
influence of Pseudo-Lull. It is likely that the extraction of the gold seed is done by mer-
cury, but the process itself is unclear.

Editing and translating Neo-Latin poetry, particularly as complex as Chrysopoeia, is
no mean feat. Soranzo has clearly spent an impressive amount of effort on Augurello’s
poem, and the translation generally reads well. The annotations point to a large number
of ancient and medieval sources, usually with extensive quotations. The critical appara-
tus brought to the edition is convincing, with the disappointing exception of the general
index, which is underdeveloped.

Soranzo’s edition is meant to bring Chrysopoeia back into scholarly attention, and
this goal will most likely succeed. Yet, from the point of view of the history of alchemy,
Soranzo’s commentary suffers from some missed opportunities. For instance, apart from
the association of alchemy and humanistic themes, there is no attempt to offer a theo-
retical discussion of Renaissance alchemy. The introduction only touches upon the
influence of Chrysopoeia. The editor’s limited engagement with the work of Sylvain
Matton on Ficinian alchemy, the absence of a reference to Matton’s edition of De
Arte Chimica (2014), and the lack of discussion of Augurello’s vitalist (even panpsychic)
theory curb our understanding of Chrysopoeia’s great impact on early modern alchemy.
It is perhaps telling that Soranzo, as a literary scholar, seems to appreciate Chrysopoeia
primarily as “a masterpiece in neo-Latin didactic poetry” (72) rather than as a work of
Renaissance alchemy.

Georgiana D. Hedesan, University of Oxford
doi:10.1017/rqx.2021.222

The Institutionalization of Science in Early Modern Europe. Giulia Giannini and
Mordechai Feingold, eds.
Scientific and Learned Cultures and Their Institutions 27. Leiden: Brill, 2020. xii +
301 pp. €115.

Amid the massive changes to science and education wrought by the coronavirus, this
collection of essays is a timely reminder that the institutions where scientific knowledge
is produced have always had profound influence on the type and nature of that knowl-
edge. As Giulia Giannini lays out in the foreword, this volume attends to the rise of
scientific academies in early modern Europe, linking them to the social and institutional
contexts that preceded, enabled, and circumscribed their scientific activities.

Beginning with the context of research in institutional settings, the first two essays
lay out the historiographic stakes of studies of scientific activities in English universities
and Parisian academies. Mordechai Feingold asserts that we have anachronistically
mischaracterized the character of scientific research in early modern English universities
and pushes us to remember the religious and humanistic goals of seventeenth-century
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universities and the gentlemanly and generalist thrust of the early Royal Society.
Stéphane Van Damme reviews recent scholarship to move our understanding of
Parisian science away from strict patronage relationships toward a more dispersed net-
work of actors interacting in person, in print, and through manuscript correspondence.
The final essay in this section is Pietro Daniel Omodeo’s case study of the correspon-
dence of the Polish astronomer Johannes Hevelius in terms of the symbolic capital
inherent in scientific exchanges. As Omodeo points out, the institutionalization of sci-
entific work in centers like London and Paris left other intellectuals scrambling for legit-
imacy on the European scientific stage.

The second section of the book focuses broadly on the social and political forces that
went into founding and shaping scientific academies. Giannini explains the uneven and
staggered flow of information about Saturn between natural philosophers at the
Accademia del Cimento in Florence and the Montmor Academy in Paris. Some of
these same Italian and French networks feature in Dalia Deias’s account of the first
three decades of the Paris Observatory, which also had expansive global research agendas
building on Jesuit missionary work in Asia. Aurélien Ruellet and François Mallet take a
comparative approach to examine how aristocratic civility shaped the early London and
Paris scientific academies in different ways, paying particular attention to how aristo-
cratic scholars moved between and through intellectual spaces. Diverging from the tra-
ditional territory of France, England, and Italy, Luís Miguel Carolino’s essay presents a
richly contextualized account of the Royal Academy of Portuguese History, which
aspired to a particularly Portuguese vision of the institutionalization of knowledge mak-
ing for a Catholic, imperial state. In each of these essays, the authors are attentive to the
ways that formal and informal networks of correspondence contributed to the forma-
tion of scientific academies and how these institutions in turn engaged with changing
forms of state power.

The final grouping of essays turns to the details of the experimental work carried out
in scientific academies and the epistemological stakes of how these results were pub-
lished. Vera Keller’s essay uncovers the quirky and revealing case of debates surrounding
a goat horn published in 1677 in the journal of the Academia Naturae Curiosorum.
Keller reveals that instead of proposing an epistemology of consensus around natural-
historical matters of fact, the Miscellanea Curiosa instead facilitated the role of doubt in
promoting scholarly conversation and experimental agendas. Through a case study of
experiments on mineral waters conducted at the Royal Society and the Paris Academy of
Sciences, Michael Bycroft’s essay introduces readers to a research agenda he describes as
“material-driven experimentation,” and he uses this approach to reassess many of the
comparative assumptions about these institutions. The final essay, by Noah
Moxham, presents a close analysis of the Royal Society’s publishing strategy between
1663 and 1695, distinguishing between the society’s distinct agendas for producing
and communicating knowledge during these early decades.
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In lieu of a traditional conclusion, the volume ends with a series of short commen-
taries coauthored by Jürgen Renn and Florian Schmaltz that focus on the life cycle of
scientific academies: their composition, emergence, development, and demise. The col-
lection of essays coheres as a whole, with a strong emphasis on actors in London and
Paris and topics like astronomy and natural history. Throughout there is a deep interest
in beginnings and the methodological importance of not projecting fully established
habits or agendas onto protean institutions. This is a volume for specialists interested
in the history of science and intellectual sociability in early modern Europe who will
appreciate both the granularity of the essays and Brill’s continued dedication to printing
footnotes and reproducing quoted text in original languages.

Hannah Marcus, Harvard University
doi:10.1017/rqx.2021.223

Receptions of Hellenism in Early Modern Europe: 15th–17th Centuries.
Natasha Constantinidou and Han Lamers, eds.
Brill’s Studies in Intellectual History 303. Leiden: Brill, 2020. xxii + 562 pp. €165.

The greatest feat of this intriguing publication is having managed to encompass so many
facets of the “complex cultural phenomenon” (25) that is the reception of Hellenism. Its
seventeen essays are divided into three parts, which are given abstract titles that allow for
the organization of disparate material, with more tangible subcategories. In the
introduction, the editors state clearly that the publication does not strive for complete-
ness but aims “to catalyse a more concerted debate” (2); it has been conceived “as a var-
ied source of inspiration rather than a companion or a handbook” (3). One should,
therefore, not expect to find “definitive answers” (25) but, rather, matter for a future
dialogue among different areas of specialization. A valuable “Mapping of the
Scholarship” gives bibliographical updates on the various fields of research.

Part 1 comprises papers on learning, teaching, and printing Greek. Paola Tomè
(d. 2017) presents a little-known pamphlet of linguistic exercises published by Aldus,
which ran to forty editions. Luigi-Alberto Sanchi adopts an ingenious plan for structur-
ing his text—four metaphors popular at the time—and offers a useful table on fifty years
of Greek studies in Paris (1490–1540). Malika Bastin-Hammou shows that
Aristophanes was treated not as a comic playwright but as an author useful for teaching
the Greek language. Raf Van Rooy concludes his paper on Louvain professor of Greek
Hadrianus Amerotius (ca. 1495–1560) with the observation that early modern scholars
conceptualized the Greek language as “a hybric variety of Ancient Greek” (105). Last,
Anthony Ellis’s contribution is a methodological model in its own right: through the
close study of unrevised notes taken during a university course in Jena, we come to
understand what Herodotus meant for people in Lutheran Germany.
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