
philosophy of Plotinus. This volume shows that mainstream studies have finally abandoned
the notion according to which theurgy superseded philosophy in Proclus. All the contribu-
tions touching the topic underline that philosophy and theurgy are complementary for the
Later Neoplatonists. The limits of Proclus’ theurgy are explicitly tackled. The current view
is that Proclus’ theurgy leads to the summit of noetic-noeric gods and is not to be identified
with the union of the One. The models of two-or-three stage theurgy, which were still
mainstream a decade ago, are gone (these are all advances).

Maybe there is a gap in the book concerning the confluences of henadology, theurgy
and epistemology. That intelligible forms are present in the soul as reason-principles is
brought out forcefully in these pages, but the henads’ presence as the One’s symbols
and immanent gods in the soul is not much discussed. Van den Berg comes closest to
the topic. He shows first that souls have the capacity of intellection as they receive it as
illumination from the noeric gods (p. 229). Later he points out that Proclus’ ‘silence’
and ‘Faith’ (not doxastic, but transcendent) is capable of establishing contact with the div-
ine beyond knowledge and theurgic ritual (pp. 232–3). Sheppard mentions how inspired
poetry ‘corresponds to the type of life in which the “one in the soul” is united with the
gods’ (p. 279). This, however, is not related to the theory of henads. Van Riel mentions
the terms ‘flower’ and ‘pinnacle’ as Proclus’ references to the One, but does not discuss
the distinction between self-perfect, independent henads and ‘flowers’ and ‘summits’ as
terms indicating the highest psychic powers and immanent henads, a theme which appears
often in Proclus. d’H. comments on divine knowledge as the Demiurge’s knowledge on
causes (p. 105), but not on knowledge on the henadic level. Helmig instead mentions
this type of transcendent (fore)knowledge (p. 193), but the scope of the chapter does
not allow further elaboration in respect of the hypernoetic level. Each chapter excels in
its dedicated area. Nevertheless, the lack of synoptic survey concerning henadic symbols
and hypernoetic faculties in the soul together will lead to a certain neglect of Proclus’ mys-
tical (or entheastic) dimension.

This volume is a necessary tool for every scholar of Neoplatonism and will inspire
much discussion and future research.

TUOMO LANK ILAUniversity of Helsinki
tuomo.lankila@helsinki.fi

E ARLY AND LATE LAT IN IN COMPAR I SON

AD AM S ( J . N . ) , V I N C E N T ( N . ) (edd.) Early and Late Latin.
Continuity or Change? Pp. xx + 470, figs, ill. Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press, 2016. Cased, £74.99, US$120. ISBN: 978-1-107-13225-2.
doi:10.1017/S0009840X17001949

From the article of F. Marx (‘Die Beziehungen des Altlateins zum Spätlatein’, Neue
Jahrbücher 23/24 [1909], 434–48) onwards, ‘submerged Latin’ has been adopted as a gen-
eral label in order to explain phenomena in early Latin which are absent in Classical texts,
but prefigure a late Latin or Romance pattern. According to the standard view, submerged
continuity originated in Latin’s informal registers: sub-standard usages went underground
during the Classical period (being prescriptively excluded from the literary language), but
continued in the spoken language and resurfaced in the late period, when grammatical con-
straints were relaxed. However, as A. writes in Social Variation and the Latin Language
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(2013, p. 842), ‘scholars have sometimes blindly assigned phenomena to Vulgar Latin . . .

for no better reason than that these phenomena influenced the Romance languages’. One
can therefore wonder whether the ‘submerged Latin’ model is completely satisfying.

The book springs from a workshop, ‘Early Latin and Late Latin/Romance: Continuity
and Innovation’, held at the University of Manchester on 12–13 May 2014, in order to test
the model of ‘submerged Latin’ and more generally to identify patterns of continuity
between early and late Latin. The sixteen contributions share a diachronic perspective in
focusing mainly on structures which are attested both in pre-Classical usage and in the
post-Classical era (and/or constitute the foundations of structures continued in Romance
languages), so making a karstic development plausible.

The issues addressed concern vocabulary (G. Pezzini on comic words resurfacing in
late Latin; J. Clackson’s linguistic analysis of a series of Pompeiian graffiti) and morph-
ology: on this subject – except T. Mari’s chapter on the evolution of third person posses-
sives – the main topic is the shift from synthetic to analytic forms, which is discussed by
L. Danckaert, P. Burton and G. Haverling regarding verbal morphology, and by B. Bauer
and R. Maltby regarding the comparative (and superlative) constructions.

But the field which requires thorough analysis is of course syntax. The contributions
discuss the alternation between dative and ad + accusative (A. and W. de Melo); the imper-
sonal temporal habet construction (S. Panayotakis); the use of the present indicative in
deliberative questions (A. Chahoud). The development of infinitives complementing dif-
ferent types of verbs – inchoatives (G. Galdi), motion verbs (A. and V.) or causatives
(V.) – is investigated thoroughly, while the last two chapters discuss dislocation: left-
detached constructions (H. Halla-aho) and relative-correlative sentences (P. Probert and
E. Dickey). Three pairs of contributions are partially overlapping in the choice of the
topic, but different in methodology, approach and corpus selection: Danckaert and
Burton, Bauer and Maltby, Halla-aho and Probert and Dickey.

This volume demonstrates that behind the apparent neatness of diachronic patterns lie issues
of considerable complexity, raising several problems and further questions. Since the chapters
adopt different approaches and different methodologies of data collection, a primary question
concerns the selectionof the corpus and themethodof survey (e.g. quantitative vsqualitative). It
is true, asA. states (p. 429), that ‘themore evidence the better if diachronic patterns of language
change are to be identified’; however, where multifaceted phenomena such as linguistic vari-
ation are concerned, empirical data should be gathered and interpreted with great caution,
since the effects of chronology cannot be clearly distinguished from those of co-varying factors
such as genre or register, and the distribution of competing forms is not correlated with a single
discriminating factor, but is rather the result of the complex interplay of a number of variables.
Therefore, rough figures aremostly uninformative and require closer inspection. It is useful, for
instance, to set a given usage against the background of other competing forms: this is the case
in, among others, the contribution of A. and V., comparing data on infinitives of purpose with
those on other purpose complements attested with motion verbs.

Contributions such as those of Pezzini and Danckaert make a case for the use of corpus
data and statistical methods in studying linguistic phenomena, while Probert and Dickey
reflect on the possibility of unconscious bias caused by corpus selection.

The labels traditionally used to identify varieties of Latin are a problematic matter. In his
introductory chapter, V. speaks of ‘periodisation paradox’ in warning against over-reliance
on chronological categories such as early, Classical or late Latin, and stresses the ambiguities
of the label ‘vulgar Latin’, in which diachronic and sociolinguistic factors overlap. Indeed, in
some contributions sociolinguistic variation, which represents a key factor, is taken less into
account than diachronic development, confirming how difficult it is to assess valid
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sociolinguistic criteria in approaching written sources. A good sample of a corpus data ana-
lysis, which also pays attention to register and function, is given by Chahoud.

A further problem is posed by the relation between written sources and the living
spoken language: as frequently stated in many chapters, the written language is also subject
to fashions on a sub-literary level, or in genres having a habit of spoken language (such as
comedy, speeches or, in the late period, homily), and therefore cannot offer direct evidence
of patterns of spoken Latin. More subtly, Probert and Dickey suggest (p. 419) that the way
Latin texts were transmitted might have been subject to biases in selection, so influencing
our perception of linguistic phenomena.

In this respect, a more specific question arises, concerning the nature of Christian texts:
do usages that entered Latin via Bible translations (this volume spots a number of
instances) survive at a pure literary level (like in the case discussed by Galdi), or do
they spread from there in the ordinary spoken language and influence its evolution (as
A. and de Melo suggest happened with verbs of saying used with ad)? This is an important
matter: striking cases of the influence of biblical usage on everyday Latin and on the
Romance languages have been discussed already by E. Löfstedt in his classic work Late
Latin (1959, pp. 81–7); but a particular biblical construction (‘translationese’) might
have had no real life in the language, making the analysis of textual data difficult.

In conclusion, as far as ‘submerged Latin’ is concerned, the outcome is clear: essen-
tially, every potential submerged feature taken into account does not stand up to scrutiny,
and every contributor dealing with the question of whether a given phenomenon represents
a true pattern of continuity between early and late Latin concludes – even if with different
nuances and in a more or less explicit way – that it does not, or at least that it does so in a
very partial manner.

‘Similarity is not continuity’, as A. and V. point out (p. 293): similarities between
usages of the early period and of late Latin are often deceptive, since on one hand similar
structures can arise for different reasons at different periods, and on the other hand, on
closer inspection, can turn out not to be good matches syntactically and semantically, or
can be due to learned borrowings or to independent recoinage.

Using a variety of methodological approaches and arguments, this book – thanks to the
authority of its editors – calls into question a well-established model, thus reinvigorating a
scholarly debate which will be of great interest in the future.

AL ICE BONAND IN IUniversity of Trento
alice.bonandini@unitn.it

A S P ECT S OF ‘ I N FORMAL ’ LAT IN

AD AM S ( J . N . ) An Anthology of Informal Latin, 200 BC – AD 900. Fifty
Texts with Translations and Linguistic Commentary. Pp. xii + 719.
Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2016. Cased, £120, US$200.
ISBN: 978-1-107-03977-3.
doi:10.1017/S0009840X17001512

The last few decades have brought a welcome increase in interest in variation in Latin.
Every Latinist is surely conscious, at least at some level, that the surviving literary texts
– and many of the non-literary ones too – present Latin predominantly as it was used
by a well-educated, and accordingly elite, sector of the population. Moreover, they cannot
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