Theories and methodologies discussion.
Whilst researching for my dissertation I have found that there are certain theories and methodologies that must be assessed in order to access, interpret and compile evidence accurately. The following essay is an evaluation of the afore mentioned theories and methodologies which my dissertation mostly interacts with or must be careful to consider.  
Firstly, this essay will discuss the main methodology for evidence compilation which my dissertation deals with, models. Jongman’s study of Pompeian economy features a model of urban manufacturing with a focus on the textile industry. By compiling the numerical evidence of the textile industry Jongman presents an accurate and easily accessible picture of the way in which the textile industry contributed to the economy of Pompeii.[footnoteRef:1] In order to understand the role prostitution played in the Pompeian economy I can use Jongman’s models as a framework to create my own models, mapping how prolific it was in the city. This matched with records of taxation of income percentages[footnoteRef:2] will allow me to gain a rough estimation of prostitution’s direct financial contribution to the city’s economy. Also, if Jongman’s models[footnoteRef:3] could be coupled with the average potential expenditures of individual prostitutes in regard to textiles and general market consumption I will be able to estimate the profession’s rough overall economic contribution. It may also help to look at tourism and how trade affected the profession and its ability to contribute more indirectly to the economy. By creating a model for the lowest potential and highest potential economic contribution I will be able to demonstrate the extent to which prostitution affected the Pompeian economy. It seems that modelling is currently acknowledged by the classic’s community as an effective manner in which to present evidence relevant to ancient economies and thus it is the most appropriate method of presenting my findings in researching the Pompeian economy and prostitution. I also believe that this method is the best for the presentation of my research as it is a definitive and clear manner of arrangement which will succinctly summarise the findings of my dissertation.  [1:  Jongman. 1991. p.155-186. ]  [2:  Referenced by Suetonius in Caligula. 40.]  [3:  Jongman. 1991. p.155-186.] 

Another methodological issue which has arisen through the course of my research, which links itself with models, is the issue of identifying prostitutes and brothels on an archaeological level. As Defelice argues it is difficult to identify prostitution in the Roman world, although identifying brothels that were singularly constructed for the purpose of facilitating commercial sex in a Pompeian context is an easier task than identifying, for example, brothels which were run through taverns.[footnoteRef:4] In these terms identifying relevant archaeological evidence must take into consideration archaeological theories of interpretation of small finds and the surrounding context. Methodologically speaking in relation to models, it is important for my dissertation that I accurately identify the structure I reference so as to not wrongly count: the cost of construction, building maintenance, taxation and rent prices when assessing prostitution’s economic contributions.  [4:  Defelice. 2001. p.99.] 

Therefore, when discussing the kinds of archaeological evidence previously mentioned it is impossible not to discuss archival tourism and its importance to interpretation. When looking at archaeological materials from the ancient period related to sex, we have a tendency to take our own understanding of sexual expression and try to find its clone in antiquity without properly taking into account the context. Grove argues that “Sexually themed objects from ancient Greece and Rome have been present in debates about our relationship with the past and with sexuality since they were first brought to modern attention in large numbers in the Enlightenment period”[footnoteRef:5] and that “sexual antiquities functioned as symbols of pre-Christian sexual, social and political mores, with which to think through, and to challenge, contemporary cultural constructions around sexuality, religion, gender roles and the development of culture itself”[footnoteRef:6]. We must therefore, be wary when dealing with the artefacts and artwork of Pompeii so as to not wrongly identify meaning or purpose. Understanding our tendency towards archival tourism is important as it allows us to more objectively analyse the copious amounts of sex related artefacts, inscriptions and art which have been found in Pompeii. [5:  Grove. 2013. p.2.]  [6:  Grove. 2013. p.2.] 

It is important to consider genre theory when discussing ancient evidence as it affects gender perspective when referencing prostitution. Thus, we must consider whether we are seeing slut shaming within literature or references to actual sex workers. For example, if we make a comparison between the works of Suetonius[footnoteRef:7] and Martial[footnoteRef:8] we can see that the genre affects the discussion of the same topic, prostitution. Intentions behind composition also plays a facture within topic presentation of these works however the most immediately pressing issue that needs consideration is the issue of genre. Morley[footnoteRef:9] does briefly discuss this issue despite his focus being on the interpretation and subsequent teaching of ancient history. Morley’s argument of interpretation of evidence[footnoteRef:10] however, I believe, connects very well with the issues of genre in the attempt to determine the ‘facts’ from the ‘opinions’ of the ancient author. Therefore, the theory of genre is not just relevant to those focusing on the study of literature but also to those who are analysing iconographic and epigraphic evidence; thus, it is an integral theory to the interpretation of the evidence surfaced by my research into the social and economic results of prostitution. Genre also affects the translation of texts within the ancient world by bilingual authors according to Hardwick during his discussion of reception.[footnoteRef:11]  Hardwick argues that authors such as Horace[footnoteRef:12], who wrote poetry, reject word-for-word translations, emphasising that translators should “aim to produce work which was both aesthetically pleasing and had a creative impact in the receiving language”[footnoteRef:13], something that is not necessarily limited to translation but also impacts composition. Hardwick similarly argues that Pliny the younger and suck like authors were influenced in translation and composition by genre conventions, however, in the opposite manner to authors writing in the same genre as Horace. According to Hardwick Pliny the younger “approached translation in a less creative way, stressing the utility of the exercise for stimulating critical linguistic awareness and precision as well as fluency.”[footnoteRef:14] In this way genre affects the literary evidence available to the Romans and thus the texts which have survived. Scholars may argue that this form of genre study relates more to reception theory than genre, however, as they are not mutually exclusive I believe it is equally relevant to the study of both theories.  [7:  Suet. Cal. 40.]  [8:  Mart. Ep. 2.39, 6.64.4, 10.52. ]  [9:  Morley. 1999.]  [10:  Morley. 1999. pp.56- 57.]  [11:  Hardwick. 2003. p.20.]  [12:  Horace wrote satire and poetry; genres which do tend to have more creative license and therefore does not have to accurate to life and potentially to the original text it has derived from. ]  [13:  Hardwick. 2003. p.20.]  [14:  Hardwick. 2003. p.20.] 

The next theory which needs to be addressed is reception theory.  Reception theory is most often thought of as a modern concept and most scholarship treats it thusly addressing it in terms of modern reception and presentation media forms. For example, Paul’s study into film and the classical tradition does explore reception theories in terms of dramatization however it is limited to post-modern presentation and is not able to explore any further.[footnoteRef:15] However, much like Harwich, I too believe that “movements in ancient oral, written, and material culture themselves involved reception and refiguration of material from inside and outside the Hellenistic and Roman world.”[footnoteRef:16] I also agree with Hardwick’s summation that reception in the ancient world is also linked to genre or at least allows for specific genre parameters to develop.  [15:  Paul. 2013.]  [16:  Hardwick. 2003. p.12.] 


“The museum and the library at Alexandria, founded by Ptolemy 1 Soter became a vital centre for scholarship and literary criticism which was influenced in the transmission and broader reception of texts for many centuries, standardizing layout and format in ways which also grouped works by structure and theme, thus anticipating later genre categories.”[footnoteRef:17] [17:  Hardwick. 2003. p.17. ] 


Despite, it not being an overly popular interpretation of reception theory, I believe it is integral to my research in my interpretation of all evidence. Taking into consideration Hardwick’s argument will allow me to discern which sources of information are relevant and useful and which are not, despite what form the evidence takes excepting of course the graffiti of Pompeii.[footnoteRef:18] [18:  Harwick. 2003. p.17-18. Within this section of the chapter Hardwick is referencing mostly literary sources however he does also make allowances for non-literary sources which are affected by reception, such as iconography on vases and structures. Also epigraphy is included within this framework of reception with the exception of graffiti which does not conform to a rigid or presupposed structure. 
] 

This dissertation must also, however, deal with the issue of the reception of ancient archaeological evidence within a modern context. Throughout Pompeii there are images, which are very explicit and erotic, within buildings previously attributed to being brothels. It is not the case that the evidence, which we are commonly led to believe denotes a Pompeian brothel, is actually demonstrating anything more than the building owners personal taste in art, or such like instances of misinterpreted archaeological evidence based on expectations and preconceptions distorting our understanding of ancient cultural practises.[footnoteRef:19]   [19:  Defelice. 2001. p.101.] 

All of the theories and methodologies discussed are not only relevant to my research but form an integral foundation for my dissertation; either as a demonstration of evidence presentation and formulation or as a reminder that when dealing with the ancient world we must be cautious in making assumptions based on interpretations of evidence without a complete understanding of context.
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