the general reader would learn
a fair amount about those writers. He or she would also benefit from sensible
introductions to the scope of the Histories, to the meaning of aitiai, the Solonian
philosophy of the ‘downfall of greatness’, ‘mythic geography’, and the representation
of foreign peoples. R. makes some interesting observations, noting that Herodotus is
not unfailingly critical of engineering projects (p. 88), or (p. 193) that his descriptions
of warfare are—like old war movies—Ilargely sanitized (a less sanitized analogy would
be the reporting of the Gulf War).

R.’s account is often thinly grounded, however. Recent criticisms of Herodotus’
veracity (or ‘veraciousness’, p. 8) he finds to be incapable of proof or refutation (p. 7).
R. opts then for the optimistic line that ‘those who investigate his information
thoroughly. . . often find themselves amazed at how much he gets right’ (p. 8):
Herodotus’ gold-digging ants have been discovered in the marmots that inhabit the
‘highlands of Pakistan’ (p. 78). Herodotus’ travels are taken for granted (p. 50).
Tomyris’ message to Cyrus ‘should be regarded as the composition of Herodotus’, we
are told, for he ‘could not have known what was really said in such a distant place, long
before his birth’ (p. 107). R. rejects the presence of later fifth-century resonances in the
Histories on the insufficient grounds that there are so few explicit references toevents
after the Persian wars and that Herodotus does not indulge in ‘the very particular
moralizing or pattern-drawing of. . . the Hebrew prophets’ (p. 54; cf. p.189): subtlety
and nuance are excluded. R. is happier than many today in seeing evidence of
Herodotean ‘splicing’ of his text (p. 56). He regularly underestimates Herodotus’
narrative patterning (contrast C. Dewald’s excellent introduction to Robin Waterfield’s
translation): but for the ‘mythic’ value of the Croesus narrative, we are told, for
example, ‘it would have been easier and more natural to start book 1 with Cyrus’
(p.64). R. casually espouses a view of Old Comedy as the vehicle for the poet’s
viewpoint: beneath the banner of the Marathonomachai, Aristophanes ‘rallies all the
social values that he felt that Athens was in danger of losing’ (p. 201). After portraying
Herodotus as tiptoeing around others’ religious sensibilities in his account of the
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Peneius gorge (p. 141), R. concludes puzzlingly that one ‘senses little in his work of the
growing tension between reason and faith’ (p. 147).

In general, R. avoids ‘what really happened’. He provides only two chapters of
reasonably accurate historical summary. He is too trusting, however, in Darius’
Achaemenid genealogy (pp. 38, 44; see A. Kuhrt, The Ancient Near East [London,
1995], p. 665; M. Waters, ‘Darius and the Achaemenid Line’, AHB 10 [1996],
11-18),and too confident, surely, in his assertion of the same king’s introduction of
Zoroastrianism (see e.g. J. Wiesehofer, Ancient Persia [London, 1996], pp. 94—101). In
describing Xerxes’ empire as ‘a colossus that bestrides the world but stumbles and
reels when it takes a step’ (p. 47; cf. p. 152), R. appears blithely to adopt a clichéd
Greek view of Persia. The assertion that Roman imperial rule was ‘in large part simply
an adaptation of that of Darius’ (p. 45) is mystifying.

Ultimately, however, it is the flavour of this book rather than its contents that stay
with you. Rarely do R.’s analogies serve to elucidate, to lead the reader to a more
accurate, historically grounded understanding of Herodotus. Rather they seem to
convey the message that he and the Greeks are like us, that the reader unburdened by
scholarship (or knowledge) may be emboldened in his or her first subjective responses.
Herodotus has, ‘one feels, a warm affection for the “little people”’ (p. 165). It is his
‘very lack of polish that wins the affection of readers’ (p. 19). Herodotus is your
friend.

University College London THOMAS HARRISON

THUCYDIDES LOGOPOLES

JUNE W. ALLISON: Word and Concept in Thucydides. (American
Classical Studies, 41.) Pp. xvi + 278. Atlanta: Scholars Press, 1997.
Cased, $27.95. ISBN: 0-7885-0363-4.

This valuable study of Thucydides’ linguistic innovativeness is not for beginners. The
more strictly Thucydidean parts are closely argued and present some of the material
in tabulated form, which readers who are not Thucydidean enthusiasts may
occasionally find rebarbative; elsewhere, in the epistemological sections, the book
draws on some well known, but dense and difficult, modern philosophical works.
W.V. Quine’s Word and Object (Cambridge, 1960) makes an appearance in the text as
early as p. 12 (but see already p. 8 n. 17); and A.’s own title is presumably in part a
gesture of homage to this ‘indispensable work’.

The main thesis is that Th. had the concept of a concept, and created a new and
special sort of language in which to talk about concepts. He has in fact (p. xi) a
‘metalinguistic vocabulary’. Thucydides ‘for the first time in Greek thought made it
clear to his reader that he was stating propositions, not simply describing events,
being, or utterances’ (p. 16).

Chapter I takes over Quine’s notion of ‘semantic ascent’ and applies it to Th. By
semantic ascent is meant such transitions as ‘ships’—‘navy’ (as in ‘the Athenian navy
put out from Piraeus’)-‘navy’ (as in ‘Athens was powerful by virtue of her navy’);
cp.p.101.

This leads naturally to the subject of Chapter II, ‘Abstracts’, which is particularly
concerned with the many hapax legomena in this department, especially nouns in -sis,
which are relatively more numerous in Thucydides (by comparison with nouns in -ia)
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than they are in other writers. Predictably, the speeches turn out to contain more
abstracts than the narrative, but (less predictably, perhaps) Athenian speeches are no
fuller of abstracts than are Spartan or Corinthian. However, the Athenians in general
and Pericles in particular are especially fond of -sis nouns.

The fascinating Chapter 111 could and perhaps should have been split into two. The
first section examines some key concepts and the way Th. rings the changes on them
linguistically; then in the second section A. concentrates, in a rather different manner,
on the plague passage, then on Diodotus’ speech in Book 3, and finally on Book 8.
The first section begins by examining ywpeiv, with special reference to 4.127ff. from
the ‘Brasidas’ narrative. A. shows how the hapax mpoavayxwpnous is “flanked and
picked out’ by a whole cluster of related and simpler forms of the operative word.
Then comes relywots and a discussion of the near-hapax amoreiyiows at 1.65.2, which
A. suggests is both shorthand (by now we know which wall is meant) and closure (‘the
unusual abstract in the concluding statement rounds off this piece of narrative. . .”).
Naturally, there is discussion of the walling and counter-walling in the latter part of
Book 6 and the early part of Book 7. But note that when he gets to the crucial moment
when the Syracusans build their wall past the Athenian one, Th. does not use a
Tety-compound, but mapotkodouéw, significantly picked up at 7.11.3. Other words
explored are katagpdvnots, cwrnpla, and ekmAnéis. In connection with the last of
these, A. makes the good point that Th. is a relativist in that ‘every event is viewed by
virtue of its dimensions in relation to something else, whether of size, length of time,
or intensity, to name but a few’. (Does he have a binary mind? A. pp. 154f. has
reservations). The second section broadens things out; it explores the epistemological
language used about the plague, and the way Diodotus operates with words like dvota,
and the unusual damawdevoia. These words pick up Periclean, and look forward
toAlcibiadean, usages (Pericles’ maidevois at the famous 2.41.1 and Diodotus’
amadevolia are both hapax legomena in the History). In other words ‘links are, asoften
before, made initially through the use of significant abstracts’ (p. 80). ‘In anyinstance
he is likely to place these abstracts in an apical position, whether central or final. When
the usage seems most self-conscious, the abstract form is frequently ofthe -sis variety’
(p. 100). This seems fine. A. now makes the further move that Th.’s use of abstract
forms requires of him some kind of notion about what abstraction is(p. 101).

Chapter IV has an excellent section on words in -mos and -sis, and Th.’s reasons for
choosing between these endings (including a discussion at pp. 123f. of agonisis in the
remarkable expression at 5.50.4, kata v odk éfoveiav Tis dywvicews). Section C,
on Th.’s language of comparison, is one of the most illuminating in the book; for A.
(p. 147) ‘comparison is basic to Thucydides’ process of composing’, and helps explain
both the ‘proliferation of actual terms for size and number in the History’ and also
Th.’s fondness for expressions employing e.g. udAdov.

Chapter V turns at last to what was obviously all along going to be a crucial passage
for A., the material in the Corcyran stasis section about language, especially the
elwbvio a¢lwais sentence at 3.82.4. A. well compares the way dAdyieros 8 pa
features both in this section and again at 6.59.1, in the Pisistratid excursus. She moves
on to a tabulated discussion of various ‘words on words’, i.e. expressions Thucydides
uses to refer to language. Note in particular p. 201 with its remarks on the language
Th. uses at 7.48 to express Nikias’ indecisive and secretive state of mind. The chapter
closes with a section on aletheia.

Some of the most challenging general remarks on Th.’s working methods, and
ontheir relation to those of Herodotus, are to be found in the ten-page Conclusion.
Atp.240 with n. 6 A. argues provocatively that ‘Th. availed himself of the luxury of

https://doi.org/10.1093/cr/49.2.477 Published online by Cambridge University Press


https://doi.org/10.1093/cr/49.2.477

368 THE CLASSICAL REVIEW

more complex composing [than Herodotus] because the stylistic complexities he
enjoyed, that Herodotus avoided, could be effected (to judge from the layers of
composition) by writing and by the apparently fairly easy use of the rewrite’. The
footnote says that ‘cutting and pasting is not a new invention, just one which the
computer now seems to be rendering extinct as a mechanical act. Papyrus roles [sic:
read ‘rolls’] were made up of sheets pasted together and overlapping sheets could
easily have been changed, inserted and deleted’. This is food for thought, whatever one
thinks of that ‘easily’.

To sum up, an admirable book, a product of what (despite the remarks at the end of
the preceding paragraph) is the essentially unitarian modern search for correspond-
ences and cross-references within Th.’s work. In the end there is an imaginative and
perhaps illegitimate leap from what is happening on the page to what was going on in
Th.’s head and heart (see most obviously p. 109 where we read that ‘Thucydides
dabbles with and then seems to have been pleased with the discovery of how easily his
language was willing to countenance existential and attributive statements consisting
entirely of abstractions’). I would hesitate to say what, if anything, pleased Thucydides
himself, but his admirers can certainly afford to be pleased with this account of A.’s
researches.

University College London SIMON HORNBLOWER

THUCYDIDES” REALISM

G. CRANE: Thucydides and the Ancient Simplicity. The Limits of
Political Realism. Berkeley, Los Angeles, and London: University of
California Press, 1998. Pp. xii + 348. Cased, £35. ISBN: 0-520-20789-0.

Crane is concerned in this work with Thucydides as a political thinker and writer.
The book is divided into eleven chapters: the first three essentially discuss
Thucydides and his political ‘realisms’, and compare and contrast him to Herodotus
and Xenophon, especially in his attitudes to political power and social matters
(Chapter I, with its constant analogy to General Sherman and the American Civil
War, and so really only of interest to an American readership, was overdone).
Chapters IV-1X, the central part of the book, deal with incidents in Thucydides’
History (the Corcyraean affair, the Archaeology, the Mytilene debate, the debate
atSparta over war, the Melian dialogue). The final two chapters (Chapter XI is
aconclusion) have more on Thucydides’ ‘realism’ in his History as well as the
Athenians’ political viewpoints and their position/role as leaders in the Greek world.
This was not an easy book to read, and I found myself in no small disagreement with
much of what C. has to say and especially how he arrives at his conclusions.

C. accepts Thucydides” account of the Peloponnesian War as a ‘classic of realist
analysis’ (e.g. p. 4), but then he attempts to analyse and so determine Thucydides’ own
political realism, and by extension his objectivity and veracity. C.’s arguments are
based on factors such as the speeches Thucydides gives and the incidents he describes,
which form the central chapters of this book. Foucault unfortunately rears his head
during C.’s analyses of Thucydides, and as a result we have some drastic and at times
misguided interpretations of the text.
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To C., Thucydides historical method is based on the single assumption that human
nature is unchanging, and that the political power of Athens and the importance of
itsdemocracy in the Greek world are not only central to Thucydides’ work but
emphasized by that historian at all times. As C. admits, these are not new ideas.
Thucydides’ problem, we are told, is why the Athenians lost the Peloponnesian War
when they ought to have been the victors, given their constitution, power, and
resources at its start. It is to this end, argues C., that Thucydides adopts a different
exploitation of the above ideas, especially on human nature, and so gives a ‘revisionist’
view of Athenian past and present history. This apparently explains why in his
Archeology, for example, the Trojan War is depicted as a primitive affair, and why
Thucydides left Book 8, dealing with the oligarchy of 411, unfinished because he
found the material too unsatisfactory. Does the same argument apply to the events of
411 to 404, which explains why Thucydides does not record them? Some historian if
so! The Athenians are much like the Achaeans, or rather the times in which they live
have not changed much since the days of the Trojan War: Agamemnon depended on
intimidation, not loyalty; so too does Athenian hegemony of the Delian League.
Human nature remains eternal. Decline over time, argues C., is a major theme of
Thucydides’ world, around which he bases his narrative of the war: Alcibiades is worse
than Pericles, Melos is worse than Mytilene, and so on. And the moral decline of each
period becomes an accepted standard. Hence, by the time we get to Book 8 (the
oligarchic coup), the infighting and then the overthrow of democracy do not
constitute a sudden decline, because Thucydides apparently says these are now normal
standards.

I agree with C.’s analysis of such incidents as the plague and the Corcyraean stasis
as being worked by Thucydides to show how something devastating can override the
accepted mores of society and lead to the decline in the moral behaviour of citizens.
However, the belief that Athens lost the war and fell from its influential position in
international affairs because of Pericles” death and the fact that no one of the right
intellectual power or moral vision was around to lead the city is erroneous. C. needs to
be more critical of Thucydides’ belief here: Athens did not lose the war for such
reasons. Indeed, is this the message that Thucydides is peddling? After all, while
Thucydides follows his class prejudices (the ‘ancient simplicity’ of the title is the belief
in the ideology of the élite or nobles, from which background Thucydides came),
Alcibiades, like Pericles, came from the nobility, but Thucydides treats him very
differently from Pericles. He is like a tyrant (a Cleon after all?), subordinating the
interests of the state to his own. But then Thucydides ties himself in a knot since he
likens Pericles to a tyrant when he tells us at 2.65 that ‘in what was nominally a
democracy power was in the hands of one man [Pericles]’. Thucydides’ personal biases
are at work here, not some carefully crafted narrative or speech which serves as a
political treatise.

There is a huge Thucydides industry already, and I wonder whether we need
another book on that historian, even though C.’s is not meant to be a historical work.
To those working on Thucydides this book will probably need to be read, but it is not
always convincing.

University of Missouri—Columbia IAN WORTHINGTON
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XENOPHON’S SOCRATES

VIVIENNE J. GRrAY: The Framing of Socrates: The Literary
Interpretation of Xenophon's Memorabilia. (Hermes Einzelschriften,
79.) Pp. 202. Stuttgart: Franz Steiner, 1998. Paper, DM 76. ISBN:
3-525-07313-2.

The ‘framing’ conceived in this monograph is ‘in the tradition of wisdom literature’
(pp. 8, 194), but only in the ninth chapter and part of the fourth (pp. 68-73) is this
tradition examined in any detail. Isocrates figures largely in those parts, but attempts
to relate the writings of these two men of similar mental capacity but different
characters and careers are surely incomplete without some examination of
chronology, however limited this is made by the available evidence. Did Xenophon
write a draft of Memorabilia 1 and 11 while his memories of Socrates were still
relatively fresh, say, around 381, as suggested by Delebecque (whose Essai sur la vie
de Xénophon finds no place in the bibliography)? Opinion about this would affect
opinion about the historicity of Xenophon’s Socrates; but this is of less interest to G.
than the discovery of the nature and extent of Xenophon’s literary invention.

This is a wholly respectable aim, realized in the main with skill and finesse.
Notwithstanding her disavowal in the Preface, G. offers material which would serve
admirably for a literary commentary, with some rearrangement and removal of re-
petition. Xenophon himself is, of course, responsible for some of the latter, and G.’s
positive and sympathetic approach is continually confronted by the looseness and
randomness which previous critics have found. She interprets these characteristics in
what she understands to be rhetorical terms—amplification, emphasis, and chiastic
arrangement. ‘Rhetoric’ appears in six out of eleven chapter titles, yet it is debatable
towhat extent the Memorabilia can be regarded as a rhetorical work. Illustrative
dialogues and conversations are seen to amplify earlier summary statements of
Socrates’ position, and G. is able to show how these become more sophisticated. But
progress is not linear; no clear pattern emerges; and incidence of devices that are
technically rhetorical is sparse. On the other hand, in the chapter entitled ‘The
Conversations as Rhetorical Proofs’ (p. 7), G. is able to draw a parallel with the ypetat
of the rhetorical schools, taking care to trace their origins to the fifth century.

According to G.’s overall plan, the Memorabilia unfold from a quasi-forensic
defence (using general probability argument) of Socrates against the accusations of
his enemies into an account of his instruction, which not only turns his pupils away
from wrong ideas to right ideas by logically refuting their position (protreptic), but
uses positive arguments and exhortation to lead them along the right path (proagic).
This technique reaches its high point of refinement in the Oeconomicus and the Hiero,
two of Xenophon’s best works. Some indication of the difficulty of crediting the Me-
morabilia with structural consistency is to be found in the treatment of the structure of
1.4-4.8 in a single chapter (VIII). Here G. summarizes the topics covered—family,
friends, fellow-citizens—and pauses occasionally to deal with interesting topics, such
as Socrates’ allegedly undemocratic opinions. She finds certain key characters, such
asEuthydemus and Critobulus, framing the whole work, and prefers to describe as
‘self-contained blocks’ (p. 157) sections whose arrangement Xenophon’s critics have
seen as unorganized. She concludes that ‘he seems to have thought quite carefully
about the shape of his work overall’ (p. 158), and her final claim that his image
ofSocrates is coherent (p. 178) has been justified by her detailed analysis of its
components.
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Some might misread the following sentence (p. 5): ‘He claims friendship with the
Theban Proxenus in his Anabasis; he was a pupil of Gorgias of Leontini’. The
reviewer is misquoted on p. 168 as finding the Nicocles of Isocrates baftling. Otherwise
there are few errors and obscurities. G. has added a significant contribution to her own
Xenophontine bibliography.

Royal Holloway, London S. USHER

PAUSANIAS

M. Casgevitz, M. Jost, J. MARCADE (edd.): Pausanias:
Description de la Gréce, Livre VIII (Collection Budé). Pp. xlii + 319,
4maps, 1 plan. Paris: Les Belles Lettres, 1998. ISBN: 2-251-00465-3.

This volume, on Arkadia, is the second to appear of the Budé Pausanias (and is
published before the equivalent volume of the Italian Pausania, Guida della Grecia).
Casevitz is primarily responsible for the Greek text and comment on it, and Jost
forthe translation, introduction, and commentary, but they worked in consultation
with each other and with Marcadé. The volume is substantial, more so than the
page-numbering as printed suggests, since in the section containing text and facing
translation (pp. 14-147) left- and right-hand pages bear the same number.

The Greek text follows the principles set out in the Budé volume of Pausanias I.
Ithas an extensive apparatus criticus and, where appropriate, citations of ancient
testimonia; and there are also eleven pages of textual notes. In general the edition
defends MS readings so far as reasonably possible, frequently rejecting earlier
suggested emendations. For proper names account is taken of references by Stephanus
Byzantius to Pausanias’ text, set out in Appendix I, while Appendices II and III give
passages from the Suda based on Pausanias.

The French translation is straightforward and readable. It deliberately (p. xxxviii)
seeks to reproduce any stylistic flaws—repetition, awkwardness, or obscurity—
apparent in the original Greek. Conventional terminology used in the commentary is
listed and explained on p. xlii: for some terms set translations have been adopted, e.g.
idole for xoanon, effigie for andrias, statue for eikon, and statue (de culte) for agalma.

The commentary is very full—133 pages, besides an introduction of thirty-four
pages and an eleven-page summary of contents. Jost, whose Sanctuaires et cultes
d’Arcadie and numerous other publications have made a very major contribution to
our understanding of both ancient Arcadia and what Pausanias says about it, is
admirably qualified to comment on the text. For a full list of earlier texts with
commentary the reader is referred back (p. xxxviii) to the first volume, but
significantly the two singled out here for mention are those of Frazer (excellent, but a
century old) and Papahatzis (1980, very useful if you read modern Greek). Pausanias’
coverage of Arcadia is unusually full, with—as Jost notes (p. xi)}—a balance among his
various interests rarely found in the rest of his work, and a new and full commentary
is very welcome, the more so because of the considerable recent scholarly interest in
Pausanias’ work (to which pp. ix—xi offer a convenient introduction).

As a general principle (p. xI) the commentary gives preference to citing relevant
ancient texts over citations of modern work, a principle which the reader might
otherwise not have suspected given the numerous and up-to-date modern references.
Clearly not every modern publication could be mentioned, and opinions will differ
onwhat else might reasonably have been included—e.g. doubts by N. Robertson

© Oxford University Press, 1999

https://doi.org/10.1093/cr/49.2.477 Published online by Cambridge University Press


https://doi.org/10.1093/cr/49.2.477

372 THE CLASSICAL REVIEW

(Festivals and Legends [Toronto, 1992]) on the Oresthasians’ aid to Phigaleia (39.3-5),
or K. Trampedach (Platon, die Akademie und die zeitgendssische Politik [Stuttgart,
1994]) on the Arkadian confederacy of the 360s (e.g. at 32.1), but it is misleading to
dwell on occasional omissions when the commentary explicitly disavows any intention
of giving complete modern bibliography and is in any case so full and up-to-date.
Modern views are treated with caution, as e.g. (p. xxii) those for and against accepting
Pausanias’ account of eighth- and seventh-century kings ruling all Arkadia (though
reference back to p. xxii would help in the comment on 5.11-12). The only error noted
is the statement (p. 207 on 24.3-4) that the River Erymanthos flows into the River
Ladon, clearly a slip of the pen, since a few lines later it is said correctly to run into the
Alpheios. Altogether this commentary is a most valuable piece of work, bringing
together clearly and carefully what is currently known about the topics covered in
thetext. In addition, the excellent map originally published in Sanctuaires et cultes
reappears in reduced but entirely legible format.

Altogether this is a book to be warmly welcomed, indispensable to anyone working
on Pausanias VIII. It is well produced, and rare misprints are trivial, even (p. 266) R.
Roy.

University of Nottigham J. ROY

LUCIAN

U. RUTTEN: Phantasie und Lachkultur. — Lukians “Wahre
Geschichten”. Pp. 142. Tiibingen: Gunter Narr Verlag, 1997. Paper,
DM 56. ISBN: 3-8233-4875-2.

A. GEorGIiADOU, D. H. J. LARMOUR: Lucian’s Science Fiction
Novel True Histories. Interpretation and Commentary. Pp. 254.
Leiden,Boston, and Cologne: E. J. Brill, 1998. Cased, $93. ISBN:
90-04-10667-7.

P. GRORLEIN: Untersuchungen zum Juppiter Confutatus Lukians. Pp.
viii + 114. Frankfurt am Main, Berlin, Bern, New York, Paris, and
Vienna: Peter Lang, 1998. Paper, £20. ISBN: 3-631-31952-2.

When is a joke not a joke? When it’s explained. . .

Comedy has in the past been a notoriously difficult subject for scholars trained in
northern European classical studies, it being extremely difficult to account for elusive
elasticity within a tradition that prizes rigour, hard fact, and objectivity. What would
Lucian, the scathing critic of humourless scholarship, have made of (one of the best
examples of the genre) Fraenkel’s Plautinisches im Plautus? In the present critical
climate, however, the membrane separating ‘hard’ methodology from the ludic
poetics of ‘soft’ literature is more than semi-permeable, and the consequent osmosis
promises a new start for comic studies. In the case of Lucian, Bracht Branham’s
exemplary study, Unruly Eloquence (Cambridge, MA, 1989) has already pointed the
way towards a more sensitive and sophisticated understanding of this most devious
of satirists.

Two of the texts under review focus upon Lucian’s Verae Historiae, the fantastic
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travel-narrative that inspired writers from Rabelais to Swift to Raspe. The monograph
by Riitten, Phantasie und Lachkultur, is to my mind the more successful. This is a
sophisticated, sometimes dense, multidisciplinary approach to the text. What R.
shares with Branham is a belief that comedy is not necessarily an unsystematic
attempt to get a laugh by any means possible; it is, rather, a subtle system offering
opportunities for thoughtful exploration. Lucian’s comedy has, we read, a ‘philo-
sophical’ character (pp. 114, 131-3), the narrator characterizing himself as a kind of
anti-Socrates (pp. 30-1), and Lucian here turns away from the ‘aggressive’ satire of his
other texts (pp. 38, 42, 63) towards a creative experimentation with intellectual and
cultural categories (e.g. pp. 51-3, 78-9). Balancing broader investigation of the aim of
the VH with nuanced discussions of individual passages, R. shows how Lucian
consistently (indeed, almost systematically) transposes familiar frameworks onto
unfamiliar settings, and thus requires the reader to interrogate his or her own values
and norms. R. argues that the interplay between the fantasy world of the text and the
reality of the reader is central to the meaning of the text.

R. draws methodological inspiration primarily from the German phenomeno-
logical tradition that produced (amongst others) Iser and Jauss, and so his primary
object of inquiry is the comic effect, the Kommunikationsprozesse. Yet R.’s methods
produce results that also engage readers whose interests do not stretch to Rezeptions-
theorie: every discussion yields important insights about the dynamics of the VH. If
R. has a weakness, it is a tendency to cling rather uncompromisingly to theoretical
principles at the expense of a more flexible interpretation of the text. For example,
theoft-repeated claim that Lucian is not aggressively satirical in the VVH does not
necessarily convince when we encounter the philosophers in the underworld (pace
pp.74-5). For similar reasons, the chapter on Menippean satire (pp. 111-30) is
somewhat disappointing: after some initially interesting comments, R. resorts to
ticking and crossing against a checklist of elements drawn from Bakhtin. These
occasional wooden sections notwithstanding, Phantasie und Lachkultur is an import-
ant publication that deserves to have a profound effect upon scholarship on the VH.

Georgiadou and Larmour offer an introductory essay together with commentary
upon (but no text of) the V'H in its entirety. There is little discussion here of problems
of linguistic interpretation, and none of textual issues: instead, both introduction and
commentary focus primarily upon locating the objects of Lucian’s satire. A competent
literary commentary (which this certainly is) has long been a desideratum in studies of
the VH, a text which from the very start (1.2) invites its readers to spot references and
allusions. G. & L. display an impressively broad knowledge of ancient literary genres,
and one could not ask for more enthusiastic searchers after the various arcana which
may or may not be alluded to by Lucian.

G. & L.s central argument is that the VH is a parody of an allegorical journey
forphilosophical knowledge (pp. 5-22). Consequently, much of the commentary
isdevoted to finding echoes of philosophical material: the sky represents the
philosophers’ meteora, the whale’s belly represents Plato’s cave, and so forth. A typical
example of this approach: ‘the Nephelocentaurs who come out to the ship,
presumably in their role of border-guards, may represent the philosophers who have
developed theories about the sun’ (p. 149). Few readers will agree with all of their
suggestions for parallels, and some are provocatively tendentious in the extreme. When
the travellers hear the barking of dogs as they approach Scintharus’ hut (an echo, asG.
& L. point out, of Odysseus’ encounter with Eumaeus), are we really to think ofthe
Cynics (p. 162)? When the hut is described as avrdpxn (‘big enough’), are we
necessarily to think of philosophical adrdprewa (p. 164)? (And, if so, does the use of
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the same word to describe a wall at Achilles Tatius 1.15.1 equally invite a philosophical
interpretation?) G. & L. also have a trick of signalling the philosophical import
ofwords by referring readers to a lemma elsewhere as though the entry there, which
isitself invariably speculative, proved the issue. An amusing example, glossing a
reference to cheese: ‘See n. on 2.3 below on the suggestive meanings of the verbs
Tupdw and Tupevw, connected with trickery and deceit; the connection with the
philosophers and their arguments would be obvious’ (p. 138). A neat, but hardly deft,
attempt to demonstrate a self-evident connection between cheese and philosophy!

The problem is not that this kind of allusion-spotting is not part of the pleasure of
the VH; nor, indeed, is it even that these references are not ‘there in the text’ (how
could such a proposition be proven or refuted?). The major disadvantage of this
approach, rather, is its (strongly normative) implication that this ‘interpretive key’ (p.5)
can unlock the mysteries of the VH and decode it correctly into a coherent,
meaningful whole. If every bizarre apparition is a cipher for an entity wholly familiar
to an audience of pepaideumenoi, then interpretation strips the text of all that is
alienand other. Yet this is a narrative which explicitly refers to the ‘foreignness’ of its
content (70 &évov, 1.2; ¢f. 70 aAXdkorov, 2.41). Part of Lucian’s strategy is (as R. sees)
to invite dynamic, analogical explorations of sameness and difference between these
strange worlds and the one in which we live; and to underplay the fadpa inspired by
the Cork-feet and their various colleagues is to iron out a crucial part of the textual
play.

G. & L. can be extremely enlightening in their analyses. They are alert to the
Odyssean background, and to Lucian’s complex and playful use of his Homeric
models (e.g. p. 160), and strong on ‘metaliterary’ aspects (e.g. the whirlwind at 1.9-10,
cf. p. 80; and the ending, p. 232). On the other hand, they can be prolix and unfocused.
For example: p. 128 recaps material from p. 104 on acorns; pp. 1667 summarizes the
Piscator (a well-known Lucianic text) for no reason other than that the Piscator is
about fish and philosophers (which is supposed to show that fish in the VVH have a
philosophical significance). At times, the entries in the commentary are simply lists
that fail to show how or why these parallels are relevant to the interpretation of the
lemma (e.g. pp. 95-6 on vultures; p. 190 on cinnamon; p. 135 on beards); or parallels
are introduced by ‘cf.’, with no suggestion as to what a comparison might yield (e.g.
p-135 on nails). Moreover, there are sections where aspects of the argument are
obscure, to me at any rate (the discussion of the lighthouse at Pharos, p. 31; the
association of Heracles and Dionysus with ‘initiation into comedy’, p. 68; Lucian as
‘corrector’ of Homer, p. 209). Still, there is much that is valuable in this book, which
goes some way towards filling an embarassing gap in Lucianic studies.

The third text in this bundle, a study of luppiter Confutatus (a dialogue on fate and
free will between Zeus and the Cynic philosopher Cyniscus) by GroBlein, is, on the
other hand, a prime example of how to miss the joke almost entirely. G. works
throughthe text sequentially, seeking to place the arguments in philosophical (and
mostly Stoic) context. G. provides a wealth of detail showing the provenance of the
arguments, and for this laborious undertaking at least he deserves gratitude. But to
what end does Lucian marshall this philosophical material? Where does the comedy
lie? Why the dialogue form? On such issues of interpretation G. is best when silent,
which he often is; when he does pronounce, there are signs of extraordinary naiveté.
At the outset, he states that no educated man in Lucian’s times believed in the gods,
and so the figure of Zeus is simply a vehicle for philosophical exploration (p. 2).
‘Belief” is too complicated an issue to be invoked and rejected so quickly, and to
dismiss it like this is to close too many interpretative doors. G. shows some interest in
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establishing the setting of the dialogue (pp. 5-8), but without ever stating what
relevance this might have to any reading of the text. He seems to assume that Cyniscus
the character is to be identified directly with Lucian the author, often (e.g. pp. 32, 53,
69) attributing the philosophical argument to ‘Lucian’ and thus implying the inter-
changeability of the two. Occasionally, G. acknowledges the comic nature of the text:
Lucian is not to be taken seriously, we read, since er ist Satiriker (pp. 53, 91). But how
the satire works we are never told. Instead, G. meanders through the text, shooting off
at tangents willy-nilly (e.g. the bizarre and unresolved excursus on Helm’s theory of
the text at pp. 76-7, and the unfocused comparison with Kant and Leibnitz on p. 78).
It is a shame that the considerable energies which have gone into collating so much of
the philosophical background have not yielded a more convincing argument as to why
the text itself is of any interest.

St John's College, Cambridge TIM WHITMARSH

IDEA-THEORY

I. RUTHERFORD: Canons of Style in the Antonine Age: Idea-Theory
and its Literary Context. Pp. viii + 168. Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1998.
Cased, £30. ISBN: 0-19-814729-5.

This book, based on R.’s 1986 doctoral thesis, seeks to relate the kind of stylistic
analysis found in its most sophisticated form in Hermogenes On Ideas to its literary
context, paying special attention to the role of stylistic models (‘canons of style’)
both in the literary practice of the second sophistic and in contemporary theory.
After a brief survey of the main theoretical texts, R. discusses possible sophistic
influences on the development of idea-theory. He then turns to Hermogenes’
reading-list (devoting a separate chapter to the unusually limited place that is given
to poetry); the remaining chapters focus on Xenophon, Demosthenes, and Aelius
Aristides. In addition, R. provides the first English translation of Pseudo-Aristides’
treatise on the plain (d¢eArs) style. The result is an important and stimulating book,
from which I have learned a lot.

Good use is made of Philostratus in mapping the second-century roots of
idea-theory. The implied criticism (pp. 125f.) of Philostratus’ ‘bipolar’ approach
tostyle (the grand sophistic style vs. a mixed bag of everything else) is perhaps
unfair,given the sharpness with which R.’s own discussion singles out declamation
within the rhetorical culture of the day (an exaggerated sharpness, I feel: though
Philostratus’ focus was on star declaimers, it is clear even from his slanted presentation
that many of the sophists were also successful practical orators). And while R. argues
persuasively for the origin of some of the distinctive terms of idea-theory in sophistic
declamation (pp. 25-31), the model proposed (sophistic terms absorbed into a
classicizing stylistic theory) rests on an unwarranted assumption that idea-theory is
inherently classicizing (pp. 22f.). Why should those who practised ‘more modern and
more outlandish’ effects not have used the framework of idea-theory to analyse them?
After all, the technique which R. cites to illustrate the sort of thing that idea-theorists
could not have approved of (finishing a declamation with an 8+) is attributed to
Hadrian of Tyre—who wrote On Ideas in five books (Suda A528).
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The confrontation (p. 35 n. 27) of Hermogenes and the author of On Sublimity (in
my view, Longinus) is stimulating. But Hermogenes is writing a technical treatise, and
that fact limits the significance of what he says (he has a motive to talk up the
importance of his subject) and fails to say (if it is not relevant to his purposes).
Technique for Hermogenes is essential (213.14-214.6), and may perhaps (rdxa)
makeup for deficiency in talent (214.8-12); but he recognizes the importance of
talentaswell (214.6-8). So I do not think Hermogenes would accept the view whichR.
attributes to him, that rhetoric is ‘purely a matter of technical rules’
(surelyinconsistent, in any case, with what R. says later [p. 87] about his attitude to
Demosthenes). Hermogenes’ opening paragraph speaks of the critical evaluation of
classical and modern authors (213.8f)), but of the imitation and emulation only of
classical authors (213.13, 214.5: the point is relevant to the exclusion of Aristides from
Hermogenes’ canon, discussed at pp. 103f.). We cannot know whether he reflected, as
Longinus did (Chapter XLIV), on the reasons for this asymmetry: if he did, he had no
reason to discuss it in Id. It should not be overlooked, either, that the author of On
Sublimity himself emphatically rejects the position of those who decry 7éyvyn (Chapter
II; cf. Longinus ap. Proclus In Tim. 1.59.10-60.1).

R. provocatively suggests (pp. 52f.) that the logic of Hermogenes’ position is that
‘Demosthenes is the only author that a student would need to know’, and that a study
of Id. might make reading even Demosthenes unnecessary. But Hermogenes is clear
about the importance of imitation, and reasonably so: students need to be able to see
how the techniques taught by theory work in practice; the role of theory is to help
them understand what is worth imitating, and how it works. Moreover, theory’s
analysis of the phenomena of practical composition is inevitably provisional and
incomplete. This is why Hermogenes’ rules turn out to have, as R. points out (p. 20),
somany exceptions (2’ Dem. 19.101 maintains at length that technical handbooks
areless authoritative than the practice of the classical orators). Furthermore,
Demosthenes’ complexity itself may make him a difficult model to understand and
imitate, especially for less advanced students. Dio identifies Demosthenes and Lysias
as the greatest of the orators, but recommends the study of Hyperides and Aeschines,
whose qualities are simpler and easier to grasp (18.11). The important distinction
which R. makes elsewhere (p. 61) between ‘the absolute value of an author and his
value as a model in rhetorical education’ is relevant here too. Precisely because
Demosthenes is the supreme model he may not be the most educationally useful one
for all students at all stages.

Appendix A establishes that Book 4 of Ps.-Hermogenes’ On Invention stems
fromsame tradition as Id., and presents idea-theory in a less developed form; direct
dependence is not proven, however. We should be cautious, I think, even in assuming
that Inv. is earlier: Hermogenes’ exceptionally sophisticated treatment may have been
too far ahead of the field for other teachers to absorb into their teaching practice
atonce (perhaps reflected in the work’s delayed reception: see below); see further
myspeculations at AJP 119 (1998), 110 n. 51. The intrusion of style into a work
oninvention is perhaps not as surprising as R. finds it (p. 105 and n. 2). The new
formtaken by stasis-theory in the second century changed the structure of the
rhetorical system: the analysis of argumentative strategies (On Issues) is now
separated from and precedes instruction on how those strategies are to be embodied in
a speech (though the traditional title On Invention continued to be used, the variant On
the Parts of the Political Speech is more precise). The latter may (as in Ps.-Hermogenes)
analyse the microstructure of the presentation of narrative and argument, and advice
on style is no great step beyond that; compare the stylistic recommendations in the
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Anonymus Seguerianus. The apology for the stylistic poverty of the examples at the
beginning of the work (Inv. 94.22-95.1) need not have programmatic significance for
the whole.

So far, my dissent does no discredit to the book, but is an index of its fruitfulness:
in each case, it is R.’s discussion that has prompted me to further thought. It will not, I
hope, eclipse the book’s very real merits if I conclude by pointing out some blemishes.

The survey of Hermogenes’ commentators (p. 9) is inaccurate. Syrianus’ com-
mentary covers Stas. and Id., not ‘all of Hermogenes and Ps. Hermogenes’; and he
was the earliest commentator only on /d.—there were many earlier commentators
onStas., including the partially extant Sopater and Marcellinus (missing from the
catalogue in n. 4). It is surely significant of something (but I am not sure what)
thatStas. attracted commentators already in the third century, but /d. not until the
fifth, and that the earliest known commentator on Stas., Metrophanes of Eucarpia,
wrote an On Ideas of his own. But Metrophanes’ On Ideas is not mentioned; nor are
those of Hadrian (see above), Aelius Harpocration, or Tiberius. Passing reference is
made to Basilicus and Zeno (p. 7 n. 3), but the latter is a Byzantine phantom, arising
from a misinterpretation of Syrianus’ reference to Zeno’s attested commentary on
Demosthenes. This (admittedly elusive) evidence for the history of idea-theory surely
merited some attention. I would have welcomed, too, an attempt to clarify the
relationship of the two works falsely attributed to Aristides (are they, as Schmid
argued, by different authors?), and of the first of them to Hermogenes (the relation-
ship of the second, on a¢péleia, to Hermogenes is examined in Appendix C).

R., always incisive, sometimes takes conciseness to excess. Technical details are not
always explained in a way that a non-expert will find intelligible. For example (p. 14):
‘MéfBodos can also have to do with linking stylemes, for example the wéfodos of
aprynats discussed in the section on kafapdrns’—and on to another point without
further explanation. And I am seemingly not alone in finding the discussion of
évdidferos Adyos (p. 17) confusing: the muddling of ‘former’ and ‘latter’ that results in
attributing expressive language to animals suggests that R. got lost, too.

Strangely, perhaps, in a book so long in the making, signs of haste are discernible
also in a lack of attention to detail. Misprints, mainly trivial, are numerous, especially
in Greek and in the bibliography. The sophist whose Greek name is Zrxomeliavds
morethan once appears as ‘Scopelion’; Metrophanes of Eucarpia is exiled to
‘Epicarpia’ and conflated with the Metrophanes of Lebadea who wrote on exponents
of the plain style (p. 72: see Suda M1009-10). The treatment of titles is capricious and
inconsistent: Aristides, Peri Tou Paraphthegmatos, sits next to Lucian, Quomodo
Historia Conscribenda Sit (p. 2), a.k.a. How to Write History (p. 3 n. 4); Peri Ideon rubs
shoulders with On Ideas (p. 7); and so on. Statements about ancient sources are not
always supplied with a reference; and R. is inclined to cite whole books without
specifying the relevant pages. The bibliography is not always up to date: on the history
of idea-theory L. Pernot, La rhétorique de I'élogé (Paris, 1993), 1.333-94 deserves
notice; on the canon of ten orators (p. 38) see now I. Worthington in Persuasion
(London, 1994), pp. 244-63 and R. M. Smith, Mnemosyne 48 (1995), 66-79; on
poetry in the Antonine age see E. L. Bowie in D. A. Russell (ed.), Antonine Literature
(Oxford, 1990). The indexes are meagre and incomplete.

University of Leeds MALCOLM HEATH
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PARADOXOGRAPHI GRAECI

W. HANSEN: Phlegon of Tralles’ Book of Marvels: Translated with an
Introduction and Commentary (Exeter Studies in History). Pp. xvi +
215. Exeter: University of Exeter Press, 1996. Paper, £11.95. ISBN:
0-85989-425-8.

J. STERN: Palaephatus I[TEPI AIIIXTQN: On Unbelievable Tales:
Translation, Introduction and Commentary with notes and Greek
textfrom the 1902 B. G. Teubner edition. Pp. 167. Wauconda, IL:
Bolchazy-Carducci, 1996. Cased, $40. (Paper, $20). ISBN: 0-86516-
310-3 (0-86516-320-0 pbk).

It is a coincidence worthy of a paradoxographer that the same year should produce
translations of and commentaries on two of the most interesting extant texts from a
tradition that was so extraordinarily popular in antiquity. The phenomenon of the
literary collection of stories on the same theme which really came into its own in the
Hellenistic period grew out of a certain strand of earlier historiographical thought.
Marvellous tales, of course, derive from literature as old as Homeric epic and are a
recognizable feature of Herodotean historiography. However, with the social and
literary changes of the Hellenistic and early imperial Roman periods, the audience’s
appetite for escapist, bizarre stories multiplied: witness the Greek Romances, for
example. Although both are examples of Greek paradoxography, Palaephatus and
Phlegon represent different approaches to the genre.

Palaephatus offers brief versions of famous classical Greek myths which he
attempts to rationalize, in the belief (stated in his preface) that such incredible stories,
which counter the eternal, unchanging rules of nature, are explicable if one interprets
the myth as a misunderstanding of a perfectly rational, natural occurrence. Hence
many of the monsters of Greek mythology, such as dragons or bulls, were in reality
human males with names such as Drako or Tauros, whom later tradition transmuted
into the animals their names recalled. Palaephatus probably dates from the time of
Aristotle and appears to have written five books on incredible tales, of which our
extant version is a crude epitome with some spurious additions at the end. His
rationalizing approach is mechanical, repetitive, and rather naive in its simplicity.
Much reliance is placed upon puns, and upon metaphors which later tradition
misunderstands as literal: for example, ‘flying’ was not literally flying, but rather a
metaphorical way of describing a swift journey by sea (e.g. Daedalus and Icarus);
being ‘devoured’ by animals was originally a metaphorical way of describing how
someone’s fortune was used up in their maintenance (e.g. Actaeon). This rationalism
was inherited from and developed upon earlier historiography. As part of his
introduction to Palaephatus (pp. 10-16), Stern charts the tradition of such rationalism
within the genre from its extant beginnings through to Plutarch. The introduction as a
whole is very sound and thorough, with discussions of the epitomization, date, and
authorship, as well as comments on the structure, or lack of it, within the work. S.
reprints at the back of the book Festa’s 1902 Teubner text, with E.’s full apparatus and
notes. This in itself is a service to scholars as the text has long been out of print.
Separate from this is S.’s very clear translation of Palaephatus’ dry Greek; he appends
at the end of each section any relevant notes on content. These are, for the most part,
few. Fuller are his very useful references to additional versions of the stories. His notes
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regrettably contain little if anything on the Greek text or on Palaephatus’ style (e.g.
comparisons with that of, say, Apollodorus). Nothing is said, for example, of the
interesting way in which Palaephatus’ rationalizing explanations often climax with
reported direct speech, as if charting the growth of the myth from antique reality to
later misunderstanding as encapsulated by the words we utter ‘today’. Nor does
S.comment on the variety of ways in which Palaephatus introduces his incredible tales:
sometimes objective comment, sometimes an emotive rhetorical question or
exclamation to highlight the absurdity, thus deploying a common rhetorical device to
win his reader over immediately to his side. Nevertheless the edition is extremely
welcome and excellent value, especially in paperback. There is a bibliography but
thereare no indices at all. Any work on Greek mythology or mythography surely
requires this.

Phlegon’s compilation smacks of an altogether different flavour. Composed in the
second century A.D., this collection of bizarre events found great popularity not only
in antiquity but also in the later Western tradition, becoming a ‘respected’ ancient
source for books on ghosts, gothic horror, and demonology. This volume is of a
greater depth than that on Palaephatus above. Hansen does not print the original
Greek text, which is hard to obtain, but his volume otherwise is exemplary. Not only
does this book contain a good translation of Phlegon’s Book of Marvels, but H. has
also added translations of fragments of two other works by Phlegon, Olympiads
(recounting the foundation of the Olympic Games), and Long-Lived Persons (which
uses Roman census documents). As such we get a truly representative feel for the
literary output of this Greek freedman which certainly seems to have had an eager
market. The Book of Marvels is organized by theme, including subjects such as ghosts,
hermaphrodites and sex changers, monstrous births, abnormal rapid human
development, and live centaurs. It is not a long work. In its current state it comprises
thirty-five brief sections that take up only twenty-five pages of well-spaced
translation. Nevertheless its importance both literary and historical is not to be
underestimated, as section ten comprises lengthy, unique quotations from the Sibylline
Books. H.’s commentary is superb for a book of the scale of the Exeter Studies in
History series. Each section is sanely analysed, with references to the Greek vocabu-
lary chosen, parallel versions and their differences, and helpful modern bibliography.
The commentary makes interesting reading and reminds one of how immensely
popular such collections were in the early empire. We have long been familiar with
works such as Aelian’s Historical Miscellany or Athenaeus’ Deipnosophists, which are
now themselves in the process of scholarly ‘rediscovery’. It is timely that Phlegon can
now join their ranks and be more fully appreciated with this highly affordable and
useful volume. Unlike the Palaephatus, this book contains a solid index of names. As
added icing on the cake, three valuable appendices are added, which offer translations
of Proclus on people who died and came back to life, Philostratus on Achilles’ ghost,
and Goethe’s vampire ballad The Bride of Corinth. Exeter University Press are to be
commended for supporting the publication of what might appear at first sight a risky
text with limited appeal. I trust that its affordability and clear presentation will garner
it wider attention.

Royal Holloway, London RICHARD HAWLEY
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HELIODORUS

R. HuNTER (ed.): Studies in Heliodorus. (Proceedings of the
Cambridge Philological Society, suppl. vol. 21.) Pp. 232. Cambridge:
The Cambridge Philological Society, 1998. Paper. ISBN: O0-
906014-19-0.

With a title as unassuming as its pale covers, this book brings together nine new
essays on the Aithiopika, all but one first presented to a Cambridge ‘Laurence
Seminar’ in 1996. The diversity of approaches appears from the three main headings
under which they are sorted: ‘Narrative Technique’, “The Construction of Culture’,
and ‘Reception’.

‘In her left hand carrying the flame of a lighted torch (lampadion), and in her other
hand holding out a shoot of palm (phoinix)—these two symbolic items in Charikleia’s
hands at Delphi (4.1.2) constitute hitherto unnoticed leitmotifs in the novel, according
to Ewen Bowie (‘Phoenician Games in Heliodorus’ Aithiopika’). In particular, he sets
out to uncover the ‘Phoenician’ novelist’s intricate play on the various meanings
oftheword phoenix. Philip Hardie (‘A Reading of Heliodorus, Aithiopika 3.4.1-5.2),
underthe headings ‘Digression’, ‘Enargeia’, and ‘Ekphrasis’, demonstrates important
characteristics of Heliodorus’ narrative style by analysing part of Kalasiris’ narration
to Knemon about the Pythian spectacle. Knemon’s simple account of his Athenian
misfortunes, in turn, is used by Richard Hunter (‘The Aithiopika of Heliodorus:
Beyond Interpretation?’) to illuminate, by contrast, the sophistication of the other
narrators, Kalasiris and ‘Heliodorus’; Chariton’s novel provides another foil, to
goodeffect. John Morgan (‘Narrative Doublets in Heliodorus’ Aithiopika’, pp. 60-78)
compares recurrences of similar motifs or structures in the course of the narrative,
arguing that such ‘repetitions, in Heliodorus’ case at least, are meaningful and
deliberate’ (p. 64); consequently, the second of such ‘doublets’ may be fully
appreciated only if its mate is recognized and remembered in some detail.

All four pay tribute to Jack Winkler’s seminal study of 1982 on ‘“The Mendacity of
Kalasiris’, and have obviously greatly enjoyed this particular game, letting their
imagination loose and happily leaving it to the reader to distinguish between the
credible and the fanciful. Hunter, perhaps the soberest among them, still does not let
the doubt intimated in his title and first paragraph prevail over the temptation to join
the game. The danger, of cause, does not lie in what this star quartet is presenting
uswith—their learning, ingenuity, and rhetorical brilliance vouch for much entertain-
ment and considerable enlightment—Dbut in what kind of scholarly model they are
setting up for others in the profession.

The two contributors to the middle section are newcomers to the field, each with
arecent dissertation on the Aithiopika among his credentials. John Hilton (‘An
Ethiopian Paradox: Heliodorus, Aithiopika 4.8’) takes the narrative of Charikleia’s
birth that her mother embroidered on the baby’s swaddling band as his point of
departure for a study of ‘the central paradox’ of the novel, the heroine’s white skin.
There is much of interest here; but the insistence on albinism as an explanation seems
misconceived (this is no African legend), and it is curiously denied (p. 86) that her
whiteness is in fact essential for most of the construction of the plot. Tim Whitmarsh
(‘The Birth of a Prodigy: Heliodorus and the Genealogy of Hellenism’) likewise
discusses Charikleia’s birth: she is the ‘prodigy’ of the title, or rather one of them, for
the novel itself is also—it is argued more forcefully than convincingly—a wonder and
a hybrid in its author’s eyes, because it ‘violates the canons of art with its bold generic
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cross-contaminations’ (p. 118). This, however, is just one strand in the article which
also provides important and persuasive treatment of Heliodorus’ ‘foreignness’ vs. his
‘Hellenism’, of his intertextual dialogue with the Odyssey and of the role played by his
‘Egyptian” Homer. Bakhtin’s ‘heteroglossia’ concept is fruitfully applied, but one of
his several false generalizations concerning the Greek novels rightly condemned
(‘almost exactly wrong’, p. 95 n. 8).

Finally, we are offered three (very different) examples of the ‘creative reception’
(p.157) of Heliodorus’ novel. Panagiotis Agapitos (‘Narrative, Rhetoric, and “Drama”
Rediscovered: Scholars and Poets in Byzantium Interpret Heliodorus’) shows what
may be gained, in terms of precision and novel perspectives, when a trained
Byzantinist tackles the complexities of reception and revival. Starting withPhotius’
and Psellos’ comments on Heliodorus, Agapitos discusses the true significance of their
and later Byzantine writers’ theatrical vocabulary (drama, tragddia, etc.) in a
theatreless society. The article culminates in a deft analysis of thetwelfth-century
‘Heliodoran’ verse novels of Prodromos and Eugeneianos, demonstrating the latter’s
dual use of Heliodorus and Prodromos and the shift from narrative fiction to
rhetoricized drama that characterizes both. Clotilde Bertoni and Massimo Fusillo
(‘Heliodorus Parthenopaeus: The Aithiopika in Baroque Naples’) open another
window: alongside Byzantium’s ‘Charikleia’ there now appears ‘“Teagene’, ‘a martial
and passionate hero of melodrama’ (p. 168) as depicted in Giambattista Basile’s
(1565-1632) huge epic poem by that name. It follows the novel closely, but exhibits
various kinds of amplification and interpolation that are analysed here with
exemplary clarity and ample illustration. The ‘complex dialectic between epic and
novel’ (p. 181), with the eros of the model ‘corroding’ the heroic demands of epic
canons, is subtly displayed. The last contributor, Daniel Selden (‘Aithiopika and
Ethiopianism’), takes us to the nineteenth- and twentieth-century USA and presents
avivid and dedicated account of the historical development of Ethiopianism and
Afrocentrism, and the part that the Aithiopika, on and off, has played in that process.

Hunter and his sub-editor, Mary Whitby, deserve full credit for an expeditious and
diligent job. The book ends with a common bibliography, but there is regrettably
noindex.

University of Bergen TOMAS HAGG

THE REASON OF MYTH

A. GIGANDET: Fama Deum. Lucréce et les raisons du mythe. Pp. 447.
Paris: Librairie Philosophique J. Vrin, 1998. Paper, frs. 198. ISBN:
2-7116-1276-7.

Why does Lucretius begin his poem with a lengthy hymn to Venus, when he is shortly
to dismiss all the gods of the traditional pantheon to the intermundia and deny them
any influence over the natural or human worlds? Why does he allude to myth at all,
rather than steer clear of it altogether, given Epicurus’ apparent hostility and the
rationalistic basis of his philosophy? These are problems which have plagued
interpreters of the De Rerum Natura since at least the end of the nineteenth century,
when Patin infamously proclaimed the existence of an anti-Lucréce chez Lucréce,
arguing that the poet felt a reluctant attraction to certain aspects of mythology and
traditional cult.
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In this comprehensive study of Lucretius’ use of myth, Gigandet argues that the
mythological passages are not, in fact, in contradiction with the poet’s rationalist
world-view. On the contrary, if everything in the universe is subject to rational
explanation, the same must apply to myth. Despite the apparent heterogeneity of the
mythological passages (the excursuses on Cybele and Phaethon serve a primarily
illustrative function, whereas the underworld myths at the end of Book 3 are
introduced for ethical/exemplary purposes; invocation of the Muses can be seen
asanod towards the conventions of didactic epic; and so forth), G. argues that
anunderlying consistency of approach can be detected: ‘les divers usages du mythe...
sont logiquement subordonnés a un ensemble de conditions, d’opérations effectuées
sur ses figures et sa forme... on peut définir, au total, une raison des mythes, une
“mytho-logie” lucrétienne’ (pp. 12-14). G. stresses the close connexion between
Lucretius’ theorization of myth and his anti-religious polemic; it was also imperative
for the poet to combat philosophical appropriation of the mythological narratives,
particularly the method of allegorical interpretation associated mainly with the Stoics.

The first part of G.’s discussion deals, however, not with the overtly mythological
passages, but with the poet’s demythologization of the natural world. The culture-
history at the end of Book 5 and the meteorology of Book 6 can be read as implicit
attacks on the mythological world-view: Lucretius’ materialist account of natural
phenomena excludes the Olympian gods from both their traditional roles, as
benefactors of humanity and as punishers of human wrongdoing. G. is particularly
good on the uniformity of the explanations in Book 6 (the same basic principles can
explain all natural phenomena) and on the poet’s systematic rejection of the idea that
there is anything strange about the phenomena he discusses (pp. 90-5, 107-10). The
poet’s rhetorical strategy here may be more complicated than G. suggests, however:
thenoli mirari theme is complemented by a corresponding encouragement of miratio
insuch passages as 6.121-9. Lucretius wants us to be impressed by the ‘wonders of
nature’, without falling into the trap of attributing them to supernatural causes.

Part 2 deals with Lucretius’ account of the origins of religious belief in 5.1161—
1240, and with the theme of illusion (ghosts, echoes, cloud-pictures, etc.). G. suggests
that the subjects of myth can be placed in three separate categories: stories about the
gods are at least based on the observation of real simulacra, though these are, of
course, open to misinterpretation; monsters such as the centaur, on the other hand, are
completely unreal; whereas ghosts and metamorphoses are illusions produced by real
objects. This typology seems somewhat over-schematic: the image of a centaur is, after
all, produced by real objects (a man and a horse), according to the explanation given
by the poet in 4.739-43. More helpful is the distinction G. draws on pp. 217-18
between imagination and belief: we can imagine non-existent objects only by virtue of
simulacra, which are in some sense real; it is only the belief that such simulacra are
emitted directly from real objects that leads us into error.

Part 3 focuses on three specific myths: the Gigantomachy: the digression on the
cultof Cybele in 2.600-60; and the ‘allegorization’ of posthumous punishments in
3.978-1023. G. stresses the fact that Lucretius does not interpret the myths as
philosophical truths concealed beneath the veil of allegory: the poet’s own brief
version of the Phaethon myth can in fact be read as an attack on Platonic and Stoic
allegorizations, and he also rejects allegorical as well as literal readings of Cybele and
her cult. Rather, we should seek to understand myth ‘sur le terrain. . . de la ratio
épicurienne’ (p. 392)—explanations not just for the underworld punishments but for
all myths are to be found in vita nobis.

The concluding chapter deals briefly with Venus and the plague. Venus gets
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surprisingly short shrift here: the proem is surely crucial to any discussion of
Lucretius’ use of myth, but G. does not really explain adequately why Lucretius might
have chosen to take the risk of misleading his reader at the outset. He stresses the
juxtaposition of myth with the vera ratio of 44-9; but the textual problem presented
by the lines is not fully discussed. C. might have benefited here from Diskin Clay’s
discussion of the ‘eclipse’ of Venus in his Lucretius and Epicurus (Ithaca and London,
1983), which is not listed in either the notes or the bibliography.

This omission is symptomatic of a neglect of foreign (particularly English-
language) scholarship throughout (there is no mention, for example, of C. P. Segal’s
Lucretius on Death and Anxiety [Princeton, 1990], and D. Konstan’s important
discussion of the underworld punishments, Some Aspects of Epicurean Psychology
[Leiden, 1983], receives only the barest of acknowledgements). G. sometimes wastes
space going over very well-trodden ground where a reference to discussion elsewhere
would have sufficed. In several places, the discussion seems unnecessarily long-
winded, and G.’s rather flowery prose is at times almost impenetrable. This is
unfortunate, because he does have genuinely interesting and important things to say;
but the book would have benefited greatly from a considerable reduction in scale.

G. also fails to give much impression of the De Rerum Natura as poetry: his
discussion tends to remain on a rather abstract level, without really getting to grips
with the detail of the text (a notable exception is the excellent analysis of the
underworld punishments, pp. 359-85). Sometimes, too, his hypotheses lack adequate
textual support: I can see no justification for finding a reference to the nymph Echo in
4.580-94 (p. 291), for example; nor does anything in the poem support G.’s suggestion
(pp- 236-7) that the Epicureans attributed our ability to visualize long-dead or
imaginary figures to stories about those characters, rather than to the impact of
simulacra.

In sum, this is a flawed but still useful book. The volume is, fortunately, well
indexed; I suspect that most readers will find it more profitable to dip into G.’s
discussion of particular points or passages than to pursue his rather ponderous
argument through all ten chapters.

Trinity College, Dublin MONICA R. GALE

LUCIDA TELA

N. HorsFALL (ed.): A Companion to the Study of Virgil. (Mnemosyne
Supplement 151.) Pp. xvi + 326. Leiden, etc.: E. J. Brill, 1995. Cased,
$87. ISBN: 90-04-09559-4.

This is a most beneficial book. Horsfall writes the lion’s share of it, but he has
assembled an impressive cast of scholars to assist him. Horsfall himself writes on
‘Virgil: his Life and Times’ (Chapter I), on Georgics (I11), Aeneid (IV), ‘Style,
Language and Metre’ (V), and “Virgil’s Impact at Rome: the Non-literary Evidence’
(VD). A. Perutelli writes on Bucolics (I1); W. R. Barnes writes on ‘Virgil: the Literary
Impact’ (VII-—Virgil’s impact on Ovid, and the Silver Epicists); M. Geymonat
surveys ‘The Transmission of Virgil’s Works in Antiquity and the Middle Ages’
(VIII); and there is an appendix by W. V. Clausen on ‘The “Harvard School”’.

The book is not intended as an ‘impersonal manual’, but neither does it pursue
systematic polemic, as H. explains in his introduction. ‘At most I try to react, and have
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urged my colleagues to do the same, with due discretion, against what I (and not I
alone) see as in some ways a loss of equilibrium and proportion’ (p. viii). The book
succeeds most refreshingly in this laudable aim, and the chapters on the main poems
offer balanced and plausible interpretation, setting themselves against rival views
without aggression. For me personally, Chapter V will be the most useful, and Chapter
VI is the most entertaining and interesting. But all the chapters are first rate. It was
humbling, for example, to find out how much of G.’s Chapter VIII I simply did not
know.

Besides the book’s balanced attitude towards interpretation of the poems, I
wouldselect the following as its most salient virtues. (i) The contributors’ ability
toweigh, judge, and provide facts—such a welcome commodity in these abstract
days.See not only H. on Virgil’s life, but P. on Bucolics (e.g. on Arcadia, pp. 45f.; on
allegorical interpretations in the ancient commentaries, pp. 58f.), H. on Georgics
(e.g.on the range of farm sizes, pp. 68f.; on Virgil’s sources, prose, and poetry, pp.77ft.),
H. on ‘Virgil’s impact at Rome’ throughout, likewise G. throughout. (ii) Thecolossal
mastery of secondary material that H. in particular displays (he even pops up in
square brackets in P’s chapter, denouncing with justifiable wrath-—and with
bibliography—the view that Gallus fr. 2 Courtney is a modern forgery). (iii) Profitable,
justified succinctness: e.g. P. on Ecl. 4 in a page and a half (pp. 60f). (iv) Good
questions are asked, of very different sorts: e.g. P. asks what sort of edition of
Theocritus Virgil used (p. 38); H. in postmodern mode asks—very pertinently— "What
is truth?’, in the context of the laudes Italiae in Georg. (p. 77); G. asks (p. 297) ‘what,
physically, happened to the autograph text? of Aen. (v) Clarity of style. Critics serve
poets and surely ought not to be obscure in their expression. H. & co. are models of
humane writing. What a favour critics do themselves when they write like this! The
reader can understand, and is in a position and mood to be persuaded.

I found much to agree with in the chapters of interpretation. I enjoyed much of H.’s
account of Georg and Aen., though of course we do not always concur. But, among
other big topics, H.’s account of Book 4 (pp. 123-34) will force me to think again;
likewise his account of Book 12 (pp. 192-216). It is very pleasing to find oneself
persuaded into rethinking one’s position by clear writing, and this is (as I say above)
how it ought to be. Even when I persisted in disagreeing with H., it was a productive
experience. To read a clear and intelligent account that comes to very different
conclusions from one’s own makes one at least uneasy about the ground one stands
on. As for P’s chapter on Bucolics, 1 was largely persuaded (for example) by his
conclusion that ‘the Bucolics are revealed as a collection of poems and not as a
strongly defined unit’ (p. 57). As for B.’s chapter, I am not over-fond of some of the
Silver Epic writers, but I shall read them with greater illumination now. Many of us
write too much; the admirable B. writes too little. H. is to be congratulated on getting
him to give us some of his wisdom.

This is a book for teachers to recommend to their students. More senior scholars
too must have this book on their shelves. They will appreciate the clear and balanced
surveys—and the huge quantity of useful information. There is, I should add, a very
full index, another sine qua non of a secondary work in the modern world.

Balliol College, Oxford R. O. A. M. LYNE
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INTERPRETATIO GERMANICA

J. DINGEL: Kommentar zum 9. Buch der Aeneis Vergils. Pp. 297.
Heidelberg: Universititsverlag C. Winter, 1997. Cased. ISBN: 3-8253-
0622-4.

Norden’s great commentary on Aeneid 6 did not start a fashion in Germany. Here at
last is another substantial German commentary on an individual book, on roughly
the same scale as the commentaries by Austin, Williams, Eden, and Harrison, and on
a somewhat larger scale than Hardie (hereafter H.) on the same book (Cambridge,
1994). From the foreword it appears that H. was not available to Dingel (hereafter
D.) until the completion of his first draft. Inevitably in a genre as tralatitious as
Virgilian commentary there is considerable overlap between D. and H., but there
arealso marked differences in focus. In a substantial introduction D. approaches
Aeneid 9 via a mainly traditional set of topics: content and structure of the book,
chronology of events within Books 8-10, relative priority of episodes and books in
the poem (these days an interest largely restricted to Germany, and the topic of a
number of D.’s individual notes), sources and models of individual episodes (with an
unaccustomed speculative burst on the reasons for the choice of the names Nisus,
Euryalus, and Hyrtacides), reception (sparing), models of heroism (largely an
engagement with R. F. Glei’s version of the old failure-of-traditional-heroism thesis),
and heroes and gods. Here, in a manner typical of the prevailing positivism of
German classical scholarship, D. argues that the reason why the gods do not appear
as actors in the Nisus and Euryalus episode is that the Olympians cannot be present
at the deaths of their mortal favourites, in polemic with H., who, in keeping with
prevailing fashions in anglophone criticism, sees in this reticence a problematization
of issues to do with religion and knowledge. But Virgil could very well have explicitly
told the reader that Diana did hear Nisus’ prayer at 403-9 without staining her with
mortality, and the inclusion of the scene between Jupiter and Hercules at 10.464-73
(see p. 33) makes for a stark contrast between the handling of the gap between man
and god in that episode and the twilight uncertainties of the Nisus and Euryalus
episode.

Whatever the verdict in this specific case, the general difference in approach
characterizes the detailed conduct of the two commentaries (D. publishes no text with
his). D. has a sharp analytic nose for the logic of narrative structures, and is full and
illuminating on linguistic detail, alert to the nuances of Virgilian usage and to stylistic
register, with heavy but usually discriminating application of TLL. For example, the
observation (on 348) that Virgil first uses condo of ‘burying’ a weapon in a body
sharpens one’s sense of the importance of the choice of this word at 12.950; on 593f.
thalamo sociatus D. notes that socio normally has a female as a personal object,
implying a negative comment on the social status of the pretentious Numanus. In
some cases D. tacitly or otherwise corrects slips or imprecisions in H. (on 609 omne
aeuum, 699f. stomacho, 707 duplici squama). D. does not sow parallel passages by the
sack, and those selected are usually telling; he is particularly helpful with parallels
from historians and other prose authors, confirming the sense that in general these
have been underexploited by Virgilian commentators (with the exception of de la
Cerda), Caesar being of particular use. Virgil takes pains to give a historical flavour to
his legendary battle narratives.

H., on the other hand, is far more concerned to pursue wider interpretative con-
textsthrough the detail of the text, the result of a self-conscious decision to write a
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commentary that is more ‘literary’ than some. D., no doubt equally self-consciously,
eschews a wide range of imagistic, thematic, and allusive filters that might trap the
commentator’s lemmata in larger structures. Examples of the difference in interests:
on 1867 aliquid iamdudum inuadere magnum | mens agitat mihi D. has a purely
linguistic note, observing that mens is rarely the subject of agitare; H. notes ‘mens
agitat = 6.727, in the course of Anchises’ lofty speech on the nature of the world-soul’,
an echo that, he claims, reinforces the ‘philosophically-tinged self-analysis’ undertaken
by Nisus in his speech. On 116 f. uos ite solutae, | ite deae pelagi D. has a long note with
parallels to argue that deae pelagi is vocative rather than predicative nominative; H.
chooses to see in the repeated ite the suggestion of ‘a ritual command to devotees of
the goddess’, and cross-refers to a longer note on 61718 ite per alta | Dindyma. The
present reviewer detects a certain unadventurousness and lack of suggestiveness in
D.’s average note—but then he would, wouldn’t he! D. does occasionally indulge a
streak of ingenuity, for example when in 137 sceleratam exscindere gentem he sees an
alternative meaning ‘uproot an accursed family’ (Turnus’ own): Turnus tries to control
the meaning of the omen, but is trapped himself into an utterance of oracular
ambiguity. In other cases D.’s judgement is not so sure: the solution to the point of the
difficult phrase at 1401 penitus modo non genus omne perosos | femineum that, since in
Turnus’ eyes the ‘Phrygians’ are as good as women, they therefore hate only ‘almost the
whole race of women’ because they make an exception for themselves is one twist too
many. Similarly the solution to the notorious textual and interpretative problem at
241-3 that moenia Pallantea means ‘men of Pallanteum’ (‘you will soon see here the
Aeneas you seek and the men of Pallanteum’) proposes too bold a metonym, which
D.’s cunning parallels hardly support.

These are exceptions. D. is usually a safe and authoritative guide to the problems
and nuances of the text. This is a very worthy addition to the shelf of commentaries
on individual books of the Aeneid, and will become a standard work of reference.

New Hall, Cambridge PHILIP HARDIE

HORACE, FIN DE SIECLE

W. LubpwiG (ed.): Horace. L'oeuvre et les imitations: un siécle
d’'interprétation. (Entretiens sur lantiquité classique, 39.) Pp. 439.
Geneva: Fondation Hardt, 1996. Sw. frs. 70.

The topics of this volume honoring the bimillenary of Horace’s death cover all the
bases: textual history; Horace as a moral, political, and aesthetic poet; his literary
criticism; the unity of his work; and reception. But somehow this complex and
elusive poet escapes the grasp of the comprehensive view. The volume aims to review
the scholarship of the last hundred years, but American scholarship is hardly men-
tioned and the Horace who emerged in the wake of the New Criticism consequently
keeps a low profile. Two areas make an appeal for future advances: textual criticism
and reception. These are also the areas which have least to do with the reconstruction
of Horace’s person, a preoccupation running through too many of the volume’s
essays. Perhaps it is the retrospective nature of the volume that makes the most
technical pieces the most forward-looking.

Tréankle’s textual history is a must-read for anyone starting (or continuing) serious
work on Horace. It clarifies the problems with all the modern editions and
demonstrates that we still lack an adequate text. He explains that Keller—Holder’s
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assessment of the essential contaminatio of the manuscripts basically went ignored
(and generated much useless work) until Shackleton Bailey’s ‘elegant’ and ‘definitive’
clarification of the sigla: besides indicating individual manuscripts, Shackleton Bailey
uses the siglum ¥ to indicate a true group of manuscripts with shared characteristics,
rather than as an archetype. T. appreciates Shackleton Bailey’s attempts to find
solutions to the problems outlined by Maas and Brink, but thinks the edition is
vitiated by sloppiness, inconsistency, and excessive confidence in the editor’s own
emendations. Borzsak’s edition merits only passing mention, until the discussion,
where T. excoriates its conservatism.

Schrijvers correctly identifies ‘Horace moraliste’ as a pragmatist. His introduction
of two modern versions of pragmatism, philosophical and linguistic, meets a certain
resistance in the discussion, but I would locate the difficulty in S.’s insufficient
integration of the Horatian material with the theories rather than in any essential
incompatibility with the theories on Horace’s part.

Cremona begins with a useful survey of the divergent views about Horace as a
political poet. He himself advances the reasonable position: by the end of his career,
Horace supports Augustus without any diminution of his independence or apologies
for his republican past. This is essentially, as the title ‘Orazio poeta civile’ indicates, a
judgement of the person, not of the poetry. Although C. argues against the possibility
of separating the ‘poetic’ from the ‘unpoetic’ aspects of the work, his actual treatment
of texts isolates the political from the rest without explaining its poetic nature.

Harrison tackles generic allusion in the Odes by filling a gap left by W. Kroll
(Studien zum Verstdindnis der romischen Literatur [Stuttgart, 1924], pp. 202-24): epic
and tragedy in Carm. 1.6, 3.3, 3.27, and 4.2. This work needed to be done, though H.
stays too close to Kroll’s framework of Kreuzung der Gattungen, despite citing G.
Davis (Polyhymnia: The Rhetoric of Horatian Lyric Discourse [Berkeley, 1991]), who
redefines genre as a rhetorical strategy. H. skirts the question posed repeatedly in the
discussion of how Horace’s procedure differed from that of the Greek lyrists in, say,
the allusions to Homer in Sappho. How do you separate an allusion to a genre from an
allusion to a text? More problematic is that his method depends on understanding
genres as closed entities, while his definitions—epic includes ‘all lengthy and serious
hexameter verse’—reveal a struggle with the fact of generic openness. This paradox
cannot be erased, but needs acknowledgment.

Fuhrmann shows that C. Becker (Das Spdtwerk des Horaz [Gottingen, 1963],
pp.64-112) and C. O. Brink (Horace on Poetry: Prolegomena to the Literary Epistles
[Cambridge, 1963], pp. 1-150, 213-71) misapprehended the first forty lines of the Ars
poetica as an introduction: the poem begins in medias res. Becker’s subsequent
structure of a Greek half followed by a Roman half founders on the presence of the
only known citations from Neoptolemus in the Roman half. The literary critical
material already in the so-called introduction upsets Brink’s understanding of the
overall structure of the Ars as dependent on Neoptolemus’ distinctions between form,
content, and poet. The poem’s structure depends on its hybrid identity as didactic
poem and verse epistle.

The title of Syndikus’s essay, ‘Die Einheit des Horazischen Lebenswerks’, reveals
his location of unity in Horace’s life. Fuhrmann’s question in the discussion about the
relation of the choice of genre to the historic person of the poet shows one (of many)
other ways to ask the unity question. S.’s desire for coherence overlooks Horace’s
deliberate construction of a dilemma: how can a poet committed to an Epicurean and
aestheticizing forgetting of cares take on the mantle of vates?

The last three essays devoted to reception amount to a whole greater than the sum
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of its parts. Friis-Jensen dismantles the view that the medieval understanding of
Horace was as mere moralist. The commentaries make Horace’s works (assumed to
have been composed in their manuscript order) representative of the stages of life.
Pleasure, the province of the supposedly youthful Odes, turns out to be an important
medieval reason for reading Horace apart from the poetry’s moral value. Ludwig
writes a masterful reception history that shows that Horace’s Renaissance Latin
imitators were engaging among themselves in the aemulatio familiar from the
Augustan poets. Horace comes to life again in a series of poems either by direct
address or by speaking from the grave. Full texts are included—the beauty of the
Latin should attract more attention to this neglected field. Thill presents two Jesuit
imitators of Horace who wrote entire collections of Latin lyrics covering roughly the
same ground as their predecessor. The difference in religion matters more here than in
the renaissance imitators. Parodia sacra allows for the uncanny replacement of Lydia
and the like with Mary or Mary Magdalen in poems closely evoking their models.
More extensive citation of Latin texts would better convey the passion of these
neo-Horatians.

New York University MICHELE LOWRIE

ET MIHI SUNT VIRES

P. LEe-STECUM: Powerplay in Tibullus: Reading Elegies Book One.
Pp. xii + 328. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1998. Cased,
£40. ISBN: 0-521-63083-5.

In the course of a linear reading of the ten poems in their published sequence
Lee-Stecum discusses Tibullus I with regard to its implications about power and also
its ultimate unintelligibility. She points to various ‘power relationships’ (between
lover and beloved, poet and patron, etc.) and maintains that ‘the ways in which
conceptions of power are constructed, exploited and transformed in the text are of
vital significance to an understanding of Tibullus Book one’ (p. 19). She also sees a
power struggle between the reader and the poet (or his text) in which the former’s
attempts to control meaning are constantly destabilized.

In line with much modern critical practice, there is a lot of theorizing, logic-
chopping, and discussion of topics like slippage and hermeneutic spirals. For those
who like that sort of thing, that is the sort of thing they like. I must confess that my
more practical tastes are for concrete findings and solid insights, and I am afraid that
there are not enough of those here to satisfy me. But in any case there are flaws in
L.-S.’s methodology and whole approach.

Her linear reading with close attention to contrasts and correspondences between
elegies is certainly meticulous but does not allow for the fact that ordinary readers (as
opposed to Ph.D. students) tend to dip into collections, perusing just a poem or so, to
return later, and a lot will not retain such a detailed knowledge of earlier pieces as to
spot many of the links and contradictions that she sees, and some will realize that
various contradictions can be explained by the fact that the published order need not
correspond to the order of composition. Her reading is also undermined by fanciful
speculation (e.g. on p. 87 de caelo ducentem sidera may suggest the witch’s power
overthe gods), misinterpretation (e.g. on p. 128 Delia’s dishevelled appearance on
Tibullus’ return at 1.3.91f. might imply violation, meaning that he plays Tarquin to her
Lucretia), and mistakes (e.g. p. 39 I did not transpose 1.1.25 between 1.1.6 and 7, p. 63

© Oxford University Press, 1999

https://doi.org/10.1093/cr/49.2.477 Published online by Cambridge University Press


https://doi.org/10.1093/cr/49.2.477

THE CLASSICAL REVIEW 389

levis est tractanda Venus does not mean that Venus must be mastered and this is light
work, p. 84 parcite luminibus at 1.2.35 cannot have the sense ‘spare the poet’).

With regard to power L.-S.’s basic premise seems unexceptionable (love can be
viewed as a relationship of domination and subordination similar to various power
structures in Roman society), and it is industriously pursued, but unfortunately her
conclusions are either questionable (e.g. the reappearance of war in 1.10 after the
triumph in 1.7 intimates that war fails to bring Rome power or security) or rather
obvious (e.g. the lover is dominated by the beloved, in a relationship similar to that
between farmer and gods, soldier and general, etc.; but whereas the farmer gives
veneration and receives prosperity, this Roman exchange process breaks down for the
lover when his abasement does not enable him to achieve his desires).

L.-S. nowhere explains why the consideration of power structures is vital to the
understanding of Tibullus I, why an elegist should be so obsessed with such a topic (I
might believe it of other authors, such as Tacitus), or why a love poet would compose
a whole collection largely concerned with power and repeat again and again the
somewhat banal and superficial remarks about it that L.-S. perceives. Nor does she say
whether such remarks are confined to Tibullus I or are also found in I and the other
elegists. Actually one could equally well argue that all ancient (and modern) writing
isconcerned with power, when you press into service as a manifestation of it just about
everything (ploughing, swimming, rowing, embracing, the use of the legalistic
imperative, etc.). As I compose this review [ am in a position of power over L.-S. and
over pen and paper, but also in the power of my thoughts and attitudes, and my head
of department (who has just interrupted me). But is this a significant observation or
mere waffle?

As for unintelligibility and the power struggle between the reader and the poet/
text(rather a strained connection with the other power structures considered), her
arguments that the book fails to resolve itself into something comprehensible (because
of ambiguities, contradictions, changing directions, undermined expectations, etc.) do
not convince me and would doubtless surprise the thousands of earlier readers who
have clearly felt that they could follow enough (nobody expects to understand
everything in an ancient book of poetry). I had thought that this kind of criticism was
past its sell-by date now. In any case too often her claims of uncertainty and
inconsistency in the text are doubtful (e.g. on pp. 112, 144, 155, 166, 209) and the
destabilizing effect of ignorance is exaggerated (e.g. is the exact identity of Titiusin 1.4
so important?). And I wonder whether L.-S. is really in a position to pronounce
onintelligibility when she glosses over or ignores numerous problems of text and
interpretation, and frequently misquotes the Latin (p. 45 potuisque, p. 93 recubere,
p-102 Mors atra precor and his, p. 117 hac and pentameter not indented, p. 144 subisse,
p- 192 sic fieri iubet deus, p. 220 sic venias hodierne, p. 257 baccho, p. 266 acres and
possem, p. 267 at, p. 274 quis, p. 276 agros). I also wonder how she can use a text that
is unintelligible as a basis for conclusions on its implications about power.

On the positive side, L.-S. has read widely in Tibullan scholarship (and usefully
provides a brief overview of critical approaches to the individual poems), and she
doesproduce some insights (e.g. on p. 173 the curse of 1.5 reflecting Tibullus’ own
situation, on p. 187 the humour at 1.6.31-2, on pp. 239-41 the references back to
1.4.81f. in 1.8).

McMaster University P. MURGATROYD
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L. Gavrasso (ed.): P Ovidii Nasonis Epistularum ex Ponto II.
(Biblioteca nazionale serie dei classici greci e latini: testi con commento
filologico, 2.) Pp. 489. Firenze: Felice le Monnier; Universita degli
Studi di Trieste, Dipartimento di Scienze dell’ Antichita, 1995. Paper,
L. 60,000. ISBN: 88-00-81278-3.

S. CasavLl (ed.): P Ovidii Nasonis Heroidum: Epistula I1X: Deianira
Herculi. (Biblioteca nazionale serie dei classici greci e latini: testi con
commento filologico, 3.) Pp. 262. Firenze: Felice le Monnier, 1995.
Paper, L. 60,000. ISBN: 88-00-81279-1.

Associated alike by ties of publisher, series, author, scope, format, and friendship
(seethe two sets of acknowledgements), these volumes continue the tradition of
Ovidian exegesis begun by Alessandro Barchiesi in his 1992 edition of Heroides 1-3.
In their respective assignments, however, the present editors move within different
parameters of difficulty, G. having to contend primarily with individual textual
problems (those at 2.31ff. and 8.70 being particularly nasty) but C. committed
tojourneying through a jungle of dubious authenticity and textual corruption.
G.moreover has to do with a book which everybody agrees was written by P.
OvidiusNaso; C., on the other hand, may be editing and commenting on a poem by
an impostor.

Or so some scholars have said, and still say; and it is presumptuous of C. to pretend
otherwise. To entitle Appendix IV ‘Lo pseudoproblema dell” autenticita’ (see also p. 11
n. 3) is not going to make the problem (a word now set in inverted commas, now
not)go away: it will only put people’s backs up (see E. Courtney in CJ 93.2 [1998],
157ff), especially when the sceptics are charged with ‘insensatezza’ (p. 228) and
theformulation of arguments ‘di una debolezza imbarazzante’ (p. 232). The cause
ofauthenticity espoused by C., along with many others, is otherwise not unfairly
represented, in the appendix and in the commentary, but in the absence of new
evidence it is hard to imagine how this debate will ever be brought to a conclusion.

Both C. and G., unlike Barchiesi, offer the results of their own inspections of
manuscripts as the basis of their recensions, C. using seventeen (plus two now lost) for
Deianira, G. nineteen (plus three cited once apiece, Basil. F. IV.26 at 1.50, Diuion. 497
at 5.15, and Gud. 228 at 8.27) for Ex Ponto. 1 have checked C.’s collation of the
glorious little Puteaneus (P) and Frankfurt Barth. 110 (F for him), and G.’s of just the
Frankfurt (f for him). G. omits only 2.15 cure not carum, 6.25 et superscript, and 8.53
tuta before correction; otherwise his reports of f are accurate. C., on the other hand,
omits a goodly number of readings of F and P which should have been mentioned: 15
si Pac, 18 sidere P, 29 ueniant Pac, 38 haesuros F2ul, 41 murmure Ppc, 47 mihi to me
Fpc, 52 tua P with tibi est superscript, 67 succurret Pac, 70 eras to erat P, 72 neu Pac?,
82 minus Pac, 95 qui- F, 98 pergraue F, 104 a capto Pac, 106 quam F, 111 costis qul, 126
uultum F definitely (uultu pc), uultus... suos Pac, falso P2, 134 iungit F (-et ul) P, 138 nec
E, 139 ripis is clear in P, 142 after 143 P initially, 143 scribendo Pac, 145 ne FeuP, 150
coniungi P2, 153 acrior F acrius P, 157 mater. . . ferrum F, 160 ne uideare tuis (ratis ul)
inuidiosa thoris F. At 141, finally, P originally had in letifero eueneno. Whatever one
thinks about E, P is by far the most important MS for the Heroides, and its readings
should be faithfully recorded. Untrustworthy though Ddorrie certainly is (see C. p. 19
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‘Nota di presentazione del testo’), he did get it right for F at 47 (parum est), 56, 81 (by
implication), 96, 97, 123, 128, 130, 131, 134 (formosus), 140, 143, and 147, and for P at
40, 63-4, 87, and 148.

Regrettably both editors mention below their texts only those conjectures which are
accepted as true, all others—and they are very many, especially in Deianira—being
relegated to the commentary, where they do not readily stand out. Thus, C. prints
conjectures and records them in the apparatus at 15, 20, 38, 55, 103, 126, and 141, all
certain except 55 errator (Heinsius’s confection, which I should pronounce portentous
for an Ovidian Meander) and 141 in letifero Eueno (here letifer is curious as a
permanent characteristic of the river). G. prints conjectures at 1.39, 50 (but Naugerius
in fact writes ‘In nonnullis, isse tui & rectius’), 55, 2.89, 3.84 (Aethalis Ilua by
Heinsius’s uncle Rutgersius is very nice), 5.52, 67 bis, 6.6, 7.55 (but Heinsius’s quis in
fact is in Bodl. Rawl. G. 109), 8.11, 26, 9.21, 60, and 10.25. Of all these conjectures
only three are by moderns (5.67 bis Rothmaler, 8.11 Ehwald); most of the rest were
snapped up by the ubiquitous Heinsius. Finally, because of the need to make
subtractions of sigla in the apparatuses to determine the evidence for the reading of
the text, there are places where inferences are not certain: for example, in G. at 3.51
(whence resistis?), 5.24, 10.43 (whence cum?), and 50 (iussus), in C. at 12 (humili), 20
(cumulas), and 126 (tegendo).

On the manuscript tradition of the Heroides C. is wisely silent (so much has already
been inconclusively written), but G. devotes pp. 47-53 of his introduction to the
subject. The Wolfenbiittel fragment of the Ex Ponto is indeed the oldest surviving
witness to Ovid’s oeuvre (saec.v), but it offers no more than twenty lines (not all
complete) from Book 4, and no particularly significant lections. For G. then to say that
‘Si puo dunque concludere che deriva dall’archetipo del resto della tradizione, senza
essere I’archetipo stesso’ is decidedly rash. More often than not, in Book 2 as in the
other books, A, B, and C (recollated by G.) give the true reading (with or without
company). In practice, however, G., like other editors, admits as true a number of
readings from outside the charmed trio (e.g. at 1.7, 34, 4.2, 5.52, and 72), and other
books add other such readings. Richmond was not explicit about the relationships of
A and BC to the rest of the surviving manuscripts, but G. has no doubts: ‘Abbiamo
percio la seguente situazione: dall’archetipo derivano, attraverso una serie di
intermediari, A, il modello di BC, e quindi la tradizione della vulgata’ (p. 50). That
‘quindi’ begs a lot of questions. One small point: MS D does indeed belong to the
Forschungsbibliothek, but in Gotha (p. 61) not Géttingen (p. 51).

‘Le Heroides sono in primo luogo transcodificazioni di testi: il loro senso sta negli
effetti che nascono dalla traduzione di testi epici o tragici o comunque “altri” nel
codice elegiaco’ (p. 11). C.’s introductory note prettily discourses on the paradox-
icalities made possible by the refashioning of Sophoclean tragedy as epistolary love
elegy. Nothing new here, and a more extensive treatment would be worth having. The
literary portion of G.s introduction is more extensive, discussing chronology,
addressees (in welcome detail), structure, and themes. Unlike C., G. offers no
translation but instead furnishes each poem with its own ‘Nota introduttiva’.

Both commentaries deserve commendation for the clarity of their layout and the
thoroughness with which the secondary literature has been distilled into an orderly
sequence of notes. Many points of detail invite comment; I take examples first from C.
0 a-b ‘Il goffo distico introduttivo. . . non ha la minima probabilita di essere
autentico’—such impulsive dogmatism contrasts strangely with (same page) ‘i distici
introduttivi di 8, 13 e 14. . . sono ben lungi dall’essere sicuramente spuri’. 1 °. . . nostris
¢ sicuramente giusto’: does not uictorem uictae immediately following tell for uestris?
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9-10 The explanation of ranti (‘una sola notte non aveva abbastanza valore per il
concepimento di Ercole’) strikes me as strained: there is real merit in Sligtenhorst’s
satis. 33 For hospes Heyworth is recorded as advancing hostis—the corruption is
common enough—but /ostis imports a double change of subject. 120 mollis dolor
puzzles C. as it has puzzled others. Conceivably nullus dolor? 143-8 The complete
change of epistolary situation has been advanced as an argument for inauthenticity,
‘ma ’argomento ¢, naturalmente, di scarsissimo peso’—such words are not calculated
to win friends and influence people.

A not dissimilar impatience is there also in G. 1.16 Richmond had recorded
Heinsius’s nempe with the comment ‘fortasse recte’: G. neither mentions the conjecture
in his apparatus nor discusses it at all in his commentary. 1.17 Heinsius’s gentis is
brusquely passed over in favour of the manuscripts’ mentis, and thus the poet is made
to say that ‘the joys of Caesar’s mind are to the best of my ability my own’. 3.33 exacto
is rightly obelized after a searching discussion. Has nobody proposed ex animo?
3.44°Forse non necessaria la congettura sors di Heinsius’ is quaintly uncertain. In
420vid’s life is instar mortis, so what place is there here for mors mea when distance
from the Styx is in question? 5.67 G. favours gustata et, but gustataque is there to be
pieced together from the manuscripts. 7.5 If timor is right, how is malorum to be
explained? G. does not tell us. 7.24 In discussing this line G. scouts all readings other
than that of A and BC, but when he elsewhere prints readings from manuscripts
otherthan ABC, one may wonder what is ‘metodico’ about ignoring them here (see
introduction, p. 50).

Sheffield J.B. HALL

NONUM SUPERANS ANNUM ALBANUS

J. C. McKEOWN: Ovid: Amores. Text, Prolegomena and Comment-
ary. Vol. III: A Commentary on Book Two. Pp. xxxiii + 433. Leeds:
Francis Cairns Publications, 1998. Cased, £55. ISBN: 0-905205-92-8.

Orphans no longer, Ovid’s Amores have been adopted by scholars and critics—not to
imply a distinction—with increasing frequency since the publication in 1987 of the
first volume of J. C. McKeown’s edition and commentary. M.’s work is fundamental
for all students of the Amores. His commentary has been compared to Nisbet and
Hubbard on Horace and Bomer on the Metamorphoses, in a blurb duly reproduced
by the publisher on the dust jacket. The comparison is apt, for like those works
whichbulk large, very large, on the shelves of a Latinist’s reference library, M.’s
commentary is a resource to which students of Augustan poetry frequently turn. On
M.’s general conception of his task as commentator I have little to add to my
remarks on the first two volumes of this massive undertaking (C. Ph. 86 [1991],
239-48). 1 confine myself here to M.’s execution of his plan in this, the third
installment on Book 2, which appears after nine summers and nine winters of
exacting labor.

Notes in this volume occasionally indicate second thoughts on the text printed in
the first. For example, at 2.39 M. now prefers alta to Burman’s arta, rightly to my
mind. And at 10.17 he offers reasonable grounds for accepting uacuo. Elsewhere, M.’s
commentary offers a spirited defense of his earlier editorial choices, with mixed
success. The argument for transposing 6.27-8 to follow 6.32 breaks no new ground
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and few will be convinced. The most vigorous advocate for this transposition, G. P.
Goold, invoked by M., did not adopt it in his Loeb edition. At 2.6.30 M. defends
poteras as lectio difficilior, but cites no parallels for the problematic accusative of
respect, referring instead to two grammars, where the reader will look in vain for
support. The scepticism voiced on this point by J. Booth in her more modest
commentary on Book 2 still seems warranted. The defense of operata at 7.23 is
labored and does not take into account Booth’s objections to its sense here. On the
other side of the ledger, M. is convincing in his defense at 9.1 prore . . . indignande, and
at 2.23-4 he presents a cogent case for interpolation.

The introductions to individual elegies provide abundant background material,
sometimes amounting to short essays on the poems. The introduction to 2.4 is
representative of M.’s greatest strengths in this regard. The setting is outlined with
well-chosen passages from contemporary elegy and helpful discussion of the poem’s
rhetorical aspects. Least successful is the introduction to 18. Like many commentators
ancient and modern—Servius on Eclogue 6 comes to mind—M. cannot resist trying to
attach an historical event to a literary fiction. He takes it for granted that 1318 refer
to a real tragedy composed by Ovid and assumes it to be the Medea. He also accepts
the view that 19 refers to the Ars Amatoria, and accordingly joins the consensus that
this poem was a new composition for the second edition of the Amores. Fair enough.
It is disappointing, however, that M. did not adopt a more sceptical frame of mind in
confronting this material, nor bring to bear upon it his considerable awareness of
literary history.

Even more disappointing is M.’s apparent reluctance to report competing views.
Cameron, not cited here, long ago pointed out that the phrase artes profitemur amoris,
which a reader might easily relate to the Ars once that poem had been ‘published’, has
a different and entirely comprehensible point of reference if the phrase was penned
before the appearance of the Ars. Likewise, the reference to an aborted tragedy is as
likely to imply a work on the Alban kings as the Medea, the composition of which, as
we know, Amor did not succeed in preventing. M. accepts the unsupported assertion
of Hinds, repeated by T. Heinze, that in 21-6 Ovid did not aim ‘doggedly for a full
tally’ of the Heroides, in the spirit of other catalogs. One would have welcomed a less
dogmatic approach to this question from a scholar with M.’s access to the stores of
literary precedent, since this list has more in common with the form and tradition of
the sphragis than catalogs of rivers.

The scale of the notes is very luxurious, allowing for more than an occasional
intrusion of less relevant observations. We learn about antiquity, for example, that
‘then, as now, it was customary to remove rings while washing or bathing’ (15.23),
while at 11.13-16 we are treated to a curious digression on seashell gathering by Scipio
and Caligula. As in the earlier volume, there is copious accumulation of lexical
statistics, although M. is not always very clear in indicating why he thinks they are
relevant. A simple comparison may illustrate the problem. At 5.55 M. dutifully
records attestations of addiscere without comment; on the same word, Booth delivers
the relevant point that the unusual word is ‘here admitted for the extra meaning
conveyed by the prefix’. Who can count the trees that laid down their lives that M.
might thoroughly document such dubious lexical categories as ‘mittere used of
dispatching thunderbolts’ (1.14) or ‘culpare used of criticizing a person’s physical
appearance’ (7.8)? M.’s commentary will long be mined for its copious supply of
passages adduced to illustrate the meaning of Ovid’s words. In citing parallels, M.
remains true to the generosity of spirit displayed in the first two volumes, often
attributing to mere verbal parallels the status of intertextual referents—‘models’ or
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‘sources’ in M.’s welcome adherence to an earlier vocabulary. In general, M. prefers to
quote in full rather than to provide a bare list of citations. Readers who do not have to
hand their copies of Aelian or Nonnus will be particularly grateful to the publisher,
who has allowed his commentator free rein and unlimited space. It should be noted,
however, that parallels from Nonnus, for example, while nice to have, can be multiplied
without end, and so it is incumbent upon the commentator to provide some indication
of the reason for his selection. Too often, however, his judgement on what constitutes
a ‘model’ or a ‘source’ for Ovid seems to me to confuse the issue. Can saucius arcu in
1.7 really stimulate a recollection of Aen. 4.1? What is it about the adjective Mycenaeo
in 8.12, which leads us to connect it with Prop. 2.22A.32 and conclude that ‘Ovid
hasthe Propertian passage in mind?” And how does this assist interpretation? The
number of instances where M. detects such intertextual contact is legion, and one
mayhope that before Volume IV appears he will have absorbed some of the salutary
admonitions recently issued on this subject by B. W. Boyd (Ovid’s Literary Loves:
Influence and Innovation in the Amores [Ann Arbor, 1997], esp. pp. 19-48).

Considerations of space conspire with the natural tendency of reviews to focus on
perceived lapses rather than the manifold qualities of a new commentary. M.’s note on
16.8 rarus ager is a fine example of how he often sheds new light on Ovid’s meaning in
these poems. Suffice to say, there is an abundance of new information to be gleaned on
almost every page.

What follows is a selection, illustrative not exhaustive, of passages where I still have
reservations. 2.27 On honores, it would be more appropriate to elucidate the meaning here of ‘a
return for services rendered’, as at Fam. 16.9.3 (cited by Booth). 2.63 M. misses the point, ably
picked up by Booth, that the word order represents the sexual undertones. 4.35 utraque is
adverbial. 5.17 Pont. 2.9.73 conscripsimus escaped the notice of M. 5.33 On the ellipse of the verb,
a reference to J. H. Hofmann, Lateinische Ungangssprache (Heidelberg, 1951), p. 169 would be
more helpful than a bare list of parallels. 5.35-40 Here and at 14.23-4 the absence of any refer-
ence to B. Axelson, ‘Lygdamus und Ovid. Zur Methodik der literarischen Prioritatsbestimmung’,
Eranos 58 (1960), 92-111 (= Kleine Schriften [Lund, 1987], pp. 283-97) is striking. 5.38 M.
persists in retaining commas around Luna in defiance of Goold: resistance is futile (cf. OCT?).
7.13 M. misses that insimulas is a legal term, with consequences for the interpretation. 9.4 This is
not similar to the thought of Tib 1.2.98. Murgatroyd, to whom M. refers, might have been helped
by reference to Otto s.v. messis. Sen. Con. 9.1.13 strikes me as an adequate parallel: add Val. Max.
8.5.5 (cf. Nachtrige zu A. Otto, p. 264). 9.6 erat is not ‘a more emphatic equivalent to est’; contrast
Booth ad loc. 9.25-6 The promised discussion of this poem’s unity is missing (cf. Vol. I, p. 92).
9.43 It is pointless to try to pin down the apparently intentional ambiguity in uoces. 9.52 M.’s list
of privative adjectives with in- is a convenience to readers, but F. T. Cooper, Word Formation in the
Roman Sermo Plebeius (New York, 1895), pp. 250-1 would have helped M. to avoid calling these
formations ‘elevated’. 14.39 The hair is unbound because the deceased is also a mourner (of the
aborted child). Fertur # effertur, but rather ‘rests on the pyre’ with a play on fero used of pregnant
women (OLD s.v. 10). 15.20 The plural is not so remarkable, since the singular will not scan. 16.22
non aequis avoids the elision that would occur with iniquis. 18.17 iniquae has nothing to do with
the form of elegy. 18.23 The suggestion that male gratus lason refers uniquely to two epistles is
most implausible; on this point Booth displays more common sense. 18.26 It would be helpful if
M. gave parallels for the brachylogy he posits here. 18.38-9 It strains credibility to see in this
couplet a reference to Her: 8 and 14. Clearly these are topics from the Trojan war not dealt with by
Ovid in the Heroides and thus offering possibilities for Macer as he takes up that theme.

In the preface to his first volume, M. remarks upon the contrast between his ‘dull
pedantry and the delightfully subtle artistry of the poems themselves’. Readers of
Ovid and students of Latin poetry can be grateful that in this latest installment M. has
remained true to his vow of pedantry. When M. is wrong, he more often than not
supplies the information needed to confute himself. Such honesty is a commentator’s
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first obligation. The product is a work of reference of lasting value to Latinists of all
persuasions. The final volume (with an index?) will be worth the wait.

University of Colorado, Boulder PETER E. KNOX

TEMPORA CUM CAUSIS

E. FaAnTHAM (ed.): Ovid: Fasti, Book IV (Cambridge Greek and
Latin Classics). Pp. x + 291. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press,
1998. Cased, £45. ISBN: 0-521-44538-8.

In the ebb and flow of the currents of fashion in Roman poetry the tide is ‘in’ for
Ovid’s Fasti. Major critical studies have become almost annual events and the
journals are under siege, but it is probably fair to say that the critical discussion of
the poem now underway is rather more esoteric than even the norm in our discipline.
Language, style, and treatment pose challenges to the first-time reader of the Fusti,
especially the undergraduate or graduate student whose interests are always close
tothe hearts of editors of the ‘Green and Yellow’. But the calendrical framework and
recondite subject matter of this poem will give pause also to scholars. The useable
resources available to any category of reader have long been limited to the
commentaries of Frazer, for whom the Fasti is a convenient peg upon which to hang
some marvelous yarns, and Bomer, whose crabbed style conceals a great store of
undigested erudition. Elaine Fantham’s modest entry on Book 4 offers any new
reader a reliable guide to the salient problems of interpretation and is a splendid
introduction to the poem.

The introductory sections present a judicious summary of the historical and
literary background against which the Fasti took shape. F. integrates recent research
on the Hellenistic elegists into a coherent context for Ovid’s aetiological narrative. This
marks a major advance on earlier studies, which fail to take into account the
vastamount of Hellenistic poetry that clearly served as important sources of
inspiration for Ovid. This includes Callimachus of course, but also other figures such
as Philetas and Eratosthenes, whose significance is not diminished by the accidents
oftransmission. F.’s treatment of genre is informed by recent criticism without
beingoverwhelmed by it. Her discussion under the heading ‘The transformation of
Roman elegy’ in particular is lucid, balanced, and compelling. F. sets the table for the
commentary with a workmanlike survey of the relevant details of the Roman religious
calendar. On the relationship of Ovid’s poem to contemporary Augustan ideology, she
presents a balanced survey of the current interpretative antipodes, represented on
theone hand by critics, e.g. Hinds and Barchiesi, with a penchant for an ironic or
polyphonic reading of Ovid’s encomia, and on the other by historically minded
sceptics such as Herbert-Brown. F’s ability to represent fairly the conflicting currents
of scholarship without suppressing her own view is perhaps her most admirable
attribute as a commentator. The paragraph at the end of this section (p. 42) deserves
to be read carefully and taken to heart.

The introduction ends with a succinct survey of Ovidian style and diction in the
Fasti and a note on the text. F. prints a text without apparatus, which is appropriate
for this series, and indicates where she deviates from Bomer’s edition and the Teubner
text of Alton, Wormell, and Courtney. For the most part she does so to restore a
reading preferred by Heinsius—almost always a good policy. The commentary
attached to this text occupies nearly 200 pages, by no means excessive for a book of

© Oxford University Press, 1999

https://doi.org/10.1093/cr/49.2.477 Published online by Cambridge University Press


https://doi.org/10.1093/cr/49.2.477

396 THE CLASSICAL REVIEW

over 950 lines. It is marked by only occasional appearances of the ghost of comment-
aries past, as at 657, where we learn that ‘salad greens and mushrooms (not tartufi
bianchi) are still gathered by Italian peasants for food’. In general the commentary is
distinguished by great learning, which F. presents in a highly readable fashion. From
this abundance of finely tuned interpretations it would be churlish to isolate a few
areas of discontent, which is why reviews of such volumes are commonly written by
churls.

My principal reservations about F.’s approach in the commentary center upon the
needs of the ‘undergraduate and graduate’ to whom it is primarily addressed. In many
instances I fear that they will find less help here on points of detail than they will need.
For example, while F. is generally attentive to meter, in the explanation of the ‘metrical
awkwardness of Romulus’ (56) perhaps the student, even the advanced student, will
need to be reminded of how the poets treat elided cretics. In this late stage of the Age
of Iron many students will need at least some guidance with unfamiliar Latin, such
asthe extensive (and helpful) citations of inscribed calendars (e.g. 179-372). Word-
order is at once an important aspect of the aesthetic appeal of Roman poetry and a
stumbling block to students whose native tongue is uninflected English. It would be
desirable to offer some guidance on Ovidian brachylogy at, for example, 72, 170, or
210, or on the uses of patterned lines to punctuate the narrative. It cannot be assumed
that proper names are familiar; for example, Berecynthia (181) and Sagaritide (229) are
unexplained, and the incautious will come away from the note on 279 with the
impression that Rhoeteum is the name of a strait. Grammatical explanations are
usually clear and effective, but there are lapses. For example, the accusative governed
by posceris at 670 is not explained, while there is a note on this usage at 721. At 134
there is no note on quis, nor is it cross-referenced to 365. Rhetorical and verbal figures
are noted, but not often explained. F. detects a ‘zeugma’ at 615 in uultumque. . .
animumgque recepit, without explaining what she means by the term (and not all would
include this as an example). The same can be said of the appearance of ‘anadiplosis’
(136) and ‘enallage’ (216). The treatment of poetic plurals might leave the impression
that they are a completely random phenomenon: rores at 741 stands in need of
explanation, while at 417 raptus, needed to avoid elision, is called ‘unprecedented’. At
143 F. refers to 160 n., seemingly for an explanation of ‘poetic plurals’, but none is
offered there. The experienced consumer of commentaries will have little reason to
complain, because F. provides enough information for the determined student to find
the answers elsewhere to most unresolved or partially resolved questions. The
difficulty of writing a commentary in these days (experto credite) is that at almost
every level of instruction, the student who matches that description is exceedingly rare.
For the novice one more commonly encounters, ‘cf.” alone will not suffice; some stated
grounds for the reference is essential.

Any commentary—especially a good one—is an open invitation to marginalia: p. 8: It is more
likely that the Smyrneis, not the Nanno, is Mimnermus’ ‘big lady’ (cf. A. Cameron, Callimachus
and his Critics [Princeton, 1995], pp. 310-12). P. 9: It seems highly unlikely that Philetas’ works
were lost even by the time of Quintilian (cf. PLLS 7[1993], 61-83). P. 19: It would probably have
been useful to point out that O. offers a version of this theme in the narrative of Hyricus in Book
5.12 This is not an instance of polysyndetic -que... -que, ‘an imitation of Homeric 7e. . . 7¢, since
the first -que makes the connection with the first object tempora in the preceding line. A reference
to e.g. Austin on Aen. 1.18 as an English equivalent to Norden on Aen. 6.336 would be more
helpful to anglophone students of poetry than G-L, where they will find little help or
explanation. 61 Graius is not simply ‘a poetic equivalent’ of Graecus. More helpful than the seven
parallels listed would be a condensed version of the information provided by Austin on Aen.
2.148. 135 In a description of a statue, marmoreo is more likely to mean what it means than ‘to
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denote the pale (white?) colour of the statue’; cf. Cic. Ver. 4.135 marmorea Venus. 211 The note on
imitamen obscures the status of such Ovidian formations: like many nouns in -tio, imitatio cannot
scan in hexameter or elegiac verse. Hence O.’s poetic coinage, while Tacitus employs a more
colloquial form in -mentum. A pointer to F. T. Cooper, Word Formation in the Roman Sermo
Plebeius would be helpful to students interested in Ovidian lexis. F. covers the same ground at 731.
224 F. creates the misleading impression that Attis in Cat. 63 is the mythical figure. 305-12 It
strikes me as extraordinarily unlikely (litotes) that anyone would recognize a reference to Julia in
this passage. 310 The reference to TLL s.v. obesse 266.15-19 is a detour since the construction is
lingua ad rigidos senes prompta. 318 genetrix fecunda deorum evokes Cybele’s cult title, mater deum
magna, rather than Venus. 395 Readers may want to know why panis ‘would shock O.’s readers’
and some reference to ancient notions of lexical decorum would be in order, assisted by citation
of Servius on Aen. 1.77 and Norden, p. 115, n. 1. For the metonymy Ceres, it would help to cite
Quint. Inst. 8.6.24. 452 chorus does not quite have the force of a collective subject with ministrae
in apposition. Perhaps consider cumulatis. . . canistris of the recc. and earlier editors (not
registered by A-W-C)’? 499 F. takes O. too seriously: the conflation of the monster with the
daughter of Nisus is deliberate and acknowledged as such by O. at Am. 3.12.21-2 (cited by F.),
where the conflation appears in a list of monstrosities invented by poets. 581 F. occasionally calls
attention to O.’s use of legal terminology, but while she points out the relevance of crimen in this
context, she misses the tone of uacuus (cf. OLD s.v. 7a). This note is resumed in 589-90, where the
play on legal language (cf. OLD s.v. cognosco 4), not ‘knowledge’, is at issue. Likewise at 818, F.
passes over the legal associations of the idiom pacto statur (cf. Bomer on Met. 2.818) in the same
context as arbitrium (E. J. Kenney, YCS 21 [1969], 253). 625 E.’s note on the ‘dactylic variant’
nauita misses the point that O. uses this form in the nominative and nauta in the oblique cases: cf.
Bomer on Met. 1.133. 675 If F. knows a parallel for cum primum in this sense, she should provide
it; otherwise she should explain it. 755 The prefix in degrandinat cannot mean ‘to stop” because of
the mood and tense of the dum clause. And note that depluit does not mean ‘to stop raining’. 819
Discussion of dies (f.) could have been enriched by reference to E. Fraenkel, Kleine Beitrdige
(Rome, 1964), pp. 27-72. 821 To illustrate the idiom in fossa ad solidum, Met. 2.648 solida. . .
humo seems a less helpful parallel than e.g. Vitr. 1.51 fundamenta. . . uti fodiantur. . . ad solidum.
866 multa is unexplained; perhaps return to Heinsius’s cu/ta?

Misprints are few and minor: this is an attractively produced volume. Scholars of
Roman poetry will want to own it. Teachers interested in enticing their students onto
one of the less frequented narrow roads of Latin literature will be tempted to try it.
Both categories of readers will be amply rewarded.

University of Colorado, Boulder PETER E. KNOX

IMPONITE LUSIBUS ARTEM

J. AMAT (ed.): Consolation a Livie, Elégies a Mécéne, Bucoliques
d’Einsiedeln (Collection des Universités de France sous le patronage de
I’Association Guillaume Budé). Pp. 229 (texts double). Paris: Les Belles
Lettres, 1997. ISBN: 2-251-01404-7.

On p. 52 Amat tells us that ‘il ne nous appartient pas de prendre position sur une
question’ [the establishment of relationships between the manuscripts of CL] ‘qui
exige des compétences spécifiques’. If she does not think herself possessed of
editorial competence, why is she editing texts? And whence then comes the stemma
on p. 50? The stemma for £M on p. 110 includes two manuscript sources designated
by L, one of which is the ‘Tuvenalis Ludi Libellus’ which does not contain these
poems; it is there because A. has unthinkingly incorporated it from stemmata of the
whole Appendix Vergiliana. Similarly S in this stemma does not mean what her own
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siglum S means, but the Stavelot manuscript, which also does not contain EM. That
is not all that is wrong with these stemmata. Again on p. 150, with reference to
BE(which one would have thought better placed in the Budé Calpurnius Siculus, also
edited by A.), we read ‘les corrections. . . adoptent toujours la legon
paléographiquement la plus proche de celle du manuscrit’; not a word, you notice,
about their appropriateness in sense, style, or metre.

The quality of the editing is as poor as all this would lead us to expect, quite apart
from some bad misprints (CL 186 tot<o>, 238 sed <tamen>, 255 Hercul<e>ae [since
this, absent from the index nominum, also appears in the note on p. 180, one must
assume that A. really thinks it the correct form], 327 temptas<que>, EM 1.95
uictus<que>, BE 2.14 quae <sit tibi>); and n. 57 on p. 162 is missing. This is a tiny
selection of blunders. As for editorial technique, it is not recorded in EM 1.20 that the
authoritative manuscripts read quam; ibid. 1.45 the reading of one branch of the
tradition is called (p. 202 n. 39) ‘une correction’, and it is attributed to F and P, the
former of which stopped at 24 and the latter at 43 (nevertheless these manuscripts
continue to be sporadically quoted). At CL 43 bonarum is reported as part of a
conjecture when in fact it is the reading of four of A.’s manuscripts.

As for metre, the prize goes to spondaic etiam at EM 1.3, but Astraea as a dactyl
(BE 2.23) comes close; at EM 1.93 A. reads poetatur or poetetur in B (where the
reliable Vollmer reports pociatur; her palacographical skill may be gauged by her
statement that 7 7 in the manuscript of BE 2.7 means nec non), and adopts the latter
scanned as an antibacchius. Even where she makes the right choice, she hankers after
the wrong, as at CL 93, where she rightly adopts natantia but cannot refrain from
putting in a word for nutantia (p. 169 n. 40, cf. p. 20 n. 4), quite unaware that it is
unmetrical. Similarly on p. 190 we are told that Appulus in CL 388, which she herself
marks as corrupt, should perhaps be accepted as an alternative form of appulsus!

As for Latinity, we are introduced to the noun fidus ‘treaty’ in EM 1.11 (backed up
with a reference to Varro, who does not mean what A. thinks). /bid. 1.89 maturo digna
lovi is translated ‘promptement a Jupiter quelque objet digne’, and the note on p. 190
refers us for the adverb maturo to Cat. 20.205, a reference of which I can make
nothing. See too EM 1.110 omne perita ‘habile en tout’, CL 236 funera causa latet
‘quant aux funérailles’, EM 1.8 sed repetitque ‘mais pourtant elle vient aussi’ (que =
‘aussi’!). Inconvenient words do not appear in the translation at CL 161 hoc, 172 que
(but the note shows awareness of the correct translation), 404 ef. Some of the
translations amaze, e.g. EM 1.62 bracchia purpurea candidiora nive ‘tes bras rendus
plus blancs que neige par la tunique de pourpre’, 205 praefertur imagine maesta
‘devant la triste image. . . on porte’. One of the worst is CL 303 tu filia Caesaris illi ‘toi
que César tenait pour sa fille’, with n. 138 on p. 183, which apparently states that illi
means ‘to Caesar’; the correct interpretation is given by Schoonhoven p. 25 (refuting
my own conjecture alti).

For a few effects of dismal choice of reading, see CL 43, where in an absurd attempt
to salvage the corrupt tradition inviolata is made to agree with a tibi which has to be
carried on from the preceding couplet, or 362, where Lucretius is spun out of thin air
as subject of vaticinatur (p. 187 n. 165), or EM 1.44, where we are told that Maecenas
is nunc (after his death!) tener, or 1.81-2, where we have the novel syntax cum iam
premit. . . cumve meteret.

The notes and introductions give some useful information among all the errors, but
show a strong tendency to explain the simple and ignore the difficult (e.g. how in CL
219 te can mean Drusus when in 215 it meant Livia, or whether the name Glyceranus
can be justified as either Greek or Latin). Those who know about metre will be
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surprised to hear (pp. 24, 31, 33; one is reminded of Housman’s quotation from Lewis
Carroll in Classical Papers 904) that that of CL is ‘entirely regular, and the author
shows Ovid’s habits’, so that one may conclude that the poem is by the young Ovid. It
is no surprise to find that to this scholar the adverb hapax has a plural hapaces (p. 90).
P. 26 n. 27 is a welter of confusion. Anth. Lat. 462 R she knows only from Wernsdorf
(p- 203 n. 33). She confuses anaphora with polyptoton (p. 174 n. 72). At CL 6 posito
nomine is correctly translated ‘quand on prononce le nom’, but the note then informs
us that the phrase means ‘ “donner” ou “proposer un nom”’, and backs up this
statement with a non-existent reference to Terence and an irrelevant one to Cicero.

As for A.’s own conjectures, enisus at CL 445 has merit; the rest are either execrable
or in fact belong to others. False attributions abound, and she pays little attention to
anything that has not been adopted by some editor (e.g. Housman’s <avis> [CQ 4
(1910), 47] at BE 2.34 is ignored).

Rarely does one encounter a work of such colossal incompetence. It is a disgrace to
the Budé series, and should be withdrawn at once.

University of Virginia E. COURTNEY

PERSIUS

D. M. HooLEY: The Knotted Thong. Structures of Mimesis in Persius.
Pp. xi + 286. Ann Arbor: The University of Michigan Press, 1997.
Cased, $39.50. ISBN: 0-472-10792-5.

This substantial new reading of Persius is the product of concentrated and mature
critical reflection through a couple of decades; the writing is studied, elaborately
turned, even overcooked; in a word, this intelligent book has heart. (Cf. p. 11. ‘Aver’
is both stylistic tic and modal cue.) Like the version of Persius he projects, Hooley
‘cares deeply about poetry, its manners, character, and purpose’ (p. 25; cf. esp. p. X,
blushing to feel P’s ‘real presence’ in his writing). He gives a chapter to each of the
Satires (for no evident reason—except that H. has already written memorably on
67—4 and 6 must modestly share a brisk chapter). It is not clear that the chosen order
1-5-(4 + 6)-2-3 pays off: the reader is halfway through the book before 1 and 5 are
done, so the rest of the discussions are bound to come across as rather perfunctory;
perhaps poet, critic, and reader are reckoned to flag on the home leg, and need an
easy run in? Devotees of 3 will not find this most compelling of Roman meditations
held back in order to provide a grandstand finish. (The prologus takes little more
than a bow, in Chapter 6, ‘Conclusions’, pp. 230-41; it is not given anything like the
full H. treatment.)

The introduction peps up its review of Persius’ indelible ‘difficulty’ with a row of
cranky scholars and their quaintnesses (pp. 1-25). You soon realise that—inclusivity
being a sign of care invested—H. is no sectarian. If anything, he would rather pay
undeserved dues than fall out with anyone (yes, including this reviewer). In particular,
the old duffer Fiske gets oodles of unwonted respect (presumably for Uncle Sam? Try
pp. 30-3, but see p. 73 n. 29). And grizzly Gildersleeve, ditto, but not so unwonted. (It
is true, his Persius was the American stand-by for ever so long.) For no good reason,
H. hacks his book’s welt of a title from a Gildersleeve speculation, which originally set
the phrase over against ‘a smooth horsewhip’ (in a paraphrase of Horace); H. has to
perform contortions to get the aper¢u (‘diagnosis’) halfways licked into shape to fit his
wordsmith: a ‘knottedness’ of ‘rough-edged plainness’, etc. (pp. 10-11). But this
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smooth-running introduction makes it plain that H.’s Persius is no scourge—no
scourge of society (no moralist: p. 104); indeed, his abstention from society, his acts of
abstention, withdrawal, and impeachment of Rome, are so successful that Caesars
never intrude, Nero never was (at p. 169 Gaius gets to break one more rule—this rule).
So too, if Persius had beliefs, they were ‘Stoic doctrine’, no doubt, but ‘on a broad
scale’; but he ‘was not a philosophical thinker or a writer to offer guidance on difficult
issues’ (p. 3 n. 4). That is to say, H. means to bracket off the socio-political conditions
of Persius’ writing, dissemination, and reception: he has poetics to fry. And who can
complain at the textualist purism of The Knitted Thing, when Persius’ logodaedaly is
so rewarding, yet its analysis requires such strenuous labour and its realization demands
such intense love? (Lost historians, even cultural historians, need another book—even
to wonder what reading Horace may have meant in the Rome of the early sixties.)

A polished yet pellucid Appendix invites newcomers and novices into the classical
culture of textual imitation (pp. 242-67). H. adroitly seizes on precious moments in
ancient criticism of subtle and multi-layered appreciation of the dynamics and
potentialities of creativity channelled within intertextually imbricated and generically
profiled stemmata. He dovetails these with sharp and smart insights gleaned from
modern/contemporary theory. The (modest) ambition is to jolly and stiffen readers
into allowing ‘classical poets themselves’ to have produced no less writerly ‘a potent
magic of words’ than any hero from our world. This quality essay spotlights under-
exposed gems (such as Seneca’s Epistle 84) and (in particular) lays bare crises
ofintentionality lurking behind our variety show of intertextualities. Obviously
inclusion in the margins of the book will decimate the Appendix’s readership: H. is
determined to reach out to the general reader of poetry (as in his winsome book on
paraphrase from the classical canon); no question, he sees in Persius a writer for today.
The body of The Knotted Thong, however, is an intricately engaged close-reading
ofsymptomatic and core instances of Persius’ conceptual/verbal finesse: with H.’s
guidance, we get into this poets’ poet at work mashing up the Horace he has by
heart;to tie his vivid knots of compacted logopoeia, Persius was forever reading
through the considerable expanse of Horace’s slippery-sly hexameter poetry, and
perhaps especially his endlessly ambitious dash at poetic creativity in Roman culture
after Actium, Epistles 2.1 (only surfacing at pp. 99-101). However courteous and
considerate H.’s exegesis, who can really join in the game? (uel duo uel nemo.) No, as a
package, the book cannot work; instead, it will be there for advanced graduate courses
on Satire, in Classics and Comp. Lit.—and, more’s the pity, the Appendix will go
unnoticed, unless some of you. . .

H. presents thorough-going modernist—neo-modernist—scrutiny of the literari-
ness (‘real poetry’ p. 144, ‘poems are creatures of language...’ p. 221, ‘what poetry does’
p. 226) of the Satires, searching out exciting new parallels (esp. p. 40, Sar. 1.15-23 ~
Ars poetica 202-17), and working through particular combinatory allusions,
catachreses, matrices, and topoi, to seize the intellection of the nature of Poetry which
is performed in, and explored with, them. 1 is paradigm for poetrywriting as self-
enacting refraction of the ‘praetext’ (apology for this beauty at p. 25 n. 51): ~ Hor.
Serm. 2.1, Ars; Sat. 2 ~ Carm. 3.23, Serm. 2.1, 2.6; 3 ~ Serm. 2.3, 2.7; 4 ~ Epp. 1.16,
[Plat.] Alcib. A; 5~ Serm.2.7,6 ~ Epp. 1.5, 1.6, 2.2; Prol. ~ tout le monde.

Anyone who claims to care about Latin Literature should make sure they read
Chapter II, on poetry’s hundred(s) of tongues—though, if Persius’ mille hominum
species founds his metapoetics in ‘a setting of human inclusiveness’, the next line’s
uelle suum cuique est nec. . . uno surely points not to an ambition of ‘forming these
multiple yearnings into a coherent desire for the right sort of thraldom’, but to the
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exponential dissemination in social intercourse, to the ‘liberty’ to put and find our
personal meanings in play—common language, common sense, common pursuit
notwithstanding (p. 118, on 5.52-3).

H.’s olive-branch axiom on classical textuality as creative imitation runs: ‘at
bottom, there is deep reverence for accomplished art’ (p. 236). If his Persius includes
the fibres of his own self, mind, person in his critique along with all the rest of ours
(esp. pp. 134f.), yet he is always, at bottom, Poet of Satire, not Satirist of Poetry. For H.
both writes satire out of the practice of his own creative re-reading of Persius and
enshrines Poetry clean above the reach of Satire’s corrosion: ultimately, less flagellant
laceration of the self, more ministrant post-Horatian resell: The Noted Song.

King’s College, Cambridge JOHN HENDERSON

THE IMPORTANCE OF BEING EARNEST

S. BARTSCH: Ideology in Cold Blood: a Reading of Lucan’s Civil War.
Pp. x + 224. Cambridge, MA and London: Harvard University Press,
1998. Cased, £29.95. ISBN: 0-674-44291-1.

Is Lucan an idealist or a cynic? Is the Bellum Civile the testament of a sincere
republican urging resistance to the tyranny of Nero, or a satirical deconstruction of
the possibility of believing in any political ideal? Both interpretations have had, and
indeed still have, their supporters, and it is to this scholarly divide that Bartsch
addresses herself, in the role of mediator. Her answer: a bit of both.

Her first two chapters, which make a forceful (and broadly post-structuralist) case
for Lucan the despairing cynic, present the first half of this answer, and at the same
time function as an effective captatio benevolentiae for those admirers of the ‘cynical’
Lucan who may be resistant to the later stages of her argument. Her discussion of
boundary-violation in its various forms, and its reflection in the idiosyncrasies of
Lucan’s language, are excellent—the terrain is familiar, but the presentation is at-
tractive, detailed, and compelling. The same can be said for her account of Pompey
inChapter III, which illustrates the sharp opposition between ‘objective’ narration,
showing Pompey up as a bungling fraud, and the poet’s ‘subjective’ outbursts, which
become increasingly fanatical in their hero-worship. As an analysis of the symptoms it
is impeccable; we will differ over the diagnosis.

That we should differ is no surprise: my own work is often cited by B. as a point of
reference from which she respectfully departs, and it is evident that though we see
eyeto eye on many issues, we have profoundly different agendas. Consequently, where
her contribution is most provocative and original, I find myself increasingly out of
sympathy with her conclusions. Even as early as Chapter 11, as she applies to Lucan’s
tortured poetics the perspective of modern political writing on (among other things)
Nazi Germany and the Holocaust, I find my hackles rising. B. claims that the reson-
ances between the Bellum Civile and the horrors of twentieth-century totalitarian
regimes are self-evident (‘it is difficult for readers of Lucan not to be struck by parallel
after parallel’, p. 67), and without further apology draws a comparison between
Caesar and Hitler, between the victims of the Roman civil war and the victims of the
Nazi concentration camps (the workings of which are lengthily described). This line
of argument is, at best, glib, and such parallels as there are strike me as superficial. But
for the purposes of her larger argument, B. needs Lucan to be ‘serious’: the Nazi
regime is that at which we cannot laugh, and by drawing comparisons with that regime
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and its abuses, she paves the way for a vision of the Bellum Civile as a genuinely
horrified response to ultimate evil. Here we part company. In the first place, B. takes
Lucan’s assessment of the evils of the civil war as if it reflected the real state of affairs:
Caesar was a power-crazed despot; the early principate was an intolerable tyranny; and
despair or resistance were the only choices for the poet of conscience. That thereality
was more complex—that Lucan’s vision of history is not so much an exaggeration as
a travesty—is not a possibility that she ever airs. In the second place, the humour and
sick sense of fun that I see as the poem’s defining characteristic is virtually erased. Not
that B. is unaware of Lucan’s humour, but at an early stage she disables it by
subsuming it into her theoretical discussion of the ‘grotesque’; and as things go on it
becomes increasingly clear that she is uncomfortable with any reading that would, as
mine does, ‘reduce the whole poem, and the years of effort that went into it, to the
level of an educated prank’ (p. 92), as if it simply went without saying that an epic
poem could not be tongue-in-cheek.

As the last two chapters now explain, B. sees Lucan as a ‘political ironist’, a term
which she carefully defines. If a ‘moral ironist’ is one who intellectually accepts that
moral codes are not absolute, but chooses to abide by them anyway, Lucan, as a
‘political ironist’, both perceives the impossibility of making the right political choice
and, none the less, chooses; as if any action, no matter how inadequately justified,
would be better than paralysis. Hence B.’s title, ‘Ideology in Cold Blood—a de-
liberate, cool-headed decision to believe in something, however questionable. But for
all that ‘political irony’ may be a coherent, sympathetic position, B. never, to my
satisfaction, demonstrates that Lucan held it; or, more particularly, that his portrayal
of Cato, who does indeed advocate active participation in the war despite deep
misgivings about the party he chooses to support, is anything but a mockery of
misdirected philosophical virtue. That B. should privilege this stance as the expression
of Lucan’s real message is perplexing, for there are many stances available in the poem,
and she herself points them out. So why should not even the noble hope-against-hope
of the ‘political ironist’ turn out to be a tragicomic delusion, the last beautiful victim
of the poem’s ruthless sarcasm?

B.’s book is passionate, articulate, and intelligent, and commands respect. But at its
heart lie assumptions which I simply do not share. For B., Lucan’s participation in the
Pisonian conspiracy is decisive, for here the poet himself chose action over cynicism. I,
for my part, am distrustful of the insistence that the Bellum Civile should explain or
even so much as shed light on that choice, which was made, it seems to me, as a
practical response to a particular problem, and cannot be regarded as the defining
moment of Lucan’s life and thought. So be it: some will disagree, and will welcome B.’s
contribution with open arms. For the rest of us, admiration for the considerable
strengths will be tempered by disappointment at her conclusions.

King’s College London JAMIE MASTERS

MARTIAL

F. GREWING (ed.): Toto Notus in Orbe: Perspektiven der Martial-
Interpretation. (Palingenesia, 65.) Pp. 364. Stuttgart: Franz Steiner,
1998. Paper, DM 148. ISBN: 3-515-07381-7.

This volume contains sixteen new studies (ten in English and six in German), an
introduction, and a useful bibliography with its main focus on recent publications on
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Martial. The editor’s brief, but excellent introduction on twentieth-century Martial
scholarship outlines how the epigrammatist has often been viewed solely as the
writer either of embarrassingly servile flattery or of immoral obscenities—an
approach which has resulted chiefly in attacks against or exculpations of the poet
that have impeded our understanding of Martial’s works.

However, although none of the contributions in this volume display such outdated
tendencies (except for some unduly apologetic remarks concerning Martial’s flattery
of Domitian in T. J. Leary’s essay on the Xenia and Apophoreta), the character of this
collection is clearly conservative. E. O’Connor assimilates feminist ideas in his article
on ‘Priapic Motifs’, A. L. Spisak uses socioanthropological theory to analyse ‘Gift-
giving in Martial’, and narratological influence is evident in M. A. P. Greenwood’s
approach to the ‘Language of Rumour’. On the whole, however, modern theories, or
their application, are virtually absent from this volume. This is most noticeable in the
treatment of the epigrams featuring a first-person narrator. Unreflective identifica-
tion of the speaker of the epigrams with their author is criticized by F. Grewing
inhisintroduction, yet, with the exception of Greenwood and Grewing himself,
allcontributors follow that line of biographical interpretation. And it is even more
striking that, apart from Greenwood and Grewing, only O’Connor, Spisak, and M.
Kleijwegt (‘Martial on Friendship’) actually mention the possibility of scepticism
towards the biographical approach. Whether or not modern theories can be useful for
our understanding of ancient texts may be an endless source of debate, but they do
exist and should be included in a volume which claims to provide new approaches.

However, the contributors’ conservatism does not mean that they cannot trigger
new discussions. J. Scherf, E. Merli, and J. Garthwaite all tackle the problem of the
structure of Martial’s Epigrammaton Libri, which has been unduly neglected so far,
and their articles should inspire further studies on this aspect. These three articles
dooverlap in part (as is also the case with Spisak and Kleijwegt), but this does
notdiminish their value, especially as they also contradict each other, reflecting
aninteresting discussion. Another widely neglected subject, Martial’s Liber
Spectaculorum, is reconsidered here by K. M. Coleman (who is currently writing a
commentary on the Spectacles) with a very readable introduction and also some new
interpretations of individual poems. A really new and inspiring approach is offered by
Grewing in his helpful article on ‘Etymologische Wortspiele’; this may enhance our
appreciation of Martial’s Roman humour. R. A. Pitcher notes interesting references to
Ovid’s exile poetry, and one further merit of this volume that deserves specific mention
is the rearrangement of the text of epigram 12.5, this a mere by-product of P. Howell’s
article on ‘Martial’s Return to Spain’; this proves Immisch’s (Hermes 46 [1911],
481-517) fusion of two poems into one to be wrong, an illogical blending which has
nonetheless remained prevalent in the editions. Finally, W. Heilmann’s contribution on
the topic of life and death in the epigrams is a convincing follow-up to his earlier
article on philosophical thought in Martial (4&A4 30 [1984], 47-61).

One would have welcomed an index locorum, since the merit of most of the
contributions lies in their interpretations of particular poems. It ought to be noted
here, however, that the procedure whereby individual poems on the same topic are
singled out and analysed without an eye to the greater context of Martial’s oeuvre
doesraise problems, and the studies here on book structure make this clear. The
problematic nature of this approach is most evident in C. Hendriksén’s article, where a
lengthy collection of passages is compiled in order to ascertain whether there was
apoetic and personal rivalry between Martial and Statius or not. Similarly, B. W.
Swann, in an excerpt from his monograph Martial’s Catullus: The Reception of an
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Epigrammatic Rival (Hildesheim, 1994), simply lists passages where Martial refers to
Catullus as an epigrammatist, but does not illustrate the relationship between such
terms as iambi and epigrammata. Also, U. Walter’s article on social norms in the
epigrams only presents a selection of examples showing that Martial was propagating
a rather moralistic socio-ethical position, but does not take into account the epigrams
in which the poet’s intention may have been a very different one, e.g. the obscene
poems or those presenting the speaker as a legacy-hunter. Thus, unlike Heilmann and
O’Connor in their meticulous studies, Walter fails to show the contradictions in
Martial’s poetry.

The articles in this volume differ greatly in their approaches, and also in quality,
buta collection of studies dedicated exclusively to the interpretation of Martial fills
what has been a lamentable gap (the Actas del simposio sobre Marco Valerio Marcial,
poeta de Bilbilis y de Roma, Calatayud, mayo 1986 [Zaragoza, 1987] are not wholly
satisfying). However, rather than opening up new perspectives, this collection taken as
a whole seems to be suggesting that traditional methods can, of course, still lead to
valuable insights. But it also clearly shows that the exclusion of modern approaches
can be very limiting.

University of Munich SVEN LORENZ

AVITUS

GEORGE W. SHEA: The Poems ofAlcimus Ecdicius Avitus. (Medieval
and Renaissance Texts and Studies, 172.) Pp. ix + 154. Tempe:
Medieval and Renaissance Texts and Studies, 1997.

Shea’s new translation of Avitus’ De spiritalis historiae gestis (SHG) and De
consolatoria castitatis laude (CCL) with both their dedicatory epistles includes an
introduction to Avitus’ life and works, and a longer chapter covering selected points
of interest in both poems. Historical context and prosopography could be improved.
S. telescopes Tertullian and Avitus into ‘this age’ (p. 68 n. 56), and (p. 1) rashly
assumes Gundobad’s allegiance to Arianism—a great oversimplification. Gaius
Sollius Sidonius Apollinaris (PLRE 2 Apollinaris 6) is confused with Apollinaris of
Valence, Avitus’ brother and the dedicatee of the SHG, PLRE 2 Apollinaris 5 (pp. 1
and 11). (Avitus also had a cousin called Apollinaris [PLRE 2 Apollinaris 3, son of
Sidonius Apollinaris].) The bibliography omits various crucial twentieth-century
Avitiana, particularly Max Burckhardt, Die Briefsammlung des Bischofs Avitus von
Vienne (Berlin, 1938 = Abhandlungen zur mittleren und neueren Geschichte 81), and
the unpublished but indispensable 1. N. Wood, Avitus of Vienne: Religion and Culture
in the Auvergne and the Rhone Valley, 470-530 (D.Phil. Oxford, 1979). But Avitans
work in parallel tracks: Luca Morisi recently published a text, Italian translation,
and commentary on Book 1 of the SHG (Alcimi Aviti De mundi initio [Bologna,
1996], for which see CR 48 [1998], 198-9). S. misses comparisons from Avitus’ letters
(even Epp. 43 and 51, both relevant to the publication of the SHG), tracts, and
sermons; for example, Avitus on the death of the good thief (SHG 3.41-8), with
rhetorical witticisms about the thief’s ‘breaking and entering heaven’, is closely
parallelled in Contra Eutychen et Nestorium 2, p. 25.30. One might have confronted
A.’s luscious description of Dives’ groaning board (SHG 3.222-32) with the comic
tour-de-force in Ep. 86, chilled wine and all.
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In literary matters S. is on firmer ground. Nonetheless he treats the SHG not as one
long hexameter poem in five books (/ibri), but as five ‘poems’ (p. 2 n. 2). He regards the
CCL as part of the SHG, even though it is clearly a personal and occasional piece of
quite a different sort from the biblical epic (p. 3 and also p. 66, where he implies that
the CCL is a ‘scriptural paraphrase’). Avitus’ dedication to Apollinaris (ed. Peiper,
MGH AA 6.2, pp. 274-5) clarifies the differing natures, audiences, and discontinuity
between the two works.

S. avoids issues of rhetoric, genre, and sources. Given how infrequently such
textsare translated, sources as well as discussions of problematic passages should
besupplied for the critical and curious reader. For the SHG and the CCL, this would
have required little additional effort, because Peiper pp. 302-8 provided numerous
fontes and similia. Whatever his protestations about pagan literature, Avitus drew
heavily onVirgil, even in occasionally amusing fashions, e.g. the injunction to Adam
and Evein SHG 1.174-5 Non annis numerus vitae nec terminus estol Progeniem sine fine
dedi, echoing Aen. 1.279, and SHG 1.191-2, which unconsciously evokes the cosmic
nuptials of Dido and Aeneas in Aen. 4.167-8. The hexaemeral material in theSHG
depends on Augustine’s De Genesi ad litteram (Wood, Avitus of Vienne, pp.76-84, and
Angelo Roncoroni, ‘L’epica biblica di Avito di Vienne’, Vetera Christianorum 9 [1972],
311-12). All this is worth stating: Miltonians may be unfamiliar with the sources.

Concerning CCL, we hear nothing of virgins in Avitus’ family. Inaccuracies of
translation mar prosopographical issues at CCL 95, where Avitus is making an
etymological point: his virgin relative’s name in Greek (?Eusebia?) translates as
‘pietate potens’—she did not assume a Greek name. S. (pp. 59 and 136) misunderstood
vv. 104-8 where Avitus alludes to the mother of seven martyrs in 2 Macc. 7.1-41, not
to a relative, ‘Machabaea’, who ‘rejoiced in the death of a child’. Avitus knew the pain
occasioned by such losses (CCL 161-2). The poem should be read with other later
Roman ecclesiastical authors who celebrated family saints, specifically religious sisters
dedicated to virginity, e.g. Ambrose and Marcella, and Gregory of Nyssa and Macrina
(for Ambrose and Avitus’s CCL, see A. Roncoroni, ‘Note al De Virginitate di Avito di
Vienne’, Athenaeum 51 [1973], 122-34). In its canny consolatory dissuasiones (hence
consolatoria laude) against sex, marriage, and childbirth, it avoids the shrill
andunhealthy notes of Jerome’s Ep. 22 to Eustochium. Avitus consoled Gundobad on
the death of his daughter (Ep. 5) and he also wrote personal letters to his brother
Apollinaris about the annual commemoration of the death of a sister of theirs
(Epp.13—14), who may have been the virgin Fuscina (Wood, pp. 90-1). If the
identification is correct, then Epp. 13 and 14 must postdate both the CCL and its
preface (itself to be dated after 506/7, since it follows the preface to the SHG). Fuscina
seems to have been alive at the time the preface to the CCL was written. If S. (p. 65)
had investigated the legend of Eugenia (CCL 503-33), he would have seen that it
featured an Avitus and an Apollinaris (Wood, p. 87 n. 5). Avitus also adjudicated the
calculus of sin and human costs of various types of forbidden sexual activities. (For
the rape ofa perhaps previously debauched nun, see Ep. 55.) All are relevant to his
work on sacred virgins.

My criticisms are largely regrets for missed opportunities to connect the epistolary
Avitus to his less rebarbative alter ego, the poet, to understand what conventions
governed his sense of generic proprieties, what evoked SHG 4.506 ommne resistens/ si
flecti nescit, metuat vel pondere frangi and Ep. 5, p. 32.31 Et nesciebamus illud tunc
Sfrangi tantummodo quod deinceps nesciret inflecti. Mt. 12.20? Why are his letters so
dismally devoid of classical leaven? As one who has worked on Avitus’ prose, I can
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feelingly thank S. for providing us with a readable and often fine translation of the
SHG and the CCL.

Cornell University D. R. SHANZER

CAESAR’S ART

K. WELCH, A. PowgLL (edd.): Julius Caesar as Artful Reporter. The
War Commentaries as Political Instruments. Pp. xii + 225. London:
Duckworth, 1998. Cased, £40. ISBN: 0-7156-2859-3.

In the past, perhaps, historians might have looked to the reporter as a model for their
work: passionately concerned with uncovering the truth and yet always objective,
eschewing commentary and interpretation, presenting just the simple facts. Today,
quite apart from the fact that few historians would wish to restrict the scope of their
investigations to such an extent, we are rather more cynical about journalism. It is
clear that all reporters are, to a greater or lesser extent, artful. They present us with
partial, subjective interpretations, seeking to persuade us of the truth of their version
of reality not through explicit argument but through the selection of material, the
techniques of representation, and the rhetoric of the absence of rhetoric, the plain,
simple description.

The description ‘artful reporter’, which seeks to establish a distinction between the
carefully contrived appearance of objectivity and the reality of covert interpretation
and bias, was applied to Thucydides in Virginia Hunter’s book of 1973. The papers in
this collection, deriving from a 1996 conference, suggest that Caesar is an even better
candidate for such an approach. His accounts are so apparently artless, plain, and
straightforward that many commentators have regarded them not as works of history
in their own right but as the raw materials intended to form the basis of a suitably
laudatory account in future. Yet Caesar was acknowledged as a fine orator; how far
can we trust that the qualities of simplicity and clarity which we find in his prose style
are equally qualities of the work as a whole? Certainly there was good reason for him
to exercise his literary skill. All the writers here agree with the argument of Wiseman’s
paper that the Commentaries on the Gallic War were published in instalments and
their contents somehow disseminated not only to the Senate but to the Roman People
as a whole. Caesar’s intention was to continue to influence public opinion (or, as Welch
puts it in her introduction, to seek to dominate the imagination of Romans of all
classes) even during his absence from the city; the Commentaries should be seen as
political instruments in his long rivalry with Pompey.

The best papers here offer intriguing glimpses of a new image of Caesar, as a
sophisticated, manipulative writer whose accounts can never be taken at face value.
Hall examines the way that Caesar’s ‘unusually strict’ control over diction,
morphology, and syntax, ‘the creation of an almost artificially pure Latinity’ (p. 23),
emphasizes his identity as a rational, self-controlled Roman, in contrast to Pompey’s
Eastern leanings. Torigian shows how the conquest of Gaul is presented as being
entirely natural, and suggests that Caesar’s use of the third person is intended to
minimize his individuality and emphasize his role as a mere agent of Rome. Powell
offers an explicit comparison between the portrayal of massacres in the Gallic War
and the techniques (and clichés) of modern journalism, arguing that the accounts of
bloodshed and severity are intended in part to intimidate his domestic opponents.
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Inevitably, most of the papers here are concerned, implicitly or explicitly, with the
relationship between representation and ‘reality’: Caesar’s version of events and ‘what
really happened’. It is a little disappointing that none of the contributors takes the
obvious step of considering how far the Gallic War is invented (rather than simply
described) in Caesar’s text. It is much more disappointing that so many of them clearly
regard Caesar’s rhetorical and literary technique as something which must be stripped
away so that they can get at the truth of what really happened, rather than as
something of interest in its own right. Thus Rawlings seems to be chiefly interested in
whether Caesar is a reliable source for the Gauls’ performance in battle (R. suggests
that for the most part he was simply confused by their behaviour and tried to
rationalize it), while Goldsworthy moves as quickly as possible from discussion of
Caesar’s presentation of himself as the ideal Roman general to the much less
interesting question of whether in reality his actions lived up to this ideal.

Two things seem to unite the papers in this rather miscellaneous volume. The first is
the shared belief that Caesar’s works do not offer simple, transparent descriptions of
reality; the second is an abiding fondness for the idea that events in the Commentaries
prefigure later developments in Caesar’s career. The fractious Gauls unite only
whenoppressed by Caesar (nor will the Romans endure the dictator: pp. 58-9);
Caesar’s legates are sidelined in his account (just as the senatorial class will be
sidelined under his rule: pp. 102-3); ironic that, at the time of the conquest, the Gauls
had been taking steps to deal with over-mighty individuals (p. 86). If these papers
similarly point forwards to the way that Caesar’s work will be studied in future, there
seems to be some cause for optimism. We can expect still more attempts to use the
Commentaries simply as a source of information, while making a few gestures towards
the problems of representation and rhetoric. We can, however, also look forward to
more interesting studies of Caesar’s artfulness, which may yet demonstrate that he
deserves to be considered alongside such equally rhetorical historians as Sallust and
Tacitus.

University of Bristol NEVILLE MORLEY

THE TURNING POINT IN THE SECOND PUNIC
WAR

P. JaL (ed., trans.): Tite-Live. Histoire Romaine, Tome XVII, Livre
XXVII. (Collection des Universités de France). Pp. Ixvii + 138
(doubleenumeration), 5 maps. Paris: Les Belles Lettres, 1998. ISBN:
2-251-01409-8.

In an ideal world, Livy 27 would be frequently prescribed for undergraduate and
‘A-level courses. It covers the years 210-207, when the tide of the Second Punic War
is slowly turning in Rome’s favour. With consummate artistry Livy devotes the centre
of the book to the contrasting achievements of the three Roman leaders: Claudius
Marcellus, the hard man of the war, his confidence in confronting Hannibal in the
open field betrayed by his impetuosity; Fabius Maximus Cunctator, by contrast a
prudent operator, who in this book recaptures Tarentum by the guile characteristic
of his foe (who remarks ‘Et Romani suum Hannibalem habent’); and Scipio
Africanus, combining the best of both worlds, whose victories in Spain are to lead to
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the expulsion of the Carthaginians, and whose diplomacy gains him regal
recognition from Spaniards (but lasting suspicion from fellow-Romans). Nor is this
all; the climax of the book recounts the great victory at the Metaurus; the prior
Roman apprehensions at the imminent arrival of Hasdrubal, and the subsequent
exultation at the news of the victory of Claudius Nero and Livius Salinator, are
recounted in the dramatic narrative at which Livy excels.

Professor Jal has rendered signal service to the Budé series of Livy texts; having
earlier edited Books 41-4, he has more recently turned his attention to the third
decade, in which his editions of Books 21, 26, and 28 have appeared. Moreover, he has
provided editorial supervision or assistance for editions published by other French
scholars. It therefore goes without saying that the appearance of Book 27 is a welcome
addition to the series. Its elegant publication makes it a pleasure to handle and to read.
Since the editions of Books 26 and 28 have already appeared, J.’s introduction is
naturally briefer than the norm for a Budé text; after a short survey of the source-
problems, there is extended discussion of Livy’s influence on later authors, of the
chronological problems (on which Livy is notoriously fallible), and on the historical,
institutional, religious, and literary aspects of the book.

Not surprisingly, J.’s text differs at many points from the OCT and from my Teubner
edition; as is well-known, in the second half of the third decade the divergent tradition
of the Spirensis from the Puteaneus makes heavy demands on the subjective
judgement of an editor in the choice of readings. Moreover, J. is a more conservative
textual critic than I am, which some will regard as a virtue. I offer these suggestions for
the improvement of the text in the event of a revised edition. Misprints occur at 18.13
adsuetutine; 31.3 Naupactam; 32.1 acies should read acie; 39.2 trasngresso; 50.9 ud. 4.5,
7.3 The form fere is preferred to ferme, which appears subsequently throughout the
book, and which Livy seems to favour at this stage. 6.14, 7.14 Standardization of
Vulsol Volso is desirable. 7.9 The supplement <Q.> is surely required since all other
names in the section are cited with praenomina. 11.12 The reading of the codd.,
princeps in senatu (not recorded in the app. crit.) is supported by 38.28.2, whereas
Riemann’s princeps in senatum has no parallel elsewhere in Livy. 15.18: the app. crit.
seems to support proxima, but the text reads et proxima. 16.7 ab caede has no parallel
elsewhere, whereas a caede is frequent. 20.12, 25.2, 34.3 Claudii, Acilii, Liuii: genitive in
single -7 is to be preferred, as elsewhere in the book. 30.5 ferociori: though other
reputable scholars besides J. believe that Livy may have used this form for the ablative
of the comparative, his usage elsewhere argues against it. 32.3 Flamen: I find it hard to
give credence to this as a cognomen, for it is unattested elsewhere and absent in citation
of Q. Claudius earlier at 21.5.

I’s app. crit. is certainly less fussy than that of the OCT, and more spare than mine
(in which I sought to demonstrate the superiority of the Spirensis tradition over the
Puteaneus). But the streamlining has in places gone too far, when he fails to record
acceptable manuscript-readings. Thus at 33.7 he prints ita quod in his text with no
indication that this is an emendation of Weissenborn’s, and omits mention of id quod,
the defensible reading of the codd. Similarly at 38.9 Conway’s traducendos appears in
the text without attribution to him and without mention in the app. crit. of traducendi
(codd.), which seems to me clearly right. The same thing happens at 45.11, where the
emendation of Frob. 2, absistere, appears in the text without any indication that the
reading of the codd. is subsistere.

It goes without saying that these details do not detract from the usefulness of the
edition for the audience for whom it is intended. The translation where I have checked
it is accurate and readable; the annotations, primarily historical, are adequate. The
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regularity with which the Budé Livy volumes are appearing deserves our appreciation;
they are a boon to the ancient historian.

University of Glasgow P. G. WALSH

MON SEMBLABLE, MON FRERE

A. JOHNER: La violence chez Tite-Live: Mythographie et historio-
graphie. (Groupe de recherche d’histoire romaine de I’Université des
Sciences humaines de Strasbourg, Etudes et travaux, 9.) Pp. viii + 309.
Strasbourg: AECR, 1996. ISBN: 2-904337-20-2.

Often perceived as being on the border of history and myth, particularly (though
notexclusively) in the early books, Livy lends himself to many different types of
reading. J. uses a multiple approach of historical linguistics (especially the work of
Benveniste), history of religion, comparative anthropology, and the Girardian
sacrificial crisis to illuminate the historian’s narratives of conflict and resolution. She
is particularly interested in stories involving doubles, either brothers—as in the
archetypal Remus—Romulus dyad—or simply pairs in conflict (Fabius Cunctator and
Scipio, Camillus and Furius), which represent in miniature the violence of the group.
The thematics of violence is not simply a mythographical preoccupation for Livy,
however: it reflects the experience and anxieties of the late Republic, Triumvirate,
and early Empire. As Jacqueline Dangel says in her Introduction, in undertaking his
project of telling the history of Rome de primordio Livy ‘va fixer pour longtemps
I'image d’un monde qui semble se défaire sous ses yeux’ (p. 1). In violence, J. finds
both destructive and constructive forces: ‘L’Ordre, la Ville naissent en se dégageant
de l'univers pastoral précivique que représente Remus, en détruisant un stade
préculturel per¢gu comme chaotique et négatif: Rome ne semble pouvoir se définir, se
construire, qu’en s’opposant. La fondation se déroule ici suivant un schéma de
dualité qu’on retrouvera périodiquement dans ’oeuvre’ (p. 291). Like Sargon, Cyrus,
or Oedipus, Romulus, at first marginalized outside the city, enables the founding of
Rome by the murder of his all-too-similar twin.

Part I sets up the ‘schéma conflictuel’, concentrating on such episodes as Remus,
Cacus (in whom J. finds analogous themes, particularly the anti-civilizing forces of the
wild), the Sabines (who threaten Rome’s development in time, by refusing to allow it to
reproduce, as Remus does in space, by challenging its walls), Tarquinius Superbus, and
Manlius Capitolinus. Opposing the ‘bad energy’ of ferocia and audacia to the ‘positive
energy’ of ferocia, audacia, and consilium, she investigates the essential kinship with
characters like Manlius of figures such as Brutus or Fabius Cunctator, who trans-
figure ferocia by means of self-control and consilium. The discussion then opens up to
the group, particularly young men, the crowd, and women, each of whom represents
the threat of barbarism to the established/establishing Roman order, but each of
whom is equally necessary to its self-definition. She has good remarks on the narrative
intersection between the long period of history which Livy is telling and the ‘chocs
temporels’ marked by the introduction of violence and showing Livy’s ‘volonté de
stylisation dramatique’ (p. 75), and on the way the Roman concepts of exempla and
imitatio can be seen functioning diachronically (e.g. in Manlius’ desire to imitate his
precursors Cassius and Maclius) and synchronically (the rivalry between Manlius and
Camillus), each of which she assimilates to an aspect of Girard’s mimetic desire.
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Part IT moves on to ‘modes d’affrontement’, investigating the means by which the
conflicts which J. sees defining the Livian text are resolved, either by elimination of
one of the two opponents (pp. 129-90) or by a kind of synthetic consensus between
them (pp. 191-220). Examples of the latter include the story of Manlius Capitolinus,
in which Manlius’ threat to the civic order is dispelled by a collective resolution (the
curious circumstance of the plebeian tribunes who turn against their leader), and that
of Fabius and Minucius in the second Punic War. She then moves on to consider
non-Roman episodes, the first involving the Macedonian royal house, in which the
elimination of Demetrius shows ‘les structures les plus archaiques du schéma
victimaire’ (p. 222). The tragic narrative uses the sacral not to mask but to uncover
its‘charactére scandaleux et sacrilege’, with which, J. argues, Livy situates the
Macedonian royal house ‘comme le lieu ou tout réglement consensuel et raisonnable
d’un conflit est impossible’. This particular representation has a historiographic
purpose: ‘Son rapport a la violence, au conflit, au désir de pouvoir doit étre barbare et
monstrueux pour justifier la conquéte romaine’ (p. 237).

Returning to the stories of Romulus and the Tarquins, Part III analyses the
‘fonction royale’ in the Ab urbe condita. For Rome, J. maintains, royalty is less a form
of government than ‘une fonction mythique de I'imaginaire collectif” (p. 248). Ad-
ducing cross-cultural parallels to illustrate the anarchy that follows the death of the
king, she identifies the Livian foundation legend, the death of Romulus, and royalty
itself as sites of ‘profound anxiety’, occasions of collective violence which threaten the
city with barbarism and the wild (p. 283). The trick is to channel the violence into
consensus, into something of benefit to the city; but it remains always a threat, with
particular resonances for Livy’s own day, in which the historian’s fundamental goal
was to create an acceptable representation of violence (p. 294).

There is much of interest in this treatment, which deploys a range of structuralist,
anthropological, and sociological approaches in its reading of selected episodes from
Livy. The mytho-historical strand of the Livian narrative which J. discusses both
unifies some aspects of the text and suggests ways (not all of them new) in which one
can illuminate the history through an understanding of sonic contemporary anxieties.
That said, however, I must confess that I found the analysis relatively simplistic; a kind
of relentless binary logic built into I.’s approach tends to reduce complex episodes to
conflicts between opposites, with little room for manoeuvre and no shades of grey.
The rich documentation in the notes will be of help for those who wish to broaden
J’sperspective by means of the studies from which her own takes its starting
point—though the bibliography, for obscure reasons, contains nothing after the date
of the thesis defence (December, 1992).

Oriel College, Oxford CHRISTINA S. KRAUS

THE BUDE HYGINUS

J.-Y. Bor1AuD (ed.): Hygin. Fables (Collection Budé). Pp. xxxiii +
230. Paris: Les Belles Lettres, 1997. ISBN: 2-251-01403-9.

An editor of Hyginus’ Fabulae faces many problems, to be sure, but the methodology
involved is reasonably straightforward. A solitary manuscript (¢) survived the
Middle Ages, to be used in 1535 for the editio princeps of Micyllus (F). Almost
immediately thereafter the late ninth-century Beneventan codex was discarded, and
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only two sets of fragments have since come to light, both now in Munich, one in the
Bayerische Staatsbibliothek (discovered by Halm and published in 1870), the other in
the Erzbischofliches Ordinariatsarchiv (discovered by Bischoff and published by
Lehmann in 1944). Coupled with the fifth-century fragments of a clearly variant
version of the text (N) in Vat. Pal. lat. 24, ¢ gives us a tantalizing glimpse of what
might have been: unfortunately, for the greater part of the Fabulae we are totally
dependent on the printed F, which shows all too clearly that frequently Micyllus
simply could not read what was in front of him. (It is incomprehensible that Boriaud
says [p. xvi] ‘J. Micyllus a travaillé trés consciencieusement’.) To help strengthen
thisweak text, an editor must therefore pay particular attention to all available
testimonia, such as the frequent use of Hyginus made by Lactantius Placidus, and
the so-called Scholia Vallicelliana. Other than this, the fairly extensive scholarly
literature must be weighed, both editions of the text and separate studies, to sift out
the most valuable conjectures.

Alas, Boriaud simply has not done his homework in any of these areas. Despite a
publication date of 1997, he is totally unaware of this reviewer’s 1993 Teubner text,
which (despite its all too many slips and inaccuracies—a corrected edition is much
needed) would have saved B. from many an error. To begin with, he is completely
ignorant of the fragments of ¢ discovered in 1944, and this despite not merely the
Teubner, but also the pellucid articles by M. D. Reeve in Texts and Transmission, ed.
L.D. Reynolds (Oxford, 1983) and B. Munk Olsen, L'étude des auteurs classiques latins
aux XI° et XII¢ siécles (Paris, 1982), 1.525-6. Note 12 on p. xiii tells us that B. examined
the set of fragments of ¢ in the Bayerische Staatsbibliothek and of N in the Vatican,
but he seems not to have noticed the slips in the transcriptions of Halm and Niebubhr,
and even manages to add errors of his own (e.g. Fab. XXI, 2 ¢ has phrysi not phrisi;
XXV, 1 Marcerum is not to be found in ¢ at all; also ac is at least partially legible in ¢
and should not be cited as an emendation of Rose; XXVI, 1 ¢ has filium not filiam;
XXVII, 3 ¢ has ementita est not ementita esset).

Furthermore, B. seems to have no clue of the importance of testimonia: time and
again he misses opportunities to show how the text can be supported or emended
fromthese outside sources. He never acknowledges, for example, the importance of
Lactantius Placidus’ scholia on Statius’ Thebaid on so many occasions. Thus for Fab.
XXXIII B. simply notes that Rose bracketed the final section Item aliis. . . interierunt.
Yet (as Rose clearly knew) these words are to be found in Lact. Plac. ad Stat. Theb.
5.263 together with the rest of Hyginus’ Faubula. Should not this important fact at least
be put before the reader? It hardly need be said that Boriaud appears never to have
heard of the Scholia Vallicelliana, and (although he has heard of him) he has little
idea of how to use the evidence of Pseudo-Dositheus (CGL 3.56-69).

Modern scholarly literature is given remarkably scanty attention. There is less than
one page devoted to a ‘Conspectus Philologorum’, with entries running from 1624 to
1983, and one is forced to wonder if B. has read anything since that last date. Even
within the limits he set himself, he misses much of value. Two scholars out of a very
large number would be Castiglioni, in his trenchant review of Rose’s edition
(Athenaeum N.s. 12 [1934], 174-81), and a remarkably useful series of four articles by
van Krevelen in Philologus from 1959 to 1972.

In short, this text is a disaster, and one can only wonder what readers and editors at
Budé were doing to accept it. Even the introduction compares most unfavourably with
earlier volumes in this series (e.g. Jal’s lengthy and most valuable introduction to his
Florus, 1967), devoting a lacklustre twenty-four pages to a discussion of the author
(about whom he gives remarkably little guidance, despite R. Kaster’s incisive remarks
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in Suetonius De Grammaticis et Rhetoribus [Oxford, 1995], pp. 205-8), the manuscripts
(enough said), the ‘témoignages extérieurs’ (but, as already remarked, he just does not
understand testimonia), the editions, and so on. At least he has gone through the early
printed editions, but here again his citations are constantly blighted by error. For
example, Fab. XC, scarcely ten lines long, contains three mistaken attributions to F.
The brief notes tend to be devoted to a small number of other texts which give
versions of the same myth, but they make no pretence at being exhaustive and could
be added to easily.

Ambherst College PETER K. MARSHALL

A NOVEL INTERPRETATION

G. G. GAMBA: Petronio Arbitro e i Cristiani. Ipotesi per una lettura
contestuale del Satyricon. Pp. 411. Rome: Las, 1998. Paper, L. 45,000.
ISBN: 88-213-0384-5.

This is an extraordinary book. Its structure is highly commendable, its argu-
mentation is extremely clear, its footnotes are impressively learned, albeit excessively
long, its 400 pages are virtually free of misprints, and its bibliography is almost up
todate (one misses Glen Bowersock’s Fiction as History: Nero to Julian [Berkeley,
1994]). However, the thesis forcefully presented in this elegant volume is so far-
fetched that I feel amused rather than irritated by it.

Unlike most Petronian and New Testament scholars, G. both identifies Petronius
the author with Encolpius the narrator, thus regarding the Satyricon as Petronius’
‘Apologia pro vita sua’, and arbitrarily believes in the authenticity of the brief
correspondence between Seneca and Saint Paul. Led by the similarity, admittedly
striking, between some principles of Stoic philosophy and certain aspects of Christian
religion, as well as the steadily growing influence of Peter and Paul in Rome, G. argues
that the worthy philosopher and tragedian Seneca, after his recall from exile at Rome
in A.D. 49 to tutor Nero, became seriously interested in the Christian faith, introduced
Nero to it, and even nearly caused the future Emperor’s conversion into this powerful
religion (until A.D. 54, the year of Claudius’ death, Nero is, according to G., the
obedient pupil of the virtuous Seneca). Likewise, G. imagines Petronius to be seriously
flirting with the idea of becoming a true Christian, not only out of well-intentioned
curiosity, but also because he wants to please his close friend, Nero. Thus in his early
years at Rome the ‘young’ and ‘innocent’ Petronius meets important people in the
Christian community, becomes very familiar with practices of the new religion, and
studies carefully the Gospels.

However, both the unruly Emperor and his ‘arbiter of elegance’ do not remain
virtuous for long; after he became an Emperor and was no longer under Seneca’s
moral control, Nero gives vent to his lustful passions (his rage against his former
fellow-believers, the Christians, is intensified through his intimacy with unworthy
persons like Tigellinus, who, according to G., sets Rome on fire), while Petronius,
whose luxurious habits are incompatible with the precepts of Jesus, chooses a style of
life which suits him better: he becomes an Epicurean, and perceives religion in general,
and Christianity in particular, in Epicurean terms. The intimacy between Nero and
Petronius does not last long. The latter cannot endure the domineering character of
the former, and the former is unwilling to tolerate courtiers, who would not yield to his
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whims (in fact, G. takes the famous elegiacs in Saz. 132.15 as Petronius’ message to
Nero that, due to his Christian faith, he is strong enough not to fear death!). When,
therefore, Petronius receives the order to commit suicide, he decides both to die in an
‘Epicurean style’, which echoes, according to G., Jesus’ death, and to take revenge on
his former friend by writing the Satyricon for Nero alone; thus Petronius avenges not
only himself, but also all the others who, because of Nero, were refused the privilege of
having proper funeral rites! G. believes that his scenario answers satisfactorily the
controversial issue of the generic identity of this novel: we are not meant to look for a
literary label for this text: it is Petronius’ autobiography, which is mainly sketching, in
an allegorical fashion, the description of his friendship with Nero and his court, and
his experience within the Christian community, and has been composed solely ‘in
odium Neronis’. According to this imaginative scenario, Nero, the former Christian
and sole recipient of this text, is supposed to decodify the real identity of the fictional
characters of the Satyricon, and to figure out the true meaning of Encolpius’ adven-
tures. I regret to say that, in spite of repeated efforts, I have been unable to find even
the slightest trace of supporting evidence for this reconstruction.

G.’s next methodological error is to force his fanciful theory upon the extant novel;
ironically, he does this in an admirably thorough way by examining even the slightest
detail of every episode of the surviving Satyricon from an ‘allegorical’ point of view.
In its extant form the novel can be divided into three parts: §§1.1-26.6 (Petronius’ life
before his experience of Christianity), §§26.7-78.8 (Trimalchio’s dinner as an allegory
of Petronius’ near conversion to Christianity), and §§79.1-141.11 (Petronius’ life after
he abandoned the idea of becoming a Christian); in its original form the novel would
have also contained an introductory section.

The fictional characters represent historical persons: Petronius is called Encolpius
(the Greek pseudonym ’EyxdéAmios has religious connotations: év 7¢ kéAmw 70D
’Incod); Ascyltus is Nero, Petronius’ former friend; Giton (yelrwv = ¢idos in the
Christian sense of the word) is probably the morally dissolute Sporus; Agamemnon
(the leader of the Greeks) represents Seneca (the leading figure in Neronian Rome); it
is also important that Seneca wrote a tragedy called Agamemnon (!); Quartilla is
Agrippina, the ‘fourth’ child of Germanicus; Trimalchio (‘“Thrice Lord’) is Saint Peter
(the lord of the Christians); Eumolpus is probably Lucan’s and Persius’ tutor, L.
Annaeus Cornutus; Lichas is Theophilus (Luke 1.1-4), while his luxurious passenger
is the biblical Tryphaena (Romans 16.12); it is not explained who Circe, Proselenos,
Oenothea, and Philomela are supposed to represent. Likewise, ignoring the dense
literary texture of the Satyricon, G. attributes an ‘allegorical’ meaning to the incidents
of Encolpius’ life: the episode at the school of rhetoric is meant to symbolize the
period of Seneca’s influence over Petronius and Nero; Encolpius losing his way and
finding himself at the brothel is supposed to echo young Jesus losing his way in the
temple; the dirty tunic in the incident at the marketplace is meant to allude to the tunic
mentioned by Jesus in Matthew 5.40, 9.16, and 10.9; the sudden entry of Quartilla’s
maid at the heroes’ lodgings is supposedly based on the appearance of the angels in
Bethlehem.

Shortage of space prevents me from listing more (unconvincing) examples of
G.’singenious interpretation, which is too subtle for me. Others should decide for
themselves.

University of Glasgow COSTAS PANAYOTAKIS
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ALLUSIVE APULEIUS

E. D. FINKELPEARL: Metamorphosis of Language in Apuleius: A
Study of Allusion in the Novel. Pp. vii + 241. Ann Arbor: The University
of Michigan Press, 1998. Cased. ISBN: 0-472-10889-1.

This important contribution to Apuleian studies breaks new ground in studies
inthenovel, by arguing for a sustained and programmatic allusiveness in the
Metamorphoses to match that found in the Augustan poets. F.’s central argument is
that Apuleius’ struggle to define the inchoate genre of the novel involves an ongoing
engagement with literary tradition, both with the plurality of literary ‘voices’ which
seek to make themselves heard and (the overwhelming focus of the book) with the
canonical authority of the masters, especially Vergil. F.’s reference in her title to
‘thenovel’ suggests an even grander ambition to deal with the vexed question of
novelistic genre in the absolute, and there are interesting pointers in her discussions
of Bakhtin et al. to ways in which this methodology might profitably be applied to
other prose fictions.

Although, as will become clear, this book impressed me considerably, it was not
somuch for its contribution to the study of allusion. When compared with Stephen
Hinds’s impressive Allusion and Intertext (Cambridge, 1998), which F. cites, the
methodological conclusions drawn here seem somewhat underwhelming. F. defends a
theory of allusion based upon ‘the author’s intention’ (pp. 5-7), although apparently
aware of the problems thereby raised. Although she is right that the substitution
bycertain (though certainly not all) literary theorists of ‘the text’ for ‘the author’ isglib
and superficial, F’s language of intentionalism is extremely problematic.
Anystatement about what the author intended is inevitably premised upon prior
assumptions about the sort of thing s/he would have intended, given the sort of author
slhe is: the self-justifying hermeneutic circle is closed. In the course of the discussions,
F’s examples are often incontrovertible; but at times she seems to assert the presence
of allusion on the grounds that it ‘must’ be there (e.g. at p. 130, where the link between
Met. 8.13.4-5 and Aeneid 4.653—6 is identified linguistically on the grounds that ‘after
two imperatives, each begins with a verb in the perfect tense’! Or contrast p. 208, where
we read that Apuleius is ‘clearly not thinking of Propertius here’). Clearly, no two
scholars will agree on the presence or absence of allusion in every such instance, but
Hinds’s anti-intentionalist approach is more accommodating than E’s.

The subtle disingenuousness of the rhetoric of intentionalism allows F. to restrict
the range of ‘alluded texts’ to those which fit her conceptions of the novel’s project.
Greek texts are almost all excluded (but cf. pp. 117-20 on Plutarch). This would be
anodd omission in respect of any text so thoroughly saturated with Hellenism, but
inthe case of a (quasi-)translation from the Greek, the theme of cross-cultural ‘meta-
morphosis’ surely deserves more considertion. Although F. is more catholic in her
treatment of Latin texts, her primary interest lies in Apuleius’ relationship with the
Aeneid. The reason for this is clear (see below), but some readers will nevertheless
crave a less narrow focus. In particular, the relationship between Ovid’s and Apuleius’
Metamorphoses (assuming that to have been its original title) requires further
investigation.

This focus upon the epic is intended to support her main thesis, that Apuleius
constructs the novel as a distorted mirror image of the foundation text of Augustan
Rome. This point is argued for with great subtlety. Apuleius ‘never merely defaces or
satirizes’ (p. 51, actually apropos of Sallust); rather, he engages with his master-text
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with a range of techniques, varying from bathos (e.g. p. 95), through ‘correction’
(e.g.pp. 131-48), to ‘completion’ (e.g. p. 166). Indeed, pluralism is the keynote of E’s
interpretation. Like Bakhtin, F. sees the novel as an essentially polyphonic genre,
self-consciously opposing itself to epic monoliths. In a strong concluding chapter
(pp-184-217), F. argues for a metatextual reading of the Isiac eleventh book: Isis,
theinventor of writing (in some traditions), represents for Apuleius a ‘sort of
Muse’(p.208), a cipher for the metamorphosis of the Graeco-Roman tradition into
Egyptian multiplicity, exoticism, and heterogeneity. F. also has some good comments
on Apuleius’ own self-conscious exoticism as an African writing Latin from the
margins of the Empire (pp. 134-5; cf. pp. 216-7).

This is an intriguing and important interpretation of the Metamorphoses, which
deserves to be read and contemplated by all scholars interested in ancient fiction. (A
shame, then, that the Latin is not translated for non-linguists.) As will be clear, I was
more impressed by the overall ‘plotting’ of the book than its claims to contribute to
the study of allusion. Ultimately, though, F.’s thoughtfulness and sensitivity to literary
texture win out. After all, any author who can come up with the phrase ‘lest she moo’
(p- 192) clearly has a firm grasp upon Apuleius’ aesthetics.

St John's College, Cambridge TIM WHITMARSH

PHILOLOGIA PERENNIS

D. R. SHACKLETON BAILEY: Selected Classical Papers. Pp. xii +
462. Ann Arbor: The University of Michigan Press, 1997. Cased,
$52.50. ISBN: 0-472-10816-6.

Professor Shackleton Bailey is a Latin scholar of the greatest distinction, and in
viewof his association with Ann Arbor it is appropriate that the University of
Michigan Press should have published a selection of his articles. Most of these will
be appreciated only by hardened classical scholars, and though some slighter pieces
are included, only a few are suitable for the average undergraduate or the general
reader. S. B. can illuminate the larger issues when he chooses, as is shown especially
by his biography of Cicero, but like Housman he is usually reluctant to display
thistalent.

The most important part of the volume consists of adversaria on the text and
interpretation of a wide range of Latin authors; here, among others of lesser note, we
find discussions on Apuleius’ Metamorphoses, Cicero’s speeches, Horace, Lucan,
Manilius, Martial, Petronius, Sidonius Apollinaris (both poems and letters), Ovid’s
Metamorphoses, and Valerius Flaccus. Selection from S. B.’s extensive writings must
have been difficult; one particularly misses some of the papers on authors that he
himself has edited, on Horace at HSCP 89 (1985), 153ff., on Lucan at PCPS 28
(1982), 91ft., and on Martial at 4JP 110 (1989), 131ff. (S. B.’s contributions on this
difficult poet, including both the Teubner text and the Loeb translation, form one of
his most notable achievements.) It is impossible within a short review to give more
than a general impression of these adversaria, and a random selection for praise or
criticism could only be capricious. S. B. combines a very precise knowledge of Latin
(note the paper on num) with a formidably logical mind; though he produces palmary
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emendations from time to time, most of his proposals are less spectacular attempts to
restore coherence and Latinity to an author. His writing is crisp and economical, and
those unfamiliar with a passage sometimes have to look up the context; he is not so
entertaining as Housman, perhaps because he is less rhetorical. Like other textual
critics he probably tries to emend too much, but usually one ends up either by
assenting or by admitting that there is a case to answer. He has upheld outstandingly
the empirical English tradition that derives from Bentley and Housman.

Other papers deal with various aspects of the history of Latin scholarship. There
isan interesting account of S. B.’s own ‘Ciceronian Odyssey’: we glimpse him at the age
of twelve when a list of republican consuls ‘afforded many hours of childish
entertainment’ (p. 366). There is an informative article on Emil Baehrens, though
curiously S. B. claims not to have used his commentary on Catullus; a discussion of
problems here would be particularly rewarding, but he thinks that a textual critic, like
a doctor, should be indifferent to the merits of the patient (p. 322). There are several
general accounts of the editing of ancient texts, all very sensible and salutary: the
onlyprinciple is to have no principle and to examine each case on its merits. There are
three judicious papers on Housman: S. B. is ready now to admit that his hero could
sometimes be wrong (cf. p. 236 on Lucan), a conclusion that some of us have reached
over Juvenal; but his admiration for the Manilius is difficult to dispute, even if few
could call its study the most memorable intellectual experience of their life (p. 320). He
is on less sure ground when he tries to condone Housman’s arrogance and offensive-
ness (cf. p. 322 on Robinson Ellis). He claims too much for his own speciality when he
says that ‘a bad reading in Manilius and a world war can spring from the same moral
and intellectual roots’; this seems particularly unconvincing when one considers the
uncompromising temperament of Bentley and Housman.

A few articles deal with Roman prosopography, where S. B.’s expertise is well known
from his commentaries on Cicero’s letters. Here is the famous paper showing that the
henchman of P. Clodius was Sex. Cloelius (not Clodius), and a rejoinder to those whe
appealed to the consensus of editors when those editors were unaware of the
manuscript evidence. Here is the important article on the meaning of nobiles
(descendants of consuls) and novi homines, and a demonstration that frater in the
sense of ‘cousin’is only applicable to the sons of a paternal uncle. The review of E. S.
Gruen’s Last Generation of the Roman Republic shows S. B.’s remarkable mastery of
detail.

The volume contains an index of numerous passages that S. B. has discussed
inarticles elsewhere; when his books are also included, he claims to have originated
two or three thousand conjectures (p. 365). He does not record here notes on
Propertius prior to his Propertiana (Cambridge, 1956), on Cicero’s letters prior to his
commentaries, or on the sixty passages in Horace discussed in his Profile of Horace
(London, 1982); rather tiresomely the passages dealt with in the present volume are
not listed individually. There is an updated bibliography of the author’s works
containing well over 200 items. The ‘Index Philological and Historical’ refers not just
to the present volume but to the author’s other periodical writings; Latin specialists
will need to be aware of it.

It remains only to thank the author and the publisher for providing so much
nourishing food for thought.

Corpus Christi College, Oxford R. G. M. NISBET
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SPEECH IN SPEECH

V. BERS: Speech in Speech: Studies in Incorporated Oratio Recta
inAttic Drama and Oratory (Greek Studies: Interdisciplinary
Approaches). Pp. xv + 249. Lanham, Boulder, New York, and London:
Rowman & Littlefield, 1997. Cased, $62.50 (Paper, $23.95). ISBN:
0-8476-8499-0 (0-8476-8450-4 pbk).

Studies of speech in ancient literature are legion. Monologues in classical epic,
tragedy, comedy, and historiography have been catalogued in Europe and the
English-speaking world for nearly two centuries. However, an overwhelming
majority of accounts has tended to concentrate on rheseis in specific authors or
genres. So whilst the data available about speeches will always serve those concerned
with a specific author or genre, such data will be of little use for anyone who wants to
comprehend the role and function of direct discourse as a whole in, say, the corpus
of fifth-century Athenian literature (and, by implication, in Athenian culture at the
time).

Bers’s study is important for its relative breadth. It combines the thoroughness of
traditional Teutonic studies of Reden in a single author with a more cosmopolitan
erudition and an element of theoretical caution. So this book will be of enduring
benefit to literary historians. Although there is no claim to deal fully with historio-
graphy, the concluding discussion (pp. 220-3) involves Herodotus, Xenophon,
Thucydides, Ephorus, and Polybius. Besides, the coverage of oratory given in Chapter
II is probably far more crucial.

The introduction outlines the compass of this study—‘to put the intuition that
oratio recta tends to promise an accurate report to as rigorous a test as the nature of
the material allows’ (p. 1). B. explains that he concentrates on genres that were
performed, because they provide oratio recta (OR) as a mimesis of live speech within
the context of live speech. A promising rationale, but the fact that speech reported is in
the same medium (spoken language) as the speech reporting it is fraught with
theoretical problems: it makes the essentialization of the independent status of an
utterance reported in OR a more hazardous business than B. wants to acknowledge.
Hence (i) the claim that ‘little needs to be said by way of defining OR’ (p. 5) and (ii)
subscription to the view (pp. 12-13) that Socrates’ use of the word lexis in Plato
Republic 392-3 (of Homer adapting his lexis to the person he announces as about to
speak) might have something to do with ‘word choice’ or ‘lexicon’. B., who has already
shown that Homeric narrative and direct discourse have largely the same registers,
notes that if Socrates did mean ‘lexicon’, he would be wrong, and on the basis of
Apology 17d-18a, suggests the word has something to do with style and performance
in a more general sense. In fact, /exis in the Republic should be understood as ‘telling’
(compare Genette’s notion of récit): Socrates never forgets that when Homer ‘quotes’
Achilles, it is still Homer speaking; neither should we. But even if B.’s discussion of
Homer’s OR is embedded in a (mis-?)apprehension of Plato, it by no means detracts
from the importance of the material to follow.

There are numerous highlights in the long chapter on drama: B. is sensitive to
problems of demarcating OR in drama, and there are some fascinating individual
observations: for example, it is astounding that there is no OR in Oedipus Tyrannus,
given that the action of the play hinges on three embedded narratives; it is also
interesting to note how many quotations in tragedy are hypotheses about what people
could or would say, or else what B. calls ‘virtual OR’. The fact that Oedipus’ last words
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in Oedipus Coloneus are given in the messenger’s speech after Oedipus’ final exit brings
still more to bear on the problems of closure in this play. The treatment of Euripides
provides a valuable contextualization of De Jong’s work on the messenger scene
narratives. Finally, observations on Aristophanes are presented in a useful tabular
format, after some initial discussion.

B.’s approach to oratory (on which it is harder to be comprehensive) is fine-tuned.
The relation between orations-as-delivered and orations as we have them transcribed
will never be established (see e.g. p. 129). This problem—by no means unique to
classical studies—is likely to have little or no bearing on the way direct discourse is
presented within those orations. The discussion of ‘documentary’ OR (pp. 149f.),
which considers the levels of reliability of reports, as well as methods of indicating
that reliability, is particularly important, and has big implications for the vexed
question of speech presentation in historiography, Greek and Roman, which should
not be ignored.

In his conclusion, B. allows others ‘room for deeper theoretical speculation on the
phenomenon of speech in speech’. This is unduly modest: the author has made ample
use of contemporary studies in speech presentation, pragmatics, and narrative theory:
numerous lengthy footnotes point to the broader questions raised by this field of
study. But theory is about presuppositions, not about adornment. This book, in line
with the whole tradition of philology, linguistics, and poetics which informs it, views
the presentation of speech in speech from the top of an edifice founded by the
celebrated discussion in Plato Republic 392-5. But once the (effectively categorical)
distinction between direct and indirect discourse derived from Plato is challenged, all
kinds of interesting questions—and answers—lie ahead.

University of Warwick ANDREW LAIRD

LATIN ORALITY

J. DANGEL, C. Moussy (edd.): Les structures de l'oralité en latin
(Recherches linguistiques du Centre Alfred Ernout). Pp. 314. Paris:
Presses de 1’Université de Paris-Sorbonne, 1996. frs. 150. ISBN:
2-84050-073-6.

The twenty-six papers that make up this volume have been divided into four sections.
In the first, ‘Diachronie et sémantique,” Michele Fruyt applies the concept of orality
to Latin. The written record fails in several ways to do justice to the richness of the
oral tradition. It does not distinguish, for example, long and short vowels or differ-
ences in tonality. The spoken language (Saussure’s parole) precedes and influences
what is written in any langue. The letter kills, or at any rate arrests the vital functions
of, language: what is needed is a form of mouth-to-mouth resuscitation. This is
whatMichel Banniard, along with others, has been engaged in for some time. Here
heputsforward what he claims is a new hypothesis to illustrate the transition from
classicalLatin forms to those of Proto-French, located in the eighth century and
distinguished from Old French. The pattern normally begins with the emergence of
new syntactical forms in the spoken Latin of the third to fifth centuries (Late Spoken
Latin 1), and, after a second phase when old and new forms coexist (Late Spoken
Latin 2, ‘Merovingian’, sixth and seventh centuries), issues in Proto-French, the
classical forms having been submerged. Elsewhere Claude Moussy discusses the
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distinction made by Cicero, within the context of oratio, between sermo (con-
versation) and contentio (public speaking); he goes on to analyse the etymology
ofeach term. Marc Baratin, taking the definition of oratio as his starting point,
helpsto explain why we find relatively few references to the spoken language in the
grammarians. Most of the remaining papers in the first section focus on individual
works or categories. Guy Serbat, in a study of Anthimus’ De observatione ciborum,
makes clear how vividly its text reveals the actual processes of language-change in
the early sixth century. Inspired planning has brought together two papers on the De
miraculis sancti Stephani, written in Africa c. 425. Jean Meyers gives a general survey
of its linguistic usage, while Michel Griffe devotes a detailed study to the author’s
useof ut to introduce subordination, a ‘classical’ form of expression that displays a
remarkable vitality, as attested both by this text and later by Gregory of Tours.

In the second section, ‘Niveaux d’oralité’, Jiirgen Bldnsdorf gives a wide-ranging
review of various aspects of orality and the ways in which they affect the written
record. He also concludes his paper with a reference to Gregory of Tours, who can be
considered, in contrast to the classical historians, as the author of a kind of ‘oral
historiography’—*il a ravivé l'oralité’. Two papers are concerned specifically with
Plautus. Monique Crampon centres her discussion of wordplay upon the expression
volucrem vocem in Amph. 326. Lyliane Sznajder’s contribution is much more broadly
based. She examines paratactic constructions in Plautus where a governing verb
introduces a subordinate clause without the use of a conjunction, and shows how they
reflect the patterns of everyday speech (sermo cotidianus). Colette Bodelot’s survey of
the use of the indicative in indirect questions embraces a wide range of genres, both
prose and verse. Marie Dominique Joffre plots a stage in the evolution of habere into
an auxiliary verb.

With the remaining sections, ‘Oralité et littérarité’ and ‘Métrique et formulaires’, we
are for the most part back on familiar ‘classical’ territory. Alain Michel writes about
‘oral’ features in Cicero with his customary elegance. Jean-Marie André highlights the
vein of vulgar abuse that marks late-republican philosophical controversy at Rome.
Anne Videau’s discussion of parole in the Roman elegists leads up to a re-examination
of Catullus 65. Dominique Longrée sets out the evidence to show that Tacitus
makesmuch greater use of expressions in the first person singular, as opposed to the
plural, in the Annals than in the Histories (can this not be explained as an indication
ofhis increasing confidence in his own ability and stature as an historian?). Jean
Bouquetdocuments the influence of declamation on the poetry of Dracontius; this,
however,seems to be stretching the definition of ‘orality’ to breaking-point. The final
contribution comes from Jacqueline Dangel, who examines Quintilian’s treatment of
the spoken word.

Several of the papers in this volume should provide a stimulus to further
investigation, particularly those of Banniard, Bldnsdorf, Fruyt, and Sznajder. The
first paper in the collection, however (it happens also to be the longest), would have
been better omitted. It is concerned with the Indo-European origins of expressions for
‘word’ and ‘communication’. Its connexion with Latin is no more than tangential. Two
passages are quoted in transliterated Sanskrit: the uninitiated reader needs to refer to
the author’s bibliography to deduce that they come from the Rig Veda. This paper
should have been published elsewhere. The volume as a whole, however, contains much
that both Latinists and Romance philologists will be able to profit from.

University of Leeds S. F. RYLE
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AUTHORITY AND TRADITION

J. MARINCOLA: Authority and Tradition in Ancient Historiography.
Pp. xiii + 361. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1997. Cased,
£45/$64.95. ISBN: 0-521-48019-1.

This is a book of extraordinary scope and ambition. It sets out to map the ways in
which historians from Herodotus to Ammianus ‘claim the authority to narrate the
deeds encompassed in their works’ (p. 1). Marincola limits himself largely to
narrative history, ‘Great Historiography’ as he calls it; he also confines his inquiry
tothe explicit comments of historians, to what ‘ancient historians tell us about
themselves’ (p. xi). The frequent recurrence of such claims led M. to the judgement
that the themes of authority and tradition were inseparable.

M. tackles his subject by theme. Chapter I, ‘The Call to History’, traces the
reasonswhy historians claim to have been drawn to their subjects: dreams and other
‘divine incidents’, personal dedications—avoided in ‘Great Historiography’ for fear
ofsuggesting personal favour—and the motive of glory or renown. ‘“The ancient
historian’, he concludes, ‘was concerned with his own renown and wrote history to
achieve renown’, but no tradition developed of claiming such glory explicitly, still
lessof presenting personal glory as a reason for writing history. Chapter II, ‘The
Historian’s Inquiry’, details the claims made concerning historical method: of the
value of autopsy, of being close to the source of power, or of having privileged access
to information, the approach to non-contemporary history, and to myth and history.
Chapter III, ‘The Historian’s Character’, considers claims of military, political, or
other experience, of effort (tireless years spent in research), and of impartiality.
Chapter 1V, ‘The Historian’s Deeds’, then turns to the historian’s manner of describ-
ing events in which he was himself a participant. The question, he argues, should not
be reduced to mere ‘issues of person’ but should be treated more broadly as also a
matter of the perspective or focalization of the narrative (pp. 179-80). He then looks
at more specific techniques of self-presentation: for example, the motif of divine aid, a
device for lessening ‘invidia towards the main character’ (p. 207), or the emphasis on
the historian’s actions as part of a larger, group endeavour. Chapter V, ‘The “Lonely”
Historian’, examines the ways in which historians positioned themselves either
inopposition to or as the inheritors of their predecessors. Polemic, he suggests,
wasaparticular feature of non-contemporary history (p. 224). To declare yourself
thecontinuator of a former Great Master was a way of ‘making a claim’ about
theimportance of your work without ‘overt self-advertisement’ (p. 241). The book
concludes with a summary of its ‘findings’ by chapter-topic, and with a comparison of
the procedures of contemporary and non-contemporary, and of Greek and Roman
historians. There are seven appendices: a table of historians, family trees of Greek
andRoman continuators, and brief discussions of, for example, the different ways in
which historians present (or withhold) their names and places of origin. The book,
exquisitely produced, also includes an excellent general index (as well as an index of
Greek words and index locorum), allowing the reader to track individual historians
across the chapter divisions.

The scale and structure of such a project inevitably beg questions. Why should
narrative history be treated apart from bastard genres such as epitome or biography?
Once we have tidied up the tradition of ‘Great Historiography’, do the patchy remains
(with the great lacuna, for example, between Tacitus and Ammianus) really constitute
a single tradition? Why treat a historian’s explicit comments on his method or purpose
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apart from his practice? M. is aware of all these questions. Explicit statements cannot
be the whole story of how a historian ‘compels belief” (p. xii). There were other ways
of finding out about the past than through narrative history (p. 20). M. also resists
crude, schematic distinctions such as that between a Thucydidean political history and
a ‘pleasure-oriented, highly artificial “rhetorical” historiography, whose. . . patron
saint was Isocrates’ (pp. 2-3). At times, however, the reader comes up against some
fairly rigid distinctions beween sub-genres: Ammianus’ famous story of his escape
from Amida is seen as a pastiche of elements of memoir and of the ‘narrative of
exciting adventure and escape’ (p. 203). M.’s procedure of treating explicit statements
in isolation from their implementation has also, I suspect, the unintended consequence
of enhancing the similarities between historians.

Ammianus was very conscious of his place in a tradition. As T. D. Barnes has put
it, he ‘intended his Res Gestae to sum up the whole of Greco-Roman historiography’.
But were all historians equally aware of the weight of tradition? M’s approach,
inparticular his thematic structure, succeeds in unearthing a number of interesting
links between historians—Ammianus’ description of himself as ‘miles quondam et
Graecus’, for example, is seen as a nod to the tradition of the Greek soldier-historian
(pp- 256-7)—but many other connections are rather less concrete. How is it, for
example, that Ctesias shows ‘an immediate appreciation and grasp of the possibilities
opened up by Thucydides’ (p. 186), except in so far as both claimed to write from
experience? It is important to distinguish, moreover, between degrees or types of
reference. M.’s Ammianus ‘cites’ and makes ‘a clear reference to” Herodotus (p. 255),
but, as Fornara has argued in an article cited by M. (p. 257 n. 208), Ammianus’
knowledge of the Greek historians was, by contrast to his knowledge of Latin writers,
‘not substantial’, indeed largely second-hand. Terms such as ‘reference’ and ‘citation’
are too blunt. Similarities between historians—the pattern, for example, whereby they
assure readers of their evidence before praising a man (p. 173)—are not always the
subject of conscious emulation, or of a sense of tradition.

Such a broad focus will inevitably reduce the complexities of any single historian in
a way that will be painful to those of narrower scope. I cannot believe that Herodotus
‘seems to refer to effort only once’, at 3.115.2 (p. 148): what, for starters, of his travels
in search of Herakles at 2.44? The statement that the Egyptian priests’ appeal to the
authority of Menelaus (as opposed to Homer) ‘may symbolically represent the
superiority of inquiry over inspiration, the triumph of history over poetry’ (p. 226) or
the three-sentence summary of Herodotus’ historical procedure (p. 67) shout out for
qualification. There are ample references to more thorough accounts. (How can one
expect more in the context of such a broad survey?) But there is an extraordinary
optimism in such generalizations, an optimism that underlies M.’s project as a whole.
What does it mean to compare Ammianus with Herodotus, or to seek to distil from
both together the practice of ‘the ancient historian™? M., of course, does not paint out
the individual. Indeed, his stress on the ‘individual within the continuity and
development of the tradition’ is an important plank of his differentiation of his
project from those of previous scholars (p. xi). Nor does he exclude the pressures of
social context: a particular theme of the book is the way in which, especially Roman,
historians learnt to exist in a monarchical world where the ‘belief that all historians
wrote out of fear and favour must have become deeply ingrained’ (p. 166). But his
summations of the procedure of ‘the ancient historian’ are often banal. M. unfailingly
notes variant procedures—statements of autopsy, for example, can act as ‘a voucher’
for a marvel or they can underline splendour or number (pp. 82-3)—but the
classificatory zeal seems Procrustean. Shifts in historiographical practice are presented
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as the result of clear choices, as if the historian went about his task with the help of a
handbook: historians after Thucydides had three ways, we are told, of dealing with
‘myths’: avoid them, rationalize them, or include them and leave the reader to make his
own judgement (p. 118).

It is all, surely, more problematic. It is hard not to question whether the themes of
authority and tradition might more rewardingly be pursued through the close analysis
of particular authors (or relationships between authors). M. undoubtedly has done
much of the groundwork for such closer studies. He has provided an enormously
useful, enormously learned guide to many of the most central questions of ancient
historiography. But in attempting to survey this vast landscape, I sense that he has
flattened it.

University College London THOMAS HARRISON

THE END (. . .)

D. H. RoBerts, F. M. DunnN, D. FowLER (edd.): Classical
Closure: Reading the End in Greek and Latin Literature. Pp. xvi + 311.
Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1997. Cased, $39.50/£30. ISBN:
0-691-04452-X.

This impressive collection demonstrates that there is ample justification for the
continued study of closure. Don Fowler’s opening chapter, which serves as an
introduction to the volume, shows the centrality of closure for the interpretation of
all kinds of literary texts, as well as its importance for politics, gender, and the very
understanding of textuality. Mainstream Greek and Roman literature is well covered
not only by this assembly of essays, but often within some essays themselves. Philip
Hardie (chiefly on the epics of Virgil, Statius, and Silius) and Massimo Fusillo
(onancient novels) are examples of this cosmopolitanism across genres, but Peta
Fowler’s discussion of the transposition of the end of De Rerum Natura also has
implications for other philosophical texts, and Alessandro Barchiesi’s account of
theends of Ovid’s Metamorphoses and Fasti should in itself become a standard
contribution to Augustan literary history.

Sheila Murnaghan’s reading of the Iliad against its own programme is a specific
treatment which shows how heroic anger and Zeus’ ‘plotting’ ensure that closure is
systematically deferred. This close examination of competing themes in the poem,
read against mythological paradigms, allows a nuanced account of what Dios boulé
can mean. Another success is Carolyn Dewald’s account of the significance of the end
of Herodotus: the Histories do not appear to provide any satisfactory thematic
closure. Their ending is open because it is up to us to determine, in the light of our
hindsight, the full consequence and significance of the events Herodotus describes.
This is generally salutary for broader considerations about the relation between
historiography and historicism. Two other studies of single texts, however, risk putting
too many eggs in one basket. W. R. Johnson’s flamboyant treatment of Propertius
4.11verges on the fluffy at times, but, even so, it rewards patient readers with a
contextualization of Cornelia in Propertius’ oeuvre as a whole. Francis Dunn begins
by surveying the crucial junctures of Euripides’ Herakles (though his claim that the
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prospective death of Herakles’ family by Lycus is a ‘premature end’ might seem otiose)
before looking helpfully at some of the contexts that determine the shape of the text
and its difficulties. However, the characterization of Herakles as a ‘perfect Bakhtinian
hero’ needs more development: where and how does Bakhtin’s ‘Epic and the Novel’
essay reclaim for Herakles ‘individual control over. . . his own ends’, and what is the
textual basis for this?

Closure bears on unity, as many contributors attest. The question of whether
Plutarch’s Parallel Lives count as one work or as many, or as many pairs, is not fully
addressed by Christopher Pelling, but this is a substantial contribution on many
counts. The assessment of death in Plutarch, almost as a form of narrative punctua-
tion, bears some comparison with Roland Barthes’s ‘Tacitus and the Funerary
Baroque’ (though that similarity diminishes as Pelling’s battery of bibliography and
referential resources accumulates). A major emergent feature is the way the dual
biographical technique and the varying employment of synkrisis serve to characterize
Plutarch as author. Ian Rutherford’s coverage of closure in Greek lyric also shows how
the study of endings is a useful heuristic tool. This comprehensive treatment could
serve as a stimulating general introduction to some central features of the genre:
concluding prayers and references to seals and crowns, for example, provide some vital
indications about performance and reception.

I have meant to give the impression that most studies in this volume will be a
significant resource for specialists in the various areas of ancient literature to
whichthey are devoted. The a la mode appeal of this study will certainly be eclipsed
byitsperennial usefulness. From that perspective, fuller indexing (and perhaps a
separate index locorum) would have been desirable: instances of some crucial
categories are not listed fully (e.g. ‘orality’); others (e.g. ‘fiction’ or ‘fictionality’) are
not listed at all. Useful books can also have unwelome side-effects: to read a whole
book on closure, however well orchestrated, is hard going. To my chagrin, I found
myself able to predict the way the arguments of some chapters would go. (One
example: Dewald on Herodotus enables one to divine that Lucretius ends with the
plague to test the reader’s capacity to apply Epicurean principles to the poem’s close.)
But perhaps this sort of thing is a tribute to the coherence either of the subject or of
this particular assembly of contributions—and maybe that coherence makes it hard to
take issue with them. Still, it is interesting that, given the abundance of material
preceding it, Deborah Roberts’s final chapter manages to offer some refreshing
advances.

It would be churlish to complain about omissions from a collection that in twelve
chapters covers a decent range of ancient authors and genres. Instead, one could note
positively that there are further areas for this kind of enquiry: Hellenistic poetry and
Roman historiography spring to mind—although the former is given passing
discussion in Fusillo’s treatment of the ancient novel here, and John Marincola,
among others, is currently engaged on a study of the latter. New Comedy will also
prove a fertile domain. Consideration of how the emergence of Christianity bears on
closure in the literature of late antiquity—writing which itself risks being read as a
coda to Classical literature—also raises interesting possibilities. The editors are right
to note in the preface that their subject is ‘endless’.

University of Warwick ANDREW LAIRD
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GREEK RHETORIC

J. PouLAKOS: Sophistical Rhetoric in Classical Greece. Pp. xiv + 220.
Columbia: University of South Carolina Press, 1995. ISBN: 0-872-
49899-9.

R. WARDY: The Birth of Rhetoric: Gorgias, Plato and their Successors.
Pp. viii + 197. London and New York: Routledge, 1996. Cased, £40.
ISBN: 0-415-14642-9.

Wardy seeks a key to the perennial question, What is rhetoric?, in the ‘bitter
controversy’ from which Greek rhetoric emerged: ‘to learn about Gorgias is to learn
about what continues to matter in rhetoric’ (p. 3). His book is built on the antithesis
between Gorgias’ picture of undifferentiated, irresistibly powerful logos and the
insistence of Plato’s Socrates in Gorgias that philosophical logos is crucially distinct
from other kinds. This antithesis encapsulates ‘the Gorgias/Gorgias problematic’
(pp-86f.): what makes an argument ‘compelling’? Can we identify speech which
should persuade us? Or are persuasion and belief beyond reason’s control?

Chapter I examines Gorgias’ On What is Not (OWIN). For Parmenides, truth
compels belief. But Parmenides admits human error (and if truth compels, how can
falsehood deceive?); moreover, his thesis (that what is, is one and changeless) itself
seems unbelievable. Gorgias uses ‘Parmenidean’ reasoning to demonstrate that (i)
nothing exists; (ii) if anything did, it could not be known; and (iii) if it were known, it
could not be communicated. W. sees this as defying sophoi who would reduce logos to
a link in a chain: reality—language-belief. He finds, however, that in undermining
philosophical logos Gorgias robs the concept of /logos itself of its coherence. And what
kind of logos is OWIN itself? Is it philosophy—taking the ‘path of not-being’ rejected
by Parmenides? Or parody with a serious point—that philosophical reasoning results
in absurdity, or is itself absurdly arrogant? Or ‘just’ a joke? W.’s conclusion, inevitable
but frustrating, is that this indeterminacy is itself part of the message/non-message.
The Encomium of Helen (Chapter 1I) continues Gorgias’ attempt ‘to wrest the /logos
from philosophical control’ (p. 29), and W. provides an exhilarating tour of this
festival of subversion. Any link between /ogos and truth is contingent at most; the
essential connections of logos are with pleasure, passion, delusion, and coercive power.
Gorgias’ logos is an unruly, dominating force, threatening us with psychic rape.

Chapter III shows Plato’s Gorgias reconstructing the hierarchies of /ogos which
have collapsed in Gorgias’ discourses. Against the orator’s domination of the masses
Socrates sets dialectic, a collaborative enterprise whose participants are ‘willingly
compelled’ by the truth. But if Gorgias’ logos is tyrannical, dialectic too seems inimical
to democracy: W. considers the radical implications, then and now, of the perception
that mass persuasion cannot be truly instructive. Yet, if Socrates’ critique of logos is
correct, dialectic is the only guarantee of personal intellectual autonomy, and thus in
fact (as W. does not quite say, pp. 65-9) the only basis for real democracy. Socrates
rehabilitates the Parmenidean impersonal /ogos, a logos which we do not wield but
strive to apprehend.

The next chapters review ancient thinkers who respond to, or ‘evade’, the
Gorgias/Gorgias problematic. The discussion of Aristotle is particularly interesting.
W. tracks from the Rhetoric into the Topics the philosopher’s ‘shocking’ readiness toset
pragmatically aside the quest for impersonal truth/good; applying pressure to
Aristotle’s distinction between dialectic, eristic, and rhetoric, he finds premonitions of
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collapse. Can truth be allowed to prevail by underhand means? Is Aristotle ‘in cahoots
with Gorgias’, selling out his dialectical principles (p. 137)? W. finds it hard to avoid
the answers ‘no’ and ‘yes’ respectively.

The epilogue, ‘Does Philosophy Have a Gender?’, argues ‘no’. Philosophy must
attend to women’s experience, but there is no feminine/feminist philosophical pro-
cedure per se: the logos is (as ‘Socrates’ argued) impersonal, and therefore genderless.
W.’s account is convincing as far as it goes. Argument requires procedures, which
cannot themselves be perspectival; only an extreme, essentialist assessment of sex
differences would require separate philosophies. But, granted that rationality is not
gendered, may feminism transform it? Patriarchy has let irrational modes of thought
pass as rational: could there be rational modes which patriarchy has occluded? W. does
not address this question, nor does he subject his own notion of rationality to serious
examination.

Where W.’s own rhetoric leaves no doubt that his sympathies are with Gorgias, not
Gorgias, Poulakos is an enthusiast for the sophists. To characterize the sophist as
opposed to the philosopher, he builds on Deleuze’s distinction between ‘nomadic’ and
‘despotic’ modes of thought using a model borrowed from Michel de Certeau:
thephilosopher is a strategist, seeking to control conceptual space; the sophist,
Certeau’s bricoleur, is a tactician, an exploiter of time (i.e. kairos). The sophists’ literal
itinerancy is matched by their intellectual nomadism: travelling idea-merchants
disrupt local ‘economies of thought’ (p. 31). In P’s model of sophistical rhetoric,
itskey components are the discourses of opportunity, playfulness, and possibility, each
of which is a subversive response to a central Greek cultural institution and
corresponding conceptual polarity (p. 57). P. applies this model to a series of sophistic
fragments (pp. 58-71), then surveys the strategies of three ‘despotic’ thinkers, Plato,
Isocrates, and Aristotle, who simultaneously marginalize and appropriate the discourse
of their sophistic opponents.

Schematism leads to some artificiality. The concept of kairos can perhaps liber-
atespeakers from precedent, but does it ‘overturn’ the mpémov/iampemés polarity
(pp-60-4)? Again, the category of ‘the ideal’—introduced to form, with ‘the actual’, a
binary opposition which ‘possibility’ will deconstruct—is ill-defined. There are signs
of material being forced to fit, e.g. the claim that Prodicus’ Herakles ‘ends with no sign
of decision’ (p. 59): we do not have Prodicus’ complete émideiéis, but Mem. 2.i.34
andSymp. 177b strongly suggest that Herakles was shown making the ‘right’ decision.
The most serious problem, though, arises from tension between the book’s status
as‘areception of receptions’ (p. 5) and P’s will to reconstitute a distinct sophistic
subject-position. Description of how Plato and others use the sophists as oppo-
sitional figures slides into characterization of the sophists themselves as inherently
oppositional, marginal, elusive, etc. This procedure—celebrating qualities which
writers antagonistic to the sophists condemned—risks constructing a kind of ‘noble
sophist’, a mythic intellectual ‘wild man’ untainted by ideology. It is symptomatic that
P. makes no distinction between a ‘sophist’ who may be a Platonic invention (Callicles)
and well-attested figures such as Antiphon and Hippias (p. 26, cf. p. 87 with n. 24),
andthat he shows little interest in the sophists’ activity as teachers, recruiting and
instructing students—for which purposes they surely did not cast themselves as
marginal and elusive.

The Birth of Rhetoric is essential reading for students of intellectual history, and its
clarity makes it a valuable protreptic (to philosophy, and perhaps to rhetoric!) for
non-specialists. P’s book, though less approachable and less dependable (e.g. p. 166,
misreading a passage of Rhet.), is a challenging contribution to debate, and contains
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much of interest which has not been discussed here. Neither work should leave readers
in any doubt of the value, and excitement, of studying the intellectual mélée in which
Greek rhetoric was born.

Wadham College, Oxford N. R. LIVINGSTONE

PLATO ON PRINCIPLES

M. HOFFMANN: Die Entstehung von Ordnung: Zur Bestimmung
vonSein, Erkennen und Handeln in der spdteren Philosophie Platons.
(Beitrdge zur Altertumskunde, 81.) Pp. 348. Stuttgart and Leipzig: B.G.
Teubner, 1996. ISBN: 3-519-07630-6.

Hoffmann’s book attempts a task that many seem to find irresistible: making some
kind of unified sense of that portion of the Platonic corpus generally labelled as
‘late’. Probably at least as many would be sceptical, not just about the possibility of
success in such a task, but even about its viability in the first place. After all, why
should we suppose that there is any single key, or single combination of keys, to so
apparently diverse a body of work, which prima facie is connected only or mainly by
the fact—if it is a fact—that it was all written in the same artificially determined
‘period’? If we do suppose it, the apparent failure of all previous attempts ought to
be enough to warn off any newcomers. H., however, in this reworked version of a
dissertation, unworriedly goes for broke. Starting from the different functions
attributed to the form of the good in the Republic (i.e. the political, the ‘erkennt-nis-
ermoglichende’, and the ‘sein-konstituierende’, p. 13), he looks for and finds a single
‘Grundgedanke’ underlying Plato’s treatment of the three spheres respectively of
being, knowledge, and action in the later dialogues. He thinks it can be shown that
‘der in der Politeia angedeutete Entwurf eines systematischen Zusammenhanges der
Begriindung von Sein, Erkennen und Handeln in den spdteren Dialogen weiter
ausgearbeitet wird. Statt einer Aufteilung des philosophischen Denkens in die
verschiedenen Disziplinen, wie wir sie seit Aristoteles gewohnt sind, bleibt es
dasAnliegen Platons, fiir die verschiedenen Themenbereiche einen umfassenden
theoretischen Ansatz zu entwickeln’ (pp. 14-15).

The key idea is the ‘Entstehung von Ordnung’ of the book’s title. ‘Ordering’ is
fundamental in all three spheres, and its possibility depends on the working together
of four ‘principles’: ‘In einem vorgegebenen Unbestimmten, das am deutlichsten
imPhilebos mit dem Begriff des dmewpov vorgestellt wird (= 1.), erfolgt durch das
Wirken einer zur Selbstbewegung fihigen “Seele” (= 2.) eine Bestimmung durch
das,was im Philebos mit dem Begriff des wépas eingefithrt wird, and was hier
verkiirzend als formen- und zahlenmissige Bestimmtheit bezeichnet werden kann
(=3.). Diese Bestimmung des Unbestimmten erreicht ihre Vollendung und
Bestiandigkeit jedoch nur unter der “Hinzunahme” von Vernunft (= 4.), das heisst,
wenn sich der Bestimmungsprozess als Ordnungsprozess vollzieht. . . . Ordnung
besteht in der auf Bestdndigkeit angelegten regelhaften Koordination einer Vielheit
von durch Zahlen und Formen bestimmten Teilen’ (p. 313: part of H.’s short closing
summary).

Such a conclusion is based on commentary mainly on the Theaetetus (‘Theorie
desErkennens’, Chapter I), parts of the Philebus (‘Theorie des Seins’, Chapter II),
andparts of Laws X (‘Theorie politischen Handelns’, Chapter III), with support
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respectively from Sophist, Epinomis, and Timaeus. H.s method consists in selective
commentary on his favoured texts, from which he gradually assembles the constituent
parts of the key idea. So the successive movements of the Theaetetus are made to
deliver up the various stages in the ‘Akt der Bestimmung des Unbestimmten’ (p. 110),
which represents the coming-into-being of knowledge (or ‘dialectical understanding’
as portrayed by the Sophist: a conception beyond the interlocutors of the Theaetetus);
the Philebus is read essentially as a work of ontology, or pivoting on ontological issues,
with 7épas, dmewpov, and yéveois eis ovoiav (26d8) unsurprisingly playing the big
roles, but with a guest appearance from Epinomis 990¢-991b to fill in some gaps; while
the treatment of the Laws takes its cue from a phrase translated as “Wirkmacht
desgemeinsamen Werdens’, i.e. of the world and of human beings: 903d3 (kara)
Stvapw v Tis kowts yevéoews: ‘(thanks to) your common origin’, in Saunders’s
translation.

H.’s view of Plato bears some resemblance to that of the “Tiibingen school’ of
interpretation (p. 16), but claims to go beyond it. H. J. Krdmer proposed the basic
insights on which H. himself means to build, but failed to show how exactly these were
supposed to work (p. 19). If this is the criterion by which H. asks us to judge the
success of his project, the jury is unlikely to rush to a favourable verdict. One special
problem is that, despite all H.’s efforts, it still remains unclear what the relationship is
between the various principles as they operate in the different spheres. So far as I can
see, H. thinks they are actually an identical set of principles; but so long as, for
example, the process of coming to understand things is different from, even if it
(somehow) follows the order of, the ‘coming-into-being’ of the things themselves,
theprinciples operating in the two spheres appear actually only to be the same by
analogy—which seems to leave us without the unifying account we seemed to be
promised (nor can H., given his preferred account of forms in late Plato, easily unite
the four ‘Prinzipien’ at some higher level). However, even if H. had provided us with
such an account, it would still in my view remain questionable how much further on
that would have taken us: merely having a smaller number of explanatory principles
does not by itself make them more illuminating. (M. M. McCabe’s Plato’s Individuals
[Princeton, 1994], which is missing from H.’s bibliography, might have provided the
impetus to deeper reflection on some of the issues he discusses.)

Perhaps, nevertheless, that is the direction in which Plato was headed, and I should
swallow my doubts. But was it? If the external evidence makes it look so (or is capable
of being taken as making it look so), the internal evidence is more consistent with a
different message: that a reading of the type represented in H.’s book leaves rather
more untouched than it manages to explain. Whatever else one may say about H.’s
method (on which his explicit remarks are fairly limited), it certainly raises some
questions. Why, if the outcome of the Theaetetus is as H. presents it, should Plato have
written the dialogue in the richly inventive, suggestive, and complex way he did? Why
should he have buried his Prinzipienlehre quite so deeply? And exactly how should
wedivide our attention between that and the more explicit (and apparently more
philosophically interesting) contents of works like the Theaetetus, Philebus, and
Laws? Insofar as it fails to answer such questions (to which answers are forthcoming
from Tiibingen), H.’s treatment is—at least to this disappointed diner, who admittedly
is used to different fare—another course short of a full meal.

University of Durham CHRISTOPHER ROWE
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PLATO’S SOCRATIC DIALOGUES

CHARLES H. KAaHN: Plato and the Socratic Dialogue: the
Philosophical Use of a Literary Form. Pp. xxi + 431. Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press, 1998 (first published 1996). Paper, £17.95.
ISBN: 0-521-64830-0.

With this paperback edition, Charles Kahn’s important study can reach the wider
readership it deserves. Independent-minded, learned, suggestive, and stimulating, it
will influence Plato scholarship for the next generation, mostly for the good.

K.’s main thesis is anti-developmentalism. The topics with which Plato struggles in
his Socratic dialogues are often given a definitive treatment in Plato’s Republic. How to
explain this? Is it because Plato’s purpose in these Socratic dialogues was to expound
the philosophy of Socrates, whereas his purpose in Republic and other ‘mature’ works
was to expound the new philosophy which he had developed in the meantime? This
developmental story (a nineteenth-century hermeneutical approach recently practised
by Vlastos and others who came under his influence) is rejected by K. in favour of a
more subtle one: in writing these apparently inconclusive Socratic dialogues, Plato is
hinting at the approach he adopts in his philosophy as a whole, a philosophy whose
most complete revelation is his Republic, together with Phaedo and Symposium.
Onthis reading, all Plato’s works hang together: Plato wrote his Socratic dialogues
toget his readers to think in terms of the philosophy of Plato, not to expound the
philosophy of Socrates. Of this K.s book has convinced me completely, for indeed the
hints are thick on the ground.

But we must suspend judgement, I think, about unitarianism, the thesis that all
ofPlato’s work expresses a ‘unified world view, consistent throughout his life’ (p. xiv),
an ancient hermeneutical approach that K. urges in place of developmentalism. It
ispossible, indeed probable, that Plato changed his mind on certain subjects or
developed new ideas in the course of his long writing career, but we can hardly hope
toidentify many of these modifications, for two reasons: (1) we lack any independent
chronology, either absolute or relative, determined either by internal evidence or
stylometry, of Plato’s works (except for a few late ones); and (2) Plato’s way of writing
philosophy often conceals his commitments, in order that his readers can exercise their
own minds in wrestling with the problems to which Plato may (or may not) have
solutions.

Interesting comments are to be found on virtually every page of this wide-ranging
book, which offers acute analyses of Ion, Lesser Hippias, Gorgias, Laches, Meno,
Charmides, Protagoras, and Lysis, as well as comments on: the genre of Socratic
dialogue; the historiography of Socrates; dialectic in Meno, Euthydemus, Phaedo, and
Republic; Platonic forms in Symposium, Phaedo, Republic, Cratylus, and Phaedrus;
and Plato’s attitude to writing in his Phaedrus. Very valuable is the index of passages
cited, and the bibliography contains much that was new to me and obviously worth
reading. (A notable omission: Gower and Stokes [edd.], Socratic Questions [London,
1992], which contains Malcolm Schofield’s fine essay ‘Socrates Versus Protagoras’.)

The excellent chapter on Charmides, for example, includes suggestive remarks
(pp-155-7) about the family connections between Plato and the interlocutors of the
dialogue, and a fine discussion (pp. 195-6) of Plato’s exploration at 167b—169c of
thelogic of reflexive and irreflexive relations. I am convinced by K.’s remarks
(pp.197-203) that at 169e—172¢ the dialogue explores deep territory that lies under-
neath the plausible surface of Socratic elenchus as depicted in Plato’s Apology. 1
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agreewith K.’s conclusion (p. 209) that the master knowledge (174b-d) which an ideal
statesman would enjoy is the knowledge of the Good which is discussed in the central
books of the Republic.

But the chapter contains implausible suggestions as well; for instance, K. supposes
that when Socrates rejects the definition of sophrosune as everybody doing their own
work (161b-162b), Plato ‘prefigures, in reverse’ a similar doctrine in Republic; in other
words, Plato is making a playful use of an idea to allude to an inverted form of it in a
dialogue he has not yet written (pp. 203-5). More likely is that both Charmides and
Republic take up, in different ways, a familiar idea that social harmony is promoted
byeverybody doing their own work, an idea so familiar that it even occurred to
Alcibiades in [Plato], Alcibiades (127b-d).

K. rejects the dogmatic grip of the developmental story in its modern post- or
sub-Vlastos version, but his own interpretation is occasionally handcuffed by
unprovable assumptions about the relative chronology of the dialogues. Certainly
Republic does play a central réle and contains answers to many of the questions raised
in many of Plato’s Socratic dialogues; but it does not follow that Charmides and
Euthydemus (and other such dialogues) were written in order to suggest the ideas of
Republic and prepare his first readers to receive his great revelation, a revelation, says
K., they may have heard about but could not have read about, for the Republic was not
yet written (pp. 208-9). But there is no independent evidence for the posteriority of
Republic, and 1 find it quite easy to imagine Charmides and especially Lysis and
Euthydemus being written later; we just do not know.

My only systematic complaint is about method: how to reach conclusions about the
views of Socrates. It simply will not do, as K. attempts (pp. 75-9, 393-401), to sweep
away the entire testimony of Xenophon on the grounds that one or two passages
probably indicate that he derives some ideas or formulations from Plato (the others K.
adduces are unconvincing); he could not have got everything from Plato (the entirety
of whose written works we possess), and the numerous passages where there are
parallel ideas in the two authors are usually better explained by common reference to
an earlier version of the Socratic legend, sometimes perhaps to the living legend
himself. And there were other authors of surviving Socratic dialogues besides Plato
and Xenophon: the authors of the Socratic dialogues included in the Plato corpus,
especially Alcibiades, Rival Lovers, Second Alcibiades, Clitophon, Theages, and Eryxias.
K. virtually ignores all of these, despite the light they shed on the shape of the early
Socratic legend and Plato’s response to it. (These dialogues have now become more
accessible in Plato: Complete Works, ed. Cooper [Indianapolis and Cambridge, 1997],
which provides recent or new translations of the entire Platonic corpus.) Instead of
working from the widest possible base of evidence, K. seems to prefer a narrow one:
detach and discard all non-Platonic evidence; assume the historical accuracy of Plato’s
Apology (pp. 88-9), but without any awareness on K.’s part of the rhetorical genre to
which Plato’s speech belongs, nor even a single reference to Xenophon’s Apology, or
any work of any Attic orator. Yet his first chapter rightly draws attention to the wider
genre of ‘Socratic dialogue’, in which Plato participated with unrivalled creativity. He
is right: the big picture makes a difference.

Throughout the book I find insights to applaud nonetheless, and even when I think
that K. has missed something I think that his reading, a reading more open than that
of the developmentalists, has been partly responsible for allowing me to see further
into the text.

Trinity College, University of Toronto D. S. HUTCHINSON
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SOUL IN THE TIMAEUS

MisCcHA VON PERGER: Die Allseele in Platons Timaios. (Beitrage zur
Altertumskunde, 96.) Pp. 299. Stuttgart and Leipzig: B. G. Teubner,
1997. Cased, DM 98. ISBN: 3-519-07645-4.

This monograph focuses on the construction of the world-soul in Plato’s Timaeus,
itsrelation to body, motion, and spatial extension, and thinking. It also takes into
account Aristotle’s criticism of Plato’s notion of soul.

Having carefully read the advice contained in Timaeus’ prooemium, von Perger
firstsets out some hermeneutical rules. (1) Myth should not be rationalized. Plato
explicitly says that what is narrated in the likely, mythical account cannot be dealt with
otherwise. Hence it is illicit to try to treat this account as allegorical and abolish the
metaphors by translating them back. Earlier the author argued that 29C3 is to be
understood as drawing an analogy between types of discourse (and not epistemic
states) and their objects: ‘what being is to becoming, truth is to convincingness’. The
world-soul cannot be assigned unambiguously to one of the two realms. For, contrary
to the body of the universe, soul is not merely an image. The conception of soul
emerges rather from the attempt to grasp the very nature of the relation between
model and copy. (2) There should be no reduction of the elements of the narrative
(thedemiurge is not the world-soul). (3) The idea of a world-soul should not be
marginalized; it is neither ridiculous nor mere Spielerei.

These seem to me to be sound methodological principles for interpreting the
Timaeus. What they come down to is that the Timaeus should be read on its own
terms; its interpretation should not be clouded by anachronistic conceptions of ‘the
mythical’, or about what is absurd and what is not.

The central chapters are an accurate retelling of Timaeus’ narrative about the
yéveows of the soul, and a lucid analysis of the theorems contained in it. It is
remarkable for its clarity and detail in the explanation of the mathematical aspects.
Philological problems are discussed with the same precision. The philosophical points
are carefully argued, but the discussion is sometimes hard to follow for lack of clearly
marked summaries. It is impossible to do justice to the intricacies of the author’s
arguments, so I confine myself to some general points and apologize for simplifica-
tions which may render von Perger’s arguments weaker or more trivial than they really
are.

The author argues that the perfect tense yéyover indicates an intermediary between
unchanging being and mere becoming; the universe that has come about is a result, a
status quo that has been reached. This remark should contain the answer to the old
controversy of whether the cosmogonic narrative is to be taken literally, or as a mere
didactic device. The creation of a beautiful, dynamic order is an intermediary between
ceaseless becoming and the immutable beauty of the model. According to Timaeus the
origin of the universe ‘happened’ at a specific point (not in time, but constitutive of’
time). Moreover it is not immutable. Therefore it was not sufficient for the demiurge to
impose order; he also needed to impart to the world an innate ability to preserve its
order through change. Were it not for his goodness (an ultimately religious motive), he
could have decided to make the world a rationally designed mechanism; instead he
wanted the world to be a god, i.e. a being endowed with a principle of intelligence of
its own. This idea is implemented by the concept of the world-soul, which makes the
world an intelligent living being.

Soul is that which imparts intellection to that which is characterized by
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perceptibility and motion. The latter are characteristics of what in this universe is
called body. When we try to conceive of a perceptible and moving mass at the
precosmic stage, we inevitably fall back on the notion of body. Now the creation of
soul is not structurally different from that of body, claims v. P. Just as there is no
creation of body ex nihilo, there had to be something before the creation of soul;
protocorporeal moments are parallelled by protopsychic. With this interpretation the
author recycles an idea upheld by Plutarch. v. P. develops an elaborate reasoning to
explain the systemic need for and the nature of these protopsychic elements.

The soul is a blend of intermediate forms of Being, Sameness, and Difference (the
latter two are needed to explain soul’s cognitive function); these components are
intermediate, because they themselves are the result of a process by which indivisible
Being, Sameness, and Difference are mixed with their divisible counterparts. Soul then
participates in both realms. The author takes this to mean not just that soul has a
relation to unchangeable being, but that indivisible being enters the soul and assumes
a form that is in some way analogous to the bodily mode of existence. But divisible
being also enters the soul, in the form of spatial extension. v. P. specifies that divisible
Being, Sameness, and Difference are not themselves corporeal, but the principles of
body. From all this follows that the soul is something that is thinking as well as
spatially extended. Plato further claims that the soul’s rotation is its thinking.
Moreover, the soul’s extension and rotation are the prefiguration of and the condition
for the extension and motion of body, since soul is ‘the elder’. But then the motion of
the receptacle prior to the creation of the world-soul seems to require the presence of
precosmic soul-like elements. Whereas the receptacle itself is characterized by its stable
identity as that which is able to receive different forms, its motion is indeed the result
of the presence of Sameness and Difference, which as protopsychic elements are
intimately connected to the receptacle’s extension and motion.

In the last part of the book the author assesses Aristotle’s criticism of Plato’s
concept of a world-soul. Against Taylor and Cherniss, v. P. does not dismiss Aristotle’s
criticism as irrelevant; Aristotle did understand what Plato meant and his objections
are to be taken seriously. v. P. admits that the notions of extension, circularity, and
motion are alien to that of thought, but defends Plato by explaining that what Plato
has in mind in the Timaeus is not ‘thinking as such’, but the thinking that goes on
inside a living being with a body. Nothing rules out that Plato admits another kind of
thinking, a pure intellection that is free of spatial determination. This may indeed be
the kind of thinking that constitutes the essence of the demiurge.

The caution with which the author develops his own analyses may explain his
indignation over the fanciful constructions of K. Gaiser. v. P. has included an
appendix in which he convincingly refutes Gaiser’s view of the world-soul on quite a
few points. The lesson to be learnt is that even those who are guided by a higher insight
into the truth of the unwritten doctrines should make an honest attempt to
understand what the written texts themselves really say. There can be no doubt that v.
P’s reading of the Timaeus, though it will be contested, is infinitely more valuable than
Gaiser’s.

K. U. Leuven—FWO-Flanders, Belgium JAN OPSOMER
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CRAFTY SOCRATES

D. RoocHNIK: Of Art and Wisdom. Plato’s Understanding of Techne.
Pp. xii + 300. University Park, PA: Pennsylvania University Press, 1996.
Cased, $40/£35.95. ISBN: 0-271001563-2.

Roochnik offers a reinterpretation of the réle of the concept of 7éyvy in the
philosophy of the Platonic Socrates. At no time, he argues, is it to be construed as
Socrates” model for ‘moral knowledge’. In his hands the ‘techne analogy’ does not
amount to a doctrine; it is a dialectical instrument, designed to draw his respondents
into the quest for a knowledge that will underpin a good life, but which will
ultimately turn out to be of a quite different, ‘nontechnical’ sort. The willingness
with which most respondents accept the lure of the analogy is in fact precisely what
enables Socrates to refute them, since the analogy is not sustainable; the few who do
not (on R.’s account, Callicles and Protagoras) cannot, for that reason, be disposed
of through the elenchus in the same way. This approach serves, inter alia, to narrow
the gap between ‘early’ and ‘middle’ dialogues, since it rejects the contrast between
conversations in which Socrates embraces the techne analogy (he never does) and
those in which he abandons it.

The book contains an introduction, four chapters (three of them very long), four
substantial appendices, a good bibliography, and a useful index. All Greek is trans-
lated or transliterated. Chapter I is a study of the concept of 7éyvn as it appears
inpre-Platonic literature. It analyses the criteria by which something is to be adjudged
a 7éyvn in writings from Homer onwards, recording these criteria and marking
theirshifts and developments in a series of eight lists; it ends with an excursus on
Isocrates. Two themes are especially important for the sequel. One is the progressive
development of a distinction between two sorts of 7éxvy, one maximally precise and
determinate, modelled principally on mathematics, the other ‘stochastic’—looser, less
determinate in its subject matter, less fully reliable. ‘Some measure of chance may
interfere with the workings of a stochastic techne, and proper exercise of its function
is compatible with failure’ (p. 55). The second is a growing perception of the réxva: as
value-neutral, capable of being used for good or ill. With this come the seeds of fifth-
and fourth-century enquiries into whether virtue, which is not value-neutral, can be a
Téyvn or be made into one, or can be a branch of knowledge that is teachable. One
need not accept every detail of this wide-ranging and thoughtful chapter to find much
in it that is original and enlightening.

The remaining chapters deal directly with Plato. Chapter II examines five ‘early’
dialogues, Laches, Charmides, Euthyphro, Republic (Book 1, but drawing out con-
sequences for the rest), and Euthydemus. By arguing that in every case the use of the
techne analogy underlies the conduct of the elenchus and is a prime source of the
confusions it generates, R. seeks to challenge the ‘conventional wisdom’ that 7éxvy is
intended to function here ‘as a positive theoretical model for moral knowledge’ (p. 89).

Chapter III focuses on Gorgias and Protagoras. It seems to have three principal
aims. The first is to reinforce R.’s view that Socrates deploys his analogy primarily as a
dialectical instrument, by pointing to inconsistencies between its uses in the arguments
with Gorgias and with Polus. Secondly, it seeks to show that despite appearances,
the‘nontechnical conception of moral knowledge’ he attributes to Plato can still be
marked off in significant ways from his conception of the ‘enemy’, rhetoric. R.’s
treatment of the problem is too ramified to be summarized here; but I should record
that I found his attempt to reinterpret the distinction unsatisfactorily nebulous.
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Thirdly, it offers Callicles and Protagoras as examples (apparently the only examples)
of respondents who refuse to follow Socrates’ invitation to discuss virtue as if it were,
or could be, a 7éyvy, and hence cannot be refuted in the familiar way. It is an enticing
idea, though I cannot see R.’s treatment of the key passages as uniformly plausible (I
offer a few comments below).

In Chapter IV, R. seeks to supplement and modify Vlastos’ account of Socrates’
claims to both knowledge and ignorance, and of the ‘complex irony’ that these claims
involve. For R., Socrates reckons himself to possess no precise, ‘technical’ knowledge
of the subjects of his enquiries, but has a ‘nontechnical’ knowledge best represented
by his claim, at Symp. 177d8, to knowledge of 7a épwrird. It is a knowledge of lack,
specifically a lack of moral understanding; and it is a knowledge of an inherent,
essentially human desire to overcome it. It is ‘an understanding of what it means to be
in a constant state of striving for objects’ (pp. 239-40). Armed with this idea (which
hetreats [p. 242] as equivalent to Socrates’ famous statement about the “‘unexamined
life’, Apol. 38a5-6), R. offers interpretations of a string of key passages from early
dialogues, sometimes with promising if perhaps over-generalized results (as on Meno
86b, 98b [pp. 243-4]), sometimes, I think, most unpersuasively (as on Apol. 21b, 29b
[pp. 240-2]). The chapter ends with schematic suggestions for an extension of his
approach to cover Plato’s strategy in dialogues that draw on the theory of Forms, in a
section (pp. 246-51) that serves also as an admirable summary of main conclusions of
R.s study as a whole.

It is an ingenious and stimulating book, fascinating and infuriating by turns. The
most hardened Platonic scholars will find genuinely worthwhile insights scattered
among its analyses. Some may even be convinced by the general tendency of its
conclusions, though they may find, as I did, that the positive content of those con-
clusions is too impressionistically drawn. R.’s conception of ‘nontechnical knowledge’
is not well equipped, I suspect, to prevent itself from collapsing under critical scrutiny
into a set of vague aspirations. His account of Socrates’ uses of the techne analogy in
the conduct of his arguments, by contrast, offers serious food for thought; and the
suggestion that his approach partially dissolves the familiar barrier between ‘early’
and ‘middle’ dialogues is unquestionably worth pursuing.

There is one major issue which R., rather surprisingly, does not pursue explicitly,
and one might wish that he had. Whatever Socrates knows or does not know, the
intellectual accomplishment that most vividly distinguishes him from Plato’s other
characters is his ‘skill’ in conducting an argument, and his ability (signally lacking
inPolus, for example) to ask penetrating, appropriate, and strategically connected
questions. How, then, does this particular kind of expertise in Adyo: relate to R.’s two
categories of 7éyvyn and his conception of nontechnical knowledge? Perhaps R. will
tackle this mesmerizing issue on another occasion.

Two particular features of the book are likely to undermine readers’ confidence.
One is R.’s reliance, more than once, on large claims and assumptions which are
givenno explicit support. The other is the distressing frequency with which
question-begging or implausible readings of texts intrude upon more persuasive
interpretations. Many of these perverse readings (as I perceive them) seem un-
necessary to his project.

I can give only a handful of examples. First a large claim. At the beginning of
Chapter II, R. specifies two assumptions which, in his view, govern the procedures of
the early dialogues. One is that every virtue is a kind of knowledge; and (he insists),
this assumption must stand, since without it these dialogues ‘become unintelligible’
(p-89). I happen to think that this is false; even if the Socrates of these dialogues is to
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be construed as believing the proposition, the procedures of the dialogues, which are
what R. is concerned with here, are perfectly intelligible without it. Whether one
accepts R.’s view or mine on this issue, however, the fact is that he does nothing
whatever to support his position. The nearest he gets is to imply that when the
assumption functions as part of a refutation (as e.g. at Laches 198-9, sketched on R.’s
pp. 102-3), it is an assumption to which the Socrates of the relevant dialogue is
committed—a view which in this case, and others, could cogently be challenged. (In
the Laches it is at least as plausible to treat it as an implication of the posture adopted
by the interlocutor, Nicias, and by no one else.)

Secondly, let me mention a few cases in which R. seems to me trip over his own
anxiety to read every passage he comes across as evidence for his position. In Chapter
I, he takes Aesch. PV 441-506 as implying, through its treatment of ‘numbering’ as
ééoxov copiopdTwr, that determinacy, clarity, and precision are fundamental to
genuine 7éxvy. That does not sound like an outrageous diagnosis, but there is nothing
in the passage itself to support it; it depends heavily on the surely implausible
contention (p. 37) that what is ‘implicit in Aeschylus’ can be brought out by reflection
on a statement in the Republic (522¢5-8) and a pair of fragments of Philolaus. Later in
the chapter he claims that Soph. Antig. 332-75 point to the question ‘Can there be a
techne to teach us to live a good life?’ (p. 60); yet the passage itself seems precisely not
to invite that question, but rather unambiguously to close it off. In Chapter III R.’s
treatment of Protagoras (in the Protag.) requires the sophist to equivocate, during his
initial exchanges with Socrates and in the ‘Great Speech’, and to refuse to be pinned
down on the question of whether what he himself professes amounts to a 7éyvyn. But
to sustain this view R. has to offer (pp. 213-24) labyrinthine readings of a series of
passages which, if read ‘straight’, would seem to put Protagoras’ claim to a réxvy
beyond doubt (notably 316d—e, 319a, 322b). As to his argument for the proposition
that Socrates’ ‘invocation of the “measuring techne”’ is ‘a dialectical device meant
toaddress Hippocrates’, where Hippocrates is construed as a ‘fledgling hedonist’
(pp-229-30), I confess myself lost for words.

The book is attractively designed and well produced. I noticed only the following
slips. The significant word ‘not’ is omitted from 1. 4 of the Philodemus passage (p. 83);
techniteis appears for technitai (p. 110), musike for mousike (p. 141), empouron for
empuron (p. 219); and even the egregious brothers Euthydemus and Dionysodorus
might have been startled to find themselves credited with a ‘pancreatic techne’ (p. 155).

University of Birmingham ANDREW BARKER

CHARMIDES

W. T. ScHMmID: Plato’s Charmides and the Socratic Ideal of
Rationality. Pp. xv + 225. New York: State University of New York
Press, 1998. Paper, $19.95. ISBN: 0-7914-3764-7.

This is a lucid and thoughtful study of Plato’s Charmides based on three main
assumptions. One is that you should work through the argument of a given Platonic
dialogue in its own terms rather than in the light of a supposed development of
Platonic philosophy. The second is that a dialogue constitutes a seamless web of
argument and dramatic action, each strand of which needs to be understood in
relation to the other. The third is a conception of Socratic dialectic as an unending
shared search directed at the goal of understanding objective truth. All three
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assumptions are inherently credible and one or more of them underlies much current
(especially Anglo-American) research on Plato. They are worked out here in a
remarkably clear and systematic way that makes these lines of approach available to
a wide circle of readers.

The Charmides is a short and supposedly early Platonic dialogue on the subject of
sophrosuné, ‘moderation’ or ‘self-control’. However, it introduces some surprisingly
complex arguments, especially about self-knowledge and knowledge of knowledge.
Ithas not been much examined, the main works inEnglish being Tuckey’s 1951
commentary and an interpretative study by Drew Hyland. It was one of three
dialogues chosen for the Fifth Symposium Platonicum (Toronto, 1998); some of the
papers there explored themes similar to Schmid’s. Acommon view is that the early part
of the dialogue involves evident interplay between characterization and dialectic, and
that the later part is mainly devoted to analysing the philosophical basis of Socratic
enquiry, conceived as a search for ‘self-knowledge’, in the sense of under- standing
what you do and do not know.

S. goes much further than this in reading the work as a unified dialectical drama. A
central feature of his interpretation is the contrast between Critias and Socrates, both
in character and in ideas. S. also suggests that Critias represents a certain way of
understanding some typically Socratic themes. In particular, Critias represents a
philosophically (and politically) dubious way of understanding what is meant by
self-knowledge and knowledge of knowledge. The key contrast is between Critias’
‘epistemic absolutism’ and Socrates’ ‘epistemic self-criticism’ (p. 50), a contrast which
emerges progressively in the course of the dialogue. Critias uncritically embraces the
idea of a second-order knowledge (self-knowledge or knowledge of knowledge) which
enables authoritative mastery of one’s life and (in principle) of society as a whole.
Socrates’ contrasted role is expressed both in his critical examination of these ideas
and in the philosophical method expressed through this critique. The method is that
of truth-directed shared search, which provides the only basis for understanding what
you do and do not know, and which always leaves open the possibility of further
search.

What is the basis for S.’s contrast between Critias and Socrates? It relies, partly, on
the differentiation between their personal styles in argument (Critias’ competitive and
defensive style contrasted with Socrates’ co-operative and persistent one). But this
type of contrasted characterization can be found in dialogues other than the
Charmides. S.’s view also depends on linking this contrast with certain, more or less
well-marked, features of the argument. For instance, S. underlines the significance
ofthe fact that Socrates, rather than Critias, introduces and pursues the idea that
self-knowledge must be analysed as knowledge of ignorance as well as of knowledge
(166e). Also, he highlights Critias” enthusiasm for an ideal form of society which
depends on an authoritative, ‘top-down’ knowledge shaping other kinds of knowledge
(171e-172a, 173b-d). This leads to one of the book’s most striking suggestions. This
isthat Plato, in this way, identifies the kind of thinking that led Critias, together
withCharmides, to set out on the misguided political experiment of reforming
Athenian democracy, as members of the ‘thirty tyrants’ after the Peloponnesian War
(pp- 129-30). Also important is S.’s specification of the philosophical outcome of a
dialogue such as the Charmides. This inheres not, as has sometimes been claimed, in a
residual core of ideas which are left intact by, or implied in, the argument, but rather
in Socratic methodology itself, as a form of co-operative, truth-directed enquiry. This
point applies with special force to the final idea of séphrosuné as knowledge of good
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and bad (174b—c), which T. Irwin, for instance, has seen as the residual core idea of the
dialogue.

There is, obviously, room for argument about whether S.’s reading of the interplay
between drama and argument can be sustained, especially as it depends on attaching
significance to unemphatic gaps and details of argumentation, as well as to character-
ization. There is also scope for debate about S.’s conception of the Socratic method.
What is unquestioned, however, is the combination of philosophical seriousness and
clarity of explanation with which he unfolds his way of reading the dialogue. This
serves to make this book a valuable starting point for readers wanting to explore the
different kinds of questions (philosophical, literary, socio-political) raised by Plato’s
early dialogues, as well as a stimulating study of the dialogue for Plato scholars.

University of Exeter CHRISTOPHER GILL

CRITO

R. WEiss: Socrates Dissatisfied. An Analysis of Plato’s Crito. Pp. xii +
187. New York and Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1998. Cased, £35.
ISBN: 0-19-511684-4.

This remarkable book has a challenging title and argument. Socrates is dissatisfied in
the Crito, it seems from Weiss’s interesting analysis, for several reasons: first, with
Crito for failing to ‘understand’ (ennod: 50a5) Socrates’ argument and reasons for
refusing to escape from prison. Chapter VIII, ‘A Fool Satisfied’, is directed at Crito:
‘not to say that Crito is a bad man or worse than most; he surely means well. Yet
Crito is indifferent to the claims of principle and law’ (p. 156). Secondly, Socrates is
dissatisfied with leaving Crito unconvinced of the rightness of his argument and
conclusion. So he must resort (‘a very last resort’, p. 6) to a ‘noble lie’ and ‘deception’
(p- 73) in the form of ‘a coercive kind of persuasion’ (p. 147); i.e. the rhetorical speech
of the Laws, of whose arguments Socrates ‘strongly disapproves’ (p. 6). Thirdly, he
could be dissatisfied with himself and us if we considered him in agreement with the
Laws in any way other than with their conclusion. If we did we would apparently be
as foolish as Crito, and as ‘unphilosophical’ (pp. 43-9). Fourthly, and perhaps most
importantly for W,, Socrates is dissatisfied with any attempt, like that of the Laws, to
‘set the state above the individual’ and compromise the ‘independence and authority
of the rule of reason—that is, of the rule of justice as determined by individual
persons through the exercise of their own best thinking’ (p. 6).

W. may consider I take her own rhetoric too literally. Her epigraph explains the
choice of title and theme: Mill’s claim that ‘It is better to be. . . Socrates dissatisfied
than a fool satisfied’. This is a remarkable elision of a famous contrast between a
human and a pig, and what follows: Mill’s reason that, if fools or pigs disagree, they
only know their own side of the question. Socrates wondered what all sides knew, and
who was not a fool. W. quotes Grote on Socrates: ‘an isolated and eccentric individual,
a dissenter certain to incur dangerous antipathy, in so far as he publicly proclaimed
what he was’ (p. 169). According to W,, he was a philosopher whose ‘god’ was ‘human
reason in pursuit of justice’ (p. 23). His daimonion is itself ‘a voice inspired by Socrates’
thinking and intuition’ (p. 19). Just one problem here is how to reconcile his reasoning
against the use of deception and stealth in attempting an escape, with his subsequent
use of deception to coercively persuade Crito with an argument he is ‘strongly
opposed to’. Why is the latter deception just and noble, and the former not? How
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would this duplicity improve Crito’s soul? Apparent agreement in the end does not
justify any means to that end.

W. considers Crito’s behaviour in the Phaedo as evidence that Socrates has
succeeded in persuading him, and yet ‘he has not changed’ (p. 158), and Socrates
thinks he ‘seem[s] to have spoken in vain to [Crito]” (Phaedo 115d5). So he no longer
engages with him in inquiry. He, like Xanthippe, is excluded from serious discussion.
Yet this is not so. Socrates tries to draw him into the discussion (Phaedo 63d5ft.), and
surely includes Crito as one of his ‘judges’ (63¢8) alongside Simmias and Cebes, who
earlier, Crito says, had offered money for an escape (Crito 45b). It is Crito who seems
to have excluded himself. But in Phaedo S