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age at marriage [188-9]). Most importantly, the essays are united in looking forwards as
well as backwards, not only summarizing the progress made in what are relatively new
fields, but giving their own view on how this new science should be used in scholarship
on Roman history in future. This is therefore an exercise in not just review but reflec-
tion, and even in blue-sky thinking about what is possible in our discipline, the direc-
tions we want or need to go, and how exactly we will need to work to get there.
Interestingly, almost all the contributors independently highlight the study of infancy
and early childhood as potentially the area in which the most productive work can be
done. And coincidentally, just such a book has arrived as if summoned, but alas too
late for inclusion in this review. To be continued...
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Art and Archaeology

Change is what keeps the study of classical art and archaeology in business. The stories
that we tell of ancient material culture — about form, function, and modes of response —
are premised on the continuities that we trace, no less than on our evidence for rift or
rupture. In each case, historical analyses of Zow things developed coalesce with critical
attempts to explain why they did so. Answers shuffle and shift. But the project of
describing and interpreting change remains constant.

In a book that has been twenty years in the making, Robin Osborne tackles this
theme of transformation head-on (‘it is not change itself but patterns of change that
demand explanation’ [207]).! The topic is Attic vase-painting between the late sixth
and mid-fifth centuries Bc, more specifically ‘the significant change in subject matter
that accompanies the change from black-figure to red-figure’ (13). Where classicists
have tended to privilege change in representational form over those of represented con-
tent, Osborne proposes an alternative framework: “The big claim in relation to art his-
tory is that style and subject matter cannot be treated separately’ (249; see also 13, 22,
26-36).

The essential argument here is twofold. On the one hand, the book proposes that
fifth-century Athens witnessed a ‘transformation in how the world is seen’ (147): this
is manifested not just in the ways that artists came to depict between 520 and 440
BC, but also in their choices of the subjects depicted. On the other hand, and ‘in a
way that complements and reinforces’ a previous monograph (xvii),2 Osborne suggests
that vase-painting supplies our best historical evidence for that cultural, political, and
social change: ‘pots. . .offer a much better glimpse of the way Athenians, and I maintain
Greeks more generally, viewed the world than any text can do’ (xix).

! The Transformation of Athens. Painted Pottery and the Creation of Classical Greece. By Robin
Osborne. Princeton, NJ, Princeton University Press, 2018. Pp. xx + 285. 35 colour and 67 b/w
illustrations. Hardback £40, ISBN: 978-0-691-17767-0.

2 R. Osborne, The History Written on the Classical Greek Body (Cambridge, 2011).
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Osborne unpacks his thesis in eleven masterful chapters, organized into three over-
arching sections (xvii, 22-5, 207-8). First, he surveys the historiography of Greek
vase-painting, justifying his interest in ‘overall patterns of imagery’ (50). Second, a ser-
ies of meticulously researched chapters track iconographic shifts in the imagery of ‘ath-
letics, warfare, sexual relations, relations with the gods, and the drinking party and its
aftermath’ (xviii): taken together, these correlated and coordinated changes point to
‘something close to a complete revolution’ in fifth-century imagery (204) — an intro-
spective turn that homes in on the individual, behavioural ethics, and above all interper-
sonal relations. After exploring how the subjects of classical imagery changed, the third
and final part of the book seeks to explain why those changes took place — with a view
first to morality, politics, and aesthetics, second to the parallel histories of classical
Greek sculpture, and third to ‘the transformation of art’. “T'o describe in these terms
the change in the way of seeing the world is to make clear the parallels between what
is manifested in Greek pottery and what can be observed in other areas of intellectual
endeavor’ (250), Osborne concludes. “The way in which classical artists saw the world,
and saw beauty in the world, was not simply a feature of the history of art: it was a fea-
ture of Greek history’ (256).

The book looks set to be as revolutionary as the subject it describes. Specialists may
wrangle about minutiae, pointing to examples that contradict the proposed icono-
graphic shifts, or proposing alternative thematic subjects. But Osborne has already
mounted his defence: his interest lies in ‘coordinated trends in Athenian imagery’
(48) — that is, in ‘what happened “generally and for the most part” (36). In methodo-
logical terms, however, some larger questions remain. For one thing, I was left wonder-
ing quite how ‘independently’ the book treats its various materials, above all visual and
literary ‘sources’ (xvii). For another, Osborne arguably underplays the ways in which his
own views of this material have been mediated: could we ever hope to see as ancient
Athenians saw, and what is at stake in framing an approach in these terms?

One site of mediation strikes me as especially important. Throughout, Osborne
insists on the innovations of his project: ‘this book aspires to rewrite the history of clas-
sical Greek art’ (xvii — note the slide here, as in the title, from ‘Athenian’ to ‘Greek’);
‘the approach to understanding change in the visual arts adopted here is not one that
has been previously taken by those studying ancient Greek art of by those studying
ancient Greek history’ (7). Osborne packs his polemic with a programmatic punch.
But I wonder whether the thesis stands up to scrutiny. In insisting on the associated
transformations of Greek aesthetics, philosophy, and religion (‘Classical art offered a
means by which to visualize the world of changed values’ [248]), this book in fact res-
urrects a long-standing Idealist history of (ancient) art. However unwittingly, Osborne’s
story ends up retelling a narrative first told some two centuries ago in Hegel’s Lectures
on Aesthetics — one that has subsequently been repackaged by various Germanophone
‘critical historians of art’.

Osborne makes little reference to this debt — to how his own views about ‘classical
seeing’ reverberate against the history of critical aesthetics. Understandably enough, his
analysis is framed in terms of what Ernst Gombrich famously called the ‘Greek revolu-
tion’: indeed, much of the book takes aim at Gombrich’s respondents in the late twen-
tieth and early twenty-first centuries (not least Jas Elsner and Richard Neer). Gombrich
himself was a stern critic of Idealism, of course. But he was also candid about his intel-
lectual debts, above all to the philosopher whom he dubbed ‘the father of art history’:
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Gombrich’s interest in this art historical ‘revolution’, as in others, took its lead from
Hegel’s Geistesgeschichte.

Not that everything in the book could be described in Idealist terms. Osborne’s talk
of ‘ways of seeing the world’ (31) eschews Hegel’s language of art and beauty (der Geist
im Sinnlichen erscheinend; das sinnliche Scheinen der Idee, etc.) — and for that most will no
doubt be grateful. But the intellectual core of this book — its narrative about ancient art,
philosophy, and religion — mirrors Hegel’s account to the letter (“The big claim in rela-
tion to Greek history is that the ‘Greek revolution’ in art was also a historical revolution’
[249]). The parallels apply to almost every aspect of Osborne’s macro-scale picture
(e.g. ‘politics and religion were not separate spheres’ [215]; ‘ways of seeing. . .are neces-
sarily part of, and inseparable from, ways of cognition more generally’ [251]; ‘the
changes in social and moral attitudes were also a matter of aesthetics’ [252]; ‘the draw-
ings and sculptures [the Athenians] produced...themselves contributed to the social
conditioning. . .of Greeks over a much wider geographical spread...and also of some
non-Greek people, particularly the Etruscans’ [251]; ‘the viewer of classical art learns
to view beauty in the world’ [253]; etc., etc.). Interestingly, the analogies also apply
to some of Osborne’s most brilliant miniature vignettes: in his comparison of the
respective histories of Greek sculpture and drama (associating the generic physiogno-
mies of later fifth-century statues with theatrical masks [242-8]), for example,
Osborne’s mirroring of Hegel is uncanny.*

None of this necessarily undermines Osborne’s achievement. In so far as I would
dare mount a challenge, my critique wouldn’t be about due acknowledgement:
Idealism may be a hobby-horse of this reviewer, but few classical archaeologists
would feign interest. No, the problem here is not that Osborne hasn’t thought about
Hegel (who would care?). Rather, it is about how this unspoken — and highly selective
— Idealist debt leads to problems in argument. Leaving aside the ghost of Geist,
Osborne’s Geistesgechichte does not think hard enough about history, in my view.
This explains a methodological inconsistency at the heart of the volume: for all his
insistent historicism when it comes to fifth-century Athens, Osborne is curiously ahis-
torical about the genealogy of his own ideas.

To recognize this Idealist debt is also to raise questions of consequence — in every
sense of the word. Consider the way in which Osborne ends his book, with its puzzling
call to ‘beauty’ (252-7): ‘there needs to a be a place not just in the history of Greek art
but in the history of classical Greece for what happens when artists begin to see and
show classical beauty in the world’ (256). There is long-standing precedent for this
rhetoric, especially in British aestheticist circles: a tradition of going bleary-eyed before
Grecian urns, stretching back, via the likes of Beazley, Wilde, and Pater, to Keats (‘O
Attic shape! Fair attitude!. .. Thou, silent form, dost tease us out of thought / As doth
eternity’). Many classical art historians might approve of this aestheticizing manoeuvre.
But Hegel most certainly would not: above all, he would have insisted on the need to

3> See e.g. E. H. Gombrich, ‘Hegel und die Kunstgeschichte’, Neue Rundschau 2 (1977), 202—
19; E. H. Gombrich, ‘The Father of Art History’, in Tributes. Interpreters of Our Cultural Tradition
(Ithaca, NY, 1989), 51-69. Compare also D. Summers, ‘E.H. Gombrich and the Tradition of
Hegel’, in P. Smith and C. Wilde (eds.), A Companion to Art Theory (Oxford, 2007), 39—49.

* G. W. F. Hegel, Aesthetics. Lectures on Fine Arts, trans. T. M. Knox, 2 vols. (Oxford, 1975),
esp. ii.1186-7.
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acknowledge historical remove. This is why, for Hegel, ‘classical’ images (in Osborne’s
adopted terminology, the ‘affordances’ of classical Greek form) need to be understood
against the ‘symbolic’ and ‘romantic’ — that is, in relation to those Kunstformen which
are said to have anticipated and succeeded them: reflecting on consequence goes
hand in hand with considerations of cause.

The contrast with Osborne’s approach is revealing. In good Idealist tradition,
Osborne wants to stage the ‘Greek revolution’ in the grandest possible cultural
terms: it amounts to a defining moment in human history; something from which we
are still reeling; a ‘transformation of art’ (249-57), no less. I have nothing against
such grands récits.”> If such arguments are to stand, however, we have to reckon with
both the before and the after. This is where the book seems to falter: “The [classical]
revolution. . .was a way of seeing that came to be widely appreciated’, Osborne declares,
adding in a footnote that ‘it would later be...reactivated in the Roman world by
Augustus’ (226). But what would ‘reactivating’ mean here? Once enacted, could a
‘revolution’ ever be undone (still less, repeated at whim)? How does one transformation
—in art, in viewing, in contemplating the world — contain within it the seeds for another?
These questions are embedded in the Idealist tradition to which Osborne’s book is
indebted. But they are themes which Osborne ultimately sidesteps: the result risks
amounting to Idealism-lite (Hegelianism minus the dialectic, one might say).
Osborne is absolutely right to declare that ‘how we see the world has moral, political,
and indeed theological implications’ (226, with n. 44). But to acknowledge as much
must be to heed the dangers of positivist historicism: on the one hand, it means paying
careful attention to the derivation of our ideas; on the other, it involves some difficult
soul-searching, above all about where — morally, politically, and, yes, theologically —
those ideas lead.

Dissent here by no means betokens disapproval. If nothing else, the length of my
comments pay testimony to the book’s various stimulations. Anyone with even a pas-
sing interest in painted pottery, classical art, or, for that matter, Greek history will
want to read it for themselves.

A smaller quibble, this time directed to the press, concerns the quality of pictures:
despite the sixteen colour plates, Osborne’s black-and-white illustrations are sometimes
blurred and grainy (e.g. 38, fig. 2.5), and often too small for purpose (e.g. 145, fig.
5.21). This is not a criticism that could be levied at Milette Gaifman’s handsome
monograph on The Art of Libation in Classical Athens.® As with Osborne’s book,
Gaifman’s subject lies in Attic vase-painting of the fifth century Bc; like Osborne,
Gaifman also returns to the respective historical contributions of visual and verbal
media (see esp. 6-8). Rather than tackle the variable of chronological development
(compare esp. 152—4 and 166-7 of Osborne’s book), however, Gaifman adopts a syn-
chronic approach: ‘in exploring libations, we. . .explore the intersection between the vis-
ual, daily life, and religion’ (14); ‘ultimately, this volume highlights a visual discourse
concerned with a simple act that permeated every aspect of Greek culture, a discourse

> See J.-F. Lyotard, La condition postmoderne. Rapport sur le savoir (Paris, 1979).

5 The Art of Libation in Classical Athens. By Milette Gaifman. New Haven, CT, and London,
Yale University Press, 2018. Pp. ix + 185. 127 colour and 5 b/w illustrations. Hardback £55,
ISBN: 978-0-300-19277-8.

https://doi.org/10.1017/S0017383518000384 Published online by Cambridge University Press


https://doi.org/10.1017/S0017383518000384

SUBJECT REVIEWS 147

that stretches from the Acropolis to the individual home, from the banquet to the grave,
from the realm of mortals to that of the divine’ (15).

Quite apart from providing a stunning visual compendium, the book’s achievement
lies in its methodological underpinnings. In good French Structuralist tradition (one
senses the influences of Paul Veyne and Francois Lissarrague in particular), Gaifman
demonstrates the ‘interactive nature of classical Athenian images’ (13; see also 121),
centring her discussion around close analysis of selected case studies: even though
‘images referring to libation may not reflect reality,” ‘they tell us about perceptions
and representations of the ritual of libation in classical Athens’ (7). This explains the
book’s four-part structure, discussing libation imagery in relation to animal sacrifice,
the domestic sphere, funerary ritual, and divine performances of the ritual.
Gaifman’s last chapter, asking ‘what is the place of libation among gods and how
does its presentation relate to depictions of mortals engaged in the rite’ (15), is arguably
the most ambitious, not least in its connections between the ‘outpour of sound and the
outpour of liquid’ (141-5).7

On now to the fourth century, and to William A. P. Childs’s exploration of Greek Art
and Aesthetics.® Following in the footsteps of two previous twentieth-century surveys,’
Childs aims to shed ‘light on the underlying meaning of the art of the fourth century
and clarif[y] the relationship of primarily the Athenian intelligentsia to the contempor-
ary art’ (xxiii). The book furnishes us with our best — and most splendidly illustrated —
single-volume anthology of art in the fourth century (or better, fourth-century sculp-
ture). At the same time Childs frames his magnum opus around an overarching argu-
ment: namely, that ‘the fourth century is hardly a period of decline’, but ‘a natural
and creative successor to the fifth century’s abstract idealism’ (xxiii; see also 1-24).
Much of the book is spent rebutting nineteenth-century aesthetic prejudice (‘the gen-
eral impression of the period as an unappealing amorphousness’ [5]). By contrast,
more recent studies — including most things published in the twenty-first century —
go without reference. The author admits as much in his foreword, explaining how he
began the project in 1988 and completed it in 2002 (‘the fifteen years intervening
resulted in. . .only sporadic updating of the bibliography’ [xxiii]). This poses little prob-
lem in points of detail (as, for example, with Childs’s recourse to Overbeck’s 1868 col-
lection of ancient literary sources on Greek artists rather than the impressively
expanded Der Neue Overbeck of 2014). I wondered, though, whether it causes a more
substantial challenge to Childs’s ‘aesthetic’ framework, which is reliant on classical
archaeological work from the 1970s and 1980s (3-5). But rather than return to chan-
ging frameworks of aesthetics — or the aesthetics of change — let us move on...

In slowly transitioning from Greece to Rome, 1 add four briefer notes about books
received. First, to ensure that they are on the radar, allow me to mention two important
archaeological surveys: on the one hand, Brice Erickson’s survey of Protogeometric

7 See also most recently M. Gaifman, ‘The Greek Libation Bowl as Embodied Object’, Art
History 41 (2018), 444-65.

8 Greek Art and Aesthetics in the Fourth Century B.c. By William A. P. Childs. Princeton, NJ,
Princeton University Press, 2018. Pp. xx +592. 28 colour and 258 b/w illustrations. Paperback
£50, ISBN: 978-691-17646-8.

° B. Brown, Anticlassicism in Greek Sculpture of the Fourth Century B.c. (New York, 1976);
B.S. Ridgway, Fourth-century Styles in Greek Sculpture (Madison, WI, 1997).
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through Hellenistic materials from Lerna in the Greek Argolid, focused above all
around the history of ceramics;!? on the other, a useful photographic reprint of what
is now a classic work on the archaeology and topography of ancient Kythera (designed,
we are told, to accompany the reopening of the island’s archaeological museum [10]).!!
Second, it was a pleasure to re-read Tonio Holscher’s short history of the ‘social life’ of
Greek art — based on a cycle of lectures at the Louvre, published in French in 2015, but
now available in the original German Fassung.'? Third, when it comes to new editions,
particularly important is a revamped version of Ja$ Elsner’s 1998 monograph (formerly
known as Imperial Rome and Christian Triumph).'> This reissue comes complete not
only with a revised title but also with new colour images, an updated bibliography,
and a sparkling new chapter on the Eurasian contexts of Roman art: there is no finer
introduction to the art of the first to fifth centuries Ap. Fourth and finally, those working
on Roman ‘water culture’ may wish to consult Dylan Kelby Rogers’ neat scholarly sur-
vey — a well-produced (albeit unillustrated) booklet, which doubles up as the first issue
of a new ‘journal’ on Ancient History: archaeologists will benefit from Rogers’ review of
‘categories of water usage’, while the chapter on ‘water culture and its implications’
explores the multiple currents (as it were) of ‘power’ ‘aesthetics’, ‘spectacle’, ‘religion’,
‘consumption’, and ‘pleasure’.!4

And so to Rome — and to the structural supports of Roman sculpture.!® Struts may
seem like an uninspiring lens for viewing Roman visual aesthetics. Indeed, so extrane-
ous have classical archaeologists judged these devices that many have sought to expunge
them altogether: nineteenth-century plaster casts frequently dispensed with the sup-
porting struts of Roman Idealplastik; by extension, scholarly photographs often removed
them from view.!® Even in the late twentieth century, the thinking finds expression in
one’s scholar’s recommendations for displaying the sculptures from Sperlonga: namely,
that the struts of the Polyphemus and Scylla groups should be ‘sealed off by wrapping
them with black velvet’.!”

10 Lerna Volume VIII. The Historical Greek Village. By Brice L. Erickson. Princeton, NJ,
American School of Classical Studies at Athens, 2018. Pp. xxvi + 494. 357 b/w illustrations, 9 col-
our figures, 32 tables. Hardback £95, ISBN: 978-0-87661-308-5.

1 Rythera. Excavations and Studies Conducted by the University of Pennsylvania Museum and the
British School at Athens. Edited by John Nicholas Coldstream and George Leonard Huxley.
London, Genius Loci Publications, 2016 (after London, Faber & Faber, 1972). Pp. 319. 96 fig-
ures, 88 plates. Paperback £35, ISBN: 978-1-907859-22-9.

12 Die Geschipfe des Daidalos. Vom sozialen Leben der griechischen Bildwerke. By Tonio Holscher.
Heidelberg, Verlag Antike, 2017. Pp. 215. 54 b/w illustrations. Paperback €40, ISBN:
978-3-946317-16-6.

'3 The Art of the Roman Empire, 4ap 100-450. By Jas Elsner. Second edition. Oxford History of
Art. Oxford, Oxford University Press, 2018. Pp. xxii + 314. 180 colour and b/w illustrations, 3
maps. Paperback £19.99, ISBN: 978-0-19-876863-0.

14 Water Culture in Roman Society. By Dylan Kelby Rogers. Leiden, Brill, 2018. Pp. xii+ 118.
Paperback £62, ISBN: 978-90-04-36894-1.

5 Supports in Roman Marble Sculpture. Workshop Practice and Modes of Viewing. By Anna
Anguissola. Cambridge, Cambridge University Press, 2018. Pp. xiii + 255. 60 b/w illustrations.
Hardback £75, ISBN: 978-1-108-41843-0.

16 See G. Treu, Die Bildwerke von Olympia in Stein und Thon, vol. 3 (Berlin, 1897), esp. 202.

7 N. Hannestad, Gnomon 61 (1989), 657.
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The scholarly backdrop makes Anna Anguissola’s volume on Supports in Roman
Marble Sculpture all the more remarkable. On the one hand, the book offers a meticu-
lously researched survey of figural and non-figural supporting devices. On the other, it
uses this as a springboard for launching into more interpretive questions:

Do the conventional readings of supports actually address the diverse phenomena that
they physically represent? How did the carving, shape, and display of supports influence
the readings of Roman marbles in different times and contexts? How can the reassess-
ment of supports contribute to the debates about the visual values of Roman culture?

(xv)

Far from serving as merely utilitarian devices — for supporting marble versions of bronze
subjects, for example, or transporting materials across the Roman Empire — struts are
shown to ‘require a more complex explanation’ (221). In offering one such explanatory
framework, this book brings formalist traditions of (German and Italian) classical
archaeology into fruitful dialogue with Roman cultural history: no serious research
library will want to be without it.

It is the breadth of Anguissola’s study that impresses most. Few scholars could rival
the author’s mastery of materials and their historiography. Still fewer, I suspect, could
match her comparative perspectives: along the way, Anguissola looks not just to
antiquity but also to (among others) Michelangelo, Bernini, and Canova, illuminating
both similarities and differences in aesthetic approach and practical technique. Above
all, the volume showcases the sheer creativity with which ancient artists strutted the
stuff of struts — whether to emphasize bodily movement, materiality, and virtuoso
skill, or else to embellish figurative subjects in non-figurative ways. It is for this reason
that ancient sculptors sometimes implemented structural supports within miniature
versions of statues where they were no longer needed (see e.g. 132-4, 191-4); it is
also why struts could be harnessed as meta-visual devices, underlining ideas about
the ‘statuesque’ (see 128—-67; also 208—16 on ‘visible signifiers’). Anguissola’s concerns
are first and foremost historical, focused around Roman cultural modes of response.
But she does not shy away from transhistorical questions. Consider, for example, her
analysis of the ‘framing’ functions of struts — that is, in Kantian terms, their supposed
‘parergonal’ aesthetic value (19-20, 134-9): there are rich connections here with
another recent Cambridge volume here, omitted from my round-up for obvious reasons
(see 132 n. 6).18

The themes explored in Anguissola’s book deserve a wider readership than her title
might suggest. Although centred around sculpture, for example, her comments about
Wollheim-ian ‘seeing as’ and ‘seeing in’ (a ‘two-foldedness by which we see both the
artwork with its material and technical features, and the person or object represented’
[218]) take us to ancient aesthetic experience writ large, as resonant with recent work in
classical philology as it is relevant for classical archaeologists.!® Changes in the use of

18 The Frame in Classical Art. A Cultural History. Edited by Verity Platt and Michael Squire.
Cambridge, Cambridge University Press, 2017. Pp. xxxvii+698. 221 b/w illustrations.
Hardback £105, ISBN: 978-1-10-7162366-5.

19 See J. Grethlein, Aesthetic Experiences and Classical Antiquiry. The Significance of Form in
Narratives and Pictures (Cambridge, 2017).
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structural devices, no less than in cultural responses to them, also loom large: hence the
discussion of an evolving ‘fondness for exquisitely intricate patterns’ in later Roman
antiquity (197). Anguissola does not claim to have all the answers (‘the lack of a single
explanation for the set of questions, ideas, and interpretive problems. ..should not dis-
courage us from further exploration of the subject’ [221]). But her study looks set to
spur others in turn: one area where I was left wanting more was with pictorial represen-
tations of sculptures and their supports, above all in Roman wall-painting.2°

The relationship between different representational media was something that I was
also left pondering after reading Glenys Davies’ long-awaited monograph on Gender
and Body Language in Roman Art.2! Truth be told, Davies’ title is a little misleading.
For ‘Roman art’, read honorific sculpture, above all free-standing marble statues,
and primarily those from the Italian mainland (see 11-13, 269): media like wall-
paintings, mosaics, mosaics, silverware, and gems rarely get a look-in. Davies’ objective
is to explore bodily deportment in male and female sculptural subjects, not least against
ancient literary sources (31-81): ‘the obvious place to start looking for the representa-
tion and significance of body language in the Classical world is the visual arts’ (xi).
‘Roman society was notoriously patriarchal’, the author frequently reminds us (269;
see also xi, 28, 60, 259). In asking what ancient bodily language might have ‘to tell
us about contemporary society and social attitudes’ (xi), moreover, Davies offers a
straightforward answer: “The gender differences seen in Roman art and society are
not so very different to what we see around us in daily life and the media in contempor-
ary Britain and America’ (270).

Davies’ book offers a useful survey of ‘modern body language studies’ (1), as well as
their potential relevance for approaching the bodily configurations of Roman portrait-
ure. Few scholars, I suspect, would take issue with the conviction that ‘statues of men
and women. . .participated in the construction of gender at Rome’ (81). But I wondered
whether the gender politics fought out here risk looking outdated: witness, for example,
Davies’ discussion of scholarship on the Knidian Aphrodite, which seems to posit an
essentializing transhistorical difference between male and female responses (82-9,
118). Perhaps I’'ve been spending too long in my university’s gender-neutral toilets.
But in an age of celebrating the fluidities of gender — of defiantly parading the ‘T’
and ‘Q’ (not to mention the ‘+’) of ‘LGBTQ+’ — the categorical predeterminism struck
me as awkward: if nothing else, the book speaks of a gaping generational difference
between its publication date in 2018 and the theoretical work from the 1970s and
1980s to which so much of it is indebted (by Marianne Wex, Allan Pease, Nancy
Henley, and others — no doubt among ‘those of us brought up in the mini-skirt age
[who] were constantly being reminded to sit decorously with knees together’ [201]).

20 See E. M. Moormann, La pittura parietale romana come fonte di conoscenza per la scultura antica
(Maastricht, 1988); P. Stewart, Statues in Roman Society. Representation and Response (Oxford,
2003), esp. 214-21; M. Gensheimer, ‘Greek and Roman Images of Art and Architecture’, in
C. Marconi (ed.), The Oxford Handbook of Greek and Roman Art and Architecture (Oxford,
2015), 84-104.

2! Gender and Body Language in Roman Art. By Glenys Davis. Cambridge, Cambridge
University Press, 2018. Pp. xii+357. 85 b/w illustrations. Hardback £90, ISBN:
978-0-521-84273-0.
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A Dbigger issue, I think, lies in the inherent interconnections between Davies’
‘ancient’ and ‘modern’ categories. Classical antiquity is not just any old ‘past culture’
(xi). Rather, ancient materials — and Graeco-Roman images first and foremost — have
moulded the whole history of Western bodily figurations: for better or worse, our mod-
ern ideas about ‘gender and body language’ are married to those of antiquity.

This is a sentiment that suffuses every page of Caroline Vout’s ‘life history’ of clas-
sical art.22 At the core of Vout’s project lies the challenge of defining its neat title:

This book is about this misappropriation, the translocations of Greek and Roman
objects that have allowed them to grow, for good or bad, into the classical art we
know today; it is a book about the ‘classical’ and about ‘art’, about ‘classical art’ as a
collocation. (11)

The chapters that follow take the form of a ‘biography or travelogue’ (243), organized in
ten chronologically structured parts. This longue durée approach (13) — sustained by fre-
quent talk of a ‘march’ (e.g. 219), ‘journey’ (e.g. 25), or ‘travel’ (e.g. 132) — seeks to
explain how ‘the value of classical art as a category resides in the realization that it
has evolved over two millennia’ (13).

With its detailed notes, extensive bibliography, and appealing visuals, this book will
speak to anyone interested in the formation and reception of classical visual traditions.
As Vout is quick to acknowledge (e.g. 211, 243), the analysis is particularly strong on
matters of English emulation and response. But the volume has much to say about
issues of pan-European reception, and Vout narrates her documentary with an eye to
holding the reader’s attention (“We shall be getting inside the libraries of Alexandria
and Pergamum. ..’ [73]). There are likewise some rich and mutually enlightening reso-
nances with the volume discussed at the beginning of my round-up (also published by
Princeton): note, for example, Vout’s closing talk of ‘affordances’ in classical form
(244), or her interest in evolving visualities (‘By learning about past ways of seeing,
we see how our own are culturally contingent’ [228]).

As an account of how ‘classical art’ has been transformed through the ages, and an
impassioned defence of its continuing relevance, the book strikes an appropriate note
on which to close. ‘Classical art is still with us; and still evolving, contributing to culture,
and discussions of what constitutes culture, as it does so’ (242). Mutatis mutandis, we are
in one sense back where we started: what better manifestation of the constant of change?
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Philosophy
Shaul Tor presents an illuminating and wide-ranging treatment of the relation between
the epistemology and theology of Hesiod, Xenophanes, Parmenides, and, to a lesser

22 Classical Art. A Life History. By Caroline Vout. Princeton, NJ, Princeton University Press,
2018. Pp. ix + 359. 212 illustrations. Hardback £30, ISBN: 978-0-691-17703-8.
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