
Mediterranean sites and, scarcely, territories further aeld where H. is less sure-footed. The claim
(196) that ‘Josephus (Jewish Antiquities 18.9) tells us that the Jewish community in Babylon was
all but annihilated by the emperor Gaius’ is evidently untrue. Neither was Gaius responsible for
the massacre, nor does Josephus claim that he was, nor was ancient Babylon within or even close
to the Roman frontiers then, and the passage refers to Babylonia, not just to Babylon
(cf. T. Rajak in J. Wiesehöfer (ed.), Das Partherreich und seine Zeugnisse (1998), 314–17).
Whilst one admires the authoritative knowledge with which both Greek and Roman case studies
are otherwise presented, one wonders why the Greek and Roman world is geographically reduced
to such a narrow core, hardly representative of the Roman Empire, the vast realms of Hellenistic
kings or even the Greek world prior to Alexander.

H. argues (216–17) that it is ‘unrealistic to expect’ that one can acquire an in-depth familiarity with
the ‘unwieldy abundance of data, methods, techniques and approaches’ in classical archaeology as well
as what is expected of the ancient historian, notably in terms of mastering relevant languages. Is it
really unrealistic to master some of these at least to the level that the meaning of key terms and
statements can be interrogated whilst also knowing archaeological techniques and data? Many
examples to the contrary could be cited. H. urges classical archaeologists to consider ‘the
availability of textual documentation … a cause for celebration rather than — as inexplicably often
seems to be the case — a source of embarrassment’ (215). Surely, this is explicable precisely
through the growing unfamiliarity of archaeologists with documentary evidence, a state of affairs
unlikely to improve if we accept H.’s argument that archaeologists and ancient historians have to
go their separate ways and focus on their preferred methods. Artifact & Artice makes a rather
half-hearted plea for marginal improvements on the status quo. The division of scholars of the
ancient world into ancient historians and archaeologists is here to stay, but more dialogue is much
to be encouraged (219). Since having advocated a much more radical approach a decade ago (E.
Sauer (ed.), Archaeology and Ancient History (2004)), I have observed little headway in bridging
the divide, just the odd step forward, the odd step back and most scholars venturing no further out
of their comfort zone. H.’s expectations may be defeatist, but perhaps indeed realistic.

Edinburgh University Eberhard W. Sauer

eberhard.sauer@ed.ac.uk
doi:10.1017/S0075435815000830

I I . LANGUAGE AND LITERATURE

B. MCGILLIVRAY,METHODS IN LATIN COMPUTATIONAL LINGUISTICS (Brill’s Studies in
Historical Linguistics 1). Boston: Brill, 2014. Pp. xiv + 231, illus. ISBN 9789004260115. €98.00/
US$127.00.

Work in computational linguistics has until recently dealt almost exclusively with modern languages.
Most known techniques in computational linguistics rely on statistical models that rst have to be
generated on the basis of data that has been correctly annotated. Only then can they can predict
the analysis of unseen data. Manual annotation of a dataset is a very time-consuming and costly
endeavour, and while computational linguistics has numerous applications that readily attract
commercial funding, few customers demand that their new mobile phone should give them
directions in Latin.

Given the focus on modern languages, it makes good sense to write a book about the challenges
involved in applying computational linguistic techniques to historical languages. Philologists,
linguists and computer scientists have to learn from each other (and understand each other’s
research priorities) to make this possible. Barbara McGillivray has taken this idea one step further
and written a book specically about computational linguistics applied to Latin. This too makes
sense, not because Latin is unlike any other historical language, but because some of the resources
that make it possible to analyse Latin linguistic data computationally have recently become
available. We now, for example, have morphosyntactically annotated corpora of Latin texts,
which are freely available for anyone to use.

M.’s goal is to illustrate the advantages of a computational approach and to show how
well-known computational methods can be applied to Latin linguistic data. She explicitly states
that the book is a methodological contribution and the reader should not expect novel linguistic
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insights. It is also clearly not intended as a step-by-step guide, although parts of the book certainly
read like a textbook introduction.

The introductory chapters (chs 1 and 2) explain the motivation for Latin computational linguistics
and provide a brief overview of existing work. M. then turns to three case studies. The case studies are
based on real linguistic research questions and to some extent replicate research that has been done
manually. In the rst case study (ch. 3) she constructs a valency lexicon of Latin verbs by extracting
argument frames from manually annotated Latin corpora. In the next case study (chs 4 and 5) she
uses the valency lexicon and statistical methods to model selectional preferences in terms of more
abstract semantic classes. The nal case study (chs 6 and 7) evaluates the correspondence between
Latin pre-verbs and the morphosyntactic realization of verbal arguments.

It is challenging to write about this topic in a manner that is accessible both to computational
linguists and classicists. Presumably with this in mind, M. has organized two case studies so that
one chapter explains the method in general terms while the following chapter provides the
statistical background. This does make it easier for the reader to skip the more technical parts if
so inclined, but it sometimes leaves the reader with questions that are not answered properly until
the second chapter. Problems of a similar nature arise throughout the book. For example,
technical terms, like ‘the synset score’ and ‘F’, are used before they are dened, others, like ‘shared
verb-slot’, are never explained, and quantitative data given in tables do not always match data
given in the text, as on p. 154 and table 6.2. This is frustrating for the reader who wonders if s/he
has misunderstood something crucial about the method.

Of more serious concern is M.’s attitude to the linguistic analysis of her data. The Latin corpus is
inherently diachronic, and existing techniques in computational linguistics do not usually take this
into account. M. is, of course, aware of this and discusses the need to adapt existing techniques to
this scenario. It would clearly be beyond the scope of this book to tackle this problem, so
M. instead controls statistically for diachronic effects and makes a few unavoidable compromises
along the way. This is a reasonable method, but, in a book like this, one would expect the author
to discuss the effect of such compromises and thus also the linguistic relevance of the results.

M. deserves much praise for devoting an entire book to this emerging eld and for including three
advanced case studies that address non-trivial research questions. It is possible for readers with very
different backgrounds to gain an up-to-date overview of the eld and appreciate some of the
challenges and trade-offs involved. However, to convince classicists and linguists that
computational linguistic methods can be fruitfully applied to Latin one has to approach the
subject matter with more linguistic sophistication and demonstrate that the methods can produce
results that are meaningful to Latin linguists as well as computational linguists.

University of Oslo Marius L. Jøhndal

marius.johndal@ifikk.uio.no
doi:10.1017/S0075435815001112

O. SPEVAK, THE NOUN PHRASE IN CLASSICAL LATIN PROSE (Amsterdam Studies in
Classical Philology 21). Leiden/Boston: Brill, 2014. Pp. xiii + 377, illus. ISBN 9789004264427
(bound); 9789004265684 (e-book). €134.00.

This book addresses possibly the most troublesome aspect of Latin word order: the ordering of words
within the noun phrase. As Olga Spevak herself points out, ‘the internal ordering of Latin noun
phrases and its variability is a very complicated topic. This book by no means pretends to explain
everything’ (337). As in her earlier book, Constituent Order in Classical Latin Prose ((2010): see
BMCR 2011.06.30), S. adopts the theoretical framework of Functional Grammar. Latinists
without specialist training in linguistics will nd S.’s treatment easier to follow than, for example,
the generativist treatment in Devine and Stephens (Latin Word Order: Structured Meaning and
Information (2006)), and a glossary of technical terms is included.

S.’s main contention, if it may be summarized briey, is that order within the noun phrase cannot
be fully accounted for either by syntactical rules or by logical and pragmatic ones; the main emphasis
in her investigation is in fact on semantics, and in this respect her approach appears as a continuation
and renement of that of Marouzeau, the most inuential (though not always the most systematic)
researcher on Latin word order in the last century. Marouzeau famously posited a distinction
between adjectives with ‘subjective’ meaning, which precede the noun, and ‘objective’ ones which
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