
as a continuing point of reference for others interested to understand and explain the ethos of the
Annales. As I have noted, she does something actually to strengthen one’s sense that Skutsch’s
conception of the passages with which she deals is likely to be right; and if in some cases it is not,
F.’s ethical conception of the poem is by no means entirely dependent on specic formal
considerations, certainly not in all its aspects. G.’s interpretations on the other hand, even at their
most interesting, are also more open to question — even if most readers continue to equate the
poem with Skutsch’s reconstruction of it. Nevertheless, they are denitely worth taking seriously.
Different readers will no doubt assess this or that argument in either of these books more or less
favourably than I, but scholars of Ennius (and of Vergil and of Latin poetry in general) will nd
things to admire in both. For the rest, may this aetas Enniana long endure!
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J. ELLIOTT, ENNIUS AND THE ARCHITECTURE OF THE ANNALES. Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press, 2013. Pp. xiv + 590. ISBN 9781107027480. £75.00/US$110.00.

Jackie Elliott’s eagerly awaited monograph, based on her 2005 Columbia doctoral thesis, represents a
fundamentally important contribution to scholarship which will — and should — inuence any
future work on Ennius’ Annales. Chiming in with recent movements in the presentation of authors
preserved solely or primarily in citation fragments (notably Tim Cornell et al. (eds), The
Fragments of the Roman Historians (2013)), E. makes a detailed case for the importance of taking
into account the ways in which the preoccupations of the citing sources, and indeed later editors,
can fundamentally shape our view of how the ‘complete’ version of a lost text may have looked.

The monograph falls into ve chapters backed up by extensive and meticulous appendices. Ch. 1,
‘Ennius and the Annalistic Tradition at Rome’, interrogates traditional assumptions about the nature
of the Annales. Taking inspiration from the observation by Ingo Gildenhard that Ennius may well
have written ‘annales’ before the existence of historical ‘annales’ in Rome as we have come to
know them, E. starts by unpacking the biases associated with assumptions about the poem’s
so-called ‘annalistic’ presentation drawn from its title. Looking again at the distribution of the
fragments, E. argues that the shape and pace of the poem would have been rather different from
the arid year-by-year accounts of consular records with which Ennius’ epic has traditionally been
associated. Ennius would have been much more innovative than previously thought in the use of
time and divine machinery, which can be shown to play a part in the poem’s action beyond the
early so-called ‘mythological’ books. Ch. 2, ‘The Vergiliocentric Sources and the Question of the
Evidence: Ennius and the Epic Tradition of Greece and Rome’, and ch. 3, ‘The Pre-Vergilian
Sources’, each move to look at a different set of quoting sources for the epic, showing how the
various preoccupations of these authors might distort our perceptions. In ch. 2, E. argues that in
quoting passages primarily for their use of shared Homeric and other language, formulae and
imagery, the ‘Vergiliocentrics’ are in danger of making us over-privilege the poem’s rôle in the epic
tradition, whereas earlier audiences might have found a more generically uid entity. Although
E. is consciously taking a ‘reading’ (79) in the reception history of the poem, the implicit division
between ‘epic’ and ‘history’, important to E.’s argument in the following chapters, can suggest a
rather one-dimensional view of the post-Ennian epic tradition at Rome. While the immediate
citation environment of these sources is narrowly literary or linguistic in focus, ‘epic’ and ‘history’
are not easily separable entities in Virgil (just as they are not in Ennius), nor were they necessarily
presented as such in the Servian commentary if taken as a whole. Turning to the pre-Virgilian
sources, Cicero, as we learn in ch. 3, reads the Annales from a multitude of complex dialogic
perspectives (to which E. does justice) as ‘essentially historiographical’ (195), while Varro
exemplies a grammatical tradition making up 38 per cent of citation sources (144), which had
‘no interest in the text as a work of literature’ (144): primarily interested in language, these
sources, though they might make the poem seem more linguistically quirky, can be seen as
relatively free from distortions of content.

The nal chapters move towards gauging what the poem itself may have looked like. Ch. 4, ‘The
Annales as Historiography: Ennius and the Invention of the Roman Past’, attempts to synthesize the
Homeric and historiographical aspects of the Annales, providing an important corrective to the
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traditional division of the poem that either relegates its Homerizing features to the early books, or
dismisses them altogether. The closing chapter, ‘Imperium sine ne: the Annales as Universal
History’, is more speculative in nature, offering a reading of the poem that attempts to account for
its impact on the ‘immediate audience’ (233), ‘the collective Roman psyche’ (233) and ‘literary
history’ (245). With its much less sceptical attitude, this chapter gels uneasily with the rest of the
book, and its argument for the Annales as universal history seems somewhat strained. As E. points
out, though, Ennius is an acute version of the problem of dealing with all ancient evidence: there
is perhaps always a risk that we will nd what we are looking for (296).

In all this, E.’s thorough discussion of source bias will be a crucial guide to readers of the text. For
that reason, it is a pity that this learned discussion ‘has nothing at all to add in terms of textual
criticism’ (1), relying instead on Skutsch’s (often interventionist) edition, with a glance to the
recent revision by Flores et al. (Quinto Ennio. Annali (2000–2009)). Textual criticism, too, is a
form of reception — one where individual bias can be just as, if not more, distortive than citation
context. In a project that ‘views all our access to the Annales as essentially reception’ (6), it would
have been good to see how the micro-level of textual transmission has shaped ‘what we think we
know’ (295) about the Annales, too.

Ennius and the Architecture of the Annales was, as E. candidly points out, originally conceived
vis-à-vis a thorough engagement — and what might best be characterized as respectful
dissatisfaction — with Otto Skutsch’s edition. As E. notes, Skutsch’s edition, monumental and
learned though it is, was, in important ways, ‘born old’ (5). E.’s book has now made clear the
need for a new English-language commentary to complement or replace Skutsch in line with
evolving attitudes to fragmentary evidence and in light of the evidence she presents here.
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C. STEEL (ED.), THE CAMBRIDGE COMPANION TO CICERO (Cambridge Companions to
Literature). Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2013. Pp. xiv + 422. ISBN

9780521509930 (bound); 9780521729802 (paper). £55.00/US$95.00 (bound); £21.99/US
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C. STEEL and H. VAN DER BLOM (EDS), COMMUNITY AND COMMUNICATION:
ORATORY AND POLITICS IN REPUBLICAN ROME. Oxford: Oxford University Press,
2013. Pp. xi + 401. ISBN 9780199641895. £80.00.

In terms of focus and approach, these two edited collections neatly complement each other: if the
Cambridge Companion to Cicero places a special emphasis on the textual Cicero (without, of
course, neglecting the wider historical parameters within which his sprawling oeuvre came into
being), Community and Communication is primarily concerned with political context (though it
remains attuned to source-critical issues, not least those to do with the way in which Cicero —

often unhelpfully — dominates our available data). In each case, the line-up of contributors reads
like a ‘Who’s Who’ in scholarship on Cicero and the late Roman Republic, though Community
and Communication, while featuring its share of usual suspects, also gives signicant space to the
up and coming. Both volumes are landmark publications, each in its own way.

The Companion opens with a superb introduction by the editor, who has established herself over
the last decade or so as one of the most original and prolic scholars of Cicero and the political
culture of Republican Rome. Here she takes a minimum of space to survey Cicero’s career with
maximum perspicacity. Three parts follow, respectively entitled ‘The Greco-Roman Intellectual’,
‘The Roman Politician’ and ‘Receptions of Cicero’. Cicero himself would presumably have winced
at the rst, with ‘intellectual’ conjuring Caesar’s slur that he was essentially a Graeculus with a
gift for gab, a uir non uere Romanus. And some scholars would argue that his impact as a
Roman politician (and not just on the history of thought) derived anyway in large part from his
special talents and training in oratory and philosophy. In the volume too, the boundaries between
the two parts effectively blur, as a quick run through the titles indicates. Part I contains pieces on
‘Cicero and the intellectual milieu of the late Republic’ (A. Corbeill), ‘Cicero’s rhetorical theory’
(J. Dugan), ‘Writing philosophy’ (M. Schoeld), ‘Cicero’s poetry’ (E. Gee), ‘The law in Cicero’s
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