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Introduction: 
Translating, reading and interpreting texts, both ancient and modern, are all key elements of exploring antiquity, especially for the academic classicist. As a long standing and historic discipline Classics has a unique origin and background which can be traced back decades.[footnoteRef:1] As a result of this rich history, Classics as a field of study has been shaped, developed and continuously impacted, by the attitudes and ideologies of prior eras. Whilst it is important to reflect upon and even incorporate these preceding perspectives, we must also continue to enhance the subject with new discoveries, ideas and approaches. A crucial component of this consistent enhancement is scholarly research, writing and debate. The way in which scholars, past and present, establish and abide by imposed rules and regulations for each of these features, may indeed be influenced by a number of external and internal factors.  [1:  Sandys, 1958, p.xiv. ] 

The focus of the following discussion includes an analysis of a sample of scholarship in the format of reviews, which have been selected through a process of critical inclusion and exclusion criteria. This analysis investigates how the reviewers included may imply or display opinions and critiques. As a result, it is possible to expose certain influences represented either by the individual themselves, or the discipline as a whole. Following this, conclusions are drawn regarding the practice of scholarship and the expectation of objectivity, which will be argued as impossible to achieve. Once this has been accomplished it is then necessary to consider how we might refine the academic process. In doing so we must investigate alternative methodologies for writing and engaging with scholarship, many of which are recent developments and are therefore still being constructed. 

Part One: Primary Text Motivation:
In order to collect a sample for analysis, it is necessary to choose one primary ancient text as the focus of the reviewed scholarship. The motivation for making said choice must be justified. The reviewed work must in some way relate to Ovid’s Ars Amatoria, a choice made following the resurgence of Ovidian attention in scholarship and the nature of mixed reception to the work.[footnoteRef:2] [2:  Blum,2017, p.489-526.; Hejduk, 2015.; James, 2015, p.205-220.; Martelli, 2013.] 

Ars Amatoria as an ancient work has often found itself at the forefront of controversy along with Ovid himself, leading up to and following on from his exile.[footnoteRef:3] It has not always been afforded a great deal of scholarly attention as identified by Steven Green when he notes that it has, “suffered relative neglect”.[footnoteRef:4] It is quite likely this stems from the text presenting itself as a guide to becoming, “skilled in love”.[footnoteRef:5] Because of this it includes topics which have previously made audiences, particularly those that prioritise religious morality, uncomfortable or even embarrassed. [3:  Hornblower; Spawforth, 2005, p.47.]  [4:  Green, 2007, p.1-3.]  [5:  Ovid, 1.1-3.] 

Starting with ancient disapproval and censorship, the Ars Amatoria has been subject to imposed changes and critiques solely based upon widespread societal values.[footnoteRef:6] Reception of the text, and the desire to suppress aspects of it that were deemed unacceptable, continued during the renaissance when careful translations included omissions, reductions and erasure of the original text.[footnoteRef:7] From the seventeenth century onwards, the Ars Amatoria was labelled as an erotic and scandalous work. These labels then went on to be exploited in the twentieth century.[footnoteRef:8] Even up to more recent years the reception of Ars Amatoria frequently considers it as, “not moral”.[footnoteRef:9]  [6:  Blum,2017, p.491-492.]  [7:  Vauchez, 2002, p. ’arts of love’. ]  [8:  Liveley, 2007, p.18.]  [9:  Goold; Mozley, 1929.] 

Despite reservations regarding the subject of the Ars Amatoria, scholars have still been able to appreciate it as a significant and valuable contribution to ancient literary genius. When identified as an intentional parody of the didactic genre, the work was limited to being read as a form of literary experimentation and divertissement, which served only to show Ovid’s humour.[footnoteRef:10] However this perception changed rather rapidly during the 1970’s when scholars began to investigate a potentially deeper meaning hidden within. The idea that the poems used humour as a method of conveying a subtle commentary on Roman principles, restrictions and constraint surrounding love and relationships under the Augustan regime, began to form.[footnoteRef:11] This argument was supported and strengthened by a number of scholarly works which attempted to uncover the potentially political aims of Ovid. Examples of such works include, ‘Omnia vincit amor. Incongruity and the limitations of structure in Ovid’s elegiac poetry’,[footnoteRef:12] and, ‘Ovid's Ars Amatoria. The lover as cultural ideal’.[footnoteRef:13] [10:  Green, 2007, p.3-4. ]  [11:  Green, 2007, p.4.]  [12:  Fyler, 1971. ]  [13:  Solodow, 1977.] 

It is clear to see then that the Ars Amatoria has always been a difficult text for scholars to approach. Reception of the work has therefore been in a continuous state of variability. How the text has been interpreted has drastically undergone much reconstruction, over a rather extended span of time, repeatedly.  Whilst initially it was seen as a morally depraved work that is no longer the case. Not only has the meaning of the text undergone gradual alteration but also the appreciation and apparent worthiness of it. Even in the last few decades scholars have argued the text is to be seen as a comedic and clever parody, deeply meaningful social commentary regarding Republican Rome and most recently as a way to navigate, “traditional notions of gender”.[footnoteRef:14] [14:  Ancona; Greene; Paxton, 2005, p.2-3.] 

Already it is evident that the way in which scholars practice and engage in academic writing is hugely influenced by the time period, societal values and prior approaches alike. By using the Ars Amatoria as the central focus for the reviews to be included in the sample analysis it is likely further examples of subjectivity and external factors will be discovered. It is worth noting here that the very nature of this selection is in itself bias as it increases the likelihood of a desired and complimentary outcome. 

Part Two: Sample Justification and Criteria:
It is essential to justify the choice of using reviews to identify what potentially impacts scholarly interpretations. Reviews offer a unique opportunity to investigate the response of specific scholars to scholarship and their personal perspective’s. Often times reviews are written in the first person and can be littered with opinions and comments that might be missing from traditional scholarly debate. Reviews, such as those included in the sample, prefer to give short overviews, quick critiques and general recommendations. This is preferable to arguments written in long and complicated journal format for the purposes of this analysis due to the concise and direct manner in which opinions are expressed. Thus, they can be extremely useful as a tool for gathering a general idea of the opinions and approaches that are accepted at the time of publication. At the same time reviews can also show that which has been rejected by majority scholarship. Therefore, providing a well-rounded overview of discussions within scholarship at the time of publication. Compiling reviews shows trends in acceptance and rejection of ideas which can be used to identify the changing of influences between certain time periods. 
Before the analysis can take place, it is necessary to outline the critical inclusion and exclusion criteria established for making the sample selection. In order to be included in the sample of scholarship the work must be written in English, or translated to English, to allow full access without language barriers as a non-multilingual researcher. It must also be written in the genre of a review, which was justified previously. To keep the sample focused on the specific topic outlined, as well as to maintain a level of manageability, it must be under two thousand words and published between 1990 to present (2019). To make certain that all of the reviews included are verified, academic and peer-reviewed, as well as easily accessible, they must have been published online to Bryn Mawr Classical Review.
In the interest of transparency, it is prudent to supply an overview of the sample collected as a result of this criteria. The total number of reviews included in the sample is thirteen. Of this, eight are reviews authored by males, five by females. The majority of the sample comes from scholars based and published in the United States of America adding to a total of eight. Two were written and published by United Kingdom based author’s, two by author’s based in central Europe and one published in Australia. The location of the publisher was admittedly and regretfully limited by the need for the review to be written in English. 
The works reviewed by said sample include five by male author’s and eight by female, three published in the USA, six in the UK, one in Australia and three in central Europe. Out of the thirteen works reviewed four were published by Oxford and Cambridge collectively, whereas none of the reviews themselves were published by either institution. 

Part Three: Sample Analysis:
When analysing the sample of scholarship, it became apparent that scholars can and will be influenced by the time period during which they write. Over half the reviews included comments indicating a recent change in the attention of scholarship. A newfound appreciation of Ovid and the Ars Amatoria was now beginning to be expressed among the majority. Within the sample this change is referred to as, “a recent Ovidian revival”,[footnoteRef:15] “a useful complement to recent scholarship”[footnoteRef:16] and also as an, “explosion of the Ovid industry”.[footnoteRef:17] Clearly then, trends within scholarship do occur and as a result can influence and increase or decrease the popularity of any given topic of research and debate at any given time. Not only can the time period affect the interest of scholars but also those who preceded them as well as those they write alongside. Again, a number of comments are made within the sample to illustrate this. References to, “role models”,[footnoteRef:18] “drawing from”,[footnoteRef:19] and to the author having, “conceded with other scholars” are made.[footnoteRef:20].  [15:  Benedikson, 2006. ]  [16:  Nau, 2007.]  [17:  Boyd, 2004. ]  [18:  Boyd, 2004. ]  [19:  Gardner, 2007. ]  [20:  Gardner, 2007.] 

However, both of these factors are expected to influence scholarship. This is because of the conventional importance of critically engaging with contemporary scholarship in academic writing. Being influenced by ongoing debate, newfound evidence or freshly argued alternative interpretations, is part of the practice of writing academically. Whilst this is true, we can still derive useful information about the ongoing evolution of scholarship from these trends and changes in academic focus. By looking at the trends of specific time periods and comparing them with what we know about the context surrounding that period we can surmise a great deal. Stevens notes a correlation between the interests of scholarship and, “the ‘cultural conversation’ more generally”,[footnoteRef:21] whilst Gardner points towards a similarity in the ancient poem and modern research efforts.[footnoteRef:22] For example, the very recent emergence of gender studies it is clear that a great percentage of current academic focus relates to the topic, research and study of gender. As such interpretations of the Ars Amatoria can be seen to reflect this increased interest.  [21:  Stevens, 2014.]  [22:  Gardner, 2007.] 

Another factor which is shown to effect academic interpretation is location. A factor which is perhaps most evident in the review of, ‘Ovid Ars Amatoria Buch 2: Kommentar’ by Roy Gibson. Throughout the review, comments about the reception of various non-English works are made which collectively show the impact location and language can have on the response and interpretation of a scholar. Some examples include, “poorly received in the English-speaking world at least”, “never reviewed at any length in the UK”, “too far from the traditions of continental-European scholarship to make an impression”.[footnoteRef:23] The misinterpretation or misunderstanding of an author’s point, argument or clarity can have a significant and harmful impact on the reception a piece of work receives. When language is a barrier as a result of geographical location these mistakes are easily made. Whilst native speakers of the author’s language may read the work and view it as being a worthwhile, thoughtful and commendable addition, someone else relying on external translation, or even their own, may discredit the work unjustly due to their own misrepresentation of it.  [23:  Gibson, 1999.] 

Efforts have been made in recent years to avoid this occurrence and limit the impact that location and language variation can have. For example, collections of works have made a conscious effort to include more variety of non-English authors, although often still in translated format. For example, ‘The Art of Love: Bimillennial Essays on Ovid’s Ars Amatoria and Remedia Amoris’, which includes both German and Italian scholarship alongside English.[footnoteRef:24] [24:  Green, 2007.] 

Since it was required of the inclusion criteria that the review be of a work relating to the Ars Amatoria, it is unsurprising to find discussions of translation relevant within the sample. The translation of ancient works from Greek and Latin is a primary example of direct influence within scholarship. Translation can be vastly impacted by the scholar, as it is the responsibility of the translator alone to make decisions about what they translate, but also how they choose to translate it. This translation, once published can then go on to impact those who read it. The subjective nature of translation is shown with in the sample multiple times, as demonstrated by the following, “witty translations”,[footnoteRef:25] “high quality of those translations”,[footnoteRef:26] “traditional form which translators have used”.[footnoteRef:27] Translations have been impacted by what the various society’s, at the time of translation, have deemed appropriate. As such much of the initial translations of ancient works chose to avoid direct translation, word for word, as the ancient texts were seen as reprehensible. As may be expected this degree of censorship effected the interpretation and therefore the analysis, appreciation and discussion of the ancient texts by those reliant on translation.  [25:  Ingleheart, 2007.]  [26:  Stevens, 2014.]  [27:  Pearcy, 2002.] 

Of course, when analysing a review, it is important to also consider the reviewer’s personal preference, which will undeniably have an impact on their own interpretation. Nearly all the reviews included in the sample give some indication of selective prejudice based on subjective opinions. The instances where this occurs range from polite but critical comment, for example, “surprisingly the author thinks”,[footnoteRef:28] “problematic is W.’s attempt to prove”,[footnoteRef:29] and, “this reading seems highly questionable”,[footnoteRef:30] to slightly more severe and sometimes even jarring comments, such as, “I do not see any reader either modern or ancient who could grasp the (…) concept”, “not acceptable in scholarly prose”.[footnoteRef:31]  [28:  Benediktson, 2006.]  [29:  Felgentreu, 2001.]  [30:  Nau, 2007. ]  [31:  Felgentreu, 2001. ] 

From the sample analysis of the reviews it becomes apparent a wide variety of everyday aspects can influence scholarship. Trends can develop during certain periods which are connected to societal ideologies changing or adapting. These trends can then direct attention toward specific topics and focus the majority of scholarly interest for that time period. Influential and pioneering scholars, as well as colleagues that scholars work alongside, can significantly impact the personal stance individuals might choose to take in a polarising debate. The country that a scholar is born in can limit the reach of their work due to language barriers and confusion caused by this. Earlier practices in scholarship can have significant and unforeseeable effects which take generations to come to fruition and even longer to dismantle or eradicate. An individual’s background can shape the way in which they form opinions as regards to the work of others. All of these factors work concurrently, subconsciously and consciously throughout the life of a scholar. All of them can change and adapt gradually or abruptly. It is arguably impossible to separate oneself from both the internal and external factors, which can, and will inevitably impact interpretation. What effect does this conclusion have on scholarship?

Part Four: Changing Approaches:
Due to restrictive regulation of the classical discipline, which expects an unnatural level of objectivity, a desire to reassess the value of traditionalist approaches has been provoked. In more recent years a number of scholars, such as Marylin Skinner and Nancy Miller, have begun to investigate alternative approaches to researching, writing and engaging with scholarship. It is from these inquiries, original and refreshing methodologies and theories have emerged. One key element for a number of such theories is the acknowledgement of what impacts and influences scholars. In order to better understand the deviation of these newer theories it is important to first establish what can been seen as the ‘traditional’ approach. 
As outlined by Felix Budelmann and Johannes Haubold, the distinguished and most often understood form of ‘classical tradition’ is frequently associated with both archaic conservative attitudes and pretentious elitism.[footnoteRef:32] The reason behind such associations is complex and deeply rooted in the history of the discipline. Classics as an area of research and study began as a way for western countries to legitimise ideological assumptions of national and historical superiority.[footnoteRef:33] From the rediscovery of the classical world western countries, particularly that of the UK, have romanticised and glorified the ancient past as a way to enforce self-defined greatness. The way this was achieved was through the assimilation of the ancient past as the western past. The Roman Empire and the British Empire were understood as sharing in the same, “historical continuity”.[footnoteRef:34] Our most obvious example, of these ideologies being expressed in scholarship, comes from the series entitled, ‘Our Debt to Greece and Rome’. Published from the 1920s onwards the volumes included serve to link every aspect of the then modern world to that of an ancient origin. The consistent theme and reminder present throughout express the great debt we owe these two great civilisations. Contemporary reception of the series regarded it to be, “an excellent body of illuminating material”, further showing how embedded these ideologies had become.[footnoteRef:35]  [32:  Budelmann; Haubold, 2011, p.14.]  [33:  Settis, 2004, p.104.]  [34:  Schein, 2011, p.75.]  [35:  Stratton, 1924, p.520. ] 

When such ideologies have a significant role in shaping the views and practices of a discipline, it can be incredibly difficult to prevent internal prejudices forming and harder still to remove them. It is therefore a priority to not only manage our own personal influences, bias and prejudices but also those of the wider discipline within which we work. 
In attempting to deconstruct the traditional and dominant approaches to scholarship the argument for personal voice surfaced. The main focus of personal voice scholars is to identify their own experiences, past and influences that have governed their scholarly efforts.[footnoteRef:36] A collection of essays regarding personal voice can be found in, ‘Compromising Traditions. The Personal Voice in Classical Scholarship’.[footnoteRef:37] These essays are all connected by one consistent verdict, all writing is personal. Applying this judgement as factual means the traditional expectation of, “depersonalisation”,[footnoteRef:38] within classical scholarship is impossible to achieve.  [36:  Hallett, 2002, p.10-12. ]  [37:  Hallett; Nortwick, 2002.]  [38:  Northwich, 2002, p.18.] 

It is the nature of the world that societies are under constant reconstruction. Each societies morals, values and ideals continue to change and develop. What was once accepted can quickly become controversial or even immoral. Within the western world there are endless examples of societal changes which have directly impacted what is seen as acceptable. These changes can come in the form of new laws, new religions and morals or simply from a majority shift in public opinion. As society becomes increasingly receptive to that which is not traditional, scholarship has diversified what it means to practice scholarly research, writing and debate. It is not outlandish then, to assume that as society changes so too does scholarly interpretation. Hence a link between society and scholarship is unavoidable. Once exposed this link along with the influence it can have and the effect of scholarship as a result must be taken into consideration. 
Another early example of the, “reciprocal relation between social context and academic research”,[footnoteRef:39] can be seen by the rise of feminist approaches and methodologies following second wave feminism during the 1960s through to the 1980s. After experiencing freedoms due to the second world war, women began to garner more recognition and significance in society. As a result, questions began to emerge regarding male centrism. In terms of the academic sphere female scholars now began to consider how much influence males had on research topics, methods and reception. When the primary texts were written, translated and interpreted by males it is easy to make the comment that, “men have been the spokesmen for human consciousness”.[footnoteRef:40] [39:  Tomm, 1989, p.xii-xiii.]  [40:  Tomm, 1989, p.xvi.] 

A collection of work entitled, ‘The Effects of Feminist Approaches on Research Methodologies’,[footnoteRef:41] gathers together various essays written by a variety of contributors. The collection includes a diverse multi-disciplinary discussion that aims to reflect upon how feminism has contributed to the development of new theories and methodologies. Across all the essays incorporated within the collection a number of key themes emerge. Firstly, a movement toward the identification of self-subjectivity in order to encourage increased efforts of self-scrutiny.[footnoteRef:42] As well as the notion of placing the researcher in the research and including the individual in analysis.[footnoteRef:43] There is also a strong argument made for actively placing scholarship within the social context in which it is produced. It is suggested in doing so the intricate and often convoluted social phenomena against the background of which scholars write, can be better uncovered both immediately and in later years, to the benefit of all.[footnoteRef:44] Each of these key ideas relates back to a central effort of establishing scholarship as subjective.  [41:  Benston, 1989.]  [42:  Tomm, 1989, p.xv.; McCormack, 1989, p.1-2.]  [43:  Lips, 1989, p.48.]  [44:  Driscoll; McFarland,1989, p.174, 177-8.; Flynn, 1989, p. 160.] 

Whilst the main focus of feminist approaches is placed upon the gender of the dominant group performing scholarship the issue of limited representation easily extends to class and location too. Both of which are prominent factors that can be seen to hold a great deal of influence on individuals in a society, especially when that society has ingrained prejudices against each. The region you are born into can affect access to education either to the detriment or advantage of a student. Class can also have this affect since those with a higher social class and income have the option of private education whereas those of a lower social class do not. Although neither can directly prevent the success of an individual, it would be nonsensical to dismiss any impact such factors may have. 
Recognising the continued impact of socially influenced factors, is possible through an analysis performed by UCAS on the details of applicants from 2009 to 2018.[footnoteRef:45] The analysis investigates the gender, age, country, region and ethnicity of applicants. The analysis found that the most applicants living in the UK applied from England with the least from Northern Ireland.[footnoteRef:46] Whilst the size difference of these countries could be the main factor it is also possible other aspects of inequality are present. In England, specifically the majority of applicants were based in the London and South East regions, whilst the fewest applicants come from the North East. Evidence for region impacting educational inclination and engagement is therefore evident.  [45:  UCAS, 2018, https://www.ucas.com/corporate/data-and-analysis/ucas-undergraduate-releases/2018-cycle-applicant-figures-june-deadline.]  [46:  UCAS, 2018, p.4-6.] 

Conclusion:
[bookmark: _GoBack]The purpose of this discussion was to consider what could potentially impact academic interpretations both internally and externally. Having analysed a sample of scholarship in the form or reviews it became clear that a wide range of variants can impact academic research choices, processes and reasoning. Not only can personal internal components effect such things, but also social external ideologies and opinions. In order to make this assessment it was vital to examine the ways in which modern receptions of the ancient world can be influenced by changing societal factors. The understanding that these factors impact scholars and scholarship in a complex and interwoven manner forces us to consider how appropriate prior conceptions of ‘traditional’ academic writing are today. Given the judgement that the history of classics, as a discipline has been tightly linked to the subject itself shows the difficulties with isolating assumptions and ideologies from the study. In attempting to combat these troublesome aspects of classics new methodologies and theories continue to emerge. A fundamental point of said developing works implores all scholars to actively re-examine our own influences, prejudices and interpretations. Further action is still required on the part of academics, however, as a continued effort to better approaches and practices is a necessary part of the acquisition of true knowledge. 
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