On The Nature Of Gender Roles In Early Imperial Rome
Introduction
The idea of gender fluidity is becoming increasingly prevalent in modern western culture. This has led to increasing study into historical perceptions of gender.
· A good example of this in Chen’s 2017 article, which looks at Graeco-Roman, mythological, and artistic, depictions of intersex, and transformative themes, and applies them to the empowerment of modern gender fluid individuals (Chen, 2017, Pp.208-209). 
Unfortunately, these indications from myth, and art, were not reflected in society. Roman society, in particular, deviated from them. A deviation which I shall explore through the familial institutions of early, imperial Rome.
Such was the scale of the Roman family that it was likely had a similar structure to society, with similar gender roles, and power dynamics. 
· A Roman family could include close, and distant relations, multiple wives, the widows of deceased male relatives, and slaves (Osgood, 2011, Pp.70-71). 
· Such a large family would require a more official style of administration than a smaller one, with more people comes greater chance of disagreement. 
· The family becomes a microcosm of an entire society, and – logically – the one would be structured similarly to the other, with similar dynamics of power. 
As such familial institutions seem to be appropriate to the study of gender roles in early imperial Roman society, and these present a rather different picture to the myth, and art.
Men And The Binary
The male role within the gender binary of early imperial Roman society is best explored through authority, even within the family men exclusively took roles of power, suggesting that authority was seen as a distinctly masculine pursuit.
· At the head of a family was the paterfamilias, who wielded substantial power (Osgood, 2011, P.70). 
· That term ‘paterfamilias’, ‘pater’ translates as father, but – in addition – it can be used as an honourable title for senators (Beard, Beard, 1854, P.302).
·  ‘Familias’ refers to the household, and its people, family, and slaves included. (Beard, Beard, 1854, P.151). 
· ‘Paterfamilias’, therefore, literally means father of the household, but it is suggestive authority. 
· ‘Pater’ has connotations of political power, due to the connection with senatorial titles.
·  ‘Familias’ has connotations of submission to power due to its possible application to slaves.
· The authority of the paterfamilias is distinctly masculine, patriarchal in fact, as shown by ‘pater’s’ primary meaning of father.
· As pater was applied to senators, as well, it suggests that political power was also seen to be masculine.
This strict binary can also be explored through inheritance rules. 
· A paterfamilias’ sons inherited his estate, split between them, with each one becoming paterfamilias of his own family (Saller, 1994, P.161). 
· That male inheritance took precedence the binary division between them and women’
· It suggests that the sexes had different roles within society, and that it was not a woman’s role to own property.
· Suggesting in turn that were considered unsuited for authority. The authority of a paterfamilias comes from the ownership of the household, so restricting women from inheriting a household means they cannot inherit authority. Further showing authority to be masculine. 
·  That they inherit equally shows a lack fluidity within the male gender. 
· It suggests that all men, within the boundaries of their class, were expected to have an equal aptitude for authority. 
Women, And The Binary
If the male portion of the binary is distinguished by authority, then the female part might be explored through their relative lack of authority. This contrast in authority does much to show the rigidity of binary between men, and women. 
· In their 2014 chapter, Glazebrook, and Olson discuss the necessity of the female partner’s consent in a Roman marriage. 
· Legally the woman’s consent was required, in practice women had very little say; their opinions were rarely sought, and, if they were, they had little ground for objection (Glazebrook, Olson, 2014, P.75). 
· Clearly women’s wishes were secondary to men’s, male consent was sought in a marriage. 
· The power of control over a woman’s life was firmly in the hands of her paterfamilias, who was required to give consent for a marriage (Glazebrook, Olson, 2014, P.75). 
The role of women within the binary can also be explored through their role within the family, primarily as carers (Osgood, 2011, P.72).
· [bookmark: _Hlk54441439]Osgood discusses the familial tragedies of Quintilian, amongst these was wife’s death, following which their sons were cared for by a grandmother, and nurses (Osgood, 2011, P.72).
· That care for these children fell to their grandmother, not their father, nor any male relative, and nurses, shows that caring for children was seen as distinctly feminine.
· This is especially apparent from the fact that nurses were employed. 
· These women were likely to be of a lower social status than Quintilian and his household, but they were employed to work alongside the children’s grandmother, who was likely of the same class as Quintilian (Osgood, 2011, P.72).
· The idea of women as carers seems common to all women in early imperial Roman society, not dependant on class. 
· As such caring can be said to be distinct of the feminine part of the binary as a whole, rather that certain classes of women.
Intersex People, And The Binary
The binary is made most distinct by how transgressors of that binary were perceived, and treated. 
· Intersex people, who may have no easily recognisable sex, were physically apart from the male/female binary, and – where the binary was rigid – transgressed it (Chen, 2017, Pp.206-208). 
Intersex people don’t fit into the male/female binary, and so apparent was this binary in Roman society, that the intersex lacked a place there.
· As Cosgrave describes in her academic blog, how intersex people, especially before and during the early imperial period, were considered to be omens from the gods (Cosgrave, 2015).
· As Cosgrave discusses, they were treated as bad omens, not as people, and their role within society was to be sacrificed to the gods (Cosgrave, 2015).
· Cosgrave suggests that they were seen to be on a level with animals, being as intersex births were recorded alongside the births of deformed animals (Cosgrave, 2015).
· It is worth noting that animals which were ‘abnormal’, in the Romans’ view, were considered unsuitable for sacrifice, while intersex people, who the Roman’s saw as abnormal too, were sacrificed (Aldrete, 2004, Pp.146-147 & Cosgrave, 2015).
· This suggests that transgressors of the binary were considered apart, even in terms of perceived deformity.
 As time went on intersex people began to be more accepted, by the first century AD they began to be seen with fascination (Cosgrave, 2015). 
· Cosgrave discusses the use of intersex figures in crude, ‘humorous’ – by Roman standards – art (Cosgrave, 2015)
· [image: ]An example of their use in ‘humorous’ art would be the Pompei depiction of satyrs attempting to rape a number of intersex people, who the satyrs think are women, but from the viewers perspective clearly have male genitalia (Cosgrave, 2015).
· Cosgrave reasons that the ‘humour’ of this rape comes from the satyrs’ ignorance of their victims being intersex (Cosgrave, 2015).
· If this is so then it is indicative of a taboo regarding intersex people.
· It suggests that the satyrs wouldn’t be interested if they knew. This denotes intersex people as separate from the binary; images of satyrs raping people within the binary (see: Fig. 1), have been seen in more serious contexts.
· This shows that they continued to be seen as outside of conventional society.
· This new perception of intersex people as figures of fun, or shock, seems to be little more than objectification. They were considered humorous because they were intersex, not because of who they were as people.Fig.1 (Imperium Romanum, 2015)

· Showing that they continued to be viewed as separate from the rest of humanity,
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