[bookmark: _GoBack]Critically discuss the importance of gender and status, as well as the concepts of dominance and passivity, in relation to Roman sexuality

In this essay I will be discussing status and how it effects each gender. Additionally, I will also be discussing dominance and passivity in relation to genders; along with the Roman definition of sexuality. I will be doing this by breaking down each part of this question starting with status and closing with different types of Roman sexuality.
Status was split into two groups, that have sub categories. Like we do, the Romans had an upper and a lower class within their society. The first was the Senatorial class: this class was made up from men from the Senate. This was the more political group and the men who were in the class where seen as nobles. [footnoteRef:1] This class was dominated by men of noble birth. Then there was equestrian class that was made up from men who could prove they had a property worth at least 400,000 sesterces to be able to join the equestrian order. The man’s family members were also considered equestrians [footnoteRef:2]. However, if the men in this class were elected to a magistracy and entered the Senate, they could move up to Senatorial class. Showing that this class was economic. The women in both classes were defined according to position within society their male relatives held. To sum up what males thought of women in these classes is a quote by Augustus: 'nature has made it so that we can not live with them particularly comfortably, but we can't live without them at all'[footnoteRef:3].  [1:   Social Class and Public Display, Vroma [online] Available:
http://www.vroma.org/~bmcmanus/socialclass.html ]  [2:  Ibid]  [3: Agrippa the Younger, Ancient History Encyclopaedia [online] Available:
 https://www.ancient.eu/image/646/ ] 

The lower class was divided into five groups. The Commons who were all other freeborn Roman citizens who were not a part of the upper class. Then there was the Latins who were born residents of Italy.  Then the Foreigners who were all other men and women who lived in the Roman territories. Also, Freed people who were men and women who were once slaves that had obtained their freedom. The system of chattel slavery were human beings born into slavery or sold into slavery through war or piracy[footnoteRef:4]. Because of the lower males not being defined by what activities they did, the women were included in the lower class. As to the higher class, men and women in the lower classes were all the same.[footnoteRef:5]Female and male children were automatically members of the social class of their parents. [4:   Social Class and Public Display, Vroma [online] Available:
http://www.vroma.org/~bmcmanus/socialclass.html ]  [5:  Ibid] 

Roman sexuality is a ‘structuralist’s dream’ [footnoteRef:6] due to it being broken down into acts of dominance and passivity. Males were meant to be the dominant partner in the marriage or relationship. They would hunt both other men and women to have sex with. If the men were the ones who were giving, they would be seen as normal men. [footnoteRef:7]He would penetrate anyone in any hole. The men had sex with other men were manlier to other men if they were the dominant in the relationship. But men who received sex from other men where seen as passive and abnormal because they would desire to be penetrated and not want to be the ones giving. They would be called the pathicus[footnoteRef:8]. Within opposite sex relationships, it was only natural for the men to also have control in the bedroom with their wives. As women were not viewed as equal to men. Due to the role of women being that they were housewives and they were to provide children to continue the family line.  [footnoteRef:9] But they held some power in that they ran the household. [6:  J. Hallett Roman Sexualities, p.48 ]  [7:  J. Hallett, Roman Sexualities, p.54 ]  [8:  J. Hallett, Roman Sexualities, p.56]  [9:  Gender Roles, Prezi, [online] Available:  
 https://prezi.com/bm_ytn81jzqf/gender-roles-in-ancient-rome/ ] 

Women on the other hand, had to be passive to be considered a normal female. This means that they would be the ones being penetrated by men. The men had to make the women orgasm every time they had sex to keep their women passive and under their control. So, the men wouldn’t be considered less manly because they could please their partner. If a woman wanted to be the dominant partner they were considered abnormal because they should be the one being penetrated by men and not the other way around. Women were considered adulterers for this. [footnoteRef:10]Any woman who enjoys sex was considered abnormal and masculine. Prostitutes were frowned upon because they were both dominant and passive. Some chose to please only men while others wanted to be the ones pleasing themselves. These women who were dominant were called monsters: ‘such a woman is a monster who violates boundaries’[footnoteRef:11] but they were only monsters because they did not want to be passive, they also wanted to give pleasure as well. However, these women could never truly be dominant. [10:  J. Hallett, Roman Sexualities, p. 58/ 59 ]  [11:  J. Hallett, Roman Sexualities, p.59 ] 


Unlike today Roman Society did not have any labels for sexuality. They did not consider terms like homosexual and heterosexual, they also did not consider lesbians as it was not even something thought about then. There was only normal and abnormal for both men and women.  As previously stated, normal men were dominant and were the givers, whereas the normal women were passive and let the men be in control.  However, there were exceptions with the men: they could have sex with another man so long as they were the dominant one. What this meant for the man who was not penetrating was that he was passive, ‘abnormal’. 
Unlike women, the passive men were not seen as monsters like the dominant women were, because men could escape being passive by being dominant with a woman again. A woman who enjoyed sex with other women was always going to be a [footnoteRef:12]monster, whore, adulteress or virago. These women seemed to want to sleep with the same sex more than males and if they were to have sex with a man it would have been her attacking the man. The sexually active women were considered to be a monster.[footnoteRef:13] They also had to use either a dildo or by licking which was a rare because women were thought to have just rubbed their vulvas together.  [12:  Ibid]  [13: J. Hallett, Roman Sexualities p.59  ] 

However, a dominant woman could go back to being passive again and she would not be viewed as a whore anymore, she would be viewed as a good loving wife. Even when a woman became active she was still seen as an object of passivity and nothing more[footnoteRef:14]. Men should only be dominant, and women should only ever be seen as passive.   [14:  Ibid ] 

Comparing ‘normal’ men and women with how the upper class were seen, there are many similarities that can relate to the example of what ‘normal’ means for both genders. The man comes across as the more powerful one who had control, whereas the women comes as the one who just stands in the background to support her husband. [footnoteRef:15]Women had no control in public. However, lower class women and men were viewed as the same as each other, and this corresponds to the idea of what was considered by the upper classes to be ‘abnormal’ for men and women. They were seen as lesser. In both classes, some men wanted to be passive and some women wanted to be sexually active, although sexual active women were still seen as worse than the men are and had a lot more negative attitude to live with. [footnoteRef:16]‘Such a woman was a monster who violates boundaries’ as an example.  [15: Gender Roles, Prezi, [online] Available:  
 https://prezi.com/bm_ytn81jzqf/gender-roles-in-ancient-rome/ ]  [16:  J. Hallett, Roman Sexualities, p.59








] 

Regarding whether class had anything to do with sexuality, lower class women were more likely to be prostitutes just to be able to make money for themselves and their families. In those times it was clear that the poor would do anything for money, even sleep with the same sex, so did that make the prostitute an ‘abnormal’ woman? The prostitute was just carrying out a service asked for her to do by a paying client. The same can be asked about males who get paid to have sex with other men which in those days was not heard of as much as women. Perhaps these people were only seen as abnormal because they did not conform to what a ‘normal’ man and woman were.  Romans used the label ‘abnormal’ because they were having sex with the same sex and the role of what is considered ‘normal’ is reversed and that is what was not socially allowed. 
In conclusion, Roman class and status is reflected by the ideas of what dominance and passivity were in ancient Rome. 

Bibliography
Ancient History Encyclopaedia, 2012 [online] Available at:
https://www.ancient.eu/image/646/ Accessed 25th April 2018

J. P. Hallett, M. Skinner, 1997, Roman Sexualities, Princeton, Princeton Press


B. McManus, 2009, Prezi, Gender roles [online] Available at:
https://prezi.com/bm_ytn81jzqf/gender-roles-in-ancient-rome/  Accessed 25th April 2018 


C. Ross, 2014, VRoma, Social Class [online] Available at:
http://www.vroma.org/~bmcmanus/socialclass.html   Accessed 25th April 2018




