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To what extent does the presentation of homosexuality and homosexual practices change from Spartacus to the modern era?

Introduction

	The representation of sexuality within films based in antiquity is something that has changed over the course of film history. As will be shown, the main cause for this change does appear to be social attitudes as well as the trends within the way sexuality, specifically homosexuality, is portrayed in other parts of film and television media. This research will demonstrate that though there has been significant progression the presentation of homosexuality in the films set in the classical world, the mention of sexuality is not something that is done without a specific point the filmmakers intend to portray, which will be addressed in the discussion of each individual film. To assess this progression in the presentation and the other changes that the presentation of homosexuality has undergone this research will address the films primarily in their time period, whether it is the 1960’s or the resurgence after Gladiator,[footnoteRef:1] and the films between them; then assess the way they approach the subject within that group. Many of these films, particularly the older selection, present homosexuality as a trait found within the villains, the causes for which will be discussed during that section. As this is the primary presentation in the earlier examples, it will then be necessary to analyse the example of Monty Python’s: The Life of Brian[footnoteRef:2] where the sexuality of the actor may have been used to create controversy, to what ends shall be discussed. The last time period of films to be released will be divided into those who present homosexuality either as simply part of the character and the world of that time, or those who use it to demonstrate a character flaw, or finally those films that present homosexuality negatively within the modern period of film. These analyses will demonstrate that there is progression in the presentation of homosexuality, though it is not all of it is positive. It should be stated now that I am a bisexual male, which means on certain matters within this research I am not an objective observer, and may not provide a completely neutral perspective. [1:  Gladiator, 2000, directed by Ridley Scott]  [2:  Monty Python’s Life of Brian, 1979, directed by Terry Jones] 

	
Older grouping, and explanation of sexuality in the ancient world

	The representation and presentation of homosexuality in films from the 1960’s is not prominent, and when it is presented it is shown as a characteristic of some of the villains. This aspect of the presentation is very much a part of the social opinion of the time, with homosexuality still being illegal in the UK and only legal in a small selection of states in the USA.[footnoteRef:3] Many of the different films that use this device, present what can be considered to be Christian films, as they present either religious stories or they present religious undertones. This section intends to explore this fully. [3:  Illinois being the first to revoke the ‘Sodomy Laws’ in 1962] 

	One of the instances where this is the case is in the 1960 film Spartacus.[footnoteRef:4] In this film there are several risqué moments for when this film was realised. Several of these moments are seen in the political themes of the film, which is often cited as presenting a more communist point of view than the American audience would be willing to accept, with this being the cause for the film to be blacklisted.[footnoteRef:5] With these themes though there are also several scenes of sexual content[footnoteRef:6] and a single scene possibly depicting a non-heteronormative sexuality. In one scene the character of Crassus states that he enjoys “both snails and oysters.”[footnoteRef:7] This innuendo, delivered by Lawrence Oliver, is interpreted as the character revealing that he is bisexual. While this is not homosexuality as has been established previously, it is one of the examples where a non-heteronormative sexuality is presented. This presentation of the bisexuality being mentioned for two reasons: firstly, Spartacus presents a Christian message; secondly, the relationship with the socio-historic context with homosexuality. As stated in the introduction to this research, the presentation of non-heteronormative sexualities are assigned primarily to the villains of the story, in this case to a Roman rather than specifically Crassus. This is in part to the Christian philosophy that is presented with the film, as Malamund demonstrates.[footnoteRef:8] This Christian ideology would have been very much in the minds of the film makers, and at this time it the Christian rhetoric was used to persecute homosexual practices,[footnoteRef:9] as they still are in many parts of the world. This makes the presentation of homosexuality in some of the villains of the film a statement, intentional or not, to evoke certain feeling in the audience. Using this imagery and association to place an uncomfortable responses in the audience, which may reinforce their dislike of the Romans. This would likely have been placed on the Romans as part of presenting them as a pagan religion, and so being presented as different as possible from the Christianised presentation of Spartacus himself. This would only increase the differentiation between the Romans and the rebellious slaves, who the audience are meant to identify with. To further the probable manner in which the audience would perceive the homosexual acts, the legality of homosexuality was still in question in most places in the world, including the UK and USA.[footnoteRef:10] This is relevant as the legality of an act often discerns the public attitude towards it, and the fact that there are still nation states where homosexuality is currently illegal and where the public intolerance towards homosexuals are still high.[footnoteRef:11] This all would factor into the audience perception of the film’s Romans, from their possible negativity towards the sexuality.  [4:  Spartacus, 1960, directed by Stanley Kubrick]  [5:  Malamund 2007]  [6:  Primarily the gladiators wearing little other than a loin cloth. Spartacus: 0:18:30, 0:47:45]  [7:  Spartacus: 1:23:05 ]  [8:  Malamund 2007]  [9:  Leviticus 20 is the most commonly cited: “If a man has sexual relations with a man as one does with a woman, both of them have done what is detestable.” (NIV)]  [10:  Wolfenden Report, the first report to state that homosexuality should not be illegal, was published in 1957, UK Parliament Website 2018]  [11:  Yang 1997] 

	Before moving on there is a factor in this work, which will be relevant again later in this research, that needs to be addressed: sexuality in the ancient world. This a large topic, the scope of which is unable to be discussed within the confines of this work, so this will be a brief summarisation. For the Romans (generally rather than a specific era) there is somewhat of a stigma against homosexual acts, though possibly not as prevalent as with the more modern persecution from the 19th and early 20th centuries.[footnoteRef:12] What this means is that representation of a bisexual in the manner that is depicted in Spartacus might not necessarily be an incorrect presentation. Though it should be said that many sexual acts, heterosexual and homosexual, were considered to taint the individuals involved, a stigma that could be removed through piety.[footnoteRef:13] In the context of male homosexual acts the dishonour appeared to be placed on whoever the receiver of the act was.[footnoteRef:14] This means that presenting a bisexual man is not inaccurate in Spartacus, but serves a different purpose than historical representation. Whilst addressing the Roman aspect it is also worth presenting the equivalent Greek perspective.  [12:  MacMullen 1982, discuses that the subculture existed, and that many Romans adopted a laissez faire attitude.]  [13:  Skinner 2013]  [14:  MacMullen 1982] 

For the Greeks, from the Archaic to Hellenistic again as a generalisation, homosexuality would not have been consideration as it does not seem to have been recognised as anything abnormal.[footnoteRef:15] Indeed there is the example of the attitude towards heterosexual and homosexual relationships from “…men; who…love women as well as men”.[footnoteRef:16] This clearly shows that homosexuality and bisexuality are seemingly an accepted part of Greek life, if not necessarily acceptable at all times. There does appear to be somewhat of a similarity to the Roman attitudes in that these acts, if done in an indecent manner, would also taint the individuals involved.[footnoteRef:17] However, this is to a greatly reduced extent from the Romans perspective, as can be seen with the Theban Sacred Band and the various comments about them from the both Greek and Roman sources. In explanation, the Theban Sacred Band were a group of elite soldiers in Thebes who were known for being in relationships with other members of the Sacred Band.[footnoteRef:18] The Roman era writer Athenaeus has been translated as stating that the manner of their existence was “disgraceful” and it was intended for them the die in battle rather than live as they were.[footnoteRef:19] This description does seem to depend on the era in which the passage was translated, inferring that there is somewhat of the translators opinions on the matter being transferred to this passage. Though it should be worth note that Plutarch and Polyaensus do not raise an objection so this might be an issue that arises with later Christian values.[footnoteRef:20] [15:  Hubbard 1998]  [16:  Plato, Symposium, 181b. While the speech from Pausanias presents a mixed attitude it overall seems to acknowledge that bisexual practices are present.]  [17:  Skinner 2013]  [18:  Ludwig 2002]  [19:  Athenaeus, Deipnosophistae, 13.12]  [20:  Plutarch, Pelopidas, 18. Polyaenus, Stratagems of War, 5.1.] 

It should also be established now that there is a great difference between homosexuality and pederasty. It is a large misconception that scholars fall into that if a source criticises the acts of pederasty, they interpret this as the source also criticising homosexuality in general. This is categorically not the case, as homosexuality and pederasty are not the same thing. Equating the two is no different than those who have done the same with homosexuality and paedophilia within the last few decades. Indeed, this difference is so drastic that under the Wolfenden Report there were specific exceptions made to pederasts, meaning podophiles, in the otherwise tolerant report which was instrumental in the decriminalisation of homosexuality. This differentiation was made because of the statement of the only homosexual man to testify to the enquiry committee who made the distinction clear.[footnoteRef:21] While scholars who make this mistake have become rare, it does not necessarily mean they are not still making the mistake. It is difficult to accept the arguments of a scholar who makes such a fundamental mistake, however if there are valid points within the argument they are presenting that do not rely upon this mistaken idea then they should still be considered. In spite of these comments pederasty has to be acknowledged as part of classical Greek homosexual practices, however, the two acts of homosexuality and pederasty are in no way mutually exclusive. [21:  Bengry 2007] 

Now that that has been extensively looked into, it has become clear that the presentation in Spartacus is not overly contradictory to the apparent historical facts to cause a response from the audience. Although the film does play on the sexuality of Crassus to create a degree of hostility from the audience, this could be interpreted as a creative liberty rather than an unrepresentative presentation. There are worse representations in the other films made in the same era, who add in sex as a selling point, although these are not properly representing sexuality.[footnoteRef:22] This could always be the because of this era producing the biblical stories, and so the genre at the time would have been very Christianity based. [22:  Cleopatra, 1963, directed by Joseph Mankiewicz] 


Controversy

	Moving on from the 1960’s films on the ancient world to one that hat uses sexuality seemingly as a way to cause controversy: Monty Python’s The Life of Brian.[footnoteRef:23] Released in 1979 this film came only twelve years after homosexuality was decriminalised in the UK. Incidentally, in the US only twenty-nine states and territories had decriminalised homosexuality before 1979, though many only partially. This film would have been release when this subject was one that would be sensitive to many people in the targeted audience, though possibly slightly less in the UK than in America. This makes the casting of Graham Chapman, an openly homosexual man and activist for gay rights since 1972,[footnoteRef:24] as Brian, particularly provocative and controversial.  [23:  Monty Python’s The Life of Brian, 1979, directed by Terry Jones]  [24:  McCabe 2005] 

	The character of Brian in the film is a clear allegory for Jesus, despite Jesus appearing in the film at the sermon on the mount[footnoteRef:25] In the early interviews from the cast of Monty Python, they insisted that the character of Brian was not a representation or allegory of Jesus.[footnoteRef:26] This in itself would have caused controversy, as can be seen with the representation of Jesus in Andrew Lloyd Webber’s: Jesus Christ Superstar which opened in 1970.[footnoteRef:27] However, the addition of the character being played by a gay rights activist would only add to the controversy that can be seen with Jesus Christ Superstar due to the many different biblical passages that damn homosexuality.[footnoteRef:28] This controversy is something that Monty Python often used to promote themselves, and thus have the film reach more people. Casting Chapman as the principle character would make this controversy worse.  [25:  Monty Python’s Life of Brian: 0:07:00]  [26:  Life Of Brian- 1979 Debate (1/4), YouTube, 2018: discussion on Christ and the wider film begins at 4:50]  [27:  The History of Jesus Christ Superstar - 'The Making of Jesus Christ Superstar', Youtube, 2018]  [28:  Leviticus 20:13, Romans 1:26-27, 1 Corinthians 6:9] 

	It needs to be acknowledged that there are other ways in which this film caused controversy at the time of its release, such as depicting an allegory for Jesus itself. These contributed to the film being banned by many towns and some countries.[footnoteRef:29] While this aspect of the reception the film would have likely been lessened by if one of the other cast members of Monty Python had played Brian, the fact that Chapman was homosexual would have added to the infuriation that many felt at the film. There are numerous interviews and articles from the time that show the attitude of many and have members of Monty Python, most notable and most often John Cleese, defending their casting and the making of this film against the criticism that it is blasphemous and should therefore not be shown in cinemas. This claim of blasphemy was also raised against Jesus Christ Superstar, so cannot be placed solely upon the casting. However, it should also be noted that much of the controversy was over the depiction of Jesus in a comedy film, considering the previous biblical films did not present Jesus himself and not present the biblical figures in a potentially disrespectful way. Specifically, The Life of Brian has a scene of full frontal nudity depicting Brian waking the morning after sleeping with the character Judith, played by Sue Jones-Davies.[footnoteRef:30] This would have also added to any of the potential outrage caused by the film. In addition to this, there is also the fact that Jesus is depicted in the film at the Sermon on the Mount[footnoteRef:31] meaning the objections to Jesus being depicted are valid as he is indisputably shown. Further to this there is also the stoning scene near the beginning of the film.[footnoteRef:32] This scene comments on the extreme response to someone saying the name of god, and in doing so the character of the priest, played by John Cleese,[footnoteRef:33] says Jehovah on many occasions. This scene could easily be seen as a blasphemy by itself, this would also have added to the controversy.  Essentially, there are many aspects of the film that could easily have contributed to the film’s controversy and whilst the casting of Graham Chapman added to this controversy it is not the only factor. [29:  McCall 2014]  [30:  Life of Brian (1979). IMDB. 2018]  [31:  Monty Python’s Life of Brian: 0:07:00]  [32:  Monty Python’s Life of Brian: 0:11:30]  [33:  Life of Brian (1979). IMDB. 2018] 

	There is also the other consideration that should be discussed regarding Graham Chapman, and that is that Graham Chapman would often play the more significant roles, the key example being that he played King Arthur in Monty Python and the Holy Grail.[footnoteRef:34] Something that Terry Jones has said in 2014 is the statement that Monty Python “had lost their leading man.”[footnoteRef:35] This shows that no matter what the subject of the film was that Chapman would have taken the prominent role and that the other five members of Monty Python (John Cleese, Terry Gilliam, Eric Idle, Terry Jones, and Michael Palin) playing an assortment of supporting roles as they do in both The Holy Grail and Life of Brian. This would mean that a large portion of the casting of Chapman would be because of his skill as an actor and capability, therefore his casting was not to create a controversy over him being a homosexual man playing a Jesus allegory. It might also be that he fell into these roles because of his drinking problems which could often interfere with filming schedules, when they were making The Flying Circus as Chapman would often begin drinking at lunch and remain intoxicated for the rest of the day.[footnoteRef:36] This would mean that playing the same character would make it easier on Chapman if he returned to the addiction, as it seems to be he had the problem under control by the time of filming Life of Brian,[footnoteRef:37] rather than having to be constantly flitting between characters as he had to do on Flying Circus. Considering all of this it does appear to be that the casting of Chapman would have occurred regardless of it creating the controversy that Monty Python could have used in order to sell tickets to the public.  [34:  Monty Python and the Holy Grail, 1975, directed by Terry Gilliam and John Cleese]  [35:  Monty Python talk about Graham Chapman in 2014, YouTube, 2018]  [36:  Monty Python - Pythons on Graham Chapman, YouTube, 2018]  [37:  McCabe 2005] 

	The question remains, did Monty Python uses the sexuality of Graham Chapman as a way to create further controversy in order to sell the tickets? It is unclear, as it is not something that they seem to ever have fully addressed either way. As it does not seem as if this is something that they would do without Chapman’s permission on the matter, which they probably would have got considering Chapman’s promotion of gay rights. Considering it is an objection that was raised frequently in the interviews and debates of the time it is not unreasonable to assume it is something that Monty Python considered during the marketing of the film. However, it does not appear to be the case that he was cast in the role because of his sexuality to create controversy, but rather that it is something that came about during the promotions for the film that Monty Python utilised to further the already existing controversy.[footnoteRef:38] The sexuality of Chapman seems as if it is something that Monty Python did not intend to use to create the controversy but something that when controversy began around it they used to promote the film. [38:  The controversy can be seen in the 1979 interview referenced in footnote 26, and the following parts of the interview.] 

	There is also one other factor that should be addressed briefly when assessing sexuality in the Life of Brian, and that is the character of Stan or Loretta, played by Eric Idle.[footnoteRef:39] This character, as the two names suggests, is a character that wishes to be identified by another gender, what would called transgender today. Again, the distinctions between transgender and homosexuality needs to be made as they are not the same thing, which is why this aspect of the film will not be being discussed fully, but how they handle the character in the context of the film does shed some light on their attitudes towards progressive matters such as this. Fundamentally, the way that Monty Python handles this matter is not only sensitive for a comedy where it is a joke, but relatively progressively and acceptingly. Once the issue has been raised by Loretta, the character’s preferred name, the other characters in the film refer to the character as Loretta rather than Stan, clearly demonstrating that they respect the character’s decision. While this may be a commentary on many things, it could also be a reflection of the attitudes of Monty Python to Chapman coming out in 1966. What interviews with Chapman and the other members of Monty Python reveal is that John Cleese was the member who was most taken aback by the revelation, with Chapman saying he was shocked with negative connotations and Cleese saying it was a surprise with more neutral connotations.[footnoteRef:40] In either case, all seem to agree that Cleese was the most affected by it. This seems to also be the case in the scene with Loretta, as Cleese’s character Reg[footnoteRef:41] seems the most opposed to the idea, though ultimately respects the decision. As this scene follows many of the same beats, with a newer issue on gender and sexuality it would appear as if this scene is, at least subconsciously, to be a reflection on how the Monty Python cast reacted to Chapman coming out to them. [39:  Life of Brian (1979). IMDB. 2018]  [40:  Monty Python - Pythons on Graham Chapman, YouTube, 2018]  [41:  Life of Brian (1979). IMDB. 2018] 

	This attitude does appear to be a progression from what Spartacus does in the representation of homosexuality. From Spartacus to the Life of Brian there is the distinct shift from using sexuality to mark the villains, to what could be considered progressive attitudes for the time within the film, and less progressive but more accepting outside of the film. While Graham Chapman’s sexuality does seem to be utilised as a promotional method for the film, it is not one that seems to be done in an offensive way to him of other homosexuals, but rather to offend those who were staunchly against homosexuality. Indeed, it could be considered progressive to have a homosexual man play Jesus, however this is unlikely to be the case, for the reasons explained before, regarding Chapman as a leading man. From Spartacus to the Life of Brian, there does seem to be progress in the attitudes of film makers towards accepting homosexuality. The obvious reason for this shift in attitude is both the decriminalisation of homosexuality in the UK and the fact that one of the creators of the film was not only a homosexual but also an activist for gay rights. The latter of these two causes is probably the primary basis for the change in presentation in the Life of Brian, even with the strained relationship between him and the other members of Monty Python;[footnoteRef:42] however, there is probably a link between the decriminalisation and the date that Chapman revealed he was homosexual. [42:  McCabe 2005] 


Post-Gladiator Films

	The recent resurgence in the ‘swords and sandals’ genre has led to several films that present the different aspects of sexuality in the ancient world. As Gladiator itself does not overtly present or reference homosexuality it will not be discussed in this essay, though it does address incest. Two films that do address homosexuality or bisexuality are Alexander[footnoteRef:43] and 300.[footnoteRef:44] For future reference when referring to Alexander it will be in reference to primarily the ‘Final Cut’ version of the film, though scenes from any versions of the film will be considered as scenes have been added and removed in all versions of the film.[footnoteRef:45] Both Alexander and 300 present sexuality in very different ways in their films, and as such will be addressed separately for the way attitudes both have changed and have not changed since Spartacus, with Alexander being relatively neutral in presentation and 300 being relatively negative. [43:  Alexander, 2004, directed by Oliver Stone]  [44:  300, 2006, directed by Zach Snyder]  [45:  These versions being: the theatrical release, ‘Director Cut’, ‘Final Cut’, and ‘Ultimate Cut’. ] 

	First to be analysed will be Alexander. This 2004 film, directed by Oliver Stone, presents many aspects of the life of Alexander the Great, including the probable sexuality of Alexander himself. There is some discussion of Alexander’s sexuality as there are different descriptions of his sexual acts, most not being explicit in disclosing whether he was homosexual or bisexual or heterosexual. For instance, Plutarch is very explicit that Alexander was not homosexual,[footnoteRef:46] implying that the others of the era would be either homosexual or bisexual. This would have been an easy route for Oliver Stone to take in the making of Alexander, as it would not potentially offend any of the audience. However, Stone decided to address the potential relationship between Alexander, played by Colin Farrell,[footnoteRef:47] and Hephaestion, played by Jered Leto.[footnoteRef:48] The relationship between these two characters can be seen in the apparent sacrifices made to the shrines of Achilles and Patroclus who are prominently read as being in a relationship with each other,[footnoteRef:49] though this comparison might have been made after Hephaestion’s death to emphasise their relationship. On which, it is said that after Hephaestion’s death Alexander mourned for longer than he did anyone else.[footnoteRef:50] It is generally considered that these two were in a relationship during their lifetimes, meaning that Alexander would have been bisexual, which is how they are presented by Stone in the film. This means that Stone is being historically accurate, which he has said in interviews was one of his primary goals.[footnoteRef:51] [46:  Plutarch, Life of Alexander, 22]  [47:  Alexander (2004). IMDB. 2018]  [48:  Alexander (2004). IMDB. 2018: the historical spelling will be used rather than the spelling in the film’s credits, as with the other characters with names spelt differently.]  [49:  Morales and Mariscal 2003, Clarke 1978]  [50:  Plutarch, Life of Alexander]  [51:  Stone states this at several points during the commentary on the ‘Final Cut’ DVD.] 

	With the accuracy of the films presentation being addressed, there is also the matter of how this factors into the film as a whole. Ultimately, this aspect of Alexander the Great is shown in part for historical accuracy and to demonstrate it as a flaw in his character. While this is done relatively well and respectfully, it can be potentially be seen as a negative way to portray bisexuality. This is because the focus of Alexander’s relationship is around his mother Olympia, played by Angelina Jolie,[footnoteRef:52] and his wife Roxanne, played by Rosario Dawson.[footnoteRef:53] Whilst this is an interesting look at the relationship between the three, even with the blatant Oedipus Complex that Alexander shows,[footnoteRef:54] the film presents Hephaestion as being a character present to amplify tension between Alexander and Roxanne. While this does work in the context of the film, presenting Roxanne as a secondary relationship to Hephaestion, it does seem to favour the heteronormative perspective due to presenting Roxanne as a character to be sympathised with. The key scene for this is when Roxanne enters during a tender moment between Alexander and Hephaestion leading to an argument between Alexander and Roxanne,[footnoteRef:55] showing that he is part of the cause of the issues in the relationship and part of the weakness of Alexander’s character. While a large part of the empathy that the audience is encouraged to feel is from the Oedipal feelings from Alexander, Hephaestion being present only furthers the issues between Alexander and Roxanne.  [52:  Alexander (2004). IMDB. 2018]  [53:  Alexander (2004). IMDB. 2018]  [54:  Alexander: 1:41:35]  [55:  Alexander: 1:33:55] 

	However, there are aspects to this that are resoundingly positive; primarily, that the relationship presented between Alexander and Hephaestion is genuine and caring relationship between them. This positive presentation is not undermined by the negative aspects as explained in the paragraph above; as was stated then, it is clear that Alexander’s attentions are primarily directed towards Hephaestion, and that these feelings appear to be genuine. Throughout the film there are numerous scenes where the sincere care between the two characters is shown and explored in a way many other films would present a heterosexual relationship. The way in which Oliver Stone presents this relationship is more equal than many more modern works because he does not seem to see any issue with presenting homosexuality or bisexuality.[footnoteRef:56] This presentation of them is one that should be applauded in its efforts to maintain historically accuracy and an overall good presentation of the homosexual relationship. This aspect of the relationship shows the progress from Spartacus well, as it in itself is not a negative that should be associated with the villains of the story, but rather a trait of Alexander with little association either way. Whilst the film does use the sexuality of Alexander as a way to explore his faults, it does seem unlikely that the gender of Hephaestion would have played much of a role in the presentation of the events. The drama appears to primarily come from the existence of another person rather than specifically the gender, though it does play a role in the drama that is presented. There is also the character of Bagoas, played by Francisco Bosch,[footnoteRef:57] who is shown as another lover to Alexander, however, this causes a great deal less of conflict in the film which is why it was not the relationship addressed. It is still worth addressing that this relationship also appears to be one that is caring an genuine.[footnoteRef:58] 	 	 [56:  Oliver Stone On The Directors Cut of “Alexander”, YouTube, 2018]  [57:  Alexander (2004). IMDB. 2018]  [58:  Alexander: 3:11:25] 

	The other film that presents homosexuality, though this time in a negative way, is the 2006 film 300. This film is not especially positive in the way it presents homosexuality. The sexuality of the characters themselves is not addressed in the film, though considering the two leading characters in the Spartan force both explicitly have either a wife or children[footnoteRef:59] it is fair to presume that this heterosexual presentation extends to the others in the film. There is one explicit reference to homosexuality in 300 though, in a scene relatively early on in the film the character of Leonidas, played by Gerard Butler,[footnoteRef:60] refers to the Athenians as “philosophers and boy lovers”.[footnoteRef:61] This is clearly referring to the Athenians as pederasts, with the act of pederasty in the ancient world being associated with the educated.[footnoteRef:62] From the previous discussion about scholars who make this error in their perception of homosexuality it will be no surprise that this representation is not something that is particularly positive. This association presented between homosexuality and pederasty or paedophilia, does little more than proliferate the idea that homosexuality is in any way equitable. As pederasty was primarily between two males, there can be considered somewhat of an association in the ancient sources, however, this is not the case and should not be presented in a modern film. While this film was criticised for being little more than an excuse for stylised gore, this continuation of the misconception is not only an extremely negative presentation but may cause the continuation of homophobia and prejudice. This representation, is not really any different from the presentation in Spartacus, if not potentially worse due to the changing attitudes and legal standing of homosexuality.[footnoteRef:63] 300 shows that even when the social attitudes of the time change, there will still be films that are not in line with the social attitudes and continue to present misconceptions. [59:  Leonidas has Gorgo as a wife and a son 300: 0:07:53, and the Captain has his son 300: 0:23:05]  [60:  300 (2006). IMDB. 2018]  [61:  300: 0:10:40]  [62:  Hubbard 1998]  [63:  Cavendish 2010] 


Conclusion
[bookmark: _GoBack]
	From the examples given, there appears to be both progression in the presentation of homosexuality and shortcomings in the representation. The clearest example of progress comes from Alexander and the way the relationship between Alexander and Hephaestion is demonstrated. This presentation is positive overall, with only minor negatives to the presentation. This representation is one that worked well in the context of the film and in the historical accuracy. Alexander does have the biggest change from the presentation of bisexuality in Spartacus. Although there are some negatives of the presentation in 300, these are not the preeminent presentation of homosexuality in the media. Overall, in the majority of instances there has been progression in the way homosexuality is presented as something not abnormal. As Monty Python showed early after the change in legality in the UK the social perception was mixed, allowing for the controversy that promoted the film. Aside from a few minor instances of regression in the presentation of homosexuality, there has been development towards the positive presentations of homosexuality and bisexuality, in a similar manner to social attitudes.
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