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contained so much astrological material in the months from .
to September that he deemed them inoperable, and so dis-
carded them. The transferral of anniversaries from the latier
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SBeen, not Heard: Feminea Lingua in Ovid's Fasti
, and the Critical Gaze

PETER MARK KEEGAN
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poem as he could. Owvid’s Fasti is not only half . pdioue conanti per landes ive woram. (Bt 1. 15}
hich ve ﬁxrwﬂﬂ :

: ....rll.&.m t for this =t ix an observation sell-
tonlessed -h..ﬂflq%ﬂ. —.&&ﬂgﬂ.ﬂ_ﬁu.: In

May (4. 904, 93740, 5. 723), indicates |
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removal o material in 7Y

E,Ewriﬁﬂ.ﬁ.?._ii "o, “Mum. salvage
missing;, that which we have is : .IT!E._.FOHF_.
twice and abandoned twice in two different political climates,
cal perspectives. Such a text, like a diary, cannot represent
a coherent or a fixed perception. Its historical value
lies in its state, in its record of the immediacy ol is
!ﬂn&.:ﬂ%ﬁ[iﬁili’&g

& saw a

‘arecent number of the methodological journal Helios, Cahoon
. Erﬂnﬂmaﬂi&nﬂ.ﬁﬂn_bgi
Ahe interpretative task™ brought to bear on classical literature

the reader of ancient {or modern) texts, but its implications for

a the continuing appraisal of gender relations, sexuality, and the

body are considerable and warrant

ﬂ?giﬁu&irﬁaﬁi;ﬁ.gg
Iy ng different i understandings of canonical nar-
Fatives, with reference to the first two books of Ovid's
fasti. and the extent to which these variations lluminate or
‘occlude the (conjtextualized female figures which often feature

eritrées to critical exegesis. Specifically, I would contend that
: t é&ggnﬂnﬁlgig.
roduction regarding lautre femme are ! [refracted?} in

In other words, it is possible to draw a parallel between
h EEH_M-Q._ topography which tempered Ovid's textual
artefac that which (simitarly?) construing maodern crit-
cism’s hermenentic. The historical contingencies and aesthetic

! Caboon (1991) 200,
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dependencies delimiting Ovid's chosen (required?) oenvie §

were indelibly rooted in a kyriarchic? and explicitly reactionary -

cross-cultural ‘reality’, The marked discursive forces operating

within this social-cultural Wirkfichkeit extend from the so-called 3
‘power politics’ and abusive hierarchies of the developing

Augustan milieu to the morally/legislatively repressed mater- £

ial circumstances and perceptible experiences of marginalized |
individuals/populations [(slaves, foreigners, the poor, socipl

sexual devianis of any gender, women, and so on). Here, &
the excision of feminea lingua {on so many levels) may be %
shown to operate as a convincing litmus test for the degree §
to which a literary work like Owid'’s “tempora digesta’ (Fastil.

1; was immersed in (and co-opted by the prevailing masculin:
ist standpoint. However, a parallel annihilation of the female |

u:_u._n.n_.._v_cmE:: in the precccupations of some moderry litér- 8
yses of work may be viewed {on a sliding scale) as-the 4

ary ana
product of unwitting accomplices or thinking perpetratorsiaf -

sciendia sexualis. While not wishing to have this {typejcastas |

another. humourless overinterpretion of fntentis auctoris/operis, |
I believe the study of a work so integral to the {?self-)definition |
of such an epistemically significant period in Roman history

should acknowledge the enforced silencing of women {poetic

construcis or Imperial consonts alike), and attempt to redréss ©

the continuing imbalance. &

[n this light, the following survey will include comment-
ary on select excerpts from Fasti 1. As well, a ‘rereading?of

the successive aftia in Fasti 2 will seek to uncover the discurfs &

ive imperauves which Ovid and his critics link to ritual{jzed)
female activity, To conclude the discussion, I append a gen-
dered exploration of Ovid's account of the .Hﬂnm_.\ﬁ”.mi {Fasti 2,
685-852). The rape of Lucretia has proven a fruithul nareat
ive field for ancienl (e.g. Livy, Dionysius of Halicarnassiis, °
Diodorus Siculus) and modern (e.g. Donaldson, Moses, .
Joshel, Newlands,' #f al] (re]configurations of traditional dis-

courses. The focus will linger on the manifold registration

¥ The weon “kymisrchy” mid kyssocentrinm’ relate 1o o nocke-political vystenyil

dominmtion and mbordination based on the power and robe of the lord taster/farher
Theter: pechiglumn are explnined in Fiarenza | E0d),
1 AUC L 53-60; Diemiysive of Halicarnassus 4. 64—85; Didonss Siealus 10, 20-2,
¥ Dreonaldwen (19082E Moses [190 X Joshal | 1952}, Mewlaucds 1905
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% of femined lingua muta, the {olten contradictory) strategies by
¥ which that voicelessness was/is constrained, and a reading
¢ which proffers a parallel {rejconstruction designed to coex-
£ it with (not subsume or suborn) extant inferpretations. It
¥ is hoped that such a reading will interpenetrate the already
- nm_.n:ﬁ::_m matrix of differing explanatory standpoints, and
i suggest a methodology for delimiting and abnegating the per-
_X.,E.x_:z_._ aof the Philomela/Tacita syndrome in contemporary
iterary-critical (and histori(ographilcal} practices.

. ¥ {i) Tl Poeta e il Critico: Ovidio e il Discorso
A Fallogocentrico'

tomx 5 ego nostra jora] resolvi
. vooe e vores eliciente ded.
: Then 1 opened fmy lips] {Broke silence’] thos,
drawing oot the god's words with mry (boman) voice. | Fast 1. 255-6]

¥ An gxample offers. Over against the ‘wraditional interpreters’
L of the Fasti (giving priority to literary motivations in Ovid's
& weatment of cult and theologyl, a review of recent academic
i ‘readings’ of the Roman poet singles out a ‘brilliant presenta-
L lion’ at the 1990 Cambridge University Laurence Seminar
by . Alessandro Barchiesi® Let's look at what this distio-
muished contributor 1o intertextal Ovidian stdies does to the
nietaphorical {metalinguistie?) female abstractions, the ‘god-
. desses [who] disagreed’ (dissensere dead of Fasti 5. 9. Barchiesi’s
= “new vision” of Ovid’s calendar’ sees the pre-exilic _ui..mm dis-

gordant chorus of Muses as ‘a perfect analogy or illustration
for the traditional range of literary forms’. That is, Polyhymnia
may give voice to a hymnic tradition, Calliope conforms to a
nartative tradition, and Urania may be in line with a tradition
of Roman didactic poctry. Bul, Barchiesi adds to (his inter-
pretation of) Owid’s discursive ‘intention’, the goddesses are
it would seem|) inadequate to the literary programme of the
work. As he tells us, the Muses” songs can ‘only reproduce the

F | borrow this pabwic froee the Gtk of Rorchioni | 4]
B The review: Fantham [EN5) 51; the paper: Barchieai (1991],
! Fantham [ 19605%),

A ———
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repertory of what has already been said, and cannot offer sug:
estions for a new literary genre”.* On functional, thematic, and
iterary levels, the god Janus displaces the discordant female
convocation as a far more effective alternative voice, Withoud
straining the analogy, one cannot help noting the operation of
a parallel intertextuality between the criticized and the critic:
The same masculinist imperative (which seeks at every tum to
slay the ‘fearsome woman'} would also appear superordinate
in the regulatory strategies of sociolinguistic aetiology (Ovid's
or Barchiesi's).

In a similar vein, Ovid's first mention of mortal and diving
female protagonists is given over to the selfsame famus bicopy
originary deity of the calendrical cycle, The poet’s declaration
of narrative strategy is explicit, and an appropriate analogu
for the alleged complicity of poetic-critical speaking voices
(1. 255-6 cited above), In technical terms, Ovid elides the
primary and secondary focalizers of his narrative by blurring
the distinction between Janus® voice and his own. How the
poet deploys gender here neatly mirrors his stractural suppres-
sion. The two-headed god’s response to Ovid’s query m_m.az.
the location of his temple associates the topographical loci
of ‘arx’, *valles’, and ‘fora’ (Remanum and fuliiem) with a gen
dered account of the Sabine assault on Rome during Romulus®
reign. Janus foregrounds the implements of war carried by the
quasi-Spartan Sabine king [260: '[ille] pratinus Oebalii rettulit
arma Tati’ (*[Janus] forthwith recalled the arms of Tatius of
Oebalia’). In doing so, he {god and poet) contrasts militaristic
Tatins with the anonymous, ‘light-minded” guardian who togk
{as a bribe) bracelets in exchange for betraying her charge (261
‘levis custos armillis capia’ (‘capricious guardian, captivated by
[Sabine) armlets’) ). 'lo name Tarpeia is (it would seem) unne:
cessary. The scientia sexualis of this legendary ‘traitress keeper’
is common knowledge.

S0, wo, is the prejudicial epithet of ‘Satwenia invidiosa’,
invoked to describe the mythopoeic opponent of protective
Janus. Although Livy mnn...ﬁMm Romulus the privilege of defend-
ing Rome from the Sabine attack, Ovid allots the lion's share

¥ Barchiesi [1991) 15

7 Fraser's n.g-_._._._._.._u. comneepalic i tromslutiog of “lervie cxpis’ (19534 21

PEMINAA LINGUA [N OYLUD'S Haxrs 13%

to his divine interlocutor. Moreover, Livian Romulus vows a
temple to Jupiter, but Ovidian Janus thwarts Saturn's *envious
daughter’. Like Tarpeia, Juno is unnamed and lacks physical
description. However, the poet’s only other oblique reference
[267: “cum tanto veritus commiiltere numine pagnam’ (‘afraid
to engage in @ hand-to-hand fight with so great a deity”)] is
enough to picture the goddess’s martial iconography (wearing
i goatskin and carrying a shield and spear). How mueh of the
character of Greek Hera is subsumed in this {re}presentation
gan only be guessed. Yet the poet (like Janus) manages o divert
whatever agency she might possess through the ingenwity of
his craft. )

In less than a dozen couplets, Ovid/Janus has reviled
Tarpeia, subverted Juno, expunged any vestige of the
un-Roman, and elevated masculinist cunning to the status of
superordinate godhead, The allusive elegunce of the poet's
end-stopped, self-contained narrative shonld nat blind us to
its hegemonic economy. Consequently, when Barchiesi notes
that this story “could be seen as containing the poetics ol the
Fasti in a nutshell,” [ concur. However, his argument (that the
‘elegiac reduction’ of Ovid's epic project in 1. 260 . sets up
‘waew kind of poetic exercise’) seemy to rehearse the poet's
gendered discourse in a manner analogous o the previously
identified narrative strategy. Though named, we {the mod-
e reacler] are reminded that Thrpeia was ‘killed with “armis”
(in. Met|amorphoses] 14. 777)", though it is ‘her story’, 1. 26011,
‘tecalls Propertius 4. 4'.'! Juno fares equally poorly. Her pic-
ture is “far less grandiose [than we nzﬁaﬂ_\n and her epithet
is-noted only for the abrupt reduction of its epic quality. In
the penultimate paragraph of his critique, mﬂ%:d& observes
that. ‘it is not so easy Lo see the connection between [anus
and the formal structure of the poem, the choice of elegiac
metre”.” Against this, | would argue that the relationship is
teadily apparent, but only if the critical sensoréiom is attuned
lo'sociolingwstic as well as metalinguistic references. Afier all,
the bicapital gaze of Janus/Ovid may be just as much a desiring

s an authoritatively reasonable one,

M Bure biesi (1951} 15 " Barcheiasd {19607 ) 15, 2 Bavehdesi [H08) 16
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A final discordant musing. Barchiesi views Ovid's treatnieni
of dissensere dear i 5. 9 and the first hundred lines of Book tias
‘iconoclastic’, ‘irreverent’, and “detached’ * To accoant forthe
poet’s uxtapasition of alternative and incompatible versions’
of aetiological explanation, Barchiest invokes a *mischievais
inversion’ of Callimachean technique and an aporetic aversion
to the traditional range of literary forms”." Thix Kterary-critical
evaloation of the Muses' stylistic and didactic worth effectively
metastasizes the singers (o the song.

Compare such an interpretative metamorphosis of the svii-
cretic female {as poetic voice and intention) with Ovid's expoii-
tion of “eoncordia’ under the sign of 16 January (1. 6375,
[n this entry, Ovid invests the templa’ and “ara’ of Concord
with an all-encompassing array of personal, familial, civie, and
national insignia. For a start, much-could be made of the pdety
expressly gendered alignment of exempla, past and preseiit,
and wirtutes, emblematic of harmonious social relationisis
Rome's steadfast military tribune, faterrex, and dictator, ‘populi
superalor Frusci’ (M. Furius Camillus); Germany's conquets
ing ‘dux venerandus’ (Tiberius);, and the idealized ‘genotrix!
[Livia). Consider. further, the explicitly gendered contes
of this citation, Under the [des of Janwary, Ovid celebrates
the exclusively male prerogative of martial honour. Elegvi
assimilated to ¢lagium, and a catalogue of indelibly foundatioh:
alist family portraits is elucidated.* Viewing the imprimanie
of military command is as imperative as atténding to the
memory of the dead {591: ‘perlege dispositas generosa péy
atrip ceras’ {'survey the waxen images arranged through thig
noble entrance halls’)). *‘But nevertheless', Ovid sings, “all
theze [Fabii] are ﬁﬂmﬁ_ with human henowrs® (607 *sed
tamen humanis celebrantur honoribus omner’), Male-referential
‘ornes’ is reinforced by species-exclusive ‘humanis’. 1f-we

& Baxchlesd | 1591 7 4 Berchicsi {1991 %, 14,

"W can now beyin to understand why Ovid, wnlike Callimachu, makes a limied
e of the Muses an bnforigonts, The M differ fromn other divimitios, in that they o
atrsactintéd w4tk vertais firinx of gherck we might even sav that they ase fied 1o sorimin diferisey
pemrer’ [Bawrchiess [ B35 B 17 bulics sataledd). i

™ P Coraelins Scipio Africanus and P Servilins Vatia lssuricus 393, Q. Caeciling
Bletelbas Cretious (5041 P. Carnelins Scipio Al Africanns Numeotmas [596),
Peero Clandiny Dimsus 5973, T, Manlin: Torquatus (601), M. Valerius Corvam (603,
Co. Pranpeins Maguns (03], the Faduii j505).
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‘reacd’ Owid's version of the "imagines’ in this way, his list may
then logically be seen to culminabe in the ‘leading man’, that
is, hypermasculine Avgustus. Moreover, signifier and signi-
fied (like the discordant Musad) are one: *sancta angusta’ (609).
This business of imperial{ist) subordination (whether res gestae
or<Romanad is unequivocally (and univocally) Man’s work—
ohe man's [Augusins, Tiberins, Germanicus), all men’s. The
efiiation is simple and ideclogically rigid (613-16: ‘imperium
nostri ducis . .. orbis onus’ [‘the fmperium of our leader ... the
weight of the world')), and exposes the “Law of the Father'
‘asthe founding principle against which the burden of rule is
measured (defs, Lw_ﬁ. pater.

Interestingly, this normative explication of masculinist pri-
ority gives over under L5 January 10 a deviant aetiology firmly
embedded in gendered elegiac terrain. In sharp contrast to
the fouriding myth of . 468-542,7 Ovid confounds reader
expectations of further traditional topoi with a terse, evoca-
tive vignette of abortifacient mothers and capitulating fathers
[B21: ‘matronaque destinat omnis’ Cevery married woman
tesolved™), 625-6: ‘pafres... | ius thmen eréplum restitingse
ferunt’ ‘the fathers [that is, the senators] are said to have
restored the right taken from [the mothers]?). Contextually
and thematically, including this episode represents a poetic
inversion as mischievous {in gendered terms) ax _wﬁnrai._g
previously noted anti-Callimachean twist. No longer a sacred
mither giving voice to divine truths (472: ‘sacrae sanguine
malris’ {(‘by the blood of a holy mother™); 474 “ore dabat pleno
carmina vera dei’ (‘with sanorons voice, she continued Lo give
uiteriinee to the actnal prophecies of the deity’]), but rather a
sceptical Ovid {"ferunt’) retailing a story of expropriated hon-
our, sexual abstinence and abneégation, baseless reprimand,
and just restitution, enshrined in calendrical ritual. This sce-
nario could not be further from the charted topographies of re
Rowanae (Evander > Pallas = Aeness > Caesar > Augustus)
and the economy of deified motherhood (5361 Tulia Augusta =
Livia apotheosized) foretold by Carmentis. Dynastic certitudes

L Y ;.:u..:..:_r—u_.nnu_.__.. lay of chytuislle grhas ﬁ__-:._uu._:... ..n__.:.m rivsalutuly ___.__:M__“_“_..E Livies.,
vy 3 the poes by Evander's prophetic mother, Carmentis hereelf, full of divime
{cwtaliva eariaen”,
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and imperial sureties are problematized (531-2: ‘et penes
Augustos patriae tutela manebit | hanc fas imperii frena tenere
domum’ (*and guardianship of the fatherland will remain in
the power of Augustus; it is proper that this house control the
bridle of imperiun?’) ). Instead, Ovid interweaves his aetiology
of the two Carmentes (Porrima and Postverta) and the renewal
ol a veproductive social ethos with the twin stigmata of dtgal

ohibition and appeasement of indeterminate female enlities
633-4: 'sive sorores | sive fugae comites Maenali diva tuae’
(‘whether sisters or comparions of your exile, Maenalian goid-
dess’}). As such, the ‘tempora digesta’ may register the new
‘templa’ of Juno Moneta (629: ‘scortea non illi fus est inferre
sacello’ (“it is not right to introduce leather things into her little
shrine’)} and its proximity in spatial and programmatic terms to
Concordia. However, by then, the problematic nature of social
relations and the fractured networks of exchange underpinning
any vision of a normative Roman ideal have been exposed.
Ovid's calculated contrast between the alternative entries for
the Carmentalia cuts across specifically literary implications to
highlight the integral relationship of sexuality and the body to
any ‘reading’ of Roman social-caltural history.

(ii) Reviewing and Rereading the Agenda: Ovid
and the *‘New' Scholarship"

haec mea militia est; ferioos quae possumus arma.
This is my military service: [ take up the weapons that [ can.  (Far 2 8

In the course of delivering the 1994 Todd Memorial Lecture
at the University of Sydney, Elaine Fantham gave a checklist
of approaches intended to supplement contemporary ‘read-
ings' of the Fasti™ While an otherwise embracing catalogue
af evaluative tools was elegantly unpacked, the interpreta-
live category of gender was not included as part of Fantham’s
literary-critical roster.’ Given the {at least reasonable} signific-
ance of the latter as a subdivision of textual explanation,

™ This heasling is & paraphrase of the ttle of Fantham {19#5),
1 Fagutbin {1965) §2-3.
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one could remark at the absence. With d mind to instating
the implications of the sex/gender sociolinguistic system, let's
briefly consider Fantham’s four-point guide to *an informed
neutral reading’ of Owvid's text, with reference to a selection of
aitia in fasti 2.

We are first encouraged to examine the poet’s historical
choices, measuring these against prior and subsequent histori-
pgraphical versions as well as the contemporary epigraphical
record. In this regard, recognizing Ovid's criteria for his treat-
meunt of social-sexual episodes in Graeco-Roman mythopoeic
and historiogruphi)cal tradition would seem an equally nse-
Iul exercise preparatory to any ‘reading’. In the same light,
a-case can be made for gendered studies of other members
of the elite {male) literary canon, and even of the epigraphic
corpus.™

J: G. Frazer's 1931 translation” of 2. 41-2 provides some idea
of the need for extendg the ambit of this initial approach.

vecinm frenalis per inane draconiboa Asgeun
credolus inmerita Phasida fowit ope:

Wafied through the void by bridled dragons, the Phasian witch received a
welcome, which she little deserved, at the handls of rrosting Asgsus.

Interestingly, Frazer interpolates the less- than-oblique *Phasian
witch™ (with explanatory footnote) for the sulfixed feminine
abstraction Phasida{ m]. Medea's monstrous choice and extra-
ordinary flight (from the ‘dead hearts’ consequent on that
chaice) were deservedly notorious, Yet the poetry (re)presents
her in terms which {at one and the same time) E.EE.__A a locus
prior ta the distressing teleology of desive, murder, and sorcer-
ous escape, and which place her within the protective embrace
of a{nother) foster-male (‘Aegeus credulus . .. fovit ope’). She is
canght in the lyric spotlight of before-and-after, and all else
[which might distimguish her humanity) is {like the vacuum
of space across which she is drawn) mane—empty, lifeless,
withoul

mzﬁuﬂ.mzﬁﬁmﬁm on this paradigmatic template (passive
feitale/bestial consort > active male/naive protector), Ovid

* For an example of the former, see Keagan (1997 for an extended sudy of the
ey, wee bd thortheoming).
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apiter”], we must measure his deceptively liberal rhetoric
against the following citations: i
* “puer furto conceptus’ (183: ‘the boy conceived by trickery”)
*gemitus ..__w.._un parentis erant’ (186: *his parent’s words were
7 agroan’
¢ “hanc puer ignarus iaculo fixissel acuto’ | 187; ‘the unknowing
boy would have pierced her with his sharp javelin’).
Underpinming Callisto’s transformation is a masculinist
tive naturalizing female speech as animal-like and ne_ﬁ
er polluted alterity in bratish physical terms. Callisto may

PFETER MARK ELEGAN

Fantham's thud suggestion-not to fi Ovid's carlier
work—follows closely on from Enaﬁﬂ.mhpiﬂgﬂq

”..ﬂm .“ dﬂ_ﬁw—u. Emﬂ&ﬁ “E. andy hn._.m ,..h“.l.m._.-_wn o._pm
re

. What does Ovid's ment of ‘a developed ele
Egﬁ_gggﬁuiﬁﬁ of |
eroticism’ of the modern literary-historical inter-
-fnﬂwﬂq mrn.l.mp”n?!ri{.
abortifacient Ausonian mothers of Fasti 1. 617-367 $

i & ...“-___ (e E%T?!ﬂ—anﬁ%ggﬁ
In this light, the metamorphosis of the hamadryad Callisto esite of a (man-made) god, the intractable exclusionist fury of
(2. 153-92) is an explicitly eroticized narrative which extends »-E-Mum_ ss-consort, and the threatened initiate
Fantham’s interrogation of the poet’s earlier ceuvre imto B od of a2 (o earing?) son.
EEE.?EF&HEEEEWE;. b is ﬁ impossible o ,unnn.EE.HFEA&E individual
- . : ) .......__... EoLi] nr___._—.lﬂ_. ﬂﬂhﬂm_ﬁrnw“ﬁq & SuEpi
s vowed chastily (Dimna = Cyuthis = Phocbe sanctions -...féyﬁﬂﬁ?.ﬂ&ﬂsﬁ..hﬂ.i%g
Callisto’s sexual repunciation) > . : virgo credita mater erat”) resulted in outrage, relegation, and
.gqﬂﬁ_ﬂ";nnuﬂnnﬁuﬂnri_ilﬁﬂlnm sion. So all that is left for the wition to subside once more
Jupiter, _H!-Emwh.ﬂ_ﬂ..:v il nfo semantic and sociolinguistic equilibrivun is Ovid's stellar
-§Eﬂ?ﬁ_g. EE&EEEZ&. mu.vwmfung E&: and raﬂ-cnun“wuﬂ!arﬁa—ﬁsﬁq
] . . st ; t would at first the attitudinal ten-
oéﬁ?&-ﬁgtqrp Diana’s :annnu.._.“. ;ﬁi&n?i#ﬁgrﬂ?hﬁaﬁa?i
» divine wu@_ﬂ (177 .__-_nl furit Juno formam mutatgue % Enhmghgg Ecﬁqﬁhﬁ_rﬂ Eﬁuf _u_oE.ﬂ._.c
puellae’ ['vexed Juno is furious, and changes the young, : “tactis ne lavet Areton aquis”), Because, in the mytholo-
woman's form)). _ realm (and, by extension, the social-cultural ‘reality’ of
The creative permutations of the lnliuushg“. H&:&Eﬂﬂﬁ:gm?!ﬂwwr
am that her andience take into
Mulvey’s definition of ui!.ﬂ.aﬂw.un_nﬂﬁrnlu:ﬁ ] nﬂ@ﬁ%ﬁhﬁi%&% text (whether
difference is (re as ‘woman’s castration”; the -exilic] request does not preclude {and,
E pamaky. S whem Ovil e the geoio, 4ord a8 i s iy B e
penalty. So, when poses Mcﬂrﬂ...ia_ 8 ents in (or m) the
Invito est pectore passa fovem' (178: _mﬁ.._....iumn.&w of class, ethivicity, wealth, i ﬁ.rﬂ_
:Ewgfiiinﬂm.uﬂng for example, the conceptualization mu.n_“qmw_u_-.—?n.-.
p cretia episode culminating liber secundus {see
) . e rereacing _.Eh..ws-w_: ctiom ﬁ—._.._ ._u;.—_ﬂi..u Alfter ﬂh..
Lﬂﬁi.ﬁﬂf%ﬁﬂ!ﬁ&i!!lﬂ nderec :.unn”m just as revisionist as ideological
iﬂ?ﬁiﬁ]’ilﬂlﬂfﬁ { - ..:__.H
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(iii) The Metamorphosis of Lara: Ovid an hs (381 ‘hostiles fingnas inimicaque vinximus ora’). The
the Self-Conscious Inquirer* g%wgsﬁhiﬁﬂqﬁn&ﬁi?;&i
vt pro verbis i _ plernents masculinist .:E..“__nn enemy
nm.iu.-_u.“BEi__ri n’ by those wha ‘spea women'” The phallogo-
imperalive und such an interpretation of ritual
Eﬂth»i:ii?ﬂ“%&ﬂ.ﬁ“ﬂﬁﬂﬂiiu!ﬁ Je activity is emphatic. [t (almost] goes without saying that
__._EFEL is involved. It is shared by old and young women alik
¥ “aut ipsa ant comites . . . bibit”), and the prime celebrant
A corollary to the foreg study of gender-exclusive liten parts drunk. Tt doesn't get any more stereotypical than this.
criticism can be found in other treatments of Ovid, The sup: men are innately magical, indubitably bibulous, and prone
EREDEE&E&T. Vailn Al .._.3. : -
evident n  recent study by Siephen Hinds dlscussiog i important to nots the contradictory deferral of
the relationship between the archaic Greek poem the Home fid invests in women's inherent relationship with
Hyma to Demeter and Ovid's of the rape of Persephc ligirus, and spaces.- Women may be associated with
in Fasti 4 focuses on structural and material influences; his p .negalive ms of these symbolic, social-cultural,
i#wwﬂmi#_,.%niﬂn&ﬁ?“ﬂﬂ-gﬁ.. abstractions, but they are seldom uaflowed
is not (o gainsa s sources “nse these abilities positively to effect change, especially
E&ﬁzﬂ:ﬂ.m&ﬂ.ﬂlﬁ EE&M:HF%:. garding their own circumstances [n his actiology of Juno
the Homeric Hymn to Demeter may legitimately be viewed as cina (2. 425-52), for example, brides are of
archetypal textual reatment of ancient relations (diy sving parthenogenet iiﬂnﬂﬂn&g}&ﬁ”
and human] situated within an sexed ritual cont _ii._i.-ﬂmhiﬂum._ﬁu—uﬂarumlﬁ.ﬁnﬂa%
H?gﬁhu. Consequently, it would seem erb g&ﬂﬁﬂiﬂﬂﬂggi by
to consider what does—or, as Fantham™ puts it, “wh My nor prayer nor magical incantation will you be a
g?ﬁ&huﬂln&ﬁﬁﬂgﬂnﬁﬁg or’} ). unsympathetic magic is deenved apt: a leather
choice of scale to emphasise i&?ﬂuﬁ.ﬁsﬂqlsﬁ. the reproductive male state (427 ..E...u”
Homeric/Hesiodic tradition. To cite Hi with thjs ‘ne ndae patienter verbera dextrae’ {‘receive submissively
emphasis in mind, *half of the story of the Homeric Hymi fa prolific right hand!') )

2 O n
be {inescapable) condition of female submission to male

influence on Ovid has yet to be wld", propd
il is distressmgly (enjgendered in s aition.
iuifﬁ.-gin%n

Let's look first at the topological association between o
women and prefacing Lara’s tale (2, 571-82). ‘Behal

says Ovid, ‘an old woman, down in the midst of gir atiable desire is (with ies) legendary. As this dis-

performs old rites for Tacita’ (571-2: ‘ecce anus in meg 2 !ﬂﬂ?%ﬁ.gg.iﬁ uturnal

_residens annosa puellis | sacra facit Tacitae”). After the ni) e thumderer's object(ive). In a perhaps ironic

terious ritnal actions are played owt (in almost thea deta ist, the lustful god’s immoderate desire canses him to suffer
com pare the pantomimic conehision to this Ovidian set-piece

mnﬂ"-ﬁ"ﬁnﬂ.ﬂﬂhd—. EEEGEF%E- TLANCe J EEI!?}E&E._%

frecas on the bisiory of women ang lost or ersalitivnn

Ik | ¥ ﬁr"_ﬁt * relutes o wiark.

® 1 iake this heading oo the tide of Hinds [ 19567 4], = Fantham | 1993) e lﬂ%ﬁii-ﬁsf

“ Hinds [19874) 71. patriurehal symbehic frder. A stirting proini for enlry ifin this projoct is Irigarmy {19911,

| E B
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.EEEQEM?EfEuEEEwriE
nger, he tears out Lara’s indiscreet tongue i607-8: ‘Tuppiter
...... quaque est non usa modeste | eripit huic lingunam’).
The destructive force of tumescent rapine is vivid and excru-
iatingly visceral. And, once again. the *Law of the Father’
1l es (611: *fussa lovis fiunt”).

“This site of female subjection is well suited to the speechless-

offence will not be bome lightly.

As we have already seen i 5 of the dis and deviant (609: Tocus ille silentbus
ransformation, the intended victim” ..__.,.”H.ﬁ_._b- is appropriate for those who are silent’) ).
(here, Julurna's sister-nymphs) are co-opted to shigured and depersonalized, Lara is condemmed to act out
gambit.® Thus, we (the modemn reader, no = role spared (612: ‘dicitur ifla duci tum placuisse
audience)* are treated 10 the unpalatabl €0 (it is said that she satisfied her guide the
Tiberine nymphs collectively assent o the .E?&Eﬁcﬂﬂ”ﬁl:i&n%ﬁg
ism. ‘What is my sansfaction’, Jupiter revisited with scopophilic clarity and purpose.® Mercury's
ﬁuﬂ.ﬂn ] (593—4; ‘nam ution to use force {613: *vim parat hic’), in apposition to

.- desperation and ultimately fotile supplication (613-14

15 i i i .r! , _ ....gnu.guiwﬁm%ﬁaﬁ_g

. ey i prlate an s of the

O gl £ o G o . e e o et

ngnmﬂua ptrre S s o a0 n._sd eﬁ&isﬁaﬁ_ kb
e Ee (LA, ‘08 mutum - i

a : . ,,__.._."__.__F plethora b Lo o ot | g uuﬁn i terminology

Ot H—-E.. as il from -_._IE__HN ‘o “n.!._r.n_ is intensified
v the twin male burden she bears to her ‘divine leader’ (615:

J excised and the of

Jrog o bl eglodoed g ol et
Lident HEEG%EE&%%F_E
T .ﬂ-ﬁﬂi':ﬂ—t %.ﬂ

% \We might ates cite Livy's retelling of the compact forged between Roovals i
the Sabive wognen (L9, 1- 1. 6L ' £

L dhrigw this distincucn becanse naany in Owid's [male) andience wonld a0 farming it o oomathing sdisfying in ieell”. One might compane this o Chid®
{W.a.ﬁiﬁ _ra.##rr.ul.s.r..ﬂ..tll! i!ﬂ!iiiﬂ—[ﬁ[i?itﬂ-uh
lialize Eﬁiﬁigﬂg!lif 3 . Thix ‘nuistress’ (305 “dommae iuvents”), Masanian demse” ), A5

ﬁ!_iiTmui.rr}:&lE

03] a

nuern peeceplions of hormagve AIHEL B e imbicimed— portcayed av s collecion of desimlbe frgments wgges
i?Eiﬂ?L??_l iﬂﬁ“ﬁii&ii'l’:ﬁi!
marginalized population). Tn ielution 1o gendes, il may be glosed as male 1 lockes”, " 0D “odoratis capillis, humerosT), bosomr’ (310 "goe’);
o il wromnin's minda-ited tutivs, and vedlecty a fumilial-ses iol, idealengical, ey e’ (A1 v Uutivar'; e saoon,
system of appresdon, s | LK) 165 nestes thad, in i tract, “the Larer comumemorate an ac of
rgpliﬂﬂurﬁgiiimﬁ.i o aleme dr}lii&-&;qn—niﬁt
Braguam”™. nec japen o tenet’ [ Hald your tonge, chald™ And #he do I imapact of ‘erotie snd et By gEneic expectilion
conral . h Ei.-ﬂﬂ.ﬂigﬁiigi

Sy ——
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re)presentations of transgeneric literary modes like poetry and

“Bringing each item to a climax, a comparison of the treat-
nis given to the third anecdote (Lucretia's story) reveals a
g%&?i%u??ﬂ&%sﬂunﬂuﬂa

om of female sp and gendered expression, mas-
plinis Eﬁﬁﬂqﬂi@%mﬂs For the first time
he second Ovid introdaces a leading human female
or, and provides her with a fragment of oratio recta (Fasti 2.
r .mi.mul .

4 *mittenda st doming (e tune properate puellac)
qoamprimam nostra facta lacerna manu.

4 quid tamen auditis fnam phura sudire potestis)?

(iv) The (Other) Silence of Lucretia™

recordantt [imaginem| phura magisque |sensus| placent.

By remembering [het knage], more sod more [his wepses] give him p u...
(Fasti 2. TR

Inter alia, Fantham™ and Newlands® recommend the “néw

reader to compare Ovid's version of events with that found

the Livian corpus. The ‘historical romance’ of the Regifigi

conclnding the port's treatment of Febroary and dhe wf 5

_\gﬂn‘.ugiwqﬁgwﬂu.gﬁ_ﬁﬁmu.ﬁ
R

53-60)—seemns most to analysis in th

comtext. Ovid's ¢laim 1o sing of a removed from 1 quantum de belle dicitar eoe vaper?
standpoint of annalistic (1. 1-2, 13-14], and the intervén i&ﬁiﬂlﬂ“ﬂ.aﬂhﬁp
ing years between m:-vﬁ“nu of his work and Livy's (3070 i.liﬂ..arl. E_.lii !ﬂllllul.lq

mare since the first edition of Ab Lrbe Condira), argue
nﬁ.ﬁuﬂi:&ﬂﬁsﬂﬂﬂglﬁgoﬂ&?. cnces.
Eqiiigggn—.gu.:.

{Sexius at Gabii, Bratus at Delphi). Ovid treads a similar padlyt " ‘nndh "

Livy's variant, and follows the patarinites of his retelling {if i el RPN

LIV : : T, girlsl—ns enan But whaat o you hear [for you ae

in iﬁ#.;ﬂuoﬂﬁaﬁgﬁigiﬁ:.: to hear a great many ? How much do they say of the war is to

fact that these revalve wround pivotal exploits i jabe? Afler & while, you will fall in battle defeated. Ardea, you resist your
expositions of male protagonists [the so witers. Shameless city, you who compels owr men 1o be absent. Let them

of lwless and qgi?ﬁuhﬂmﬁum un-Roman kin et o greatly (do 1 wish) you to bibng them back! But my husband is rash,

l.li....—f.ﬂ.-—’ E.lu..wﬁ?ﬁ E.g—ﬂu.w__u—uiﬂn. i & with two-cdged sword he rushes wherever he withes, Reason depins,

which certain stereotypical or idealized hehaviours 3 4 1 die, whenever the image of fighting comes o me. and an icy-cold chill

nis', *libertas’) remained embedded over time, af least in' the

acy

cule Thave oo difficuly }?{%EEE single-minded devotion ave foremast. The twin decorum
and power: Wihat [ am snggosting is thel the - peychosexual dimension women’s work and mode of discourse (742; *calathi lanaque
extremely [amsnally?) boasal patterm of mtilation, rape, and silencing [ hary . N
perforniative elepine slaboration) camot be glossed simply 45 an sppropriated oflis’; 744: “tenui E.-.E.u_ are situated within ﬁ
play. Ovid's anmibilation of the Semale ‘playy’ as mnch with the fuale: andings w (742: ‘ante toram’; 74 Cinter

.n.__.r_.t._n rewnrking of dw rabric, "The Silemee of Lacieia', ch. & of : : ; _ th
_.ﬁ.m . ..rnn:ﬂn..lﬂnuui__r:dﬂﬂx_ﬂn?n_wir&n!

- chone prarallel vending' of Livy's mnd Ovid's deamasizations of the dowasfill ) wn as ‘speaking-among-women
of the: Tastuins i1 cxfep, see Mewlands | F9495] LHi-53. | should add tha) ke toe
Mmﬁr{r!nh.«qﬂ _ib.n-.-_ !Eil'_‘-ﬂ_.“! i ilﬂu;l - E.-_EH_.EH““_—E“IE _HE.“
i.!...:l“.lﬁjlu o o E -}.-1._?;}1!



._.._.I FETER MARKE WERLAN

What is there beyond the ‘wicker baskets of soft wool’ andl
Lucretia's *delicate (read also; inferior) tone (or, character}y
deposited ‘before the bridal bed" and ‘among her female ser’
vants’ [cf. 743; ‘famulae’}? For a stut, even il ber attention/is
intimately related to her husband's survival, Ovid's Lucretia iz
passionate about the war. Her chauvinistic parochialisn is the
product of affective attachments over agunst those of the adull
male citizen for the state. Ardea is a rival for Lucretia’s female
desiring gaze, ‘improba’ personifies the axis of sexualized
tension on which Lucretia's evocative plaint hinges.

In a similar vein, while it may be the only tangible link
(so Lucretia believes) remaining o her, Collatinus’ Tacerna’

is a poor substicute for the man. One cannot help recalling :

the poet's professed stance as fasti 2 began—"haec mea -
ta est’. Just as Ovid *bears the only arms he can’ (9: “ferimus
guae possunus Amic), i pursuit of Caesar's train, 30 Lucreti
rehearses her husband’s venmures on the battlefield. In a senge,

Lucretia’s hypersensitive condition™ reilies ina feminized con-

struct the raw psychic nerve of a people too long exposed 1o the

inanitions (separation, tranma, grief) of iniernecine rivalries.

In other words, we may postulate {along with recent femingst

‘rereadings’ of Roman literature)™ that Ovid articulates here s
few of the intense masculinist misgivings of his age through an

act of female ventriloguism.*

The preceding narratives in Fasti 2 transmit many of the
established social-cultural topoi associated with-the active
male—passive female binarism via multiple divine and super-
natural female voices, On the other hand, Lucretia's speeth |

encodes adeviant gendered discourse depending only partiadly

on the vevolutionary use of elegiac verse as the vehicle for pas ¢

Romanae. This sociolinguistic subterfuge is further illuminated

in the meditations and (sub-?}vocalizations grven over to Sexlus .
in Ovid's (certainly not in Livy's) treatment of the pre-rape
scenario. The desiring gaze of poet, characters, and audience 2

.w_ séts the Ovidian version apart, and 3

is a tangible presence.

B Demarked by her pndons demands for mews of the conflicl, ber Feard r...-..

Collntinuy’ saliety. and hes paralysng premonitions of tragedy,
= A e, a..nh._":-._.__.. Fuoguite e b 1ol chosicn da Skinner | IO (=70 L

# For an exploration of this convepl in relation 1o Ausgusian and Renaissagts g

DO ol Vu..—.-t—._.._f Polic soaoe, e Harvry { TR0 21030, wor altu L
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prepares us (‘we' as interpreters and sympathetic readers) for
an{other] unravelling of the fasei's discursive formation.

For Collatinus and his soldier-companions [as well as those
others participating with Ovid in the exchange), Lucretia’s
meticulously choreographed collapse into grief {755- 6: *desinit
inlacrimas intentaque fila remittit | in gremio volium depos-
pilgue suwm’ {'she ends in tears, and releases the streiched
threads, and lays her face in her lap’}) is a scopophiliac’s
‘dream’ (read: ‘fantasy’). Her aspect is ‘becoming’, and her
modest tears are ‘seemly’ (757: 'hoc ipsum decuit lacrimae
deguere pudicae’). The countenance (it wonld seem) is indeed
the mirror of the soul (758: ‘facies animo dignaque parque
fuit’). Unsurprisingly, then, Collatinus’ mere presence (759:
“pone metum, veni”, confunx ait'? {**Lay aside your fear!
I'have come!” her husband said'}—his choice, ir registration)
restores Lucretia in thought and spirit ("illa revixit’). The female
conforms to a subordinationist logic. She is (literally } a depend-

i entburden, agreeable and soft {‘dulcis”); and she is attached in

melaphorical ‘servitivm’ to her husband’s neck (760: ‘deque

;. viriccollo dulce pependit onus’),

Nothing new so far under the elegiac sun. Yet, in the space of
i gonplet, Ovid manages to insinuate himself into the mindset
of an implacable rapist. Lucretia’s physical and characterolo-
gical virtes {‘forma’, “color’, “capilli’, ‘verba’, ‘voxt, ‘decnr’,

t 'place(n)t,” ‘corrumpere non est’) suffer the same deconstruct-

iveremphasis ‘here as in Ovid's explicit love poetry. This
syfiecdochic dismemberment of Laeretia is a familiar loy of
olberwise amatory verse. But the sum of her parts (763-5)
forms the subject of a far more dangerous ‘amator prasceps’
(ot ‘praeceptor’). The measure of this predator's dexire is

inversely proportional to the legitimacy of his object (766

‘quogue minor spes est hoc magis ille cupit® (the smaller ihe

i hope, the more completely he desires it')). And in deliber-
E alegontrast to Lucretia’s fearful imaginings, her likeness—thit
i loregoing (rejpresentation ["absentis imagine”)-‘gouws at hiy
b senses’ (769 ‘carpitur sensus’), While Lucretia was frozen,
¥ Targquin burns with anticipation (779: “ardet’).

e will of the wpeuker iy male; the sgeney of voice is active and complete.
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At this point, Ovid openly declares his narratological pléy 3
(770): ‘recordanti plura magisque placent’, As for the pagt, 4
s0 his audience, as for Tarquin, so the reader. By calling 2
these things (that is, the scopophilic fragments comprising £
Lucretia’s (relpresentation) to mind, the pleasure prineiple -
of anticipated possession is intensified. Therefore, Tarquin
rehearses the constellated matrix of his masculinist cupidity. By 3
addressing himself in a travesty of Lucretia’s hypernormative 2
oratio reclg (771—4), he gives voice to his andience’s impulses. ;
His express{ed) catalogue of desires—*voltus’, ‘verba’, ‘colir’,
facies’, ‘decor oris’ (773—4)—neatly recapitulates and enhanites §
the focus and affect of sexnalized pleasure forestalled wnd -
foregrounded in his prior internal qm%mEE_._m,

Cenainly, the archetypal shadow of inherited ﬁqﬂ::w..
hangs heavy in Ovid's depiction, as in Livy's. Violenge,
guile, and unrighteous love attest to Tarquin's turpitude aind
ignominy (779-80: ‘iniusti...amoris | ...indigha vimgue -
dolumque _ . *). However, in the same way that Ovid tests the 23
strictures of Angustan mores, so he alludes 1o a relationship .3
between the militaristic forays landed in Livy and the mimilic
rivalries of a more persopal batlefield. Thix is not so auich
a conceplualization of co-active love ax of the individualistic
male libido’s desire for the essentialized female form. Under
this schema, Lucretia can only look to her own resources (782
‘viderit'). The female is cut advifi from the safety-nets of leg 3
islation and customary practice alike [782: ‘andenter forsque
deusque iuvat’ (‘Luck and the divine help the bold’)}.
dares wins (78]; ‘eudebémus ultima’ (‘we'll visk the extremsé’): |
783: “cepimus audendo Gabios quoque’ [‘By daving, we topk
Gabii too'))! -

Owid departs from Livy's annalistic account once meoré- |
at the moment when Lucretia is confronted by her assaildnt
(801-3). Here, e confront the opposition between traditional
female duty and voyeuristic vanle desive; in this case, tohe
the victim as well as the pictor (811). Ovid utilizes the subjuniet: -
ive of will to express what ought to be done by Lucretia ag a
matter of propriety {*quid faciat? ‘pugnet?” ‘clamat?” ‘effogiat?
["What is she to do? Should she fight? Call out? Flee?']), But
the deliberative force of the poet’s questions is repudiated
by the superordinate “vis' of the independent, volitive male.

& First, the normative equation (301 *vincetur femina pugnans’
E (rfighting woman will be “mastered™")}; then, the deviam
& insertion of military might (R02: “at in dextra qui vetet ensis
& erst” (but in his right hand was a two-edged sword to oppose
& har'il. Note how the kind of sword which cansed Locretia such
£ heartache when carried into battle by her imprudent husband
b Ustricto qualibet ense’) may just as easily be tomed against her
L lindextra qui vetet emsis erat’), By placing Lucretia’s thoughts
¢ in'the third person, and on the cusp of subjunctive will and
& desire, Ovid affords himself and his andience access to a psy-
£ chological omniscience—the thoughts and verbal activities of
¢ hunter and prey rarely entertained, except perhaps on the
. And while the poet ensures that the consequences of
& such deviant behaviour are explicitly flagged (811: “quid victor
& gandes? haec te victoria perdet’ ("Why, victor, are you pleased?
® This triumph will ruin you!"), by that point the audience has
& participated vicariously in the complete experience of rape
ﬂaw: recognition to consummation).

b Further indications of this ‘virtual’ participation may be
& lacated. In rapid succession, Ovid presents us with:

i

», the abandonment of Locretia’s father and hosband to grief
[B35~6: *ecce super carpus communia damna gemendes |
obliti decoris virque paterque iacent’ (‘Behold! Indifferent
to decoram, father and husband lay prosicate on her body,
lamenting their common loss]),

» Brutus' violent and peremptory withdrawal of the death-
dealing blade (B38: ‘semianini corpore tela rapit’ {he tore
the weapon from her half-alive/dead body’]), and

s the (notionally male) community’s display of the penet-
rated body (849: *volous inane patet” (‘the halliw wound
is expased’]).

¥ on at 2. 838 (‘rapit’], but in the context of mcmmnmzum a
relationship between Brutus and Sextus Tarquinius. Tn this
light, 1 would nssign significant freight to Ovid’s ireatment

& For a typicalty dear-dghted discssion of the edent b which poetry, miie, aod
Talyrplay intermested in popular performsncs spaces, e Wiamsmiaa, “Chid and the
Slage”, in i welmme. B Newlands (1905 154
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of the still-living *animi matrona virilis’ (847} by sire, spouse]
and u.:....ﬁ.a avenger. These linked elements (the indec
orum of men she summoned, the of the man
rchearsing revolution, and the desiring gaze of adult male
citizen population (Quirites) of Collatia) seem to be perform?;
ative and participatory echoes of an amatory scenario deviani’
il extremiz® Nevertheless, we might ‘read’ Ovid categ ..:.._
this sel{-conscigus scenario as the objectiive) of ainother} kind'
of “virtus dissimulata’ (844). Lucretia concurs (2. 845-6):
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means of delimuting and abnegating the perpetuation of the
‘Phulomela/Tacita syndrome in contemporary hiterary-critical
studies. Gender as a category of social-cultural and histor-
‘cal imterpretation deserves a central role in ‘revising and
...-....ﬁ”«.r!i.fuvnﬂ%ﬂ? + sociolin-
g &.: w.h.u»!._._ of ancient ?__Hﬂ_ﬂuﬂ Rome. erwise,
the ¢ imagination' of today’s ‘readership’ is in danger
0 E_...nnﬂm__u.ﬁm (intentionally iu....g to those ‘complicitons
games of interpretation’ by which Ovid sought 0 explore
. Roman identity in a o

[ transition and adjustment.* In
iia:rt& ..n_EEIlEe_. Hﬁ&ﬂut :ir..ﬂﬂrani her words, negotiating the serio-ludic quality of the Fasti is
Lingering still, Lucretia moved her lightless eyes 1o [Bruws'] words, treacherous , and failing to recognize the import-
and seerned 10 2pprive his remarks with ber shaken bale i mce of an explanatory principle (in this instance,

sex/gender analysis) invites problematic interpretative engage-
1 ment. | hope that this study has cleared a few of the critical
pitfalls adhering to gender-exclusive ‘readings’ of one ancient
ext. and demonstrated the advantages of admitting a common
ocus into the praxis of meaning-production and reception.”

(v) Recentring Gender: The Case of Ovid’s Fasii* _
Unless pender definstions (sexwal differences as enforced by culiure) are o ?

inderpretation.  (Phiyllis Culbwn, (1990) 172 # Pogwinmads (1995} 8, Drawing on the work of_johan Huizngs, Wollgang Ivet, and

This i ion ook L %EEFE _L-riiﬁﬁgﬂ_iﬂqgi.
scussion -.--EM_M_E.-E_ ; ; '

16 which the Fadti i i A | T E?E%lﬁﬂ?ﬁgqglﬁﬂﬂ

vailing masculinist culture of Augustan Rome. In doing so, § midern sudience is s aspat of this Teedback-hoop” requinng warcful eament

became clear that the interpretations of certain recent scholags "~ Foe clova condlgs. of the redutiomships amoog geade, ke, ogaegs, and

of it the Aetamorphoss and b love poeiry, soe de Luce (1953), F Ty | 1RES),
d James {007 For a notegendoced reatosend of ejdaodes e the B (seen 20 an
{ it the ereation of peetic and political aothocry], see Feeney [1992)

ship examining Ovid's calendrical formmlations revealed some
B?E&F%aﬁﬁggi%
ritual{ized) female activity. Indeed, select hermeneutic prac
titioners seem o have assimilated the ways by which the
poet engages in negating, inhibiting, silencing, or slayin
women—an intertextuality between the criticized and the eritie

1 would argue that modern ‘readers’ of the Fasii need
be sensitive to Ovid's sexuval(kzed] nuances, primarily asg

Wig delivered at Syduey 1lniversity 2 1995 frow :mal
Em?;gs?iﬁﬁil;

.unhuma[uﬂrlg within a variety of sesthetic -

’ME Repiibilicauy s, amirroes, oo the “coatiainated” i

Cnsippos and Rlbinthon ). That these kirids of { re)peesealation sigg
performative conunc in sa inviting corollary.
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