
other readings (e.g. 2.81 E: quem per iter qui faciunt), by deleting unnecessary additions (e.g. 1.20
optandum, 2.55 eis), by choosing better emendations (e.g. 2.71 Boulanger’s in Salpinorum
pestilentia) or by rejecting constructions that Marek considered valid (e.g. 2.4 extrema † tribus †

suffragiorum). All these choices are convincingly explained in the commentary, and M.’s text,
given with a selective apparatus, offers what can currently be considered as the most authoritative
and usable version of this difcult and poorly transmitted set of speeches. M.’s translation is
highly readable and stays usefully close to the Latin (M. describes it as a ‘guide to the facing Latin
text’). It will be tremendously helpful for those of us using Cicero’s Agr. as teaching material.

In her fty-four-page introduction, M. offers a meaningful account of the political context, and
covers the procedural, rhetorical, and philological grounds relevant to the speeches. She takes a
clear (and, in my opinion, fully convincing) stance in the debates regarding the speeches’
publication, Cicero’s strategies and the variations in style and content between the senatorial and
popular venues (e.g. xl). M. rightly stresses the double political signicance of the orations: with
two speeches (Agr. 1 and 2) delivered just after Cicero had entered the consulship, and the third
serving as a reply to the vicious attacks which followed the rst contio (Agr. 3), the three
Agrarian Speeches offer unique examples both of consular inaugural speeches and of the rhetorical
strategies used by a Roman magistrate to repel an obviously popular bill. M.’s synthesis thus gives
a comprehensive view of Agr., and is particularly useful when it deals with legal technicalities (the
bill itself, the agrarian laws in general, the procedure of the contio: xiii–xxxi).

M.’s commentary is thorough without being overwhelming — which it could easily have been,
considering the wealth of historical, legal and social material the speeches contain. Everything is
done to make the commentary usable and pleasant to read. Outlines of the speeches are provided
(112, 185, 420), and each large section of the speech is introduced by a summary. The comments
themselves deal extensively with the historical, rhetorical, legal and philological aspects of Agr.,
and never burden the reader with information that is not strictly relevant. M. does not neglect the
linguistic aspects of the speeches either, and provides helpful grammatical and lexical insights.

As such, M.’s Agrarian Speeches offers not only an essential tool for further research in the eld,
but also a much needed reference book for teaching these speeches.

Charles GuérinSorbonne Université, Paris
charles.guerin@sorbonne-universite.fr
doi:10.1017/S0075435820000362

GIUSEPPE LA BUA, CICERO AND ROMAN EDUCATION: THE RECEPTION OF THE
SPEECHES AND ANCIENT SCHOLARSHIP. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press,
2019. Pp. xiii + 394. ISBN 9781107068582. £90.00.

CAROLINE BISHOP, CICERO, GREEK LEARNING, AND THE MAKING OF A ROMAN
CLASSIC. Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2019. Pp. x + 359. ISBN 9780198829423. £75.00.

The demise in 2019 of the literary critic Harold Bloom could be understood as a denitive blow to
the concept of the canon. In his The Western Canon: The Books and School of the Ages (1994),
Bloom championed the traditional Western canon as a body of sublime literature whose greatness
and superior aesthetic value were self-evident and could not be discussed: Homer, Plato,
Shakespeare, Kafka, Dante, Goethe, among others. Bloom’s critics pointed out that his canon was
mainly a list of ‘dead white males’ (with the lonely presences of Jane Austen and Virginia Woolf).

Bloom insisted that aesthetic judgments constituted the only criteria for admission into the list. No
reader would question the literary value of War and Peace or Pride and Prejudice; but, as the two
books under review here posit, admission to the canon demands conscious strategies of
self-representation and preservation of one’s own works. Entering a canon demands hard work; as
Giuseppe La Bua and Caroline Bishop argue, Cicero was willing to pay the cost (although Cicero
would probably be disappointed to learn that Bloom included only one of his books, De natura
deorum, in the canonical list).

So how do you become a classic? In Cicero and Roman Education, L. B. studies how Cicero’s
oratorical output was put into writing and became canonised throughout the centuries as a source
of good Latin (Latinitas) and of elite identity and morality, particularly as a model for young male
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orators. This was not a straightforward process; Quintilian and the rhetorical and grammatical
schools played an important role in turning Cicero into a canonical writer. L. B. elaborates on the
importance of the schools not only in the survival of Cicero’s speeches, but also on how they
inuenced how we read Cicero and which texts we read (9). This analysis employs as its sources
not only Quintilian’s work, but also the scholia Ciceronis.

Ch. 1 addresses how Cicero wrote, revised and published his speeches. L. B. joins the camp of
those scholars who consider that Cicero published his speeches with both political and didactic
goals in mind, being well aware that he considered writing an ‘amplication and extension of
persona’ (21–2). Ch. 2 surveys the transmission of Cicero’s speeches from publication to the
medieval manuscripts. In antiquity, manuscripts by well-known copyists and editors were much
appreciated, especially those by Atticus, Nepos and Tiro, although many of these were in all
likelihood forgeries. L. B. surveys collections of Ciceronian orations from the second century
onwards and the scholia Bobiensia. It was the narrow canon of Cicero’s speeches used in schools
which ensured their survival.

In ch. 3, L. B. delves into Ciceronian scholarship in antiquity, with its early history of the debate
between admirers and detractors. Cicero’s ethics and political choices were discussed and
anti-Ciceronian themes were used in rhetorical schools (through Pollio, Livy and Seneca), showing
Cicero as a awed man. His literary work prompted a erce debate over whether his style should
be considered a model or not, but this dispute was closed by Quintilian, who consecrated Cicero
as the foundation for a good education. Scholarship of the rst and second centuries turned its
attention to the stylistic and linguistic features of Cicero, as a fountain of uncorrupted Latin and
thus of morality. Finally, L. B. studies how Cicero was read, interpreted and taught in the
classroom (ch. 4), from Quintilian to later commentators, who not only presented the historical
circumstances of the speech and a step-by-step rhetorical commentary (enarratio), but also
discussed different interpretations of certain passages.

L. B. quite rightly highlights that the canonisation of Cicero was limited to his literary output; his
political gure was too conicted, too multifaceted and too controversial to be made into a positive
exemplum, as the debate about him in the early Empire shows (with authors like Seneca showing a
notorious hostility toward him). The rhetorical schools left aside Cicero as a politician and
concentrated on Cicero as ‘an icon of eloquence’ (320), the personication of the power of the
word and of free speech. A ‘true’ Roman, L. B. emphasises, should be a ‘new Cicero’.

L. B.’s book is certainly a worthy and intelligent effort to analyse the construction of Cicero as a
literary classic through his oratorical work. However, some ideas and aspects are repeated several
times; these repetitions could have been edited with no damage to the overall argument.

On a different but similar theme, in Cicero, Greek Learning, and the Making of a Roman Classic
B. analyses how Cicero appropriated Greek classical texts and the responses of those texts by
previous readers and commentators (mainly texts by Aratus, Plato, Aristotle and Demosthenes),
with the objective of turning his own work into a classic. B. has chosen as her subject of study the
non-oratorical works, in which she appreciates a more direct use of Greek materials. During his
youth, but also well into adulthood, Cicero conceived Greek and Roman education as a ‘mastery
of intellectual pursuits’ (19–21). Ch. 1 covers the young Cicero’s translation of Aratus’
Phaenomena, a poem about the sky, the planets and astronomy, much admired in antiquity for its
content and style. B. shows how Cicero incorporated commentaries on Aratus’ original poem into
his own text in order to create an original work, through which he hoped to be noticed by the
Roman elite. Cicero’s effort in this case was not particularly successful through the ages, since
people preferred to read the original in Greek. Ch. 2 addresses Cicero’s conicted relationship
with Plato, whose works he used for his De oratore, De re publica and De legibus, presenting a
syncretic view of the philosopher. As B. argues, Cicero felt ‘a push and pull between the desire to
imitate a gure of towering classical signicance and the desire to replace and outdo that gure
for a Roman audience’ (89). In ch. 3, B. studies Cicero’s use of Aristotle, with a more technical
view of him, especially in his De oratore and Topica. Cicero made it seem as if few people had
read Aristotle, and developed especially his form of argumentation in utramque partem (on both
sides of a question), not only as a rhetorical tool, but also as a method of ethical debate, thus
uniting rhetoric and philosophy. In any case, B. claims, Cicero’s Aristotle was partly the creation
and interpretation of Philo of Larissa, who taught Cicero at Rome.

Ch. 4 addresses how Cicero engaged with the gure of Demosthenes, the most successful of
Cicero’s attempts to align himself with a Greek model, even though Demosthenes was not the
most popular Attic orator of Cicero’s times. B. studies not only the Philippics, the least subtle
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attempt by Cicero to equate himself to Demosthenes, but also his presence in both Cicero’s early and
late career. Ch. 5 leaves aside the philosophical and political treaties and delves into the question of
the letters, positing a contrafactual: what would Cicero’s curated collection of letters have looked
like? B. surveys Greek letter-collections and epistolography to argue that Cicero would have
presented a curated and re-elaborated corpus that would justify his choices at the outbreak and
during the war of 49 B.C., conforming to the narrative presented in Philippics 2. While the
previous chapters had a closely knit narrative and a coherent structure, ch. 5 sits more uneasily in
the book: it does not reach the subtle readings and in-depth arguments of the previous analyses.
Finally, ch. 6 reviews Cicero’s self-quotation of his earlier poetic works in De natura deorum and
De divinatione, thus making them part of the canon. Overall, B.’s book is sometimes too focused
on very detailed points of philosophical interpretations, losing perspective on the main argument.
However, she convincingly studies Cicero’s strategies for textual immortality in his non-oratorical
works, which soured as his political career waned. Cicero’s genius, as stated by Bishop, ‘was not
necessarily, or at least not wholly, comprised of some sort of pure, immanent “greatness”’ (302).
It was Cicero’s hard work that allowed him to enter the canon: publish or perish, indeed.

In sum, both books under review narrate the history of Cicero’s successful strategy for becoming a
literary classic, but also his failure to become a renowned political gure and exemplum. They raise
debate and suggest new questions, making both books a worthy read. Nevertheless, by focusing too
much on Cicero (and reasonably so, since he is the subject of their study), L. B. and B. do not engage
with the question of whether Cicero and his career were exceptional. For example, how did Caesar
become part of the canon (an answer that would provide a different perspective on the diversity of
literary strategies)? Is it possible somehow to free ourselves (at least partly) from the Ciceronian
perspective? This is not a moot point, since it would have allowed both authors to frame Cicero’s
literary output within a larger perspective.

The wealth of information on Cicero’s rhetorical and literary output should not let us forget that
he was not the only senator publishing and circulating his speeches. L. B. analyses (25) Cicero’s
refusal to reply to Piso’s speech (Cic. Att. 3.1.11), but does not delve into the fact that Piso did in
fact publish his own speech. This debate on the publication of speeches will, in all likelihood, shift
with the publication of C. Steel’s forthcoming Fragments of the Republican Roman Orators,
which will provide a thorough view of non-Ciceronian oratory. Likewise, L. B. rightly surveys
how Cicero based his career on his rhetorical skills, and promoted such a path as the golden one
in his literary output; but he does not take into account H. van der Blom’s Oratory and Political
Career in the Late Roman Republic (2016), which shows how other politicians used rhetoric in
different ways to further their own successful political careers, showing the diversity of models
available to Roman senators of the Late Republic. The Ciceronian corpus is a great heritage;
breaking up Cicero’s perspective is a hard, but necessary exercise.

Cristina Rosillo-LópezUniversidad Pablo de Olavide (Sevilla)
mcroslop@upo.es
doi:10.1017/S0075435820000489

ANTJE JUNGHANSS, ZUR BEDEUTUNG VON WOHLTATEN FÜR DAS GEDEIHEN VON
GEMEINSCHAFT: CICERO, SENECA UND LAKTANZ ÜBER BENEFICIA
(Palingenesia 109). Stuttgart: Franz Steiner Verlag, 2017. Pp. 277. ISBN 9783515118576.
€56.00.

Antje Junghanß explores how three Latin texts (Cicero’s De ofciis, Seneca’s De beneciis,
Lactantius’ Diuinae institutiones) congure the signicance which benefactions that humans
bestow upon each other have for communal life. Preliminary considerations concern terminology;
Stoic ethics; Roman patronage; and theories of the gift. In her survey of relevant terms, J. brings
out well the conceptual variation within this discursive eld. Sen. Ben. 3.18.1 serves to distinguish
a voluntary benecium to a specic individual or group from contractual obligations (credita),
duties arising from kinship (ofcia) or required service (ministeria). Cicero, in turn, makes
benecium a subcategory of ofcium and uses a range of near synonyms, such as benecentia,
liberalitas, benignitas, beneuolentia, largitio, prodigalitas. And Lactantius redenes this
terminological legacy in a Christian key while also valorising further concepts such as aequalitas
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