
of the episode is possible, one reflecting a female embodied experience of menstruation.
Meanwhile, Edward Watts studies the rich reception of Hypatia in eighteenth-century
France and England. Lastly, Cédric Scheidegger Laemmle examines the figure of
Hypatia in Alejandro Amenábar’s Agora (2009), suggesting that the film is more than a
single point in the tradition of Hypatia, in as much as it engages fully with important
moments of previous reception, and ‘thus invites reflection on the idea of reception itself’
(215).

The volume ends with two appendices. Appendix A collects the main ancient sources on
Hypatia in an excellent English translation by the editors; Appendix B is a textual commen-
tary on Socrates Ecclesiasticus’ description of Hypatia’s death (Hist. eccl. 7.15) by
Mareile Haase.

As a historian of science, I might have liked to read a bit more on Hypatia’s mathematics
and astronomy (discussed briefly in the chapters by Gertz and Scheidegger Laemmle), but
I came to realize that, by overly focusing on science, one risks presenting a disembodied
image of Hypatia, one where she becomes a ‘symbol of philosophy’, an expression used by
Leng in his chapter. This volume’s main success is in offering readings that emphasize
embodied experiences, be they that of Hypatia herself or of those who reappropriated
her story over the centuries. The volume also demonstrates that there is much to be
gained from moving away from the biographical approach to Hypatia, and instead assem-
bling interpretations of scholars working in various fields.

LAURENCE TOTELIN
Cardiff University
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GÜTHENKE (C.) Feeling and Classical Philology: Knowing Antiquity in German
Scholarship, 1770–1920 (Classics after Antiquity). Cambridge: Cambridge University
Press, 2020. Pp. xviii� 223. £75. 9781316219331.
doi:10.1017/S0075426922001069

What are the implications of ‘the erotics of pedagogy’ in a post-Weinstein world?
Constanze Güthenke’s new monograph does not explicitly answer this question – but it
does contribute to an ongoing disciplinary debate about the (potentially toxic) discourse
of scholarly passion which has long and silently underpinned the ideal of philology and the
study of antiquity (Altertumswissenschaft). The romanticization of the lone scholar, divorced
from all cares and domestic concerns, and engaged in an unending and ultimately solip-
sistic love affair with the past, has often shaped our discipline more profoundly than we
might acknowledge, even on a semantic level. Güthenke’s painstaking, careful dissection of
this ‘passionate’ rhetoric sheds new illumination on what has frequently been conceived as
the most abstruse of fields – nineteenth-century German philological scholarship.

Taking key figures as case studies, including August Boeckh (1785–1867), Friedrich
Creuzer (1771–1858), Johann Georg Hamann (1730–1788), Friedrich Schleiermacher
(1768–1834), Ulrich von Wilamowitz-Moellendorf (1848–1931) and Friedrich August
Wolf (1759–1824), Güthenke explores the myths and discourses that animated classical
philology during this period – the figures of Pygmalion and Plato’s Alcibiades loom espe-
cially large. Indeed, Alcibiades’ speech in the Symposium is explicitly construed as
‘highlight[ing] the scholar’s predicament in any dialogue with the past’ (11).
Explorations of individualism, organicism, romanticism and the idealization and praxis
of Bildung combine to form a rich tapestry of themes which Güthenke is able to analyse
holistically, yet in impressive depth.
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In theoretical terms, the monograph draws substantially upon Begriffsgeschichte
(‘conceptual history’), as well as the relatively recent ‘emotional turn’ in historiography.
It is also notable in its explicit exploration and valorization of paratexts – those throwaway
prefaces, acknowledgements, and other marginalia that are sometimes considered wholly
irrelevant to the ‘great thoughts’ contained within the body of a weighty academic tome.
As Güthenke rightly notes, however, ‘introductions, public lectures, and letters are an inte-
gral part of scholarly work and scholarly knowledge, not a lesser frame’ (11).

One of the book’s greatest strengths, however, is its firm rebuttal of the overly preva-
lent notion that German classical scholarship represented ‘a sterile dominance of institu-
tionalized historicist tedium’ (1). However professionalized the discipline might have
become as it moved from the Socratic model towards a more Platonic paradigm during
the course of the nineteenth century, ‘from . . . sympotic sociability . . . to . . . pedagogic
communality’ (49), it was shaped at every turn by the language of love, and by the consti-
tutive tension between ‘science’ and ‘spirit’. The language of a ‘longed-for and yet subli-
mated proximity’ (2) half-masked and half-revealed scholarly anxieties about the inability
of Altertumswissenschaft to recreate the fragmentary record of the ancient world holisti-
cally, and the gendered personification of antiquity frequently lends many of these texts
a quasi-erotic tone. Boeckh’s ‘great love . . . with which so many have embraced philology’
(117) could easily encounter all the fears and disappointments of a one-sided romantic
union that could never be fully ‘consummated’. The ‘drive’ or ‘desire’ for knowledge is
rendered plastic not only in implicit, allusive fashion, but also in an explicit series of
Platonic intertexts, crucial to scholarly self-fashioning, which ranged from Hamann’s
Socratic Memorabilia (1759) to Wilamowitz’s Platonic biography. In this domain, physical
closeness serves as a metaphor for knowledge, and protestations of scholarly passion
always risk the possibility of being enspanned in a knowing double entendre.

Overall, Güthenke’s work encourages us to interrogate the metaphors that tacitly
sustain our disciplinary discourse, exploring precisely what it might mean to claim a ‘true
affinity’ with antiquity, and what limits we might set when imagining its contours. In the
minds of these German scholars, this imagined antiquity often takes the form of a lissom,
nymph-like figure inviting some historicizing caress. To conclude (in slightly facetious
vein): if ‘cognitive strain . . . can be articulated [as] a code of love’ (47), then many readers
will find much in the pages of this book to stir their enduring affection.
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PETSALIS-DIOMIDIS (A.) with HALL (E.) (eds) The Classical Vase Transformed:
Consumption, Reproduction, and Class in Eighteenth and Nineteenth-Century
Britain. (Bulletin of the Institute of Classical Studies; 63-1, 2020.) London: Institute of
Classical Studies, School of Advanced Study, University of London, 2020. Pp. 142, illus.
ISSN 0076-0730.
doi:10.1017/S0075426922001070

To date, the reception of Greek vases since the second half of the eighteenth century has
been studied mainly with regard to collecting, elite representation and the importance of
illustrated publications for contemporary design and neoclassical painting. With this
approach, the focus centred on the elite males who collected the vases and published these
illustrated books. Against this backdrop, the present volume, which has its roots in a 2016
symposium in London, shows that this perspective is only part of the story. In seven
articles (together with an introduction and a response), the authors ask how the working
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