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INTRODUCTION

One Hundred and Twenty-Five Years of
Homosexuality

KIRK ORMAND and RUBY BLONDELL

\/ 7~ he final decades of the twentieth century saw a revolution in the
CJ study of ancient Greek and Roman sexualities. In 1976 the first

volume of Michel Foucaults The History of Sexuality initiated a
complete reconfiguration of the very notion of sexuality as a product of
recent social, political, and discursive practices. K. J. Dover’s ground-
breaking book, Greek Homosexuality, which appeared in 1978, placed our
understanding of ancient Greek sexual practices on a more secure basis,
and was one of several works that led to Foucault’s reassessment of his
multivolume project, resulting in the much-delayed publication of his
volume 2 (subtitled 7he Use of Pleasure) in 1984. In this volume Fou-
cault developed a notion of ancient Greek discourse about sex that was
organized around a principle of masculine self-control and not, as has
been the case for the last 120 years or so in the modern West, around a
preoccupation with the sex of one’s object of desire. Foucault’s insights
were, in turn, reapplied to the ancient world by classical scholars, most
notably in a series of important books published in 1990: David Hal-
perin’s One Hundred Years of Homosexuality, John J. Winkler’s Constraints
of Desire, and Before Sexuality: The Construction of Erotic Experience in the
Ancient Greek World, edited by Halperin, Winkler, and Froma Zeitlin.
The approach adopted in these books was not universally accepted; but
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2 Introduction, Ormand and Blondell

they introduced many classicists to queer theory for the first time and
revolutionized ancient sexuality studies as a field.

Prior to the modern period, as Halperin explained in One Hundred
Years of Homosexuality (citing the work of American historian George
Chauncey), “homosexuality” was not thought of as

clearly distinguished from other sorts of non-conformity to one’s cultur-
ally defined sex-role: deviant object-choice was viewed as merely one of
a number of pathological symptoms exhibited by those who reversed, or
“inverted,” their proper sex-roles by adopting a masculine or a feminine
style at variance with what was deemed natural and appropriate to their
anatomical sex. Political aspirations in women and (at least according
to one expert writing as late as 1920) a fondness for cats in men were
manifestations of a pathological condition, a kind of psychological her-
maphroditism tellingly but not essentially expressed by a preference for

« » ,
a “normal” member of one’s own sex as a sexual partner. (1990: 15-16)

In other words, sexuality, as a telling, essential element of one’s psychologi-
cal makeup, simply did not yet exist, either in medical discourse or in the
popular imagination. Instead, various forms of abnormal sexual desire were
conceptualized in terms of a failure to achieve one’s proper gender role.

The historicizing of the very concept of homosexuality produced a
major shift in academic discussion of ancient sexual behavior, regulation,
and ideology by questioning the universality of modern sexual categories.
This led Halperin, Winkler, and others, following Dover and Foucault, to
attempt, rather, to understand ancient Greek and Roman sexual discourse
on its own terms. To borrow the common anthropological terminology
used by Holt Parker (one of our contributors), they attempted to produce
a more emic view of ancient Greek and Roman sex—that is, a view that is
grounded as far as possible in the perspective of the cultures under discus-
sion, drawing upon their assumptions and perceptions, whether explicit or
implied, rather than those that have erroneously come to seem “natural”
or unquestionable in our own eyes. As a result, they stimulated the growth
of a vibrant field of study despite, and in part because of, the considerable
controversy surrounding certain aspects of the models they employed and
promulgated. Their work challenged even those who disagreed with them
to articulate their opposition and develop alternatives.

With time, however, controversy calcified into more predictable pat-
terns of disagreement, which generated a certain amount of wheel-spin-
ning, with opponents (especially Thomas Hubbard, James Davidson, and
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One Hundred and Twenty-Five Years of Homosexuality 3

scholars following their work) attempting to undermine these now influ-
ential models, and partisans (e.g., Craig Williams, Kirk Ormand) rising
to their defense. Our desire in putting together this book is not to rehash
these debates, which have started to seem stale even to some of their partici-
pants, but to move on to a new set of questions now that the dust has more
or less settled. This volume is not a retrospective of the past thirty years,
or an assessment of the influence of Dover and Foucault, or a survey of
scholarship on ancient sexuality.” Thirty-five years after Dover, it is time to
move on. Our purpose is, then, to point to future directions by presenting a
collection of fresh work in the field that exemplifies where ancient sexuality
studies is now and where it is going. Before introducing our contributors,
however, it is necessary to sketch our understanding of the importance of
the Foucauldian turn and its transformation of the field, and our reasons
for asserting that the ancient sexuality wars of recent decades are, in effect,
now over.

THE FOUCAULDIAN TURN

Foucault made two radical claims in his final work, the revolutionary
but incomplete History of Sexuality. The first has, for the most part, been
ignored by classicists. The second, which Foucault did not develop until
volume 2 of the History, was largely borrowed from Dover, and has been the
topic of seemingly endless debate and considerable confusion of categories.
Let us turn to the second claim first. Our treatment of this topic will be
necessarily cursory, as this is ground that has been well covered elsewhere.

Proposition 2: The Greeks and Romans Were Not Gay

Building on Dover’s Greek Homosexuality, Foucault argued in volume 2
that the ancient Greeks (and, as he discussed in volume 3, the Romans)
did not divide the world of sexual identities into homo- and heterosexual.
In many contexts, indeed, it seems to mactter little to the writers of ancient
Greek history, philosophy, oratory, or comedy whether a man was inter-
ested in having sex with an attractive younger man or an attractive woman.

1. Several useful surveys already exist. See Williams 2010; Ormand 2008; Sissa 2008; Skin-
ner 2005; Hubbard 2003; Nussbaum and Sihvola 2002; Rabinowitz and Auanger 2002; McClure
2002; Larmour, Miller, and Platter 1998; Hallett and Skinner 1997. On the “sexuality wars” in
Classics, see now the excellent discussion in Holmes 2012, ch. 2.
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4 Introduction, Ormand and Blondell

Rather, as Foucault explained at some length, the Greeks were concerned
with the question of whether the desiring man—the citizen-subject of sex-
ual desire—was sufficiently able to master his desires, rather than being
mastered by them:

The notion of homosexuality is plainly inadequate as a means of refer-
ring to an experience, form of valuation, and a system of categorization
so different from ours. The Greeks did not see love for one’s own sex and
love for the other sex as opposites, as two exclusive choices, two radically
different types of behavior. The dividing lines did not follow that kind
of boundary. What distinguished a moderate, self-possessed man from
one given to pleasures was, from the view point of ethics, much more
important than what differentiated, among themselves, the categories of
pleasures that invited the greatest devotion. To have loose morals was to
be incapable of resisting either women or boys, without it being any more

serious than that. (Foucault 1985: 187)

Concurrent with this set of ideas, however, is another, complicating restric-
tion. While the ancient Greeks (and Romans) thought it quite normal for
men to want to have sex with younger men, the sometimes unspoken rules
of Greek gender-formation dictated that men should not be penetrated,
and should never desire to be penetrated. Foucault does not discuss this at
great length (although see Foucault 1985: 194); it is primarily the observa-
tion of Dover (1989: 100—111). Dover’s work was elaborated on at length by
Halperin and Winkler, and in a passage that has been much quoted (usu-
ally for the purposes of attack) Halperin (1990) explained the relationship
of sex to the dominant categories of social life in Athens as follows:

Sex is not only polarizing, however; it is also hierarchical. For the insertive
partner is construed as a sexual agent, whose phallic penetration of
another person’s body expresses sexual “activity,” whereas the receptive
partner is construed as a sexual patient, whose submission to phallic pen-
etration expresses sexual “passivity.” Sexual “activity,” moreover, is thema-
tized as domination: the relation between the “active” and the “passive”
sexual partner is thought of as the same kind of relation as that obtain-
ing between social superior and social inferior . . . hence, an adult, male
citizen of Athens can have legitimate sexual relations only with statutory
minors (his inferiors not in age but in social and political status): the
proper targets of his sexual desire include, specifically, women, boys, for-

eigners, slaves. (30)
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One Hundred and Twenty-Five Years of Homosexuality 5

Simply put, of much greater importance for ancient Greek sexual morality
than the gender of a man’s object of desire was his adherence to relevant
norms of age, gender, social status, and citizenship. A free, adult, male
citizen of Athens was expected to behave in a sufficiently masculine way:
penetrating rather than penetrated, and, equally important, maintaining an
adequate level of control over his potentially rampant sexual desires.

This formulation did not meet with universal approbation. Indeed,
almost from the moment that Dover’s Greek Homosexuality was published,
and especially after Foucault’s volume 2 was taken up by his followers
within ancient studies, the idea that the ancient Greeks (and Romans) did
not organize individual identity through the sexually determined categories
of “gay” and “straight” came in for attack by classicists.> But one of the
most important critiques of Foucault’s and Halperin’s approach appeared
from outside of Classics, in Eve Sedgwick’s now fundamental work 7he
Epistemology of the Closet. There, Sedgwick (who was also a follower of
Foucault and who had initially saluted One Hundred Years of Homosexual-
ity for its “fine weave of scholarship, [its] breadth and daring of theoretical
gesture” [from the back cover of Halperin 1990]), argued that the insis-
tence on the alterity of the past flattens out the present and its relation to
that past: “But an unfortunate side effect of this move has been implicitly
to underwrite the notion that ‘homosexuality as we conceive of it today’
itself comprises a coherent definitional field rather than a space of overlap-
ping, contradictory, and conflictual definitional forces” (Sedgwick 1990:
45).% Sedgwick’s project, as she explicitly stated, was to denaturalize the
present as well as the past, an operation that stems from Foucault’s insights,
but that uses them precisely to destabilize past and present understandings
of nonnormative sexuality (Sedgwick 1990: 48).

Within the field of Classics, by contrast, critics have largely assumed
that “homosexuality as we know it today” is a coherent definitional field,
and they proceed from there. Most frequently the disagreements with Fou-
cault, Dover, and those who developed their ideas further have taken one of
two forms: cither the argument is made that we can find evidence of indi-
viduals in the ancient world who have clear sexual preferences (e.g., who
prefer young men rather than women) or evidence is raised to prove that
the ancient Greeks or Romans did, in fact, show clear signs of homophobia

2. See, among many other works, J. Davidson 2001 and 2007; Hubbard 1998 and 2000; Rich-
lin 1993; Thorp 1992; Cohen 1991.

3. Halperin responds to this critique with a revision of his own arguments in Halperin 2002;
see especially 10-13.
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6 Introduction, Ormand and Blondell

(and hence must have been thinking in terms of homo- and heterosexual).*
Bur the first argument is largely irrelevant: the presence of sexual prefer-
ences does not prove the existence of sexuality as Foucault articulated the
term unless a particular kind of social meaning is ascribed to those prefer-
ences (on which, see further below). And the second argument also found-
ers: virtually all the examples of “homophobia” that are adduced prove,
on close inspection, to target more narrowly specific instances of gender-
deviance: men are criticized as effeminate and sexually passive, women are
attacked when they “do what men do in bed,” and the like This is not
proof that the Greeks and Romans were thinking with our modern sexual
categories, but rather that they were thinking with their own. As Holt
Parker (1997) expressed it more than fifteen years ago, “By the fifth time
one has made the qualification, “The passive homosexual was not rejected
for his homosexuality but for his passivity, it ought to become clear that
we are talking not about ‘homosexuality’ but about passivity” (22).

The most vociferous and influential critic of the Foucauldian model
has been James Davidson, who takes Foucault to task not least for his
acceptance of Dover’s “active—passive model” of ancient Greek sex (see
esp. J. Davidson 2007: 127—45). In Davidson’s view, the system of sex that
Dover described was largely a product of Dover’s own feverish imagina-
tion. The Greeks were not so obsessed with penetration as we have been
led to believe; moreover, such a reading of the Greeks fails to take into
account the real and therefore meaningful emotions that Greek men and
their younger beloveds felt for one another:

Is it conceivable that behind the modern festival of sodomania, another
kind of repression has been at work? Is there denial in all this truth telling?
Is it possible that these nice classicists—not all of them straight, not all
of them men—who are so keen on anal rape in Crete, and who imagine
poetical descriptions of drowning men being forcibly sodomized by the
sea, are not quite the cool, gay-friendly scholars they purport to be? What
if it is not Love that has been marginalizing sodomy, but sodomy that has

been used to marginalize Love? (J. Davidson 2007: 147)
In other words, the description of same-sex desire in antiquity through the

“penetration model” becomes, for Davidson and his followers, an attack
on gay love. Davidson’s use of rhetorical questions in this passage hides the

4. Richlin 1993 is a particularly clear example of both modes of argument. See also Taylor 1997.
5. See, e.g., Ormand 2009: 82-83.
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One Hundred and Twenty-Five Years of Homosexuality 7

underlying assumption of his argument: namely that what is at stake in the
discussion of ancient Greek sexual practice is specifically the presence—or
absence—of gay people in ancient Greece. This matters, rather bluntly,
because what we think of ancient Greek same-sex relationships has perva-
sive effects on gay politics in the modern West today. Davidson made this
aspect of his argument more clear in an earlier work. Arguing against the
system of domination and passivity described by scholars such as Halperin
and Winkler, Davidson concludes:

We should require an entirely new array of texts and images from classical
Greece before sex as “zero-sum competition” is allowed to stalk our texts
once more. At worst it represents an obnoxious myth-making of sexual
intercourse as essentially dominating, and of gay sex as gestural and instru-
mentalizing, motivated by a quite self-conscious and opportunistic desire
to undermine the already strongly contested identity of a sexual minority.
At best it has been a distraction. (J. Davidson 200r1: 49)°

In order for Davidson’s argument to work, however, we have to accept
two of its premises: we must privilege the described emotional depth of
ancient same-sex relationships over their sexual organization, and we must
understand that the practitioners of such relationships were, somehow,
really gay. Of these two steps, there is considerable virtue in the first. Domi-
nation and submission have to do with the social structuration of sexual
categories: they do not tell us what it felt like to be in love and they do
not capture the emotional tone of the pederastic relationships described by
Plato and mocked by Aristophanes, and it is surely our responsibility as
scholars to tease out the ethical and emotional bounds of those relation-
ships. Indeed, we would argue that Foucault’s insights give us precisely the
perspective and tools that we need in order to perform these analyses. At
the same time, we believe (with Foucault) that greater historical defini-
tion is needed. Implicit in Davidson’s assumptions is a notion of sexuality
as dependent on the depth and authenticity of emotion, as an expression
of love; such a definition is a product of the same modern discourse of
romance that produces hetero- and homosexuality, but again, it tells us
little about the sexual categories of the ancient Greeks and Romans. Greek
men might really, truly, and deeply have loved their beloved “boys”; but
that does not make their system of sexual signification ours, nor does it
obliterate the operative social distinction between men and boys in ancient

6. See the useful discussion of this passage in Holmes 2012: 105-6.
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8 Introduction, Ormand and Blondell

Greece and Rome, nor does it make those ancient men gay. We would do
well to remember Sedgwick’s warning that what we mean by “homosexual”
is less coherent than we often think; but understanding the current matrix
of conflicting social discourses that constitute modern sexuality will not be
assisted by insisting that we are just the same as the Greeks and Romans.

Proposition 1: Sexuality Is a Correlative of Modern Discourse

Despite the considerable furor over questions of category—should we
think of Greek men as “active” and “passive” rather than as “straight” and
“gay”?—the more radical claims made by Foucault in volume 1 of the His-
tory have been largely unexamined by classicists.” That more radical claim
is that sexuality per se did not exist—could not have existed—in any soci-
ety, anywhere, much before the nineteenth century because sexuality is the
result of the modern deployment of a particular set of discourses that came
into being relatively late in the history of the West. Foucault (1978) finally

defines sexuality, nearly halfway through volume 1:

“Sexuality”: the correlative of that slowly developed discursive practice
which constitutes the scientia sexualis. The essential features of this sexual-
ity are not the expression of a representation that is more or less distorted
by ideology, or of a misunderstanding caused by taboos; they correspond
to the functional requirements of a discourse that must produce its truth.
(68)

Sexuality, on this understanding, is constituted in part by its function in
grounding a modern system of power/knowledge that makes possible new
ways of governing human subjects. The question of whether one’s sexual ori-
entation is a product of inborn genetic factors (“nature”) or social upbring-
ing (“culture”) plays a tactical role in upholding such a system, and should
not be considered a disinterested mode of investigation into the cause of a
biological or social phenomenon. Sexuality is not a transhistorical appara-
tus into which all human beings are plugged, either at birth or at puberty.

7. Exceptions are Halperin 1990, 1995, 2002; Winkler 1990. The point is reflected in the
title of Halperin et al. 1990. Miller 1998 is critical of Foucault, but deals seriously with his
analysis of discourse. J. Davidson 2007: 163—204 discusses Foucault’s discursive analysis, but
largely discredits it through parodic description rather than argument. Holmes 2012: 92—110
provides an unusually clear discussion of Foucault’s discursive thesis and its implications in
modern debates about sexual identities and laws restricting same-sex acts.
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One Hundred and Twenty-Five Years of Homosexuality 9

Sexuality is not even caused by discourse (pace ]. Davidson 2007: 190); it is
simply the correlative of a specific, particularly powerful and pervasive dis-
cursive practice which was not in existence before the nineteenth century,
but which has defined individuals ever since.

What does it mean to say that sexuality is a correlative of discourse?
Discourses are notoriously slippery social and linguistic phenomena. Any
given discourse consists of a socially defined structure of speaking about
the world, a formal system for the production of true and false statements,
such that it both describes the world in a certain way and implicitly delim-
its what aspects of the world are meaningful within that discourse. Of par-
ticular significance for Foucault is the idea that each discourse implicitly
defines what “truth” is within its own boundaries. To take a rather simple
example, legal discourse can determine whether killing another human
being is justified or whether it is accidental, premeditated, or due to tem-
porary insanity (with very real effects on the guilt of the perpetrator). But
legal discourse, unlike certain modes of philosophical discourse, cannot
evaluate different modes of living happily. Conversely, philosophical dis-
course can discuss whether the killing of an individual is morally or ethi-
cally right or not, which may have legal implications; but philosophical
discourse is unconcerned with whether such an act is /ega/ or not. No one
person or institution controls the creation, destruction, or deployment of
individual discourses, and indeed it is one of the advantages of discourse
analysis that it recognizes the ways in which discourses exist both inside
and outside of institutions of power, and can cross between such institu-
tions. Psychoanalytic discourse, for example, is meaningful in both medical
and legal institutions, with different effects in each.

The radical claim that Foucault makes in volume 1, then, is that sexual-
ity as we understand it did not come into being until the advent of psy-
chiatric and other forensic discourses made it possible; until, in Foucault’s
phrase, emerging procedures for the will to knowledge concerning sex
“caused the rituals of confession to function within the norms of scientific
regularity” (1978: 65). The development of this new discourse allowed, as
Foucault and others have shown, a new mode of medical and legal control
over personal subjectivity, the deployment of a category of sexual identity
as a way to classify, understand, treat, and, of course, oppress individuals.

The work of Arnold Davidson is particularly illustrative here: David-
son has argued that “sexuality” as it is understood in the modern West did
not come into being until the notion of perversion “emerged as the kind of
deviation by which sexuality was ceaselessly threatened” (2001: 57). That is,
the developing discipline of sexology in the nineteenth century (Davidson
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10 Introduction, Ormand and Blondell

focuses especially on the work of Havelock Ellis and Richard von Krafft-
Ebing) constituted sexuality as a key, internal, psychological state, in large
part through defining the mechanisms that might render that psychologi-
cal state abnormal. Such reasoning may run counter to our intuitive sense
of how we live—most of us think of ourselves as having a deeply inborn
sexuality, whether perverse or not—but there is considerable evidence to
suggest that before the developments of nineteenth-century psychiatry,
with its links to criminology, forensic law, and medicine, that is, before
the birth of these new discourses and practices of the self, people simply did
not think that way.

Because power in Foucault’s conception is highly mobile, fluid, and
dynamic, discourses can easily backfire or produce unanticipated, inverse
effects. So discourses that aim to regulate behavior can also function to cre-
ate the modes of being that they set out to categorize and repress. Foucault
also makes this point late in volume 1:

There is no question that the appearance in the nineteenth-century psy-
chiatry, jurisprudence, and literature of a whole series of discourses on the
species and subspecies of homosexuality, inversion, pederasty, and “psy-
chic hermaphrodism” made possible a strong advance of social controls
into this area of “perversity”; but it also made possible the formation of
a “reverse” discourse: homosexuality began to speak in its own behalf, to
demand that its legitimacy or “naturality” be acknowledged, often in the
same vocabulary, using the same categories by which it was medically dis-
qualified. There is not, on the one side, a discourse of power, and opposite
it, another discourse that runs opposite it, another discourse that runs

counter to it. (1976: 101)

In other words, the medical categorization of homosexuality as a perver-
sion, with a set of identifiable psychic origins and a “diffuse causality” into
every aspect of an individual’s being, a/so brought about the possibility of
self-identification as gay. Oppression of homosexuality as a perversion and
gay pride rallies are politically opposed aspects of the same discourse.®
This runs, as we say, counter to the intuitive understanding of self that
most people have. It may well seem absurd to argue that something as
ephemeral as a mode of speaking can constitute entire new ways of being.
But a discourse is more than a mode of speaking, which should be thought

8. On this function of discourse, see also Ian Hacking’s discussion of “dynamic nominalism,”
summarized in A. Davidson 2001: 57.
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of as no more than one of its effects; and Foucault’s analyses allow us to
see how discourses function to enable otherwise untenable forms of power
and thereby to produce particular styles of life. Arnold Davidson has dis-
cussed at length a rather telling test case; shortly after the first volume of
the History of Sexuality came out, Foucault was challenged in a conversation
by one of his colleagues, Alan Grosrichard. Grosrichard suggested that a
seventeenth-century treatise titled On the Use of the Whip in the Affairs of
Venus constituted evidence for medical awareness of psychological perver-
sion earlier than Foucault’s chronology would allow (A. Davidson 2001:
54—55). Although Foucault did not follow up on this conversation, David-
son does, and his findings are revealing.

A. Davidson has found the treatise in question, in fact titled “On
the Use of Flogging in Medical and Venereal Affairs, the Function of
the Reins and the Loins,” by John Henry Meibom and dating to 1629
or 1639.° After confirming that there are men in the world who appear
unable to develop an erection or achieve sexual satisfaction without being
whipped, Meibom turns to examine what the cause of this disorder could
be. He considers, and rejects, both astrological causes and a continua-
tion of bad habits from childhood. Instead he comes to the conclusion,
as Davidson summarizes, that “the most adequate explanation of these
strange cases . . . can be found by examining the physiology and anatomy
of the reins [kidneys] and loins” (A. Davidson 2001: §8). Davidson quotes
Meibom at length:

For it is very probable that the refrigerated parts grow warm by such
stripes, and excite a heat in the seminal matter, and that the pain of the
flogged parts, which is the reason that the blood and spirits are attracted
in greater quantity, communicate heat also to the organs of generation,
and thereby the perverse and frenzical appetite is satisfied. Then nature,
though unwilling, is drawn beyond the stretch of her common power,
and becomes a party to the commission of such an abominable crime. (A.
Davidson 2001: 59)

Though Meibom uses the word “perverse” to describe his patients” “appe-
tite,” it is clear from the quotation above that he does not view the cause
of the patient’s impotence to be psychological perversion in the modern
sense; rather, an unnatural coldness of the patient’s genitalia can only be

9. Originally written in Latin, the treatise was translated into several modern European lan-

guages, including an English translation by George Sewell apparently published in 1718. Davidson
quotes from the Sewell translation.
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satisfied through the physiological application of heat, and the appetite is
“perverse” in the literal sense of being “turned” away from normal practice
(see A. Davidson 2001: 62—63). Here “nature” must be “stretched” through
flogging (“an abominable crime”) in order for the patient to perform in a
way that, for the normal individual, would be considered “natural.” The
patient’s fantasies, desires, erotic scenarios do not come into it: we know
nothing about them, because they are simply not relevant to the physiologi-
cal, rather than psychological, condition that is at issue in this text.

By way of contrast, Davidson cites Krafft-Ebing’s Psychopathia Sexualis,
first published in 1886. Krafft-Ebing draws a useful distinction between
those who are masochists (a psychological state) and those “weakened”
individuals who need flagellation for physical, rather than psychological,
reasons:

It is not difficult to show that masochism is something essentially dif-
ferent from flagellation, and more comprehensive. For the masochist the
principal thing is subjection to the woman; the punishment is only the
expression of this relation—the most intense effect of it he can bring upon
himself. (trans. and quoted A. Davidson 2001: 62)

The difference from Meibom here is striking. In Krafft-Ebing’s formula-
tion, two entirely new sets of ideas have made an appearance: first that this
perverse behavior could have an entirely psychological cause, of which the
failure to perform sexually is only a tangentially related symptom; and sec-
ond, that the person who needs flogging to perform sexually because he is
a masochist is a 4ind of person, rather than an individual suffering from a
physiological deficiency—in Foucault’s terms, “a species.”

This digression into seventeenth-century medicine may seem unneces-
sary. It provides, however, a particularly clear example of what is meant by
the proposition that sexuality is a correlative of discourse. Before Krafft-
Ebing’s important formulation of the psychological category of masochism,
we can reasonably say that masochists did not exist. At least, they did not
exist in medical discourse and could not be treated by psychiatric means.
There existed a class of men who required flagellation to perform sexually,
but not only did they not self-identify as masochists, the medical institu-
tions and discourses of the time viewed their problem as primarily physi-
ological, and sought, in fact, to treat it through the proper application of
whippings. There is no mention in the works of Meibom of attempts to
“cure” this physiological deficiency; it is simply an ongoing physical condi-
tion to be managed in order that the patient perform normally. Of course,
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once Krafft-Ebing produces the category of masochism, defined in psycho-
logical terms, it becomes possible to see people in all times and places as
potentially falling under it: modern sexual categories are discursively con-
structed so as to be universally applicable, which is one of the reasons we
have such a hard time discerning their limited historical purview.

In broader terms, recognizing the emergence of a discourse of perver-
sion in the nineteenth century makes it impossible to speak of “sexual-
ity” in the ancient world, at least in the full modern sense of the word,
that is, the sexually centered psychological core of every human being on
the planet. That is not to deny, of course, that the ancient Greeks and
Romans had their own discourses about sex, sexual behavior, and perhaps
even something like a sexual identity. (It is in such terms that the language
of “sexuality” and “identity” should be understood throughout this book.)
It is, however, to insist on examining those discourses in their own terms,
rather than assuming that they are congruent with, or necessarily even
analogous to, our own, historically specific discourses.

Foucault’s ideas are not, to be sure, beyond criticism. Scholars have
labored to correct distortions in his work and supply its deficiencies. But
his overall theoretical framework and its implications for approaching the
study of ancient sexualities seem to us incontrovertible. We would argue,
moreover, that this point has been conceded (albeit inadvertently) even
by his most strident critics. Despite James Davidson’s pugilistic stance,
on closer examination the picture he presents in its place does not demol-
ish the Foucauldian framework but operates within it. To quote Victoria
Wohl, “Davidson presents himself as a critic of Foucault, but the very
guiding principles of his book are Foucaultian [sic], not only the emphasis
on discourse (as he acknowledges, xxi—xxii) but also the idea of pleasure as
a key element in the struggle for self-mastery within a culture that prized
moderation (the entire book might well be titled, after Foucault, “The
Moral Problematization of Pleasures’). This is a common phenomenon:
the spirit of Foucault’s work mobilized to critique the letter” (Wohl 2002:
15n30).

In his most recent book, at the end of his chapter on Foucaults discur-
sive method, J. Davidson himself ironically confirms the central thesis of
Foucault’s History of Sexuality, volume 1, albeit inadvertently. Faced with the
difficult question of how such a scholar as Foucault could have produced
the allegedly wrongheaded volumes that he did, he takes a brief trip into
psychoanalysis, which leads him to two astonishing conclusions: Foucault
wrote as he did because he was anti-Semitic and because he was a closeted
gay man (J. Davidson 2007: 200-204). Leaving aside the highly question-
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able nature of Davidson’s evidence for both propositions, this conclusion
completely, though presumably inadvertently, exemplifies Foucault’s claim
that sexuality functions as the truth of the modern subject, as the ground
of the subject’s very being:

Thus sex gradually became an object of great suspicion: the general and

disquieting meaning that pervades our conduct and existence, in spite of

ourselves . . . a general signification, a universal secret, and omnipresent
cause, a fear that never ends. And so, in this “question” of sex . . . we
demand that sex speak the truth . . . and we demand that it tell us our

truth, or rather, the deeply buried truth of that truth about ourselves which

we think we possess in our immediate consciousness. (Foucault 1976: 69)

For Davidson, Foucault’s sexuality has become exactly this sort of truth-
producing truth, a fact that, once revealed, legitimizes the very view of his-
tory that his scholarship purports to rebut. As Wohl has suggested, we are
all Foucauldians now.

THE ESSAYS IN THIS VOLUME

In our view, the field has now reached a new stage, in which the insights
of Dover, Foucault, and their followers have been successfully incorporated
into the mainstream of ancient sexuality studies. As a result, a new wave of
scholarship on ancient sexuality is emerging, no longer preoccupied with
these debates. Our contributors show varying levels of agreement and dis-
agreement with the work of those scholars who, in the 1990s, forced a re-
evaluation of the fundamental terms of the field. But all of them, though
not all to the same degrees and not all in the same ways, are grounded in
the basic understanding that what we think of as sexuality is a product, or
a correlative, of discourse. Rather than worrying about whether the Greeks
and Romans “really were gay,” our authors have moved into a post-Fou-
cauldian mode, and are concerned, rather, with exploring the ways that
Greek and Roman discourses about sex functioned within their respective
cultures.

This strikes us as an important development, in two ways. First, the
recognition that the ancients cannot be understood simply through our
categories of sexuality raises important questions: if Socrates did not have
sexuality, what did he have? How did Sappho think about, and represent,
the relation of desire to the surface of the body? The Greeks and Romans
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had their own discourses about sex, and as every discourse operates accord-
ing to its own internal rules, in conjunction with the institutions within
which it operates, those discourses have their own logic, their own gram-
mar, and their own set of effects. The essays in this volume are united in a
shared methodological commitment to teasing out the shape and function
of ancient discourses about sex. To be sure, these ancient discourses have a
strong historical relation to modern discourses about love, friendship, sexu-
ality, and sexual orientation.” But they also function in their own historical
context in particular ways, and the post-Foucauldian moment allows our
authors to analyze those functions with, in our view, a new and salutary
historical specificity.

Second, and perhaps somewhat paradoxically, by moving beyond the
debates that have beset Foucault’s contributions to the field, the essays in
this volume are also able to move beyond some of the polarizing effects of
those debates. Holmes has recently made this point effectively:

But the terms in which the debates unfolded can feel like forced disjunc-
tions: acts or identities; sexuality or gender; penetration or self-mastery;
the past as continuous with the present or the past as completely alien . . .
The challenge for those who study the past is to resist this kind of narrow-
ing as much as possible without forfeiting the hope of making resonant,

effective connections between the past and the present. (2012: 109-10)

We think that in their very specificity and historical grounding, the essays
in this book succeed in moving beyond these polarizations, and allow us
to see new aspects of ancient sexuality both as they functioned in ancient
Greece and Rome and as they have affected modern discourses about the
desiring subject.

OUR AUTHORS are a diverse crew, ranging from distinguished senior schol-
ars of ancient sexuality and culture (Parker, Halperin) to established mem-
bers of the next generation, who have already published important work
in the field (Boehringer, Worman, Gilhuly, Kamen), to rising scholars with
a bright future ahead of them (Levin-Richardson, Shapiro). All of them
bring to bear their experiences as students and scholars whose intellectual
formation occurred at different times ranging from the 1980s to the pres-
ent. Our volume is thus firmly grounded in the intellectual milieu of the

10. See Halperin 2002, especially ch. 4.
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late twentieth century, while providing a forum for the first generation of
twenty-first-century scholars.

All of our contributors have research interests in varied aspects of
ancient culture, as opposed to focusing narrowly on the history of sexu-
ality. This breadth reflects the coming-of-age of sexuality studies as part
of the Classics curriculum. It both grounds our understanding of ancient
sexuality within a broader and deeper cultural context and integrates sexu-
ality studies with other areas of Classics, to the mutual benefit of both. The
essays here cover a range of issues that are central to the understanding of
ancient sexuality. They draw upon literary, artistic, and historical sources
and exploit new kinds of evidence (such as graffiti). There is coverage of
classical Greeks (Gilhuly, Shapiro, Worman, Parker), Romans (Kamen/
Levin-Richardson, Burns), and imperial Greeks (Boehringer). Scholarly
pieties are challenged by many of our contributors (Kamen/Levin-Rich-
ardson, Parker, Shapiro, Worman). Areas of research that are currently
lively and influential in Classics generally are well represented, notably the
use of material culture (Kamen/Levin-Richardson, Parker, Burns), recep-
tion (Gilhuly, Burns) and imperial Greek (Boehringer). Our collection is
also remarkable for the attention it pays to female sexuality (Boehringer,
Gilhuly, Kamen/Levin-Richardson), the neglect of which has been one of
the more legitimate complaints about Foucault’s work on antiquity. Male
sexualities are, of course, still central to many of the essays.

We see a fertile degree of overlap in our various contributors’ subject
matter, concerns, and approaches, and have therefore chosen not to orga-
nize the essays into any particular set of conceptual categories. Rather, we
present them in a loosely chronological order, allowing readers to find their
own modes of intersection among them. We start with the longest essay
in the collection, Holt Parker’s “Vaseworld: Depiction and Description of
Sex at Athens.” It is fair to say that Parker’s piece is a monumental reas-
sessment of one of the most important sources of our evidence for ancient
sex, namely Greek vase painting, and particularly of the ways in which the
visual evidence for various forms of sexual behavior in ancient Athens dif-
fers from the evidence of our textual sources. It has long been the case that
Athenian black- and red-figure pottery has been taken to provide realistic
illustrations of lived sexual experience, rather than demonstrating its own
set of generic and stylistic conventions.” Parker demonstrates, through a
careful analysis of nearly every known pot depicting homoerotic activity

11. This point has recently been made by Lear and Cantarella 2008. Parker’s essay here

reaches several points of disagreement with Lear and Cantarealla on the meaning of specific
iconographic themes; see ch. 1 that follows.
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in the corpus, that this assumption simply will not hold. In particular, his
study calls into question the often-alleged “practice” of an erastes presenting
his eromenos with a “love gift” in the form of a hare, a small deer, or a chee-
tah; Parker suggests that this common motif on vases, never mentioned
in our literary sources, is more likely a visual reference to the relationship
between lover and beloved as a form of erotic “hunt.” At the same time,
Parker’s exhaustive analysis shows that many previous scholars’ assumptions
about “intercrural” sex are supported by the evidence from vase painting
and not, as has recently been asserted, thrown into disarray by one or two
exceptional vases. Finally, Parker suggests that what we tend to think of as
a particular subject of ancient vases—namely the erotic—is perhaps better
understood as only one element of the vase-painters’ tendency to depict
various aspects of “the good things in life.”

In “Lesbians Are Not from Lesbos,” Kate Gilhuly contributes to the
geography of sexuality as well as its history through an examination of
the discursive history of the island of Lesbos. She challenges the typically
unexamined modern assumption that the island’s association with female—
female desire results, simply and directly, from the fact that Sappho was
born there. Rather, this association is the result of a complex and extended
nonlinear process, involving not only the reception of Sappho and Lesbos
in Greek and Roman texts but also geographical stereotypes predating Sap-
pho, the thematics of Athenian comedy, the discourse surrounding “new”
music, and the representation of the courtesan. The lesbian identity of Les-
bos was produced, she argues, not by history or geography—the contingent
fact of Sappho’s birth—but by discourse, above all the discourse of the
comic stage.

Julia Shapiro examines the often-asserted claim that the Greek practice
of pederasty was considered an exclusive province of the elite, and criti-
cized as amoral by the lower and middle classes. Through a careful analy-
sis of some of the most-often cited sources, she comes to the conclusion
that pederasty itself is rarely, if ever, the target of popular criticism. Rather,
the depictions of pederasty in legal speeches and Old Comedy—generally
agreed to appeal to audience members from a broad range of statuses—
suggest that pederasty, if done properly, was regarded as a respectable
and, indeed, enviable form of behavior. Although members of the middle
and lower classes would not have had the material resources to engage
in the activities that characterize such relationships (symposia, elaborate
courtship of wealthy youths), they nonetheless appear to participate aspi-
rationally in a common ideology that considers desire for young men
natural, and proper pederastic courtship a hallmark of civilized behavior.
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Though critique of the wrong sort of pederasty does certainly exist, and
can be used to attack members of the elite classes, “condemnation of aris-
tocrats for homoerotic misbehavior should not be assimilated to a blanket
condemnation of all homoerotic (and specifically pederastic) behavior.” In
this regard, Shapiro articulates with new precision the attitudes of texts
addressed to nonelite audiences regarding the elitist practice of pederasty.

In another essay dealing with ancient Greek men, Nancy Worman
argues that Athenian discourse about sex is just that: social discourse, with
the particular aim of regulating male citizens’ behaviors in nonsexual con-
texts. In particular, she notes that the metaphorical use of body parts to
indicate behavior is not necessarily intuitive, or as sexually inflected as it
has been taken. Words denoting open bodily orifices, for example, suggest
a concern with excesses of behavior rather than, as might be expected, a
suggested feminization of the male so designated. Even more important,
she shows a careful linkage in oratory and in comic works between accusa-
tions of anal penetrability and inappropriate lack of control, particularly
of oral behaviors such as public speaking. Many of the passages that have
been taken as providing evidence for male sexual behavior in ancient Ath-
ens are, she argues, metaphors in a larger game of social surveillance and
control; as such, they point to ideals of masculine behavior in Athens, but
cannot be taken as evidence of actual sexual practices.

Turning to evidence from Rome, Deborah Kamen and Sarah Levin-
Richardson use the material evidence of graffiti from Pompeii as a starting
point for investigating ancient discourses about specific sexual practices.
In particular, they demonstrate that our modern alignment of the terms
active/passive with penetrating/penetrated is not always operative in antig-
uity. They argue that the subject of the Latin verb fello (to perform fellatio)
should be understood as active because of her (or his) active and desiring
participation in a sexual act. Through a careful discussion of comparanda
and of the descriptions of similar sexual acts, they conclude that a fellatrix,
though active, should be distinguished from a #ribas as well as from the
object of an irrumator in the Roman imagination.

In her contribution, “The Illusion of Sexual Identity in Lucian’s Dia-
logue of the Courtesans 5,” Sandra Boehringer revisits a work that is unique
in our surviving ancient sources for its extended and detailed account of
sex among women. Most studies of this dialogue have focused primarily on
the “masculine” character of Megilla, either arguing that Lucian is apply-
ing the male erastes—eromenos model to women (in order to make same-sex
desire legible to an ancient audience) or reading Megilla in anachronistic
modern terms as a “butch” lesbian. Boehringer argues that such approaches
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are mistaken; the dialogue portrays, rather, a pastiche of ancient clichés
about women, sex, and gender. Lucian is not offering us an alternative
sexuality, or revealing one that has been suppressed by other authors, but
amusing his sophisticated audience by creating a fantastical picture through
a manipulation of conventional erotic tropes that ultimately do not add up
to a coherent subjectivity.

“Sculpting Antinous: Creations of the Ideal Companion,” by Bryan E.
Burns, is the only essay in the book to have been previously published. We
have chosen to include it because it exemplifies two fields within Classics
that have recently taken on a new vibrancy: the cultural interpretation of
material objects and the later reception of antiquity. The emperor Hadrian
memorialized his beloved Antinous in numerous statues after the latter’s
untimely demise, thus launching the youth on a long career as an icon of
classicizing male beauty and a touchstone in the formation of gay identities.
Burns explores the youth’s shifting persona as an emblem of homoeroti-
cism in a wide range of Victorian and twentieth-century texts, fruitfully
juxtaposing scholarly writing and historical fiction with poetry and drama
to demonstrate a persistent fascination with the sculpted Antinous as an
elusive object of desire.

We end with an epilogue by David M. Halperin, whose eminence in
the field and distinctive intellectual trajectory—from Classics to Foucault
to contemporary gay identities—give him a unique vantage point from
which to survey the developments of recent decades. Halperin offers his
personal reflections on the state of the field that he was instrumental in
founding more than twenty years ago and his hopes for the future. We
find his contextualizing of his own historical moment both helpful and
bracing—as he begins with the question “are today’s solutions tomorrow’s
problems?” and outlines the ways in which the movement that came to be
known as The New Historicism has seemed, at times, an impediment to
the inquiries it hoped to provoke.

Halperin concludes his piece with a brief discussion of a new develop-
ment in queer theory, namely “queer temporality,” a movement that insists
on our ability to make connections, to see continuities in modes of iden-
tity across vast expanses of time. In keeping with what we see as the post-
Foucauldian shape of this volume, Halperin resists the apparent dichotomy
that such an approach might be seen to create in opposition to his own
historicist work:

I have responded to some of these critiques by arguing that historicism is

not incompatible with queer temporality. Identification is motivated by
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the erotic appeal of difference and distance as much as by a sense of shared
identity, so it is not blocked or baffled by a recognition that same-sex
behaviors in the past were differently organized from the dominant ways

in which they are organized in many modern societies today.

There is much to unpack here, not least Halperin’s implicit suggestion that
the work we do is motivated not only by scholarly curiosity, but by a form
of erotic attraction to the subject of our study. We think the essays collected
here provide an array of attractive approaches, exemplifying scholarly desire
in the best sense of that idea. The authors here move beyond recent binaries
to present historicist readings of sex in ancient Greece and Rome that need
not prevent moments of identification and political mobilization. While
we insist on the historical specificity of discourses, we hope these essays
will contribute to the shifts in force relations that Foucault called for forty
years ago:

We must not expect the discourses on sex to tell us, above all, what strat-
egy they derive from, or what moral divisions they accompany or what
ideology—dominant or dominated—they represent; rather we must ques-
tion them on the two levels of their tactical productivity (what reciprocal
effects of power and knowledge they ensure) and their strategical integra-
tion (what conjunction and what force relationship make their utilization
necessary in a given episode of the various confrontations that occur).

(Foucault 1978: 102)

In short, as Halperin points out, studies of ancient sexuality are always on
some level concerned with our own sexualities. We hope that the studies
presented here will illuminate the former, even as we use them, in part,
to negotiate the “conflicting . . . definitional forces” of modern sexual
subjectivity.”
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CHAPTER ONE

Vaseworld

Depiction and Description of Sex at Athens'

HOLT N. PARKER

¢ are obsessed with Greek painted pots, not for any intrin-

sic value—although their intrinsic value is a matter of fierce
debate—Dbut because they survive (and in prodigious numbers)

and so are our principal source of visual information. Images are at the
heart of the study of ancient sexuality. “There is no fuller record,” writes
Boardman, “of man the lover in any other medium or period of Greek
art” (1975: 219). Indeed, the goal of combining philology and archacology,
text and image, has perhaps been more vigorously pursued here than in
other parts of the discipline. Yet, despite a considerable body of theory on
the “reading” of images,* there is still a strong tendency to use the images
found on Greek vases as “illustrations” of Greek sexual customs.? Kilmer,

1. 'The principal vases are listed in the catalog (with numbers in bold). Vases not in the cata-
log are generally cited by numbers from the Beazley Archive (BA), which provides a convenient
way to access other bibliography and illustrations, some of which for reasons of space are omitted.

A note on vocabulary: I have used where necessary English’s rather impoverished vocabu-
lary of primary obscenities, not for their shock value but to reflect as accurately as possible the
meanings of Greek and Latin words and concepts, which euphemism tends to distort.

2. E.g., Schmitt-Pantel and Thélamon 1983; Vickers 1983; Beard on “Undermining the Ste-
reotype” (1991: 26—30); Ferarri 2002: 1—7; 2003; Steiner 2007. Oakley 2009 for a survey of recent
work.

3. E.g., Guerrieri 2007: 40 (on Louvre G13): “During the symposium the banqueters, now
possessed by orgiastic frenzy from overindulgence in wine, lose all restraint and indulge in episodes
of unrestrained sex. Scenes like these are not rare on the cups used at banquets. That clearly means

23
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for example, writes (1997: 36—37): “I think it very likely—at the very mini-
mum, it is an economical proposition—that the differences in presentation
of homoerotic relationships reflect some difference in the experience of
homoerotic relationships in the two time periods represented by the two
disparate sources of evidence [that is, between early pots and the works
of Plato].” Kilmer’s “economical proposition” is a single (and nuanced)
example of what is elsewhere a rather naive tendency to say, “Look, here’s
a picture that doesn’t square with DoverFoucault,* so they must be wrong,”
leaving us free to remake Greek sexuality in our own image.’

That is, the decorations on pots are too often taken as both representa-
tions (as if the unmediated depiction of practices) and representative (as if
offering an accurate cross-sample of what people actually did).¢ This “snap-
shots of Athenian life” approach tends to ignore the facts that even our
snapshots are controlled, selected, cropped, manipulated, intended to con-
vey one picture of reality and not another.

A third mistake is to assume that what we find is what there was. Our
picture of Athenian pottery production is heavily skewed by the survival of
pots in large numbers as grave goods in Etruria. There were more papyri
than are found in Oxyrhinchus. There were more pots than are found in
[taly.

Oddly enough, for this view of Greek pots as documentary evidence,
even mythological scenes are used as illustrations of what the Greeks actu-
ally did. So Kilmer offers three images of Zephyr (or Eros, we cannot be

that sexual manifestations were familiar events on these occasions, well beyond the limits suggested
by ‘good manners.” Such scenes are in fact quite rare. See below.

4. Davidson 2001, 2007: 122-66. Lear 2014: 122: “For a time a kind of Dover—Foucauldian
orthodoxy dominated studies of pederasty.” The rhetorical strategy that offers a straw-man blend of
Dover and Foucault is well worth examining.

5. E.g., Hubbard 2003a: 4—5; 2014: 130: “Dover’s (1978) groundbreaking survey of the visual
evidence for Greek homosexuality unfortunately neglected numerous scenes that did not fit his
assumed model of relations that were always age-differential and hierarchical.” This is incorrect.
Dover discusses at length “the possibility of homosexual relationships between coevals” (1978:
86-87), covering many of Hubbard’s examples. A full review of the evidence offered for “Peer
Homosexuality” is forthcoming.

6. See, for example, the criticisms of Ferarri 2002: 1—7; 2003. Stewart takes as one of his four
starting points (1997: 8): “Though Greek art may look broadly naturalistic and therefore lifelike, it
actually offers more insights into ideology than reality. In other words, we have no unmediated ac-
cess to gender construction in ancient Greece.” Oakley 2009: 616: “In general, an increasing number
of scholars no longer see the images merely as illustrations of ancient life but as cultural constructs
that have their own language that needs to be decoded so as to understand the social and cultural
values and beliefs that they reflect.” Also Oakley 2013: 144: “Only a little over ninety Attic black-
figure examples are known from the twenty thousand or more Attic black-figure vases that have
come to light. Thus, it would appear that they were not intended to represent scenes of daily life,
revealing true Athenian sexual mores, but rather that many of the paintings were meant to amuse.”
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sure which) carrying off a beardless youth under the heading “Male homo-
sexual intercrural copulation, both standing, face-to-face.”” Hubbard offers
Eros in pursuit of a beardless youth as images of “Age-Equal Adolescent
Interactions,” and Dionysus seated with a bearded man under the heading
of “Age-Equal Adult Interactions.”

Cantarella and Lear’s Images of Ancient Greek Pederasty offers a welcome
warning and corrective, but we still lack an overview of the visual evidence
for sexuality in general, not just pederasty. Dover’s Greek Homosexuality is
broader than its title but still partial. Kilmer 1993 is limited to red-figure.?
Sutton limits his data to heterosexual acts (1992: red-figure; 2009: black-
figure). Lynch (2009) makes a controlled sondage limited to heterosexual
intercourse on red-figure.

Pots were not painted to illustrate texts, and the world they depict is
different in many interesting respects. My essay briefly examines seven
such disparities (interfemoral intercourse, male—male anal intercourse, age
reversal, courting gifts, group sex, fellatio, and cunnilingus) between two

7. Kilmer 1993: 17-18, R603, Rs574, R595.1, noting that “because the wind god is shown flying,
his mortal partner does not have to stand on the ground: this allows the god much more freedom
of movement than is possible for his mortal counterparts.”

8. Hubbard 2003b; “interactions” is usefully vague. Hubbard 2014: 131: “By depicting Eros
himself as a beautiful youth, Greek artists acknowledge that youths can themselves be desiring
subjects.” We can test the logic: “By depicting Dike herself as a beautiful youth, Greek artists
acknowledge that young women can be lawyers.” Rather as Berg 2010: 77 notes on the image of
Eros in Plato’s Symposium, “Agathon’s whole conception of Eros is based upon the identification
of Eros with that which it desires.” So, too, Nichols 2009: 54: “The ones who are alike are Love,
who is young, and the young, whom Love loves. Agathon’s speech is not about human lovers and
beloveds, but about the ‘god’ and his favorite.” Hubbard immediately continues, “the categories
eromenos and erastés really make no sense with Eros, as he simultaneously embodies b