
the inset tale and the wider narrative and the evidence of their permeability in perceptible acts of
emotive mirroring.

The nal portion of the collection (Part V: Reception) is dedicated to two fascinating neo-Latin
texts and their translations, and a nal return to pathos in the form of tracing Eurydice’s plight as
it appears in the voices of modern poets. The rst text is the Chronis, an anonymous
sixteenth-century Latin eclogue, revived here under the careful treatment of Andrew Laird (ch.
15). After giving a brief history of the text, Laird speculates on the circumstances of its
composition and assesses its stylistically professed literary inuences and potential religious
underpinnings before reproducing a text with translation and accompanying guide to intertextual
allusion. The second is Peter Causton’s Londini Conagratio, a poem on the Fire of London
which Gesine Manuwald (ch. 16) admirably contextualises, interprets for its perspectival
originality and translates for the rst time into English. Efrossini Spentzou closes the collection by
looking at Eurydice’s newly literarily prominent, answering ‘voice’ through the modern poets
Rainer Maria Rilke, Carol Ann Duffy and Louise Glück, untangling the tonal modulations of the
modern incarnations of the classical feminine shadow of the archetypal male artist, Orpheus.

The intellectual command and merit of this volume is indisputable; the reader’s pleasure is,
however, slightly marred by a few notable infelicities in copy-editing. The variant citation styles,
although foregrounded as editorial benevolence towards authorial independence, are to a
continuous reader distracting; this collection offers much in being so treated, for there are many
signicant thematic pairings of contributions (e.g. Peponi with both Spentzou and Part I overall).
Stylistic continuity would have promoted these harmonies; the volume is nevertheless a welcome
tribute, and its thought-provoking content will provide any reader with many avenues of
inspiration to ruminate upon and, hopefully, to follow.

Celia CampbellFlorida State University
ccampbell6@fsu.edu
doi:10.1017/S0075435819000212

A. J. WOODMAN and J. WISSE (EDS),WORD AND CONTEXT IN LATIN POETRY: STUDIES
IN MEMORY OF DAVID WEST (Cambridge Classical Journal, Proceedings of the
Cambridge Philological Society, Supplementary Vol. 40). Cambridge: The Cambridge
Philological Society, 2017. Pp. xi + 182. ISBN 9780956838155. £45.00.

Introduced by a lively and affectionate biography by Tony Woodman, this volume in honour of
David West is comprised of seven essays that, while perhaps appearing eclectic in the authors and
topics represented, are unied by capturing the breadth of West’s scholarship in Latin literature
and in reecting his famous attention to the text at the level of the individual word. The rst, by
Francis Cairns, compares Lutatius Catulus fr. 1 and Callimachus, AP 12.73, launching without
preamble into an examination of the two poems that shows their differences to be as signicant as
their long-recognised similarities (the former having often been characterised as a ‘free adaptation’
of the latter). Cairns further argues that Catulus may in addition have had in mind another (now
lost) poem, one that named the Theotimus named also in fr. 1, and he concludes that this second
epigram was probably also by Callimachus and that it made use of legalistic vocabulary that
subsequently nds itself reected in Catulus’ poem. Also engaging with Callimachus is Ian du
Quesnay, who offers a careful reading of Catullus 66.1–14 against Callimachus’ Coma Berenices.
While the two texts are commonly considered together, du Quesnay goes beyond any simplistic
attempt to reconstruct the latter from the former to elucidate rather their interplay, marshalling
historical evidence in the service of this. He also works to rene the chronology of the 240s B.C.E.
from the two versions of the Coma.

Co-editor A. J. Woodman offers a reading of Horace, Epodes 9 as the third piece. Beginning from
a careful re-consideration of the opening ten lines and the three possible forms of the question
contained within them (‘when will Caesar be victorious so that we may celebrate by drinking in
Maecenas’ house?’; ‘since Caesar has been victorious, when may we celebrate by drinking in
Maecenas’ house?’; and ‘although Caesar has been victorious and we are enjoying a celebratory
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drink, when will we be doing so in Maecenas’ house?’), he shows that the three sections of the poem
that follow (11–16, 17–20 and 21–32) each serve to narrow down the possibilities to the third and
last question. Woodman goes on to argue — drawing on Denis Feeney’s understanding of the Epodes
as ‘representation of speech’ — that the poem’s three sections exist not to confuse the reader, but
rather are uttered by three separate speakers in a sympotic context. The symposiarch, accordingly,
whom Woodman understands as having posed the initial question, concludes the poem (33–8) by
instructing a slave to bring more wine.

Separating Woodman’s essay from another on Horace by Stephen Harrison, since the editors have
arranged the contributions by date of publication of the poems under discussion, is that of Alex
Hardie on Empedocles’ inuence on Propertius’ Monobiblos. Ranging over Horace, Ovid, Ennius,
Gallus, Virgil, Meleager, Apollonius, Lucretius, Plato and ancient medical writers, Hardie sees
reected in Propertius’ elegiac mens and the nature of his Amor/Eros a ‘creative interplay of
reason and the irrational’ that is of Empedoclean inheritance. Next, xing his attention on Odes
2.19, Harrison reads it as a ‘literary presentation of a divine encounter’ between Horace and
Bacchus, akin to Hesiod’s with the Muses on Helicon or Callimachus’ with Apollo and, therefore,
as programmatic. The gure of Bacchus, through the parallels he evinces with not only Horace
but also Augustus, brings politics and poetics into contact in the poem.

The late John Moles, whose contribution was nalised by Damien Nelis, ventures in the sixth
essay the bold argument that the teachings of the Cynic Antisthenes underlie Aeneid 6.847–53 and
that Dio (Chrysostom), aware of this ‘Antisthenic inuence’, incorporated the Virgilian passage
into his Thirteenth Oration. The chapter is challenging, dense with detail and convincing, with
implications for how all three authors and passages should be read in their balancing of worldly
power and moral strength/virtue. Finally, propelling the temporal focus of the collection later by a
millennium into the medieval period, Bruce Gibson offers a compelling reading of a pair of poems
by Hildebert of Lavardin that describe Rome. Having elucidated how Hildebert evokes Lucan,
Virgil’s Aeneid, Horace (Epodes 16, Odes 3.30) and Ovid in his descriptions of the city’s former
greatness and current ruined state, Gibson goes on to show that the described ruins possess an
‘abiding monumentality’ and ‘evoke the persistence of Rome’s literary remains’, yet also, in this
non-pagan milieu, communicate through their poverty and submission a different kind of
greatness that Hildebert regards as superior for being Christian.

Originating in a commemorative colloquium held in Newcastle in 2014, the stimulating and
exacting essays of the collection stand, as they were intended to, as a worthy testament to and
emblem of West’s call to ‘cast out theory, and get down to real work on the texts’.

Jennifer Ferriss-HillUniversity of Miami
j.ferrisshill@miami.edu
doi:10.1017/S0075435819000108

S. HARRISON, S. FRANGOULIDIS and T. D. PAPANGHELIS (EDS), INTRATEXTUALITY AND
LATIN LITERATURE (Trends in Classics – Supplementary Volumes 69). Berlin and Boston:
De Gruyter, 2018. Pp. x + 496. ISBN 9783110610215 (bound); 9783110611021 (e-book).
£118.00.

No major volume has devoted itself to intratextuality since A. Sharrock and H. Morales (eds),
Intratextuality (2000). As such, one might think of ‘Intratextuality’ as an ugly stepsister of
‘Intertextuality’, even though both are frequently lumped together with ‘Intermediality’ in the
beauty pageant of literary theory.

The volume under review, however, recties this trend. Its twenty-seven chapters, each summarised
succinctly in the editors’ Introduction (1–12), are presented in nine parts. The rst consists of a single
piece by Alison Sharrock, entitled ‘How do we read a (w)hole?: dubious rst thoughts about the
cognitive turn’ (15–32). Sharrock debates the validity of incorporating neurological theories into
intratextual studies of ancient literature (16–22), pointing out that such ‘cognitive’ approaches are
prone to anachronism, but endorses their emphasis on reader response and implicit messaging.
These reections provide a methodological framework for the volume as a whole.
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