Ovid’s Ars Amatoria: A Response to Scholarship Investigating Academic Bias and The Impact It Has on Interpretation
Abstract:
[bookmark: _GoBack]The modern world has been impacted, enhanced and founded on our knowledge and understanding of the ancient world. A vast range of sources enabled us to model our society on that of the past. From how we write literature, build bridges and develop political institutions to the everyday language we speak. But this influence goes both ways. As the values and principles of modern society shift and adapt so too does our approach to history. By using Ovid’s Ars Amatoria as a foundation for gathering an assortment of scholarship, of a select format and over a specified time period, an analysis can be done to investigate how this changing social climate impacts the interests or focus of scholarly works. Through initial research it has become clear individuals can and will be indirectly, perhaps even subconsciously, influenced by their own personal background and experiences as well as contemporary societal and political undertones. It is vital we address the issues caused by these impacts and consider how best to combat them. The primary focus of this project will be investigating how personal bias, prejudice and background can determine an individual’s approach to scholarship. In achieving this it is prudent to examine the wider context of when scholars write and how this too may shape scholarly attention and attitudes. 
Independent Project Plan:
Introduction:
Contextual Factors – 
· Why Ars Amatoria? What motivated this choice?
· Ovid’s motivation, audience, personal background?
· The time of writing (1CE) and the social climate?
· Impact of these factors?
Problem’s – 
· What does the text alone say vs how we interpret the text?
· Bias of ancient evidence? (written by men for men)
· Bias of initial scholarship? (Bias Focus? Selective Preservation and Translation?)
· Desire to correct this previous Bias leading to…
· Addressing personal voice in scholarship
· Feminist approaches highlighting issues with prior scholarship / approaches
· Vastness of available sources and how to combat this (critical inclusion and exclusion criteria)
Outline – 
· Set out the layout for following work
· Explain method for selecting what scholarship to analyse (certain publisher’s, specific type, selective time period)
· Lead into following paragraph (translation differences)
Main Body:
Discussion of Ars Amatoria – 
· Using this as a focal point for the collection of scholarship to analyse within the project
· Primary and immediate issue for all research or scholarship of Ars Amatoria being translation
· How has the translation of Latin texts been affected over time? 
· Certain time periods fancified or censured ancient texts due to contemporary social issues, beliefs, attitudes, motivations
· Difference’s in how each translator decides how to translate specific words/phrases?
· Is translation inherently bias?
Sample of Scholarship – 
· Example of main scholarship? 
· Chauncer’s Ovidian Art of Love
· Looking at journals addressing or discussing main scholarship
· Also investigating reviews of the main scholarship or the aforementioned journals 
· Critical inclusion and exclusion criteria
· Must:
· Have been published between the years 1900 to 2018
· Have been published specifically online via either Project MUSE [https://muse.jhu.edu/] or Bryn Mawr Classical Review [http://bmcr.brynmawr.edu/index.html] 
· For easier and assured access purposes
· Be a short journal or review under 2000 words (to keep focus maintained on specific topic alone and ensure manageability of overall sample)
· Be written in English or translated to English (in order for it to be readable)
· Important to acknowledge that in setting these criteria and choosing which works to include and analyse a bias is also present
· Be self-aware of potential issues of own bias / prejudice / selectiveness
Analysis of Sample – 
· Using this carefully chosen sample investigate attitudes and approaches present in scholarship
· Be sure to consider:
· When they were writing? 
· Against what social background?
· What is the authors gender?
· What institution did they study at? 
· Where were they based geographically?
· Looking at this initial analysis what can we learn about these scholars?
· Is there sufficient evidence to suggest selective prejudice, an implicit or explicit bias, social motivation’s?
· What problems does this create for scholars?
· What does this mean for the nature of scholarship?
Attempting to combat this – 
· Explore the current attempts to combat these issues
· What new attitudes and approaches have occurred?
· Discussion of personal voice and how to remove it from scholarly works
· Feminist approaches aiming to tackle the issue with gendered reading and interpretations
· Analyse these new approaches too
· Where is this new movement towards non-personal scholarship developed? Is it primarily US / UK based?
· Is the feminist approach a response to a changing social climate?
Conclusion:
· Readdress argument being made
· How has this been supported throughout?
· What conclusion does this lead to?
· Necessity for us to actively re-examine original interpretation and attitudes
· To question what we assume is fact
· Careful to avoid our own bias, prejudice and agenda based on the societal background we write during
· Scholars need to take an active role in bettering methods and approaches of the past as well as in developing them currently
· It’s important to learn how best to do scholarship and remove personal voice when interpreting the raw evidence
· Is it ever truly possible to remove our personal unconscious bias?

Time Management Plan:
Flexible Time Management Plan:
	Block Teaching Dates and Term Breaks:
	What I Expect to Have Done:

	Block 3: 26th November – 20th December
	Plan, Abstract and initial Bibliography
Rough paragraph drafts

	Christmas Break: 20th December – 7th January
	Paragraph plans 
Preparation Reading for Block 4

	Block 4: 7th January – February 1st
	Have at least my introduction (first draft) fully written for the project
Assignment’s for module (2x Gobbet & 1x Essay)

	Block 5: 11th February – 8th March
	Complete Introduction (draft) and begin writing main body paragraphs (draft version)
Assignment’s for module ( ? )

	Block 6: 18th March – 12th April
	Have all main body paragraph’s drafted 
Assignment’s for module (Article Review and ? )

	Easter Break and Final Deadline!!! :12th April – 13th May


	Finalise all main body paragraph’s based off pervious drafts
Complete conclusion
Proof and edit (as required) entirety of the project piece
Finalise the full 4,000-word Independent Research Project
Finalise bibliography 

DEADLINE 10th MAY! 

Preparation for block 7
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