
need to capture their own citadel. 3.105.6. Could intecto (thus ω) have arisen from a dittog-
raphy of interco? 3.111.3. illae is meaningless in the expression illae triremes omnes et
quinqueremes, and Paul’s quadriremes omnes should have been adopted, as D. now adopts
it in her Loeb. Quadri- was written IIII, which was corrupted to ille or illi at 3.7.2.

S . P . OAKLEYEmmanuel College, Cambridge
spo23@cam.ac.uk

L I NGU I S T I C S AND LUCRET IU S

S H E A R I N (W .H . ) The Language of Atoms. Performativity and Politics
in Lucretius’ De rerum natura. Pp. xvi + 210. New York: Oxford
University Press, 2015. Cased, £51, US$74. ISBN: 978-0-19-020242-2.
doi:10.1017/S0009840X17000695

Epicurean philosophy is essentially therapeutic, its purpose to ease inner turmoil and pro-
mote ataraxia. As S. points out, Lucretius’ De rerum natura is often read in this way.
S. wants to investigate the links between Epicurean linguistics and performative language,
arguing that Epicureanism incorporated aspects of speech act theory long before its modern
instantiation. S. refers to J.L. Austin’s How To Do Things With Words (1962) and tries to
show how we might use elements of modern language theory as a constructive lens through
which to read Lucretius.

In Chapter 1, ‘Speech Acts in Epicureanism’, S. uses a range of sources to examine
Epicurean prolepseis (concepts or preconceptions). These seem to take the place of the
‘signified’ in the middle ground between the utterance, ‘signifier’, and the object, ‘refer-
ent’, which the utterance denotes. S. believes the prolepsis can be related to the modern
theory of performative language. In Epicurean language development (see Epicurus, Ep.
Hdt. 75–6; Lucretius, DRN 5.1028–90), the names of things do not arise fully by nature
or by convention, instead combining the two, tied to both object and perceiver. The
sound expelled in an utterance is shaped by the impression on the senses left by repeated
impacts of the perceived object. A prolepsis, according to Diogenes Laertius, is ‘a memory
of what has often appeared [in sensation] from outside’ (10.33). It has the rough form of
whatever we are talking about, be it a human, a tree or anything else. It is not the impres-
sion of a particular object, but rather that of a type of object. S. argues that in this can be
seen a rudimentary theory of performative language. This becomes more convincing over
the course of the book. The Epicureans were certainly interested in what texts do: that they
should have an effect, perform somehow. The language they use acts in a particular way, or
should. For instance, memorising and repeating to oneself the points of Epicurus’ letters
should, in effect, change the reader’s manner of thinking. These texts do not simply
describe a state of affairs or a theory. Looking at what the text does, as well as what it
says, is an undeniably useful approach.

In Chapter 2, ‘Lucretian Promises’, S. focuses on a particular type of speech act, the
promise, which in Austin (pp. 157ff.) is a performative subtype called the ‘commissive’,
which commits the speaker to an act of some sort. The word ‘promise’ is perhaps a little
general, and S. stretches the definition to include pacts, treaties, agreements, and in
Lucretius, the foedera naturae. There are laws of nature but also laws or agreements
that govern interactions both between humans and animals and between different types
of atomic structures. In a wider sense, this might be why all things come from similar
things, humans give birth to humans instead of giraffes, fish are not formed from rocks
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etc. Objects are similar in structure to their predecessors due to the limitations of nature.
Lucretius is not creating the foedera naturae, but by the language he uses to describe
these laws, or limitations, he changes the way we think about the world. How does this
relate to speech act theory? S. argues that by using particular terms – for example fides,
foedus – Lucretius transfers ‘the language of promises . . . to the material world’ (p. 66).
Looking at the repetition of fides in DRN 4.462–506, S. moves from describing the promise
as an agreement between two entities to a marker of division, especially regarding the
senses. There is a sort of trust between senses and mind, a promise made that might be
infelicitous in performative terms. That is, the ‘promise’ that sense data will match the
external source object, when interpreted by the mind, may or may not prove accurate.
The question then is how well can language really describe the world. Lucretius as the
poeta creator acts ‘to create the world that he at times seems only to describe’ (p. 93),
which reminds this reader of the ancient Babylonian priests and their yearly recitations
of the Enuma Elish, the performance of the words actually being the renewal of the
world and the powers of the king. The text performs.

In Chapter 3, ‘Antonomasia, Anonymity, and Atoms’, S. looks at the speech act of
naming and how that applies to Lucretius. Names are often deictic, pointing to their
objects, rather than being constative, describing or defining objects. S. discusses DRN
5.1028–32, where the nomina rerum, the names of things, are associated with children ges-
turing, pointing at what they are perceiving. But S. wants to link the use of proper names to
the ‘intermingling of human and atomic attributes’ (p. 100), arguing that sometimes the
naming (or, rather, not naming) of individuals anonymises them, ‘creating a kind of
quality-less faceless-ness reminiscent, at least in some respects, of atoms’ (p. 100). He
looks specifically at how Lucretius uses Memmius, Epicurus and Venus. For instance,
the one time Epicurus’ name appears, the context emphasises his mortality. By not naming
Epicurus elsewhere, Lucretius distances Epicurus, placing him beyond the text, beyond the
world he is creating, thus both anonymising him and putting him amongst the gods.
Meanings shift and become blurred in the naming of Venus. S. looks at the end of DRN
4 to show how Venus is translated as ‘wedlock’, ‘sexual’, ‘penis’, ‘intercourse’ and simply
‘Venus’ (p. 128), so that it works as both a proper and a common noun, specific and gen-
eral. Since it works differently depending on context, without changing structurally, the
word becomes atom-like, stripped of inherent function or meaning, anonymous and non-
specific. This adaptability is one of the things that makes words atomic, as atoms only gain
certain higher secondary qualities when moving from the general to the specific, becoming
part of a larger and more defined structure. However, this argument, although interesting,
can only stretch so far. Lucretius does not use all proper nouns in this way.

In Chapter 4, ‘Catachrestic Origins’, we find perhaps the most problematic chapter for
readers whose interest lies entirely in Epicureanism, possibly with little experience of mod-
ern language theory. Catachresis is a difficult term, not least because of its own slippery
definition. One of its meanings, in which S. seems most interested, is a movement from
definite to indefinite, much like Venus in Chapter 3. S. discusses the unus quisque, a par-
ticular individual who at the same time stands for each or every man, in this way connect-
ing the person to the atom through Lucretius’ language. There is a blurring of the general
and particular, for example at DRN 2.1052–66, where living creatures are classed with
other material things, their uniqueness denied. Humans become generic, one standing
for many. Their atomisation, through Lucretius’ language, ends in a catachresis, meaning
shifts, and the unus becomes a quisque, a generic, indefinite being, the atomised human.
This does not exactly gel with Epicurus’ ideal of clarity in meaning (see Ep. Hdt. 37–8),
but Lucretius does sometimes perform his arguments through his choices and positioning
of words, so perhaps this catachrestic approach is warranted.
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The book ends with a very useful bibliography and an index of names and terms, but
lacks an index locorum. One might quibble over some of S.’s translations, and a rare quota-
tion that might be considered out of context, but ultimately these complaints are personal. I
found much to both agree and disagree with in this book. It is consistently challenging, but
thoroughly rewarding when one works through all the arguments, following up each ref-
erence. This is a valuable contribution to the study of Epicurean language theory.

S TEPHEN MCCARTHYMaynooth University
stephen.mccarthy@nuim.ie

THE AFTERL I F E OF GREEK COMEDY IN ROMAN
T IMES

MA R S H A L L ( C .W . ) , H AW K I N S ( T . ) (edd.) Athenian Comedy in the
Roman Empire. Pp. vi + 295. London and New York: Bloomsbury
Academic, 2016. Paper, £25.99 (Cased, £90). ISBN: 978-1-4725-8883-8
(978-1-4725-8884-5 hbk).
doi:10.1017/S0009840X17000099

In what ways did authors of the Roman imperial era read, view, interpret and refashion the
literary and dramatic heritage of Greek comedy? How did these authors differentiate the
fifth-century comedy of Aristophanes and Eupolis from the later New Comedy of
Philemon and Menander? What links were there between their views of Greek comedy,
Roman comedy and other forms of performance? Did imperial Roman authors think of
Greek comedy as live-performance or more as text performed on the page? These are
the very kinds of questions that the volume under review seeks to approach in a fresh
and engaging manner, building on the fundamental work in this area by E. Bowie, ‘The
Ups and Downs of Aristophanic Travel’, in E. Hall and A. Wrigley (edd.), Aristophanes
in Performance, 421 BC–AD 2007 (2007), pp. 32–51, and S. Nervegna, Menander in
Antiquity: the Contexts of Reception (2013).

The aim of this edited volume of thirteen chapters and eleven contributors is: ‘explor-
ation of the reception of classical Athenian comedy in the Roman imperial era’ (p. 1), and
certainly the volume investigates the relationship between imperial Rome and Athenian
comedy by covering a range of ancient authors. The chapters explore extracts from the
works of: Juvenal, Horace, Petronius, Martial, Dio Chrysostom, Favorinus, epigraphic evi-
dence of dramatic competitions, Plutarch, Lucian, Aristides, Aelian, Alciphron and
Aristainetos. The editors state their hope that the volume ‘provides some answers to
important questions about the influence and vitality (or decrepitude) of Athenian comic
drama in the imperial era across an array of genres and media’, and which will inspire fur-
ther study (pp. 1–2). In this respect the volume is highly successful. The reader will come
away wanting to know more about how these and other authors of the Roman imperial
period engaged with Greek comedy and other performance genres. Some chapters provide
analysis of only a small amount of text, which will encourage the reader to seek out the
wider context for these ancient authors’ engagement with Greek comedy and other
forms of performance. M. and H. offer a volume that very much focuses on the literary
engagement of imperial Roman authors with Greek comedy. Notably a few chapters
draw on epigraphic evidence, but less use is made of mosaics and other material culture.
The large number of errors in the bibliography, endnotes and Greek quotations is a shame,
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