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Introduction

This dissertation explores the ideals and realities of masculinity and what it meant to be a man in the Roman World. The essay is written from the fundamental point of view that gender is socially organized and, in some ways, is a social construct. From a gender theory perspective, my research and own thinking about gender has been heavily influenced by the work of Raewyn Connell and Judith Butler, which the reader will find reflected in my work. I do not underestimate the power of biology and sex and there is plenty of room for debate on the lengths that biological sex by itself influences gender performance, but when I think about gender, including in the ancient world, I understand the actions, beliefs and choices made by Roman men to be influenced by the culture and society in which they lived. As such, this dissertation does not attempt to confirm that any way of being a man is the correct or natural way, it merely attempts to define and explore what masculinity meant to the Romans and how the subversion or breaking of these defined ideals and expectations was represented in the ancient sources and may have impacted the lives of those who lived with these expectations.

I researched and wrote this essay with two primary aims. The first aim was to summarize the ideals and expectations of masculinity through the Republic and Early Imperial period, effectively setting out a blueprint for conventional masculinity or the outline for an ideal Roman man. This is the subject of the first chapter of this dissertation. Within that chapter, I will be exploring how philosophical and moral ideals, such as virtus evolved over time and the impact this had on the changing expectations of conventional masculinity. This chapter will not be able to cover every facet of conventional masculinity, due to a limit on the length possible, but it will hopefully be detailed and explicit enough to create a foundation for the research set forth in my second chapter.

The second chapter will be exploring four sections or types of subversion of masculinity. These four sections provide a wide range of examples of ways that Roman men broke conventions, either by their actions, their presentation or even their existence, in the case of eunuchs. By the end of the second chapter, I hope to have presented a detailed, varied and clear analysis of how four separate groups of Roman men ignored or broke the expectations or stereotypes of Roman masculinity and created conflict within Roman culture that has only begun to be explored by academics in the last few decades. This is a topic of particular fascination to me and I believe that this essay provides not only quality research of its own, but also has the potential to persuade other scholars of the value of exploring masculinity and the subversion of it in the ancient world.








Literature Review and Methodology

When I began the research for this dissertation, I decided from very early on that I would base my arguments and findings on literature-based sources exclusively and not incorporate archaeological or artistic evidence. I did this for two reasons. The first is that while I have some experience in the study of material and artistic evidence, I am far more adept at the analysis of written sources and I firmly believe that the quality of my work is far higher by relying on literature rather than other kinds of evidence. I accept that my research would be more encompassing if I had incorporated material and artistic evidence, but I think that my work would have suffered overall. The second reason I chose to use exclusively written evidence is that there is a vast amount of written sources. I was unable to include all of the evidence I wanted to in this dissertation due to the relatively low word count required so if I chose to also use material and artistic evidence, my work would have to be far less detailed and I would be unable to include all the avenues of interest that I have done. I have attempted to use a wide array of literary sources, including satire, biography, legal texts and medical sources. I believe this scope of literary evidence makes up for the lack of archeological and artistic evidence.

This dissertation aims to achieve two things. The first is to provide a clear overview of current research into conventional masculinity in the Roman Empire from the Republic to the Early Imperial Period. This is what my first chapter is written about. The second aim is to explore major categories of gender subversion by Roman men and to analyze how these categories co-existed and impacted the Roman understanding of gender. To better understand the current positions in scholarship, this literature review will be split into two sections. The first will be the scholarship used within my first chapter and the major works in the field of conventional masculinity in Rome. The second section will be exploring the key themes and important works in research into the four categories of gender deviance that I have put forward within my second chapter.

The research put forward within my first chapter was heavily influenced by two key works, but there are a few other texts which were helpful in my writing without being overly influential. The first key work is ‘Roman Manliness’ by Myles McDonnell. This book is, I would argue, the most thorough and important text within the field of Roman masculinity written so far. McDonnell’s research is guided by the evolution of the Latin language and he looks at virtus as the foundation of masculinity and this book involves an incredibly wide scope of influences and eras of masculinity with an impressive array of source material. The other key work I used to form my first chapter is Edwards’ book ‘The Politics of Immorality in Ancient Rome’. This work is more influenced by the impact of Roman morality and is not focussed on masculinity as a subject. However, Edwards’ explores a variety of topics within this work, including adultery, gender and the body and the idea of the loss of masculinity from immorality, which is what I researched in depth within my second chapter. Overall, this work is less influential within the field of Roman masculinity as a whole, but some areas of her research can be adjusted and reapplied to my topic in a manner that opens up meaningful discussion. Two others works that influenced my first chapter are Kuefler’s ‘The Manly Eunuch’ and Gleason’s ‘Making Men’. Kuefler’s work is heavily focused on Christian morality in the late Empire and its relationship to the body and gender. As such, the majority of Kuefler’s book was only loosely relevant to my first chapter but he discussed Roman masculinity from a perspective that I had not considered and thus some of his ideas are included within my first chapter. He also wrote in some detail about eunuchs, which played a key role in the third sub-section of my second chapter. In comparison, Gleason’s work is not featured directly anywhere in this dissertation but his research into the relationship between speech, rhetoric and gender created an interesting background to build upon with the research of McDonnell and Edwards into the public and political evolution of masculinity. 

There are some major scholars in the field that I decided to not include within this dissertation directly, such as Eisenhut and Earl. I did this primarily because I believe their research is outdated and the research provided by the scholars I have included in this dissertation either improve their original theories or disprove them completely, such as McDonnell’s rejection of Eisenhut’s theory of the static virtus complex.[footnoteRef:2] Overall, for a survey chapter, I think that my scholarship base is more than adequate and allows for the solid foundation that is my first chapter, leading onto the research of my second chapter. [2:  McDonnell. 2006. pp.4.] 


My second chapter required a far wider base of scholarship due to the scope of my research. Many items of scholarship were used in more than one section of the chapter due to an overlap of research topics so I will be addressing these works thematically rather than individually. There was a significant overlap in scholarship in the first two sub-sections of my second chapter, which focused on the connection between effeminacy and morality and effeminacy via presentation in predominately heterosexual males, respectively. Edwards’ work ‘The Politics of Immorality’ had a huge impact on the arguments and evidence I presented in my second chapter. Her work features in three out of the four sub-chapters because she covered such a wide array of topics from political and moral standpoints. I found this particularly influential in the way I organized and thought about my topic. While her book does not focus on gender specifically, and there were large parts of her work that were irrelevant to my topic, she covered the impacts and influences of effeminacy, morality and masculinity in a detailed enough way that I was able to fully utilize her work. There was a potential for Edwards’ work to be less effective due to the many loosely connected topics she addressed in the book but I found that she was able to link them together to create a good flow and brought them all together in a way that was understandable and reasonable. 

When I was researching the scholarship for my second sub-chapter, I was particularly delighted to find the article written by Olson in 2014 about the existence of ‘Dandies’. I find this work to be somewhat revolutionary and it created the basis for my research into effeminacy within heterosexual culture. Her propositions regarding the use of effeminacy to advance political power and sexual proclivity are unique but the evidence she provided was overwhelmingly supportive of her argument and I have been unable to find conclusive evidence to disprove her arguments. Edwards’ work was also very helpful in this sub-chapter, particularly due to the crossover with Olson’s work on using Julius Caesar as a case-study for effeminacy and political power. It is hardly a revolutionary statement to say that politics, morality and gender was very closely intertwined in Rome, but these two pieces of research enabled me to analyze these three topics individually and then bring them together in a succinct manner

My sub-chapter on eunuchs was very much separate from the other three sections of chapter two. While effeminacy and morality certainly impacted my angle of research into this topic, the scholarship was largely unique to eunuchs. Stevenson’s article on the ‘Rise of Eunuchs’ and Latham’s article on the ‘galli’ from 2012 formed the foundation of this sub-chapter. Kuefler’s work ‘The Manly Eunuch’ also had some important research, though his conclusions and arguments largely overlapped with those of Stevenson. Together, these three works created a detailed picture of the evolution of the political and cultural dynamics of eunuchs and castration from the early Republic through to Late antiquity, though they each had different angles of research and specific case studies. Latham’s work focused on the Cult of Cybele which, while mentioned in Stevenson’s work, was not a main focus but it allowed me to create an interconnected timeline in my work with practical case studies.

My sub-chapter on sexuality had the largest combination of scholarship within this dissertation. There was a large amount of background reading, particularly that of Karras and Hallett & Skinner, that provided a basis for my angle of research but were not used explicitly within the chapter, due to an overlap of research and conclusions by Edwards and Williams. Roman sexuality and homosexuality has been a very popular topic of research in the past three decades so it was difficult to create a reasonably sized collection of relevant scholarship, but I believe I have been able to whittle down the main angles of research and debate within the topic to an intricate enough level to be detailed yet not overwhelming. As such, I have attempted to focus on the impact of the active/passive dichotomy and the way this interacted with masculinity, while being intersectional with the ideas put forward in my other sub-chapters about the role of morality and the conflict between effeminacy and masculinity.

In conclusion, while there were a large number of works that created the foundation and background for this dissertation, I have found that much of the research into the topic of Roman masculinity overlaps and doesn’t necessarily advance the knowledge of the subject, so I have attempted to create a smaller base of research that was directly included within this dissertation to present a succinct and overarching view of current positions in scholarship. My research attempts to bring the current scholarship positions on the separate topics of morality, effeminacy in heterosexual subculture, eunuchs and sexual roles to create a new and innovative way of looking at conflicts within a gender as interconnected and co-existing in a manner that impacts each separate subculture or category of man.







Chapter 1: What was conventional masculinity to the Romans and how was it measured?

This introductory chapter will be a survey chapter of sorts. This is primarily to give historical and academic context to my reader for my research into abnormalities and variations in traditional or conventional masculinity, which takes up my second chapter. I am using my first chapter to look at the idea of ‘virtus’ and how it was applied to Roman men  in an attempt to get an idea of what masculinity meant to the Romans, in order to understand the importance of the impact went against masculine stereotypes and expectations. By the end of this chapter, the reader should have a good grasp on the ideals of masculinity in Rome and understand the importance of these conventions to Roman culture and society.

To understand what masculinity was and what it meant to the Romans, one must start by examining the language used to describe feats of masculinity in the ancient texts. The most important Latin term to analyze here is ‘virtus’. The meaning of ‘virtus’ is complicated as, like all languages, Latin evolved and, as it did, the meaning of ‘virtus’ evolved too. The importance of the idea of ‘virtus’ to the Romans cannot be underestimated. Virtus was the foundation of Roman greatness[footnoteRef:3] and this convergence of morality and masculinity became, for the ancient writers, what defined Rome as a state.[footnoteRef:4] For context, I will start by giving a brief overview of the ancient texts that use the term ‘virtus’ before the first century BC and how this has been interpreted by various historians. After this, I will be looking at how ‘virtus’ was used in my period of focus and how the idea or, more appropriately, ideal of ‘virtus’ created the outline for the epitome of masculinity that most Roman men could aspire to achieve.  [3:  McDonnell. 2006. pp. 2.]  [4:  Edwards. 1993. pp. 20.] 


In his analysis of early Latin literature (pre-Cicero), McDonnell demonstrates that the term ‘virtus’ was used to describe acts of martial courage, rather than general moral excellence, as it later came to mean.[footnoteRef:5] The historians Eisenhut and Earl have both put forward theories that, even in the early Latin texts, such as the plays of Plautus, ‘virtus’ was a more general and moral term rather than that of physical courage.[footnoteRef:6] However, McDonnell’s argument is far more convincing and his thorough argument leaves little room for debate, so we will move forward with the assertion that ‘virtus’ was originally a term used to describe purely martial and physical courage and had no links to morality until the late Republic. [5:  McDonnell. 2006. pp.12-72]  [6:  McDonnell. 2006. pp.18-20.] 


We also see that even later, at the end of the Republic, ‘virtus’ was used to describe martial courage in Latin texts. One example that here is Julius Caesar’s ‘De bello civili’. For context, these men mentioned in the passage below are two brothers who performed particularly well as soldiers but were later caught embezzling the pay of their soldiers. They were not punished for this crime by Caesar because they possessed such ‘virtus’. The passage which McDonnell uses is as follows: ‘...men of outstanding virtus, whose excellent and very brave services Caesar had employed in all his Gallic wars. Because of this he had given them the highest offices in their own country, and had seen to it that they, extraordinarily, were enrolled in the senate... Because of their virtus, these men were not only held in honour by Caesar,but were also dear to the army.’[footnoteRef:7] It is very clear from the text and from McDonnell’s analysis of the passage that this use of ‘virtus’ had nothing to do with any moral qualities and was strictly related to the martial performance of the men.[footnoteRef:8]
 [7:  Caesar. De bello civili. 3.59.1-3.]  [8:  McDonnell. 2006. pp.8-9.] 

As Latin evolved, we can see the meaning of ‘virtus’ change to envelop more moral qualities. A major influence on this change was Hellenisation. Edwards points out that while Greece had always had some form of influence on Rome, in the last two centuries BC this became of even greater importance as Rome expanded and created more cultural reliance on Greece for the Roman Elite.[footnoteRef:9] As a consequence of this, we see Greek culture and language influencing and changing many facets of Roman culture. This is an important fact to keep in mind while reading the second chapter of this essay, as Hellenisation is particularly important when looking at Roman sexuality.  [9:  Edwards. 1993. pp, 22.] 


When it comes to Hellenisation and the evolution of ‘virtus’, the main change we see is that the word ‘virtus’ stopped being used to refer to exclusively physical courage in literature that was produced in the period leading up to the fall of the Republic, particularly in the works of Cicero.[footnoteRef:10]  Instead, ‘virtus’ is used to refer to the idea of general excellence, or a set of moral qualities that could include physical courage or martial qualities, but it was not always necessary.  [10:  McDonnell. 2006. pp. 5.] 


To be a man who possessed ’virtus’ in the 1st century BC onwards meant he succeeded in the areas that the Romans considered important. The evolution of ‘virtus’ meant that it grew to encompass other qualities that related more to the state and to the personal relationships held by the individual man. A few of these qualities include wisdom, self-control, justness and courage.[footnoteRef:11]  As such, men who would not have been considered to possess the martial form of ‘virtus’ found in the early Latin sources, were able to prove themselves men through other means. One example here could be Cicero. While Cicero did his military duty in 89BC under the father of Pompey Magnus[footnoteRef:12], Cicero achieved his ’virtus’ and the title ’Father of the Country’ in other ways that did not rely on physical courage. It is clear that Cicero had the qualities I mentioned earlier: wisdom, self-control, justness and courage, but the primary way he demonstrated his male energy and masculinity was through rhetoric and the serving of the state. I mention this because I would like the reader to understand the vastness of ways in which Roman men could be masculine and how the term ’virtus’ is incredibly difficult to isolate into one or two meanings.  [11:  Kuefler. 2001. pp. 20.]  [12:  Lloyd. 2013] 


One last point I would like to make when discussing conventional masculinity is the importance of class and status in Rome. When we look at historical periods, it can be easy to forget that the sources we use are written primarily by the male, wealthy citizens who tend who see their definition of masculinity as overarching. It is difficult to decipher whether ‘virtus’ was a term used by the lower classes or whether it was something that ‘working’ class Roman men or slaves had the time to consider.

So, I hope the reader will have now gained some clarity on how the idea of ‘virtus’ developed over the centuries and that this evolution refined and changed how Roman men saw and related to their own masculinity and the masculinity displayed by those around them. As we have seen, what started as a form of masculinity that only encompassed courage in the face of physical or military threat became a more refined idea of moral excellence, as the needs of Rome changed over time and the Empire spread eastwards. As such, we see that the partnership between masculinity, morality and the serving of the Roman State became the new form of masculinity that held Rome above all other states, in the eyes of the Romans themselves.[footnoteRef:13] This conventional yet aspirational form of masculinity that ‘virtus’ came to mean, creates an interesting area of controversy when Roman men strayed from that path.  [13:  McDonnell. 2006. pp.2.] 






Chapter 2: How did some Roman men subvert ‘ideal’ masculine stereotypes and what were the attitudes towards them?

Introduction

This chapter will be exploring abnormalities within Roman masculinity and how it was subverted by different categories of men. I have divided the chapter into four sections, each exploring a different sub-group of non-conventional men. These groups did coexist and, in many cases, men who were atypical could fit into more than one of these groups but for ease of analysis and presentation, I have attempted to create four distinct groups. The first group is men who emasculated themselves by disregarding the moral norms created by the evolution of virtus. This is the only sub-type of man discussed in this chapter that did not, in some way, create their effeminate identity by presentation or physicality. The second group are men who were predominately heterosexual but presented themselves effeminately by dress, physicality and mannerisms. This sub-type were less impacted by the ideas about the meanings of virtus and instead were emasculated by ignoring social and cultural norms about presentation. The third group are eunuchs. Eunuchs are a unique sub-group with many issues and controversies and so it was necessary to explore these men in greater detail and with more scope than the other groups in this chapter. The final topic I look at in this chapter is sexuality and the impact of male sexual roles. The group I specifically focus on in this sub-chapter is men who disregard the culturally expected sexual roles and engage in sexual passivity. This chapter will hopefully demonstrate the wide scope of Roman men who disregarded the conventions of Roman masculinity and provide some new interpretations of the primary sources and scholarship that will advance research into ancient gender as something that is far more interwoven and complex than has been previously stated.


	Lack of Moral Excellence and its Impact on an Individuals Masculinity

The first area I’d like to look at when discussing abnormalities of Roman masculinity is directly linked to what was discussed in Chapter One. This is the idea of moral excellence and that lacking this decreases the perceived masculinity of an individual. Within this sub-section I will be looking at some case studies of Roman men mentioned in the ancient sources being criticized or compared to women for lacking the moral excellence expected of higher-class Roman men. One key figure who will come up repeatedly throughout this thesis is Mark Antony, as an incredibly interesting and controversial historical figure. This lack of moral excellence can come in a number of forms and is strongly linked to Roman sexuality and sexual expectations, which will be explored in far more detail in the last section of this chapter.

What we tend to find is that Roman men who lacked in moral excellence are often compared to women in the ancient sources as a clear demonstration that they are not considered masculine by their peers. This is a different form of effeminacy than we would relate to in modern society. While the Romans certainly talked about and were very aware of effeminacy in the form of mannerisms, dress sense and cosmetics (which will be the topic of the next section of this chapter), effeminacy as a consequence of personal morals is something that comes up very frequently, especially within the political sphere. One example of this is Cicero’s Verrine Orations. Verres is a well-known Roman figure, primarily because of Cicero’s fervent rhetoric against him during his trial. He was the governor of Sicily from 74BC until 70BC, when he returned to Rome and was prosecuted by Cicero for extortion, bribery and a variety of other crimes while governor. Cicero’s Verrine Orations contain a multitude of accusations against Verres but one particularly interesting section comes in the second section of the second book: “Why, a lazier man, a greater coward, a fellow who so plays the man among women and the degraded contemptible woman among men.”[footnoteRef:14] As we see here, the crimes and moral shortcomings of Verres, committed while representing Rome as governor, made it appropriate for Cicero to accuse him of effeminacy. In effect, by lacking in morals, Verres was no longer a man and was even lower in status than women, hence the term ‘degraded contemptible woman’. [14:  Cicero. Verrine Orations. 2.2.192] 


Now I would like to look at the connection between extravagance and emasculation of Roman men. There are a number of Latin terms that are of some importance when looking at excess and extravagance. One of these is ‘incontinentia’ which roughly translates to self-indulgence or a lack of self-control.[footnoteRef:15] A pattern that emerges in the ancient sources and the scholarship is that the Roman’s did not see a moral difference between excesses in the social and practical sense, such as the vices of greed and drunkenness, and the display of sexual immorality. Both of these categories of vices were contained within the overarching tension between ’masculine and feminine, public and private, Roman and alien.’[footnoteRef:16] As a result, it was considered natural that Roman men who displayed over-indulgence in food, drink and material possessions often were also prone to being overly lustful or indulging in socially inappropriate sexual relationships.  [15:  Edwards. 1993. pp.5]  [16:  ibid. ] 


Mark Antony is, once again, a primary example of how excesses of all kinds is akin to moral effeminacy. In the Philippics, Cicero attacks the vices of Mark Antony in an incredibly aggressive fashion. Many passages refer to his sexual excesses and his links to Cleopatra, which will be explored in the last section of this chapter, but he also attacks the alcoholism of Mark Antony, which at one point led to him being so hungover after a drinking bout that he vomited on himself in front of the tribunal.[footnoteRef:17] This display of vulgarity and overindulgence represented Mark Antony’s moral rot to Cicero and was the opposite of how a Roman aristocrat was supposed to behave.  [17:  Cicero. Philippics. 2.63.] 


To conclude, there is a clear and tangible link between immorality and the lack of masculinity in Roman society. This is evidently due to the development of the meaning of ‘virtus’ over time to become more complex with a divergence of criteria to include moral values and the pushing out of moral vices, creating a barrier between immorality and masculinity. This means that men who would have traditionally been seen as very masculine due to their martial and physical qualities, such as Mark Antony, were actually thought of as effeminate and lacking in ’virtus’ due to their vices. 

Effeminacy in Predominantly Heterosexual Men

The next area of interest to analyze when researching abnormalities in Roman masculinity is the phenomenon of effeminacy within predominantly heterosexual male spheres. There is much disagreement within scholarship around the topic of whether the terms ‘heterosexual’ and ‘homosexual’ can be applied to ancient sexuality. I am of the opinion that these labels are largely irrelevant when discussing sexuality but I have used them in this essay to create a clear divide between the subversion of masculinity in non-sexual ways by men who were known to be sexually attracted to women and the subversion of masculinity in sexual ways by men who were known to be sexually intimate with men. There are two primary categories of performance of gender that will be looked at within this section of Chapter Two. First, I will be looking at dress and how typical and conservative clothing styles were flouted by some men. As an extension to this I will be looking at the use of make-up and cosmetics and how this is viewed in the literary sources. Then, I am going to look at mannerisms and physicality and the relationship between effeminacy and heterosexuality in this area.  Effeminacy in heterosexual men is a particularly important area to look at because, unlike sexuality and eunuchs, which will be looked at later in the chapter, the performance of effeminacy is a choice, for the most part. Latham states that effeminacy on the part of Roman men had a direct impact on their success and they were judged on their appearance in the public sphere. Yet, Latham still finds many examples of Roman men, including politicians, who adopted mannerisms and dress that were considered effeminate.[footnoteRef:18] As such, it is necessary to not only accept this, but to question why and to what ends Roman men would choose to act or dress effeminately in the public sphere.  [18:  Latham. 2012. pp.89.] 


Traditionally, effeminacy is strongly linked to homosexual behavior, this is also true in Rome. Therefore, it is necessary to look first at the language surrounding effeminacy in Latin, to really understand how the Roman’s connected these two ideas in their cultural realm. The most important Latin term here is ‘cinaedus’. Roughly translated, this refers to a male who presented himself in a feminine way through his dress, use of perfume and typically ‘walked in a mincing gait’.[footnoteRef:19] While this word is strongly linked to the idea of effeminacy that comes from being sexually passive, this was not always the case. The word ’cinaedus’ originally meant dancer and was connected to the idea that dancers and musicians were also commonly prostitutes,[footnoteRef:20] as such we can see the derogatory emotion behind the word. Two other words of relevance are ’effeminatus’ and ’mollis/mollitia’ which translate to effeminate and soft, respectively. The term ’mollis’ is particularly interesting as it is applied across a wide array of abnormalities in Roman culture, and it is relevant across all areas of gender and sexuality research in the Roman period. It will be used more when I look at sexuality but, when looking at effeminacy, it is being used primarily to describe the ’womanness’ or lack of masculinity of a male individual. [19:  Olson. 2014. pp.185.]  [20:  Adams. 1982. pp. 194.] 


Traditional Roman male clothing remained fairly unchanged over the centuries and was consistently plain in appearance. Generally, it consisted of a tunic with a belt around the waist, with a toga worn over it. Olson tells us that divergence from this traditional dress was ridiculed in the public sphere because, ethically speaking, elite male culture in Rome thought that aesthetics and morality were ‘inextricably linked’, and so the act of choosing to disregard these traditional ways of dressing was a step towards degeneracy and social censure.[footnoteRef:21]  [21:  Olson. 2014. pp.187.] 


Regardless of these conservative attitudes, there was a trend of heterosexual men choosing to act and dress effeminately. Olson refers to these men as ‘dandies’ and compares them to modern metrosexuals.[footnoteRef:22] One particularly infamous historical character who fits this description is Julius Caesar. In Suetonius’ biography of him, it is noted that his dress was ’unusual’ and he had ’added wrist-length sleeves with fringes to his purple-striped senatorial tunic, and the belt which he wore over it was never tightly fastened – hence Sulla’s warning to the aristocratic party: ”Beware of that boy with the loose clothes.”’[footnoteRef:23] Olson is of the opinion that political figures in the Republican period, like Julius Caesar, dressed in such a manner to signify that they did not align themselves with the traditional republican line of thought, and, citing Corbeill, that in Julius Caesar’s case, he was creating an identity that outwardly signaled that he was a proponent of political change.[footnoteRef:24]  [22:  Olson. 2014. pp.202.]  [23:  Suetonius. Julius Caesar. 45.]  [24:  Olson. 2014. pp. 183.] 


We also find that the early Emperor’s tended to publicly break traditional gender normative dress codes, which Suetonius describes in his Twelve Caesars. One such example is Caligula, who Suetonius describes as ‘ignoring male conventions and even the human decencies.’ When it came to how he dressed.[footnoteRef:25] This, again, links to the connection between dress and the display of morally negative actions. Suetonius makes a link between Caligula’s cruelty and other shameful acts and his choice to ignore traditional male dress choices. As such, there is a clear relationship within elite Roman culture between effeminacy in the way a Roman man presented himself and lack of morality and virtus. [25:  Suetonius. Caligula. 52.] 


When it comes to the use of cosmetics, a good proportion of the ancient sources that talk about it are mainly referring to its use by eunuchs but there are a select number of sources which seem to be referring to heterosexual men. One of these sources is Juvenal’s ‘Satires’. In his Sixth Satire, Juvenal describes a man who would ‘line his eyes with kohl, and wear a yellow robe and a hairnet’ to make himself look effeminate and – most importantly – not a sexual threat to other heterosexual men, but Juvenal makes it clear that the man is presenting himself in this way to pursue a sexual relationship, or ‘adultery’ with another man’s wife.[footnoteRef:26] This source is a clear indication that the use of feminine clothing and cosmetics was a signal that an Roman male was more likely to be submissive male or a ‘pathicus’ but there was a cultural belief or idea that there were predominantly heterosexual men presented themselves in this manner to not be seen as a threat and therefore go ahead with their sexual conquests without suspicion.  [26:  Juvenal. The Sixteen Satires. 6.] 


Mannerisms and physicality were an important aspect of self-presentation in Rome. There was, it seems, a strict code of what mannerisms were acceptable and ‘masculine’ and what were not. Both Olson and Edwards point to Julius Caesar as an example of effeminate mannerisms in a primarily heterosexual Roman male. Edwards uses Plutarch’s description of what Cicero may have said about Julius Caesar scratching his head with one finger and how this small movement, which would mean nothing to a modern reader, was so effeminate and such a display of weakness that Cicero found it shocking that Caesar went on to achieve so much.[footnoteRef:27] Olson notes Suetonius’ description of Caesar’s carefully trimmed hair and, interestingly, the rumor that he removed excess body hair.[footnoteRef:28] Further mention of effeminate behavior comes in Juvenal’s Sixth Satire, in the same passage where he mentions the use of cosmetics by a heterosexual man that I discussed above. He goes on to say that ‘that affected view, the way he poses, one arm akimbo, and scratches his bottom shouldn’t lull your suspicions.’[footnoteRef:29] This clearly indicates that these mannerisms were a performance by the man to create an effeminate persona for himself, so as not to seem a threat. This gives the modern reader a clearer idea of how the Roman man moved and interacted with others and the space around him was culturally linked to his sexuality and morality. [27:  Edwards. 1993. pp.63.]  [28:  Olson. 2014. pp. 182. Suetonius. Julius Caesar. 45.]  [29:  Juvenal. The Sixteen Satires. 6.] 


The phenomenon of removing body hair is a particularly controversial topic in the ancient literature. Suetonius mentions it frequently in his biographies of the Emperors but it is also mentioned by Juvenal and Seneca The Elder. Suetonius mentioned that Mark Antony’s brother Lucius once accused Augustus of ‘softening the hair on his legs by singeing them with red-hot walnut shells.’[footnoteRef:30] This aspect of accusation and the attempt to create bad publicity is a clear indication that the removal of body hair was not a cultural norm in early Imperial Rome. Suetonius also mentions the use of depilation by the Emperor Otho who’s ‘entire body had been depilated.’[footnoteRef:31] A very interesting aspect of Suetonius here is that he only ‘accused’ the Emperors in question of depilation when there are no more offensive aspects of their sex lives or gender presentation to discuss. The biographies of those Emperors with particularly shocking sex lives or ‘unacceptable’ lack of morality do not mention depilation; Suetonius tends to focus on their sex lives instead. Obviously, it is impossible to say whether this is because they did not remove their body hair or whether it was something that went without saying that men who behaved immorally in their sexual behavior also displayed effeminacy in their physicality.  [30:  Suetonius. Augustus. 68.]  [31:  Suetonius. Otho. 12.] 


Regardless, depilation is a topic that was primarily used in the ancient sources as a source of jest or judgement on the person in question. Juvenal’s Satires feature the mocking of men who had their body hair removed. In Satire Two, this comes in the context of the removal of hair around the anus to create a more appealing view for the individual’s active male partner,[footnoteRef:32] which indicates a strong link between homosexuality and the removal of body hair. However, depilation was not a homosexual-only trait. Seneca The Elder wrote a declamation calling ‘plucked and pumiced’ young men ‘feeble and spineless’,[footnoteRef:33] which Olson claims is a description of the heterosexual ‘dandy’ that her research is focused on.  [32:  Juvenal. The Sixteen Satires. 2.]  [33:  Seneca The Elder. Controversiae. 1.8-10.] 


What is clear from the above research is that gender identity in Rome was irrefutably linked to and influenced by gender performance in the form of dress, cosmetics and physical mannerisms and tendencies. It is also clear that this performance was culturally and morally connected to sexuality and sexual morality, indicated by the ancient sources’ conflation of effeminate presentation and the passive sexual role. However, this subversion of the masculine norm via presentation was not a sexual act, evidenced by the primarily heterosexual men who are noted to have displayed it. Instead, it would be reasonable to observe this phenomenon, not as an aspect of Roman sexuality, but to recognize it as a form of gender deviance in men of all sexualities.


The Issue of Eunuchs

This sub-chapter will be an exploration into the existence of eunuchs in Rome.  Eunuchs are the ideal subjects of research into abnormalities of Roman masculinity because, not only were they abnormalities simply by existing, but they also serve as a point of comparison to what conventional masculinity was based on. Eunuchs were documented in Rome from very early periods, particularly when linked to religious cults, but they were never ‘Roman’ in the sense that Roman men never considered it possible for a eunuch to be a Roman in the political sense but, as we will see, the status and position of eunuchs in society evolved over the centuries. It isn’t until after my period of focus that eunuchs became more central in Roman society, but I will be briefly discussing that evolution nonetheless, purely out of personal interest. Within this section of my essay, I will first describe what eunuchs were and how they were categorized at the time. Then I will explore the roles of eunuchs from the beginning of the first century BC through to the second century AD. After that I will briefly examine the evolution of the role of eunuchs after my period of focus. Finally, I will be analyzing how the existence of eunuchs impacted ideas about Roman masculinity as a whole and how this is reflected in the ancient sources.

A eunuch, in the very broadest sense of the definition, is a biological male who, through either a form of castration or by a physical abnormality, has non-functioning (or a total lack of) testicles and is unable to reproduce. Within the Roman empire, there were four categories of eunuch.[footnoteRef:34] These categories were defined under Roman inheritance law and are as follows: spadones, thlibae, thladiae and castrati.[footnoteRef:35] Thlibae, thladiae and castrati were eunuchs that were sexually mutilated whereas spadones were natural eunuchs, either by birth or natural physical abnormality.  Kuefler gives us more detailed descriptions of the first three ‘types’ of eunuchs, he states that thlibae were castrated by the act of ‘pressing’, a procedure that seems to have involved tightly tying up the scrotum while thladiae seems to refer to the act of ‘crushing’.[footnoteRef:36] This means that these types of eunuchs still kept their testicles and penis, their testicles were just non-functional due to the mutilation they received. By comparison, castrati were created by the surgical removal of the testicles, and in some cases, the penis.[footnoteRef:37] [34:  Digest of Justinian. 50.16.128.]  [35:  Stevenson. 1995. pp.497.]  [36:  Kuefler. 2001. pp.33.]  [37:  Stevenson. 1995. pp.497.] 


 The four ‘types’ of eunuch were divided into three broad categories under the law of inheritance, those who were naturally or born eunuchs, those who were ‘moderately emasculated’ and those who were ‘surgically emasculated.[footnoteRef:38] Under these laws, all eunuchs were allowed to pass on an inheritance, except those considered as castrati, who were forbidden from doing so. In comparison, under marriage law, it is more complex. The Digest of Justinian states: [38:  Ibid.] 


“Where a woman marries a eunuch, I think that a distinction must be drawn between a man who has been castrated and one who has not, so that if he has been castrated, you may say that there cannot be a dowry; but where a man has not been castrated, there can be a dowry and an action for it, because a marriage can take place here.”[footnoteRef:39] [39:  Digest of Justinian. 23.3.39.1.] 


This passage demonstrates the difficulty of examining the legal rights of eunuchs. The use of the word ‘castrated’ does not define which procedure or procedures they are referring to, so it is very difficult to create definitive labels and categories for all eunuchs within the Roman empire. However, for the point of this essay, we will be examining eunuchs within the four categories put forth by Stevenson and Kuefler. 

The root of Rome’s problem with eunuchs stems from two key problems. The first is the importance of the paterfamilias and the role of the father being one of, if not the, most important contributing factor to the essence of the Roman sense of masculinity. Obviously, eunuchs were incapable of producing children and so they were cut out from this major aspect of Roman manhood. The second problem is the always-present conflict between us and them, Roman and foreign. Eunuchs were widely connected within cultural thought as a product of foreignness and of the same ‘Easternness’ that led to the downfall of great Roman men like Mark Antony. Latham agrees with this, pointing to the strong literary connection between the tension of masculine vs feminine and Roman vs Foreign.[footnoteRef:40] [40:  Latham. 2012. pp.91.] 



The general consensus within scholarship is that eunuchs originally came to Rome due to the expansion of the Empire and the importation of foreign religious cults into the city of Rome, such as the cult of Cybele.[footnoteRef:41] In Republican and early Imperial Rome, eunuchs typically had one of two roles or identities. They were either slaves or religious devotees. As previously mentioned, the cult of Cybele[footnoteRef:42] is frequently cited as an example of high-profile eunuchs in Rome. Originally from the kingdom of Phrygia, located in Anatolia, Asia Minor, this cult was brought to Rome in 204BC but Roman citizens were banned from taking part in the rites due to the prerequisite of castration[footnoteRef:43]. Latham documents how the galli, or devotees of Cybele, stood beyond the limits of Roman masculinity, not only due to their status as eunuchs but also by the effeminacy of their dress and behavior.[footnoteRef:44] As previously mentioned, it was common for eunuchs to be slaves in my period of focus, the consequences of which I will explore shortly.  [41:  Latham. 2012; Stevenson. 1995.]  [42:  For further reading on the Cult of Cybele, I suggest reading J, Latham’s article which examines the lives of the galli in great detail.]  [43:  Stevenson. 1995. pp. 498.]  [44:  Latham. 2012. pp.89.] 


First, however, I would briefly like to address the rise of power for eunuchs after the first century AD. It was well documented that multiple Emperors, starting with Domitian in the latter half of the first century AD, banned the practice of castration. That demonstrates that the number of eunuchs had risen to a point where it was necessary for the Emperor to get involved. However, it is clear from the high-profile existence of eunuchs as the centuries passed that these laws were ignored.[footnoteRef:45] As the practice of castration and the importing of eunuchs from the East continued, we see an evolution in the status of eunuchs. Latham states that eunuchs were always considered ‘alien’ by Romans, evidenced by the ancient literature that mocked and insulted them through until the late Empire.[footnoteRef:46] However, after 200 AD, the power divide between eunuchs and ‘normal’ Roman men began to shift. One example of this is Sempronius Rufus, a high ranking official under the reign of Caracalla (in the late second century AD to the early third century AD), who was put in control of the entire city of Rome while the Emperor went on campaign.[footnoteRef:47] Stevenson noted this set a precedent in Rome of eunuchs holding political power that was continued by Diocletian and continued into the late empire.[footnoteRef:48] By the fourth century AD, eunuchs were fully established as powerful political figures close to the Emperor, yet we still see the literary evidence that eunuchs were distrusted and a source of disgust for many in Rome.[footnoteRef:49] [45:  Kuefler. 2001. pp.32.]  [46:  Latham. 2012. pp.119.]  [47:  Stevenson. 1995. pp. 506.]  [48:  Ibid.]  [49:  Stevenson. 1995. pp.507.] 


At this juncture, I’d like to look at how the existence of eunuchs can impact our understanding of Roman masculinity. I stated earlier that the two key problems that Romans had with eunuchs were that, firstly, they were incapable of producing children and, secondly, that they brought into being the cultural tension between Roman and ‘other’. The first problem is more relevant to this essay so I will examine that in more detail. The problem formed by the inability to have children is more complex than it might seem. Rather than being a problem that only impacts the eunuch’s status as fathers, which of course impacts their ability to perform as Roman men, it also comes with a more subtle issue of the sexuality of eunuchs. 

There were many stereotypes about eunuchs, most of them conflicting with each other. Ancient writers tend to disagree on whether eunuchs were sexually active or not. I am of the opinion that, when ancient writers discuss eunuchs in this way, they are generally not talking about spadones, but are talking about thlibae, thladiae and castrati. It is fitting to divide these eunuchs into two categories here, those who were castrated or otherwise mutilated before puberty and those who were made eunuchs after they had already developed. This is necessary when looking at ancient literature as the complaints about eunuchs tend be to divided by whichever category the eunuchs in question fall.

 Within satire, there is a common literary trope of eunuchs being sexual threats. Logically, one would guess that eunuchs who were castrated before puberty would not be sexually active as the penetrating partner due to their lack of testicles and therefore the under development of their secondary sex characteristics. However, Juvenal writes of how there are: “girls who adore unmanly eunuchs – so smooth, so beardless to kiss, and no worry about abortions!”[footnoteRef:50] which establishes that even eunuchs who were castrated before full development were potentially seen as sexual threats. Juvenal goes on to say that “the biggest thrill is one who was fully-grown, a lusty black-quilled male, before the surgeons went to work on his groin.”[footnoteRef:51] Both of these statements can be interpreted as a projection of fear from the Roman male citizenship. This ‘fear’ comes perhaps from the knowledge that Roman women were thought to be attracted to effeminacy, as noted in the first section of this chapter. However, the inability of eunuchs to reproduce is what really comes into play here and the knowledge that Roman’s wives could be intimate with eunuchs, even ones who appeared to be ‘normal’ men – the ‘lusty black-quilled male’ mentioned by Juvenal, and never be in danger of getting pregnant and proving their infidelity.  [50:  Juvenal. The Sixteen Satires. 6.]  [51:  Ibid.] 


This potential source of anxiety is a demonstrator of why eunuchs were so feared and hated by the general Roman populace. They were not men and had no right to marry, yet they had the potential to invade the Roman marital bed. This, of course, is not the only cause of displeasure around eunuchs in Rome. The stereotype of their effeminacy, often identified in the literature by the examples of the galli of the cult of Cybele shrieking and wearing effeminate dress and cosmetics, was a further afront to Roman masculinity.[footnoteRef:52] [52:  Juvenal. The Sixteen Satires. 6;  Olson. 2014. pp.89.] 


In conclusion, eunuchs were prolific throughout the Roman empire, from the Republican period right through to the late Empire. The roles and purpose of eunuchs evolved throughout this period but there was a consistent divide between eunuchs and Romans. There are two primary reasons for this. The first is that eunuchs were incapable of reproducing. This problem is connected to a variety of issues, such as fear of sexual threat from sexually active eunuchs and the dislike of the effeminacy produced from a lack of secondary sexual characteristics. The second reason is that eunuchs were a physical manifestation of the tension and divide between what was Roman and what was ‘alien’ or ‘foreign’. Eunuchs serve as an example of everything that Roman masculinity was not supposed to be. The inability to assume the role of paterfamilias, the stereotypes of sexual proclivity (demonstrating a lack of morality) and sexual passivity (an issue which will be addressed in the next section of this chapter) and the displays of effeminacy documented in religious cults are all examples of how eunuchs broke masculine norms and thus could not be seen as men by Romans at the risk of the cultural ideas about male and female collapsing.



Male Sexual Roles and Their Importance to Roman Masculinity

In this final section of Chapter Two, I’d like to address the important issue of sexuality and sexual roles in the understanding of Roman masculinity.[footnoteRef:53] As has been made clear throughout this essay, Roman understanding and expectations of gender was based on the binary system of masculine and feminine and, for the most part, this was reliant on biological sex, with some exclusions, such as eunuchs. This binary system also extended to expectations about sexuality, with biological males being expected to take an active role and biological females expected to take the passive role. The first section of this sub-chapter will be analyzing the active/passive system in more detail and how the expectations around sexual roles impacted Roman views on masculinity. The second section will look in more detail at some of the ancient sources that discuss passivity in male sexuality, in an attempt to better understand the link between masculinity and sexuality in Roman culture. [53:  Let it be noted here that I have previously produced research on male sexual roles in Rome and their relation to the work of Judith Butler but I hope that what is written here is of far better quality and explores sexual roles from a different perspective.] 


Sexuality in Rome was immeasurably different to modern perceptions of sexuality. In the modern world we use terms for people who are sexually attracted to particular sets of genitals or particular genders and people are judged or divided by these categories. In Roman culture, the sex of the person you were intimate with had a far smaller impact on your status and social categories than the way you were intimate with them.[footnoteRef:54] This, like everything, has exceptions. There are sources that convey mirth or insults through accusing Roman men of being intimate with men, regardless of their sexual positions, but this is far less common and of less importance to the ideals of Roman masculinity than the actual details of the intimate acts themselves. This is where the dichotomy of active and passive come in to play. The importance of the role of paterfamilias has already been discussed in this essay but it is worth mentioning again, because it is key to understanding Roman sexuality.  [54:  Edwards. 1993. pp.70.] 


The act of penetration is necessary for reproduction and the Romans recognized this by creating cultural expectations around masculinity and the role of paterfamilias and the connection to sexual activity. Essentially, to penetrate was to take the male role in sex while to be penetrated was to take the female role.[footnoteRef:55] The taking of the active role was an expression of conventional masculinity, but I’d like to explore the subversion of conventional masculine sexual roles and the research shows that this was done in one of two ways. The first was effeminacy via sexual passivity. I’ve already discussed effeminacy as displayed by dress, presentation, and cosmetics by predominately heterosexual men, and many of the arguments and evidence within that section also apply here. But the most relevant type of effeminacy here is strictly to do with sexual passivity, and this may be disconnected from effeminate presentation. The second way that conventional masculine sexual roles were subverted is via the breaking of recognized moral limits to sexuality.[footnoteRef:56] This, in short, is indulging in ‘inappropriate’ sexual acts in the primarily active role. These ideas link back to the cultural idea of virtus and the importance of morality within masculinity that was discussed in the first sub-section of this chapter. [55:  Williams. 1995. pp.519-520.]  [56:  Edwards. 1993. pp.26.] 


I would like to quickly go over some of the relevant Latin terms here. The term cinaedus has already been explained in regards to effeminacy in presentation but it is closely linked to the term pathicus, which refers to a male who enjoys being sexually penetrated.[footnoteRef:57] Another important term is mollitia which, as previously mentioned, is loosely translated to ‘soft’ but in the realm of sexuality, refers to men who were prone to submitting themselves sexually to other men.[footnoteRef:58] The fact that there is no word that would translate to ‘homosexual’ and instead there are only terms that relate to sexual submission is further evidence for my argument that sexual attraction was practically irrelevant to Roman masculinity and that the adoption of sexual passivity was a form of gender deviance. [57:  Olson. 2014. pp. 185.]  [58:  Edwards. 1993. pp.63.] 


The ancient sources provide ample evidence that passivity was morally and culturally wrong for Roman men to partake in. The biographer Suetonius accused many Emperors of sexual passivity and outrageous sexual behavior.  Of all the Emperors he accused of enjoying submission or, in the case of Augustus and Vitellius, allowing anal penetration to further their own cause[footnoteRef:59], the most outrageous was the Emperor Nero. Suetonius accused Nero of not only ‘marrying’ a eunuch that he castrated to turn into a girl[footnoteRef:60], which is an example of sexual deviance via the breaking of recognized moral limits of sexuality, a form of subversion of masculinity that I mentioned a few paragraphs ago. As I say, he not only accused Nero of that but also that he threw another fake wedding with a freedman, but this wedding featured Nero as the bride and afterwards he ‘imitated the screams and moans of a girl being deflowered’.[footnoteRef:61] This extreme example demonstrates two things. First, Suetonius enjoyed accusing previous Emperors of outrageous behaviour, that, if true, certainly questions the relevance of Roman morality in the Imperial Period. Secondly, sexual passivity was unacceptable even for Roman Emperors, even if those who were in proximity to the Emperor would not say so publicly. [59:  Suetonius. The Twelve Caesars. Augustus. 68; Vitellius. 3.]  [60:  Suetonius. The Twelve Caesars. Nero. 28.]  [61:  Suetonius. The Twelve Caesars. Nero. 29.] 


In satire, Juvenal and Catullus both write about sexuality in vivid terms, and often use insults as the method for putting their views across to the reader. Juvenal’s satires and Catullus’ poems can be used to prove that the engaging of same-sex intercourse was acceptable for Roman men under certain terms and also that effeminacy via sexuality and effeminacy via presentation were not necessarily the same thing.

 For example, in his sixth satire, Juvenal suggests that it is, ‘better to sleep with a pretty boy’, than to deal with a wife that nags and complains all the time.[footnoteRef:62] This is a clear demonstration that engaging in homosexual acts with a younger male and taking the active role was perfectly acceptable. The medical writer Lucretius reinforces this point of view with his statements about love and sex. He wrote that one can be struck by the ‘shafts of Venus’ by both boys with ‘girlish limbs’ i.e young, pretty boys, and by women ‘radiating love from her whole body’.[footnoteRef:63] Furthermore, many of Catullus’ poems are written about male lovers that he had, one of which being: [62:  Juvenal. The Sixteen Satires. 6.]  [63:  Lucretius. De Rerum Natura. 4.1050-1058] 


“Just now I found a young boy stuffing his girl, I rose, naturally, and (with a nod to Venus) fell and transfixed him there with a good stiff prick like his own.”[footnoteRef:64] [64:  Catullus. The Poems of Catullus. Poem 56.] 


This passage merely adds to the evidence already provided above by Juvenal but it is interesting to note that this passage seems to indicate rape of the younger boy by Catullus, and this doesn’t seem to be an issue for the author or the intended audience.

In regards to effeminacy via passivity rather than effeminacy via presentation, Juvenal writes of a man who appears to be very masculine in appearance with ‘shaggy limbs and bristling hair’[footnoteRef:65] but is in fact sexually submissive, which is discovered by a surgeon who, while attempting a procedure near his anus, finds his ‘well-smoothed passage’[footnoteRef:66] which seems to be a hint towards body hair depilation in order to make submissive sexual acts easier. Edwards also comments on this divide between performance of effeminacy and notes ‘the figure of the hypocritical philosopher or moralist who looks stern, rugged and masculine, but enjoys playing a passive sexual role…’[footnoteRef:67] This reaffirms my argument for dividing the effeminacy of ‘normal’ i.e non-eunuch men into three categories when discussing Roman gender deviance and the subversion of masculinity, rather than just using presentation as the sum of gender performance. [65:  Juvenal. The Sixteen Satires. 2.]  [66:  Ibid.]  [67:  Edwards. 1993. pp.73.] 


To summarize, understanding Roman sexuality is vital to understand Roman gender, particularly masculinity. Roman sexuality was not divided by genitalia, as ours is today, but was divided into two roles, active and passive. Roman men were expected to be sexually active in the penetrative role or they would risk lowering their social status, as evidenced by the ancient sources provided. Same-sex relations were generally accepted, with a few anomalies, but sexual passivity was heavily stigmatized in the primary sources. Essentially, the way that Roman men interacted with their sexuality is part of what made them men and the subversion of conventional masculinity was heavily influenced and affected by sexuality. 

Chapter Two Conclusion

The subversion of Roman masculinity was widespread and manifested itself in many ways. Whilst the four groups or topics discussed above are all, in some ways, separate and unique, they are also interwoven and interact with each other to create a tapestry or landscape of atypical men who heavily impacted the way that Romans thought about their own gender and the gender of others. Whilst there was a clearly set out and well-documented approach to how Roman men should be men, the research above demonstrates that Roman gender was ever-changing and there were many pitfalls in the way of Romans being ‘real’ men. 

The subversion of conventional masculinity was prolific in Roman literature and the many ways that masculinity could be subverted were interlinked and, in some ways, needed each-other to exist. This being said, I hope the reader will agree that the separation of these types of emasculation within this essay was logical and necessary for clarity and ease of understanding. Future research into the subversion of Roman masculinity is certainly needed, and the exploration of how these sub-types influenced each-other and impacted the evolution of Roman gender is a topic that will hopefully be of a higher priority in the research of future academics.














Conclusion

Masculinity in Rome evolved through the centuries through a selection of ideals that were ever-changing and mutating, influenced by the expansionist policies and political needs of Rome. When we use virtus as the foundation of conventional masculinity in Rome, we can observe the evolution from the early Republic as courage being the defining feature of masculinity to virtus becoming a term that utilized morality as a necessary feature of elite masculinity, influenced by the Hellenization of elite Roman culture. 

With this overarching vision of the changing ideals of masculinity, the second chapter of this dissertation presents four examples of categories of men who subverted conventional masculinity. For some of these men, such as those who ignored the philosophical ideals of morality or those who presented themselves effeminately, it was a choice to subvert masculine ideals. For others, like eunuchs, they were forced to subvert conventional masculinity by their very nature. The use of these four types of men and the vast array of primary sources that discuss or feature men like this demonstrate the prevalence of the subversion of conventional masculinity through the centuries and show that they were a source of comedy, philosophical thought and degradation. This indicates that Roman masculinity functioned as a hierarchy, with the ideal or perfect form of masculine virtus at the top and the diverse web of subversions below, with the social impact of the subversion growing the lower down the hierarchy they were, ending, I would argue, on eunuchs as the ‘lowest’ form of male featured in the ancient sources. This idea of hierarchy is linked and influenced by Raewyn Connell’s theory of Hegemonic Masculinity, essentially indicating that there are levels of masculinity that change from society to society.[footnoteRef:68] [68:  Connell. 2005.] 


This dissertation was an attempt to demonstrate that conventional masculinity, a source of pride and lofty ideals from politicians and poets alike, is not a true reflection of the masculinity of multitudes of men in the Roman Empire. I also hope that I have demonstrated the social effects of masculine ideals and that the subversion of ideal masculinity was frequent and was even done by those who sing the praises of the virtuous ‘real men’. As such, using conventional masculinity, as presented within this dissertation, as a basis for the reality of masculinity in Rome, is a mistake on the part of academics. Unfortunately, it seems that Roman society itself was happy to ignore the hypocrisy of its own theories and expectations about gender, which in many ways, I see reflected in our gendered culture today.
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