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Critically discuss the importance of gender and status, as well as the concepts of dominance and passivity, in relation to Roman sexuality. 
The social, legal and domestic lives of people in Ancient Rome were dictated by gender and its effects on status. Roman culture had very separate roles and expectations for men and women which were kept relevant by scientific theory at the time. In a similar way, sexuality and its expression had clearly acceptable and non-acceptable fields. These were set out by biological and social roles. In this essay, I will be focusing on Pre-Christian Rome due to the complex nature of the changing sense of morality once Christianity was introduced in 313AD. I will be discussing the biological theories behind sex and gender in Rome, the importance of gender and status in both social and legal senses, how women were expected to behave (with a particular focus on funerary inscriptions) and the nature of sexuality.
Firstly, gender was a crucial marker of social status and legal rights in Ancient Rome. As Kuefler points out, the social rights of Roman men and women were clearly defined by masculine superiority and feminine inferiority.
 One aspect of this was the idea of 'virtus' i.e. the masculine ideal of excellence, both in the moral sense and that of achievements. It was believed that women lacked virtus and were therefore naturally less moral and excellent than men. As a result, it was perfectly natural, indeed sensible, for men to hold the upper hand socially since they were believed to be better and more honourable in every sense than women. Other terms used were 'duritia' and 'mollitia' which were used to describe the physical and mental toughness of men in contrast to the soft and over-emotional nature of women, respectively.
 This gendered language of hardness and softness were also used to describe the expected sexual roles of men and women, which will be explored more in-depth in later paragraphs. 
This theory of virtus created very strict standards of expected social behaviours for men, which brought about problems when feminine or dishonourable men broke these standards. The Romans handled this by giving these 'unmanly' men a feminine identity. For example, words like 'semivir' (half-man) and 'effminatus' (effeminate) were used by Roman writers to describe these men, essentially assigning them the social position of women.
 There were even attempts by Roman physicians to demonstrate that moral character, or lack thereof, was biological. The best example of this is 'De Physiognomia Liber', a 4th Century treatise that put forward that men with virtus were physiologically different from their effeminate counterparts with the latter possessing traits like fine body hair, soft feet or a light step.
 The result of this, along with other physiological texts putting forward the same ideas, is that there was an ongoing idea that masculinity and femininity were not just social roles but biological differences. This necessitated the superiority of men with virtus and effeminate men existing did not change that fact because they were, in effect, just women with male genitalia. This separation of unmanly men from the rest of men allowed the continuation of the link between masculinity and moral excellence. This meant that since unmanly men were not really men, other men could continue to assert that all men were virtuous.
This social divide between men with virtus and unmasculine men was also extended to legal circumstances. This was done by the concept of infamia which could be used to describe the reputations of men who did anything from committing petty theft to being in an unlawful marriage. Kuefler states that it was most commonly used to denote unmanliness, with infamia representing the legal equivalent of mollitia which, as mentioned earlier, was the word used to describe the soft nature of women. As such, legally, men who were infames were essentially demoted to the same status as women, with restrictions like being forbidden to make applications to the magistrate, or not being allowed to witness a will. These restrictions emphasised how immoral men were not really men as they had their male privileges taken away.
 Therefore, power and legal/social standing were dictated by strictly gendered identities and were based more on the ideas of 'masculinity' and 'femininity', rather than explicit biological sex (i.e genitalia).
Now that the expectations of men and their impact on Ancient Roman social roles have been discussed, I intend to explore the roles and expectations of Roman women. Funerary inscriptions and literature are some of the best ways for modern historians to explore the expected standards of female behaviour in Rome, and how women who lived up to these standards were honoured. On funerary inscriptions, the most common words used to describe Roman women were 'dulassima' (sweetest), pia (dutiful) and carissima (dearest),
 which gives us an idea of what virtues were most appreciated by Roman men in their wives and daughters. Certain women, like Lucretia or Cornelia, are remembered for their extraordinary virtues. Lucretia was hailed as a heroine for her self-sacrifice after being raped by Sextus Tarquinius that, allegedly, led to the overthrow of the last King of Rome.
 Similarly, Cornelia (mother of the Gracchi) was remembered for her outstanding virtue, with one example being her refusal to remarry after the death of her husband and instead choosing to focus her energy on educating her children.
  Another example was her stoic reaction to the death of her sons, as described by Plutarch.
 These women are remembered on the basis of their virtues, demonstrating to modern historians what Roman men valued in their womenfolk in terms of personality and behaviour. 
Now, moving on to sexuality and how it was viewed in Pre-Christian Rome. As mentioned earlier, the idea of duritia and mollitia as a way to describe the nature of masculinity vs femininity was not just a description of expected social roles but it also influenced the ideas around sexuality as well. As such, men, with their 'hardness', had the role of sexual dominance and the 'penetrators'. This was in opposition to the 'softness' of women which made them the sexual 'receivers' or the passive party. The impact of this is that the idea of being sexually passive or the recipient of sexual actions was explicitly feminine, contradicting the idea of virtus. Kuefler points out that 'sexual prowess was as central to masculine identity in Classical Rome as was participation in public life; both sexual and political dominance were understood as the proper positioning of adult males.'
 This created problems when it came to the cultural practice of pederasty, which was a central feature of ancient male sexuality. It was essentially a sexual relationship between adult males and adolescent males, with the younger man being the 'receiver' of the act. Bearing in mind the Roman opinions on manliness and dominance, it was understandably threatening to one's masculinity to be penetrated, even during the age of adolescence. As such, the Romans frowned upon 'penetrating' free Roman adolescent boys, with laws prohibiting it in the late Republic. However, the success of these laws is debatable due to how often this sort of law was introduced. 
It is important to point out that the Roman's were not so much looking down on homosexuality, although to lust purely after men and not taking a wife and fathering children was very much a taboo. It was the act of being sexually passive which was primarily the issue here. Being engaged in sexual acts in the passive role, past the period of adolescence was looked down upon in disgust. One example of this is Emperor Elagabalus (ruled 218-222AD) who is criticised in the 'Historia Augusta' with the terms 'Who could endure an Emperor who was the recipient of lust in every orifice of his body?'
 What this demonstrates is that although the Emperor was young when he took the throne, only fourteen (an acceptable age to engage in the practice of pederasty), Elagabalus was looked at with disgust with his engagement in a sexually submissive role. Overall, Roman sexuality was built upon the same ideas that surrounded gender and its expression, namely that there was a strict concept of masculine vs feminine and dominant vs submissive and to break those barriers was to be socially excluded and looked down upon. 
In conclusion, gender was hugely important to the Ancient Romans, with gender and its expression of it impacting both the social lives and legal rights of Roman citizens. Masculinity and femininity were two totally separate circles and sharing aspects of yourself with both would lead to social exclusion, due to the importance of male superiority to Roman culture. Sexuality shared these concepts with dominance and passivity being assigned depending on gender, not on your sexual orientation. To Roman men, dominance and masculinity were far more important than whether one lusted after men or women, at least in Pre-Christian Rome. 
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