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The introduction (10,000 words) will serve four purposes:
(1) to lay out the rationale of the volume,

(2) to introduce the ancient material (achieved by giving orientation points for each
author and work as they arise),

(3) to introduce the chapters that follow (both by integrating examples into our
discussion and by a closing summary of contents), and, most importantly,

(4) to broach overarching questions which the volume as a whole conspires to raise.

It will proceed in the following stages.

* Introductory case-study on Pliny Epistles 9.19, a short letter which neatly showpieces
several different levels of literary interaction. Here we unpick the dense nexus of personal,
social, verbal and textual exchange and interaction in these few lines, focusing on Pliny’s
engagement with contemporary statesman and author, Sextus Julius Frontinus.' Questions are
raised of citation and allusion, of genre, circulation and readership, and of boundaries (or lack
thereof) between interactions on and off the page. This short analysis of Epistles 9.19 will
thus introduce in nuce some of the central authors, texts and questions with which the rest of
the volume will be concerned.

These themes will then be treated more systematically in the second and third sections of the
introduction. These will set out the scope and aims of the volume in two stages, one
chronological, the second methodological.

* Why ‘Nervan, Trajanic and Hadrianic’?

Here we address the need for the present intervention (expanding on our brief statements in
the volume proposal): the significance of this period in Roman literary history (major authors;
generic innovations; density of production within a few decades), the high degree of
synchronic interactions among contemporary authors, the lack of scholarship taking a broader
picture (in striking contrast, above all, to the very recent flowering of Flavian work). The
periodisation inherent in the volume will be both justified and problematised, not least with
regard to the importance laid by several Nervan/Trajanic/Hadrianic writers on self-positioning
in explicitly post-Domitianic (and in several cases anti-Domitianic) terms (often remarked,
but almost as often taken at face value), and to Martial, who notably ‘bridges the gap’
between Domitianic and Nervan/Trajanic Rome. At the same time, we justify the volume’s
weighting towards the start of our period, when our (Latin) literary record is at its densest, and
the sense of urgency in self-definition particularly strong. We will also demonstratively resist
the temptation, in ‘selling’ this period as an object of study, to flatten out differences: the
literary interactions of this period, as of any, are as diverse and discontinuous as they are
homogeneous: even as the volume offers a first attempt at a holistic picture of Nervan,

! Other recent discussions of Ep. 9.19 have focused rather on Verginius Rufus: cf. I. Marchesi, The art of Pliny’s
letters ... (2008), 239-40; C. L. Whitton ““Let us tread our path together” ...’ (in V. E. Pagan, ed. 4 companion
to Tacitus, 2012), 351-2; R. K. Gibson, ‘Not dark yet (but it’s getting there) ...” (in I. Marchesi, ed. Pliny the
book-maker: betting on posterity in the Epistles, Oxford forthcoming).



Trajanic and Hadrianic modes of interaction, it will be attentive to variegation in nuance and
idiosyncracies.

* Why ‘Interactions’?

The third section of the introduction will address methodological approaches and aspirations.
It is important that our title is ‘interactions’ (not ‘intertextuality’) — a deliberately broad term,
designed to expand debate beyond now traditional models of reference and allusion. Of
course inherited models of intertextuality will play an important role, both as tools but also as
objects of reflection; and our introduction will naturally include a short account of those
models, their scholarly roots and their possible limitations. But we will keep this brief, since
the terrain is familiar to many, and accessible, longer treatments are easily cited. Rather, we
will stress the need — not just for literature of our period but for Latin and Greek literary
studies in general — to re-evaluate the paradigms of intertextuality that Augustan scholarship
has established as standard. Likewise, we will emphasize the variety of avenues that our focus
on literary ‘interactivity’ opens up, and the attempt made here both to embed it in a social
context and to test its limits as a mode of criticism.

Here the introduction will seek above all to prompt questions and establish dialogue between
the chapters to follow. How far are practices of allusion, citation, echoing, reworking etc.
consistent among the texts under consideration, and how far do they vary between authors and
genres? What metaphors of intertextuality best describe the interactions we see taking place
(recalling, borrowing, plundering, rewriting) (e.g. Whitton, Kelly, Geue)? What ways can we
find to talk about gaps in dialogue (forgetting, omission, occlusion, erasure) (Rimell, Uden,
Gibson)? Do close lexical overlaps work as interactions in very different ways from more
diffuse clusters or ‘clouds’ of allusion (Marchesi, Buckley)? Where in relation to
‘intertextuality’ might we place ‘interdiscursivity’ or synchronic but seemingly independent
convergences between treatments of topics, or indirect triangulation between networks of
authors and texts (Langlands, Fitzgerald, Morello)? How can we account for the ‘elements in
the ether’ (‘extratextuality’) — the shared tropes/memes/schemata floating between texts in the
oral culture of the period (Langlands, Ash)? What audiences do we envisage for the reception
of these various forms of literary interaction (Whitton, Roche)? And what criteria do we (and
did they) apply when it comes to assessing the visibility and ‘meaningfulness’ of such
interactions? Our emphasis will be on opening debate and embracing plurality: this volume —
intended as a stimulus and sample, not as a handbook — will showcase the viability and
profitability of many different methodological approaches.

In addition to, and through, broaching these methodological questions, the introduction will
also establish our interest in expanding the dialogue between literary and (socio-)historical
studies of the period. How are literary interactions determined by contemporary modes of
consumption and oral culture (Roller, Langlands)? How far can literary, social and personal
interactions be disentangled (Mratschek, Konig, Gibson)? To what extent did literary and less
literary/‘non-literary’ texts engage with each other? How far can traditional models of
intertextuality illuminate interactions among this wider corpus (and vice versa)? And what
can interactions between ‘literary’ and ‘documentary’ texts tell us about the boundaries
between the two in terms of their consumption as well as production (Harries, Lavan, Konig)?
Can methodologies of intertextuality inform us about the dynamics of cultural interaction and
exchange in the period (Roller, Uden)? And — to broach a question which a future volume will
treat in more detail — how, and how far, do Latin and Greek authors interact in our period
(Gibson, Uden)?

¢ Clarifications



The body of the introduction will end with some final clarifications about the purpose of this
volume: its explicitly literary focus (but with ambitions to push at the limits of ‘literary’), its
deliberate weighting towards Latin (while again signalling towards an open door with the
inclusion of Greek); the unsurprising prominence of authors (above all Martial and Pliny)
whose works look particularly to the present-day and contemporary society, and (equally
unsurprising) the relatively slight role played by (especially) Tacitus’ historical works; the
rationale behind the organisation of the volume (specifically, its grouping of chapters in loose
thematic and methodological clusters, but its openness also to chronological readings).

* The volume to come

All the chapters will have been mentioned once or more in the course of the discussion up to
this point, inviting readers to explore chapters from different sections in contrast and dialogue
with each other, as well as through the sequential order of the volume. We propose
nevertheless to end with a conventional summary, one paragraph per chapter — a cliché¢ move,
but an obvious convenience to readers. Alternatively, we would gladly consider printing
abstracts of each chapter, either here or interspersed throughout the volume.



