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conceiving technologies of blood (Chapter 3), she insightfully examines how Haitian
refugees’ blood has become a site of international anxieties over legal sovereignty,
biopolitics, citizenship and reproductive rights. Referring to blood tests, she explains that
the state uses the HIV antibody test as a screening device, one that both detects and
produces legitimate and illegitimate migrant bodies. Blood therefore becomes a key site for
negotiating intersecting anxieties regarding citizenship, gender, sexuality and race, around
which legal and medical technologies intertwine to produce potentially deceptive bodies
that are scrutinised for deviance (85).

Toward her work’s close, Hannabach turns to investigate how national anxieties over
communism, queerness and nuclear warfare have been mobilised by analysing two films —
the 1973 public health film The Return of Count Spirochete and Matt Reeves’s 2010 film
Let Me In — in an attempt to explore how queer possibilities lurk in the films, in which
blood, sex, race and kinship are complicated (Chapter 4). Importantly, regarding how the
films address the anxiety of blood purity, she suggests a critique that the boundaries of the
American nation-state, the human body and categories of race, gender, sexuality, class and
citizenship have proven that we have always been impure.

While Blood Cultures is not the first effort in theorising the nature of blood, Hannabach’s
approach to the substance — her endeavours to engage Foucault’s biopolitical analysis of
power, as well as feminist and queer scholarship, and to incorporate various materials
from official archives, science journals and popular genres — nevertheless shows the ways
in which blood operates to segregate qualified and disqualified populations at multiple
scales of the truth regime. An important work contributing to current blood studies, Blood
Cultures not only details how blood can be mobilised to hurt, marginalise and even kill, but
more importantly allows readers to consider the configuration of biovalues and bioethics
in the context of the US during the last two centuries. As Hannabach notes, since blood
can be both power and resistance, it is therefore neither a fixed category nor a given, but a
phenomenon that entangles as well as disentangles multiple social practices.

Poyao Huang
University of California San Diego, USA
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In recent years, increasing attention has being paid to medical imagery. While the medical
humanities have proved to be a very productive field for interdisciplinary and visual
analysis, most of the works on the topic come from historians of art. In this context, The
Face of Medicine is an excellent book that sets a very good example for historians of
both art and medicine. Hunter starts from three paintings exhibited at the Parisian Salons
of 1886 and 1887 (Lucien Laurent-Gsell’s La vaccine contre la rage au laboratoire de
M. Pasteur; Henri Gervex’s Avant [’opération: le Docteur Péan enseignant a I’hopital
Saont-Louis sa découverte du pincement des vaisseaux, and André Brouillet’s Une lecon
clinique a la Salpétriere) to explore how images contributed to the construction of the
scientific personae of Louis Pasteur, J ules-Emile Péan and Jean-Martin Charcot in fin-de-
siecle France. Going well beyond the iconographic analysis, Hunter explores the politics
of representation of medicine and medical men, focusing on the formation of new types
of masculinities. At the crossroads of art history, visual culture and the cultural history of
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medicine, The Face of Medicine convincingly demonstrates that engaging with images is
key to understanding the social and political implications of medicine.

Each of the three chapters is devoted to the exhaustive analysis of a case study, which
turns out to be a very intelligent strategy. Hunter describes a renowned scientist (Pasteur,
Péan and Charcot) with a particular medical development (the rabies vaccine, surgery
and hypnosis) and a singular problem. Pasteur’s portraits show him as a humanitarian
scientist and demonstrate the intimate connections between medicine and colonial power
in France. For its part, Gervex’s painting of Péan ready to perform surgery on a naked
woman serves Hunter to explore the male desires that underpinned and complicated both
scientific objectivity and artistic realism. Finally, the depiction of Charcot’s clinical lesson
points to a variety of modes of representing hysteria.

This is one of the best features of The Face of Medicine. The examination of each of the
paintings leads Hunter to study lesser-known images and visual objects commissioned or
collected by Pasteur, Péan and Charcot. This is important for two reasons. First, as Hunter
recognises, aligning these paintings with non-artistic images demonstrates the necessity
of going beyond the history of art to rethink medical images. Second, the complex visual
economy that Hunter identifies in each chapter shows that paintings, photographs, wax
models and other visual objects always work in relation to each other. This point is further
demonstrated by the rich variety of material that Hunter examines, some of which is
barely known. The quality of the reproduction of the images is very good. However, all
the reproductions are black and white, even when colour is an important element in the
analysis. Hunter’s descriptions in this regard are very helpful and detailed, but they cannot
substitute for seeing the colours.

Each chapter is self-contained and can be read separately, but there are enough points
in common to build a solid argument throughout the book. I see two main lines which are
discussed in the three case studies. First, the problem of the representation of bodies acts
as a common thread. Hunter not only examines the representation of the medical men, so
relevant for the construction of their scientific persona, but each chapter also includes
extensive analysis of the representation of the bodies of other scientists and patients,
such as children with bare stomachs, foreign men dressed in tunics and female patients
naked or with their breasts visible through their clothes. These were not secondary figures.
In Hunter’s book, the meaning of these bodies was crucial to building masculinity and,
thereby, the power of medicine. In this sense, Hunter convincingly demonstrates that all
the figures represented in the paintings and related images acquired meaning through the
juxtaposition of each other. Secondly, and intimately related to the previous point, each
chapter discusses the problem of the gaze and who has the right to see. This is fundamental
not only in relation to masculinity, as many authors have pointed out before, but also in
the private and public sphere.

The Face of Medicine provides to medical historians very helpful strategies for using
visual material. Focused on the politics of representation, Hunter not only examines
images at a visual level, but also investigates other elements: who commissioned the
paintings, how images were created, their artistic traditions, etc. These analyses prove very
productive for the examination of the cultural and social impact of scientific advances and
medical figures. Hunter pays less attention, however, to the role of images and practices of
image-making in the construction of medical knowledge. While this topic is discussed in
the chapter on the Salpétriere, it is not the main focus of the argument.

For their part, art historians will find particularly useful the discussion on realism.
Hunter demonstrates throughout the chapters the theoretical and practical links between
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artistic conceptions of realism and the values and concepts that guided medical practice.
The joint analysis of artistic realism and scientific objectivity helps in understanding the
complexity of both notions, as well as their social and political implications. In my opinion,
this is one of the most interesting contributions of the book. Instead of taking for granted
what these concepts mean, Hunter elaborates a deep and detailed examination of how they
were put into practice, thus finding connections between ideas developed in the arts and
science. More importantly, this book acknowledges the contradictions inherent in realist
and objective modes of representation.

In conclusion, I highly recommend this book. The very rich material examined and
Hunter’s original analyses make The Face of Medicine a very informative and enjoyable
read, especially for historians who are not familiar with working with images.

Beatriz Pichel
PHRC, De Montfort University, UK
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Robert Leigh’s edition of a text on theriac (an antidote) ascribed to Galen breaks much
new ground. It is the first modern edition and English translation of a pharmacological
tract (although its manuscript tradition brings little novelty), and the commentary deals
with a wide range of different questions from the circumstances of the death of Cleopatra
to stylistic features of Christian texts. The Greek is now much improved, although there
are still difficult passages: at (132, 12), despite the commentary, the evidence for ‘spring’
is overwhelming, and one should then fill in the gap in the text further by emending to
‘as spring (is ending and summer) beginning’, an addition supported by a parallel the
author cites. More might have been said about later citations of this tract, and I miss a
comparison with the short theriac tract dedicated to Pamphilanus. Misprints are few and
usually trivial, although Leigh’s calculation of Galen’s potential age should be ‘ninety
three’, not ‘eighty three’ (23).

Much of this book, however, is taken up with the crucial question of whether it was
written by Galen or not. It was quoted as if by Galen as early as the sixth century and
circulated as his in both Latin and Arabic translation as well as in the original Greek. Its
ostensible date of composition also falls within Galen’s lifetime, between 204 and 211
AD. Its author, a Greek in imperial service, who valued Hippocrates and had spent time
at Alexandria before coming to Rome, shares many views of Galen, whose name is not
mentioned, and the author and Galen moved in the same Roman political and intellectual
circles. But there are also differences in detail, and there has been much debate as to
the authenticity of the work. In 1997 I argued that, on balance, this was a work of an
increasingly senile and forgetful Galen, but I am now convinced by the arguments given
here and by Véronique Boudon-Millot and Nathalie Rousseau in forthcoming papers that
Galen was not the author. Certain incidents must now be removed from Galen’s biography
such as his friendship with Arria, the female philosopher.

Although he oscillates between alternatives, Leigh apparently favours the notion that
the whole treatise was a pastiche, perhaps written a century or so after the ostensible
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