
Running throughout are two main issues. First, after unsubstantiated reference to
elegy’s ‘adulterous relationships’ (p. 17), C. treats the status of the puella (citizen wife?
meretrix?) ambivalently, omitting sufficient engagement with S.L. James, Learned Girls
and Male Persuasion (2003). By not taking a stand, C. whitewashes over a crucial inter-
pretative decision – it is important whether the poet-lover’s romance is with another citi-
zen’s wife or a non-citizen sex-worker. (Statements like ‘jealousy would not exist without
the marriage bond in the first place’ [p. 71] seem easily refutable.) Second, C. assumes that
elegy ‘provides a continuous tale of the relationship’ (p. 138, cf. 47) and she reads
Propertian poems that do not mention Cynthia by name as evidence for the poet-lover’s
relationship with Cynthia. I am reluctant to impose the twin tyrannies of linearity and
unity upon this complicated, richly inconsistent genre (Cynthia appears in the flesh in
4.8, after speaking as a ghost in 4.7 . . .). Happily, such diachrony is not really required
for the bulk of C.’s argument.

Elegy is perhaps the most complex, sophisticated product of Roman literature and is
unaccommodating of monolithic aetiology. It is hard to adopt a jealousy-genesis for
elegy without excluding Propertius 4, as C. mostly does; two important monographs on
Book 4 – M. Janan, The Politics of Desire (2001) and T.S. Welch, The Elegiac
Cityscape (2005) – are overlooked altogether. Ovid, Amores 3 does not appear and Ars
Amatoria gets short shrift, though both have much to say explicitly about jealousy. C.’s
discussions of Tibullus, who is less central than Propertius to the monograph’s agenda,
are more effective. But the individual components of that agenda tend each to rest on
analysis of a few poems scattered across the corpus, decoupled from their poetic fabric.
This book is commendable for investigating under-studied aspects of elegy, but its
claim that jealousy is the key that unlocks the genre reaches too far and fails to convince.

Wake Forest University T .H .M . GELLAR -GOAD
thmgg@wfu.edu
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B R I S C O E ( J . ) A Commentary on Livy Books 41–45. Pp. xx + 823.
Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2012. Cased, £158, US$299. ISBN:
978-0-19-921664-2.
doi:10.1017/S0009840X13002679

In the world of Livian scholarship, there are few whose body of work rivals that of B. In
addition to various articles and chapters on Livy’s work, its manuscript tradition and the
historical events that it covers, B. has edited the Teubner editions of Books 31–45, and
has now completed a full-length commentary on these same books, spread across four
volumes and nearly forty years (Books 31–3, 1973; 34–7, 1981; 38–40, 2008; 41–5,
2012). In many ways, then, the present publication represents both a complement to,
and a culmination of, a career’s work, and the result is impressive. The commentary is pre-
ceded by an introduction, which is divided into five sections examining sources, textual
tradition, events surrounding the outbreak of the Third Macedonian War, problems of
chronology in each of the five books, and the recruitment and assignation of legions
from 178–166. Three appendices (‘Tenses of the Subjunctive in oratio obliqua’,
‘Proconsuls and Propraetors’ and ‘The Peregrine Praetor’) function more as supplements
to other discussions – the first two to appendices on the same topics in B.’s commentary
on Books 38–40, the third to a forthcoming article – than as stand-alone treatments.
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Of the extant books of Livy, 41–5 are by far the most problematic textually, depending
entirely (save for a single fragment found in Priscian) on a highly corrupt and lacunose
Italian manuscript from the fifth century that sits in the Viennese Österreichische
Nationalbibliothek. However, as textual criticism has always been a particular strength
of B.’s, this plays to his advantage, with the excellent textual notes occupying a large pro-
portion of the commentary. His approach is broadly conservative (he is generally loath to
emend, even to give a slightly better reading, if the paradosis is defensible) but balanced,
and the often painstaking discussions of the paleographic merits of variants are informed
by an intimate familiarity with the manuscripts (e.g. ‘Fr. 1 has forum, a good example of
the sort of error committed by Grynaeus’; ‘Both ea for eae and adimerent for adimeret
are the easiest of corruptions, and of the sort frequently found in V’). Of course, the
state of the text means that many sections are impossible to establish with any certainty,
either because the lacuna is too large, or because the corruption is such that a number
of equally plausible suggestions for its emendation exist. In the latter case, he usually
gives an overview of the various options before reluctantly opting for one (‘I chose the
first because it involved the smallest change, but I have little confidence that it is what
L. wrote’ is a typically apologetic defence), a tactic that may strike some as evasive, but
is far preferable to artificial certainty. For more significant lacunae, such as that created
by the loss of four quaternions of Book 43, B.’s examinations of what can be deduced
regarding their content go a long way towards painting a fuller picture of Livy’s narrative.
One minor quibble with respect to the textual notes concerns their headings, in which
longer passages are indicated simply by their first and last words, with the result that
the language under analysis often does not appear on the page. The decision is understand-
able, as commentaries are by definition companions to the text, and it might seem a waste
of space to repeat material that the reader presumably has in front of him or her. However,
to this reviewer at least, such considerations were outweighed by the inconvenience of hav-
ing to flip between multiple volumes in order to follow the detailed arguments.1

One of the major criticisms of B.’s first two commentaries was that they had a tendency
to substitute references for discussion of their own, so that it was necessary to consult other
sources even for basic information. This was remedied to a large extent in his third volume,
and here again notes are noticeably more fleshed out than they were in his early work. B.’s
navigation of the twisted chronology of the ninth pentad in particular stands out, aided by a
strong grasp of the Roman calendar and of Republican political procedure, and the
useful timeline established in the introduction is complemented by thorough discussions
in the relevant notes.2 Accounts of internal affairs and diplomatic and military activity
are lucid, as are comments on stylistic matters, even if few new insights emerge.
Nevertheless, traces of the old approach remain: information on towns and persons is reg-
ularly reduced to some variation of the formula ‘for x see y’, while some notes are so laco-
nic as to verge on the banal (e.g. ‘in pace: the phrase occurs 46 times in L.’). The result is
occasionally absurd, as when ‘spectatores pugnae: cf. 42.59.4 n.’ leads to a note that reads
‘spectator certaminis: cf. Yardley 29’. It is not until we arrive at the end of the trail of refer-
ences that we find out that Yardley’s discussion cites both spectator pugnae and spectator

1Though one suspects that this comment will cause him little compunction, given the
remark in the preface: ‘As I expected, my decisions to cite only the opening and closing
words of passages of Polybius from which Livy derives . . . met with criticism from
reviewers: I am unrepentant’.

2The lack of any reference to Levene’s excellent study of Livian chronology in his
2010 monograph on the third decade is unfortunate, but is presumably due to its having
appeared too late to be incorporated.
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certaminis as distinctly Livian expressions, and it is difficult not to feel that a more
straightforward solution would have been to reference it directly and perhaps append a
brief explanation. Examples of similar phenomena can be multiplied.

As always with Livy, the question of his sources looms large, and it is fortunate that the
relevant sections of Polybius’ narrative survive in significant portions. These are listed in a
table in the introduction along with the passages of Livy to which they correspond.
B. clearly commands an excellent knowledge of the Polybian account, and detailed
notes comparing parallel passages establish a good framework for analysis of Livy’s use
and adaptation of his source material. Occasionally, though, he attempts to be too precise
in distinguishing between Polybian and annalistic sections of Livy’s text. It strikes me as
dubious, for example, to ascribe specific sentences to the annalistic tradition when no par-
allel survives, especially given the incomplete nature of the text of Polybius. Similarly,
even when one agrees with B.’s assessment it gives pause to find passages described as
‘clearly annalistic’ without further explanation: a similar confidence was long felt in dis-
missing Polybius as a source for the opening books of the third decade, a view which
has now been strongly (and, to my mind, convincingly) challenged.

These reservations aside, this work is a monumental achievement, and will undoubtedly
become an indispensable reference for anyone studying Books 41–5. B.’s Teubner, already
a standard edition of the text, receives substantial corrections and improvements, aided by
an admirable readiness to admit his own mistakes that is encapsulated in a sentence from
the preface: ‘I have come across so many errors in the apparatus of my edition that a list of
them in an appendix would have been unusable: instead they will all be found in the com-
mentary’. And while originality in points of substance is rare, the guidance of B.’s assured
hand achieves something that is arguably more important, namely to lend these sometimes
fragmentary books a new found sense of completeness and coherence.

I noticed no mistakes of consequence, and the typos that inevitably occur in a work of
this length are infrequent. Formatting and punctuation errors, while minor, were more plen-
tiful, particularly (for unknown reasons) surrounding the use of parentheses, which are
repeatedly opened without being closed and vice versa.

Jesus College, Cambridge C . ANTON MAZUREK
carm3@cam.ac.uk

LAT IN FAKES

P E I R A N O ( I . ) The Rhetoric of the Roman Fake. Latin Pseudepigrapha
in Context. Pp. x + 311. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2012.
Cased, £60, US$99. ISBN: 978-1-107-00073-5.
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Of the pseudo-Virgilian Culex, from which he had just quoted at some length, the late A.S.
Hollis was heard to remark: ‘Lucan may have regarded the Culex as genuine; which would
be rather depressing, because its quality is not high’.1 This view (a considered reading of
the Suetonian Vita Lucani 5–8) would suggest that it is a tall order to rehabilitate the Latin
literary fake, but that is precisely what P. achieves in her well-researched and thoughtful
book on this intriguing subcategory of pseudepigrapha (‘erroneously/falsely entitled

1The context was an Oxford graduate seminar in 2004 on the textual criticism of the
Heroides.
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