— Chapter One —

‘That World in Which Others Had
Moved with So Much Embarrassment’:
Victorianists and the Taxonomies of Desire

His erotic tendency,
condemned and strictly forbidden
(but innate for all that), was the cause of it:
society was totally prudish. (C. P. Cavafy, ‘Baf 1896’}

| n the ‘Preliminaries’ chapter of hi¥alter Pater: Lover of Strange Soulenis
Donoghue makes the following assertion about his method:

In this book | assume, unless contrary evidenceirnssistible, that the
constituents of Pater's work are there becausewented them. If a detail in
the work is also known to correspond to somethimdghie life — Marius the
Epicurean dreaded the sight of copulating snakes,sa did Pater — | don't
regard the correlation as embarrassing.

The serpentine correlation that Donoghue does degmembarrassing is between
Pater and paederasty, illustrated by his aforemeeti avoidance of the
implications of his own claim that ‘mostly [Patesaw in those [Renaissance]
paintings an ideal human image, the love of a nmrafbeautiful boy’. As a
result, Donoghue avoids, in Pater’s case, ‘the lprolof the boy’a problem that
Michel Foucault elucidates in the final chaptershisfHistory of Sexuality In
order to avoid this ‘embarrassing’ correlation, Dghue shifts the centre around

1 C. P. CavafyCollected Poemstrans. by Edmund Keeley and Philip Sherrard,bsd.
George Savidis (Princeton, NJ: Princeton UniverBityss, 1992), p.146 (lines 1-4).

2 Denis Donoghudalter Pater: Lover of Strange SoSew York: Knopf, 1995), p.10.

3 Michel Foucault,The Care of the Selfol. 3 of The History of Sexualifytrans. by
Robert Hurley (New York: Vintage, 1986). See tine ®f volume three, where Foucault
considers three Classical texts, one each from iMasiof Tyre, Pseudo-Lucian, and
Plutarch, concluding from these that ‘thus thergie to develop an erotics different
from the one that had taken its starting pointhia iove of boys, even though abstention
from the sexual pleasures plays an important patioth. This new erotics organizes
itself around the symmetrical and reciprocal relaghip of a man and a woman, around
the high value attributed to virginity, and arouttet complete union in which it finds
perfection’ (p.232).
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which Pater’s desire coils, from ‘love of a man &beautiful boy’ (paederasty)
to ‘love of a man for a beautiful man’ (homosextydlia rhetorical shift that is
manifest in his analysis of Pater’s essay ‘Winclaimni.

About Winckelmann being murdered before the youwigadn Wolfgang
von Goethe (1749-1832) had an opportunity to makedguaintance, Donoghue
writes: ‘The loss is not sustained by “Germarriditg history”, which can hardly
feel it, but by the fellowship of homosexuals fréttato’s academy to Pater’s
Brasenose!. This claim shifts the centre around which Patdgsire coils, since
it should read ‘the fellowship of paederasts’, esly concerning Plato’s
Academy. Although Donoghue does occasionally bRater and his circle into
proximity to paederastic desire, he attempts riedtly to keep these individuals
untainted by any association with its actualisgtitdread[ing] the sight of
copulating’. This is particularly noticeable inetHollowing: ‘Like many
Victorian homosexuals, [John Addington] Symondswagl immense satisfaction
from talking and writing about boy-love, pederasgnd “the early Greek
enthusiasm” For Donoghue, ‘derived immense satisfaction frafking and
writing about boy-love, [or] pederasty’, stops gfyclaiming that J. A. Symonds,

! Donoghue, p.158. Iifhe Life of Goethe: A Critical Biograph§Oxford: Blackwell,
2001), John R. Williams writes: ‘In Leipzig Goetharoused as a freshman frchg,
studied little enough law, frequented the theastadied drawing seriously with Adam
Friedrich Oeser, who had taught Winckelmann himsaifl cultivated intense and varied
friendships with the gregarious and almost violaffability that was to become the
youthful Goethe’s salient and most discussed (oplated) characteristic. [...]
Winckelmann was murdered [...] in Trieste just aséesd his pupils, Goethe included,
were excitedly preparing to welcome him in LeipZigp.7-8).
About Goethe’s interest in ‘idealized forms of pedgy’, see Lawrence Kramer,
Franz Schubert: Sexuality, Subjectivity, Sq@@ambridge: Cambridge University Press,
2003), p-119, note 59. See also Hans Rudolf Vagtoduction’ to Johann Wolfgang
von Goethe,Erotic Poems trans. by David Luke (Oxford: Oxford UniversityreRs,
1988). Robert Deam Tobin writes: ‘In the finabdysis, pederasty is for Goethe always
part of the cure: a pharmakon, with all the medimanotations of that word, the drug
that endangers many of the characters of Goetherkiwbut also cures them’ “Warm
Brothers: Queer Theory and the Age of GodfPleiladelphia: University of Pennsylvania
Press, 2000), p.115. In ‘Classicism and Its R#f&@eath in Venice in The Cambridge
Companion to Thomas Manred. by Ritchie Robertson (Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press, 2001), pp.95-106, Ritchie Roloertsrites:
There is [...] a more specific association betweerh&sbach and Goethe.
Goethe’s visit to Venice in spring 1790 gave rizéheVenetian Epigramyq...]
Several epigrams celebrate a group of street atsjoinaluding a preternaturally
agile girl called Bettina. [...] Bettina’s appeal cesnpartly from her boyishness.
She reminds him of the ‘boys’ in paintings by Balland Veronese; when she
stands on her hands with her legs (and bottom)tipginrskywards, Goethe
pretends to fear that the sight will attract Jupidéevay from his boy-lover
Ganymede. [....] It has been suggested that a horaakercounter formed part
of his sexual awakening on his Italian journeyp.(®3-04)

2 Donoghue, p.42.
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Walter Pater, and their fellows shared or indulgedsuch desires, or even
possessed, like Winckelmann, ‘the early Greek esiéismn’. The final turn of the
rhetorical screw is Donoghue’s decision to categothese individuals solely as
‘Victorian homosexuals’ rather than ‘Victorian paedsts’. Most literary critics
and biographers manage, in a similar fashion, toda¥he problem of the boy’,
by employing one of four strategies: attemptingdalte avoidance, claiming
anachronism, heightening the ‘homosocial’, or labglas ‘homosexual’.

The first part of this chapter will consider thefsur strategies,
particularly as they pertain to Hopkins scholarshifowever, rather than tracing
the historical development of a ‘homoerotic’ comsation of Hopkins — a
consideration that spans from a passing allusiondbyH. Auden in 1936 to
present-day Queer Theory, a consideration that dlesady been dutifully
delineated by Denis Sobolev in his recent ‘Hoplgn®ellbright Bodies”: The
Dialectics of Desire in His Writings’ (2003)— the following will instead
delineate several recent avoidances of a ‘paedereshsideration of the poet.

The Snake Charmer
Jean-Léon Géréme (1824-1904)
Oil on canvas, ca. 1870
Clark Art Institute, Williamstown, MassachusettSA)

! Denis Sobolev, ‘Hopkins's “Bellbright Bodies”: ThBialectics of Desire in His
Writings’, TSLL, 45.1 (2003), pp.114-40. In this article, Soboteaces how Hopkins
scholars have dealt with the ‘homoerotic’ elemenithin the poet’s life and writings;
therefore, for me to do so again would be merelyetnd the same ground. | am in
agreement with Sobolev’s assertion that ‘in thelyaig of Hopkins’s writings such terms
as “homosexual”, “gay”, “queer”, and “identity” musnake way for “homoerotic”,
“masculinist”, “discourse”, and “desire™ (p.133) though the word ‘paederastic’ should
be added to this list.
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Absolute Avoidance:
‘Not to Be Talked About’

There is no binary division to be made between what
one says and what one does not say [....] Theretis no
one but many silences, and they are an integralgpar
the strategies that underlie and permeate discaurse
(Michel FoucaultThe History of Sexualiy

In Child-Loving: The Erotic Child and Victorian CulteirJames Kincaid suggests
that ‘perhaps the Victorian code of action was timeg and that of speech was
another: “Certain things were not to be talkedutpthat was really all that was
asked”? Whether Kincaid’s speculation was true or nottf@ Victorians is not
at issue here: what is at issue is whether himahas, and often still is true for
modern scholars dealing with one of those Vict@jaBerard Manley Hopkins.
While ‘critics from [Robert] Bridges onwards havénacged Hopkins with
decadence, perversion, and impurityvhat is meant by such a charge is unclear
and open to a variety of approaches and appramatsof which has traditionally
been to ignore such a charge outright. In 1948 @de after W. H. Auden and
F. O. Matthiessen had both made passing allus@mh®pkins’s ‘homosexuality’,
W. H. Gardner quipped that ‘there is nothing [...staygest, let alone prove, that
Hopkins was tainted with any serious homosexuabgahality’, further claiming
that any charge that he was so tainted has arisem tertain uninformed or
misguided critics” In retrospect, it becomes evident that, except'dertain
critics’ such as Gardneall critics were ‘uninformed and misguided’, thougfsth
was not accountable to any scholarly deficiency teir part: they were
deliberately ‘uninformed and misguided’ by ‘certainritics’ who decided, for
various social, political, religious, and person@asons, to abscond the truth.
Maintaining a facade of normalcy for Hopkins invedv blatant lies that
reinforced themselves through a deliberate avoielaasfcmanuscript evidence,
given that one even had access to that evidence.

! Michel FoucaultAn Introduction vol. 1 of The History of Sexualifytrans. by Robert
Hurley (New York: Vintage, 1986), p.27.

2 James R. KincaidChild-Loving: The Erotic Child and Victorian Culten(New York:
Routledge, 1992), p.37.

% Charles Lock, ‘Hopkins as a Decadent Pdessays in Criticisn34 (1984), pp.129-54
(p-129). The first to make these claims was RoBedrges, in his ‘Preface’ t®oems of
Gerard Manley Hopkinsed. with notes by Robert Bridges (London: Oxfahdiversity
Press, 1918). In the section on ‘Mannerism’, Beglgccuses Hopkins’s poetry of ‘some
perversion of human feeling’, and of sometimes @pairnaked encounter of sensualism’.
* W. H. GardnerGerard Manley Hopkins (1844-89): A Study of Podédiosyncrasy in
Relation to Poetic Traditign2 vols (London:; Secker and Warburg, 1944 and },949
p.85.



For a quarter of a century, Gardner’s forcefuldeyl resulted in the
absolute avoidance he hoped to foster. After theogization of Gardner’s
fallacy, the reception history of Hopkins's erotiesires passed through four
stages, as Sobolev describes. Although ‘untilntind:1970s almost nothing had
been written on the subjectit was subsequently explored in some depth by
Wendell Stacy Johnson, Bernard Bergonzi, Paddyhiitc John Robinson, and
Michael Lynch. However, ‘in the 1980s the pendulsmung back, and the
guestion of Hopkins’s sexual orientation becamegmat once again’, with
critics focusing instead and more safely ‘on theagal sexual overtones of his
language® — critics such as John Ferns, Linda Dowling, aodnJB. Gleason.
The only striking exception was Byrne R. S. Fonkpwlaimed that ‘for Gerard
Manley Hopkins, the homosexual discourse was oae d¢kerted considerable
fascination and produced no inconsiderable paineasion™ In 1989, erotic
explorations began anew, after the publication e first volume of the
facsimiles of Hopkins’s manuscripts, as Sobolevarg:

In 1989 Norman MacKenzie published the most guanmdetkrials of Hopkins
criticism: his early notes and diaries, whose ftdlsecensored fragments were
earlier published by Humphry House. [....] This puabtion has changed the
atmosphere of Hopkins criticism. If in 1983 [Davdithony] Downes was still
able to dismiss the question of Hopkins’'s homosktyuas complete nonsense,
such a dismissal is no longer possible; as [RoBgrMartin writes, ‘in totality
[Hopkins's notes] indicate that his susceptibiltas largely homoerotic’. An
unprejudiced reader can hardly disagree with thiglusion; as far as we know,
Hopkins was attracted to male rather than femadeityé

To put it another way, Hopkins was anything butoigmt about his erotic
tendencies: his notes indicate an acute awarefi¢lse homoerotic nature of his
leanings, regardless of the fact that the term t®enrual’ (let alone
‘homoerotic’) had not yet been coingd.

In summary, Sobolev considers that ‘the dismissal Hopkins's latent
homoeroticism is no longer possibfeivhich is attested to by criticism since
1989, including that of Richard Dellamora, JamesB&il, Joseph H. Gardner,
Renee V. Overholser, Andrew Holleran, Joseph Buis®obert Bernard Martin,
Norman White, Jude V. Nixon, Peter Swaab, Juliailleavsimon Humphries,
myself, and Sobolev. Not surprisingly, the erdatisclosures contained in those
facsimiles have occasioned the scholarly necefsitgnother facade, a fagade no

! Sobolev, p.115.

% |bid.

® Byrne R. S. Fone, ‘This Other Eden: Arcadia and Homosexual Imagination’,
Journal of Homosexualify8.3-4 (1982-83), pp.13-34 (p.27).

* Sobolev, p.120.

® Ibid., p.121.

® Ibid.
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less disingenuous than absolute avoidance: Hopkdesires have been recast
and tacitly relegated to the more politically catréhomoerotic’, lest they be

recognised as primarily ‘paederastic’. Without tsw facade, Hopkins risks

being dismissed as merely another paedophilic tpae®lded into the Roman

Catholic fold.

Even if, given the publication of those formerlyppuessed materials, an
absolute dismissal of Hopkins’s desires is no lonuessible, other avoidance
strategies remain available to Hopkins scholarg ohwhich stems from the
convenient detail that the term *homosexual’ hatysd been coined — hence, is
anachronistic in regard to Hopkins and his contarupes.

Anachronism:
‘The Love That Dare Not Speak’

Invent me a language of lov&oucould do it.
Bewilderdly, All yours, Clyde
(Closing of a letter from Clyde Fitch to Oscar Vit

Ah! dear, learn this, that love has many names.
(Marc-André RaffalovichCyril and Lione) 1884§

Although Benjamin Jowett translates one of Soctatasements in thBhaedrus
as ‘Every one chooses the object of his affectastording to his character, and
this he makes his god, and fashions and adornsad af image which he is to
fall down and worship®, many critics, particularly those following Michel
Foucault's lead, would insist that this translated passage emptpyahoice’,

1 As quoted in Gary Schmidgallhe Stranger Wilde: Interpreting OscéNew York:
Dutton, 1994), p.178.

2 Marc-André RaffalovichCyril and Lionel, and Other Poems: A Volume of Beental
StudiegLondon: Kegan Paul, 1884), p.27.

% Plato,On Homosexuality: Lysis, Phaedrus, and Sympasitans. by Benjamin Jowett
(Buffalo, NY: Prometheus, 1991), p.71.

* In The History of Sexualityvol. 1, p.43, Foucault explains the distinctioa sees
between the ‘sodomite’ (an individual committingnunal acts) and the ‘homosexual’
(an individual with ‘a singular nature’). See alsa. 2, The Use of Pleasur@p.187-246.
Similar comments are made by David M. Halperin @ne Hundred Years of
Homosexuality, and Other Essays on Greek L{dlew York: Routledge, 1990), p.8. In
‘New Pedagogy on Ancient Pederastyhe Gay & Lesbian Review Worldwjdel.3
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‘affections’, and ‘character’ is merely a moderrspense, an imposition of
cultural constructions that arose only recentiastern, capitalistic, bourgeois
society. According to this view, ancient Greco-Romconcepts of and
discourses on ‘Love’, such as those of Socrates waite distinct from those of
an Oxford don like Jowett in Victorian England, piés his being a professor of
Greek. Further, both an ancient Greco-Roman addrmish Victorian had a
strikingly different concept of ‘choice’, ‘affectis’, and ‘character’ than we
possess today, especially in regard to sexuality:

For example, in contemporary American society, @utamale who has sex with
a fourteen-year-old boy would be considered a childlester and, if caught,
would be prosecuted. In ancient Rome, by compayisb was legal and

generally socially acceptable for an adult Romarienta have homosexual
relations with another male, whatever his age, igex\/ that, first, the other male
was a slave, freedman, foreigner, or male prostifutho would have been a
slave, foreigner, or former Roman citizen), andosel, the Roman male citizen
was the active, not the passive, sexual partnifreimelationship.

However, this ‘historic sense’ that current schelip prides itself in possessing
and that the above passage illustrates is a shktysgtiared with the nineteenth
century — for, as Pater writes, ‘the scholar ishivaj without the historic sense’
(Appreciationsp.12). This ‘historic sense’ is already fullyigant in a work like
Joseph Ritson’Memoirs of the Celts or Gaylpublished in 1827:

(2004), pp.13-14, Beert Verstraeste comments onlittee of descent from Foucault to

Halperin, as well as Halperin’s link to ‘quasi-fanst ideology’:
In the two decades following Dover’'s booksreek Homosexualily social
constructionism established itself as the domirdistourse of scholars about
(homo)sexuality in classical antiquity, with the Artan classicist David
Halperin as its leading spokesperson in the Englisaking world, a position he
reaffirms in his most recent collection of essayew to Write the History of
Homosexuality(2002). Halperin is still very much a disciple afie of social
constructionism’s founding thinkers, the late MicReucault. [....] Halperin has
not entirely abandoned his quasi-feminist ideolofjg near-victimization model
of Greek pederasty, according to which the younggmtner could not have
derived, or was not at all expected to derive, sewual pleasure himself from
the relationship. (P.14)

About ‘the historical shift in the conceptualiziof§ “homosexuality” from a behaviour to
an identity’, Jonathan Dollimore writes: ‘In theinateenth century a major and
specifically “scientific” branch of this developntetomes to construct homosexuality as
primarily a congenital abnormality rather than,begore, a sinful and evil practice’ —
Sexual Dissidence: Augustine to Wilde, Freud todaalt (Oxford: Oxford University
Press, 1991), p.46.

1 John Pollini, ‘The Warren Cup: Homoerotic Love aBgmposial Rhetoric in Silver’,
Art Bulletin, 81.1 (1999), pp.21-52 (pp.22-23). Pollini nothat ‘the Roman poet
Lucretius, writing on the human condition in ll® Rerum Naturaspeaks of a “normal”
adult male’s love for “either a boy or a woman™.Zg).
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Though the Gauls had very beautiful women amonmtheet they little valued
their private society, but were transported witgimg lust to the filthy act of
sodomy; and, lying, upon the ground, on beastsssgpread under them, they
there tumbled together, with their catamites, lyorgboth sides of them: and
that which was the most abominable is, that, withamy sense of shame, or
regard to their reputation, they would readily pitate their bodies to others
upon every occasion: and they were so far frorkif@pupon it to be any fault,
that they judged it a mean and dishonourable tlangany thus caressed to
refuse the favour offered them.

Given the contents of this account, it seems tietGauls and the Romans had
much in common, at least on the level of erotidréesand that, had they met on
beasts skins rather than on the battlefield, tis¢ohy of ancient Britain might
have been quite different. However, this was wobé, and the subsequently
Christianised peoples of ancient Europe came taa&reldifferent values, values
that, for several millennia, have provided a tohdisgust in regard to ‘the filthy
act of sodomy’ that, according to Ritson, the Gawgssidered a ‘mean and
dishonourable thing’ to refuse. For Ritson, thbsenoerotic acts revealed the
Gaul's ‘choice’, ‘affections’, and ‘character’, hewer vile; for Social
Constructionists like Foucault, those erotic actdeasts skins reveal nothing of
the sort — that is, prior to discourse embellishsugh acts with self-reflective
‘meaning’ about forty years after Ritson’s commeattsve.

Man Fondling a Boy
Greek (attributed to the Brygos Painter)
Red-Figure terracotta tondo (plate), ca. 490 —BC&
Ashmolean Museum, University of Oxford, Oxford, UK

! Joseph Ritsoriylemoirs of the Celts or Gau(sondon: Printed for Payne and Foss, by
W. Nicol, 1827), p.127.
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Following in the tradition of Foucault, scholarscBuas Eve Kosofsky
Sedgwick and David Halperin have argued that varidictorian public
discourses, notably the psychiatric and the lef@dtered a designation or
invention of the ‘homosexual’ as a distinct catggof individuals, a category
solidified by the publications of sexologists suah Richard von Krafft-Ebing
(1840-1902) and Havelock Ellis (1859-1939), sexidtsg who provided an
almost-pathological interpretation of the phenonmeimorather Essentialist terms,
an interpretation that led, before 1910, to hunglredarticles on the subject in
The Netherlands, Germany, and elsewhere. Onetre$uthis burgeoning
discourse was that the ‘homosexual’ was often pgel as a corrupter of the
innocent, with a predisposition towards both dejptyaand paederasty — a
necessary portrayal if Late-Victorian and Edwardiarologists were to account
for the continuing existence of the ‘paederast’airworld that had suddenly
become bountiful in ‘homosexuals’.

What is key for Foucault, Sedgwick, and Halperirthat this discourse
resulted in the actuatreation of the ‘homosexual’, a socially constructed
category, not an intrinsic one — a state of affthet makes it both linguistically
and philosophically anachronistic to refer to desior individuals before the
1870s, at the earliest, as ‘homosexual’. In cettr@ the claims of anachronism
levelled by Foucault and his followers, the ratligysentialist claims of Amy
Richlin, John Pollini, and Timothy d’Arch Smith seefar more sensible and
practical:

What is to gain from a model that says there was'hmmosexuality’ in
antiquity? Such a model allows us to stress tHferdince between ancient
societies and our own, to explain what they didehavtheir own terms. This
move, however, when it comes up against Greek amdaR invective against
male-male love emphasizes its political use, italiguof ‘bluff: homophobia
tends to disappear along with homosexuals. Arslrtiodel makes it very hard
to talk about reatinaedi[men considered ‘effeminate’]. What, on the other
hand, is to gain from a model that uses ‘homoséyluas a category for
analyzing ancient societies? A gay history analyki.] which stresses
continuity rather than difference [...] [an analysiBich] would emphasize what
ancient invective has in common with homophobiaj amuld focus on real
cinaedj both on their oppression and their possible sialreu (Richlin}

As a result of this concern about anachronisticgesasome have replaced
‘homosexual’ with such faddish and cumbersome degigns as ‘male-to-male’
and ‘female-to-female’ to describe same-sex retatiips. [....] To say that we
cannot usdhomosexuaWith reference to sexual behaviour in antiquityuwdobe
equivalent to maintaining that we cannot speakpafpagandain antiquity
because this term was not coined until the sevetitesentury. Although the

1 Amy Richlin, ‘Not Before Homosexuality: The Matality of the Cinaedusand the
Roman Law Against Love Between Medqurnal of the History of Sexualjt.4 (1993),
pp.523-73 (p.571).



34

ancients had no specific word for propaganda, testainly engaged in various
forms of it. (Pollini}

It would be absurd to suggest that homosexuality aaovel invention, like the

telephone or electricity, on which the forward-louk Victorian had stumbled

and had placed into society as an innovationaryeldgwment in the arena of

human experience. Rather, it was a road along hwhigmans had always

travelled, sadly, for it was often snared with g or barricaded by religious

and secular authorities alike who believed it &dl¢o the gates of hell, and those
who ventured along it did so silently and secretp:Arch Smithy

Given that libraries abound with volumes on thehpgs irresolvable debate
between ‘nature’ and ‘nurture’ — a debate mirroiedthe divide between
Essentialist and Social Constructionist argumehtitithe intrinsic or extrinsic
causes of ‘homosexuality’ — that debate will be sidared no further here.
Despite the Essentialist arguments seeming moresitdenand practical,
henceforward the present volume will concede thkl fof victory to the Social
Constructionists by accepting Foucault’'s basicnelabout the modernity of
‘homosexuality’, for the considerations of the mmisvolume do not involve, in
any serious way, the dynamic that occasions thdiatde As regards
‘homosexuality’, the following readily concedes tiedd of victory to the Social
Constructionists; as regards ‘paederasty’, it dugs

Even a moot acceptance of Foucault’s basic claioutifne modernity of
‘homosexuality’ does not alter the verity that lsgument is undercut by
historical evidence as far as ‘paederasty’, notaeo ‘homosexuality’, is
concerned. Notice that Pollini, who made one ef Bssentialist claims above,

has reservations about employing ‘homosexual’ ombsexuality’ as nouns in
criticism:

Although we can speak of homosexuality or homosleximageneral discussions
of biological conditions, the use of the terhobmosexualas a cultural
determinant in antiquity is essentially uselessiew of the fact that we cannot
identify specific individuals as homosexuals in thedern sense of the word
precisely because ancient sexual constructs asedrferent from those used
today. Therefore, while it is perfectly legitimate use homosexualor
heterosexuahdjectivally to describe sexual acts between iddals of the same

! Pollini, pp.23-24.

2 Timothy d’Arch Smith,Love in Earnest: Some Notes on the Lives and Wsitiof
English ‘Uranian’ Poets from 1889 to 1930ondon: Routledge and Kegan Paul, 1970),
p.1.

3 ‘As [Kenneth J.] Dover recognized when he perdiste using the term “Greek
homosexuality”, the evidence from ancient Greecesdoot unequivocally support the
viewpoint of such Foucault-inspired social condiarists as David Halperin® —
William Armstrong Percy lll,Pederasty and Pedagogy in Archaic Gre¢Champaign:
University of Illinois Press, 1996), p.9.
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or opposite sex, these same terms as nouns oughe tavoided in their
application to those engaged in sexual behavioacts in the ancient worfd.

However, Pollini reveals no such scruple about ewipf ‘connoisseur
pederasts’ or ‘pederasty’ as nouns, since these &mm Greco-Roman texts and
contexts; he emphasises tipaederastyderives ‘from the Greek o,
meaning, “to be the lover gfaides(boys)”.? While Foucault and his followers
have indeed established a certain rhetorical sgacearguing that various
Victorian public discourse$notably the psychiatric and the legal, fostered a
designation or invention of the ‘homosexual’ assinict category around 1870,
they have not done so in relation to the ‘paedgrastategory that was, at the
latest, an ancient Greek invention. It is no nam@cidence that ‘the problem of
the boy’ is the last thing Foucault addresses srHistory of Sexualityfor it is a

lingering problem that his followers have yet tdvecor account for adequately.

Socrates sanctus peederasta
Johann Matthias Gesner (1691-1761)
2"%edn
(Utrecht: Joannis van Schoonhoven, 1769)

! Pollini, p.27. Pollini further suggests that ‘tfaet that nowhere in the corpus of Latin
and Greek literature can males be specifically tified as exclusively homosexual
suggests that they were assumed to be attractemtticcexes’ (p.28).

2 For representative examples of this usage, sde hi6.

% | am employing the word ‘certain’ here in mostitf senses: ‘definite’, ‘assured’,
‘dependable’, ‘indisputable’, noticeable’, ‘calchle’, etc.
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Put concisely, the lingering problem for Foucaslithat antiquity did
possess, as historian Kenneth J. Dover detaiBréek Homosexualifyabundant
terminology for paederastic ‘inclinations’ and ‘feeences’, terminology that
suggests that the Classical world had a concepéxiial attraction that was not
drastically different from that now held, partictjain regard to the ‘love’
between a man and a bby.This is most clearly demonstrated in Dover's
discussion of Xenophon’s use of the wdrdpos (meaning ‘way; character;
disposition; inclination’), a word that Xenophoresgo describe the behaviour of
the extravagant paederast Episthenes of Olyrithighile the last portion of
Foucault'sHistory of Sexualitydoes engage Classical sources such as the later
Roman counterparts of Plato'Symposium Foucault does not address the
disparity or rift that these sources — sources fater had earlier considered —
seem to reveal in his own arguments (though hishdeay have prevented him
from subsequently doing so). However, even if torgoes the Classical and
merely consigns oneself to evidence more receattitle of a 1769 volume by
Johann Matthias Gesner suggests thabpos (way, character, disposition, or
inclination) was assigned to at least one individusocrates sanctus paederasta
(or, Socrates: The Holy PaederastA title like ‘The Holy Paederast’ reveals that
a tropos could be and was assigned — even if only to ‘pessie’ and not to
‘homosexuals’ — exactly a hundred years before ssame eroticism had,
according to Foucault, anything resemblindrepos® Gesner's titleSanctus
paederastapoints to a substantial hole in Foucault's argumeas well as the
Social Constructionist arguments of his companyobe that arises from ‘the
problem of the boy’ and the symposial discoursesosmding it?

1 K. J. Dover,Greek HomosexualityCambridge, MA: Harvard University Press, 1989),
pp.51-52.

2 Ibid., p.62. Dover provides a more historical @eut of Episthenes on p.51. For
Xenophon's praise of the valour of Episthenes,Gléord Hindley, ‘Xenophon on Male
Love’, Classical Quarterly49.1 (1999), pp.74-99 (p.76). For the accourti®ialour in
saving a beautiful boy on the battlefield, see X#hum, Anabasis 7.4.7-11. See also
David Leitao, ‘The Legend of the Sacred Band’, The Sleep of Reason: Erotic
Experience and Sexual Ethics in Ancient GreeceRmale ed. by Martha C. Nussbaum
and Juha Sihvola (Chicago: University of ChicagesBr 2002), pp.143-69 (pp.152-54).

® Karl-Maria Kertbeny (1824-82), an Austrian-bormijoalist and human rights advocate,
is credited with the neologism ‘homosexual’, coiriachis two anonymously published
pamphlets of 186%143 des Preussischen Strafgesetzbuchs und sefreciiterhaltung
als 8152 des ent-wurfs eines StrafgesetzbuchsefirNbrddeutschen Bun@aragraph
143 of the Prussian Penal Code of 14 April 1851 ltm&Reaffirmation as Paragraph 152
in the Proposed Penal Code for the NordeutschedBandDas Gemeinschéadliche des
8143 des Preussischen Strafgesetzbu€fee Social Harm Caused by Paragraph 143 of
the Prussian Penal Code). For criticism of Foutsadlaim, see footnote 8 (p.223) of Ari
Adut, ‘A Theory of Scandal: Victorians, Homosextyliand the Fall of Oscar Wilde’,
American Journal of Sociolog$11.1 (2005), pp.213-48.

* In ‘Peederasty in the Western Mind"he Harvard Gay & Lesbian Review.4 (1999),
pp.16-19, William Armstrong Percy Il writes: ‘la paper read in 1752 to the Royal
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Although planted and cultivated during the age gfisthenes and
Socrates, the symposial approach to paederastinaedtto flower occasionally
in Imperial Rome, Renaissance Florence, and Vatoi®xford, watered by
conversational insinuations, textual allusionsyalgepresentations, and a shared
tropos One object that serves to link the paederagtitgpssiums of the Greco-
Romans to those of the Late Victorians was acqubigdone of the most
outspoken of the Uranian poets, a member of Patatsrie who would later
encapsulate the Uranian sentiment most strikinghyder the pseudonym of
Arthur Lyon Raile, in his privately printedefence of Uranian Lovgl928-30; in
3 vols), the initial section of which is titled “€hBoy Lover’, emphasising the
term ‘boy-love’, a term christened by Symonds atiitlesmployed today.

After graduating from Harvard University in 1883)et anglophile
Edward Perry Warren (‘Ned’; 1860-1928), son of aaltiey American paper-
manufacturer, was drawn to Oxford University in bope of studying under or at
least being near Walter Pater, his itlohfter matriculating on 12 October 1883,
Warren became a member of New College, Oxford, raceived his B.A. in
1888. In the year of his Oxford graduation, hikéa died: as a result, Warren
found himself with a bountiful inheritance, an initence that he preferred to
have managed by a trust. This decision provided With both freedom and
£10,000 a year (at his death, his wealth amounte®1t2 million, roughly
£250,000), affording him the time and means todfrand to acquire artworks
and antiquities at his own volitichWhether for himself or under the auspices of
prestigious museums, Warren, the pre-eminent dolled antiquities of his day,
made a multitude of acquisitions, both antiquaaad modern, acquisitions that
were the choicest possible, often despite theindaiaus subject mattéms with

Society (today théAkademie der Wissenschaffén Goéttingen but published in Holland
only after his death under the titleocrates sanctus psederadifocrates the Holy
Paederagt the philosopher J. M. Gesner attempted to detrates]...] that Socrates’
love for boys had always been chaste’ (p.17). 8lse Percy’s comments on the
publications of M. H. E. Meier and Heinrich H6s41836-38 (p.19).
! SeePaidika: Journal of Paedophilial.4 (1988), pp.12-27, for excerpts frathe Boy
Lover— vol. 1 of Arthur Lyon Raile (pseudonym of EdwaPérry Warren)A Defence
of Uranian Love 3 vols (London: Privately printed, 1928-30).
2 Warren was a close friend of Lionel Johnson, laestudent at New College, Oxford.
% | wish to thank Julie Ann Noecker of the Historgdilty Library, Oxford University,
for providing me with information fromAlumni Oxoniensesl775-1886 regarding
Warren’s Oxford details (E-mail from 27 July 200431 other details are gleaned from
David Sox,Bachelors of Art: Edward Perry Warren and the Lewksise Brotherhood
(London: Fourth Estate, 1991), checked againstsSextry for Warren in thBNB.
* See Stephen L. DysoAncient Marbles to American Shores: Classical Aetlagy in
the United State¢Philadelphia: University of Pennsylvania Presg94d), pp.137-38. In
‘Homoerotic Art Collection from 1750 to 1920Art History, 24.2 (2001), pp.247-77,
Whitney Davis writes:
[What is noteworthy is] the ancient erotica acqdiitkyy Warren as an art dealer
[...] such as some of the phallic and homosexual srasev in the Boston
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Auguste Rodin’Kiss, which he commissioned the artist to make a varsion
1900. That sculpture, now in the Tate Modern, lamds slightly larger than the
original in one anatomical detail: Warren insistédt, unlike the original
commissioned by the French government, ‘the gemitdl the man must be
complete’. No matter how rare, scandalous, orpicjidWarren could, given his
buyer’s finesse and fortune, acquire just abouttang — even the paederastic
‘Holy Grail'.

The Warren Cup
Roman (said to be from Bittir [ancient Beththe®an Jerusalem)
Silver, ca. mid 1 century CE
British Museum, London, UK

One of the antiquarian objects Warren acquirechioself — an object
later loaned to the Martin von Wagner Museum, ddbaximilians-Universitat
Wiirzburg, Wiirzburg, Germarlyand now residing in the British Museum — is a
silver scyphusdubbed ‘the Warren Cup’. Considered the most mamb
acquisition by the British Museum in thirty yeattse Warren Cup was purchased

Museum of Fine Arts, which Warren represented @mass and possibly the

extraordinary Roman silver goblet whose unusuaheocef anal sex between

youths at a pederastic symposium has been exténsiuelied. Without Warren

we would know much less than we do about homosiywald classical art.
(P.248)

! For information on the Warren Cup’s provenance, s#hn R. Clarke, ‘The Warren Cup
and the Contexts for Representations of Male-toeMiabvemaking in Augustan and
Early Julio-Claudian Art’Art Bulletin, 75.2 (1993), pp.275-94 (p.276).



in 1999 for £1.8 million (£300,000 coming from tHeritage Lottery Fund), and
is now on permanent exhibition in the Wolfson Gallef Roman Antiquities
(Room 70):

One of the most exquisite works of toreutic arh&wve been created in the early
Roman Imperial period is a silver ovoidcyphus or drinking vessel,
approximately 6 inches (15 centimeters) high, knagnthe Warren Cup, so-
named for the American collector Edward Perry Warrgvho originally
acquired it in the early twentieth century. [....]éel'Warren Cup is remarkable
especially for its representation of two homoeratéenes, each featuring an
older, idealized male ‘pedicating’ (that is, anagfignetrating) a younger male.
Unlike scenes of heterosexual intercourse, thosa dfomoerotic nature are
relatively uncommon in Roman art, with the WarrenpQoroviding the only
known representation of homosexual copulation i thedium of decorative
Roman silver.

John R. Clarke suggests that such Roman vessets ‘meant to entertain the
guests [of a wealthy individual] with their engaginmagery and fine
craftsmanship® and John Pollini, that ‘sscyphusof the high quality and
costliness of the Warren Cup would undoubtedly Haaen owned by a wealthy
individual who had his own slaves, including qultkely his own special
“reserve stock” ofpueri delicati [pretty boys for erotic and other intimate
services]® Beyond its craftsmanship and costliness, the ¥ai€up has
‘engaging imagery’, imagery that stretches the tuladth of paederastic desire,
as Pollini explains:

Significant, too, is the age range of the two bbgsg pedicated on the Warren
Cup. The younger boy appears to be about twelvthitteen years old; the
older, about seventeen to eighteen. Each woutdetbre, represent the opposite
poles of the age range of boys whom connoisseuerpsts judged to be ‘ripe’
for anal penetration, as [...] cited in the passagmfStrato [belowf.

| delight in the prime of a twelve-year old, butharteen-year old is far more
desirable. He who is fourteen is a still sweel@wvér of the Loves, and one who
is just beginning his fifteenth year is even mosedightful. The sixteenth year
belongs to the gods, and as for the seventeenthngédor me is it to seek, but
for Zeus. But whoever desires still older onesddonger playing, but seeking a
lover who says ‘Now let me do it to you’ (i.e., @fderic phrase here connoting
a demand for the active role as well). (Str&ceek AnthologyXIl, 4)°

! Pollini, p.21.

2 Clarke, p.279.

% Pollini, p.36. See also Clarke, p.290.

* Pollini, p.36.

® As translated by Percederasty and Pedagogy.1. This passage is also translated by
Pollini, p.32. Strato was a ‘significant Greek poéNero’s day’ who was ‘the author of
a collection of epigrams in celebration of paedgrfs.] His poems, while alluding to



40

Although these comments by Strato of Sardis (€aorl2* century CE) may
serve to clarify the pedicated boys depicted onsilles of the Warren Cup —
especially the reason for their difference in agehe- pre-pubertal boy who is
playing voyeur in the doorway (depicted on sideig\far more problematic to
clarify. He becomes the Warren Cup’s ‘problem loé tboy’, as Clarke and
Pollini explain:

The detail of the boy in a tunic entering the rosnmore difficult to interpret.
He may fit into the broad category of the so-caltedooker. [....] Another
possibility is that the scene takes place in ahmiptand that the entering boy is
an attendant — or another possible partner forabriee men. (Clarké)

On side A of the cup a small, curly-haired, tunigecboy stands by a half-
opened door peering in on the couple making love] His size and apparent
age clearly indicate that he is still a prepubebta and therefore not yet ‘ripe’
for pedicating. His unbelted tunic may also sigriis future passive sexual
role, since to baliscinctus(wearing an unbelted tunic) was often synonymous
with being effeminate. [....] At a symbolic level,shpresence would signify the
first stage in the education of a slave boy, while approximately twelve-to-
thirteen-year-old adolescent on side B would regmeshe second phase arfs
amatorig in which a master enjoys penetrating a slavevdoy has just reached

the grossest improprieties, display an elegant auitivated style’ —The Cambridge
History of Classical Literatureed. by P. E. Easterling and Bernard M. W. Knox
(Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1989), p.9he twelfth book ofThe Greek
Anthology [was] compiled at the court of Hadrian in the setaentury A.D. by a
poetaster Straton’ — Daryl Hine, trans. with inti@uerilities: Erotic Epigrams of ‘The
Greek Anthology(Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press, 20@li. There is some
disagreement as to whether or not Straton of S§&tfiato) and the Straton who partially
compiledThe Greek Anthologwere, in actuality, the same individual.

! Clarke, p.293.
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the age of puberty. And finally, the presumablyrenexperienced youth in his
late teens represents the last phase of serviaesax slave. As an experienced
sex slave, this older youth demonstrates the $atheanced skills that the tunic-
clad boy behind the door would be called on to qrenfin the not too distant
future. (Pollini}

However, neither of these interpretations is eltiomnvincing. For all of his
pre-pubescence and the decadence associated witing@r positioning him as
a sexual object (especially for modern historiatis} tunic-clad lad might well
have suggested an ever-present potential for the ahes Roman symposium,
most of whom either had pre-pubescent slaves whibddoe treated apueri
delicati or had sufficient fortunes to acquire them if tis®ychose (at least such
guests as would have attended grandiose sympositistrappings like the
Warren Cupf. Even if, for the Romans, there was a degree chdence
associated with pedicating a boy not conventionaflynormally thought of as
‘ripe’, it must be remembered that decadence isaivedys considered a negative
quality, particularly in a privately commissiongatjvately owned, and privately
used object like the Warren Cup. While the boyrdelted tunic seems to
demarcate him as both available and prepared, iggng belt onljintimateshis
erotic potential: the image does mlittateit, as it does in the case of the nude
boys being pedicated. His state of partial undsessms to reveal a degree of
aesthetic and cultural tact, merely opening the doothis pre-pubescent boy to
enter (as he does literally on the Warren Cup) tht® symposial discourse.
Conversationally at least, the Roman symposial tgwas free to strip away the
boy’s tunic — if such was his desire and if his iaade was adequately select —
or else to leave the boy clad and untouched, al&fiito ‘ripen’, to observe the
‘arts of love’. According to Joseph A. Kestneiisttunic-clad, Greco-Roman lad
would have had particular, decadent appeal foroviah Uranians like Warren,
Uranians who would not have quibbled much aboutbthgs chronological age,
Strato’'s comments, or conventions regarding ‘ripghi ‘The Uranian [...]
construction of the beloved boy, however, in thdactst sense embraced

! Pollini, pp.38-39.

2 The degree of Western divergence from that Gremmdh atmosphere and perspective
can be measured by the following fr&dBC News'Czech Man Admits Assaulting Boys:
A Czech Labourer Who Claimed He Got Carried AwajeGrmting His First Hogmanay
in Scotland Has Been Placed on the Sex OffendegisiRe: ‘Pavel Fulercik attempted
to kiss a 13-year-old boy as well as squeeze tttedduof another boy, aged 11. At Perth
Sheriff Court, the 28-year-old admitted assaultimg youngsters in the Perthshire village
of Dunning. He claimed he became caught up ifdheus drunken atmosphere and was
simply hugging and kissing passers-by. [...] SheRfiter Paterson said he had no
alternative but to conclude that there was a “Sicgnt sexual element” to the offences’
— 14 July 2006 <http://news.bbc.co.uk/go/pr/frihiigcotland/tayside_and_central/
5180756.stm> [last accessed 14 July 2006].
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practices (anal and oral sexual intercourse) whiabuld not have been
sanctioned in the ancient Greek model except witerprostitutes®.

For an Imperial Roman, as for a Classical Greeleratic object like the
Warren Cup would have served as a pictorial promptting him, as a member
of a symposium, to praise, expound upon, or (rejictam ‘the paederastic’ — a
particular form of love, desire, and/or prefereticat would never, during the
Greco-Roman period, have been referred to as “Tdwe [That Dare Not Speak
Its Name’. In fact, this cup’s blatant eroticisrasa literal invitation to speak, as
Pollini emphasises:

| would like to propose a range of possibilitieswhich a hypothetical ancient
symposiast, taking visual clues from the scenetheriWarren Cup, might have
directed his conversation, drawing analogies, nwlafiusions, punning, or
employing a host of other literary tropes, whileppering his discourse with
quotes from past and/or contemporary authors onnttare of love and its
pleasures. These suggestions are by no meansclalbive; the possibilities
would have been limited only by a symposiast’'s kieolge of the subject and,
most likely, his own personal experiences and peefees’

For the present consideration, what is vital is what Pollini's Greco-Roman
symposiast would have said about paederasty ardkfiitions on the Warren
Cup, or what a Renaissance symposiast would hawebaut paederasty and its
Greco-Roman and contemporary depictions, but whatc&Roman and
Renaissance paederasty and its depictions meantligtinct group of Victorian
writers, artists, and thinkers, most of whom, lkarren, had some connection to
Oxford University, its Greats curriculum, and Waltater, remembering ever
that Pater’s culture is directed towards ‘a smatd of elite “Oxonian” souls’.

It is to that particular group of Victorians — tleosglite ‘Oxonian souls’ into
whose hands Greco-Roman paederastic culture haggamss would the Warren
Cup — that the following now turns its attentiomriicularly to Gerard Manley
Hopkins and Walter Pater, both of whom would haad much to say about the
Warren Cup. Presented with its tunic-clad lad, lkiap would have ‘eyed him

! Joseph A. KestneMasculinities in Victorian PaintingAldershot, Hants, UK: Scholar
Press, 1995), p.249. Kestner's claim is correcttie Uranians; however, it diminishes
the sexual intimacy of the Greek model, an intiméwat is brashly asserted by Strato
(Greek AnthologyXIll, 245): ‘Every dumb animal copulates in onayaonly, but we,
endowed with reason, have the advantage over animathis — we invented anal
intercourse. But all who are held in sway by woraes no better than dumb animals’ —
as quoted in Percyederasty and Pedagogy.55.

2 pollini, p.37.

% David J. DeLauraHebrew and Hellene in Victorian England: Newmanndid, and
Pater (Austin: University of Texas Press, 1969), p.23@.small band of elite “Oxonian”
souls’ seems to allude to the Theban Sacred Bamctlie military force in ancient
Greece, a force comprised of paederastic loveee a0 Clay Daniel, ‘The Religion of
Culture: Arnold’s Priest and Pater’s Mysti®ictorian Newsletter72 (1987), pp.9-11.
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[...] making [his] play / Turn most on tender byplayBrothers’, lines 14-16);
Pater would have eyed him as ‘an ideal human imtdmgeove of a man for a
beautiful boy’. Hopkins and Pater would each hiaad something profound and
curious to say — in Greek, in Latin, or in Englishabout the paederastiopos
captured aesthetically on this Roman vessel, deggiat modern scholars might
assert by drawing attention to the tarnish of aglear than the purepger) silver
beneath. In fact, Hopkins had a habit of seeingskif and his passions reflected
in polished silver: ‘in smooth spoons spy life’ssque mirrored: tame / My
tempests there, my fire and fever fussy’ (‘[The [@terd’s Brow]', lines 13-14).
That Hopkins and Pater, like those Greco-Roman sgiapts, would have had
much to say regarding thepos captured artistically on the Warren Cup draws
into question Foucault’s Structuralist claims, beyt Classical or Victorian, that
such individuals lacked sufficient vocabulary otians to do so.

Man and Boy Preparing for Anal Sex
Greek (attributed to the Dinos Painter)
Red-Figure terracotta calyx krater (wine bowl), 420 BCE
British Museum, London, UK

In ‘Ruskin’s Pied Beauty and the Constitution dHomosexual” Code’
(1989), Dowling writes: ‘Given the fragmentary giaphical materials we
possess about both Hopkins and Pater, any assetiont the “homoerotic”
nature of their experience or imagination may seetmest recklessly premature
and at worst damnably presumptuctisNevertheless, just a few years later, in
Hellenism and Homosexuality in Victorian Oxfo(@994), Dowling is less
reserved about making such an assertion, thougkesks to recast much of the

! Linda Dowling, ‘Ruskin’s Pied Beauty and the Caustion of a “Homosexual” Code’,
Victorian Newsletter75 (1989), pp.1-8 (p.1).
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‘homoerotic’ into ‘perfervid friendship$’ or the ‘*homosocial’ (as in her
consideration of Tractarian friendships, derivednfr Sedgwickf. Having
embraced the Social Constructionist argument twaguage and its discourses
are vital for ascertaining and asserting one’s @xperiences and imagination,
Dowling employs a full range of fashionable ‘vockyy of erotic sensuality’,
assuming that the fine distinctions she is draviiegyveen ‘perfervid friendships’
and ‘masculine desire’ — between the ‘homosocthlé ‘homoerotic’, and the
‘homosexual’ — allow her to name the ‘previouslynameable’ in a way that the
Victorians she is considering would have been wnabldo for themselves, at
least before the Late-Victorian apologists:

In these [Uranian] poems, beginning with such wodss J. A. Symonds’s
privately circulated poems of the later 1860s aulihating with Lord Alfred
Douglas’s Poems (1896), published in Paris in the aftermath of Whéde
scandal, we see that vocabulary of erotic senguflit] being deliberately
inverted in ways that are able now to give a nam@reviously unnameable
masculine desirg.

What Dowling fails to explain convincingly is whyr do what extent these
‘masculine desires’ were ‘unnameable’. Her rhe@rclaim seems to stem from
a Foucauldian belief that it is anachronistic tosider ‘masculine desire’ as
‘nameable’ prior to 1869 at the earliest, and #nan Victorians like Hopkins
and Pater had a genuine and generalised inabtlitygive a name’ to the
manifestations of their own ‘masculine desiresthea than an obvious fear of
labelling themselves in a hostile environment likat in which they were then
living (though, in many ways, little has changedhis regard for those whose
desires are paederastic). Besides, this hostiMromment was not a recent
development; it had been accruing emotive knowisgradrima faciestability
since the thirteenth century, a span of time thadtrbe examined if the Victorian
Uranians are to gain a proper context.

According to John Boswell'sChristianity, Social Tolerance and
Homosexualityhomoeroticism and paederasty — both as acts ssdlaultures
— were tacitly tolerated in the West until the thénth century,a claim that
corresponds to the fact that ‘sodomy’ was not noeatdl as a crime in English
jurisprudence untiFleta: seu Commentarius juris Anglicafda. 1290), a work
attributed to an anonymous jurist in the court afwird |, a jurist who

! Linda Dowling,Hellenism and Homosexuality in Victorian Oxfdfthaca, NY: Cornell
University Press, 1994), p.86. Dowling’s term feevid friendships’ (from Latin
perfervidu$ implies that these friendships were driven by #oms that were
overwrought or exaggerated; hence, it deprives thietieir authenticity.

2 |bid., pp.43-44, 65, and 114.

® Ibid., p.26.

4 John BoswellChristianity, Social Tolerance and Homosexua(iBhicago: University
of Chicago Press, 1980).
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recommended that convicted ‘sodomites’ be buriéeal A decade later, the
treatiseBritton, attributed to John le Breton, recommended they the burned
alive instead (though it seems that neither this the punishment decreed in
Fleta was ever seriously or extensively implementedhadirst statement of the
next piece of legislation seems to suggest). d.itthanged legally for the
convicted ‘sodomite’ until 1533, when Henry VIl essaw the enactment of the
Buggery Act (25 Henry VIIl, c.6), the first seculggislation in Europe to
criminalize ‘sodomitical’ practices, practices thegcame a felony punishable by
hanging, as well as by the immediate forfeitureatif lands, property, and
hereditary rights to the Crown:

Forasmuch as there is not yet sufficient and cangignishment appointed and
limited by the due course of the Laws of this Redém the detestable and
abominable Vice of Buggery committed with mankindoeast: It may therefore
please the King's Highness with the assent of tled& Spiritual and the
Commons of this present parliament assembled,itlratly be enacted by the
authority of the same, that the same offence ba fienceforth adjudged Felony
and that such an order and form of process theieibe used against the
offenders as in cases of felony at the Common land that the offenders being
hereof convict by verdict confession or outlawrglslsuffer such pains of death
and losses and penalties of their goods chatteldsdiands tenements and
hereditaments as felons do according to the Coniraars of this Realme. And
that no person offending in any such offence shalladmitted to his Clergy,
And that Justices of the Peace shall have poweratitrity within the limits of
their commissions and Jurisdictions to hear anérdehe the said offence, as
they do in the cases of other felonies.

In 1562, Elizabeth I's second Parliament re-enaeted made permanent the
Buggery Act of 1533 (5 Elizabeth I, c.17), legigdat that remained relatively
unchanged until 1828, when some of the subsidiaigte of the Buggery Act

were revoked — though keeping in place the deattalpe In 1861, the death
penalty for ‘sodomy’ was formally abolished, re@ddyy lengthy imprisonments
spanning from ten years to life (with the lengthl dorm of incarceration left to

the discretion of the courts). Such was the hmstihvironment that had
developed in England, the environment and cultiesidue that confronted those
Victorians whose desires were paederastic and/onobootic, at least those
considered of sufficient age to be held ‘criminallypable’.

! This and all other legislative details are glearfesm Derrick Sherwin Bailey,
Homosexuality and the Western Christian Tradit{tondon: Longmans, Green, 1955),
pp.145-52; augmented by H. Montgomery Hydbdge Love That Dared Not Speak Its
Name: A Candid History of Homosexuality in BritgBoston, MA: Little, Brown, 1970);
Byrne R. S. FoneHomophobia: A History(New York: Metropolitan, 2000). For a
historical overview of this legislation, see GrahRabb,Strangers: Homosexual Love in
the Nineteenth CentuiNew York: Norton, 2004), pp.17-39.



46

While such was the relevant legal thought — bothsiatute and in
treatise — actual implementation of that thoughs wamething quite different,
and posits an environment that, although outwaedligl officially hostile, was
nonetheless surprisingly permissive or at leastréoit in practice. Since the
evidence required for proving sodomitical practi@sl intent could not be
circumstantial, it seems that the actual mechanismaw were designed to
thwart a conviction rather than to foster one:

[Sodomy was defined as] anal or oral intercoursevésen a man and another
man, woman, or beast. In order to obtain a coiicit was necessary to prove
that both penetration and ejaculation had occureet] two witnesses were
required to prove the crime. Both the ‘active’ dpdssive’ partner could be
found guilty of this offence. But due to the diffity of proving this offence,
many men were prosecuted with the reduced chardesdHult with Sodomitical
Intent. [Sodomitical Intent, a misdemeanour,] ‘ealled in cases of attempted
or actual anal intercourse where it was thoughtossible (or undesirable) to
prove that penetration and ejaculation had actlmit;urredl.

To examine the records of the Old Bailey for thetaey between the 1730s and
the 1830s is to see neither overt nor covert slawee into the realms of
actualised homoerotic and paederastic practicetockeed door seems to have
been sufficient to establish a clear distinctiobwsen the public and the private.
‘Legality’, for all practical and practicable purges, seems to have been barred
entrance unless one of the partners in a sexwdt®ih brought charges against
the other for a demonstrable instance of rapetermgited rape. This was not the
case for sodomitical acts committed in ‘the puldie’ — be that a park, a
cemetery, or a public house such as that famousiyby Mother Clag. In
instances of consensual homoerotic or paederasticcammitted in private —
whether those acts constituted ‘sodomy’ (oral oalantercourse that led to
ejaculation) or ‘sodomitical intent’ (everythingom foreplay to oral and anal
intercourse that had not led to ejaculation) —l#ve ‘turned a blind eye®.

1 Old Bailey Proceedings Onlinehttp://www.oldbaileyonline.org> [last accessed 115
January 2006]; abbreviated @8P.

2 Margaret Clap, or ‘Mother Clap’, kept a ‘molly temi in Field Lane, Holborn, a place
where men who were erotically interested in othenr(or ‘mollies’) met ‘especially on
Sunday nights, when more than forty men regulaathegred to sing and dance together,
engage in camp talk and bawdy behaviour, and somasthave sex in a back room.
Clap’s premises were officially a coffee house (bBbd to go to a pub next door to fetch
liquour)’ (Rictor Norton, ‘Margaret Clap’DNB). For a contemporary account of
sodomitical escapades at a ‘molly house’ in Londzstapades that resulted in six men
being convicted and pilloried in 1810, see Robatidivay, The Phoenix of Sodom, or the
Vere Street Coterie, etfl.ondon: J. Cook, 1813).

3 Adut writes: ‘Homosexuality norms were rarely ameductantly enforced in Victorian
England. [...] The police looked the other way’ (p12.1
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The Proceeding=f the Old Bailey are perhaps the best evidendhef
legal system in practice, and often read, well thevsecond half of the 1700s, as
if the compilers had been schooled by John Clelaadn the following case of a
man tried and subsequently executed for rapingysentice:

Gilbert Laurence, of the Precinct of St. Bridesswadicted, for that on the 11
Day of July last, not having the fear of God befbie Eyes, but moved by the
Instigation of the Devil, he did on the Body of P&liver, a Male Infant, of the
Age of fourteen Years, make an Assault, and viblearid wickedly, and against
Nature, did Bugger the said Paul Oliver.

Paul Oliver depos'd, That he was an Apprenticeht® Prisoner, who
was by his Trade a Gilder, that he had been withdbout six Weeks, that at the
time mentioned in the Indictment, being Saturdaghtlithey went to Bed, and
about Two o’Clock in the Morning he jump’d upon hiasnd held him down,
that he was almost stifled, his Breath being alngoste; that he strove what he
could, but he kept him down; that he cry’d out whatcould, but though there
were People in the House, they were so far off tteayd not hear him; and that
he hurt him so much, he thought he would have kitém. He being ask’d,
what he did to him? He answer’d, He put his PrM ¥ r into his Fundament a
great way. Being ask'd, If he perceiv'’d any Thittgcome from him? He
reply’'d, Yes; there was Wet and Nastiness whichwiggd off with the Sheet,
and what he was ashamed to tell; that he had faoresd, that he could not tell
what to do, and could not do his Needs. Beingdasi’he had us’d him so
before? He said, No; he had made offers two @etiNights before, but did not
put it in. He being ask'd, How his Master us’d hitherwise, if he had us’d him
severely in any Thing before? He reply'd, No. meiask'd, When he
complained of this Usage? He reply’d, The next Das/soon as he could get
out, he went Home to his Mother, and made his Campto her.

Oliver, his Mother, depos’d, That the Sunday follagy her Son, Paul
Oliver, came to her, complained he was very sand,said his Master had used
him very barbarously, and he was afraid to go Hdménim again; that on
Monday Morning she took him to Justice Blaney, hadsent for a Surgeon, and
examined him.

This was confirm’d by Justice Blaney.

Jean Barbat, the Surgeon, depos’d, That upon ekagnthe Lad, he
found his Fundament quite open; that it had beewtpated above an Inch, and
much lacerated; that there was a Hole, in whichingdf and Thumb might be
put, and that the Fundament was Black all round,appear’d like that of a Hen
after laying an Egg.

The Prisoner having nothing to say in his Deferng, that he was
elsewhere at that time, and could prove it, buteneall’d any one Witness to
that nor any Thing else; and the Fact being subatlnproved, the Jury found
him Guilty of the Indictment. Death.

1 Old Bailey Proceeding28 August 1730, Trial of Gilbert Lauren(t@¢7300828-24).
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However, the legal requirement that there be pmfoboth penetration and
ejaculation (or at least an attempt at penetratisnyell as corroboration of these
details by two witnesses was often impossible toga as in the following:

William Nichols, was indicted for that he not hayiGod before his Eyes, &c.
on Thomas Waldron did make an Assault, and himcdithally know, and upon
him, that detestable Crime call'd Buggery, did catmamd do, against the Form
of the Statute, &c. Oct. 28.

Thomas Waldron, aged 13. About the latter End ctio®er last, the
Prisoner and | lay in the same Bed in St. MartWerk-House, and about two
o'Clock in the Morning, when all the People werdeap, he used to give me
Small-Beer and Bread, and then he, &c.

The Witness here gave a particular Account of thésoRer’s
Behaviour, and being ask’d a Question which the liawsuch Cases makes
necessary, answer'd in the Negative.

James Robinson lay in the same Bed with WaldronthadPrisoner,
and confirm’d some Part of the above Deposition.

Ann Waldron, the Boy’s Mother, gave an Account & @omplaints;
but there not being sufficient Evidence to convibe Prisoner upon this
Indictment, he was acquitted, but was ordered byGQburt to remain in order to
be tried for the Assautt.

A further impediment to conviction was often, irethase of a boy, the boy’s
inability to comprehend fully the implications dfet rape charge he was bringing:

William Williams was indicted for making an assaolh Thomas Smith, an
infant about twelve years of age, and him, the 3&idmas, did carnally know,
by committing upon him that detestable crime catidiomy, &c. April 2.

There were only two withesses examined, Mary Snifith,mother, and
Margaret Stevenson, a neighbour.

The first deposed, the prisoner and child usedettobether in one bed
in her house, the prisoner being a lodger thenenbighbour corroborated her in
this, that the child made much complaint, and tieegmined his fundament, and
found it disorder'd in an extreme bad way, but dosdy no more than what they
heard the child say.

The child was examined as to the nature of an dathby its answers it
appearing to have no knowledge of the consequehdalse swearing, the
prisoner was acquitted.

A curious point is that, even when an indicted yparas acquitted, the compiler
of the Old Bailey entry sometimes felt morally catipd to have his say in the

1 Old Bailey Proceeding28 April 1742, Trial of William Nichols (t174208219). ‘Law
enforcers ran into difficulties in substantiatinquilg [for homosexual offences].
Prosecutors had to rely upon accomplice witnes$eswere either unlikely to cooperate
or who were deemed noncredible according to thelifindaw of evidence’ (Adut,
p.215).

20BP, 13 July 1757, Trial of William Williams (t175703435).



matter, as if attempting to rectify the legal impibdity of a conviction by at
least soiling the reputations of those involved:

EDWARD DAWSON, Esqg. and JOHN HALL were indictedgtfirst, for that
he, on the 8 of March, upon the said John Hall did make anwsand then
and there wickedly and diabolically, and against tirder of nature, had a
venereal affair with the said John Hall, and thed there carnally knew the said
John, and committed detestable and abominable cameng Christians not to
be named, called buggery, with him the said Johily BHiad that he the said John
Hall was consenting with the said Edward, and pieohithe said Edward
carnally to know the said John, and committed tetestable and abominable
crime of buggery.

JAMES FOX and HENRY PROBY were indicted, the firkr that he, not
having the fear of God before his eyes, but beimyed and seduced by the
instigation of the Devil, upon Henry Proby, wickgdind feloniously did make
an assault, and that he diabolically, and against drder of nature, had a
venereal affair with the said Henry, and then aretd did carnally know him,
and did perpetrate that abominable and detestainhe ccalled sodomy; and the
other, for feloniously, wickedly, and diabolicaltpnsenting with the said James
Fox, and permitting the said James carnally to khaw, and commit the said
detestable and abominable crime, called sodomy.

These two entries are anomalies, for they stilpbak the ‘fire-and-brimstone’
flavour of many of the entries of the eighteentimtaey; however, a drastic
change in length and tone is noticeable in theiemfrom the 1780s onwards:
the Cleland quality and the moralistic rhetoric khattfabulously duplicitous ‘an
abominable crime, among Christians not to be namakked buggery’ — have
been replaced by a minimalism that draws into dgoregtoucault’s claims about
the growing necessity for ‘talR’. From the 1780s onwards, the details of the
sodomy trials at the Old Bailey (the ‘Central Cmal Court’ after 1834) seem to
have been left to the popular press to elaborata,ufor such details were no
longer retained in legal documentation, as is rexeay the following entries
guoted in their entireties:

1 Old Bailey Proceedings18 April 1798, Trial of Edward Dawson and John Hall
(t17980418-77).

20OBP, 14 July 1802, Trial of James Fox and Henry Pr@b§020714-25).

® For corresponding with me regarding this issuewish to thank Prof. Robert
Shoemaker, Head of the History Department, Unitersi Sheffield, one of the directors
of The Old Bailey Proceedings Online Projeahd Dr Rictor Norton. About this change,
Adut writes: ‘When the home secretary recommentiedclosing of parks to halt their
use by homosexuals in 1808, he requested that timesesures be taken “without
divulging to the Public the disgraceful occasiortt@fm”. [...] At a homosexuality trial in
Lancaster, the judge expressed grief that “theughtband unsuspecting minds of youth
should be liable to be tainted by hearing suchitidacts” and prohibited note taking and
the presence of young people in the courtroom’2p).2
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METHUSELAH SPALDING was indicted for an unnaturaince.
GUILTY, Death?

LOUIS DARNEY was indicted for an unnatural crime.
GUILTY, Death, aged 35.
First Middlesex Jury, before Mr. Justice Heath.

THOMAS WHITE, and JOHN NEWBALL HEPBURN, were indét for an
unnatural crime.

WHITE, GUILTY — DEATH, aged 16.

HEPBURN, GUILTY — DEATH, aged 42.

First Middlesex jury, before Mr. Justice Grd'se.

Before Mr. Baron Vaughan.

MARTIN MELLETT & JAMES FARTHING were indicted for iyg-y.
MELLETT — GUILTY — DEATH. Aged 19.

FARTHING — GUILTY — DEATH. Aged 19.

Before Mr. Justice Gazelee.
ALEXANDER NORMAN was indicted for b-g-y.
NOT GUILTY.®

The entries from the 1780s onwards not only lose ghurient gratuitousness
evident in the following entry from 1727, but alfwe historically significant
details and circumstances that resulted in somdéikeeCharles Hitchin being
fined, pilloried, and sentenced to six months iisqn:

After the [Richard Williamson’s] Return, the prisantook him to the Rummer
Tavern, and treated him with two pints of Wine, igiy him some unnatural

Kisses, and shewing several beastly Gestures.r #ifi® he persuaded him to go
to the Talbot Inn, where he called for a Pint of né/i and order'd the

Chamberlain to get a Bed ready, and bring a coapightcaps: Here they

went to Bed (where the Writer of this paper wouldvd a Curtain, not being

able to express the rest with Decency, but tofgatie Curiosity of the Reader
let this suffice, he did all that a beastly Appetitould prompt him to, without

making an actual penetratich).

! Old Bailey Proceedings30 November 1803, Trial of Methuselah Spaldiig(B1130-
60).

20BP, 11 April 1804, Trial of Louis Darney (t180404138)5

3 OBP, 5 December 1810, Trial of Thomas White and Joiwiéll Hepburn (t18101205-1).

* OBP, 11 September 1828, Trial of Martin Mellett anchéa Farthing (t18280911-234).
® OBP, 5 July 1832, Trial of Alexander Norman (t18320711.

® OBP, 12 April 1727, Charles Hitchin (t17270412-41, 810412-1). For such an entry
given in its entirety — 5 December 1718, John Boams Hugh Ryly (t117181205-24) — see
‘Appendix Three'.
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The fact that, from the 1780s onwards, the compitértheOld Bailey
Proceedingsirew ‘a Curtain, not being able to express thewés Decency’ has
decreased the potential of such legal documentagdmg brought to bear on the
nineteenth century. The result is that one is tefdeduce legal opinion on
various points, one of which is the age at whichog would have been held
‘criminally culpable’ for willingly participating m a homoerotic or paederastic
act, rather than merely labelled ‘a victim’ in @egprosecution.

Slowly and often ambiguously, the age of ‘crimirallpability’ was
solidified in the eighteenth century by variousdegeatises, treatises such as the
anonymousThe Infants Lawyef1697), William Hawkins’sA Treatise of the
Pleas of the Crowif{1724-26), Mathew Hale'She History of the Pleas of the
Crown (1736), and William Blackstone€ommentaries on the Laws of England
(1765-69)" Taken as a whole, these treatises suggest thateém was
increasingly regarded as the standard age of disorand accountability, as the
moment a child enters adulthood, which Hale labslgs pubertatis2 Children
below ten-and-a-half years are, according to Hedgularly not liable to capital
punishment [....] but this holds not always trdeBoth he and Blackstone suggest
that a person even younger may be held culpable f@pital crime, though, as
Hawkins suggests, this is dependent on whethepbftan Infant under the Age
of Discretion could distinguish between Good and,Eas if one of the Age of
nine or ten Years kill another, and hide the Booly,make Excuses, or hide
himself, he may be convicted and condemned, arfdifoas much as if he were
of full Age’.* Blackstone concurs that ‘hiding manifested a cimsness of
guilt, and a discretion to discern between good avitl.® In such cases, Hale
suggests that the determination of whether or metchild should be held liable
should reside with the judge, based on ‘the cirdamtes of the casé’,
circumstances that are, according to Edward Hydst, Efifficult to ascertain
from the testimony of someone under twelve, reqggiradditional proof of

! Anonymous The Infants Lawyer; or, The Laws (Both Ancient Muatlern) Relating to
Infants|[...] (London: Printed by the assigns of R. and EkyAs, Esquires, for Robert
Battersby, 1697), 1AEarly English Books, 1641-170Microform) (Ann Arbor, MI:
University Microfilms International, 1984). Willlma Hawkins,A Treatise of the Pleas of
the Crown; or, A System of the Principal Mattersafleg to that Subject, Digested under
Their Proper Headg$Reprint of 1724-26 edn] (New York: Arno Press729 Matthew
Hale, Historia Placitorum CoronagThe History of the Pleas of the CropReprint of
[736 edn], with intro. by P. R. Glazebrook (Londéhofessional Books, 1971). William
Blackstone,Commentaries on the Laws of England: A FacsimiléhefFirst Edition of
1765-17694 vols (Chicago: University of Chicago Press,9)97

2 Hale, p.18.

% Ibid. Most of these treatises concur that, fatutbry rape, ten was the lowest age of the
victim; those younger than ten were consideredpable of or unlikely to have given
knowing consent.

* Hawkins, Book 1, p.2.

® Blackstone, 1V, pp.23-24.

® Hale, p.18.
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‘concurrent testimony of time, place, and circumstss, in order to make out the
fact.! So, if a ten-and-a-half-year-old or younger bag willingly engaged in a
homoerotic or paederastic act that had led to &#on via oral or anal contact,
and if two witnesses had corroborated the evenhattioy could have been held
‘criminally culpable’, but only if he had attemptéalmake excuses or to hide the
details of the crime or himself. A boy judged tavh given consent would
therefore have been judged ‘culpable’ for his atio Despite this distinction,
these treatises make a point of emphasising that) & convicted of a sexual
crime, a child should receive a punishment diffeiertype and degree than that
of an adult who had committed the same. Howevbis tine of legal
argumentation is moot, for there are no recordsnftbe period (at least as
evinced by thedld Bailey Proceedingsof a boy of this age being convicted or
even indicted for ‘sodomy’ or ‘sodomitical intent’.

Given the illegality of paederastic and homoeratits, English Common
Law had only ever specified the ‘age of consent females involved in
heterosexual acts — not for males involved in ‘lergf — therefore, it is only
possible to speculate abdutw the Victorian period would have perceived and
evaluated ‘criminal culpability’ on the part of aofp by examining the relevant
female legislation, which is as follows: In 18&grliament passed the Offenses
Against the Person Act (24 & 25 Victoria, ¢.10®)lidifying the age of consent
as twelve and stipulating that erotic acts withira under the age of ten would
constitute a felony, between ten and twelve, a emsshnour. In 1875,
amendments were added to the Offenses Against é¢ngoi® Act (38 & 39
Victoria, ¢.94), raising the age of consent totden. However, later events
would alter this legislation significantly, partiewly via the journalism of
William Thomas Stead (1849-1912).

On 6 July 1885, W. T. Stead, editor of tRall Mall Gazette began
publishing a series of provocative articles titl€de Maiden Tribute of Modern
Babylon’, claiming that England was rife with chilgrostitution and white
slavery, claims bastioned by evidence gatheredhéynewly founded Society for
the Prevention of Cruelty to Children, a societgttivas established in 1884 and
given royal patronage. However, this full-blownterest in the welfare of
children becomes ironic when brought into proximitith the detail that the
Society for the Prevention of Cruelty to AnimalsiHzeen founded in 1824 and
given royal status by Queen Victoria in 1840 — yddur years before its
equivalent for children — suggesting that the Estgleither had an excessive
moral concern for the welfare of farm animals anthdstic pets or a widely held
belief that children were not as vulnerable andogamt as we assert today
(certainly less so than Queen Victoria's numerarsidrs), a topic brilliantly

! Edward Hyde EasPleas of the Crow(London: Professional Books, 1972), p.441.
2 The same claim is made in Carolyn A. Confelye Unwritten Law: Criminal Justice in
Victorian Kent(New York: Oxford University Press, 1991), p.116.
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explored by James R. Kincaid in his volun@sld-Loving: The Erotic Child and
Victorian CultureandErotic Innocence: The Culture of Child Molestihg

Sparked by Stead’s journalistic ‘investigations’ -cluding his
supposedly effortless ‘purchase’ of a thirteen-yadrgirl, sold to him for £5 by
her mother, an event duly publicised by or stagedhis newspaper — the
Criminal Law Amendment Act (48 & 49 Victoria, c.6®ecame law on 14
August 1885, repealing sections 49 and 52 of thier@és Against the Person
Act of 1861 (as well as the subsequent amendmérit8745) and raising the age
of consent from thirteen to sixteen. Despite tinet that this legislation instantly
raised the age of consent by three years, there vaices still calling for further
increases, the most prominent being that of Willlawart Gladstone (1809-98),
who had recently resigned as Prime Minister after tnilitary debacle at
Khartoum: ‘In my opinion the protected age migtagerly be advanced beyond
16 in the Criminal Law Amendment Bill [...] | persdhashould have been glad
if the Government had found it consistent with theews to name 18, rather
than 16, as the protected age¥Whether Stead’s sensational journalism provoked
the Victorians to open their eyes to exploitationl @abuse or instead to revel in
hysteria is a cultural consideration better lefikincaid: for purposes here, it
should merely be noted that, after Stead’s arti¢hgs prior lack of concern was
suddenly replaced by moral outrage.

From the evolving legislation above, it is possitiespeculate that the
Victorians would have considered a boy in his neidrts ‘criminally culpable’ for
erotic acts with another male (whether his peeolder) and worthy of the full
repercussions of such erotic acts under Britisim®yal Law. Although ‘age of
consent for males’ was not specifically addressethts legislation, it seems to
have been on the mind of at least one parliamemtakienry du Pré Labouchere
(1831-1912), who oversaw the deft insertion, inte tfinal draft, of an
amendment that was later nicknamed ‘the Blackmiail@harter’, an amendment
that, due to the furious pace by which this legisfahad been rushed through
Parliament, remained undebated and only obliquelgtioned by politicians and
the press. This addition, which criminalized tlagwe crime of ‘gross indecency’
between males, was the legislation that would exalyt spell Wilde's doom.
Although homoerotic and paederastic acts were mmdo capital offences
punishable by hanging or felonies punishable byrisgmment for ten years to
life, the Criminal Law Amendment Act nonethelesstained Labouchére’s
spurious addition:

! James R. KincaidChild-Loving: The Erotic Child and Victorian Culten(New York:
Routledge, 1992); James R. Kincalkttotic Innocence: The Culture of Child Molesting
(Durham, NC: Duke University Press, 1998).

M. R. D. Foot and H. C. G. Matthew, edge Gladstone Diariesl4 vols (Oxford:
Clarendon Press, 1968-94), vol. XI (July 1884 —édeloer 1886), p.378.



54

Any male person who, in public or private, commits, is a party to the

commission of, or procures or attempts to procheedommission by any male
person of, any act of gross indecency with anathede person, shall be guilty of
a misdemeanour, and, being convicted thereof, blediable, at the discretion of
the Court, to be imprisoned for any term not exaspdwo years with or

without hard labout.

Although this legislation greatly reduced the sd#yenf a criminal conviction,
such a conviction, even when it led to police suiggsn rather than
imprisonment, inevitably spelled one’s doom as darreputation, career, and
relationships were concerned — even when one waasitamous as an Oscar
Wilde. A conviction for committing ‘an act of gr@sndecency’ was, for the
Victorians, equivalent to the brand of CainHowever, the implications of the
Labouchere addition were far more encompassing phsinfor ‘sodomy’: it
provided a legal instrument for overt or covertvgiitance — hence its dub, ‘the
Blackmailer’s Charter’. No longer was a locked daafficient to establish a
clear distinction between the public and the pgyab longer was circumstantial
evidence barred; no longer were the mechanismgmssito thwart a conviction
rather than to foster one: ‘Through the Labouch@rendment the [Criminal
Law Amendment Act of 1885] created the legal wedge invading late
Victorians’ sexual privacy with a new level of mbhagal violence™

That this legislation immediately provided a ‘legaédge for invading
late Victorians' sexual privacy’ is evinced by pigided arrests in the year
following. A prime example of why the Labouchemdaion was labelled ‘the
Blackmailers Charter’ can be seen in the case afl€f Alfred Burleigh Harte, a
twenty-eight-year-old clergyman who ‘was broughtarmpremand charged with
inciting a lad named William Humphreys to the cottabi of an unnatural
offence’® Although the erotic proposition Harte made to bloy seems to have

! As quoted in Richard Ellman@scar Wilde rev. edn (New York: Knopf, 1988), p.409,
note. See F. B. Smith, ‘Labouchere’s AmendmerthéoCriminal Law Amendment Bill’,
Historical Studies 17.67 (1976), pp.165-73; Nicholas C. Edsdlhward Stonewall:
Homosexuality and Society in the Modern Westernld\(@harlottesville: University of
Virginia Press, 2003), pp.111-14.

2 See also Harry G. Cocks, ‘Trials of Character: Tee of Character Evidence in
Victorian Sodomy Trials’, in Rose Melikan, eomestic and International Trials, 1700-
200Q vol. 2 of The Trial in History 2 vols (Manchester, UK: Manchester University
Press, 2003), pp.36-53; for the period just prewe Harry G. Cocks, ‘Safeguarding
Civility: Sodomy, Class and Moral Reform in Earlyndteenth-Century EnglandRast
and Present190.1 (2006), pp.121-46.

% John Maynard, ‘Sexuality and Love’, chapter 30Ao€ompanion to Victorian Poetry
ed. by Richard Cronin, Alison Chapman, and Antony Htrrison (Malden, MA:
Blackwell, 2002), pp.543-66 (p.546).

* ‘“The Charge Against a Clergymaiweekly Dispatcl{23 May 1886), p.11. Much the
same article appears in tiléeekly Dispatcli9 May 1886), p.11; th&/eekly Dispatclil6
May 1886), p.10; and theaily News(27 May 1886), p.2.
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involved only verbal and nonverbal display, thisplay was now sufficiently
‘criminal’ to allow for his arrest. According tanarticle in theWeekly Dispatch
on 2 May 1886, Humphreys, ‘who appeared to be afitiaen years of age’,
claimed that Harte had tried various ruses to get &alone and beyond his
father’'s hearing, and that, once this was achievedde a disgusting remark to
him, and acted grossly. Harte then offered hinedpence’. At this point,
Humphreys claims that he ‘ran out and told hisdatlp...] His father went after
the prisoner [...] [and] called him a dirty beas€Confronted by the angry father,
Harte is claimed to have said: ‘I can see what yamt. You want to extort
money. | suppose if | were to give you a soverédigmould be all right’. Local
authorities, summoned by the father, took Harte mtstodyl. Such an arrest —
on the grounds of merely ‘inciting a lad’ to comraitsodomitical act — would
have been legally unwarranted and untenable befoigust 1885, especially
since a conviction fosodomyrequired proof of both penetration and ejaculation
as well as the corroboration of two witnesses. nEtlee lesser crime of
sodomitical intent which was a misdemeanour, required at least asipdly
attempt at penetration. As the above reveals| #imuchére addition, with its
vaguely worded crime of ‘gross indecency’, cleahycompassed far more than
sodomy or sodomitical intent: it had convertedrepeivate, homoerotic and
paederastic ‘speech acts’ into ‘criminal acts’.

However, as a ‘legal wedge for invading late Viiins' sexual privacy’,
this legislation also aimed at a pre-emptive apghmoto ‘gross indecency’,
expecting non-participants to serve as unofficiglige inspectors, since it was
possible to be held criminally liable for failing teport acts or anticipated acts of
‘gross indecency’, especially if those crimes wesenmitted or were likely to be
committed on one’s premises. In 1886, Joseph Refaye, ‘a decorative artist’,
was charged ‘with acting as an agent in the lettnigpremises with the
knowledge that they were to be used for an imprgpepose? Clearly, no
longer would a locked door sufficiently demarcdte private sphere from the
public; no longer would private, consensual acts ¢tfomoerotic or paederastic
nature be ‘winked at’ by the police, the populdabe,landlord, or the neighbour.

This pre-emptive stance even applied to readingrizdé and artworks.
According to an article in thhews of the Worldn 19 September 1886, George
Welbey was charged with ‘selling two indecent bopkgth having ‘inserted
advertisements in some newspapers offering “racecamious” books for sale’,
and with sending ‘catalogues of indecent worksh® boys at Eton College’.
Among his private papers, Scotland Yard discovéaedreat number of letters
from persons in all conditions of society, clergymand some of high rank,
applying for catalogues, and in some cases booKspaimts of an indecent
character’. The Commissioner in the case is saidave remarked that ‘if the
parties purchasing could be got hold of by the ifawould do more to stop the
iniquitous traffic than prosecuting the sellerssoth filth’, and Scotland Yard

! Shocking Charge Against a Clergymaweekly Dispatcii2 May 1886), p.10.
2‘The Criminal Law Amendment Act\Weekly Dispatclf20 June 1886), p.11.
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asserted that ‘a record would be kept of the nashdéise writers of the letters’.
This arrest, as well as its broader implicationglyfillustrates Harris Mirkin's
claim about the ‘sharp limits placed on [the detigroup’s] speech and art on
the grounds that they are disgusting, pornogrami@ingerous to the social order
and seductive of the innoceAt’ However, the scrutinising of George Welbey’s
private papers and the retention of the names ®fchirespondents illustrates
something even more threatening about the Crimuaay Amendment Act of
1885: it was now potentially criminal evémwish to acquirdooks or artworks
touching upon or displaying ‘The Love That Dare ISpeak Its Name'.

Beyond revealing the hostile environment confrogtithose whose
desires were paederastic and/or homoerotic, begogdesting what would have
constituted the age of ‘criminal culpability’, tleetegal statutes also reveal that
the Victorians, like their predecessordid have various taxonomies for
negatively naming and socially branding individuaige the Uranians,
taxonomies deriving from biblical or slang soureessuch as ‘sodomite’ and
‘bugger’, or the less specific ‘abominable viceddannatural act’ — and usually
bespeaking ‘acts’ rather than ‘lifestyles’, ‘disgmms’, ‘identities’, or the like:

Before there was ‘homosexuality’ in the church,r¢hevas ‘sodomy’; before
‘sodomy’, layers of other terms: ‘sin of the Sodw@®, ‘irrational copulation’,
‘crime against nature’, ‘softness’, ‘corrupting Isgy ‘copulating with men’.
Each phrase has been used in Christian moral grieind all have been used to
describe the clergy.

Inasmuch as buggery specifically refers to anatragurse [....] one might
speculate that it was the Old Norse wdodugr in the sense of anus that is the
true root of English ‘bugger’ and that the [Frencdti-Bulgarian blazon
populairemerely provided a convenient later verbal foil augport for the folk
speecH.

These were taxonomies bespeaking biblical, legalpapular revilement, and
certainly had currency in the pulpit, pamphlet, bmom, parlour, and stre@t.

1 Purveying Pernicious LiteratureNews of the Worl@19 September 1886), p.2.

2 Harris Mirkin, Manuscript copy of ‘The Pattern @exual Politics: Feminism,
Homosexuality and Pedophilialpurnal of Homosexualifyd7.2 (1999), pp.1-24.

3 Mark D. Jordan,The Silence of Sodom: Homosexuality in Modern Giaism
(Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 2000), p.118rdan asserts that St Peter Damian
coined the word ‘sodomy’. ‘The abstract noaosdomiawas apparently coined by Peter
Damian in the 1% century in hisBook of Gomorrahwhich denounced homosexual acts
among the clergy’ — Percy, ‘Paederasty in the Wastéind’, p.16.

* Alan Dundes, ‘Much Ado About “Sweet Bugger All”:eBing to the Bottom of a Puzzle
in British Folk Speech’Folklore, 113.1 (2002), pp.35-49 (p.42).

® For two sermons, see John Harfibe Destruction of Sodom: A Sermon Preached at the
Public Fast, before the Honourable Assembly of Hoeise of Commons of Parliament
(London: C. Latham, 1628); John Alleithe Destruction of Sodom improved, as a
warning to Great Britain: A sermon preached on fhast-day, Friday, February 6, 1756,
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Since these expressions of opprobrium — as Foycaettgwick, and Halperin
emphasise— denoted ‘acts’ or ‘perpetrators of acts’, ratttiean ‘modes of
being’ or ‘singular natures’, they said nothing abothe individual's
‘constitution’; they merely decried or chided hisnamission of acts worthy of
the full weight of the judicial condemnation andnfmlhments noted above.
However, what these three critics fail to regarcquately is that, for the
Victorians and those before them, championing aenparsitive replacement for
‘sodomite’ or ‘bugger’ would have been tantamouataccusing oneself of
participating in or at least condoning the actgjualities being named, for why
else would one risk doing so? Seen in this lightunnameable’ quality did not
arise from ‘could not be namaddtrinsically’, but from ‘could not be named
safely — as Lord Alfred Douglas’s poem ‘Two Loves’ cléaillustrates. In his
(in)famously phrased ‘I am the love that dare metak its name? Douglas dares
to mentionthat he dares not mentiaine name of his love, and even this was
guoted against Wilde during his trials, becomirmpgent example of the dangers
inherent not only to erotic acts, but also to erepeech-acts.

at Hanover-street, Long-acrd ondon: A. Millar & J. and S. Johnson, 1756). r o
pamphlet, see Mervin Touchet (Earl of CastlehavEhg case of sodomy, in the tryal of
Mervin Lord Audley, Earl of Castlehaven, for contimg a rape. And sodomy with two of
his servants, viz. (Lawrence Fitz-Patrick and TheniBxodway) who was try’d and
condemn’d by his peers April the™%nd beheaded on Tower-Hill, May the"14631.
With his articles of belief, sent in a letter testson; the letter he writ to his four sisters,
and his speech at the place of executipn] Printed from an original manuscript
(London: Privately printed, 1708).
! It should be noted that, in his recéfdw to Do the History of Homosexualii@hicago:
University of Chicago Press, 2004), Halperin hagupeto question some of the
implications of his earlier attempts to sever cagtgdy ‘the conceptual link between
paederasty and homosexuality’ (p.4) and to deah vifie distance that separates the
aesthetic and sexual conventions of ancient Meditean paederasty from the canons of
modern American middle-class gay male taste’ (p.%4lperin writes:
Too great an emphasis on the historical specifigitgl time-bound insularity of
previous sexual formations, on the obsolescenceGmdek paederasty or
Renaissance cross-dressing, for example, rapidbdymes noxious political
effects. It leads to the marginalization of anyombBose sexual or gender
practices approximate to those of earlier, pre-modeabjects or do not conform
to mainstream notions of ‘homosexuality as we usidad it today’. (P.18)

2 Lord Alfred Douglas, ‘Two Loves’, in [John Frandioxam, ed.,JThe Chameleon: A
Bazaar of Dangerous and Smiling Chanceg§December 1894) (London: Gay and Bird)
— reprinted in Brian Reade, edSexual Heretics: Male Homosexuality in English
Literature from 1850-190@London: Routledge, Kegan Paul, 1970), pp.360-62ne
could also appropriate existent words: ‘In [Raffath’s] “Shame and Beauty”, Beauty,
Youth, and Desire appear personified as “the bredlees of Shame” — a use of the
word “shame” as a synonym for homosexuality thadptes Lord Alfred Douglas’s more
famous usage in “Two Loves” by a decade’ — Ed Maxld8ay It with Flowers: The
Poetry of Marc-André RaffalovichCollege Literature24.1 (1997), pp.11-27 (pp.15-16).
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If one considers not just the Victorians — thosastommate chroniclers
of words through megalithic endeavours like @ford English Dictionaryand
the English Dialect Dictionaryof which Hopkins was a contributos- but also
their immediate precursors, one finds various exasmpf what Dowling labels
‘spaces of discourse’ for the paederastic and tmoerotic. Percy Bysshe
Shelley considered the dynamics surrounding ‘Gilee&’ (or paederasty) in his
Discourse on the Manners of the Antient GreekstRel#@o the Subject of Love
(written in 1818). William Beckford and George @on, Lord Byron were both
practitioners of ‘Greek love’ — and had to fleettee Continent as a result.
Jeremy Bentham wrote an extensive legal appeatdatecriminalisation in his
Offenses Against One’s S@found 1785). J. A. Symonds wrote an apologia for
it titted A Problem in Greek Ethicfinished in 1873, privately printed in 1883,
and appearing as an appendix to his and HaveldiksEEexual Inversionn
1897). Sir Richard Francis Burton chronicled iggstence in the East in his
‘Terminal Essay, Part IV/D, Social Conditions — Bemasty’, appended to
volume ten of his translation dte Book of the Thousand Nights and a Night
(privately printed in 1885-86). It is rather diminishing of poets and intelledtua

! See the following primary sources: Percy Bysshell8y, Discourse on the Manners of
the Antient Greeks Relative to the Subject of LameJames A. NotopoulosThe
Platonism of ShelleyNew York: Octagon Books, 1969). Jeremy Benthddffences
Against One’s Self: Paederasty’, ed. by Louis CrampJournal of Homosexualify3.4
(1978), pp.383-406; continued 4.1 (1978), pp.91-10Fohn Addington Symond#\
Problem in Greek Ethigsn Male Love: ‘A Problem in Greek Ethics’ and Otheritivigs,
ed. by John Lauritsen (New York: Pagan Press, 198&hard F. Burton, ‘The Terminal
Essay’, inThe Book of the Thousand Nights and a Nighivately printed by the Burton
Club, 1885-86), vol. X, pp.178-219. See the follmyvsecondary sources: Regarding



of this calibre to claim that they were intrinsigalinguistically, or conceptually
unable to provide a decent name for the ‘unnaméablehatever form. It is
rather ridiculous to claim that Horace Walpole \abte to invent such a glorious
word asserendipityaround 1754 — a merging of his own experienceh we
tale of the three Princes of Serertdip but was unable to invent a suitable word
for his own erotic desirés.

The OED definesserendipity(which Walpole called ‘a very expressive
word’ derived from ‘a silly fairy tale’) as ‘(A sygpsed talent for) the making of
happy and unexpected discoveries by accident onvdeking for something
else’, further noting that ‘formerly rare, this wioand its derivatives has had wide
currency in the ZDcentury’. ThisOED note is important to consider in relation
to words such as ‘homosexuality’ and ‘paederasty’is not that there were no
‘rare’ words for such concepts or desires, but thate were no words in ‘wide
currency’ except for ‘sodomy’ and ‘buggery’, wortteat most people chose to
allude to, rather than to employ directly — hendéne Love That Dare Not
Speak Its Name’. Although the concept of ‘widereacy’ (or, in this particular
case, the public’'s Wilde curiosity) may partiallypéain the available diction of
the society at large, as well as its attitudesrasgonses, currency is not obliged
to be widespread. With its etymology deriving frpais( ) (Greek for ‘boy’)
and erastés ( ) (Greek for ‘lover’), the word ‘paederasty’ did e
currency, even if only limited currency, long befothe Victorians began, as

Shelley’s translation of th8ymposiunand the preliminary essay he provided for it, see
Claude J. Summers, edzay and Lesbian Literary HeritagNew York: Routledge,
2002), p.224; Eric O. Clark&irtuous Vice(Durham, NC: Duke University Press, 2000),
pp.127-28; John Lauritsen, ‘Hellenism and Homoeisitn in Shelley and His Circle’,
Journal of Homosexuality49.3-4 (2005), pp.357-76. George Haggerty, ‘Beaks
Paederasty’, inllicit Sex: Identity Politics in Early Modern Cuite, ed. by Thomas
DiPiero and Pat Gill (Athens: University of Geordraess, 1997), pp.123-42. Louis
Crompton, Byron and Greek Love: Homophobia in"™@entury England(Berkeley:
University of California Press, 1985).

In “A Race of Born Pederasts™. Sir Richard Burtdfomosexuality, and the
Arabs’, Nineteenth-Century Contexi®5.1 (2003), pp.1-20, Colette Colligan writeslis
essay on “Pederasty” devotes fifty pages to thgestialthough there are only four
homosexual episodes in th&rabian Nights [....] Burton's essay on “Pederasty”
contributes to the nineteenth-century discourse homosexuality by uncovering its
cultural history’ (pp.5-6).
! Letter to Horace Mann, 28 January 1754, in WilmeéBheldon Lewis, edThe Yale
Edition of Horace Walpole's Corresponden&d vols (New Haven, CT: Yale University
Press, 1937-83), XX, pp.407-11.
2 See George Haggerty, ‘Literature and Homosexudlitthe Late Eighteenth Century:
Walpole, Beckford, and LewisStudiesn the Novel 18 (1986), pp.341-52. Robb writes:
‘Goethe was not hampered by the nonexistence ofvtird “Homosexualitdt He was
describing the precise, exciting conjugation ofideand intellect, of circumstance and
predisposition [in his essa)inckelmann und sein Jahrhunde(p.93).
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Foucault asserts, to codify the linguistic and egptaal hybrid of the
‘homosexual’.

Furthermore, it should be remembered that thisnaelis only concerned
with the paederastic Uranians, a distinct groupvictorian writers, artists, and
thinkers, most of whom had some connection to @kidniversity, its Greats
curriculum, and Walter Pater — in other words,raal band of elite “Oxonian”
souls’ who clearly understood the etymology andithgort of both ‘paederast’
and ‘paederasty’, and would have laughed at Dovdiagsertion that they did
not. In fact, all of the writers to whom individuehapters in this volume are
devoted were fluent or even brilliant in the Grdekm which ‘paederasty’, in
more ways than one, derives:

The uncritical allusions to homoeroticism in thee€k texts read iriterae
Humaniores [or Classics, or Greats] would have introduced dbxkf
undergraduates to the possibility of a culture inichh a mode of sexuality
prohibited in their own society was tolerated andreencouraged. Indeed, it
would probably have been impossible to discussstiigect of homoeroticism
without considering the form it took in ancient €ce’

Hopkins, an Oxford graduate lsiterae Humaniore¢Classics), became Professor
of Greek at University College, Dublin, and Fellow Classics of the Royal
University of Ireland. Pater, an Oxford graduateliiterae Humanioresbecame
an Oxford don lecturing in Greek, among other stiisjeat Brasenose College,
Oxford. Wilde, winner of the Berkeley Gold MedairfGreek from Trinity
College, Dublin, later took an Oxford degred.iterae Humaniores Johnson, a
Cambridge graduate, became an assistant mast@mtt&ching Classics. After
finishing at Eton, where he had studied under JamnBolben began preparing
with a private tutor for the Oxford entrance exampecting to study.iterae
Humaniores— though, after one such tutorial, which involvexmhstruing Ajax’s
speech about taking leave of the world, Dolben vient swim with his tutor’s
son and drowned, utterly ending his Classics carddopkins, Pater, Wilde,
Johnson, and Dolben — they were all fluent in Gréak in Dolben’s case,
decently so); they were all fluent in Greek textattlauded paederastic desires;
they were all fluent that their fellows were altweht in Greek and the desires it
praised; they were all fluent about each othereirtrespective coteries. This
complex ‘fluency’ was one of the elements that €usieese individuals into a

! William F. Shuter, ‘The “Outing” of Walter PateNineteenth Century Literaturé8.4
(1994), pp.480-506 (p.492). In critical usage, tidwen Literae Humanioress variously
capitalised; | have chosen to follow the style ewpd in Barry Nicholas,
‘Jurisprudence’, ifThe History of the University of Oxford, Volume:Vilhe Nineteenth
Century, Part 2 ed. by M. G. Brock and M. C. Curthoys (Oxford: faxl University
Press, 2000), pp.385-96 (p.387). About the esatan of Literae Humanioresat
Oxford, see Morris B. Kaplargexual Justice: Democratic Citizenship and thetkesliof
Desire (London: Routledge, 1997), chapter 2: ‘HistoriogiSexuality: Forms of Desire
and the Construction of Identities’.
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recognisable group, a ‘small band of elite “Oxofiaouls’ for whom fluency in

ancient Greek and things Grecian allowed for anagagion of Classical texts
and their attendant celebrations of paederastgwall for the acquisition of an
elaborate vocabulary for making their own paederadesires conceptual,
textual, and contextual — evenaifily in Greek.

Abel Boyer,Boyer’s French Dictionary; Comprising All the Impements
of the Latest Paris and London Editions, with adeamMNumber of Useful
Words and Phrases, Selected From the Modern Diatiea of Boiste,
Walilly, Catineau, and Others with the PronunciatiohEach Word[...]
(Boston: B. B. Mussey, 1849) [First published iosBon, 1822]

With the above comments in mind, it is surprisitgitt as the sole
support for her claim that individuals before thatd. Victorians were unable ‘to
give a name to previously unnameable masculingagegflowling refers to the
detail that ‘sodomy’ was ‘the crime not to be nameabng Christians’, stressing
that this concept was ‘always previously banished to a dim region of
nameless evil by English theological or religioiscdurse’;, a discourse that had
blent itself with the burgeoning machinery of Espliaw. Seeming to forget that
the title of her own book islellenism and Homosexuality in Victorian Oxfprd
not Divinity and Homosexuality in Victorian Oxford- and that Hellenism in
Victorian Oxford involved the aforementioned flugnin a language with

! Dowling, Hellenism p.11; see also pp.26-27. It should be noted Ematling does
make an exception in Wilde's case, suggesting flaathim, this might have been ‘an
aesthetic choice’ (see pp.125-27).
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extensive paederastic diction and dimensions @aohéntion the Latin that was
equally studied inLiterae Humaniores — Dowling implies that English
theological and religious discourse, as well as fphdicial application or
adaptation of it, determined not only the conterd the currency of the English
language, but also the intellectual constructs hicivdesires were made textual
or perceptible by the English (derived from Foutauho wrote: ‘As defined by
the ancient civil or canonical codes, sodomy wast@gory of forbidden acts;
their perpetrator was nothing more than the juabigubject of them). As is
often the case with New Historicists and other &loCionstructionists, Dowling
perceives no marked distinction between aesthéilogpphical works and
broader historical documents, which is particulaglident in those passages
where she discusses ‘spaces for discodrsés a result, she postulates that
writers and artists are ever engaged in variousngoof counter-discourse
with(in) the discourses of society, hence are camstd within society’s power
dynamics, unable to formulate anything outsidetsfsirictures and structures,
unable to engage, adapt, or annex English dictiomport that of Greek or Latin
or French.

Despite Dowling’s claims, Shelley, Beckford, Byrddentham, Burton,
and Walpole (not to mention Hopkins, Pater, Wildehnson, and Dolben) did
have a dozen suitable words in their vocabularyttier eroticism of the Greeks
and the Uranians, or they coined them — Englishde@uch as ‘paederasty’,
‘Greek love’, ‘Sotadism’, and ‘inversion’. Howevemodern critics find such
diction problematic (perhaps with the exception ‘afversion’), readily
translatable into modern legal and medical taxoesmas ‘paedophilia’ or
‘ephebophilia® Within contemporary Western, officially sanctiohgiscourses,
the labels ‘paedophile’ and ‘ephebophile’ desigrate/or bestow the ultimate
stigma, and an individual accused of being eitleerstill worthy of being
‘banished to a dim region of nameless evil’, thotlgé ‘dim region’ is now a
gaol or a madhouse — places relatively unchangezkdhe Victorian period in
their characteristics and contexts, despite theeatipreference for calling them
‘correctional facilities’ and ‘mental institutions’Despite the pleasantries of its
dubious dubbing, a ‘peace-keeper’ still retainoathe qualities of a bomb — or,

! FoucaultHistory of Sexualityvol. 1, p.43.

2 For an example, see Dowlingellenism p.26.

% In current psychological terminologyaedophiliais defined as ‘a psychosexual
disorder essentially characterized by the act wtafy of engaging in sexual activity with
prepubertal children” — W. Edward Craighead and ri@isaB. Nemeroff, edsThe
Corsini Encyclopedia of Psychology and Behavioreieice 3¢ edn (New York: John
Wiley, 2002), p.1161.Ephebophiliais defined as ‘being sexually attracted to or aeal
by a postpubertal or adolescent partner — RaymdndCorsini, The Dictionary of
Psychology(Philadelphia, PA: Brunner and Mazel, 1999), p.33bout the use of the
term ephebophiliain literary studies, see Tarig Rahman, ‘E. M. k@rsand the Break
Away from the Ephebophilic Literary TraditiorEtudes Anglaises3 (1987), pp.267-78;
Tarig Rahman, ‘Ephebophilia: The Case for the Usa New Word’,Forum for Modern
Language Studie®4.2 (1988), pp.126-41.
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as Shakespeare asserts so floridly, ‘that whiclcallea rose / By any other name
would smell as sweetRomeo and Julietl, ii, lines 43-44). In essence, a name
has no true effect upon the object to which itrgefenless that effect is imposed
from the outside — as by menace, censorship, aragce:

‘Why, what a wonderful piece of luck!’ [the Studgotied; ‘here is a red rose! |
have never seen any rose like it in all my lifé.islso beautiful that | am sure it
has a long Latin name’; and he leaned down andkptlid.

(Oscar Wilde, ‘The Nightingale and the Ro$e”)

As with Wilde’s student, who is overly fascinateg taxonomic classification,
modern attempts at analysing or grasping the pastierflower of the Uranians
have often required such a plucking, wrenching flawver from the Greco-
Roman context from which it had sprung and fromahhit had drawn its ‘Latin
name’, as well as from the continuum in which itl dilossoms today. By
translating it into contemporary, simplistic conteplike ‘paedophilia’,
‘ephebophilia’, or ‘child molestation’ (conceptsathare emotive as well as
referential), or by a hubristic belief that modeéaxonomic tools allow one ‘to
give a hame to previously unnameable masculineraesicholars often forget
that the beauty of such a complex flower is lodtamslation. This is a point that
Shelley, translator of Plato’s paederasiigmposiummakes in ‘A Defence of
Poetry’:

Hence the vanity of translation; it were as wisecést a violet into a crucible
that you might discover the formal principle of @slour and odour, as seek to
transfuse from one language into another the aresif a poet. The plant must
spring again from its seed or it will bear no flawe- and this is the burthen of
the curse of Babél.

Besides casting it into a crucible of semantic ey besides translating it into
concepts tinged with a contemporary Western viewthd world, besides
claiming that such desires are merely anachronidtare are other methods for
(mis)handling the paederastic flower. One of tHede hide it discreetly within
the wider field of human desire and social intamagtto label it as merely an
aberrant or abhorrent manifestation of the *homidoc

1 Oscar Wilde, ‘The Nightingale and the Rose’The Complete Works of Oscar Wilde
3 edn (Glasgow: Harper Collins, 1994), pp.278-828f).

2 Donald H. Reiman and Sharon B. Powers, &tielley’s Poetry and Prog&lew York:
Norton, 1977), p.484.
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Homosocial:
Foucault’'s Parrot

In time to come, Marius was to depend very much on
the preferences, the personal judgments, of the
comrade who now laid his hand so brotherly on his
shoulder as they left the workshop.

(Walter PateiMarius the Epicurea)t

In Gerard Manley Hopkins and His Contemporaries: Liddblewman, Darwin,
and Pater Jude V. Nixon notes: ‘Hopkins's admission ofattion to physical
beauty has sparked the charge that Hopkins hadnadexual attraction to
Dolben and also, critics maintain, to Bridges hiliasgkin to the kind of feverish
attraction [Pater’s] Marius had to Flavign’'However, Nixon disagrees with this
assessment, assuming that what is expressed byirtddpleally buckled within
Eve Kosofsky Sedgwick’s ‘homosocial’ conceptionfddmosexual code®. This
assumption is particularly difficult to justify ithe case of Hopkins and Dolben
alluded to above, especially since, as SedgwickemgnBetween Mer{1985)
and Epistemology of the Clos€1990), her coinage ‘homosocial’ describes a
dynamic involving a triangular relationship betweawsale attraction/repulsion and
the female body, a dynamic arising

because the paths of male entitlement, especiallthé nineteenth century,
required certain intense male bonds that were eadily distinguishable from
the most reprobated bonds, [hence] an endemicrarddicable state of what |
am calling male homosexual panic became the normoaldition of male

heterosexual entitlemeht.

In the case of Hopkins and Dolben, however, thati@iship is devoid of the
‘female body’ necessary to facilitate this Sedguaokiriangularity.

! Marius, I, p.168.

2 Jude V. Nixon,Gerard Manley Hopkins and His Contemporaries: Lidd&ewman,
Darwin, and Pater(New York: Garland Press, 1994), p.212. Mariud &tavian are
characters from Walter Paterldarius the Epicureanl deal with them at length in
‘Chapter Four'.

% Steven SeidmarDifference Troubles: Queering Social Theory and uae@Politics
(Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1997): m8opoststructuralists view the
heterosexual/homosexual code as at the very cehMfestern culture — as structuring
the core modes of thought and culture of Westeoneties. This is the chief contention
of Eve Kosofsky Sedgwick’ (p.133).

* Eve Kosofsky SedgwiclEpistemology of the Clos@Berkeley: University of California
Press, 1990), p.185; see aBetween Men: English Literature and Male Homosocial
Desire(New York: Columbia University Press, 1985), pp;188-90.
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Even if homophobia does involve, as Sedgwick bebegome degree of
‘homosexual panic’ (a ready mixture of the menammsorship, and ignorance
noted in the last section), her argument seemsgtheless, a rather defensive
attempt to squeeze Feminist gender dynamics intnokeotic or paederastic
dynamics, dynamics that often exclude ‘the femalg-of-hand and with gusto.
William F. Shuter explains this Feminist motivatiaa follows: ‘In the case of
Pater (and hardly in his case alone), one difficut the quite intelligible
aspiration on the part of gay and feminist criteoccupy a common ground!’.
However, this attempt ‘to occupy a common grousdusually thwarted by the
paederastic response to the ‘female body’, a respdhat stretches back to
antiquity, as is revealed in Symonds’s poetic ti@ien of a passage from the
dialogue Erétes — a debate between Charicles of Corinth, who adesca
heterosexuality, and Callicratides of Athens, wawolirs paederasty — a debate
that was attributed, during the nineteenth centtoyl.ucian of Samosata (ca.
120-80 CE):

| do not care for curls or tresses
Displayed in wily wildernesses

| do not prize the arts that dye

A painted cheek with hues that fly:

Give me a boy whose face and hand

Are rough with dust or circus-sand,
Whose ruddy flesh exhales the scent

Of health without embellishment :

Sweet to my sense is such a youth,
Whose charms have all the charm of truth.
Leave paints and perfumes, rouge, and curls,
To lazy, lewd Corinthian girl8.

As highly representative examples of the Uranigre@derastic response to the
‘female body’ and its charms, consider the follogyifrom Symonds and
Theodore Wratislaw (1871-1933):

What is the charm of barren joy?
The well-knit body of a boy,
Slender and slim,
Why is it then more wonderful
Than Venus with her white breasts full
And sweet eyes dim? (Symonds, from ‘Vepdes’

! Shuter, ‘Outing’, p.501.

2 Translated by John Addington Symonds,AnProblem in Greek Ethics: Being an
Inquiry into the Phenomenon of Sexual Inversfbondon: Privately printed, [1901]),
p.37. See also pp.56-57. This dialogue is novibated to Pseudo-Lucian, since most
scholars consider it an imitation written long atteccian’s death. See ‘Chapter Four’ for
more on Lucian, who becomes an acquaintance ofugléne Epicurean.

3 As quoted in d’Arch Smith, p.73.
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Between thine arms | find mine only bliss;

Ah let me in thy bosom still enjoy

Oblivion of the past, divinest bay,

And the dull ennui of a woman'’s kiss! (Wratisldwgm ‘To a Sicilian Boy'}

While Symonds and Wratislaw voice a preferencéoiys, the ‘Uranians proper’
(as d’Arch Smith labels them), writers such as EBree#t Rolfe, are far more
manifestly misogynistic: ‘In the Uranian landscajtds men who dominate —
their bodies and activities, their forms of beautyoften hailed at the direct
expense of womerf. One wonders how Sedgwick would respond to the
following scathing passage froihe Desire and Pursuit of the Whos&epassage

in which Rolfe’s protagonist stumbles to expressaicollage of languages, his
utter revulsion for the ‘female body’ and its fermni@ trappings, a revulsion one
might be tempted to call ‘The Hate That Could Npe&k Its Name’:

What had [his former friend] Caliban spluttered,amy some nice girl —

instead of sneezing at them all — heaps would juahgyou, if you would

condescend to ask them nicely, as you can, if ymose’. Ouph! ‘Marry some
nice girl with money!” — some ‘nice girl' — somellé repugnante, la femelle
du male, une chose horrible, tout en tignasse, &te rougeaudes, yeux
ravagés, bouche défraichie, talons éculés — cidgraninciale, nippée comme
une Hottentot — puis bonne a tout faire, feignantdeuse, sale — brrr! —
some coarse raucous short-legged hockey- or hufgimgle hideous in hairy

! As quoted in d’Arch Smith, p.84.

2 sarah ColeModernism, Male Friendship, and the First World W@Zambridge:
Cambridge University Press, 2003), p.29. In ‘Me$ifor Guilt-Free Pederasty: Some
Literary Considerations’Sociological Review24.1 (1976), pp.97-114, Brian Taylor
notes this misogyny: ‘Five dominant motifs [...] vec¢hroughout [the Uranians’] work.
They are: the transience of boyhood, lost youth, divine sanction, the class sanction,
and misogyny and the erotic superiority of pedgitdpp.101-02). Taylor further writes:
‘The Uranians, if they were satisfactorily to foraie in poetic form motivations for
guilt-free pederasty, needed to topple from its gstal the ideal conception of
Womanhood which the Victorians erected as the symbacceptable love’ (p.107). Itis
noteworthy that one of the individuals most cretlitgith erecting this ‘pedestal’ was
Coventry Patmore, especially through Hsigel in the Housg1854-62), and that
Hopkins, at Patmore’s request, suggested correctma new edition of this work.

This paederastic ‘misogyny’ was also characterisfiche ‘Uranians’ on the
Continent, particularly in France. Of André GideZorydon(1924), Maya Slater writes:
‘The feminine is what a good pederasty pushes asid&/omen Voice Men: Gender in
European Culture(Exeter, UK: Intellect Books, 1997), p.33. Nao8egal, author of
André Gide: Pederasty and Pedagd@xford: Clarendon Press, 1998), makes reference
to this elsewhere: ‘Nowhere in [Gide’s] writingeab one discover a voice unsure of its
right to be heard; he is, in other words, alwayssculine. [...] This mastery is a
fascinating mixture of pedagogy and coquetry; hthésideal target for a feminist critic,
who seeks an address not meant for her and dsietactly how it is not meant for her’
— ‘André Gide and the Niece's Seductio€pming Out of Feminism#d. by Mandy
Merck; Naomi Segal; Elizabeth Wright (Oxford: Blaekl, 1998), pp.194-213 (p.200).
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felt — some bulky kallipyg with swung skirts andrdboard waist and glass-
balled hat-pins and fat open-work stockings andets shoes — something
pink-nosed and round-eyed and frisky, as inane saelfish and snappy-
mannered as a lap-dog — some leek-shaped lategt tieaving herself up from
long tight lambrequins to her own bursting bosord Bonneted with a hearse-
plumed jungle-crowned bath — some pretentious palmpad image trailing

satin, moving (apparently leglessly) in society o0& the mental and physical
consistency of parrots crossed with jelly-fishg&al of Love, never! (Pp.180-81)

For Rolfe, the ‘female body’ — ‘a parrot crossedhna jelly-fish’ — seems a
species to be avoided, chided, or pitied, not al ibrner of the triangularity by
which his own desires were formulatedt is safe to assume that Rolfe would
have agreed with Michael Lynch’s assessment oftibmosocial’ criticism of
his friend Sedgwick, an assessment Sedgwick hexgplins:

Michael Lynch, a long-time pioneer of gay studidsom | met a few years later,
told me his first response ®etween Merwas, ‘This woman has a lot of ideas
about a lot of things, but she doesn’'t know mucbualgay men!” He was so
right [...] Rereading the book now, I'm brought upsh often, with dismay at
the thinness of the experience on which many ddiritslyses and generalizations
are based. Yet I'm also relieved, and proud, timtmain motives and
imperatives still seem so recognizable.

Unfortunately, many critics continue to parrot ttiemosocial’ criticism without
guestioning ‘the thinness of the experience on Wwimany of its analyses and
generalizations are based’ — a ‘thinness’ thatciesator has herself begun to
guestion. This ‘thinness’ derives, in part, frorfadure to appreciate that, ever
since its mythological origin, ‘the paederasticshasually been, or has usually
been depicted as the ultimate enemy of the roleoofien, the female response to
which is displayed in the following drawing by Aéaht Durer:

! About the novelThe Sub-Umbra, or Sport Among the She-Noodtedhe Pear]
Colligan notes: ‘A classic example of the Sedgvenktriangle, the first story disrupts
the homosexual desire between two boys by intraduai girl into their sex play. Two
boys who have intercourse with a girl at the saime,tone vaginally and one anally,
focus on the sensation of their “pricks throbbimgiast each other in a most delicious
manner, with only the thin membrane of the analatdetween them™ (p.15). This
example is spurious, having been dislodged froneréalgsed novel that stretches over
eight instalments: its dozen episodes chronidateinicestuous exploits between the male
narrator, his male cousin, his female cousins, @thérs in the vicinity. The novel is a
mixture of masturbatory, heterosexual, homoerobisexual, and orgiastic scenes.
Although that particular novel does contain two episodes witad@wickian triangles’,
the tale fromThe Pearlincluded as ‘Appendix One’ has a triangle withfemale corner.

2 Eve Kosofsky Sedgwick, ‘Forward’ tBetween Men2" edn, as provided on her
personal homepage <http://www.duke.edu/~sedgwic/MMRG/BETWEEN.htm> [last
accessed 27 July 2004]. In 1979, Lynch publisimedfitst article trumpeting Hopkins’s
homoeroticism — ‘Recovering Hopkins, Recovering €alves’,Hopkins Quarterly
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Orfeus der erst puseran
(‘Orpheus, the first sodomite’)**

The Death of Orpheus
Albrecht Durer (1471-1528)
Pen and ink drawing on paper, 1494
Hamburger Kunsthalle, Hamburg, Germany

By employing a term like ‘homosocial’, a term thaivers everything
from a handshake to sodomy, many Feminist criteespkopen the possibility of
considering all men and their ‘paths of male eswittnt’ in a similar vein:
consequently, women (or at least the ‘female bodgh maintain an angle in
Sedgwick’s formerly-assumed-and-proclaimed ‘homedbtiangularity! Since

** In mythology, Orpheus is often credited with ginating paederasty. ‘In the
Metamorphosesafter the disappearance of Eurydice, Orpheusshioitthself “aloof from
love of women”, and pursues instead “the love femder boys” — a practice which
quickly catches on among the people of Thrace.s Wais his downfall: a resentful band
of Thracian women, infuriated by his lack of attent literally tear him to shreds’ —
Deanne Williams, The French Fetish from Chaucer to Shakespe@@ambridge:
Cambridge University Press, 2004), p.65.

! Confronted with Sedgwick’s assertion about an akén ‘continuum’ between the

homosocial and homosexual, Richard Dellamora ardghas ‘the phrase [homosocial

continuum] [...] reminds gay-identified men not oéthort of shared self-recognition that
[Adrienne] Rich seeks to encourage among femaldersa but rather of the processes,
immanent and explicit, that stand in the way of beaxual awareness and self-
identification among males’ (pp.193-94). In fabillamora suggests that Pater’s late
imaginary portrait ‘Apollo in Picardy’ portrays ththomosocial continuum’ as ominous:

‘More sharply than before, Pater also draws intoufothe frustrated and destructive
career of desire within a male homosocial commuakin to the Oxford that he knew

intimately’ (p.186) — especially sedasculine Desire: The Sexual Politics of Victorian
Aestheticism{Chapel Hill: University of North Carolina Pred€990), pp.167-69, 186-88,

and 193-94.



it illustrates how overly encompassing a term ltk@mosocial’ can be, consider
an earlier, lesbian version of this concept adwtdily Adrienne Rich in her
‘Compulsory Heterosexuality and Lesbian Exister{¢880):

| have chosen to use the terlasbian existencandlesbian continuunbecause
the wordleshianismhas a clinical and limiting ringLesbian existencsuggests
both the fact of the historical presence of lesbiand our continuing creation of
the meaning of that existence. | mean the tishian continuunto include a
range — through each woman’s life and throughostony — of woman-
identified experience, not simply the fact that awan has had or consciously
desired genital sexual experience with another womaf we expand it to
embrace many more forms of primary intensity betwaed among women,
including the sharing of a rich inner life, the bamy against male tyranny, the
giving and receiving of practical and political papt, if we can also hear it in
such associations asarriage resistancd...] we begin to grasp breadths of
female history and psychology which have lain duteach as a consequence of
limited, mostly clinical, definitions dfesbianismt

This passage reveals that Rich’'s female ‘homosbgiadpans from ‘genital
sexual experience’ to ‘practical and political sagp— hence, from lesbian
cunnilingus to babysitting. Since the usefulnebsamy term as a taxonomic
category is weakened by its span, and since Sek@wad Rich’s ‘homosocial’
terms seem to span at least half the range of haxperience, the usefulness of
such terms must be rather meagre and almost primédsy the terms
‘democracy’, ‘freedom’, and ‘Other’.

A supreme exemplum of the utter compass of a téeen‘lhomosocial’
appears in Julia F. Savilles Queer Chivalry: The Homoerotic Asceticism of
Gerard Manley Hopkinswhere she suggests that, for Hopkins, this dyoami
also applicable to the Holy Trinity, with its ‘div& homosocial intercourse
between Father and Son, realized through the badiesen’? In accordance
with Sedgwick’s claims about the triangular relaship (or trinity) between male
attraction/repulsion and the female body, it seamandatory that Hopkins
envision the Holy Ghost as female (which, it musgldmitted, he often doés)-
though the implication or application of this to pkins or to his literary canon
seems rather doubtful and grasping. Even in thg Honity, Feminist discourse
attempts to find its place, the result being tlaat,Dennis Sobolev complains,
Saville incorporates ‘Christianity as a whole intee homoerotic rubric of

! Adrienne Rich, ‘Compulsory Heterosexuality and ias Existence’, reprinted ifihe
Lesbian and Gay Studies Readed. by Henry Abelove, David Halperin, and Michele
Aina Barale (New York: Routledge, 1993), pp.227(p£39).

2 Julia F. Saville,A Queer Chivalry: The Homoerotic Asceticism of Geraanley
Hopkins(Charlottesville: University Press of Virginia, @), p.117.

% As in ‘God’s Grandeur: ‘Because the Holy Ghoseonthe bent / World broods with
warm breast’ (lines 13-14).



70

psychoanalytic studies’. At its best, such criticism considers male bogdin
without subsuming the paederastic into its overly buxoamibsocial’ discourse,
an apt example being the following distinction mdgelLesley Higgins: ‘The
passages | have quoted from [PatePito and Platonisnsuggest quite another
story. In two very public fora — first the Oxfotecture hall, then the published
text — Pater searched for “universal” truths witlsincient Greek culture and
found them in the reification of an intense homdglity and an active
paiderastia® Pater did indeed regard these two abstractionsintense
homosaociality’ and ‘activgpaiderastia — as ‘universal truths’, truths he found
more concretely expressed in Grecian culture thahis own: yet, he did not
consider ‘homosociality’ andpaiderastia to be synonymous, especially given
the possible legality of the first and the assuikehality of the second.
Higgins’s phrasing recognises this important digton.

Although Pater’s ‘search’ for both the homosociat @éhe paederastic
even took place in public venues such as univelsdyures and published texts,
this does not imply, for Higgins, that Pater and tallows actually found what
they were searching for, even on a personal leveérhaps those ‘universal
truths’ about erotic desires were beyond their grasen if those desires were
(are) acknowledged, to some degree, to have besmotexual’.

How King Marke Found Sir Tristram(detail)
Aubrey Vincent Beardsley (1872-98)
Line block and letterpress, 1893-94
From Book 9, opposite page 262 Muorte Darthur: The Birth, Life and Acts
of King Arthur, of His Noble Knights..] (New York: E. P. Dutton, 1909)
Fine Arts Museum of San Francisco, San Francisabfotnia, USA

! Sobolev, p.125.
2 Lesley Higgins, ‘Jowett and Pater: Trafficking fatonic Wares'Victorian Studies
37.1(1993), pp.43-72 (p.58).
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Homosexual:
Celibate, but Still Looking through the Chink

We should have to say that pederasty, however great
an evil in itself, was, in that time and place [at
Wyvern College], the only foothold or cranny ledi f
certain good things [....] A perversion was the only
chink left through which something spontaneous and
uncalculating could creep in. Plato was right radiié
Eros, turned upside down, blackened, distortetthyfil
still bore the traces of his divinity.

(C. S. LewisSurprised by Joy

In ‘'The “Piecemeal Peace” of Hopkins’s Return tof@d, 1878-1879’,
Lesley Higgins argues that Hopkins, particularly aas undergraduate, neither
recognised nor comprehended the ‘homoerotic’ ombeexual’ elements within
himself, elements that modern scholars do recogmsgecomprehend:

Like many Victorians — like Pater himself — the oagpect of his ‘being’ that
the young Gerard Hopkins would and could not expleas his sexual identity,
specifically his homoerotic sensibility. As a higistrung, physiologically and
sexually naive undergraduate, his erotic yearningie deeply troubling to him;
he was never able to differentiate clearly betwtbensensuous, the sensual, and
the sinful. The celibacy of the priesthood prodderefuge from sexuality. Yet
his artistic eye was always caught by the physidadautiful?

Higgins’s claim that Hopkins was a ‘physiologicallgnd sexually naive
undergraduate’ is particularly questionable, agsfrom posthumous medical
evaluations — in this case, more than a centuryhposous — like those by the
psychiatrist Felix Letemendia, who concludes thaipkins was decidedly late in
developing full sexual maturation, judging by hidvpte note in [MS.] C.i.217,
recorded when he was nineteen-years five-months®ol@he private note to

1 See C. S. LewisSurprised by Joy: The Shape of My Early I(feew York: Harcourt,
Brace, 1955), pp.109-10.

2 Lesley Higgins, ‘The “Piecemeal Peace” of HopkinReturn to Oxford, 1878-1879’, in
Gerard Manley Hopkins and Critical Discoursed. by Eugene Hollahan (New York:
AMS Press, 1993), pp.167-82 (p.177).

% For extended comment on this topic, see Dr Febtemendia’s ‘Part Ill: Medico-
Psychological Commentary’ in the ‘Introduction’ Eacsimilesl, pp.31-36 (p.31). Itis
my opinion that MacKenzie's incorporation of thisgthumous psychiatric analysis of
Hopkins by Dr Letemendia, especially as part ofImsoduction’ toFacsimilesl, was an
attempt to forestall the more paederastic and hooticenterpretations that the contents
of Hopkins’s confession notes clearly suggest. Bad.etemendia’s analysis appeared
as an appendix, | might consider it otherwise:, lstit stands, it seems an apology for
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which Dr Letemendia refers begins ‘E.s.n.po. Jar{féacsimilesl, p.127), a
string of abbreviations that Norman H. MacKenziggasts stands for ‘Emissio
seminis nocte post Jan. 6 [1864], translatable fat wet dream on the night
following Jan. 6’ (p.127, note). However, even agivthat MacKenzie’'s
interpretation of those abbreviations is corrdw, presence of this ‘wet dream’ in
Hopkins's private confession notes does not necibsgaply, as Dr Letemendia
and MacKenzie assert, that Hopkins had never held an experience before, or
that he was unfamiliar with solitary pleasures ofacturnal or masturbatory
kind. For Hopkins, this ‘wet dream’ was worth mgfibecause his High Anglican
confessors, Edward Bouverie Pusey (1800-82) andyHearry Liddon (1829-
90), had engendered in him a pharisaic scrupuldlsay became something of a
fetish, at least for a time: ‘The spiritual engrifike the one above] cover a
period of ten troubled months from March 25, 18&&ing which Hopkins was
trying to reach a higher plane of spiritual life .They end on January 23, 1866,
some two and a half years before he entered thet Mavitiate’ (MacKenzie’'s
Introduction, Facsimilesl, p.4)! The sudden discontinuity of these confession
notes would have drawn the speculative attentioMimhel Foucault, though
there is justification for the simple assertiontttiee subsequent notebook is no
longer extant, perhaps burned by Hopkins or somets® However, the two-
and-a-half years that followed the last of thesw@mixconfession notes was an
equally formative period for Hopkins, who found lsielf under guidance of
another sort — Walter Pater and John Henry Newrtaar(Cardinal; 1801-90)
— two new influences who would have had little swthy with the pharisaic
‘Letter of the Law’ and note-taking that Pusey damdidon espoused. Although
Pater and Newman would have reasoned differerdigh evould have suggested
that Hopkins assume a more liberal or humanistcstdaowards such ‘details of
conscience’. It was probably with just such a ective in mind that Prof.
Jowett, one of the leaders of the ultra-liberald&f&hurch party, sent Hopkins to
agnostic Pater for Greats coaching, as Robert Beétivartin explains:

Jowett surely suggested Pater in the hope thatduddvact as a counterbalance
to the dangerous influence of Liddon, whom he kndapkins had seen

frequently in the past year or two [...] What [JoWétad failed to notice was

that Hopkins had already begun avoiding Liddon, #mat in any case the

influence of Pater would be far more dangerous thiddon’'s because Pater
openly 2voiced doubts that bubbled up in Hopkins éeemed never to trouble
Liddon:.

what follows, the same sort of disingenuousness fords in the traditional glosses
preceding each chapter of the Canticles in the Kisnges version of the Bible, claiming
that what follows is an allegorical descriptiontbé relationship between Christ and his
bride The Church ... as opposed to highly erotict&raspoetry.

! See Robert Bernard Martierard Manley Hopkins: A Very Private Lifdlew York:
Putnam, 1991), pp.99-103.

2 bid., pp.130-31.
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One aspect that made both Pater and Newman partictdlangerous’
for this High Anglican undergraduate and later Ror@atholic convert was that
each recognised the paederastic and/or homoeteticeats within himself —
even though, in Newman’s case, his response te thlesnents was a choice of
celibacy. Despite the fact that a celibacy likeMd®n’'s has often served, to
some degree, as ‘a refuge from sexuality’, Rene®¥erholser suggests that,
even as an undergraduate, Hopkins exhibited annaggaotential for exploring
his own sexuality, when he chose to do so: ‘Tbtly disciplined Hopkins was
intensely aware of his own sexuality, monitoredrguwsord and every gesture,
lost physical control only during sleep, and featieel results even theh’.This
‘tightly disciplined Hopkins’ — especially after Head, as a Jesuit, professed a
vow of celibacy — is also the contemplation of Pedavaab, who chooses to
label Hopkins a ‘homosexual’ despite recognisirag tthe word “homosexual” is
of course anachronistic in reference to Hopkingfetime, but the non-
anachronistic alternatives are so fussy and unwietldt | have stayed with it —
scrupulous readers should insert imaginary scaogegufor each usagé’.
Anachronism aside, the problem, according to Swamb,the general
(in)applicability of sexual categories to a cel#atiest, even though this state of
celibacy seems, in Hopkins’s case, to have fat#itaather than suppressed his
erotic expressiveness, at least poetically:

Although his religious vocation constrained andtaored the expression of his
sexuality, it may also have eased the problem#ditig a marginalized sexual
identity: a vow of celibacy might by abstractifge tissue of desire diminish the
relevance of particular kinds of sexuality, disaowg the same ambivalent
possibilities in the varieties of human sexual pass Being a Jesuit may
actuallg/ have worked to enable and not to reptesséxual forthrightness of his
poetry:

The question one gleans from the aboveAs sexual categories applicable to a
professed celibate?This question is still contentious in Hopkins aletnship, as
is displayed by the most recent article on thedopennis Sobolev’s ‘Hopkins’'s
“Bellbright Bodies”: The Dialectics of Desire in $liWritings’. Although arguing
that it is inherently anachronistic to claim thaighins was a ‘homosexual’ (even
if imaginary scare-quotes are inserted), Sobolewetieless acknowledges the
presence of certain ‘homoerotic’ elements withie ffoet and his writings —
though, like Swaab, he questions the applicabiftguch sexual terminology to
Hopkins:

! Renee V. Overholser, “Looking with Terrible Terafion”: Gerard Manley Hopkins
and Beautiful Bodies’, itVictorian Literature and Culturd9, ed. by John Maynard and
Adrienne Auslander Munich (New York: AMS Press, 13%9p.25-53 (p.27).

2 peter Swaab, ‘Hopkins and the Pushed Pe&xhical Quarterly, 37.3 (1995), pp.43-60

(p.44).
3 Ibid.
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Nothing indicates that a nineteenth-century Cathpliest could experience his
homoerotic tendencies, even acknowledged and amteps the core of his
identity. [....] What Hopkins’s notebooks demonstr&eboth his homoerotic
leanings and his conscious and unequivocal resistimnthem; nothing in these
diaries indicates that he saw his homoerotic ‘tetiis’ as either the pivotal
point of his identity or an object of celebratibn.

In Sobolev’s analysis, the various discourses irgab Hopkins's eroticism and
to Victorian ‘taxonomies of desire’ come full ciecl As a celibate priest,
Hopkins cannot be labelled a ‘sodomite’ since ‘sogodenotes an act rather
than a mode of being, commission rather than domisth. Hopkins cannot be
labelled a ‘homosexual’ since that word, which descconstitution rather than
commission, is anachronistic in relation to mostopkins’s lifetime. Hopkins
cannot be labelled a person with a ‘homoerotic titnsince, as a Roman
Catholic, he could neither conscionably commit hemtic acts nor embrace a
homoerotic constitution — hence, he had nothindnwihich to bastion such an
‘identity’. At most, Hopkins’s eroticism become®r Sobolev, a buckling of
disconcerting tendencies: a tendency towards ®ydoa tendency towards
‘homosexuality’, and a tendency towards embracinthamoerotic identity’.
Recognising that, given the extant biographical lgedary evidence, an absolute
avoidance of Hopkins’s homoeroticism is no longeosgble, Sobolev
nonetheless constructs a Hopkins who is quarantfimech all homoerotic
considerations or should be, a Hopkins who was dliintise foremost advocate of
an absolute avoidance of Hopkins’'s homoeroticianhomoeroticism that was
merely a bundle of dismissed ‘homoerotic tendenciBgcast in the language of
contemporary Christian polemics (intentionally oot)p Sobolev’'s Hopkins
becomes merely the possessor of certain ‘tendéntgeslencies that, when they
surfaced, were cast aside by Hopkins in disgust rt@ phrase this in
accordance with current Roman Catholic doctrine,pkitts overcame an
‘objective disorder® an ‘intrinsically disordered inclinatiorf'through prayer and
supplication, though an act of conscious choicadnordance with traditional
Church teaching on the immorality of homoerotic apaederastic acts or
indulged desires (as derived from Genesis 19.1tEljticus 18.22, 20.13;
Romans 1.18-32; 1 Corinthians 6.9; 1 Timothy 1.1Bence, in order to lead a
fuller Christian life, Hopkins ameliorated, changedprevented the development
of a ‘homoerotic identity’, transcending his diffit ‘tendencies’ by exercising a

! Sobolev, p.122.

2 vatican, Congregation for the Doctrine of the Raitetter to the Bishops of the

Catholic Church on the Pastoral Care of HomosexBalsons section 3 (1 October

1986) <http://Mmww.vatican.va/roman_curia/congregraticfaith/documents/rc_con_cfaith_
doc_ 19861001_homosexual-persons_en.html> [lasisaed 23 March 2006].

% vatican, Catechism of the Catholic Churchev. edn, 1997, paragraph 2358 (from
section IlI, ‘The Vocation to Chastity’) <http://mwscborromeo.org/ccc.htm> [last
accessed 23 March 2006].
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form of internal Christian censure that, Sobolewpbasises, is revealed in his
undergraduate confession notes.

However, what Sobolev and others conveniently taiacknowledge is
that these confession notes in Hopkins's ‘diaries’ confession notes that
scholars often link to his later Roman Catholiciand vow of celibacy — date
from a period when Hopkins, still a High Anglicandergraduate, had made a
fetish of taking such confession notes, a pracgcemmended to him by Pusey
andLiddon, both of whom were equally fetishistic inghiegard. What critics
further fail to acknowledge is that, after Hopkivesd made contact, personally or
textually, with Pater, Newman, Duns Scotus, varidasuits, and many others
besides, he seems to have given up this fetishi tgast to have diminished it
significantly.  Although Hopkins may have changedbstantially after
abandoning the practice of filling notebooks witk $ins and scruples, he clearly
did not change or prevent his own erotic desiresheg Uranian poetry, a
cornucopia of paederastic and homoerotic nuancestifully displays. Despite
his vow of celibacy — or partially facilitated by, ias Swaab suggests —
Hopkins’s erotic desires gained elaborate expragsimugh voyeurism, fantasy,
poetry, and innuendo ... if not in unrecorded ackeen in this light, Hopkins
becomes one of those at Oxford who, by the 186@d, hegun to express
homoerotic and paederastic desires through voyauribrtation, letters, and
Classically-inspired verse. He becomes one ofahioked, at least on the level
of desire, with that wider continuum stretchingnfraClassical Greece to the
present day, a continuum that, within the paedierasd homoerotic ‘taxonomies
of desire’, would be properly labelled ‘Uranian’.

Cupid Chastised
Bartolomeo Manfredi (1582-1622)
Oil on canvas, ca. 1605-10
Art Institute of Chicago, Chicago, lllinois, USA
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Approaching these paederastic and homoerotic ‘taxoes of desire’,
particularly the paederastic, has always beeniaadelissue for scholarship, not
just for Hopkins scholarship. By attempting absealavoidance, by claiming
anachronism, by heightening the ‘homosocial’, apdabelling as ‘homosexual’
(often despite those occasional vows of celibaéigtorianists have ‘moved with
so much embarrassment’, an embarrassment that isotely theirs or of their
own scholarly creating. This embarrassment, eapigcin regard to the
paederastic, permeates modern Western society $eaadividuals like Hopkins
posit a form of love, intimacy, and/or erotic exgsi®n that current social,
medical, ethical, religious, political, scholarlgnd familial powers consider
maladjusted, psychotic, immoral, sinful, fringe jemdtionable, and/or intrusive.
The very existence of these individuals constitate®ccentric positionality that
modern Western society recognises pose a critique, variant, alternative, or
challenge to its ‘more accepted’ modes of love pimgkical intimacy.

This collective ‘embarrassment’ particularly sudacin those cases
where society must — as in the case of Hopkins eegeise the importance or
superiority of such an individual, despite his jsest’ erotic desires or actions.
This is clearly displayed by a review ithe Economisin February 1993, a
review of a new supplement to tHeictionary of National Biographyitled
Missing Persons Despite the fact that 1,086 individuals foundliision in the
DNB through this supplement, the anonymous reviewesg, iess-than-two-page
critique, considers the inclusion of three indivatkiwho are considered at some
length in the present volume. With 1,086 individuat his or her disposal, the
fact that this reviewer, in such a tiny critiqueltfcompelled to comment on the
inclusion of three Uranians is culturally revealing he reviewer dismissively
notes that one individual was included in bNB because he was ‘very young
(Digby Dolben [...] died at the age of 19)’, and magimistically that ‘some
are included because they were genuine “discovebgs later age. Gerard
Manley Hopkins's poetry was not published until $€ars after his death’.
However, what is most noteworthy is that, out & 1H086 individuals who found
inclusion through this supplement to th&lB — even though the reviewer notes
the inclusion of ‘murderers (Christie, Peace)’ —e tleviewer states that ‘the
vilest person here commemorated is probably Frekié&blfe, “Baron Corvo™.
What makes Rolfe the ‘vilest person here commeradtaviler even than those
murderers, is undoubtedly that he was a Uraniatemand a practicing paederast
— and an unrepentant one at thatFor this reviewer (specifically) and for
modern Western society (generally), there is atleae ‘sin’ viler than murder,
and that is actualised paederasty. Moreover, tlestvof the vile are those
Uranians like Rolfe, those scurrilous individualhavare always posing a
problem, who are always worthy of exclusion, whe always embarrassing the
‘collective we’ by drawing our attention to ‘theginlem of the boy'.

! These quotations are from an anonymous reviewndes Foundlings —Bictionary of
National Biography: Missing Personsedited by C. S. Nicholls’, The Economist
326.7798 (13 February 1993), pp.91-92.
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‘The Divine Friend, Unknown, Most Desired’:
The Problematic Uranians

Thus Aschenbach felt an obscure sense of satsfacti
at what was going on in the dirty alleyways of
Venice, cloaked in official secrecy.

(Thomas Manmeath in Venicg

Der Tod in VenedigDeath in Venicgdates from 1912, the year after Thomas
Mann (1875-1955), on holiday with his wife in Veajdad fallen in love with a
boy named Wiladyslaw Moes (1900-86), an almost-elgear-old Polish
aristocrat who was addressed by his childhood caiopa as ‘Wladzio’ and
‘Adzio’, diminutives that Mann misheard as ‘Tadzfo'Mann would later assert
the authenticity of the Venetian experiences cagotun his novella, experiences
that included his developing erotic interest irsthoy:

Nothing inDeath in Venicds invented: the traveller by the Northern Cemete
in Munich, the gloomy boat from Pola, the aged ftie dubious gondolier,
Tadzio and his family, the departure prevented byieup over luggage, the
cholera, the honest clerk in the travel agency, nitadevolent street singer, or
whatever else you might care to mention — evergthias giver.

! Thomas Mannpeath in Venice and Other Storjesans. by David Luke (London:
Secker and Warburg, 1990), p.246.

2 These details were gleaned from Gilbert Addihe Real Tadzio: Thomas Mann’s
‘Death in Venice’ and the Boy Who Inspiredlbndon: Short, 2001). For analysis of the
paederastic dimensions of Thomas Mann's novella,George Bridges, ‘The Problem of
Pederastic Love in Thomas Manmi®ath in Veniceand Plato’sPhaedru§ Journal of
the PNCFL (Pacific Northwest Council on Foreign Languages)(1986), pp.39-46;
Cynthia B. Bryson, ‘The Imperative Daily Nap; orséenbach’s Dream iDeath in
Venice, Studies in Short Fictign29.2 (1992), pp.181-93; Tom Hayes and Lee Quinby,
‘The Aporia of Bourgeois Art: Desire in Thomas M&Death in Venicg Criticism,
31.2 (1989), pp.159-77; Ignace Feuerlicht, ‘Thomdann and Homoeroticism’,
Germanic Review57.3 (1982), pp.89-97; Richard White, ‘Love, BawandDeath in
Venice, Philosophy and Literaturel4.1 (1990), pp.53-64. IDeath, Desire and Loss in
Western CulturéNew York: Routledge, 2001), Jonathan Dollimorseaits: ‘Perhaps too
homosexuality inherits the burden of paedophitiae story ofDeath in Venicavas based
closely on an actual trip to Venice in which Marevdloped an infatuation with a Polish
boy who was later identified as Wladyslaw, subsatyéBaron, Moes. At the time, this
real-life counterpart of Tadzio was not fourteen tem’ (p.293).

® Thomas Mann, fromA Sketch of My Life— this passage appears in Ritchie Robertson,
‘Classicism and lIts PitfalldDeath in Venice in The Cambridge Companion to Thomas
Mann, ed. by Ritchie Robertson (Cambridge: Cambridgevémsity Press, 2002), pp.95-
106 (p.101). See Gary Schmidgall, ‘Death in Venic#e in Zurich: Mann’s Late
“Something for the Heart”Southwest Revie2.3 (1997), pp.293-324 (p.296).



78

His wife Katia’sUnwritten Memoirg1975) is far more revealing:

On the very first day, we saw the Polish family,iethlooked exactly the way
my husband described them: the girls were dressibr stiffly and severely,
and the very charming, beautiful boy of about #ert Eic] was wearing a sailor
suit with an open collar and very pretty lacingsle caught my husband’'s
attention immediately. This boy was tremendoustyaative, and my husband
was always watching him with his companions onlibach. He didn't pursue
him through all of Venice — that he didn't do — bibe boy did fascinate him,
and he thought of him often.

Also there in 1911, wandering about ‘the dirty ahays of Venice’ and sharing
Mann’s erotic interest in young Tadzios, was anothigter, though these two
never met, as far as anyone knows. Frederick &MilliRolfe, donning the
pseudo-pseudonyirof Baron Corvo, arrived in Venice in 1908 and réred
there until his death five years later. Even utlestitution was incapable of
driving Rolfe away from those alleyways of stone avater, and the reason why
is obvious: Venice wathe place to be. As is evinced by Mann’s voyeuristic
novella, Rolfe’s tantalisingly autobiographidaesire and Pursuit of the Whole
(1909-10), J. A. Symondsia the Key of Blue and Other Essd{893), part of
Henry James’s ‘Pupil’ (1891), and a dozen lesseksyditerary and pictorial —
Venice had become, for the Late-Victorian period #eyond, the paederastic
playground. This playground drew the Uranians movds, for it afforded
pleasures that, elsewhere in Europe, were difftcuttome by’

While Stephen J. Greenblatt has made currency ef dbncept of
‘Renaissance self-fashioning’, that concept (thongh exactly in an identical
sense) is also applicable to one group during $®eond English Renaissance’,
that period dubbed by its own members as ‘Victdriaihis ‘self-fashioned’
group was the Uranians. Amid a world of decoroabdviour, these Uranian
writers and artists became the ultimate outsideussiders whose desires and

! As quoted in Schmidgall, ‘Death’, p.296.

2 My reason for employing the term ‘pseudo-pseuddnignthat, according to Rolfe,
‘Baron Corvo’ was an honorary title bestowed upom hy the Duchess Carolina Sforza,
a wealthy patron who assisted him when he was lesséh Rome and supposedly made
a regular allowance to him while he was in Englanrdsee A. J. A. Symonghe Quest
for Corvo: An Experiment in BiographfNew York: New York Review Books, 2001
[1934]), p-34. Rolfe was given to donning pseudosiysuch as Frank English, Frederick
Austin, and A. Crab Maid), though his most frequadjustment came from merely
shortening his name to ‘Fr. Rolfe’, such that ‘Ruduld be interpreted, naturally, as an
ecclesiastical ‘Father’. However, what can oneeexpfrom someone whose name
reached its full form as Frederick William Serafidastin Lewis Mary Rolfe, Baron
Corvo (which is, in fact, the name provided for bigry in I. R. Willison, ed.The New
Cambridge Bibliography of English Literatyrevol. 4, ‘1900-1950" (Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press, 1972), p.724.

% See Robb, pp.95-96, 162.



pursuits were particularly criminal, hence beyohe pale of possible disclosure
or acceptance in proper society, and best expressadplace like Venice or
Capri, Tangier or Algiers. One feature of this upts ‘self-fashioning’ was a
voyeuristic posturing — a proximity to the objedtdesire without that distance
being defeated, at least artistically — a posturihgt constitutes a unique
temperament in English letters (though this tempera, of course, extends
beyond them to writers such as Thomas Mann, who‘aasys watching [ten-
year-old Wladyslaw] with his companions on the Wbeéac The arguable
immorality and assured illegality of the Uraniangsires resulted in a form of
‘self-fashioning’ no less marked than that of thElizabethan predecessors,
though taking a different stance, a stance gildgdat astonishing degree of
secrecy. Rolfe’s own self-fashioning — ‘History A®ught To Have Been And
Very Well Might Have Been, But Wasn'tDesire p.45) — is most clearly
displayed in hisHadrian VII (1904), a novel about a convert who becomes,
through serendipitous circumstances, the PopefeRehs himself the convert
George Arthur Rose, and the papacy never withirstigpe; however, in fantasy,
in ‘history as it ought to have been’, anything vpassible, even the expression
of pontifical authority and paederastic desires.

Besides the self-fashioned and flamboyant Baronv&othere are
roughly forty other Uranian poets and a score afsprwriters and artists who
constitute a paederastic tradition currently chelead by only one book —
Timothy d’Arch Smith’sLove in Earnest: Some Notes on the Lives and Wstin
of English ‘Uranian’ Poets from 1889 to 1930 That book’s subtitle, ‘Some
Notes’, expresses the inherent difficulty in re¢amging the Uranian atmosphere
— even the atmosphere of its playground, Venice €ifeculty that arises, in
part, from the group’s overt or covert discretiots members often sacrificing or
breaking with their fellows as necessity required.

A striking example of such a breach is Walter Pstegview of The
Picture of Dorian Gray a review that will be considered in detail in &fiter
Five'. Asked by Oscar Wilde to provide a congem@liew, Pater instead took
the occasion not to flatter, elucidate, or cloak, to distance himself as much as
possible from both Dorian and his corrupter, LorehH/ — both of whom had

! For various reasons — based mostly on the fatthiggroup had found, at that time, a
vehicle for expression, and on the necessity tat Ihiis own scope — d’Arch Smith
demarcates the birth of the ‘Uranians’ (as a sefirgéd group) as 1888, though he does
make a detailed study of those writers he labetanian precursors’ before approaching
the ‘Uranians proper. Specifically, d’Arch Smitasserts that ‘the date of the
commencement of the Uranian movement [...] may atelyrhe placed at 1 April 1888
when the poem, “Hyacinthus”, appeared in Arést' (p.24). In contrast, | have chosen
to backdate the founding of the group thirty ye#éosthe 1858 publication dbnica by
William Johnson lagter Cory). Johnson is one of the poets d’Arch Smitimsiders
‘Uranian precursors’. D’Arch Smith would probabfpt question my choice, since he
himself writes that ‘it is far from easy to explasatisfactorily the upsurge of Uranian
writings between the approximate (but by no meabgrary) dates of 1858 and 1930’

(p.1).
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been recognisably modelled on himself and the ideatiad expressed in his
volumeThe RenaissanceThis review, published in the periodiddie Bookman

in November 1891, claimed that the murdered Basibk whe ultimate and
beneficial expression of ‘true Epicureanism’, arttried the flagrant and sordid
pruriency that Wilde’s novel presents and representThis review severed a
fourteen-year friendship between these two writ®ater choosing discretion
over friendship. Wilde’s cultivations in love amd literature had become too
outspoken and, consequently, dangerous for Patkg kegan, in turn, to

cultivate as much distance between himself andrigisd, in person and in print,
as courtesy would allow.

Bacchus
Simeon Solomon (1840-1905)
Watercolour on paper, 1867
Seymour Stein (private collection)

Another example is Pater's response to the fat&iofeon Solomon
(1840-1905), a brilliant young artist from a Jewiahmily, an artist whose friends
and style were particularly Pre-Raphaelite, ansasiho ‘took issue with the
prevailing moral code and, some twenty years befiogetrials of Oscar Wilde,
dared to express in art his own sexual preferefmsever obliquely® Despite

! Walter Pater, ‘A Novel by Mr. Oscar Wilde’ [Reviesf The Picture of Dorian Grdy
The Bookman: A Monthly Journal for Bookreaders, IBayers and Booksellerg,2
(November 1891), pp.59-60.

% Colin Cruise, ‘Simeon Solomon)NB. Phrased differently, Solomon was ‘a painter of
subjects that promote a kind of sensibility of whiarguably, he was the first to attempt a
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the eroticism of much of his art, Solomon’s futseemed assured — that is, until
he was arrested in a public lavatory with GeorgédRts on 11 February 1873,
charged with indecent exposure and ‘attemptingtoroit sodomy’. This charge
led to his being sentenced, on 24 March, to eighteenths of imprisonment, a
sentence later commuted to a period under polipersision’ Expecting the
sudden reappearance of this convicted ‘sodomited their Decadent circle,
‘[Algernon Charles] Swinburne, Pater, and [IngrarBywater met by
arrangement in Oxford on May 23 [1873] to considew they might deal with
the situation of their “wandering Jew?”. With little ado, Swinburne opted to
obliterate, as best he could, all traces of hisnéarintimacy with the paintér.
Although Swinburne enjoyed hinting to his friendsatt he had himself
experimented with such ‘wandering’, he tended tstatice himself from those
who ‘wandered’ into court or who published avow@le would later sneer at the
recently deceased J. A. Symonds, a rival for Josvattections, by dubbing him
‘the Platonic amorist of blue-breeched gondoliersowis now in Aretino’s
bosom®). Solomon’s subsequent arrest on similar chaayegt March 1874
(having been discoverad flagrante delictowith a certain Raphael-Maximillien
Dumont in a public urinal near the Bourse des Viageu Paris) and his sentence
of three months in a French priSon- these sounded Solomon’s ‘social death-
knell' as far as Pater and most of his circle wesacerned. Although Pater’s

pictorial representation — same-sex desire’ — C@linise, ed.L.ove Revealed: Simeon

Solomon and the Pre-Raphaelit¢sondon: Merrell, 2005), p.9. In his histrionic

Memories of Sixty Years at Eton, Cambridge, anévgtere(London; John Lane, 1910),

Oscar Browning claims that ‘Pater was a very intenfiend of Simeon Solomon’

(p-106), and that ‘Solomon was a frequent guestyrhouse at Eton, as he was of Pater

at Oxford’ (p.107).

! Cruise Love Revealecp.9; 185.

2 Donoghue, p.38.

% Some of those traces were difficult to obliterabmugh Swinburne did require that they

not be reprinted, as with a review he had writtbaua Solomon’s art, claiming that it is

‘music made visible’ — Algernon Charles Swinburf@imeon Solomon: Notes on His

“Vision of Love” and Other StudiesDark Blue [an Oxford University undergraduate

magazine], 1 (July 1871), pp.568-77.

* Swinburne Studies in Prose and Poetfyondon: Chatto & Windus, 1894), p.34.

® Roberto C. Ferrari quotes an E-mail to himselfrfrovilliam Peniston (1 February

2001), an E-mail that secures these details:
Solomon was arrested on March 4, 1874. ... He wasted at 8:30 at night in a
urinal near the Bourse with Henri Lefranc, the sl@af Raphael-Maximillien
Dumont, a 19-year-old native-born Parisian winekcleThe 7' Chamber of the
Criminal Court of the ¥ instance sentenced them on April 18, 1874 to 3thson
in prison and 16 francs in fine for Solomon and @nths in prison and 16 francs
in fine for Lefranc/Dumont. (Information from thaolice ledger ‘Pederasts et
diverse’, BB6, Archives de la Prefecture de la &wliParis, France — as
reported in theSimeon Solomon Research Archivatp://www.simeonsolomon.
org/cite4.html> [last accessed 19 March 2006]).
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affection for Solomon as a person and his admmafito him as an artist would
continue, in 1876 he refused to name Solomon djrechidst a consideration of
the painter'sBacchus mentioning only ‘@Bacchusby a young Hebrew painter, in
the exhibition of the Royal Academy of 1868d (Greek p.37)" Forced to
choose between his own protection and continueddship, Pater always opted
for the former, hoping not to find himself — as dél eventually would — a
defendant in a trial where textual suggestion m#taide into legal transcription.

With the above in mind, it is perhaps not surpgsihat, in most cases,
relationships among the members of the Uraniarlecinere entirely textual,
traceable only through bookplates, inscriptionsdicktions, and acceptance
letters> Hence, the Uranian circle was, from its inceptitilt upon the
reciprocity of gift-giving. As the first Uraniarolume,lonica (1858) by William
Johnsonléter Cory) became the object of much of this early nemijty, Etonian
paederasty la mode

lonica had quickly made an impact within the small wooldelite schools and
universities, provoking speculation about its authA later admirer of the book
was Simeon Solomon, whose interest Cory noted & journal of 1868:

‘Browning says that Solomon, a young painter, wéske give me one of his
drawings as a compliment for printed rhymes. #idahould be glad to have it.
But it has not come yet: perhaps my vanity watseftad in vain®

1 After being charged with ‘buggery’ in 1873, Solamalid not exhibit at either the
Dudley or Royal Academy exhibitions that year roereafter [....] He [later] began to
re-emerge gradually from obscurity into a kind efebrity. Oscar Wilde owned two
works by him; J. A. Symonds, Walter Pater, and Htiount Stenbock, collected works
during the 1880s and 1890s; and Lionel Johnsou limig flat with reproductions after his
paintings’ (Colin Cruise, ‘Simeon Solomorm)NB). In ‘Walter Pater and Aesthetic
Painting’, inAfter the Pre-Raphaelites: Art and AestheticisiWictorian England ed. by
Elizabeth Prettejohn (Manchester, UK: Manchesteivéisity Press, 1999), pp.36-58,
Elizabeth Prettejohn writes: ‘It is unclear whetHeater intended to refer to the oil
painting of Bacchus exhibited at the Royal Academy in 1867, or to tistercolour
Bacchus exhibited in 1868 at the Dudley Gallery; anywagtéd? probably knew both
works, and his remarks might apply to either (83®). See also Cruisd,ove
Revealedp.44.

2 Donoghue notes that ‘Pater conducted some of élations with a more judicious
mixture of public and private acknowledgments. [fiendship with John Addington
Symonds was typical of this precision’ (p.39).

® Morris B. Kaplan,Sodom on the Thames: Sex, Love, and Scandal ire Wildes
(Ithaca, NY: Cornell University Press, 2005), p.11Robb writes: ‘The shared culture of
gay men and women — their history, geography,ditee, art and music — was not a
passive store of knowledge. It was a vital meahsommunication. [....] Eventually,
books on homosexual love — William Johnson’s versiof Greek and Latin ifonica
(1858), Carpenter'soldaus: An Anthology of Friendshifl902) — could be given as
presents and tokens’ (pp.143-44).
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Another example of this reciprocity — the usual noet of Uranian exchange
and insinuation — can be found in the relationdfépveen J. A. Symonds, Prof.
John Conington (1825-69), and William Johnson.eAfSymonds found himself
at Balliol [College, Oxford,] in the autumn of 18%8 a world where perfervid
friendships between undergraduates, and to a lessdent between
undergraduates and dons, were commonplace if riteé garemarkable®, Prof.
Conington presented him with a copylohica,® that collection of poems tinged
with paederasty written by his own friend Johnsémpulsively, Symonds wrote
to Johnson at Eton and received in reply ‘a lorigtkpon paiderastia in modern
times, defending it and laying down the principiattaffection between people of
the same sex is no less natural and rational thanordinary passionate
relations’> By a similar process, Wilde garnered a meetirth Water:

In July 1877 Wilde published an article on the Geyr Gallery in théublin
University Magazinend sent a copy of it to Pater. A few referertoe&reek
islands, handsome boys, and Correggio’s paintifigalolescent beauty alerted
Pater to the writer’s disposition. He thanked Wilidr the article, praised the
cultivated tastes it displayed, and invited himmake ‘an early call upon your
return to Oxford”

That those with a Uranian ‘disposition’ discusseegerasty and forms
of the homoerotic (whether Classical or contempgramong themselves, in
private or by letter, can be taken for granted —e fancies that, when Wilde
called upon Pater after his return to Oxford, thliBycussed not cricket but
cricketers, not bats but balls — however, of suadbnversations and
correspondence, what remains is usually only hgacsmjecture, or occasional
asides like the following, made to Marc-André Rbfféch (1864-1934) by
Wilde’s wife Constance: ‘Oscar says he likes youmsich — that you have such
nice improper talks togethet’. The tenor of those ‘improper talks’ can be
gauged, to some degree, by the fact that Raffdiowiould later acquire as his
own lover John Henry Gray (1866-1934), Wilde's low the time of the
publication ofThe Picture of Dorian Gray However, the actual content of such
conversations is usually left to conjecture, witlrrent scholars knowing little

! Dowling, Hellenism p.86.

2 D'Arch Smith, p.9.

3 Phyllis Grosskurth, ed.The Memoirs of John Addington Symon@¢ew York:
Hutchinson, 1984), p.109. See Dowlittgllenism pp.86-87. D’Arch Smith asserts that
‘Cory gave the Uranians at once an inspiration@méxample’ (p.11).

* Donoghue, p.81.

® As quoted in Ellmann, p.282. Ellmann glosses #sisWilde and Raffalovich talked
openly about sexual matters’ (p.282). Madden writeA Russian Jew born in Paris,
Raffalovich moved to England in 1882, planning teiad Oxford. Instead he settled in
London and began to make a name for himself asadtlweyoung writer and socialite’
(p.12). Madden notes that Raffalovich was an ‘idnd’ of J. K. Huysmans, whose
writings influenced, to some degree, WildEisture of Dorian Gray(p.24).
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more than Wilde’'s wife, save that those convergatiwere ‘nice’ and ‘improper’
in erotic ways to which Constance was not privy.

Portrait de jeune homm

Antonio Allegri da Correggio (ca. 1489-1534)
Oil on wood, ca. 1525

Musée du Louvre, Paris, France

Substantiating or elucidating such second-handersiatits is further
problematised or even thwarted because the Urafmeasently burned their own
correspondence and diaries, or their friends amilitss did sd — or, as in the
case of Pater, they covered their tracks by avgitioth. The diary of Charles
Edward Sayle (1864-1924) provides an example of sigh was often the case.
In one entry, Sayle relates that he had recentlyehdream in which his friend
Horatio Robert Forbes Brown (1854-1926), a somdtifniend of Rolfe whose
parties were a feature of Venetian life, was ‘irstate of complete nudity,
indecisive of what to use for a fig-leaf — a padehis own poems? or ming?’
For the Uranians, that fig-leaf of discretion aridedsion was often paper thin,
allowing their private parts to show through.

Further heightening their biographical and literaopscurity, the
Uranians often printed their volumes privately amdulated them only among
their fellows, which requires a biographer or ker critic dealing with the lesser
Uranians to be equally an archaeologist and anivasth Frequently, the history
of the lesser Uranians is only chronicled in tHesaatalogues of auction houses
such as Sotheby’s and Christie’s, with their bomkd artworks disappearing into
the private collections of connoisseurs such asm®ay Stein, who acquired
Solomon’sBacchug1867) — perhaps the painting Pater mentions ya Yyoung
Hebrew painter’ — for a mere £28,000 in 1693.

! YRolfe’s] Venetian will left his estate to his dther, Alfred, a schoolteacher in

Australia, who was unable to claim it for fear oéditors. The estate, consisting mostly
of “incriminating” letters, photos, and manuscriptgs confiscated by the British consul,
and most of it was destroyed’ (David Bradshaw, demick William Rolfe’, DNB).

2 As quoted in d’Arch Smith, p.110.

3 patrick Pacheco, ‘The Pasha of Pdypt and Antiques5 (1994), pp.78-79 (p.79).



Junge auf zwei Steinen sitzend Sich umarmende Jungen
Wilhelm von Gloeden (1856-1931) Wilhelm von Gloeden (1856-1931)
Albumen print, ca. 1900 Albumen print, ca. 1900
Robert Lebeck Collection ivBte collection

Hamburg, Germany

Zwei Junglinge vor Agaven Drei Jungen auf einer Bank
Wilhelm von Gloeden (1856-1931) Wilhelm von Gloeden (1856-1931)
Albumen print, ca. 1900 Albumen print, ca. 1895

Private collection Private collection
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For their own more private and masturbatory purppsee Uranians
collected artworks of a different sort: nudes taflian boys by photographers
such as Wilhelm von Gloeden (1856-1931), residingjaormina, Sicily, and his
distant relative Wilhelm (Guglielmo) von Pliischo¥862-1930), residing mostly
in Romé — photographs that have themselves become cdilestaispersed by
auction houses and chronicled in sales catalogl¢®wever, for the Uranian
scholar, catalogues have much to tell, and von d&los guest book was itself a
catalogue of the paederastically-inclined, andudetl the signature of Oscar
Wilde, one of his staunchest admirérd.ike children with packets of baseball
cards, the Uranians exchanged these salaciousgrbaptes as a form of pictorial
insinuation and friendship. In a New Year's Evigdefor 1889, Edmund Gosse
(1849-1928) thanks Symonds for sending him one gphchograph, undoubtedly
as a Christmas gift: ‘As | sat in the Choir [of Sttainster Abbey during Robert
Browning’s funeral], with George Meredith at my ejd peeped at it again and
again’> Boys will be boys — but there were real dangerlived in such

! The fact that these two paederastic aristocratsy were also photographers, left
Germany to reside in Italy is explained by Vicki IGmerg in ‘A Man-Made Arcadia
Enshrining Male BeautyNew York Time$13 August 2000), ‘Art/Architecture’ section,
pp.30-31: ‘Germany in the 1880s was still prosiegumen for nude sunbathing, but in
Sicily, male children ordinarily went nude on theabh, and most Mediterranean
countries tacitly accepted homosexuality as a pgsphase in a boy’'s development’
(p.30). She also comments on von Gloeden’s sueseaphotographer:
Not bad for a man who might have well been arrefteahild pornography in
our supposedly more tolerant and certainly lesfullyilinnocent culture. Von
Gloeden was interested only in young boys and eadglescents [...] He
photographed some of the same models for yeanssiaily stopped doing so as
they reached early manhood. A couple of youngdolil who cannot be much
more than 5 or 6 also turn up in his photograffs31)

‘Von Gloeden, a young Prussian country squire, hefthomeland for Italy to regain his
physical (he suffered from a disabling lung comdiji and mental health (the
psychological distress he experienced as a pedanabte to indulge his erotic fantasies)’
— ‘Wilhelm von Gloeden’ [Exhibition press releas&hrockmorton Fine Art, New York
City, NY (exhibition of 12 July — 9 September 2000)

2 Goldberg, p.30.

3 As quoted in Ann ThwaiteEdmund Gosse: A Literary Landscape, 1849-1@2fhdon:
Secker & Warburg, 1984), p.323. | wish to thank Rctor Norton for corresponding
with me regarding this point. According to d’Ar@mith, Symonds made such gifts to
others as well, as a sign of friendship and undedihg: ‘Symonds was extremely kind
to [Charles Kains] Jackson, [and] sent him photplsaof nude Italian youths from the
studios of von Gloeden and others’ (p.18). It $thobbe noted that von Gloeden’s
photographs were not always treated as mere papbgr ‘His work was shown in
international exhibitions and published in art joais, which doubtless preferred the more
discreet images’ (Goldberg, p.30). The detailsenprovided for each of Wilhelm von
Gloeden’'s photographs reproduced here — photograpims Gloeden produced in
multiple copies — merely accounts for one of theaekprints. These details come from
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exchanges and glances, though the Uranians hadisit be admitted, ‘the ability
to devise elegant stratagems to legitimize sexisplay’ It is difficult to
imagine an ‘elegant stratagem’ that would haveitieized’ Gosse’s constant
peeping at a nude, provocatively posed Siciliandiayng Browning's funeral —
however, for the Uranians the danger was half teasuré’

‘All things | love are dangerousivas a self-assessment by Marc-André
Raffalovich, a young poet from Paris who, after mgvto England, joined the
Uranian circle despite Sidney Colvin’'s warning tave nothing to do with
Symonds or Pater, a warning the recipient ostentslty ignored” Besides
being a collector of ‘dangerous’ friends, Raffaldvivas also an avid collector of
their ‘dangerous’ works, exercising much the sarsergnination that Pater
praises in his review of Colvin'€hildren in Italian and English Design‘You
feel that beyond mere knowledge, mere intelleafisadrimination, each [phase of
art] is a distinct thing for [Colvin], and yieldsrh a distinct savour’. In this
volume that Pater reviewed, Colvin considers agtierthe ways that William
Blake's texts and illustrations form decorativetanithis very quality, to a lesser
extent, has proven the ‘distinct savour’, the sgvgrace of the ‘dangerous’
Uranian collectables that Colvin's friend Raffalcviso loved. In the twentieth
century and today, those Uranian collectables, kdrevisual or textual, have
become most prized, though for different, more eetgble reasons, especially
concerning the textual: fine papers, exquisitedinigs, and general rarity
(making it no surprise that the only chroniclertloé Uranians, Timothy d’Arch
Smith, has been both a collector and a dealerrinbvaoksf As a result, many
of the Uranian works — so ostentatious, so welfteth so elegant — have
disappeared into private collections such as Stemn’have not surfaced again
since auctions over fifty years ago.

Peter Weiermair, ed. with introWilhelm von Gloeden: Erotische Photographien
(Cologne, Germany: Taschen, 1993).

! Goldberg, p.31.

2 George Meredith wrote a poem commemorating Brogisifuneral, ‘Now Dumb Is He
Who Walked the World to Speak’. This poem doesmention Gosse’s prurient asides.

® Marc-André Raffalovich, ‘Lovelace’ (fromin Fancy Dress 1886) — reprinted in
Reade, p.199.

* Donoghue, p.44. On 7 June 18%he Blackmailersa homoerotically-tinged play by
Raffalovich and his lover John Gray, receivediitstfand-only performance at the Prince
of Wales Theatre, Coventry Street, London. Thg plapears in Laurence Senelick, ed.,
Lovesick: Modernist Plays of Same-Sex Love, 1824-(I9ew York: Routledge, 1998).

® Walter Pater, [Review of|Children in Italian and English Desighy Sidney Colvin
(London, 1872)’, reprinted ifthe Renaissance: Studies in Art and Pqetfyedn, ed. by
Donald L. Hill (Berkeley: University of CaliforniRress, 1980), pp.191-95 (p.195).

® Notably, Timothy d’Arch Smith — himself an avid llEstor — managed The Times
Bookshop, London; then later, with Jean OvertorddfuFuller d’Arch Smith Ltd. Rare
Books. Through unprecedented access to rare @iatémi stately homes, libraries, and
antiquarian establishments, d’Arch Smith extengiwgtalogued, appraised, and sold the
choicest of printed worksLove in Earnesarose, in part, from this rare access.
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The following is merely a recent example. In 2004lliam Dailey Rare
Books of Los Angeles sold, for $2,000, Raffalovibwn copy of Sayle’s poem
Bertha: A Story of Loyepublished in a limited edition by Kegan Paul B85.
What is of interest to a book collector is its

orig. blue cloth, lettered in gilt, blocked in gitith a device of a sail (a pun on
the author’'s name) designed by [Edward] Burne-Johesrner worn, light wear
to boards, several spots of foxing to flyleaf, ottiee fine. With 3 bookplates of
Marc-André Raffalovich, rubber-stamp of the Domaric fathers, & the

bookplate of Timothy d’Arch Smith.

Such is the view of an antiquarian, whose conceroften only with curio and
rarity. However, to a scholar or biographer of ranian movement, this book
is nearly priceless (prompting more than puzzlenteait d’Arch Smith saw fit to
part with it as a mere commodity), for it bearsethrbookplates affixed by
Raffalovich, to whom the book was originally pretsgh The book’s ultimate
value is not contained in its ornamental bindingf, ib the traces it provides of a
line of Uranian descent, exchange, and intimaekinig undeniably Sayle and
Raffalovich?

Another striking example of such a volume is Witlidohnson’sonica,
a ‘classic paean to romantic paiderastiptjvately printed in a limited edition by
Smith, Elder & Co. in 1858, and bound together Wathica Il in 1877, a copy of
which was recently for sale by R. F. G. Hollett &5 a bookseller in Sedbergh,
Cumbria, for $1,557 (another copy, in a less extpuisinding, was recently for
sale by William Dailey Rare Books for a mere $1)0D0However, those
volumes all pale into antiquarian insignificancetrie the copy ofonica for sale
for $60,000 by John Windle Antiquarian BookselldérSan Francisco, whose
catalogue entry reads:

Small 8vo, 169 x 105 mm. Full blue morocco ext@yers semé with a field of
tiny gilt dots (tool 5m), gilt borders of tiny thegointed leaves (tool 7d) and
dots, flat back with bands tooled in six paneldeled in gilt, gilt edges gauffred
with same three-pointed leaf tool, turn-ins tookddthe corners, signed in the
back 18C*S89. Enclosed in a later cloth box, aesbipcopy, essentially
flawless.

1| wish to thank Steve Gertz of William Dailey RaBeoks for corresponding with me

regarding this particular copy’s catalogue desmiptand for providing me with details

about its sale. It is my hope that, by reprodudageral of its identifiable bookplates, a
collector will, sometime in the future, recognit® ¢ultural value and arrange for it to be
housed in a permanent collection.

2 See d’Arch Smith, pp.77-78; 103, note 92.

% Dowling, Hellenism p.114.

* Hollett & Son’s bookseller number: 45712. Daikeyookseller inventory number:

8114. These were for sale through a consortiutmoksellers at <www.abebooks.com>
[last accessed 25 July 2004].



One of the finest and plainest of all [Cebdanderson] bindings. [...] The
book has been unlocated since it was commissiopd&hm and sold to the Hon.
C. W. Mills M. P. in 1890. Tidcombe 96 (‘unlocated...] The last example to
have sold was in Breslauer cat. 110, #228 ($90,800d; to Otto Schaefer, resold
at auction, later with Pirages and sold). ‘Theatgst English bookbinder since
Roger Payne ... bindings by [Cobden Sanderson] hfnzsel of the greatest
rarity as most of them are in permanent collectionsg{Sanderson] not only
renewed the art of bookbinding in the English-spegkworld, but also in
Europe, except for Franc®’.

Marc-André Raffalovich Bookplate
Columbine formed from birds and mask
Austin Osman Spare (1888-1956)
Printed in sepia, ca. 1910

Timothy d’Arch Smith Bookplate
Gaston Goor (1902-77)

Marc-André Raffalovich Bookplate
Coiled Serpent
Eric Gill (1882-1940)
(For demarcating the Uranian volumes in his coibent

! This volume was for sale through a consortiumadksellers at <www.polybiblio.com/
jrwindle/538.html> [last accessed 25 May 2004].
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As the above reveals, the legacy of the Uraniaisssiean a diaspora, though a
diaspora that has served, in a unique way, to pregbat legacy, even if only as
mere antiquarian artefacts and collectables — te sthaffairs that Michael H.
Harris does not consider detrimental, but perhagrseficial for items of this
rarity:

The debt owed by society in general to private exttirs of books and
manuscripts can hardly be overestimated. Althotglir range of interest is
often narrow and their holdings are for years readbfrom the public view, the
end results of their collecting have proven to héenefit to all humankind.
[....] Moreover, [these books and manuscripts] arterofkept in far better
condition in private libraries than they would hdeen in public ones.

Beyond the privately printed, the exquisitely bouadd the thoroughly
dispersed, the rarest of Uranian texts often existestill exist only as vulnerable
manuscripts, the most significant example of a tbat was endangered-then-
rescued being Rolfe®esire and Pursuit of the Wholirst published in 1934 in
conjunction with A. J. A. Symons'Quest for Corvo: An Experiment in
Biography The Quest for Corvehronicles Symons’s adventures in unearthing
Rolfe’'s manuscripts and the details of Rolfe’s siglas life, details thinly veiled
behind the fig-leaf of hiBesire Symons’s acquisition and preservation of these
manuscripts served to resuscitate Rolfe’s notagriétyot his literary standing,
and to facilitate his appearance in tlNB as the ‘vilest person here
commemorated’. More recently, Rolfe’s literary ratang has indeed been
enhanced — by the novelist A. S. Byatt, wh&sssession: A Romanaoginner
of the 1990 Man Booker Prize for Fiction, was hbaunspired by Symons’s
‘detectival adventure’. Further, Byatt provided timtroduction for the recent
edition of Symons’Quest for Corvpan introduction that trumpets the value of
this experimental biography of Rolfe: ‘[I] rereddevery few years [...] | have
learned much from it about how to construct nowaisl how to think about
human lives? For Symons, the grail of his search for the paftirs of Rolfe’s
life was a manuscript novel chronicling Rolfe’s iperin Venice, a novel that
Symons dubs ‘[Rolfe’s] last self-portrait’.Had that manuscript been destroyed
— ‘Rolfe’s brothers Herbert and Percy saw the nowrcy recommended
burning it* — the loss would have been substantial: for, a&rali Smith
observesThe Desire and Pursuit of the Whase‘one of the finest homosexual

! Michael H. Harris,The History of Libraries in the Western Wqrl" edn (London:
Scarecrow, 1999), p.159.

2 A. S. Byatt, ‘Introduction’ to A. J. A. Symon3he Quest for Corvo: An Experiment in
Biography(New York: New York Review Books, 2001 [1934]),.pexvi (p.ix).

% A. J. A. SymonsThe Quest for Corvo: An Experiment in Biograghiew York: New
York Review Books, 2001 [1934]), p.261.

* Desire p.xviii.
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novels ever written'. Replace the word ‘homosexual’ with ‘paederastizid
that statement becomes blatantly accurate.

Frederick Rolfe (Baron Corvo)

As far as Rolfe’s novel is concerned, it is bestaigo any comment on
the impish joy that its protagonist Nicholas Craldeives from exposing the
hypocrisies of the other English expatriates in iderand from throwing vitriol
on his former friends back in England — both of ethiconstitute substantial
portions of the text. What is more striking, fdretpresent consideration, is
Nicholas’s relationship with his gondolier, ‘such ardinary-looking working-
boy [....] such an innocent expert well-knit frankyb¢Desire p.52), a boy with
only one flaw:

[Nicholas] always laid singular and particular sgreupon the influence of her
phenomenally perfect boyishness — not her sexlessmer her masculinity, but
her boyishness [...] She looked like a boy: shddcdo, and did do, boy’s work,
and did it well: she had been used to pass ay,aand to act as a boy; and she
preferred it: that way lay her taste and inclioati she was competent in that
capacity. [...] A youth knows and asserts his upeaslity: a girl assiduously
insinuates her femminility. [Gilda] came into et category. She was simply
a splendid strapping boy — excepting for the sirfgtd that she was not a boy,
but a girl. (Pp.48-49)

This is Uranian ‘self-fashioning’ taking a rathdizabethan twist, for the ensuing
dalliance and the eventual erotic consummation ¢batludes the novel would
have been untenable if Zildo the boy-gondolier wast in actuality, the boyish
Gilda whom Nicholas had pulled from a pile of rubllfter an earthquake, an act
that drove the resuscitated Gilda to swear hergqtegb servitude in the only

1 D'Arch Smith, p.xix.
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capacity in which Nicholas needed a servant — sagibindolier: However, after
this episode has been duly explained and its imgpaquplied, the writer and the
reader proceed to forget that the boy is not a Wtych brings them into constant
proximity — but only proximity — with the ultimatebject of Rolfe’s desire:

[Zildo’s] cleansing operations [on the boat] broughm near his master’s chair.
He crept balancing along the gunwale with his ¢léohpolish the prow. As he
came crawling back, a little shy breath of niglghsigly lifted and spread the
splendour of the fair plume waving in noble rippteshis brow. Nicholas had a
sudden impulse to blow it, just for the sensuoeaglire of seeing its beauty in
movement again — it was within a hand’s lengthisflips.

‘To land’, he instantly commanded, checking himseith a shock,
sternly governing mind with will. [...] But, perhapZildo would not have
snubbed him? ‘So much the worse, o fool! Hast tkime or occasion for
dalliance?’ Thus, he reined up his soul, prongiris, prompt to soar.

(Desire pp.107-08)

Or this scene, more tauntingly tactile and sensual:

And then, all of a sudden, on this iridescent mugrf opals in January, when
the lips of Zildo touched the hand of Nicholas, ewnof lips and owner of hand
experienced a single definite shock: an electhives tingled through their

veins: hot blood went surging and romping throtiggir hearts: a blast, as of
rams’ horns, sang in their ears and rang in theinds; and down went all sorts
of separations. They were bewitched. They werglst beyond measure. [....]
[Nicholas] thrust the whole affair out of his mind&ildo was worthy of all praise

— as a servant. And — custodia oculorgmit might be as well not to look at
Zildo quite so much. (Pp.122-23)

The passages above display typical Uranian posgfurinan aesthetic proximity
to the object of desire without that voyeurististdnce being transgressed —
‘History As It Ought To Have Been And Very Well MigHave Been, But
Wasn't'. For, to come too close often brought #utual into absolute contrast
with the thing desired, but not always. Rolfeddes from Venice — private, but
fortunately not destroyed — display how this desigroximity found itself
expressed in everyday life, ‘History As It Was':

A Sicilian ship was lying alongside the quay andhias of lusty youths were
dancing down long long planks with sacks on thdiowders which they
delivered in a warehouse ashore. The air waglifilgh a cloud of fine white
floury dust from the sacks which powdered the caxipihs of their carriers

! Robb writes: ‘The commonest ruse was to alterapparent sex of a character. A
surprising amount of homosexual passion was patrdy means of this simple device.
The male object[ ] of love in [...] Rolfe'She Desire and Pursuit of the Whatay turn
out to be [a] female but, as far as emotional tiealiare concerned, this is a mere
technicality’ (p.214).
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most deliciously and the fragrance of it was simipbavenly. As | stopped to
look a minute one of the carriers attracted myasoti They were all half naked
and sweating. | looked a second time as his faeened familiar. He was
running up a plank. And he also turned to looknat Seeing my gaze he made
me a sign for a cigarette. | grabbed at my pockatshadn’t got one; and shook
my head. He ran on into the ship. | ran off te tiearest baccy shop and came
back with a packet of cigs and a box of matchesdi at the foot of his plank.
Presently he came down the plank dancing staggemagr a sack. | watched
him. Such a lovely figure, young, muscular, spldhlydstrong, big black eyes,
rosy face, round black head, scented like an angk$. he came out again
running (they are watched by guards all the timgiréw him my little offering.
‘Who are you?” Amadeo Amadeilovely mediseval name). The next time,
‘What are you carrying?’ Lily-flowers for soap-making The next time,
‘Where have | seen you?’ASsistant gondolier one day with Piero last year
then — Sir, Round Tabldthe name of a paederastic brothel]. [...] I'm ggito
that ship again to-morrow morning. | want to knmare?!

Did Rolfe return the next day? If so, did thisdega more than cigarettes, rapid
banter, and insinuation? Had the next letter bdestroyed as Rolfe had
requested, the answers to these questions wouldl rieavained forever elusive:
but, it was not. Returning the next day, Rolfeitied the boy to an empty wine-
shop where, while the proprietor slept, the boyqrered a strip tease, told Rolfe
about his erotic adventures and techniques, ardhboifered himself to Rolfe in
whatever way he might desire, without chatg&his was a moment pregnant
with possibilities. However, despite their sharagusal, they never even
touched, which allowed Rolfe to revel instead ie Hoyeuristic spectacle and its
potential, allowed him to experience an aesthetiximity to the object of his
desire without that distance being transgressedrRblfe desired much more
than touches, or seemed to.

! From Frederick Rolfe’s letter to C[harles Massaox]F [ca. November 1909]The

Venice Lettersed. with intro. by Cecil Woolf (London: Cecil &melia Woolf, 1974),

p.27. In his introduction, C. Woolf writes:
It is quite clear that Rolfe was at this time olssekswith adolescent boys. It is
obvious that Masson Fox was also strongly attratddabys. ‘That homosexual
underworld’, of which A. J. A. Symons tells us tialfe ‘stood self-revealed as
patron’, was in fact a little circle of three orufoyoung, ragged lads (‘simple
little devils’, Rolfe calls them) in their late #as, with whom he was on terms of
intimate friendship. Besides these he refers issipg to half-a-dozen others.
He delighted in picking their brains and listenitoytheir tales. Symons also
claims that Rolfe had become ‘a habitual corrupfeyouth’ and ‘a seducer of
innocence’, but the letters reveal that all threatlls were practised initiates
long before Rolfe set foot in Venice and so werihee innocent nor chaste.
But they were genuinely fond of Rolfe and eagemiet a friend who shared
their tastes. (P.11)

The closest friend of Charles Masson Fox (1866-19&f the painter Henry Scott Tuke.
2 [Letter to C.], 28 November 1909genice Letterspp.28-33.
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Portrait of Tito Biondi at Lake Nimi
Frederick Rolfe (Baron Corvo) (1860-1913)
Photograph, ca. 1890-92

Private collection

Such illicit spectacles and their attendant pleasu— ‘what was going
on in the dirty alleyways of Venice’ — were whatharned this locality, for the
Late Victorians and beyond, into the paederastigest This Venetian ambiance,
with its potential for flagrant dalliance with willg boys like Amadeo, was what
inspired Rolfe to writelThe Desire and Pursuit of the Whaed to wander about
those ‘dirty alleyways’, refusing to leave the aitgspite his frequent destitution,
his squandered fortunes and talents, his boutspritumonia. After his death,
he would become a permanent fixture of the citieried on San Michele, the
cemetery island of Venice.Like Mann’s Gustav von Aschenbach, Rolfe would
die with his imagination scanning a shoreline fafl young gondoliers and
bathing boys, still waiting for his own Tadzio oildd, a boy who would offer
more than physical caresses,Da’/o Amico Ignoto Desideratissime- ‘The
Divine Friend, Unknown, Most Desired’. This ‘DiwernFriend’ was, in fact, the
fictive beloved to whom Rolfe dedicated his noi@bn Renato: An Ideal
Content: A Historical Romancg909)? These two aspects — the ‘unknown’
and the ‘most desired’ — encapsulate the Uraniavement and its elusiveness,

! According to a letter from British Consul Geraldar@pbell to Rolfe’s brother, the
coroner listed the cause of death as ‘heart fdil{ae quoted in Symons, p.245). His
DNB entry claims ‘he died of a stroke’.

2 Frederick Rolfe,Don Renato: An Ideal Content: A Historical Romang®ndon:
[Unofficially by Francis Griffiths], 1909), dedidah.
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encapsulate its desire for physical contact as asllor romance, its desire for
self-protection as well as to be known, this lagtegt often pondered by Mann in
his diaries:

Why do | write this? In order simply to destroyailt at some appropriate time
before | die? Or because | wish the worlkimowme? | believe the world does
know me more than it lets on, at least the cogmisc®, without needing this
much more from mé.

If this strand of paederastic writers is ever to dmgaged or known
properly, it will probably be through Gerard Manldgpkins, for only in the case
of Hopkins do we find poetry of grandeur blendethwdranian sentiment. Laid
alongside Hopkins’'s poetry, the poetry of the atheeems facile, the prose
equally so (despite the costliness of their volurmed the mastery displayed in
their bindings), such that only in Walter Pater fid @0 a limited extent in Henry
James (1843-1916) — does this sentiment ever re@ghart. However, it is
because of three other aspects that Hopkins af&fs leimself to such a choice.
Firstly, Hopkins detested the ‘self-fashioning’ titistly this group’s, or at least
claimed to (a degree of doubt will be thrown orsthmi ‘Chapter Two’). While
Rolfe’s nom de plumeBaron Corvo’ allowed him to be both playful and
scathingf, its absence allowed Hopkins to maintain a selfdsty equally comic
and brutal. It is this degree of honesty that malepkins unique among the
Uranians, recalling his boyhood motto, ‘To be rattiean seem’. Secondly,
Hopkins almost always speaks from his own distpetspective, unlike Pater
who ‘rarely speaks for himself; normally he lets fiéelings emerge from his
attention to something else, a group of paintiregstory from Greece, Lamb’s
essays, Sir Thomas Browne’s tone, Wordsworth’s pnémThirdIy, as an
anonymous reviewer made clear half a century agdhe Times Literary
Supplement ‘Rarely has a poet attracted such a burden otigentation and

! As translated in Schmidgall, ‘Death’, pp.315-16.

2 It is interesting to note that, in Rolfe’s pseyskeudonym of ‘Baron CorvoGorvo is

Italian for ‘raven’. The only pseudonym Hopkinsseemployed, as ifthe Wreck of the

Deutschlandwas ‘Bran Maenefa’, Welsh for ‘crow (or raven)Méenefa’.

% As quoted in Norman Whitdjopkins: A Literary BiographyOxford: Clarendon Press,

p.387.

* Donoghue, p.308. In ‘Pater's SadnesRaritan, 20.2 (2000), pp.136-58, Jacques

Khalip writes:
Pater remains as impenetrable as the subjects itesvabout: the poetry of
Wordsworth, Coleridge, and Rossetti, the landscapésonardo, Botticelli, the
School of Giorgione, and the sculptures of Michgida. As with all these
artists, that which is absent in Pater is precisie®y which must be attended to,
as if it were vividly present. Pater reminds usooff own anonymity and
secrecy, our fear that our most private lives aedlifigs will never be
understood and justly appreciated, and even mdr&, dur discretions are
activities of possible oppression. (P.138)
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commentary'l. Hopkins’s poems, letters, journals, confessiotesioand the
‘biographically known’, such as his perpetual fdship with Pater, allow for a
fuller reconstruction of his Uranian desires and tésponses to them than is
possible for Uranians such as Rolfe or Pater, Wiitde perhaps serving as the
only other Uranian who lends himself to such attent despite his praise,
emanating from the mouth of Vivian ithe Decay of Lyingfor ‘the temper of
the true liar, with his frank, fearless statemehis, superb irresponsibility, his
healthy, natural disdain of proof of any kirfd!’ However, Wilde has been
thoroughly subjected to such or similar considersti— though most critics
have avoided the paederastic dimension of hisekeas much as possible.

Hopkins is the most obvious bull’s eye for futureabian scholarship,
which is made pointedly clear by a manuscript didtynd among his papers after
his death:

Denis,
Whose motionable, alert, most vaulting wit
Caps occasion with an intellectual fit.
Yet Arthur is a Bowman: his three-heeled &milb hit
The bald and bold blinking gold when all's done
Right rooting in the bare butt's wincing navel retsight of the sun.
©ET, p.155)

‘His three-heeled timber [...] Right rooting in thark butt's wincing navel’ is a
fitting description of the pedicating on the Warr€ap, pointedly phallic and
anal imagery that most Victorian scholars hopetaatee ‘bald and bold’ in ‘the
sight of the sun®. For most scholars, the salacious is best ignasgecially in
terms of these Uranians, though this is difficaldb in Hopkins’s case, since his
letters, journals, and confession notes augment ehatic subtexts, or
‘underthoughts’, of his poetry, with his main suliteontinually surfacing, as it
does in a letter to his friend Coventry Kersey &g Patmore (1823-96):

Everyone has some one fault he is tender to arel héctolerates. We do this
ourselves, but when another does it towards anaflbernot our own favourite
(of tolerance, | do not say of commission) we aiggusted. TheSaturday

Reviewcontrasting the Catholic and Protestant ideal stlaoolboy came out

! Anonymous, ‘Rare lll-Brokerd Talent'Times Literary Supplemer®5 September
1959), p.544.

2 Oscar Wilde, The Decay of Lyingin The Complete Works of Oscar Wild&' edn
(Glasgow: Harper Collins, 1994), pp.1071-92 (p.0)072

® Swaab writes: ‘Hopkins never intended to publise poem, and probably had no
notion that a post-Freudian readership might takasia quiet reverie about buggery’
(pp.48-49). MacKenzie merely notes: ‘Thumb-naitshes of two boys or men (Mt. St
Mary’'s? Stonyhurst? Oxford?)’. MacKenzie also gotkat the seeming wordplay on
‘Arthur Bowman’ and ‘Denis Capps or Capes’ has yett led to any attributionsOET,
p.398, note).
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with the frank truth, that it looked on chastitya$eminine virtue (= lewdness a
masculine one: it was not quite so raw as | puiut this was the meaning).
(24 September 188BetterslIl, p.308)

Directly after observing that ‘everyone has some fawlt he is tender to and vice
he tolerates’ — an observation that could easilyeharovided Hopkins with a
full plethora of human faults and vices on which domment — he turns
immediately to the question of the ‘ideal of a suwboy’, to the question of
schoolboy lewdness and its toleration at publimstd) a toleration that another
poet, Rupert Brooke (1887-1915), was later repottedhave observed while
temporarily a housemaster at Rugby: ‘What is theles duty of a housemaster?
To prepare boys for Confirmation, and turn a bkayg on sodomy?. Obviously,
Hopkins never strays very far from a proximity he tfault he is tender to’, the
‘fault’ that provides his Uranian theme. This piroRy is evident in the last
paragraph he ever wrote to his closest friend RoBeymour Bridges (1844-
1930):

Who is Miss Cassidy? She is an elderly lady whaftgn asking me down to
Monasterevan and by the change and holiday her kospitality provides is
become one of the props and struts of my existgncg.Outside Moore Abbey,
which is a beautiful park, the country is flat, Bagnd river and canals. [....] The
country has nevertheless a charm. The two behytifing people live within an
easy drive. (29 April 1889 ettersl, pp.305-06)

With typical Uranian finesse, Hopkins constructseha description both playful
and telling, undoubtedly leaving Bridges to wonddrether the Monasterevan
countryside, for all its flatness and bogginesas‘nevertheless a charm’ — or,
whether the Monasterevan countryside ‘has nevesied charm’, one charm,
that two beautiful young people live nearby, paacly ‘the youngest boy Leo
[Wheble] [...] a remarkably winning sweetmanneredngtellow’ (Letter to his
mother, 25 December 188Letterslll, p.183). Hopkins can often be found
tantalisingly close to the object of his paedecastesires, in proximity to
countryside dangers moral or sexual, ‘within aryehg/e’.

1'In March 1882, theJournal of Educationpublished a lengthy letter, signed ‘Olim
Etonensis’, arguing that educators should ‘let \aédhe’ and not interfere in the immoral
practices (the ‘lewdness’ to which Hopkins refark}he boys in their charge, since these
practices have no lingering repercussiodsu(nal of Education152.49 (1882), pp.85-
86) (see d’Arch Smith, p.2). See also Vern and riBorBullough, ‘Homosexuality in
Nineteenth Century English Public Schools’, Homosexuality in International
Perspectiveed. by Joseph Harry and Man Singh Das (New Défidia: Vikas, 1980),
pp.123-31; John ChandoBoys Together: English Public Schools, 1800-1&Bkew
Haven, CT: Yale University Press, 1984); Alisdariekdon, The Poisoned Bowl: Sex,
Repression and the Public School Sysfieomdon: Constable, 1995).

2 As quoted in John Knowleffrust an EnglishmarfHarmondsworth, Middlesex, UK:
Penguin, 1972), pp.121-22.
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However, the city could also afford such dangersard a diary entry
made by Mark Pattison (1813-84; Rector of Lincolll€ge, Oxford) on 5 May
1878 leaves one to wonder how Hopkins, appointeal Iesuit curacy in Oxford
in December of the same year, could later claitn@ochalantly: ‘By the by
when | was at Oxford Pater was one of the men | s@st of (22 May 1880,
Letterslll, p.246). Pattison’s diary entry reads:

To Pater’s to tea, where Oscar Browning [...] wasearidee Socrates than ever.
He conversed in one corner with 4 feminine lookpogths ‘paw dandling’ there

in one fivesome, while the Miss Paters & | sateking on in another corner —

Presently Walter Pater, who, | had been told, wastairs’ appeared, attended
by 2 more youths of similar appeararice.

Oscar Browning (1837-1923), who had been sackenh fiion in September
1875 under suspicion of paederasty, partly becaiskis involvement with
young George Nathaniel Curzon (1859-1925; laterektig of Indiaj, ‘paw
dandling’ with four feminine youths in a corner -hat was a rather tactile
situation to be certain. Pater, who was said ttupstairs’ (an area beyond the
bounds of even the closest of Victorian guestgppearing with two feminine
youths in tow — that was a rather dangerous sinatdo be certain. These
teatime asides seem to have been excessive fasdPasind worthy of comment
— but for Hopkins? Well, the only extant lettertlween Hopkins and Pater is
Pater’s acceptance of an invitation to dinner -r@less discreet a place than the
Jesuit presbyteryFacsimiles I, p.176). One could anticipate the tabloid
headline: ‘High Priest of the Decadents VisitseBriof the Jesuits for Curious,

! As quoted inThe Letters of Walter Pateed. by Lawrence Evans (Oxford: Clarendon
Press, 1970), p.xxxiv.

2 *Oscar Browning was dismissed from Eton — for imsidination, according to the
official explanation, for pederastic excess, actaydo the unofficial one. Browning was
the friend of Pater and the patron of Simeon Solgmwehose painting “Bacchus” was
inspired by the trip to Italy he took with Browningrhanks to the influence of powerful
friends, Browning was able to secure a new posKiag's College, Cambridge’
(Dowling, ‘Ruskin’s’, pp.7-8). For a detailed acot of this, see lan Ansthruthédscar
Browning: A Biography(London: John Murray, 1983), especially the chapt@reek
Love and George Curzon’ and ‘Ruined and Disgraqal’55-80; David GilmourCurzon
(London: John Murray, 1994), especially the chafassionate Resolves: Eton, 1872-
78, pp.12-22. ‘His intimate, indiscreet friendshwith a boy in another boarding-house,
G. N. Curzon — later the politician and viceroy +eyoked a crisis with [Headmaster]
Hornby [....] Amid national controversy he was dissaid in 1875 on the pretext of
administrative inefficiency but actually because influence was thought to be sexually
contagious’ (Richard Davenport-Hines, ‘Oscar Brawgi DNB). In later life, Curzon
would claim, ‘Whatever | am, | owe it all to Mr. &vning’ — as quoted in Kenneth
Rose,Curzon: A Most Superior Persdibondon: Macmillan, 1985), p.33. For further
information about William Johnsordafer Cory) and Oscar Browning, see Christopher
Hollis, Eton: A History(London: Hollis & Carter, 1960), pp.276-84.



Ecumenical Dinner. Wilde always praised ‘feastimgth panthers’ and
Hopkins, as well as Wilde, would have readily ratiegd a Decadent allusion to
‘pa—t—er—' hidden within that dangerous phrase. pKos’s ‘feasting with
Pater’ poses an enigma for any biography of thd,dmé there are four other
aspects that further constitute Hopkins’s uniquabfamatics: his use of poetical
puzzles, his fluid personality, his often impishpiety, and his manuscript
burnings. To these problematics, the next chapiéturn.

Gerard Manley Hopkins, S.J. Gerard Manlelppkins, S.J.
Harry Ellis Wooldridge (1845-1917)
Oil on canvas, 1887
Private collection

! ‘People thought it dreadful of me to have enteediat dinner the evil things of life, and
to have found pleasure in their company. But they were delightfully suggestive and
stimulating. It was like feasting with panther§he danger was half the excitement’ —
from De Profundis[January — March 1897], ifhe Soul of Man and Prison Writingsd.
by Isobel Murray (New York: Oxford University Pred998), pp.38-158 (p.132).



L’Amour prenant un papillon
Antoine-Denis Chaudet (1763-1810)
Finished by Pierre Cartellier (1757-1831)

White marble, 1817
(Plaster model shown at the 1802 Salon)
Musée du Louvre, Paris, France



