— Chapter Four —

‘A Sort of Chivalrous Conscience’:
Pater’s Marius the Epicureanand Paederastic Pedagogy

I will not sing my little puny songs.

[..]

Therefore in passiveness | will lie still,

And let the multitudinous music of the Greek

Pass into me, till | am musical.

(Digby Mackworth Dolben, ‘After Reading Aeschylus’)

Puzzled by the degree of intimacy between ‘a shyceat scholar-artist’ and ‘a

self-silenced, ascetic priest-poet’, David Anthddgwnes speculates: ‘It has
been frequently said that Gerard Hopkins and Waltaer were friends. The
statement is a true one, though exactly what itneeperhaps, will never be
known’2 Apprehensive that such speculations might leaglaboration on their
erotic sensibilities, Linda Dowling cautions thdgiven the fragmentary
biographical materials we possess about both Hep&id Pater, any assertion
about the “homoerotic” nature of their experiencemoagination may seem at
best recklessly premature and at worst damnablgupmptuous® However,
since in Victorian England ‘homosexual behavioucdme subject to increased
legal penalties, notably by the Labouchere Amendnaérthe Criminal Law
Amendment Aciof 1885, which extended the law to cover all matenbsexual
acts, whether committed in public or privateexpecting ‘verifiable data’
concerning their unconventional desires is thenate scholarly presumption.

By leaving behind no journal or diary, no authodigauto)biography, and
only a few trite letters, Pater fostered that abeenf directly biographical

! The Poems of Digby Mackworth Dolhead. by Robert Bridges,*ledn (London:
Oxford University Press, 1911), p.23. In tHé&dn (1915), this appears on p.26.

2 David Anthony Downesyictorian Portraits: Hopkins and PatgiNew York: Bookman,
1965), pp.31; 13.

% Linda Dowling, ‘Ruskin’s Pied Beauty and the Canstion of a “Homosexual” Code’,
Victorian Newsletter75 (1989), pp.1-8 (p.1). The publication dateDofwling’s article
suggests that she may not yet have had accese tmtlective insights provided by the
HopkinsFacsimilevolumes, which may explain her subsequent chamggnie.

* David Hilliard, ‘Unenglish and Unmanly: Anglo-Catlicism and Homosexuality’,
Victorian Studies25.2 (1982), pp.181-210 (pp.182-83).
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evidence that made him ‘arguably the most privatetovian’,' or as Denis
Donoghue humorously explains:

Reciting Pater’s life, we have to look for him ihet cloud of his occasional

writings. He is rarely visible anywhere else. fhare weeks or even months in
which he seems to have taken literally his favontetif of evanescence and
drifted away. We assume that he is still alivet, the evidence for his breathing
is meagef.

Although, to some extent, manuscripts relevanuthsan assessment of Hopkins
were purged after his death — now providing whaoften only fragmentary
evidence — Hopkins, unlike Pater, did leave behpbentiful and divergent
biographical materials in journals, letters, sermyaonfession notes, and poems,
among other things. Nevertheless, Pater’s writgwgsh asThe Renaissancand
Marius the Epicureardo opaquely disclose his life and sensations, @vihe
evidence for his breathing is meager’.

At the time that Hopkins, an Oxford undergradubtgan coaching with
Pater in preparation for his finalsliiterae Humanioregor Greats), Pater was an
obscure Fellow in Classics at Brasenose Collegefpr@x a Fellow busily
preparing a series of lectures on the history déopbphy and ‘erecting a shell
around himself, deliberately isolating himself frand friends’® As an intuitive
undergraduate, Hopkins must have ascertained, nte stegree, what lurked
behind his academic coach’s elaborate privacy,ieagy reminiscent of that
which surrounds Pater's Marius the Epicurean, whismeanour drives mere
acquaintances to inquire: ‘Why this reserve? —ythsked, concerning the
orderly, self-possessed youth, whose speech amthgarseemed so carefully
measured’ (I, p.127). Donoghue explains this membueserve as, ‘[Pater]
represents, however mildly, the perfection of stagdaside’ — a ‘standing

1 Jude V. Nixon,Gerard Manley Hopkins and His Contemporaries: Lidd®&Newman,
Darwin, and Pate(New York: Garland, 1994), p.168. Downes recouritss Edmund
Gosse noted, Pater kept no diary, wrote few letf@msserved no records of his friends
and experiences. Hopkins was quite the opposR@rt(aits, pp.30-31). In ‘The
“Outing” of Walter Pater’,Nineteenth Century Literature48.4 (1994), pp.480-506,
William F. Shuter notes that ‘until quite recenfhater’'s sexual history has remained a
blank. Pater himself left no record of a sexudhtienship of any sort, and Edmund
Gosse described him to Benson as “the most sechfdeen™ (p.481).

2 Denis Donoghudalter Pater: Lover of Strange SoSew York: Knopf, 1995), p.23.

3 Alison G. Sulloway,Gerard Manley Hopkins and the Victorian Temgsiew York:
Columbia University Press, 1972), p.44. Sullovayels him ‘the recluse of Brasenose’.

* Donoghue, p.8. Donoghue further explains thatePs position is consistent with his
antinomianism: the artist is neither for nor agaithe law, he stands aside from it’
(p.132). In “Culture and Corruption”: Paterian I8Bevelopment versus Gothic
Degeneration in Oscar WildeBhe Picture of Dorian Grdy Papers on Language and
Literature, 39.4 (2003), pp.339-64, Nils Clausson observes the self-development
novel does not generically require that its protagflead a double life: Pater's heroes
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aside’ that is aptly illustrated by his later respes to public and pulpit attacks on
his Renaissance

Instead of defending himself, Pater internalized bubversive values and
retained them in the form of difference. Provideddid not express them in a
public or tendentious form, he was reasonably safen though he continued to
be associated with irregularity of sentiment ansirgde So he retained, as private
property, feelings that could not be avowed.

Since he shared Pater’s ‘irregularity of sentimaamd desire’, Hopkins must have
perceived and partially appreciated the reasonsthadreasoning behind his
Greats coach’s reserve, for he too would come ftvate much the same,
remaining ever, in diverse ways, Pater’'s most @msif students.

Downes’s claim that ‘exactly what it means [thatpkins and Pater were
friends], perhaps, will never be known’ is bastidney various biographical
lacunae, with scholars even disagreeing as toitbenastances under which they
initially met. In Gerard Manley Hopkins: A Very Private LifRobert Bernard
Martin suggests that ‘Hopkins had been very muchrawf Pater for at least two
years, having heard from Samuel Brooke about thayethat he had read to the
Old Mortality Society in 1864, advocating beautythe standard by which to
judge morality” Equally credible is Downes’s suggesfiothat Benjamin
Jowett, Regius Professor of Greek, introduced Hopko Pater, to whom he
would later send Hopkins for Greats coaching. Jphead himself coached Pater
between 1860 and 1862, and had ‘thought [so] higbly Pater as an
undergraduaté’ that he had been willing to provide Pater privaigion in
Greek® However, this admiration for Pater — at leastPater’s later role as a
don — would dissipate in the coming decades.

Later, as Master of Balliol College and ‘an agemtrevolutionary
change’ by infusing Oxford with Platonism and Phato tutorials (all that
‘Jowetry’, in Oxford slang§, Jowett became increasingly aware that, for Pater,

— Marius and Gaston — do not. But the homosexhaime of Wilde's novel does
require that Dorian live a double life’ (p.349).

! Donoghue, p.69.

2 Robert Bernard MartinGerard Manley Hopkins: A Very Private Lii&ew York:
Putnam, 1991), p.131. See also Donoghue, pp.29-30.

% Downes Portraits, p.22.

* Ibid.

® Jowett was ‘so struck with [Pater’s] power thatvieey generously offered to coach him
for nothing’ — as related in Edmund Gossgijtical Kit-Kats (New York: Dodd and
Mead, 1896), p.248. IWalter Pater(London: Macmillan, 1906), Arthur C. Benson
relates instead that Jowett ‘offered to look over Greek compositions and essays of any
members of his class who cared to submit them g hind Pater took advantage, like
many other men, of the offer’ (p.9).

® Linda Dowling,Hellenism and Homosexuality in Victorian Oxfdithaca, NY: Cornell
University Press, 1994), p.64.
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pedagogic moments such as preparing undergradioat€seats often abounded
with paederastic motive, perhaps even motion. owelt's disdain, ‘Pater
persisted in trying to reclaim for the Platonic eara politics of desire which the
more sexually orthodox Jowett — as translator-agentas trying to silence and
erase’, a disingenuousness Pater attempted téyredth ‘readings [that] recoded
the Platonic texts and their cultural complemeatailpture, drama, myth) as the
sites of, and inspiration for, a valorized homoieratilture’! As a result of this
persistence on Pater’s part, Jowett came to labehHdemoralizing moralizer,
though this label was, according to J. A. Symoredsially applicable to Jowett,
as Linda Dowling notes:

! Lesley Higgins, ‘Jowett and Pater: Trafficking Riatonic Wares’Victorian Studies
37.1 (1993), pp.43-72 (p.45). Jowett’s linguidiscretions are explained by Higgins:
‘Jowett was too much of a scholar to omit from Bleaedrus the Symposiumor any
other text, passages which describe male-maleioeat[....] Jowett depended on the
superficial gender “neutrality” of English — andhiscuous, sentimentalized words such
as “lover” and “beloved” — to mute the frank Grediscourse, to empty out all
significance of male-male erotic motives, consegasnand activities’ (p.48).

Like Pater, Jowett may have seen no advantageifyinghhis public roles and
his private self, opting instead for a divisionwetn the two, especially in regard to the
erotic views of the ancients he studied and ofdw®. On one hand, Jowett chose to
diminish the eroticism of Plato; on the other, la&l Iprivate friendships with those who
attempted to accentuate Grecian erotics, most lyofahter and Symonds. In ‘The
Romance of Boys Bathing: Poetic Precedents anddregmts to the Paintings of Henry
Scott Tuke’, in Victorian Sexual Dissidenceed. by Richard Dellamora (Chicago:
University of Chicago Press, 1999), pp.253-77, al. Saville notes that, ‘when
Symonds died in April 1893, Jowett wrote his editaponcluding it with the words
“Farewell, my dearest friend. No one in his heatained his friends more than you did,
nor was more benevolent to the simple and unledriipd.261-62). Jowett seems to
have been far more accepting of his friends’ (sgdétions than most critics give him
credit for, and the breach with Pater (if therellyeaas such a breach) probably arose
from a fear of Pater’s lack of discretion (or adelack of self-cover), rather than from
any sense of revulsion towards, or moral objectmm relationship between Pater and
Hardinge. It certainly did not arise from a lack mersonal feeling or intellectual
appreciation for Pater. Pater occasionally jetisb his own friends under similar
circumstances: his breach with Wilde, in like fashis considered in ‘Chapter Five’'.

2 As quoted in DowlingHellenism p.103. For Pater as a sort of ‘Socrates’ tochide,
consider the following comments by Alexander Mideaa [Marc-André Raffalovich], in
his ‘Walter Pater: In MemoriamBlackfriars 9 (1928), pp.469-70:

There would have been something irresistible altater at the height of his

power had he cared to exert his personal influeddese unacquainted with his

writings, or prejudiced by Mallock'®New Republic could describe him as ‘a

black, white, ingratiatory vampire’. Of course who knew and loved him saw

and understood the feelings of that delightful yoJtHardinge] (now a

distinguished novelist) when first face to facehwihat Minotaur. [....] Few

men, | suppose, have been kinder and more affettoto young meas they
were it is so much easier to be kind and affectiotatine men we imagine.
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As Symonds establishes long-term and fully sexaktionships with working-
class men outside of England in the 1880s, he bdgimegard the nongenital or
nonphysical eroticism of the Platonic doctrine mdsewith a deepening mistrust.
[....] With this realization, Symonds comes to adsithew assessment of his old
teacher Jowett, as though Jowett's Socratic ‘caiwnphad somehow consisted
in tempting suggestible young men down the deluspath to spiritual
procreancy rather than fleshly excéss.

The paederastic potential of such a pedagogy —sfpliktual path of
‘Jowetry’ extended to a literal ‘tempting [of] suggible young men’ — is
revealed through the elusive Pater-Hardinge scatfuaigh Dowling emphasises
that ‘only the most fugitive rumors of this longpguessed and still shadowy
episode have survived until now to suggest thagratly have enacted as well as

! Dowling, Hellenism p.128; see pp.128-30 for the development of Syfsisrargument.
For the primary source, see Symonds’s commentshenclaim that ‘Greek love’ is
‘mainly a figure of speech’ — Letter to Benjaminndit, 1 February 1889, in Herbert M.
Schueller and Robert L. Peters, elibe Letters of John Addington Symagn@svols
(Detroit, MI: Wayne State University Press, 196%;69l, pp.345-47. My only
reservation about Dowling’s comments is her us¢hefbroad term ‘working-class men
outside of England’, which seems to suggest thatdByls’'s attractions were entirely to
‘men’. Though they usually were (in practice),thveere not always so, especially when
Symonds was dealing with textual fantasy or purdgayisual fantasies from the
photographic studio of Wilhelm von Gloeden. Notiakso that Symonds’s beloved
Augusto Zanon, a Venetian porter, had the youtfdatures sought by the paederastic
Uranians (see above). lmove in Earnest: Some Notes on the Lives and \Wsitiof
English ‘Uranian’ Poets from 1889 to 1930ondon: Routledge and Kegan Paul, 1970),
Timothy d’Arch Smith primarily agrees with Dowlingtlaim (see p.12).
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inculcated the Socratic erds’Even though the scandalous evidence is supplied
second-hand, Dowling, Richard Dellamora, and othere tended to assert that
Jowett, motivated in 1874 by various erotic disates involving Pater, moved to
counter permanently his protégé’s attempts at éurtimiversity advancement,
though it seems unlikely that he did so out ofespit a desire to punish: it was
Jowett’s nature to be paternalistic. In this casehaps insightfully, he seems to
have decided that a low profile would best suit piodigal, unrepentant
intellectual-son, especially while on campus. @ésthe specifics of this evolving
‘situation’, current critical assumption encapsesainto the following: ‘Though
[Pater] was aware that he would be strongly oppdsednew that he merited the
position [of Junior Proctor]. Nonetheless, opposittook an unexpected turn
when Benjamin Jowett [...] black-mailed Pater by #teming to disclose some
incriminating letters® letters that revealed that Pater had ‘become #gxua
involved with a Balliol undergraduat&a youth named William Money Hardinge
(1854-1916), ‘a nineteen-year-old student who hé&hdency, before faced with
consequences, to advertise his homosexudlitifardinge’s homoeroticism was

! Dowling, Hellenism p.101.
2 Richard Dellamora, ‘An Essay in Sexual Liberatiafictorian Style: Walter Pater’s
“Two Early French Stories™, iLiterary Visions of Homosexualjted. by Stuart Kellogg
(New York: Haworth, 1983), pp.139-50 (p.148). TerBon, Gosse explained the impact
of this on Pater: ‘Pater’s whole nature changedeurthe strain, after the dreadful
interview with Jowett. He became old, crushed,pdésg, and this dreadful weight
lasted for years; it was years before he realibed Jowett would not use them’ — as
quoted in R. M. Seiler, edWalter Pater: A Life Remembere@algary, Alberta:
University of Calgary Press, 1987), p.258.
% Martin, p.300. Pater’s friend J. A. Symonds, whasquaintance he had made in 1860,
found himself in much the same situation:
In November 1862 one of Symonds’'s resentful frign@s H. Shorting,
circulated to six Fellows of Magdalen [College, @xxf,] certain love-poems and
passages of love-letters from Symonds. The imfdicawas that Symonds
intended corrupting the choristers of Magdalen. iAquiry was held in the
college. On December 28 Symonds was acquitted tHmitepisode put him
under such strain that his health deteriorated. résigned his fellowship at
Magdalen and moved to London. (Donoghue, pp.39-40)

* Billie Andrew Inman, ‘Estrangement and Connectitvalter Pater, Benjamin Jowett,
and William M. Hardinge’, inPater in the 199Qsed. by Laurel Brake and lan Small
(Greensboro: University of North Carolina Press919 pp.1-20 (p.13). See also
Dowling, Hellenism pp.100-03, 106-09, and 114, note; Richard Ellma&scar Wilde
(New York: Knopf, 1988), pp.60-61. Although mosdttics have accepted Inman’s
interpretation of the evidence that she presentajte® suggests another possible
interpretation, one in which Pater was merely tleebal plaything of Hardinge, an
undergraduate who was attempting to be provocdtywelaiming that he was having a
homoerotic relationship with someone, with the sledous Pater an obvious victim to fill
this suggestive, fantasy role:

| question only that the conclusions have in faeerb demonstrated by the

evidence and arguments thus far advanced. Thahave the evidence to
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so ‘advertised’ that he was nicknamed ‘the BalBalgger’, a nickname that
Donoghue explains: ‘A gifted poet, winner of thewdigate [Poetry] Prize in
1876, [Hardinge] was mainly known for his sexuaiaiies’.’ A fellow student
would later describe him as ‘[William Hurrell] Maltk’s friend, the strange,
hectic, talented Hardinge — musical, poetical, nstdy flippant and flippantly
“intense™; and Marc-André Raffalovich, as ‘as emténing and as tiresome, as
gay and as indiscreet, as dangerous and as inggrutiriend as | have ever
known’ 2

Some of the details of this evolving ‘situation’,sduation that nearly
became a significant scandal, are provided by atywsix-page letter, dated 1
March 1874, from Alfred Milner (1854-192&ter 1° Viscount Milner) to Philip
Lyttelton Gell (1852-1926), both of whom were clpsedergraduate friends of
Hardinge:

The very fact, that Hardinge had not yet irretrldyacommitted himself with
Pater was all the more reason why the evil shoelgrevented. It seems more
strongly absurd to say, that one should not interfél the mischief was done.
And it is vain to pretend that there was not evadenf the strongest character
against Hardinge. When a man confesses to lyimgather man’s arms kissing
him & having been found doing ias there is the strongest evidence to prove, or
when letters pass between them in wh. they addnessanother as ‘darling’ &
sign themselves ‘yours lovingly’, & such a letehave seen, when verses are
written from one man to another too vile to blostpaper, what hope can you
havg, that a criminal act, if not committed alreaghay not be committed any
day”

evaluate at all we owe of course to the thorougt iadefatigable research of

Billie Inman, whose paper may well contain all we aver likely to learn about

this episode in Pater’s life. It is a measure gfdabt to Inman’s work that even

when | question her reading of the evidence | dorsthe basis of data she has
gathered. (‘Outing’, p.482)

! Donoghue, pp.58; 59. ‘I still differ as to Hardeis supposed innocuousness (to coin a
word). His reputation as the “Balliol B . . . 8 injuring the College as a whole, though |
think with you, that it did not harm individuald¥finer’s letter to Gell, 3 March 1874, as
quoted in Inman, ‘Estrangement’, pp.8-9). ‘It heeen Hardinge’s fate to be remembered
in the twenty-first century, not as a novelist, hata Balliol student who, because he had
written some sonnets celebrating same-sex love hatl exchanged love letters with
Walter Pater, was rusticated in February 1874 fra of nine months’ — Billie Inman,
‘William Money Hardinge’, inThe Literary Encyclopedighttp://www.litencyc.com/php/
speople.php?rec=true&UID=5855> [last accessed 2&M2006].

2 Walter Sydney SichelThe Sands of Time: Recollections and Reflect{pfesv York:
George H. Doran, 1924), p.119; Alexander Michae[ddéarc-André Raffalovich], ‘Giles
and Miles and IsabeawBlackfriars, 9 (January 1928), pp.26-27 (p.26).

% As quoted in Inman, ‘Estrangement’, pp.7-8 (thekasis is Milner’s). Poignantly, this
series of letters about the Pater-Hardinge ‘affakthanged by Milner and Gell dates to
the same week as the arrest — on 3 March 1874 -Ratér's close friend Simeon
Solomon for a ‘sodomitical’ offence in a public nai in Paris. Solomon’s arrest
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Worries about those kisses, fondlings, verses,amistolary addresses reached
Richard Lewis Nettleship (1846-92), a Fellow of Igdj and, subsequently,
Jowett himself, then Master of the College. Doglsummarises one version of
how those letters reached Jowett, as recorded #hyiAC. Benson, one of Pater’s
earliest biographers:

One possible reconstruction: [Hardinge’s friendjlldck took the incriminating
letters to Jowett in order to confront and embartaim with inescapable proof
of the literally demoralizing effects of liberalatehing at Oxford, for which
Jowett, who had in the past recommended Pater HiolBgupils as a private
coach in philosophy, might be held responstble.

By whatever hand or tongue the contents of thogticesed letters reached him,
Jowett immediately endeavoured to contain the sadalad well as to prevent its
repetition: ‘Report of the nature of the lettersuld have been enough for
Jowett; he would have felt justified, even withageing them, in sending
Hardinge down [from Oxford] for a few months title dust settled, and in having
a sharp interview with Pate?’.Fortunately for both Pater and Hardinge, only the
‘tamer’ letters were physically or conversationghiyesented as evidence, since
the more ‘culpable’ letters had been destroyed ramdained unmentioned, as
Milner relates to Gell:

It's a mercy, that neither Jowett nor Nettleshipwknthe worst, that [Arnold]
Toynbee made Hardinge destroy his most culpabiersetl mean such as could
be adduced against him in a court of law, & thattfe future we all mean to
keep absolute silence to the outside world & speslittle as possible among
ourselves upon a subject, wh. has become [...] painfmost of us.

Despite the disclosures and the averted scandald@due stresses that ‘there is
no evidence that Jowett used the letters — or &al&rof them — to warn Pater
against putting himself forward for any universggpointments. On the other
hand, a word from Jowett would have been enougtetdxford against Pater,
whose reputation was already dubiotisAlthough lacunae abound, the absence
of concrete details is telling in itself, suggegtthat Jowett had himself fostered
that absence, exercising a masterful tact thaederextricate Pater from at least
this dangerous predicament. As Billie Inman assefts:was not in official

undoubtedly served as a forceful reminder to Patghe real dangers associated with
Milner's question, ‘What hope can you have, thatiminal act, if not committed already,
may not be committed any day?’

! Dowling, Hellenism pp.109-10, note. To Benson, Gosse confided ‘thaias W. H.
Mallock who took the terrible letters to Jowett, ighh gave Jowett such power’ — as
quoted in SeilerA Life, p.258.

2 Donoghue, p.61.

% Milner’s letter to Gell, March 1874, as quotedniman, ‘Estrangement’, p.8.

* Donoghue, pp.61-62.
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Oxford’s nature to “ruin a man’s life” over manitaons of “unnatural”
tendencies, but to remove temptation, keep pubsitent, and speak as little as
possible about it among themselvesThis is what Jowett seems to have done.
Beyond maintaining an ‘official Oxford’ stance, Jetivhad personal reasons for
being gracious, if not sympathetic, towards Pater lais predicament.

Portrait of Professor Jowett
Julia Margaret Cameron (1815-79)
Albumen silver photograph, 1864
Wilson Centre for Photography, London, UK

Despite the propriety of his public and his coliggipersonae, Benjamin
Jowett was, it must be remembered, the pre-emin@mslator and popularizer of
Plato of his day, and understood (interestedly atj those paederastic desires
that had impregnated ancient Greek life and phpb&al dialogues, desires
flowing variously through his own translations dietSymposiumand the
Phaedrus as well as through the lives of his Oxford corpenaries, especially
his protégés Pater and Symonds. For this reaspernalistic Jowett may merely
have hinted to Pater that he had better seek Fastmble of green fields

! Inman, ‘Estrangement’, p.14.

2 This passage is from William Shakespeatig Henry \/ ed. with intro. by Andrew
Gurr (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1992)iii, line 14), though the line is
emended in the Cambridge edition to ‘A babbledrekg fields’ (Gurr following the lead
of Louis Theobald, ed.). For an elucidation ofiwas paederastic elements in the
relationship between John Falstaff and Prince deg Heather Findlay, ‘Renaissance
Pederasty and Pedagogy: The “Case” of Shakespe&ad&aff, Yale Journal of
Criticism, 3.1 (1989), pp.229-38. That Falstaff, a paedierasspirer’, had a final dream
of ‘A table of green fields’ — or else ‘A fable gfeen fields’, ‘A talked of green fields’
(‘A’ meaning ‘he’), or ‘A babbled of green fields— makes me question Gerald
Monsman’s following comment in ‘The Platonic ErdsWalter Pater and Oscar Wilde:
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somewhere at a distance from Oxford undergradugtasicularly those who,
like Hardinge, were from Jowett’s own Balliol Calle Recognising the refined
tastes of this prodigal, a prodigal whom he hadskeimrefined, Jowett would
have anticipated, as well as appreciated that Batttractions had an intellectual
or artistic component unlikely to be satisfied ah&nose College, as Higgins
explains: ‘Quite frankly, [Pater’'s] college was iatellectual backwater. Balliol
had Jowett, Lincoln had Mark Pattison, Christ Chunad Henry Liddell — and
Brasenose had its own beérPut vividly, ‘its lone literary distinction waat
every Shrove Tuesday a new set of “Ale verses” veafted at the college’s
pancake supper part§’. Nevertheless, even if Jowett’s hint, requestyaming
had simply been for Pater to go afield or to fr@igay from Oxford, Pater seems
not to have obliged: ‘In his private life Paterswa#ot entirely circumspect. Even
after the episode with Hardinge, he continued titivate good-looking young
men, especially undergraduates of an athletic diipa’.®> However, Pater also
had London interests, interests that could proaglenuch drama, if not as much
intellectual stimulation, as Raffalovich relate$:am pleased to remember that
[Patez] several times met Harry Eversfield, so sastul as the boy in Pinero’s
play’.

Although the Pater-Hardinge scandal occurred indéeade following
Hopkins’s Greats coaching in 1866, Dellamora suggtt even that coaching

“Love’s Reflected Image” in the 1890English Literature in Transition (1880-1920)

45.1 (2002), pp.26-45:
Although Pater’s Greek citation is a species ofative misquotation, his
‘effluence of beauty’ wording appears substantiatlythis form twice in the
Phaedrus initially at 251b as referenced here lfarius. Whereas Plato’s
effluence of beauty depicts Greek love — much te thscomfort of such
Victorian editors as W. H. Thompson and Benjamiweld — Pater virtually
purges the phrase of its original erotic overtoneSurely even the most
programmatic reading could not find sexual innuemdd’ater’'s ‘green fields
and children’s faces’. (P.32)

Despite its innocuous appearance, | would suggestad that Pater is making a rather
prurient, paederastic suggestion, an allusion tst&ffis dying dream of Arcadia, a dream
that, in Falstaff's case, would certainly have bdmuntiful in sexual innuendo. As
evidence that this phrase still has currency ig $einse, note that one of Guy Davenport’s
collections of paederastically-tinged short stoiigesitled A Table of Green Fields: Ten
Stories(New York: New Directions, 1993).
! Lesley Higgins, ‘Essaying “W. H. Pater Esq.”: N@erspectives on the Tutor/Student
Relationship Between Pater and Hopkins'Pater in the 199Qsd. by Laurel Brake and
lan Small (Greensboro: ELT Press, University of tRdCarolina Press, 1991pp.77-94
gp.QO).

Ibid., p.238, note 13.
% Donoghue, p.69. ‘[Pater’s] desire for young measvstrong, otherwise he would not
have taken such risks in consorting with them,daitveen himself and people of his own
generation he generally kept his distance or adul@d(lbid., p.54).
* As quoted in ibid., p.69.
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was a ‘pedagogic moment [that] permitted them tarska sense of masculine
desire informing one’s perception of organic exis&! a pedagogic moment in
which ‘Hopkins probably learned as much from hiwotis asides and from the
atmosphere of aestheticism as he did from formsthiction’? Again lacunae
abound, such that only a single, fragmentary sestegemains to sketch this
atmosphere of aestheticism so pregnant with honticerand paederastic
potential, Hopkins’s journal entry for 17 June 18680 lunch with Pater, then to
Mr. Solomon’s studio and the Academyb(rnals p.167).

Simeon Solomon
Frederick Hollyer (1837-1933)
Platinum photographic print, ca. 1866
Victoria and Albert Museum, London, UK

A striking change of tone becomes evident when jiigsnal entry is
placed alongside one from two years prior: ‘Coaghwith W. H. Pater this
term. Walked with him on Monday evening last, AB0. Fine evening bitterly
cold. “Bleak-faced Neology in cap and gown”: ram@nd gown but very bleak.
Same evening Hexameron met here’ (2 May 18&#yrnals p.133). The
Hexameron, meeting in Hopkins’s rooms on the sawemiag as his walk with
Pater, was an essay society of which Hopkins wimiading member, a High
Anglican society partially created to combat a grmgyvagnosticism on campus,
an agnosticism symbolised by ‘one Paper which abthigreat notoriety at the
beginning of this Term [because it] was directediagf the immortality of the
soul. It was written by a junior Fellow of a Cajke (Henry Parry Liddon’s letter
to the Bishop of Salisbury, 17 March 1864, as qdiatelJournals p.353, note).

! Richard DellamoraMasculine Desire: The Sexual Politics of VictoriAestheticism
(Chapel Hill: University of North Carolina Pres€9D), p.49.
 Martin, pp.132-33.
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That ‘junior Fellow of a College’ was none otheathPater; and the paper, his
‘Fichte’s Ideal Student’, delivered on 20 Februd§64 to the Old Mortality
Society, a society that Donoghue describes as ta @fehypothetically erotic
relations which may or may not come to anythingibuhe meantime desultorily
occupy the same space’ — and Dowling, as ‘the wimoment of Oxford
masculine comradeship, a window or halcyon intefaparticularly intense
male homosociality’. Tellingly, despite his earlier aversion to Paebleak-
faced Neology' and his own membership in the Hexame&ociety founded to
combat that Neology (or Rationalism at variancéhwlite received interpretation
of Scripture), Hopkins seems to have attendedast lene such meeting — on
Thursday, 31 May 1866 — probably invited by Patehéar him deliver a paper,
about which Hopkins records: ‘Pater talking twoul®m against Xtianity’
(Journals p.138)

The Bride, the Bridegroom and Sad Love Bacchus
Simeon Solomon (1840-1905) Simeon Solomon (1840-1905)
Pencil and ink on paper, 1865 Oil on wood, 1867
Victoria and Albert Museum Birmingham Museums and Art Gallery
London, UK Birmingham, UK

! Donoghue, p.156; Dowlindgdellenism p.85. See also Gerald Monsman, ‘Old Mortality
at Oxford, Studies in Philology 67 (1970), pp.359-89; Gerald Monsmabxford
University’s Old Mortality Society: A Study in \Wcian Romanticism(Lewiston, NY:
Edwin Mellen, 1998).

% In correspondence with me on 20 August 2004, @e€l Monsman, Professor of
English at the University of Arizona and authortloé authoritative book on the subject,
Oxford University’s Old Mortality Societyesponded to my suggestion that Hopkins may
have heard Pater read a paper to a group othertliba®ld Mortality — since the Old
Mortals, who ‘did not last after 1866, althoughm&uns continued to be held for another
decade’ Old Mortality, p.110), always met on Saturdays. Monsman’'s rEspavas,
‘Wow! a fascinating possibility that makes more sethan a tutorial or a conversation’.
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In the two years separating those two journal esfnmuch has changed:
Hopkins is now found in London accompanying Patdutch, then to the studio
of Pater’s notorious friend Simeon Solomon at 12rBy Street, Fitzroy Square,
a studio in which he would have seen a number imitipgs and drawings tinged
with the paederastic, the homoerotic, and the &sbi Probably still in the
company of Pater and Solomon, Hopkins then wenthto Royal Academy
Exhibition, where he lingered before an oil paigtlyy Frederic Leighton (1830-
96; later Lord Leighton),Jonathan’s Token to Davidch painting that Hopkins
noted in his journal Journals p.167), a painting that would have appealed
strongly to his sensibilities, as well as to tho§dé*ater and Solomon. Hopkins
did not live long enough to see Leighton’s furtldewvelopment of this theme,
Hit! (1893)? of which Joseph A. Kestner writes:

The pedagogic relationship of the older male to ybeth, with potentially

strong erotic elements, reappeared in Leightdfits of 1893, a canvas of a
youth teaching a boy to hold a bow and shoot atget. [....] The erotic nature
of Leighton’s canvas is confirmed by preparatorgvdngs forHit!: in two

drawings, the young man is nuzzling the youth; me @lrawing the nude boy
stands beside the seated youth; in the other helstaetween his legs, with the
outline of the bow all but disappeared, making sketch highly erotic in the
tradition of theerastésand theerdmenos Attempts to claim that this is father
and son, as in the notice from tA¢thenaeumdeflect the homoeroticism of the
drawings and are refuted by the age of the insiructThe aspect of ephebic
training also appears in LeightonJnathan’s Token to Davidexhibited in

! | am grateful to Roberto C. Ferrari of Floridagttic University for securing for me the
following detail: ‘Simeon Solomon moved to 12 ity Street in January 1868. | do not
have a definite date but know from a letter he aitot Frederick Leyland that he already
lived at this address by the beginning of Febrd®8’ (E-mail from 26 July 2004).

In ‘Canons and CausesThe Hudson Reviews6.1 (2003), pp.168-74, John
Loughery notes that ‘Oscar Wilde owned Solomdrdse among the Schoolboy866]’
(pp.171-72), a drawing Hopkins might have seenddtrBon’s studio. InThe Seduction
of the Mediterranean: Writing, Art and Homosexuahkasy(London: Routledge, 1993),
Robert Aldrich notes that ‘Alfred Douglas, Oscarldféis lover, owned a collection of
[Solomon’s] drawings, including one called “Love @mg the Schoolboys™ (p.142).
Given Douglas’s constant pennilessness, the drawiag certainly a gift from Wilde,
who was its owner. The provenance of this dravignpartially explained by Emmanuel
Cooper: ‘Solomon’s drawingiove Talking to Boygprivate collection), of schoolboys
affectionately hugging each other while being lestliby a winged schoolboy angel,
hung on the walls of Oscar Wilde’s rooms at OxfoM/hen Lord Alfred Douglas sold
Wilde’s Solomon drawings after his trial, Wilde repched him for his heartlessness’ —
The Sexual Perspective: Homosexuality and Art i ltlast 100 Years in the West
(London: Routledge, 1994), p.67. This drawingeigroduced in my ‘Conclusion’.
2| am grateful to Reena Suleman, Curator of Cdbhest and Research at Leighton
House, London, for securing that a preparatoryiorref Leighton’s paintingHit! is in
the collection of the National Gallery of Canad@a@a (E-mail from 5 July 2004).
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1868, showing Jonathan accompanied by a youngddm gorepares to shoot the
arrow warning his beloved friend David that Sawéinls to have him slain.

Lunching with Pater, visiting Solomon’s studio, daering before
Leighton’s Jonathan’s Token to David- such was a typical day for a Uranian
disciple of Decadence. Since Hopkins kept suathadule — even if only as an
occasional ‘day on the town with the boys’ — itdifficult to accept Martin’s
claim that ‘there is no reason to think that Hogkimas in any way involved in
the world in which the others moveda world that would be shaken, in due
course, by Solomon’s repeated arrests and conmgtitor ‘sodomitical
adventures in public urinals. If, at the Royal Aemy on that June day in 1868,
Hopkins had accompanied Solomon to the urinal etfieno record. Seriously,
the reluctance among scholars such as Martin andibpto associate Hopkins
directly with the blatant homoeroticism and paedgraf Pater’s coterie seems
untenable, especially if Hopkins kept the compariytie likes of Simeon
Solomon and Pater himsélf.

! Joseph A. KestneMasculinities in Victorian PaintingAldershot, Hants, UK: Scholar

Press, 1995), p.253. In a more generalised wagtni€e suggests that
For British Victorian paintings of the male nudenexus of ideas formed around
the tradition of the ephebia and of tkeastégerdomenosrelation, the latter
marked by an older man and a youth in the cantasfarmer by elements such
as sequestration, liminality and nudity. [....] THereent of ephebic education,
with possible strong homoerotic elements, appeaseveral representations of
the male nude by Frederic Leighton. (P.250)

For a similar comment, see Rosemary Barrow, “Mdbua the Boy”: Mythological
Models and Victorian Painting’, ilDialogos: Hellenic Studies Revigwol. 7, ed. by
David Ricks and Michael Trapp (London: Frank Cas¥)1), pp.124-42 (p.127). In ‘A
Man-Made Arcadia Enshrining Male Beautyew York Timeg13 August 2000),
‘Art/Architecture’ section, pp.30-31, Vicki Goldbgmotes: ‘Von Gloeden’s work was a
kind of treasure trove for artists. In his owneine had an influence on F. Holland Day,
Frederic Leighton, Alma-Tadema and Maxfield Par{gh31).

2 Martin, p.178.

% For a fabulously decadent account of Prince Edweidg locked into a bathroom with
Solomon’s and Pater’s friend Oscar Browning, seecTAronsonPrince Eddy and the
Homosexual Underworl@London: Barnes & Noble, 1995), pp.70-73.

* ‘[Solomon] became part of an informal network afygmen which included Walter
Pater, Oscar Browning, George Powell, and Lord Hitag some of whom were friends
and confidants, others patrons and collectors f aork’ (Colin Cruise, ‘Simeon
Solomon’, DNB). Donoghue suggests that ‘Solomon’s prose péenision of Love
Revealed in Sleefl871) owes a great deal to Pater and to theofies/rabolism in
Pater’s vicinity’ (p.38). There is a copy of Solon’s A Vision of Love Revealed in Sleep
(London: F. S. Ellis, 1871) at the University of dRester that bears the following
inscription to Edward Burne-Jones: ‘With Simeoafectionate regards to Ned. June
25" 1871". It should be noted that Solomon was, & time, a close friend of Burne-
Jones, who was a close friend of R. W. Dixon, latelose friend of Hopkins.



Jonathan’s Token to David
Frederic, Lord Leighton (1830-96)
Oil on canvas, ca. 1868
Minneapolis Institute of Arts, Minneapolis, MinnéapUSA

Hit!
Frederic, Lord Leighton (1830-96)
Oil on canvas, 1893
Roy Miles Gallery, London, UK
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Pater’s coterie also included various Oscars, @iiegbOscar Browning,
an intimate friend of Solomon, as well as a MasierEton dismissed ‘for
insubordination, according to the official expldoat for pederastic excess,
according to the unofficial one’ — a paederast wihopugh ‘the influence of
powerful friends, [...] was able to secure a new pastKing's College,
Cambridge™ Or, in the phrasing of thBictionary of National Biograpthy ‘He
cultivated intelligent boys (such as Cecil Springe}, to whom he lent books
and whom he teased with Socratic provocations. wHet abroad every school
vacation [...] usually to Italy and often accompantgdan Eton boy: he took, for
example, Gerald Balfour to Sicily in 1869".Had Hopkins’s journal been as
detailed as Mark Pattison’s in 1878, it might head something like this:

To Pater’s to tea, where Oscar Browning [...] waseniike 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, wgstairs’ appeared, attended
by 2 more youths of similar appeararice.

Whatever conclusions are drawn from Hopkins’'s cadivsgp with Pater and his
coterie, the assertion that ‘Hopkins still kept biful company* seems rather
established, even if one only goes as far as DarmgtHopkins and Pater were
divided on religious belief, but their interest ant, aesthetics, and homoerotic
sentiment kept a mild friendship goiry'.

! Dowling, ‘Ruskin’s’, pp.7-8. In ‘Simeon Solomoma the Biblical Construction of
Marginal Identity in Victorian EnglandJournal of Homosexuality83.3-4 (1997), pp.97-
119, Gayle M. Seymour describes Browning with thikofving parenthetical: ‘Eton don
Oscar Browning [was the person] with whom Solomanéled to Italy in 1869 and 1870
and through whom the artist was able to establishanous friendships with adolescent
boys at Eton’ (p.113). However, Seymour is blgrihe point by claiming that Solomon
had made ‘numerous friendships with adolescent 'baysce ‘friendships’ is rather a
(trans)muted way of saying ‘paederastic relatigmshor ‘paederastic dalliances’. This
more accurate phrasing would partially defeat Haintin the sentence that followed:
‘Clearly, Solomon was defining himself as homoséxaral presenting himself as such, at
least when he was safely in the company of othendsexuals’ (p.113). This is not
‘clear’: what is ‘clear’ is that Solomon was défig himself as a paederast and
presenting himself as such, at least when he wédysm the company of other
paederasts — especially given the evidence of thiaction to Browning's adolescent
Eton boys, an attraction often hinted at in lettefEhe artist engaged in a voluminous
correspondence with the Eton tutor Oscar Browniagparticularly close friend’ —
Roberto C. Ferrari, ‘Pre-Raphaelite Patronage: 8im8olomon’s Letters to James
Leathart and Frederick Leyland’, ihove Revealed: Simeon Solomon and the Pre-
Raphaelitescompiled and ed. by Colin Cruise (London: Me(r2005), pp.47-55 (p.47).

2 Richard Davenport-Hines, ‘Oscar BrowninBINB.

% From Pattison’s diary entry for 5 May 1878; astgdanLetters of Paterp.xxxiv.

* Donoghue, p.33.

® Ibid., p.34.
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Hopkins could not but have recognised that Pateoterie was as
Decadent as possible, including, at various tirtless Uranian poets Marc-André
Raffalovich, Lionel Johnson, John Henry Gray, andnilaus Eric, Count
Stenbock (1858-95); the artist Simeon Solomon; whgers J. A. Symonds,
Algernon Charles Swinburne, Edmund Gosse, and Oaffie’; the wealthy
connoisseur and Uranian apologist Edward Perry #viawho later acquired the
silver Romanscyphusconsidered in ‘Chapter One’; Richard Monckton M#n
(1** Baron Houghton; 1809-85), who owned what was therhaps the largest
collection of erotica in Britain, a collection onifiyalled by that of Henry Spencer
Ashbee (1834-1900), whose collection became the ofrthe Private Case
Collection at the British Library; and Charles Kagaaul (1828-1902), whose
publishing house issued much of the Uranians’ versdowever, even a
reluctance to associate Hopkins wittat degree of Decadence does not obscure
what his friendship with Pater, whether mild olinmte, implies.

The Sleepers and the One who Watcheth
Simeon Solomon (1840-1905)
Watercolour on paper, 1870
Art Gallery and Museum, The Royal Pump Rooms
Warwick District Council, Warwickshire, UK

! That Hopkins did not consider Symonds overly ‘staus’ is revealed by a nonchalant
comment in a letter to his mother: ‘I went to calh Mr. Green, fellow of Balliol,
professor of Moral Philosophy. His wife, a verpdicreature, is sister to John Addington
Symonds the critic’ (12 February 187%tterslll, p.152). References to Gosse appear
from time to time in Hopkins'’s letters to Bridgegho was one of Gosse’s acquaintances;
in fact, Gosse was interested in publishing somelagkins’s poetry, which reveals that
Bridges had shown that poetry to him (or else @mtentry Patmore had done so). After
Hopkins’'s death, Bridges warned the Hopkins fana@ibyainst allowing Gosse to edit
Hopkins’s poetry or compose anything biographical.
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Years later, although certainly aware of the vasisgandals surrounding
Pater through friends such as Gosse and through sagh aghe New Republic
by Wiliam Hurrell Mallock (1849-1923), Hopkins's ‘dearest’ and most
protective friend Robert Bridges nevertheless ‘tigated personal ties between
Hopkins and Patef,such that, after his return to Oxford in 1878, Kaop
regularly visited Pater, which was partly facilgdtby proximity, since Pater’'s
house at 2 Bradmore Road was only minutes away Bormloysius’s Church
where Hopkins was then Curate. However, as chi@rf this suggestive
friendship, only a few, pedestrian passages renmioh as Hopkins’'s casual
comment to his mother on 12 February 1879: ‘I wegsterday to dine with the
Paters’ Letterslll, p.151). Similarly, Pater’s only extant letted Hopkins is a
terse response from 20 May 1879 —

My dear Hopkins,

It will give me great pleasure to accept your kim¥itation to dinner on
Thursday at 5.30.

Very sincerely yours,

W. H. Pater Racsimiledll, p.176)

— though its salutation, Higgins stresses, ‘waswhieh Pater reserved for close
friends only’®> That these now ‘close friends’ met extensiveljneen 1878 and
1879 is substantiated by a letter from Hopkinsisofitiend A. W. M. Baillie: ‘By
the by when | was at Oxford Pater was one of the heaw most of (22 May
1880, Letters lll, p.246). This casual claim to Baillie becomparticularly
intriguing and insightful when one considers thenber of scandals, contained or
publicised, that were then besieging Pater andrhisediate coterie: Pater’s
utterly decried Renaissanceeditions of 1873 and 1877; Pater’'s discovered
intimacy with Hardinge in 1874; Solomon’'s arresdatonviction on sodomy
charges in 1873 and again in 1874 (for the lategeiving a sentence of three
months in prison); W. H. Mallock'sNew Republic: Culture, Faith, and
Philosophy in an English Country House 1877 (though parts had already
appeared in the journd@elgraviain 1876), a book that portrays Pater as the
paederastic ‘Mr. Rose’, who is ever flitting abogtung ‘Leslie’, a thinly
disguised Hardinde Oscar Browning’s removal from Eton in 1875 under

! The paederastic nuances surrounding Pater sedrav been evident to his Oxford
contemporaries. In 1880, C. E. Hutchinson wroté distributed at Oxford a pamphlet
titted Boy-Worship a pamphlet that established Pater as the orifamadMr. Rose’, the
paederastic aesthete of Mallocklsw Republi¢see DowlingHellenism pp.111-14).

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.173).

® Ibid., p.175.

* See Billie Andrew InmanWalter Pater's Reading: A Bibliography of His Lilya
Borrowings and Literary References, 1857-1&RKew York: Garland, 1981), pp.30-35;
232-37. For Raffalovich’'s gloss that Hardinge wihe person being caricatured as
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suspicion of paederasty (which, unlike William Jsbn's earlier dismissal from
Eton and Solomon’s arrests, had been mentionedgtheaguely, in the press
and in the House of Commons). Although no extantlemce supports that
Hopkins knew the specifics of any of these scandaswould certainly have
recognised the dangerous Decadent residue clinigiRgter because of them, for
there was much that Hopkins did know.

Concerning the first scandal: Hopkins undoubtdatigw the public and
pulpit reactions to the first and second editioh$lee Renaissance

Widely denounced as a sinister invitation to hedianiThe Renaissancglicited

a rhetoric of outrage that conjoined all the nooh&nglish life in their common
vulnerability to Pater’s subversive creed. ThusM/Courthope spoke for many
in 1876 when he denounced Pater's volume as ayaétnat only of English
society, but of English masculinity: ‘In common,ewbelieve, with most
Englishmen, we repudiate the effeminate desiresclwhMr. Pater, the
mouthpiece of our artistic “culture”, would encogea in society’. The
suspicions insinuated by the label ‘effeminate’colurse became increasingly
damaging during the century as this quality becamare narrowly and
explicitly associated with homosexual behavior.

Concerning the second: R. L. Nettleship and Beimjalowett, both of whom had
been involved in the handling and containment efRater-Hardinge ‘affair’, had
strong academic and personal ties to Hopkins, whoth had known from his
undergraduate days and for whom both would latgyplyuthe academic
references that would secure his appointment tolassi€s professorship in
Dublin in 1884. Anticipating his possible renewsdlfriendship with Pater, they
might well have advised or hinted that Hopkins vdodb well to avoid such
company and its possible taint, especially as a &wo@atholic curate in an
overly Anglican Oxford, an Oxford that would lookan a Jesuit with suspicion
anyway. Concerning the third: Hopkins might wedive known from Pater or
someone else about Solomon’s conviction. Sincekhisphad met Solomon at
least twice in 1868 — on the second occasion gldarthe company of Pater,
one of Solomon’s closest friends — Hopkins mightyvevell have inquired,

however naively, about this ‘wandering Jew’, espliisince various objects of
his handiwork decorated Pater's Bradmore Road eese| objects that Hopkins
would have recognised as by Solomon. Concernirg fturth: Hopkins

definitely knew of Mallock’'sNew Republicwith its portrayal of Pater as ‘Mr.
Rose’, for he wrote jokingly to his mother on 12bReary 1879: ‘Sir Gore

‘Leslie’, as well as for Pater’s disappointing eaoter with Hardinge later in life, see
Donoghue, p.61. IM Usable Past: Essays on Modern and Contemporargtri?o
(Amherst: University of Massachusetts Press, 1984}l Mariani writes: ‘Hopkins
mentions Mallock twice in two letters written in Breary 1879, and he seems to have
read Mallock’'sThe New Republi¢p.119).

! James Eli Adams, ‘Gentleman, Dandy, Priest: Mastnand Social Authority in Pater’s
Aestheticism’ ELH, 59.2 (1992), pp.441-66 (p.441).
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[Ouseley] (ghastly as this is, what else can yot? sa= his name in a book of
Mallock’s would become Sir Bloodclot Reekswell)Lefters Ill, p.153).
Concerning the fifth: Hopkins may not have knowinBoowning's dismissal
from Eton under suspicion of paederasty, but Masdttifon's diary entry
concerning that hand-holding tea at the Paterg8in8, with the ‘paw dandling’
Browning in attendance, suggests that Hopkins migdit have been introduced
to Browning after being stationed in Oxford latdatt year. Whatever one
decides about Hopkins's inclusion amidst this sesmds Paterian world,
Donoghue’s phrasing seems as true for the Jespikine of the late 1870s as for
the pre-Jesuit Hopkins of the late 1860s: ‘Hoplsitiks kept doubtful company’.

La clef for
W. H. Mallock’s New Republic

Although, ‘after November, 1879, Hopkins made twmtlier visits to
Oxford: a brief appearance at St. Aloysius’s on Sdptember 1883, and a
somewhat longer stay in May 1886° — Higgins does Inelieve that Hopkins
had an opportunity to visit Pater on either ocaassince Pater had ‘resigned his
Brasenose tutorship in 1883 in order to concentmatewriting Marius the
Epicurean.’ Regardless of whether or not they again met,rBateluence over
Hopkins certainly continued, even if only textualfgr ‘Walter Pater’s presence
in Gerard Manley Hopkins's life and work was mucbrenthan an undergraduate

! Higgins, ‘Piecemeal’, p.180.
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phenomenon'. Concerning PatersMarius the Epicureanand Imaginary
Portraits, published in 1885 and 1887, respectively, Dovwswggyests that ‘given
Hopkins’ enormous interest in letters, it is unkahle that he did not know them,
[though] there is no extant evidence that he 8idEven if one embraces the
requirement for ‘the verifiable’ and brushes adittgkins’s awareness of Pater’s
mature scholarship and fiction, Hopkins must haweer) even as an
undergraduate, inordinately versed in Pater's ektbdNeltanschauunghis
‘bleak-faced Neology'. In fact, Pater’s collectiohtenets is so consistent that he
was able to underscore in the third edition of Risnaissancg1888) and
afterwards: ‘I have dealt more fully Marius the Epicureamwith the thoughts
suggested by [this book’'s “Conclusion”]Rénaissancel893, p.186, Pater’s
footnote)®

The last passage of that ‘Conclusion’ encapsuka@sltanschauunthat
could not but have influenced Hopkins as a youngritan and later as a poet
and professor:

We are all under sentence of death but with adforidefinite reprieve — [...]
we have an interval, and then our place knows usnoe. Some spend this
interval in listlessness, some in high passions, visest, at least among ‘the
children of this world’, in art and song. For aume chance lies in expanding
that interval, in getting as many pulsations assiids into the given time. Great
passions may give us this quickened sense oElifstasy and sorrow of love, the
various forms of enthusiastic activity, disinteesstor otherwise, which come
naturally to many of us. Only be sure it is passie that it does yield you this
fruit of a quickened, multiplied consciousness. $Dth wisdom, the poetic
passion, the desire of beauty, the love of aritfoown sake, has most. For art
comes to you proposing frankly to give nothing the highest quality to your
moments as they pass, and simply for those momsais'.

Renaissancé&893, p.190)

! Higgins, ‘Essaying’, p.77.

2 Downes Portraits, p.46.

% About this footnote added fBhe RenaissancaVilliam Shuter writes: ‘Pater has not

changed his mind; he has only explained it mory’'fal ‘Pater, Wilde, Douglas and the

Impact of “Greats™,English Literature in Transition (1880-19206.3 (2003), pp.250-

78 (p.266). This desire to ‘explain it more fullg' also evident in the writings of others

in or around Pater’s circle:
Pater publishedarius the Epicureanhis Bildungsroman, in 1885, when he was
in his 48" year; Wilde wroteDe Profundisin 1897, when he was in his"4gear;
Douglas wrote hisAutobiographyin 1927, when he was 57. While all three
writers reflect on the earlier views they have atmed or modified, they differ
in the stress they place on the continuity betwibeir earlier and later selves.
Insofar, however, as this continuity is stresseds represented in language we
recognize as belonging to the discourse of Gre@iéd., pp.265-66)
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Hopkins’s absorption of thigveltanschauungas well as its phrasing, is evident
almost immediately: ‘Within two months of meetinig new instructor, “as Pater
says” had become a popular qualifying statememtHopkins® This absorption
is already evident in the six aesthetically-tingptijlosophical essays written
under Pater’'s tutelage, essays that constiNgeebook D.llI of the Hopkins
Manuscript Collection at Campion Hall, Oxford — $&ys / for W. H. Pater Esq.
/ Gerard M. Hopkins’. From that moment forward,gkims would continue to
engage, adjust, and adopt various Paterian nottbasforemost of those being
the necessity for moments lived ‘simply for thosemments’ sake’. That
particular Paterian notion, however qualified ordedo accord with Christian
teaching, would constitute a lasting influence ‘(orderthought’) over Hopkins,
whose responses to it bespeak far more than ictietlesparring between a don
and an undergraduate, between the ‘High PriesteDiecadents’ and a priest of
the Jesuits:

The ‘underthoughts’ which link Hopkins’s canon taté’s are verbal withesses
to a very rare phenomenon: a friendship, an utaledsg and rapport based
upon personal and intellectual ties lessened by thut never severed. As
Marius the Epicurearexplains, ‘the saint, and the Cyrenaic lover ofugait
may be thought, would at least understand eaclr dibieer than either would
understand the mere man of the world. Carry trespective positions a point
further, shift the terms a little, and they mightually touch™

Had Hopkins and Pater, both of whom died in midatye, lived longer, their
‘respective positions’ might indeed have touched, this Catholic priest was
becoming ever more ‘decadent’; and this Decadewer enore ‘catholic®
Nonetheless, to brush aside their ‘respective jposit for a moment is to see
how linked in ‘temperament’ these two friends aierary artists actually were:
they were linked by their understanding and usevioht Hopkins aptly coins
‘underthought’.

‘Underthought’ is indeed what links Hopkins’s cartonPater’s; and, in
the case of these two Uranians, one of the by-mtsdaf an acquisition and
thorough mastery of ‘underthought’ was an abiltytéase from the canonical

! Higgins, ‘Essaying’, p.80.

2 Ibid., p.94.

% Hopkins's growing ‘decadence’ and his acquiescetocé was illustrated in the last
chapter through a close reading of his ‘Epithalarn{@888). As far as Pater’s growing
‘catholicism’ is concerned, one should considemapublished, manuscript essay found
among his papers after his death, ‘The WritingsCafdinal Newman’ — Houghton
Library (Harvard University) MSS, Eng. 1150. Abdhis unpublished essay and Pater’'s
general approach to Newman, Donoghue writes: hdeight of Marius moving toward a
[...] slowly attained acquiescence in Christianity..][ His model for this achievement
was Newman. [....] As he proceeds [in his essay aldeivman], he enters more
sympathetically into Newman’s progress toward relig belief. [....] In the later years
Newman was particularly evident, an exemplary fgof possibility’ (pp.96-97).
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texts and artworks of Western culture the paederatments that had usually,
out of necessity, been rendered opaque. In aglismuwith his friend A. W. M.
Baillie about Greek lyrical passages (about whidpkins had begun writing a
book), Hopkins explains his coinages ‘overthougimtl ‘underthought’:

In any lyric passage of the tragic poets [...] thare — usually [...] — two
strains of thought running together and like corpu@ted; the overthought that
which everybody, editors, see [...] and which migit ihstance be abridged or
paraphrased in square marginal blocks as in som&sbearefully written; the
other, the underthought, conveyed chiefly in theiod of metaphors etc used
and often only half realised by the poet himselft necessarily having any
connection with the subject in hand but usually ilgva connection and
suggested by some circumstance of the scene ohefstory. [....] The
underthought is commonly an echo or shadow of thertbought, something
like canons and repetitions in music, treated idifferent manner, but that
sometimes it may be independent of it [...] an undeent of thought governing
the choice of images used. (14 January 1B88erslll, pp.252-53)

In a letter to his close friend R. W. Dixon, Hopkiillustrates the way that
‘underthought’ eludes the grasp of most readersirees'the overthought [is]
that which everybody, editors, see’ — and he deebysconsidering what may
be the most paederastic passage in all of Shakespea

You remember the scene or episode of the littieaimdboy in theMidsummer
Night itis, | think, an allegory, to which, in writinonce on the play, | believed
I had the clue, but whether | am right or wrong theaning must have in any
case been, and Shakspere must have known it walable or invisible to most
beholders or readers [...] (15-16 August 1888tersll, p.115Y)

! The paederastic dynamic surrounding Oberon’s édesir Titania’s Indian pageboy, a
changeling, has been commented on repeatedly. fdll@ving are representative
examples: In ‘Fertile Visions: Jacobean Revels tedErotics of OccasionStudies in
English Literature, 1500-190@9.2 (1999), pp.327-56, Douglas Lanier writeSitania
tells us [that] Oberon the fairy king's desire #ryoung Indian boy has disrupted the
seasonal cycle, with disastrous results for thgdam’s bounty [....] Titania’s language
of parentage — “progeny”, “parents” — underscorbe fruitless fruit of Oberon’s
misdirected attachment to the boy, which falls agubusly between pederasty,
paternalism, and an inappropriate attachment tce malrtiers’ (pp.333-34). INA’
Midsummer Night's Dream“Jack Shall Have Jill; / Nought Shall Go III",niA
Midsummer Night's Dream: Critical Essgysd. by Dorothea Kehler (London:
Routledge, 1998), pp.127-44, Shirley Nelson Gamries: ‘Titania’s attachment to the
boy is clearly erotic. [....] Puck describes Oberan‘jealous”, and his emphasis on the
“lovely boy”, the “sweet” changeling, and the “lavéoy” suggests that Oberon, like
Titania, is attracted to the child’ (pp.129-30).eeSalso Bruce Boehrer, ‘Economies of
Desire inA Midsummer Night's DreamShakespeare Studjed2 (2004), pp.99-117. My
personal favourite is the gloss provided for Ob&rdime ‘I only want the little Indian
boy' in William Shakespeare's ‘A Midsummer Night's Dream’ A—Playscript for
Younger Studented. by Geof Walker (Morrisville, NC: Lulu Pre$s,d.]): ‘The reason
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In typical Uranian fashion, Hopkins reveals to Dix¢hat some form of
‘underthought’ is at play in Shakespeare’s ‘allggahough neither Shakespeare
nor Hopkins deigns to reveal what that ‘underthaugh As an exercise in
Uranian ‘suggestiveness’, Hopkins displays, by ayiply ‘underthought’ in the
passage above, what ‘underthought’ is. Such ag&sstigyeness’ has ever been a
feature of paederastic writing, particularly aftee ascendancy of Christianity, a
‘suggestiveness’ and an ‘undercurrent of thoughtgung the choice of images
used’ that probably left the conventional Dixonatkss as to its meaning, though
the above would have been fully appreciated by rPatee of the foremost
Victorian practitioners of this technique, a tedu@ that renders meaning ‘dark
or invisible to most beholders or readers’, but twothe intended audience —
though, in many ways, Hopkins handles this techmiquore deftly and
purposefully than does his friend and former acadewach, even if ‘often only
half realised by the poet himself'.

However, beyond a shared appreciation for the idmampotential of
‘underthought’ — a reading and writing techniquatthlopkins first witnessed,
in any striking way, while under Pater’s tutelage there were more holistic
concepts that Hopkins would, despite adjustmensoib from the Paterian
Weltanschauungconcepts that speak less to how one reads atesywaind more
to how one fashions one’s self and approaches dife!s At the core of this
Weltanschauungs a heightened form ofarpe diemthat Pater describes as
‘moments lived simply for those moments’ sake'.

Moments lived ‘simply for those moments’ sake’ —s @arly as his
‘Diaphaneite’ essay, presented before the Old MorteJuly 1864 (and believed
to be an extension of the no-longer-extant ‘Fichideal Student’), that dictum
infused Pater’s writings with a caution againstasglering opportunities, Pater
insisting that ‘to most of us only one chance igegiin the life of the spirit and
the intellect, and circumstances prevent our dextdy seizing that one chance’
(‘Diaphaneité’, Miscellaneous p.220)! Much later, inMarius the Epicurean
Pater’s protagonist illustrates this ‘dexterougisgi’ by sacrificing himself for a
beloved ‘friend’:

At last, the great act, the critical moment itsedmes, easily, almost
unconsciously. [...] In one quarter of an hour, undesudden, uncontrollable
impulse, hardly weighing what he did, almost asadten of course and as lightly

for [Oberon and Titania’s] argument is the littledlan boy ... Oberon is jealous that
Titania spends more time with him than with himsgif12). The ellipsis, supplied by
Walker, leaves much to the young imagination.

! Samuel Roebuck Brooke (1844-98) — a Corpus Ghnistergraduate; an acquaintance
of Hopkins; a former, disgruntled member of the Mdrtality Society; and a founding
member of the Hexameron Society, which sought tmtmbalance the Old Mortals —
wrote in his diary that Pater’s lecture was ‘one tbe most thoroughly infidel
productions’ he had ever heard, and denounced diaihter Oxonians, especially H. P.
Liddon. The portions of Brooke's diary that deathathis episode are published in
Seiler,A Life, pp.11-13.
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as one hires a bed for one’s night's rest on an@yrMarius had taken upon
himself all the heavy risk of the position in whi€ornelius had then been —
the long and wearisome delays of judgment, whichewmossible; the danger
and wretchedness of a long journey in this manmessibly the danger of death.
He had delivered his brother, after the manner hd sometimes vaguely

anticipated as a kind of distinction in his destitlyough indeed always with

wistful calculation as to what it might cost hirand in the first moment after the
thing was actually done, he felt only satisfactairhis courage, at the discovery
of his possession of ‘nerve’. (ll, p.213)

Over time, this early Paterian notion of momentgedi ‘simply for those
moments’ sake’ was recast by Pater into the ‘mdanyr for friendship’s sake’
displayed above, a martyrdom that became the pah@nnobling act of his
mature Weltanschauungan act first depicted in his second edition Tdfe
Renaissanc€1877) through the talei Amitiez de Ami et Amilea thirteenth-
century French romance, the addition of which afi®ater to connect ‘medieval,
Christian culture with the tradition of homosexfrndship in Greek culture”.
According to Pater, Amis and Amile had ‘a friengspure and generous, pushed
to a sort of passionate exaltation, and more tlatinféil unto death. Such
comradeship, though instances of it are to be fawadywhere, is still especially
a classical motive’ (‘FrenchRenaissanc&893, p.7).

As with his ‘Conclusion’, Pater most fully depidtss ‘classical motive’
— expressed imis and Amileas an exultant and passionate friendship ‘more
than faithful unto death’ — iMarius the Epicurean: His Sensations and Ideas
(1885), a novel that not only portrays the sengatiand ideas of a protagonist
from Classical Rome, but also the sensations aamdsidf Pater’'s immediate
contemporaries, whom he frequently addresses ihodat asides: ‘Let the
reader pardon me if here and there | seem to bsingagrom Marius to his
modern representatives — from Rome, to Paris odbah(Marius, I, p.14)?
For Pater, the benefit derived from this constaift &1 time and location is that
these moments lived ‘simply for those moments’ saléhether ancient or
modern, constitute a ‘cultural continuum’, partemly when endowed with
‘classical motive’. The ‘cultural continuum’ th&ater constructs is in direct
contradiction to Michel Foucault's claims (as wel those of most Social
Constructionists) that such a continuum is inhdyeamachronistic, whether in
word or concept. However, for Pater culture is ajfsy by necessity, a
continuum:

! Dellamora, ‘French’, p.143.
2 Donoghue writes: Marius the Epicurearis more a spiritual romance than a novel’
(p.188).
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[John] Nichol envisioned history Romantically, infashion similar to Edmund
Burke, as a vital organic and evolutionary contmyu..] There was no place in
this vision for ruptures or discontinuities. AstlwiBlake and Pater, the ages
were all thought to be equal ndw.

Further, by choosing Imperial Rome as his settifater is also contradicting a
widely held Victorian notion — here phrased by J. 3ymonds — that this
‘classical motive’, expressed through paederastyndt have the same meaning
or meaningfulness for the ancient Romans thatdthed for the earlier Greeks:

Greece merged in Rome; but, though the Romans tyegedrts and manners of
the Greeks, they never truly caught the HelleniagtspEven Virgil only trod the
court of the Gentiles of Greek culture. It was,rtberefore, possible that any
social custom so peculiar as paiderastia shouldifib on Latin soil. Instead of
Cleomenes and Epameinondas, we find at Rome Nerdrile of Sporus and
Commodus the public prostitute. Alcibiades is agpld by the Mark Antony of
Cicero’sPhilippic. Corydon, with artificial notes, takes up the gai Ageanax.
The melodies of Meleager are drowned in the haistodds of Martial. Instead
of love, lust was the deity of the boy-lover on #heres of Tibef.

It is to those ‘shores of Tiber’ that Pater tumsrder to trace a continuum from
Greece to Rome, from Rome to Paris and London,idrakis reader’s attention,
sole-thoughted, to one boy there, a boy who witvse@s his means of depicting
‘Greece merged in Rome’, as well as ‘the Hellengirit — Marius the
Epicurean.

Pater's novel is tinged with paederasty from tharts As a wealthy
orphan, Marius soon finds himself at a Platonicdaoay in Pisa, under the
private coaching of Flavian, a student three ybd@senior. In Flavian, Marius
immediately perceives ‘something [...] a shade disili as [Flavian] stood
isolated from the others for a moment’, somethivgg sets Flavian apart from his
companions and establishes him as ‘prince of thedg allowing him ‘an easy
dominion over the old Greek master by the fasoimatif his parts, and over his
fellow-scholars by the figure he bore¥érius, |, pp.49-50% Predictably, ‘over
Marius too his dominion was entire’, enhanced bsea&lavian has been
‘appointed to help the younger boy in his studigsp.50). From the moment of
their introduction, Flavian begins to dominate Miarthrough prurient glances,
visual insinuations that take a keen hold upon Maand assure him of their

! Franklin E. Court|nstitutionalizing English Literature: The Culturand Politics of
Literary Study, 1750-190(Btanford, CA: Stanford University Press, 1992} 39.

2 John Addington SymondsA Problem in Greek Ethics: Being an Inquiry infoet
Phenomenon of Sexual Inversigwondon: Privately printed, [1901]), p.72.

% In ‘Simeon Solomon: Artist and Myth’, iSolomon, a Family of Painters: Abraham
Solomon (1823-1862), Rebecca Solomon (1832-1886)k08 Solomon (1840-1905)
(London: Inner London Education Authority, 1985)p.24-27, Lionel Lambourne
suggests that Solomon was Pater’'s model for Flanidarius the Epicurean
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impending ‘friendship’:  ‘There was pleasantnessoafor [himself, as] the
newcomer in the roving blue eyes which seemed someb take a fuller hold
upon things around than is usual with boys. Makosw that those proud
glances made kindly note of him for a moment, atdsomething like friendship
at first sight’ (I, p.49). This ‘friendship at §it sight’ soon broadens beyond a
tutorial relationship, until Marius ‘became virtlya[Flavian's] servant in many
things’, experiencing a fascination that ‘had baeentimental one, dependent on
the concession to himself of an intimacy, a certaierance of his company, [that
Flavian] granted to none beside’ (I, pp.50-51). rotigh this ‘intimacy [...]
granted to none beside’, Marius is taught ‘manyndbi — the deliberate
vagueness of such a description lending a prusieggestiveness to this passage,
a prurient suggestiveness that is intensified /gkedagogical ‘friendship’ being
labelled ‘that feverish attachment to Flavian, vhiad made [Marius] at times
like an uneasy slave’ (I, p.234).

However ‘uneasy’, Marius nonetheless yields himselfthat feverish
attachment to Flavian’ — in much the same way fatian ‘had certainly
yielded himself, though still with untouched healith a world where manhood
comes early, to the seductions of that luxuriousnto(l, p.53). By ‘yielding
himself’ and his developing ‘manhood’ to ‘the setiloias of that luxurious town’,

a younger Flavian had acquired erotic experienicas derved to transform him
into a sort of ‘prince’ with ‘dominion over othergnere ‘servants’, ‘uneasy
slaves’ overwhelmed by his ‘proud glances’ — or,vdth Marius, ‘granted’

friendship and perhaps erotic instruction. Nopsisingly, Marius soon becomes
fluent concerning Flavian’s lascivious sexual emtets, causing him to wonder

sometimes, in [Flavian's] freer revelation of hidfisey conversation, at the
extent of his early corruption. How often, afterds did evil things present
themselves in malign association with the memonthat beautiful head, and
with a kind of borrowed sanction and charm in ésunal grace! To Marius, at a
later time, [Flavian] counted for as it were anteypie of the whole pagan world,
the depth of its corruption, and its perfectiorfayn. (I, p.53)

Lost early, Flavian's sexual innocence was repldnettorruption’, a corruption
that intrigues his contemporaries, as does higeptdon of form’: ‘His voice, his
glance, were like the breaking in of the solid wlodpon one, amid the flimsy
fictions of a dream. A shadow, handling all thirgsshadows, had felt a sudden
real and poignant heat in them’ (I, p.53). Giviea tpoignant heat’ of the above,
it is crucial to remember exactly who is feelingtttheat’: ‘the old Greek master
[fevered] by the fascination of [Flavian's] partsind ‘his fellow-scholars
[fevered] by the figure [Flavian] bore’. In essenthe ‘old Greek master’ is
heated by Flavian's ‘parts’; Flavian's fellow stude by his ‘figure’: the first
seems a fascination with the erotic possibilithest those ‘parts’ could afford; the
second, a more holistic admiration that covers Hitude of latent desires. Lest
readers oMarius the Epicureamlownplay Flavian’s ‘corrupting’ influence, Pater
further insinuates that
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meantime, under his guidance, Marius was learninigkty and abundantly,
because with a good will. There was that in théuaceffectiveness of
[Flavian's] figure which stimulated the younger lad make the most of
opportunity; and he had experience already thatatthn largely increased
one’s capacity for enjoyment. (I, p.53)

Having reached a potent ‘manhood’, Flavian emplthes actual effectiveness of
his figure’ to ‘stimulate the younger lad’, a ladhavaccepts this ‘education’ with
‘good will’, having learned ‘to make the most of pmptunity’, especially an
opportunity that ‘largely increased one’s capadidy enjoyment’. Textually,
Pater has constructed this ‘intimacy [...] grantedidéne beside’ as a moment of
paederastic pedagogy and practice — Flavian ‘sttfinb] the younger lad’ both
sexually and intellectually, becoming the ‘inspiterMarius the ‘hearer’.

In typical Paterian fashion, Flavian chooses tanaerg his erotic tutelage
of Marius with a book, a book whose very title ssean insinuation, for Pater
has opted for its more colloquial form Fhe Golden Ass— rather than
Metamorphoses Abounding in incidents comic, intrusions supéuna, and
affairs erotic, this collection of Grecian talegworked into Latin by Lucius
Apuleius of Madaura (123-170 CE), becomes, fordhssys, ‘the golden book’,
a book ‘which awakened the poetic or romantic cipas perhaps some other
book might have done, but was peculiar in giving itirection emphatically
sensuous’ (I, p.54). In fact, Flavian's copy oisthook is itself a paederastic
insinuation in ‘a direction emphatically sensuoust, it is undoubtedly a gift
presented by ‘the rich man, interested in the psenoif the fair child born on his
estate, [who] had sent him to school’ (I, p.52hisTrich man’s erotic ‘interest in
the promise of the fair child’ can be surmised lg thoice and choiceness of his
gift, a contemporary romance packed with eroticisntomance whose costly
packaging literally drips with passionate exclamtidecoration, and perfume:

The ‘golden’ book of that day [was] a gift to Flami as was shown by the
purple writing on the handsome yellow wrapper,daiing the title —Flaviane!

— it said,
Flaviane! Flaviane! Flaviane!
lege Vivas! Vivas!
Feliciter! Floreas! Gaudeas!

It was perfumed with oil of sandal-wood, and detedawith carved and gilt
ivory bosses at the ends of the roller. (I, ppo6%-

Although inscribing ‘books’ with salutations such lage feliciter (suggesting
‘read in good health’) had a long Latin histdryyhat is intriguing in this

! About the Roman tradition of inscribing formal akions onto or within ‘books’, see
Charles W. HedrickHistory and Silence: Purge and Rehabilitation ofrivey in Late
Antiquity (Austin: University of Texas Press, 2000), pp.B285- | am employing the term
‘book’, though, in most cases, this literally me&tsoll’.
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particular case is that the sequence of salutaeems drawn, almost verbatim,
from a volume presented as a gift to Valentinehaps the saint:

The Valentine in question is to be identified witle dedicatee of th€alendar
of 354 which is basically a traditional pagan calendathwsome Christian
elements added. It served as a New Year's préduttis, for January 1, 354),
and was inscribed to him with legends executed sigded by the Christian
calligrapher Furius Dionysius Filocalus: VALENTINELOREAS IN DEO,
VALENTINE VIVAS FLOREAS, VALENTINE VIVAS GAUDEAS, ad
VALENTINE LEGE FELICITER!

If Pater did draw these inscriptions from this ddtValentine, then the gift to
Flavian acquires even greater paederastic conopgatas a love-gift from that
rich man, a gift mirroring the sort of gift traditially associated with St
Valentine’'s feast-day, February 14. If this detedavolume is, in some sense, a
‘Valentine’ gift, then Pater could hardly have &ilto recognise its association
with the celebration from which St Valentine’s Day,part, had derived — the
Roman celebration of the Lupercalia, the ‘Feastaflves’, held on February
15"% The Lupercalia was perhaps the most eroticiséabration in the ancient
Roman calendar, a festival widely known in the teeath century through
Edward Gibbon'distory of the Decline & Fall of the Roman Emp(f&/76-88),
which describes the event in chapter 36. For tvltemmia, the Lupercalia has
been promoted and banned, decried and explainedrious ways, though all
sources affirm the sheer eroticism it was expetiaalicit:

[The Lupercalia] is a mid-February ritual, at whipbuths run naked (except for
sashes of goatskins) through the Palatine areleircénter of the city. During
their revels the boys would strike women with tleatskins to induce fertility.

! Henry Ansgar KellyChaucer and the Cult of Saint Valentifieiden, The Netherlands:
Brill Academic Publishers, 1986), pp.48-49.

2 Concerning this link between St Valentine’s Day dine Roman festival of Lupercalia,
see J. Hillis Miller, ‘Sam Weller's Valentine’, irLiterature in the Marketplace:
Nineteenth-Century British Publishing and Readingdfices ed. by John O. Jordan and
Robert L. Patten (Cambridge: Cambridge UniversitgsB, 1995), pp.93-122 (p.97).
‘The Lupercalian explanation for the origins of tlewe-cult of St. Valentine has been
resurrected by [Alfred] Kellogg and [Robert] Coxythin a most unconvincing way. They
attempt to show a continuity between the time thatLupercalia were forbidden by Pope
Gelasius | and the outbreak of Valentine poetryhat end of the fourteenth century’
(Kelly, p.60). About the tradition of St ValentiseDay as ‘a promiscuous festival' in
Renaissance Britain, see Frangois Larodiieakespeare’s Festive World: Elizabethan
Seasonal Entertainment and the Professional S{@genbridge: Cambridge University
Press, 1993), pp.105-07.

® Rudolph Joseph Schorkatin & Roman Culture in JoycgGainesville: University Press
of Florida, 1997), p.92.
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There were sacrifices on that day, of he-goatsshiedgoats, which the Lupercal
priests skinned, in order to clothe themselvehésé¢ bloody hides, which were
reputed to increase the warmth of desire and téec@bounding ardor upon the
lascivious worshipers of the god Pan. Sacred Rutish was thus the soul of
the Lupercalid.

Apparently, the Lupercalia had the ultimate aimpodmoting both human and

animal fertility in the agro-urban community. [...Jvld explains the Lupercalia

on the strength of an oracle [...] reputed to havid $a Romans who were

worried about their population numbers: ‘Let tlezred he-goat penetrate the
matrons of Italy!” In AD 494, Pope Gelasius | dhianised the Lupercalia to

celebrate the purification of the Virgfn.

Given the above, this scroll sent to Flavian agver's gift may indeed embody a
touch of dangerous, paederastic ‘underthoughtyghd=lavian seems unlikely to
have shared the worry of Apuleius’s ‘transformedy’baho is all ass ‘I
reckoned | would protect my behind from the attaokghe wolves® From
whatever source these inscriptions derive or ‘utderght’ they might suggest,
Flavian nonetheless recognises that this elabogéteis wrapt with clear
intentions towards himself, from a ‘wolf’ who seents have feasted already
upon his lamb-like innocence, for Flavian ‘had a#ty yielded himself, [...] in a
world where manhood comes early, to [...] seductioriBhis scroll, a phallus-
shaped gift dripping with passionate exclamati@tadation, and perfume — not

! Paul LaCroix,History of Prostitution, Among All the Peoples lbé tWorld, From the
Most Remote Antiquity to the Present Dayols (New York: Covici, Friede, 1931), I,
pp.197-98.
2 Robert TurcanThe Gods of Ancient Rome: Religion in Everyday ke Archaic to
Imperial TimegLondon: Routledge, 2000), p.65.
3 Lucius ApuleiusThe Golden As@New York: Penguin, 1999), p.137. Consideredsn i
paederastic sense, even paederastic ‘wolves’ — embibiting the aggressive virility
expressed in and exorcised by the Lupercalia — \pezéerable, for both Apuleius and
Lucian, to the effeminate priests of Cybele (iali), who were also roaming the
countryside, as David F. Greenberg explainsThe Construction of Homosexuality
(Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1990):
When the veneration of Cybele was first introdut@édome during the Second
Punic War, the Romans disdained her emasculatedtgriand forbade citizens
from undergoing initiation. But the cult spread the orientalization of the
Empire progressed. Bands @élli roamed the countryside dressed as women
[...] In the Metamorphosesalso known aghe Golden AssApuleius portrays
the galli as passive homosexuals who seek out virile yourasant lads to
satisfy their cravings; Lucian paints a similartpie in Lucius, or the Ass
However, none of the Hellenistic sources mentituratihomosexuality. (P.98)

This more ‘ritual homosexuality’, which neither Apius nor Lucian criticises, is the

form of institutionalised paederasty common to @reco-Roman world, that paederasty
to which the Uranians were attracted and that BRltdsi owner/patron seems to be
practising and fostering, in a rather costly faghio
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to mention the seductive content of the text ittaots — seems just the sort of
choice, seductive gift that ‘a wealthy individualhev had his own slaves,
including quite likely his own special “reserve b of pueri delicatl,* would
bestow upon his favourite from among his collectmndelicate slave-boys
expected to perform erotic and other intimate sexwi such as the services
depicted on the Warren Cup (as discussed in ‘Ch&pte’). In more modern
phrasing, Flavian is clearly a ‘kept boy'.

Adding further ‘underthought’ to the above is aailetrom Pater’s life.
The bestowal or loan of an erotic volume as a fofrdangerous insinuation or
initiation has a biographical referent for Patebj@graphical referent hinted at in
the text. Only a few pages after describing thit tp Flavian, Pater
contemplates the appeal Apuleiu§slden Assvould have for the young:

But the marvellous delight, in which is one of tleally serious elements in most
boys, passed at times, those young readers dlihfeits fascination, into what
French writers call thenacabre][....] And the scene of the night-watching of a
dead body lest the witches should come to teatheffflesh with their teeth, is
worthy of Théophile Gautier.Marius |, pp.60-61)

This allusion to Gautier becomes biographicallygasgive when brought into
proximity with the events surrounding a sunny aftem Pater spent on a
boating-party in 1875 with the paederastic OscapwBing and his young

Etonians. As a result of this excursion, Pateméblhimself embroiled in a
complaint that he had encouraged William Grahare, @rBrowning’s pupils, to

read Gautier'$lademoiselle de Maupin

My dear Browning,

| was not at all amused but much painechatlétters you enclose [from
those scandalised by this rumour]. You heard a#itl to Graham. | think it is
not possible that | mentioned the book in questibshould greatly disapprove
its being lent to any boy or young man, or eveavedid in his way, and it would
be quite impossible for me to recommend it to amlybol read it years ago but
do not possess it. Please give an unqualifiedatl@ni the statement that |
approved anything of the kind. [....] | remember ththe subject arising in the
natural course of conversation, | mentioned andenb sort of ghost story by
Gautier as a very good specimen of its kind. lsamry now that | did so, as |
can only suppose that the report in question aroes way.2

! John Pollini, ‘The Warren Cup: Homoerotic Love aBgmposial Rhetoric in Silver’,
Art Bulletin, 81.1 (1999), pp.21-52 (p.36).

2 Undated (though clearly from 187%)etters of Paterp.16. ‘James FitzJames Stephen
complained that a boy at Browning’'s [boarding-hoasé&ton] had been lent a novel by
Gautier with Walter Pater's approval' (Richard Dapert-Hines, ‘Oscar Browning’,
DNB).



Pan and a Goat
Roman
Marble, ca. T century CE
(from the large peristyle of the Villa dei Paplderculaneum)
Gabinetto Segreto, Museo Archeologico NazionaledNapNaples, Italy

Pan Teaching Daphnis to Play
Roman (copy of a lost Greek original
attributed to Heliodorus, ca. 100 BCE)
Marble, ca. ¥ century CE (from Pompeii)
Museo Archeologico Nazionale Napoli, Naples, Italy
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Since Pater could hardly have forgotten that oorasi decade earlier, the
comment inMarius about Gautier's ghost stories recalls, ratheriently, that
moment when Pater stood accused of attemptingrtapoa young Etonian in ‘a
direction emphatically sensuous’ with a book ne lesotic than Apuleius’s.

The Golden Assdoes indeed brim with eroticism, including the ¢re
Roman interest in bestiality, as Mark D. Jordaatex, drawing attention to one
passage in which a homoerotic orgy is blent withlibstial:

In Apuleius’s Golden Ass one of the best-known ancient Latin novels, the
priests of Cybele purchase a donkey, who happehs twr unlucky hero Lucius
in animal form. There is some suggestion that thean to enjoy his sex
immediately, but their interest turns to a ‘bufirmer whom they invite to their
private banquet in a small town. Their well-pldttergy is prevented by the
braying of Lucius, who summons the lochls.

Consider that scene as it appears in Apuleius’slhtive metamorphosed Lucius
having just been purchased by Philebus (whose magams ‘lover of youth’) to
pleasure himself and his fellow priests of the &ymgoddess:

‘Look, girls, what a handsome wee slave I've brdughyou!” The ‘girls’ were

in fact a bunch of catamites. Their joy was imraégliand ecstatic [...]
doubtless under the impression that some slavehhdybeen procured to serve
them. But when they saw that an ass was theretfiey] turned up their noses,
and taunted their master.

They visited the baths and returned from therekspizd span, bringing with
them as a dinner-guest a peasant of powerful phgsiespecially chosen for the
capacity of his loins and lower parts. Those nfiitsty reprobates [...] were
fired with unspeakable longing to perform the mdsispicable outrages of
unnatural lust. They surrounded the young fellawewery side, stripped off his
clothes, laid him on his back, and kept smothehirg with their abominable
kisses.

[After Lucius’s outraged braying at this sight,veeal young men from
a neighbouring village [...] burst suddenly in [...]dagaught the priests red-
handed, engaged in those obscenely foul practices.

! Mark D. Jordan, ‘The Pope Converts: Imaginationreucracy, Silence’, iftheology
and Sexualityed. by Eugene F. Rogers (Oxford: Blackwell, 20@%}).259-74 (pp.263-
64).

2 Apuleius, The Golden Asstrans. by P. G. Walsh (Oxford: Clarendon Pre$94),
pp.155-56.

% Ibid., p.158. The metamorphosed protagonist afuBte-Lucian’sThe Assis also
bought by Philebus to pleasure ‘a crowd of peryéttilebus’s coworkers’, who are also
less pleased by the prospect than Philebus hadiatéd, wishing ‘that what he had
purchased was a real man’, like the youth they dsubsequently abduct: ‘One time we
dropped in on a village in the region, and theytedrdown a hefty young man, one of the
villagers, hauling him off to the place were thegppened to be staying. Then they
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It is noteworthy that, although Apuleius’s tale ¢ these priests of Cybele for
the hypocrisy of their professed vows of chastitg #or assuming the passive
role in adult homoerotic activities, it does noidehthe ‘young fellow’ who is
‘abducted’ to penetrate them. In typical Greco-Rarfashion, Apuleius holds a
distinction between ‘the homoerotic’ (especially@hation to adult passivity) and
‘the paederastic’, with the latter treated as jast normal or common as
heterosexual activity — that is, unless one’s segagner is an ass, though the
bestiality motif is treated with humour rather thdisgust, recalling the more
elevated forms of it practised by the likes of Zewmish Leda, Europa, and
Ganymede. The normalcy and commonality afforddte ‘paederastic’ is
displayed in the following, a passage in which ealrlboy who despises the
transformed Lucius accuses him, in front of the@siar, of fictive crimes:

‘To crown all his other villainies, [this ass] noeauses further trouble by
exposing me to fresh dangers. Whenever he spies/eler — it could be an
elegant lady, a grown-up girl, or an innocent yotmlog — he hastily shrugs off
his load, sometimes throwing off his saddle as wefid makes a wild dash
towards them; ass though he is, he aspires tolbeea of humans. He knocks
them to the ground, eyes them fondly, and seeksdidge his bestial urges with
love-making at which Venus frowns. He even maketemce of kissing [....]
Just now, for example, he caught sight of a sptenydung woman. [...] He
made a mad dive at her. Jolly gallant that héaéshad her down on the filthy
ground, for all the world as if he were going tounbher there and then before
everyone’s eyes. If her weeping and wailing hadaiised some travelers to
rush to her defence, to snatch her from betweehduses and free her, the poor
woman would have been trampled on and torn apart'.

Given that it abounds with such a spectrum of eisti, The Golden Asseems
just the sort of choice, seductive gift a paedardstspirer’ would send as an
insinuation in ‘a direction emphatically sensuous¥urther, not only had

passively underwent from the villager all the usthéhgs so much enjoyed by such evil
perverts’ — Pseudo-Luciaithe Assin Collected Ancient Greek Novetsans. and ed. by
B. P. Reardon (Berkeley: University of CalifornieeBs, 1989), pp.589-618 (pp.608-09).
! Apuleius,Golden Assp.133. In Pseudo-Lucian’s earlier version of thle, the mule
driver, ‘an unholy little urchin’, makes the sanwasation:
‘This ass, master, | don’t know why we feed himhass terribly lazy and slow.
What's more, he’'s now taken up another bad habi¥henever he sees a
beautiful young woman or girl or boy, he kicks uig hooves and makes off
after them at a run, like a real man in love, mglkaavances to his beloved [...]
and he bites them under the appearance of a kissteuggles to get near them
[....] Just now, while carrying wood, he saw a wongaing off into a field. He
shook off and scattered all the wood on the groand, he knocked the woman
down on the road and wanted to make her his, diftdrent people ran up from
different directions and defended the woman fromdpeipped apart by this fine
lover here’ — Pseudo-Luciafithe Asspp.605-07.
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Apuleius’s salacious, bestial romp found its wakpithe hands of Flavian (and
subsequently Marius), but the gift-giver — ‘thetrienan, interested in the
promise of the fair child born on his estate’ — hamtased it with delicate
intricacy and emblazoned it thrice with Flaviani€kamatory name. This was an
elaborate gift wrapt with clear intentions towardavian, a youth who ‘had
certainly yielded himself, [...] in a world where nfeod comes early, to [...]
seductions’. A rather-Uranian usetektual insinuation as sensual initiatioenat
play here, anticipating Dorian’s comment to LordnHeabout the gift of the
‘golden book’: ‘“You poisoned me with a book on¢Porian 1890, p.97).

Drinking cup (kylix) depicting scenes from a sympasim
Greek (attributed to the Foundry Painter)
Red-Figure terracotta, Late Archaic or Early ClealsPeriod (ca. 480 BCE)
Museum of Fine Arts, Boston, Massachusetts, USA

In a narratorial aside, Pater broadens the scopleiparticular textual
stimulation — this awakening in ‘a direction empbally sensuous’ — by
raising to a universal level this interaction betweMarius, Flavian, and
Apuleius’s book: ‘If our modern education, in ldstter efforts, really conveys to
any of us that kind of idealising power, it doeq sq oftenest by truant reading;
and thus it happened also, long ago, with Mariud lais friend’ (I, p.54). In
other words, there are many ‘golden books’; andpating to two very different
figures, Pater had supplied several of his own.ld#&/asserted, ‘I never travel
anywhere without The Renaissangd...] it is the very flower of decadence’
Cecil John Rhodes (1853-1902), the founder of Réiadand of the Rhodes
Scholarship, that ‘he traversed the South Africaldtvin the company of both
Marcus Aurelius antarius the Epicurean? As with the folded-over volume of
John Keats’s poetry found in the pocket of the dredvPercy Bysshe Shelley,
one measures a volume’s ‘weight in gold’ by itsigetarried about.

! As quoted in Ellmann, p.301.
2 Dowling, Hellenism p.72.
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While these truants are exploring the tales of Aud and each other,
Marius begins to consider Flavian the embodimenthig own ‘Cyrenaic
philosophy, presented thus for the first time, mimage or person, with much
beauty and attractivenessMérius 1885, |, p.230}, the embodiment of a
philosophy that fuels ‘his own Cyrenaic eagerngsst,then, to taste and see and
touch’ (I, p.201¥ To see and touch (and, blushingly, taste) what? -ret
Flavian’s ‘beauty and attractiveness’. This isrgéring question made all the
more salacious by the playful syntax of the foropgotation in its entirety:

[Marius’s] Cyrenaic philosophy, presented thustfar first time, in an image or
person, with much beauty and attractivenassl touched also, in this wawith
a pathetic sense of personal sorrow — a concredgéirnthe abstract equivalent
of which he discovered afterwards, when that agjapersonal influence had
settled down for him, clearly enough, into a theofrpractice.

Marius 1885, |, pp.230-31, emphasis added)

This mélange of ‘theory’ and ‘practice’ — the ‘tdwed also, in this way’ —
develops into a paederastic, pedagogical intimanyintimacy partly facilitated
by Apuleius’s erotic text, a text that ‘awakeneds reader in ‘a direction
emphatically sensuous’, such that the young Cycelairius is overwhelmed by
an ‘eagerness [...] to taste and see and touch’ Bthian’s body and the
‘aesthetic life’ he has come to embody, a feversigerness that Marius had
caught from the lips of Flavian, in much the sansywhat the older boy had
caught the refrain of his subsequent poem andltige of his subsequent death:
‘[Flavian] had caught his “refrain”, from the lipsf the young men, singing
because they could not help it, in the streetsdsd’'Rl, p.104).

Alas, overcome by a fever seemingly caught ‘fréwm lips of the young
men [...] in the streets of Pisa’, Flavian ‘lay aé tbpen window of his lodging,
with a fiery pang in the brain, fancying no coverithin or light enough to be
applied to his body’ (I, p.112), an advantageotigasion indeed, for Pater is at
liberty, given Flavian's feverish state, to situdtés nude, dying youth at a
voyeuristic vantage point. While lying naked at tpen window, attended only
by Marius (everyone else fearing contamination ftomplague), Flavian would,

YIn a few cases, | have preferred and given preéer¢o the phrasing of thé' &dition:

in these instances, the citation readsrius 1885'.

2 The Cyrenaic school of philosophy, which flouridhie the city of Cyrene from about

400 to 300 BCE, was notable for its tenets of haigal Hedonism derived from

Socrates and Protagoras. Late Cyrenaicism andugainism are only distinguishable
from each other in details, not fundamental prilespthough, for Marius and for Pater,
the distinct details that Epicurus held and adwextat that a proper knowledge of death
makes one enjoy life the more, that wise men atathg part in public affairs, that one

should not marry and beget children — were impdrtaonoghue glosses Pater’'s
Cyrenaicism as ‘the assertion that the best wdivéois to crowd as many pulsations as
possible into one’s inevitably brief life, and thhe best way to do this is by cultivating
art for art’s sake’ (p.57).
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‘at intervals, return to labour at his verses, vaithreat eagerness to complete and
transcribe the work’, a work that is ‘in fact a diof nuptial hymn’ (I, p.113), an
epithalamion lightened by passages like the foltmwvi ‘Amor has put his
weapons by and will keep holiday. He was biddenvghout apparel, that none
might be wounded by his bow and arrows. But taee!c In truth he is none the
less armed than usual, though he be all unclag@’1l3).

This is a curious passage indeed, for Flavian'siCup unclad like
himself, stripped of all weaponry except for higjbns, a phallus fully capable of
spoiling and despoiling — is merely a refashionifid\puleius’s amorous Cupid.
Although Apuleius suggests that, while sleeping ethlike Flavian, Cupid
resembles little ‘that winged, bold boy, of evil yga who wanders armed by
night through men’s houses, spoiling their marrg&ageCupid’'s ‘inborn
wantonness’ (I, p.63) nonetheless ever accompdrgegpotent beauty, even in
repose, a beauty that Pater textually caressegdsriding the shoulders of this
‘winged god’, then the way his damp plumage moweess those shoulders, then
how ‘smooth he was’:

Love himself, reclined there, in his own properdiwess! [....] [with] the locks
of that golden head, pleasant with the unctiorhefdgods, shed down in graceful
entanglement behind and before, about the ruddgkshand white throat. The
pinions of the winged god, yet fresh with the deave spotless upon his
shoulders, the delicate plumage wavering over therthey lie at rest. Smooth
he was. (I, pp.74-75)

In all of his resplendent tactility, this ‘petulatioyish Cupid of Apuleius’ serves
‘to combine many lines of meditation, already faanito Marius, into the ideal of
a perfect imaginative love, centred upon a typéeduty entirely flawless and
clean — an ideal which never wholly faded from thisughts’ (I, p.92). That
Marius should choose to unify symbolically Flavianhis ‘epitome of the whole
pagan world’ and ‘his own Cyrenaic philosophy [.n]an image or person’ (|,
pp.53; 234) — and the Cupid of Apuleius is not sigipg, especially since
Flavian’s appearance ‘was like a carved figure iotiom [...] but with that
indescribable gleam upon it which the words of Horaetually suggested, as
perceptible on the visible forms of the gods’ (B@).

! For an anecdote about Solomon (who may have sewéide model for Pater’s Flavian)
appearing as Cupid at a costume party, see Jam&adlbw,Pictures and Passions: A
History of Homosexuality in the Visual Artslew York: Viking, 1999), pp.179-81. |
wish to thank Dr Saslow, Professor of Renaissance aitd Theater at The City
University of New York, for corresponding with mg B-mail about this point.



Cupid Interceding with Zeus for Psyche
Raphael (Raffaello Sanzio da Urhino) (1483-1520)
Fresco, 1518-19
Villa Farnesina alla Lungara, Rome, Italy

Bow-Carving Cupid
Parmigianino (Francesco Mazzola) (1503-40)
Oil on wood, ca. 1533-34
Kunsthistorisches Museum, Vienna, Austria
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However, although resembling a god, Flavian is mwte, and
consequently reposes, in all of his naked, dyinrgur, ‘with a sharply
contracted hand in the hand of Marius, to his atrsasprised joy, winning him
now to an absolutely self-forgetful devotion’ (118), a devotion consummated
through a rather-nuptial embrace, as Flavian, pam@hscious, is held by Marius
amid the scattered fragments of his own epithalamtioe Pervigilium Veneris
‘In the darkness Marius lay down beside him, fgisthivering now in the sudden
cold, to lend him his own warmth, undeterred byfdar of contagion which had
kept other people from passing near the housg’1[9).

Even after Flavian’'s death, Marius clings, in meynoo Flavian's body,
the body of a ‘friend’ whom he now clearly recogrgsas his ‘beloved’:

It was to the sentiment of the body, and the affestit defined — the flesh, of
whose force and colour that wandering Platonic s@d but so frail a residue or
abstract — he must cling. The various pathetitstraf the beloved, suffering,
perished body of Flavian, so deeply pondered, hadenhim a materialist, but
with something of the temper of a devotee. (12p)1

This description seems a Paterian embellishmehteony Wallis’s paintingrhe
Death of Chatterton(for which Pater's acquaintance George MereditB28t
1909] had served as the model), though Pater pgsuis own Roman Thomas
Chatterton with @ivo Amicoto soothe his passing, to hold his chilling hand,
recalling one of the last poems composed by JotatK€hatterton’s staunchest
devotee and defender:

This living hand, now warm and capable

Of earnest grasping, would, if it were cold

And in the icy silence of the tomb,

So haunt thy days and chill thy dreaming nights
That thou would wish thine own heart dry of blood
So in my veins red life might stream again,

And thou be conscience-calm'd — see here it is

I hold it towards you —2

! Probably written in the second or third century, @ anonymouPervigilium Veneris
(Vigil of Venu$ celebrates the annual rejuvenation of Natureugiinothe goddess. Of
Pater's attribution of this poem to Flavian, a po#mat Pater has here translated,
Donoghue suggests that it is ‘a freedom Pater thkesause no other poet is known to
have written it' (p.193). ‘The question regardithg author of the Pervigilium Veneris is
still a lis sub judice Aldus, Erasmus, and Meursius, attributed it tatultus; but
subsequent editors have, with much more probapildgntended that its age is
considerably later— [Anonymous], ‘The Vigil of Ves: Translated from the Latin’,
Blackwood’s Edinburgh Magazin®3.332 (June 1843), pp.715-17 (p.716). About ‘th
blatant sexuality of th@ervigilium Veneris see Thomas M. WoodmaPRpliteness and
Poetry in the Age of Pod€ranbury, NJ: Associated University Presses, 1L3881.

2 Elizabeth Cook, ed.John Keats(Oxford Authors series) (Oxford: Oxford University
Press, 1990), p.331. In ‘Wilde the Journalist’,Tine Cambridge Companion to Oscar
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The Death of Chatterton
Henry Wallis (1830-1916)
Oil on canvas, 1856
Tate Collection, London, UK

Solemn years pass before Marius develops anothendship’, this time
with a young Praetorian guard named Cornelius, éay \honourable-looking
youth, in the rich habit of a military knight’, whe voice is so entrancing that
Marius, rather romantically, ‘seemed to hear thaice again in his dreams,
uttering his name’ (I, p.167). As they depart tbge for Rome, these two
travellers, who have only just met, begin a corstios that

left [them] with sufficient interest in each otherinsure an easy companionship
for the remainder of their journey. In time to aanMarius was to depend very
much on thepreferencesthe personal judgments, of the comrade who nadv la
his hand so brotherly on his shoulder. (I, p.J88phasis added)

These ‘preferences’ (a word that, even for the afians, often possessed
homoerotic and paederastic connotations) determinedhtention behind this
new hand laid ‘brotherly’ upon Marius’s shoulddre thand of an Imperial guard
who ‘seemed to carry about with him, in that pagiéd world of comely usage to
which he belonged, the atmosphere of some stilenj@alously exclusive circle’
(I, p.-169). Unlike Flavian, who had surrounded $eéth with flamboyance, who
had garnered the admiring gazes of his fellows, whd had expired as an
exhibitionist at a casement, in the nude, Cornetusounds himself with an
atmosphere both discreet and graceful, an atmosplarout which he
manoeuvres with the ease of an initiate — undouyptegbhysical initiate — for
‘the discretion of Cornelius, his energetic cleamand purity, were a charm,
rather physical than moral [...] with its exigenctg warnings, its restraints’ (I,

Wilde, ed. by Peter Raby (Cambridge: Cambridge UniveRiess, 1997), pp.69-79, John
Stokes writes: ‘[Wilde] never makes explicit refaces to his sexuality, but he does
return to topics that have a long homoerotic histdfeats and Chatterton, [etc.]’ (p.77).



247

p.234). Cornelius’s ‘discretion’ displays itse#f a physical ‘charm’, a charm that
protectively (over)shadows his intimacy with Maridike ‘the atmosphere of
some still more jealously exclusive circle’, a &rgerhaps analogous to the
modern Western concept of ‘homosexual code’ (tedwoiphrasing employed by
Linda Dowling), a ‘code’ that often gains discretidghrough ambiguity, an
ambiguity about which Pater was himself well versed

Not surprisingly, one of the novel's most flagrgréimbiguous passages
follows a criticism of the Imperator Caesar Maréugelius (121-180 CE), who
was self-fashioned as a Platonic philosopher-kiogdespising the ‘charm’ of
the human body (the emphasis is added):

And here again, in opposition to an inhumanity likés, presentingitself to
[Marius] as nothing less than a kind of sin againature,the person of
Cornelius sanctioned or justified the delight Marhad always had in the body;
at first, as but one of the consequences of hienahior sensualistic philosophy.
To Cornelius, the body of man was unmistakablya &ster seer terms it, the one
temple in the world (‘we touch Heaven when we lay band upon a human
body’), and the proper object of a sort of worsluipsacred service, in which the
very finest gold might have its seemliness andsyuebolic use.

(1885, I, pp.59-60)

A standard reading of the above would suggesttiat and ‘itself’ both refer to
‘the philosophy of Marcus Aurelius’ (a philosophypeessed in hiMeditation3,
with the first sentence translatable into the foll:

In opposition to an inhumanity like that presenbgdthe philosophy of Marcus
Aurelius, a philosophy that Marius believed to ls¢hing less than a kind of ‘sin
against nature’ because it despised the body, éreop of Cornelius sanctioned
or justified the delight Marius had always hadha body.

Since the antecedent of ‘itself’ is syntacticaliytdguous, another reading is
possible, an erotic reading in which the antecedemot the ‘philosophy of
Marcus Aurelius’ or ‘this’, but instead ‘the persohCornelius’

In opposition to an inhumanity like that presenbgdthe philosophy of Marcus
Aurelius, a philosophy that despises the body, pegson of Cornelius,
‘presenting’ itself to Marius as nothing less tharkind of ‘sin against nature’,
sanctioned or justified the delight Marius had afsvhad in the body.

! Thomas Hardy (1840-1928), not one of Pater's iatém, registered the following
impression after meeting Pater in 1886: ‘[Patemsinner is that of one carrying weighty
ideas without spilling them’ — as quoted in PaullDTurner,The Life of Thomas Hardy
(Oxford: Blackwell, 1998), p.101. Donoghue asstréd this discretionary ‘manner’ may
have involved a conscious split into a private s@lfi a constructed, public self: ‘In the
middle world one may choose to live by nearly aalues, so long as one doesn’t overtly
challenge the dominant forces in law and governmént one can divide one’s life into
two parts, public and private, and live differenitiyeach’ (p.317).



248

This second alternative — which describes the mlaysinteraction between
Marius and Cornelius as a ‘sin against nature’raalitional euphemism for
homoeroticism and paederasty oft employed inGie Bailey Proceedings—
allows Pater to establish an opposition betweenStioéc asceticism of Marcus
Aurelius and the Epicurean eroticism of Marius witbrnelius. This subversive
reading is facilitated and substantiated by Cous&di rather prurient insistence
that ‘the body of man was [...] the one temple in Wwld’ and that ‘we touch
Heaven when we lay our hands upon a human body’.

Fayum mummy portrait of a boy
inscribed with his name,Eutyches
Roman (from Roman Egypt)
Encaustic on limewood, ca. 100-150 CE
Metropolitan Museum of Art, New York City, New Yark/SA

Cornelius, ‘the comrade who now laid his hand gsotherly on
[Marius’s] shoulder’, inaugurated an intimacy thatnot fully appreciated by
Marius until their stay together at White-nightsafiis’s childhood home: ‘It
was just then that Marius felt, as he had neveedwafore, the value to himself,
the overpowering charm, of his friendship. “Moban brother!” — he felt —
“like a son also!” contrasting the fatigue of saich made himself in effect an
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older man, with the irrepressible youth of his camipn’ (Il, p.209): Amidst
the tranquillity of their stay at White-nights attteir leisurely journey back to
Rome, Marius begins to appreciate the paederastctanes inherent in his
relationship with the ‘irrepressibly young’ Corngdi— for, in this relationship,
Marius is cast in the role of ‘inspirer’ rather thdnearer’. These overtones are
accentuated as they wander

hither and thither, leisurely, among the countrgegls thereabout, [...] [coming]

one evening to a little town [...] which had evenrthits church and legend —

the legend and holy relics of the martyr Hyacinthasyoung Roman soldier,

whose blood had stained the soil of this plac&énreign of the emperor Trajan.
(Il, p.210)

Pater’'s choice of the name ‘Hyacinthus’ for thisrtyla— especially since he
was a Roman soldier as young and as Christian ageldss — serves as a
Classical allusion to the paederastic beloved oblisp a boy killed by the
machinations of Zephyr, a lesser deity angeredttteboy’s ardour rested with
another. Similarly, a jealous and self-deifiedjanamartyred the young Roman
Hyacinthus because of his love for Christ, a dewvothat Trajan could also not
accept gracefully. Seemingly a composite of sdvaeatyrdoms of St Hyacinths
during the reign of Trajan (one of those, of a Charfain to the Emperof)this
martyrdom, as a fictional detail supplied by Pagrggests that an analogy is

! This reference to ‘more than brother’ derives friva intimacy between David and his
‘friend’ Jonathan, as expressed in 2 Samuel 1.28y brother Jonathan: very pleasant
hast thou been unto me: thy love to me was wonbepfassing the love of women’
(KJV). To illustrate that, in the nineteenth cewgfuthis phrase would have been
interpreted within the context of that ‘friendshigonsider the opening line of Richard
Parkinson’s poem ‘Jonathan’s Farewell to DavidFarewell! Farewell! the word has
pass’d, oh! more than brother dear!” Poems, Sacred and Miscellanedqusendon: J. G.
& F. Rivington, 1832), p.36. IdThe Sexual Perspectiv€ooper writes: ‘The strong
relationship between David and Jonathan continogsdvide a means of suggesting the
sensitivities of the homosexual presence’ (p.xviih ‘The Ladder of Love’, irPlato’s
Symposiumtrans. by Seth Benardete, with commentaries dgnABloom and Seth
Benardete (Chicago: University of Chicago Pres§120pp.55-178, Allan Bloom writes:
The relationship between David and Jonathan it example in the Hebrew
Bible of what one would call an admirable friengshilt is a source of outrage
to Jonathan’s father, Saul, that his son prefesdriend to his father, which he
indeed does. For Saul, the primacy of the fanghations is so great that the
threat to them posed by this friendship can onlyeap a perversion and a crime.
In ancient Hebrew, there is no distinct word foesnfriend; it is the same as
that for one’s neighbor or fellow. (Pp.62-63)

2 For the various St Hyacinths of th& 2entury CE, see The Benedictine Monks of St
Augustine’s Abbey, Ramsgat8ook of the Saints: A Dictionary of Servants of God
Canonised by the Catholic Church: Extracted frorm Roman & Other Martyrologies
(London: A. & C. Black, 1921), p.139.
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being drawn between Marius’s relationship to Causednd Apollo’s paederastic
relationship to Hyacinth. Unlike Marius’s earlielationship with Flavian — an
interaction with Cyrenaic philosophy and its ‘eagess [...] to taste and see and
touch’ (I, p.201) — Marius’s relationship with Calrus is an encapsulation of
the perfect and eternal love of ‘comrades’ exprgdsethe likes of Apollo and
Hyacinth, the core love of PateR§eltanschauunga love that he elucidates in
Plato and Platonism

Brothers, comrades, who could not live without eattrer, they were the most
fitting patrons of a place in which friendship, aaaeship, like theirs, came to
so much. Lovers of youth they remained, thoseagrest types of it, arrested
thus at that moment of miraculous good fortune asresecration of the clean,
youthful friendship, ‘passing even the love of warhp..] A part of their duty
and discipline, it was also their great solace andouragement. The beloved
and the lover [were] side by side through theirglatays of eager labour, and
above all on the battlefield. (P.231)

Beyond such mortal ‘friendship’ and ‘comradeship’‘the beloved and
the lover side by side’, which between Marius afaviian elaborated into a kind
of touch, between Marius and Cornelius into a kofdart — Marius also
interacts, in much the same way, with aesthetic@hibsophical masterpieces,
an interaction that elaborates into a kind of ‘edasttfriendship’, a kind of ‘mystic
companionship’:‘With this mystic companion he had gone a step adveait of
the merely objective pagan existence. Here wasadyr a master in that craft of
self-direction, which was about to play so largpaat in the forming of human
mind, under the sanction of the Christian churcklaus, Il, pp.50-51)
Although ‘yearning [...] for audible or visible companship’ (1885, Il, p.95),
Marius finds, besides his relationship with Coraglia novel companionship
both inaudible and invisible, arising not from m#cy with highly impassioned
‘friends’ like Flavian or beloved ‘comrades’ likeoéhelius, but from aesthetic
and philosophical masterpieces, masterpieces tHatv afor an intimate
familiarity with eminent minds, whether living oedd:

On this day truly no mysterious light, no irredi$fi leading hand from afar
reached him; only the peculiarly tranquil influenggits first hour increased
steadily upon him. [....] Companionship, indeed, farity with others, gifted

in this way or that, or at least pleasant to hiag been [...] the chief delight of
the journey. And was it only the resultant genesahse of such familiarity,
diffused through his memory, that in a while suggésthe question whether

! What must be kept in mind is that Marius's prederproximity to early Christianity

arisesonly because he finds no other alternative from whickkhoose: ‘To understand
the influence upon him of what follows the readeusmremember that it was an
experience which came amid a deep sense of vaauiifie. The fairest products of the
earth seemed to be dropping to pieces, as if insnamy hands, around him. How real
was their sorrow, and his! (ll, pp.128-29).
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there had not been — besides Flavian, besides greven, and amid the
solitude which in spite of ardent friendship he hezathaps loved best of all
things — some other companion, an unfailing companiever at his side
throughout; doubling his pleasure in the roses Iy tay, patient of his
peevishness or depression, sympathetic above #il hié grateful recognition
[...] of the fact that he was there at all? (II,§®67)

As this ‘familiarity’ intensifies, Marius no longeguestions the tentative
existence of this ‘abstract friend’, tHsmiliar spirit, for ‘that divine companion
figured no longer as but an occasional wayfareideekim; but rather as the
unfailing “assistant”, without whose inspirationdanoncurrence he could not
breathe or see, instrumenting his bodily senseanding, supporting his
imperfect thoughts’ (Il, p.70). Further, ‘the réant sense of companionship, of
a person beside him, evoked the faculty of conseie(ll, p.71), a conscience
that Marius recognises as also present in the emnblytes of Christianity:
‘Surely, in this strange new society he had toualygah for the first time to-day
— in this strange family, like “a garden enclosedwas the fulfilment of all the
preferences, the judgments, of that half-understoedd, which of late years had
been his protection so often amid the perplexitédife’ (I, p.107)! The
vagueness of Pater's phrasing — ‘that half-undedstfsiend’ — allows this
description to fit equally his ‘friend’ Corneliusid his ‘abstract friend’. Marius’s
‘sense also of a living person at his side’ (IR¥8) — a sense that his ‘abstract
friend’ provides — serves to tranquillise and tegite him, to augment his
sensations and to solidify his thoughts, suchelian his feverish flailings on his
deathbed are transformed into a sensual massabe,iaprepared by a group of
Christians for his nuptial consummation with Dediured as Christ (an image
that would have held great appeal for Digby Dolben)

! This interest in certain aspects of early Chnistjahas a biographical referent for Pater:
‘Knowing that the peace of heart he once knew wtmately a religious state, Pater
began in 1878 attending the very Catholic liturgaervices at St. Alban’s, Holborn, and
St. Austin’s in the New Kent Road. These hightyalistic services, reviving the spirit of
early Christianity, began to bring some rest todisgjuietude and also rendered special
satisfactions to his aesthetic nature’ (Dowrmtraits, pp.59-60). Hilliard explains the
added incentive behind Pater’s visits, at leasbrie of those churches: ‘Among those
who regularly visited St. Austin’s and enjoyed ¢™ourful ritual (without believing yet
in Christianity) was Walter Pater, aesthete antblian of the Renaissance. His intimate
friend was Richard Charles Jackson (Brother a Bgcke lay brother and so-called
professor of Church History at the priory. At Rseequest Jackson wrote a poem for
his birthday:

Your darling soul | say is enflamed with love foem

Your very eyes do move | cry with sympathy:

Your darling feet and hands are blessings rulelbws,

As forth was sent from out the Ark a turtle doy@.193)
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The people around his bed were praying fervently Abi! Abi! Anima
Christiana! [Depart! Depart! Christian sou]!In the moments of his extreme
helplessness their mystic bread had been placet dbacended like a snow-
flake from the sky, between his lips. Gentle firsghad applied to hands and
feet, to all those old passage-ways of the sersesigh which the world had
come and gone for him, now so dim and obstructesigdicinable oil. It was
the same people who, in the gray, austere evenrinipad day, took up his
remains, and buried them secretly, with their aimpued prayers; but with joy
also, holding his death, according to their gengengaw in this matter, to have
been of the nature of a martyrdom; and martyrdosntha church had always
said, a kind of sacrament with plenary grace. p(224)

Contrary to his previous fears that ‘from the dragshis blood there
would spring no miraculous, poetic flowers’ (I1,2f4), Marius’s ‘martyrdom’
springs forth as beautifully as did the flower coemorating Apollo’s beloved
Hyacinth, for his ‘martyrdom’ results from actuatig the Paterian ideal of
‘dexterously seizing’ the profound moment, from dlimgness to sacrifice
himself by taking the place of his beloved Corngliwho was then under arrest,
suspected of being a criminal, a Christian: ‘Hd kalivered his brother, after
the manner he had sometimes vaguely anticipatedkirsd of distinction in his
destiny’ (I, p.213). By chronicling this imaginatmartyrdom for friendship’s
sake’, and by casting it as the principal ennobheg of a life well lived, Pater
has indeed voiced ‘an eloquent utterance’, ananta validating homoerotic and
paederastic passions as a heightened form of dsigip’ and ‘comradeship’,
whether experienced in art or in life, an utteranadidating a ‘cultural
continuum’, particularly when that continuum is ened with ‘classical motive’:
‘Had there been one to listen just then, there dddve come, from the very
depth of his desolation, an eloquent utterancastt bn the irony of men’s fates,
on the singular accidents of life and death’ (,214-15).

Against the ‘eloquent utterance’ that ends Patao\gel, Higgins’s claim
that ‘like many Victorians [...] the one aspect o$ Hbeing” that [Pater] would
and could not explore was his sexual identity, sfpadly his homoerotic
sensibility’’ seems untenable. When Pater suggests that ‘ef péople we
cannot truly know even the feelings’, each haviagpérsonality really unique’
(Marius I, p.138), he means only, contrary to Higgins'aim, thatabsolute
empathy is elusive. Nevertheless, aesthetic omatioes allow a powerful
intellect to ‘project in an external form that whiés most inward in passion or
sentiment’ (‘Winckelmann’Renaissancd 893, p.168). It does allow others to
perceive the world from his perspective: ‘Thenw# suppose [someone to be]
an artist, he says to the reader, — | want yowetopecisely what | see’ (‘Style’,
Appreciations p.28). In the creation of literature, this cadpador inspiring
others with one’s ‘own strength and noble tastehings’ (Platonism p.232)
allows for the expression of the ‘most inward irsgian or sentiment’, which is

! Higgins, ‘Piecemeal’, p.177.
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especially attractive for a homoerotic or paedeastriter whose ‘being’ is
particularly ‘inward’, as was the case with bothgPa@and Hopkins.

Recognising that methods of concealment, as welleaslation, are
inherent to literary expression, such individuatgware scrupulosity in regard to
words and their phrasing, something Marius praisédavian:

For words, after all, words manipulated with all Hielicate force, were to be the
apparatus of a war for himself. To be forcibly negsed, in the first place; and
in the next, to find the means of making visibleotbers that which was vividly
apparent, delightful, of lively interest to himselb the exclusion of all that was
but middling, tame, or only half-true even to him this scrupulousness of
literary art actually awoke in Flavian, for thesfirtime, a sort of chivalrous
conscience.(l, p.96, emphasis added)

Far more than an idyllic notion, this ‘chivalrousnscience’ becomes, for
Flavian,

a principle, the forcible apprehension of which mduim jealous and fastidious

in the selection of his intellectual food; oftestliéss while others read or gazed
diligently; never pretending to be moved out of en@omplaisance to other

people’s emotions: it served to foster in him aywa&rupulous literary sincerity

with himself. (I, p.103)

Because of his ‘scrupulous literary sincerity’, fém only finds palatable those
gualities essential for greatness in literary mastees, qualities that Pater
enumerates: ‘It is on the quality of the matteénibrms or controls, its compass,
its variety, its alliance to great ends, or thetdepf the note of revolt, or the
largeness of hope in it (‘StyleAppreciations p.36). This greatness allows a
master of letters to display ‘the unique word, glkrasentence, paragraph, essay,
or song, absolutely proper to the single mentakgmeation or vision within’
(p.27) — in other words, an ‘absolutely sincererappnsion of what is most real
to him' (p.34). By continual, scrupulous interacti with such literary
masterpieces, a reader such as Flavian, with a ofpgpuleius in hand,
encounters the interior lives of others: ‘Not lsssely does it reach a genuine
pathos; for the habit of noting and distinguishioge’s own most intimate
passages of sentiment makes one sympathetic, inegets it must, the power of
entering, by all sorts of finer ways, into the indéite recesses of other minds’
(‘Postscript’,Appreciations p.266).

Since it promised the power of ‘entering [...] intk@ intimate recesses of
other minds’, Pater’s subjective approach to acabee particularly attractive, by
the 1880s — the decade that saw the emergence bfrttnian movement proper,
according to Timothy d’Arch Smith — to ‘a new geaton of literary men
[who] began accepting homosexual sentiment as “pathe whole range of
feeling which waited to be explored”, some claimg]irthat homosexuality was
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often linked to the “artistic temperament”This ‘small band of elite “Oxonian”
souls? embraced Pater’'s Decadent vision, a vision prottaj that ‘all art has a
sensuous element, colour, form, sound’ (‘WinckelmarRenaissancel893,
p.167), a sensuous element that Pater made adiabasing from masterpieces
of canonical culture, casting over the Victoriampigeiation of literature and art a
homoerotic and paederastic tint that is most nabite in his treatment of
Leonardo da Vinci (1452-1519), about whom he writé§hough [Leonardo]
handles sacred subjects continually, he is the npefane of painters’
(Renaissanc&893, pp.93-94).

Because this ‘sensuous element’ must be teasedfauasterpieces by
the likes of Leonardo, it requires certain uncomrskitis in reading; hence, as
Dellamora observes, ‘Walter Pater promoted withim ¢émergent academic field
of literary criticism an oppositional mode of reaglimotivated by an affirmation
of sexual and emotional ties between nien'The result was that a new
generation of literary men, under Pater’s influerimgan to employ their ‘artistic
temperaments’ to craft profane, cloistral atmosebeonducive for the display of
their own ‘erotic sentiments’, atmospheres hiddgibpkinsian ‘underthought’.
Yet these ‘elite Oxonian’ displays were only onepexd of the Uranian
renaissance surfacing in Victorian society, whigplains why Pater extends this
sensuous vision far beyond his Oxonian contempesasiuggesting that ‘not only
scholars, but all disinterested lovers of bookdl, always look to [literature], as
to all other fine art, for a refuge, a sort of stoal refuge, from a certain vulgarity
in the actual world’ (‘Style’,Appreciations p.14). As far as its paederastic
implications, Pater is ever conscious that his laisdcontemporaries’ works are
part of a ‘cultural continuum’, a ‘classical motivihat flows — despite the
obstacles of ‘a certain vulgarity in the actual ldb(as for Gosse, a reference to
the Victorian populac&yand the claims of modern scholars (such as Fot)caul
from the shores of the Tiber to the shores of thanies, from the Greco-Romans
to those of today, as Rictor Norton asserts:

Homosexuality is a broad stream which continuesutodespite being dammed
up and channelled off by social control. The emi®e of history points to
repression rather than construction as the shafoiree of queer identity and

! Hilliard, p.197.

2 David J. DeLauraHebrew and Hellene in Victorian England: Newmannaid, and
Pater (Austin: University of Texas Press, 1969), p.230.

® Richard DellamoraApocalyptic Overtures: Sexual Politics and the ®emfsan Ending
(New Brunswick, NJ: Rutgers University Press, 199497.

* ‘“Ultimately, Pater’s views delineate, without camito terms with, a public attitude that
he could not overcome, ignore, or accommodate’ —ehlél Patrick GillespieQscar
Wilde and the Poetics of Ambigu{i@ainesville: University Press of Florida, 1996)..
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culture. The opportunities for expressing queesirdehave been increasingly
restricted in modern times, but the desire remgiasame.

Although Pater equally asserted that homoerotic pa€ederastic desires had
flowed from the Greco-Roman period to his own, éeognised that, more often
than not, they had done so underground. Such &tesge, analogous to
Cecilia’s hidden church, was required in orderhwart hostile ‘social control’.
Hence, Pater believed that only within a ‘cloistrefluge’ could such desires be
given their fullest expression, the only lingeripgoblem being the construction
and maintenance of such a ‘refuge’, a problem Patgiresses biographically
through Leonardo and fictively through Marius.

Because Pater's Marius ‘remained, and must alwaysob the poetic
temper’ Marius, |, p.153), he needed such a ‘cloistral refugenfrthe vulgarity

! Rictor Norton, ‘Essentialism’, it Critique of Social Constructionism and Postmodern
Queer Theoryl June 2002 <http://www.infopt.demon.co.uk/sdi3ahtm> [last accessed
23 March 2006].
2 While considering the proverbial ‘homosexual ctbse Gaylaw: Challenging the
Apartheid of the ClosefCambridge, MA: Harvard University Press, 2002)illlam N.
Eskridge quotes John Horne Burns (1916-53), thiecaudf Lucifer with a BooK1949), a
novel in which a coterie of young homosexuals pkgsucial role:
The closet then became a metaphor for ‘the absaktessity for secrecy from
the majority (which, immediately, included your féyrand the police, but also
all other heterosexuals) regarding the truth ofrygaxuality’. At the same time
the closet was a secret haven, it was one thatnareasing number of
homosexuals wanted to escape. Burns in the 198€sited his publication of
Lucifer as his way to ‘come out of the cloister’. (P.58)

In The Social and Political Thought of Bertrand Ruks&he Development of an
Aristocratic Liberalism(Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1995)lif*hionside
considers the impact that such a ‘cloister’ hadBemtrand Arthur William Russell (3
Earl Russell; 1872-1970), the British philosophragthematician, and Nobel Laureate in
Literature:
In [Bertrand] Russell's case, a conventional podd@an view of
homosexuality was reinforced by a reluctance obilitg to establish any degree
of intimacy with members of his own sex. [....] Té@ncealment of his feelings
became habitual, [...] and after 1901 it again becaomething of a refuge:
‘For my part’, he wrote in 1902, ‘I am constructiagmental cloister, in which
my inner soul is to dwell in peace, while an owienulacrum goes forth to meet
the world. In this inner sanctuary | sit and thiegectral thoughts’. [...]
Russell's experiment with the ‘double’ does illadé that thdin de siécletaste
for masks was as prevalent as was the imitatidPatér's prose. (P.48)

This ‘closet’ became all the more necessary aftéd&\é trials, as Lisa A. Golmitz notes:

‘The conviction of Wilde in 1895 forced Aesthetitis promoters, of all sexual

persuasions, back into the closet. [...] In 1895, lipuleniency for the Aesthetic project
disappeared. The public art forum that Wilde haghted in the 1880s was gone'— ‘The
Artist's Studio’, in Reading Wilde: Querying Spagesd. by Marvin H. Taylor and

Carolyn Dever (New York: NYU Press, 1995), pp.43(p@.43-44).
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of the outside world, a world unappreciative of vekation, vision, the
discovering of a vision, theeeingof a perfect humanity, in a perfect world’ (I,
p.218). Although ‘his own temper, his early thdémrescheme of things, would
have pushed him on to movement and adventure’,udariife actually pushed
him inwards, a ‘movement of observation only, oemwf pure meditation’ (ll,
pp.208-09), a movement described in Pat®&naissanceas ‘observation [...]
dwarfed into the narrow chamber of the individuahdh (‘Conclusion’, 1893,
p.187), a meditative chamber suitable for intimateraction with the highest
forms of culture, forms that Pater describes ae thightest enthusiasms the
world has to show’ (‘WinckelmannRenaissanc&893, p.183), enthusiasms that
allow the intellect ‘to feel itself alive’ (p.183).

Since he had lived his childhood in a ‘coy, retipdce’ where nothing
happened ‘without its full accompaniment of thoughtreverie’ (I, p.13), for
Marius ‘the whole of life seemed full of sacredgerces’ (p.17). His familiarity
with these ‘presences’ became as much a ‘mannéebfp.148) as it would for
the young Leonardo, about whom Pater observes: Iébimed [at Florence] the
art of going deep, of tracking the sources of exgimn to their subtlest retreats,
the power of an intimate presence in the thingtdmadled’ Renaissancé&893,
p.81). Dwelling within the ‘subtlest retreats’ —s heonardo would later, in the
Renaissance — Marius’s ‘manner of life’ allowed hion‘become aware of the
possibility of a large dissidence between an inwand somewhat exclusive
world of vivid personal apprehension, and the umowpd, unheightened reality
of the life of those about him’ (I, p.133), a wotltat considered his Cyrenaic
idealism as nothing more than an elevated, pompauns of Hedonism. The
Roman world was unable to recognise that the woiteof values’ for Marius’s
Cyrenaic philosophy was ‘not pleasure, but fulnegdife, and “insight™ (l,
pp.152; 151), in much the same way that the Viatonivorld was unable to
recognise the same for Pater’s Cyrenaic philosephgven members of his own
coterie, such as Wilde. ‘I wish they wouldn't calle “a hedonist™, Pater
commented to Gosse in 1876, after reading a newspagicle that made
reference to him. ‘It produces such a bad effectth®e minds of people who
don’t know Greek® This ‘bad effect’ was what the wider Victorian fibstood
aghast at, aghast that such a ‘hedonistic’ Cyrephilosophy ever inspired its
followers with an ‘eagerness, just then, to tastd aee and touch’ (1885, I,
p.199), an ‘eagerness’ so unlike the ‘immobilityat Marius characterises as ‘a
sort of ideal in the Roman religion’ (I, p.178)daaulture, a characterisation that,
by his continual authorial asides, Pater managestend to his own ‘immobile’
and ‘blasé’ contemporaries, whose opposition to ‘hedonism’ was usually
couched in religious terms, particularly in regtzdhe ‘sins of Sodom’ to which
his ‘hedonism’ was rightly thought to give license.

What nullifies much of the baseness attributed bgiedy to such a
‘hedonism’ is that the Cyrenaic ‘eagerness’ thatePadvocates can, in fact,

1 As quoted in Edmund Gosse, ‘Walter Pater: A Piftr&ontemporary Reviews7
(December 1894), pp.795-810; reprinted in Sedekjfe (this passage is from p.191).
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motivate someone like Marius to dive into ‘thatl fsfream of refined sensation’
(Il, p.26), to live forever in that

school of Cyrene, in that comparatively fresh Greskld, [where] we see this
philosophy where it is leablasé as we say, in its most pleasant, its blithest and
yet perhaps its wisest form, youthfully bright hretyouth of European thought.
But it grows young again for a while in almost gugouthful soul. It is spoken
of sometimes as the appropriate utterance of jated but in them it can hardly
be sincere, or, by the nature of the case, an siagm. [....] The Cyrenaic
doctrine, then, realised as a motive of strenu@ssie enthusiasm, is not so
properly the utterance of the ‘jaded Epicurean’ofthe strong young man in all
the freshness of thought and feeling, fascinatethéyotion of raising his life to
the level of a daring theory, while, in the firgrgal heat of existence, the beauty
of the physical world strikes potently upon his eddpen, unwearied senses. He
discovers a great new poem every spring, with alfedchdelightful things he too
has felt, but which have never been expressed,least never so truly, before.

(I, pp.15-17)

This Cyrenaic ‘eagerness’ to dive into ‘that fullemm of refined sensation’, an
‘eagerness’ expressed most authentically by therantes of a ‘strong young
man in all the freshness of thought and feeling’what attracted Pater both
erotically and intellectually, is what inspired hitm seek paederastic ‘hearers’
from among Balliol undergraduates like Hardingdrom among London actors
like Eversfield. Pater's desire for contact withck ‘wide-open, unwearied
senses’ is what made him willing to risk scandal aossible arrest — perhaps
even Marius’s ‘martyrdom’ for love’'s sake — thoulgl hoped that a protective
discretion like Cornelius’s would provide him wigh‘cloistral refuge’ from the
vulgar, their gossip, and their draconian laws,cegorotect him from the fate of
Johnson, Solomon, Browning, and Wilde. Pater'suaidation of such a
discretion is what fostered that absence of diyebibgraphical evidence that
made him ‘arguably the most private Victorian’, actbr that lends to Marius
much of his autobiographical resonance.

As ‘the impression of the individual in his isatat, each mind keeping
as a solitary prisoner its own dream of a worl@€dhclusion’,Renaissanc&893,
pp.187-88), the refined Cyrenaic doctrine that@umded Marius with a ‘cloistral
refuge’ came linked to an attendant lonelinesspaliness that began to dissipate
under the realisation that his maturing aestheisility could be employed to
express his most inward impressions, a sensitiigg Pater describes in his
Renaissance

The basis of all artistic genius lies in the pow&conceiving humanity in a new
and striking way, of putting a happy world of ita/ro creation in place of the
meaner world of our common days, generating ardisedf an atmosphere with
a novel power of refraction, selecting, transforgninecombining the images it
transmits, according to the choice of the imagimaintellect.
(‘Winckelmann’Renaissanc&893, p.170)
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Acquiring this sensibility, a sensibility that perees humanity in ‘a new and
striking way’, a sensibility that allows one ‘to dfmualways with this hard, gem-
like flame [and] to maintain this ecstasy’, suggeBater, ‘is success in life’
(‘Conclusion’, Renaissancd 893, p.189). This success bestows a ‘colourless,
unclassified purity of life, with its blending aridterpenetration of intellectual,
spiritual, and physical elements, still folded timge, pregnant with the
possibilities of a whole world closed within it'Winckelmann’, Renaissance
1893, p.174), an imaginative world impregnated biyagerian sensibility, as is
illustrated by Flavian as he shares his copy ofléips with Marius:

The two lads were lounging together over a book:thaied in a heap of dry

corn, in an old granary — the quiet corner to whichy had climbed out of the

way of their noisier companions on one of theirnbiest holiday afternoons.

They looked round: the western sun smote throighkroad chinks of the

shutters. How like a picture! and it was precisilg scene described in what
they were reading, with just that added poetic oincthe book which made it

delightful and select, and, in the actual place,rtty of sunlight transforming the
rough grain among the cool brown shadows into heégsld. (I, p.55)

Such may have been the glories of an adolescevee iln Imperial Rome, with
its transforming freedoms — but what of the gloridésan adolescence lived in
Victorian London? Anticipating this question, Ratesponds with a challenge,
asserting thatife in modern London even, in the heavy glow aframer, is stuff
sufficient for the fresh imagination of a youth ltaild its “palace of art” of’
(Marius Il, p.17), a palace where humanity and its moresfaeshly’ perceived
and expressed, whether in modern London or in ah&eme.

Embracing Pater's mature dictum that ‘what we nieetthe world, over
against that [bland existence that others lead, dertain permanent and general
power of compassion — humanity’s standing forceseff-pity’ (Marius I,
p.182), Marius sought for a ‘humanity, a universader, the great polity, its
aristocracy of elect spirits, the mastery of tleiample over their successors’, a
‘fresh’ humanity whose mores are ‘more than anlliettual abstraction’ (I,
pp.11-12). Only in the early Christian concepadsupreme city, [an] invisible
society, whose conscience was become explicitannher circle of inspired
souls’ (Il, p.10), did Marius find this ‘humanity’. In this ‘fresh’ faith’s
‘humanity, or even its humanism, in its generoupdsofor man, its common
sense and alacrity of cheerful service, its sympailith all creatures, its
appreciation of beauty and daylight’ (ll, p.115)aMis found materials from
which to build his own ‘palace of art’, inspired by cleansing and kindling
flame at work in [early Christianity and its ritesivhich seemed to make
everything else Marius had ever known look compagbt vulgar and mean’ (I,
p.131). For Pater, as well as for his Marius, tsgly church was a potent
symbol, for it was within just such a ‘supreme Gign ‘invisible society’, an
‘inner circle of inspired souls’ that Pater envistd the paederastic Hellenism
that he advocated finding a space to flourisheast for its ‘palace of art'.
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This subsequent refinement (not change of persggatas due, in great
measure, to the maturing of ideas that Marius habraced under Flavian's
influence, ideas that were further developed arjdséed through contact with
Cornelius and the humanity of Cornelius’s churadeais that were augmented
through intimacy with his own ‘divine companionthis is an apt expression of
the subsequent refinement in Pater's own perspectand perceptions, as is
made clear by that footnote that he later addedddhen-infamous ‘Conclusion’
of his Renaissance In fact, this subsequent refinement can betithtied by
pairing a précis oThe Renaissanogith a précis oMarius the Epicureanwith
the following attempting to don Pater’s baroquéesty

Expanding his time and vitality, first by refinings sympathy with the old
masters — especially Renaissance artists who dethveir sweetness from the
Classical world and their curious strength from khedieval, a combination of
the profane and the sacred — then by exploringfither gradations of the
modern arts of music, poetry, and painting — arthets exposes his sensual
organs to the strange pagan beauties of art andl mnd personality that are
never flaccid, even in Christian culture, beautiest penetrate and stimulate and
attune his otherwise brief and trivial life, filiint with as many brilliant sins and
exquisite amusements as possible, impregnatingaliimculture and solace and
grace, leaving behind only a relish, a longing oose experiences to happen
again. Renaissancamy précis)

In Christianity’s humanistic ideal of a youth whajthough parting with

everything for his cause, still announces his ssgcas if foreseeing his own
worship amid the vulgar pagan world — Marius hadnid an imaginative

stimulus, a possible conscience, a chivalry analedo his own ample vision of
that perpetual companion who was diffused through rhemory of strange
souls, transforming his vague hopes into effectiesires, doubling his
pleasures, bringing him gratitude for all aspedthip life, anticipating one great
act, one critical moment, which, though it comesilgachanges him and his life
forever. Marius, my précis)

Notice how the first involves a form of self-refinent through contact with the
choicest of aesthetic and philosophical works, gl@ting and attuning one’s
brief life in order to create a form of exquisiteelf-culture’; the second, a
renunciation of everything, even one’s brief lifethat is what is required to
achieve an ideal, an ideal bastioned by a ‘sorthi¥alrous conscience’. This
refinement of perspective — the distinct differermstween the Pater dthe
Renaissancand the Pater o¥arius the Epicurean— is something that even
many in Pater’s coterie seem to have been unalgeatip, despite its centrality to
Pater's concept of a ‘supreme city’, an ‘invisitdeciety’, an ‘inner circle’,
despite the fact that they were the individualsePaipected to constitute that
‘city’, ‘society’, ‘circle’. While The Renaissanceought to justify a necessary
first step — the development of ‘self-culture’ Marius the Epicurearsought to
broaden that ‘culture’ beyond the ‘self’, beyonketindividual in his isolation’.
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Pater fully recognised that this second step aféguires an act of renunciation
for the ‘greater good'.

Although ‘Chapter Five’ will deal more fully withdw this relates to
Wilde, let it merely be noted that this Paterianaapt of renunciation, of a youth
parting with everything for his cause, was beyonitd@/s comprehension, hence
worthy of his humoured or peeved disdain. The Critic as Artist Wilde
expresses through Gilbert that ‘self-denial is dymg® method by which man
arrests his progress, and self-sacrifice a suro¥ahe mutilation of the savage,
part of that old worship of pain which is so telila factor in the history of the
world’.*  While the Pater offhe Renaissancmight well have seconded this
claim, the Pater oMarius the Epicurearhad come instead to appreciate both
‘self-denial’ and ‘self-sacrifice’, had come insteto realise that the ultimate
refinement of ‘self-culture’ resides in knowing haeavassist one’s ‘comrades’ as
well as the wider culture, in knowing how to fatgte the ‘cultural continuum’ (a
phrase employed here in its fullest paederastichemdoerotic sense) — even if
that assistance requires one to remain silent and/stand aside, a form of
Paterian ‘martyrdom’ ever accompanied by Mariugarfthat ‘from the drops of
his blood there would spring no miraculous, podevers’ (ll, p.214). This
acquiescence is a Paterian willingness to accepstment, if need be, alongside
those scurrilous free spirits whom Dante relegatethe Vestibule of Hell as
‘unworthy alike of heaven and hell [...] [and placed that middle world in
which men take no side in great conflicts, and diecio great causes, and make
great refusals’ (‘Sandro BotticelliRenaissanc&893, p.43).

Given the advantages of having acquired an aéstmtication complete
with ‘all the finer sorts of literature’Marius, I, p.147), complete with an
appreciation of the vulgarity and meanness of cotioeal humanity, Pater, like
his persona Marius, felt compelled to enlightereaghto assist the wider culture,
to maintain the ‘authentic’ cultural continuum s$tfeng back to the Greeks —
even though Pater recognised that this ‘assistaniggit only ever be appreciated
by an extremely limited Decadent and Uranian awdiehis ‘inner circle’. This
is Pater’s conciliatory, not dissident impulse, tierwas fully aware that his own
Cyrenaic doctrine ‘with its worship of beauty — tife body — of physical
beauty’ would only ‘perform its legitimate moralrfction, as a “counsel of
perfection”, for the few’ fMarius 1885, Il, p.32).

In Leonardo da Vinci, Pater found an exemplar a$ titounsel of
perfection’, an exemplar who ‘seemed to his contmaupes to be the possessor
of some unsanctified and secret wisdoiRefaissancd 893, p.78), a wisdom
that transformed his studio into a form of Platomicademy ‘for the few’,
specifically for

! Oscar Wilde, The Critic as Artistin The Complete Works of Oscar Wild&" edn
(Glasgow: Harper Collins, 1994), pp.1108-55 (p.)122
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Andrea Salaino, beloved of Leonardo for his curded waving hair [...] and
afterwards his favourite pupil and servant. Oftladl interests in living men and
women which may have filled his life at Milan, tha&tachment alone is
recorded. And in return Salaino identified himssif entirely with Leonardo,
that the picture ofSt. Anne in the Louvre, has been attributed to him. It
illustrates Leonardo’s usual choice of pupils [.. émwith just enough genius to
be capable of initiation into his secret, for tlakes of which they were ready to
efface their own individuality. [....] Out of the get places of a unique
temperament [Leonardo] brought strange blossomdraitsl hitherto unknown.
(1893, pp.91-92)

Necessity dictated that the eroticised ‘wisdomoimthich young Giacomo Salai
(Pater's Andrea Salainowas to be ‘initiated’ remain a ‘secret’, as Leatwr
knew from personal experience. In early April 14a6 anonymous message was
delivered to the Ufficiali di Notte e dei Monasteat the Palazzo Vecchio,
Florence, accusing Leonardo sbdomiawith a seventeen-year-old model and
prostitute, Jacopo Saltarelli. As a result, Lednaspent two months in prison
awaiting the court’s decision: ‘Though the chargese later dismissed for lack
of evidence, and even though death was not thel umar@ence for those
convicted, the possibility of a capital sentenceegthe more cautious good
reason to be discreet’ After this ominous experience, Leonardo indeethbee
more discreet, with his desires eventually directedre safely, towards his
young apprentices, apprentices who were primatilysen, as Pater asserts, for
their beauty, as with Salai, chosen for ‘his cuded waving hair’. Nevertheless,
two manuscript pages of what is now tB®dex Atlanticus(f. 132, 133)
indiscreetly evince — in either a playful or a tdng way — that the relationship
between Leonardo and his favoured Salai was fan fribaste or covert:

! pater's use of the word ‘men’ seems a deliberstempt to disguise the fact that
Leonardo’s principal ‘pupil’, Giacomo Salai, waslypa boy. The painting referred to is
Leonardo’sThe Virgin and Child with St Ann@il on wood; 1510; Musée du Louvre,
Paris, France).

2 In Walter PaterThe Renaissancesd. by Kenneth Clark (New York: Collins, 1967),
Clark observes that ‘there was no such painterrafréa Salaino. The name seems to be
due to a confusion between Andrea Solario and @iac8alai. The latter was the boy
with curly hair who joined Leonardo in 1490 andysth with him throughout his life’
(p-116, note). About the problematic name of GiacoSalai, Wayne V. Andersen
writes: ‘Freud was under the impression that Satai Giacomo were separate boys, but
Salai's documented name was Giacomo de’ Caprattd dalaij. | have found him also
referred to as Andrea Salaino’ +feud, Leonardo Da Vinci, and the Vulture's Tail: A
Refreshing Look at Leonardo’s Sexua(idew York: Other Press, 2001), pp.133-34. The
engraving by Charles Henry Jeens that appearseofitih page of PaterRenaissancés
based on a chalk drawing attributed, at the timé,gonardo, and believed to be a portrait
of Salai (which it might actually be).

® Greenberg, p.308. See also James M. Sas®anymede in the Renaissance:
Homosexuality in Art and Sociefidew Haven, CT: Yale University Press, 1985), p;197
Andersen, pp.97-100.
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After 1490 [when Leonardo took him in at the agetesf], he was no longer
called Giacomo, but Salai. In 1490, Leonardo wcwde been thirty-seven or
thirty-eight. Thought to be the clearest pieceevidence that Leonardo used
Salai sexually is a cartoonish sketch in one ofrla@do’s notebooks. It depicts
a line of walking phalluses aimed at a circle, &hbat is assumed to be an anus
[...] Above the circle is inscribed “Salai”. [....] Oithe same sheet are
Leonardo’s invention of a bicycle and a sketchhef male head in profife.

Codex Atlanticusf. 132, 133 (details)
[Household of ?] Leonardo da Vinci (1452-1519)
Autograph paper codex, ca. 1478-1518

Biblioteca Ambrosiana, Milan, Italy

Coition Sheet(detail)
Leonardo da Vinci (1452-1519)
Pen and ink on paper, ca. 1492
Royal Library, Windsor Castle, Windsor, UK

! ‘Salai’ means ‘little devil’; see Anderson, p.134By comparing these cartoonish
sketches with Leonardo’€oition Sheegtit becomes immediately apparent that these
‘prancing penises’, as well as the ‘bicycle’ sketahe not from Leonardo’s hand, and
were probably sketched by one or more of his apijwes (the ‘bicycle’ perhaps from a
model that Leonardo had already fabricated).
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However, since nothing about these phallic imageshe Codex Atlanticus
bespeaks the hand of Leonardo, they were likelwnria a playful way by Salai
himself (with someone noting this by supplying th&y’s name) or by one or
more of Leonardo’s other apprentices, as a tauntogimentary on the
sodomitical acts that were either explicit or imgjiliin Salai’'s position as the
artist's favourite, both in the studio and in thedloom. A pair of penises
prancing towards a hole labelled ‘Salaj’ is a sebest veiled from the eyes of
the many (which certainly accounts for those twlvésm of a severed manuscript
sheet being pasted to mountings by Pompeo Leotlieaend of the sixteenth
century, concealing those prancing penises unditioration work on th&€odex
Atlanticusin the 1960s). This salacious (or ‘Salai-cioudrawing provides a
clue to unravelling the paederastic pedagogy ‘eedbdvithin Leonardo’s
aesthetic works, a paederastic ‘Da Vinci Code’ thas of particular interest to
Pater and his Uranians, those masters of ‘undegtitou This was a ‘code’ that
could only be unravelled by an initiate for whorh€étveil that [...] lay over the
works of the old masters of art’ had been lifted.

As if schooled, like Salai, by a Leonardo, Mariasllacquired ‘a peculiar
manner of intellectual confidence, as of one wha indeed been initiated into a
great secret [...] Though with an air so disengadedseemed to be living so
intently in the visible world! [....] The veil thatas to be lifted for him lay over
the works of the old masters of artérius, |, pp.157). This ‘intellectual
confidence’, a confidence that emboldened and edablarius to unexpurgate
the subtleties of ancient art, had been gainedigiro

refining all the instruments of inward and outwantuition, of developing all
their capacities, of testing and exercising on&€l ® them, till one’s whole
nature became one complex medium of reception, risvéhe vision — the
‘beatific vision’, if we really cared to make itdu— of our actual experience in
the world. Not the conveyance of an abstract bafdyuths or principles, would
be the aim of the right education of one’s selfpbanother, but the conveyance
of an art — an art in some degree peculiar to @atikidual character.
(1, p.143)

At a Classical academy, an academy resemblingzaat in paederastic
import, the studio of Leonardo — ‘the school, ofienany imitations of Plato’s
Academy in the old Athenian garden, lay in a gsigburb of Pisa, and had its
grove of cypresses, its porticoes, a house fomasgter, its chapel and images’ (I,
p.46) — Marius had gained an idiosyncratic educsiticthe Platonism that Pater
considered ‘a highly conscious reassertion of drteetwo constituent elements
in the Hellenic genius, of the spirit of the highiis namely in which the early
Dorian forefathers of the Lacedesemonifiasl secreted their peculiar disposition
in contrast with the mobile, the marine and fluemper of the littoral lonian
people’ Platonism pp.200-01, emphasis added). Pater’s verb ‘satrés a
portmanteau of erotic suggestion, especially ifspdisition’ is interpreted
erotically: the Dorian ‘disposition’ wasecret—egdconveyed in secret from an
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‘inspirer’ to his ‘hearer’; the Dorian ‘dispositibwas secrete—d¢onveyed as a

fluid (ejaculate) from an ‘inspirer into his ‘heat.! However, as Symonds
explains inA Problem in Greek Ethi¢cdor the Dorians this erotic relationship
conveyed more than pleasure, more than a ‘dispasitostered by ejaculations
‘secreted in secret’. It literally conveyed thesesce of the paederastic
continuum — establishing, through a private pedggagphysical, mental, and
emotional intimacy that was so durable that it beea revered ‘institution’ in

Doric society:

The lover taught, the hearer learned; and so fran to man was handed down
the tradition of heroism, the peculiar tone andpgemof the state to which, in
particular among the Greeks, the Dorians clung vabistinate pertinacity.
Xenophon distinctly states that love was maintaiagebng the Spartans with a
view to education; and when we consider the custofrihe state, by which
boys were separated early from their homes andnfgences of the family
were almost wholly wanting, it is not difficult tonderstand the importance of
the paiderastic institution. The Lacedaemonianrawight represent his friend
in the Assembly. He was answerable for his goowtloot, and stood before him
as a pattern of manliness, courage, and prude®©¢he nature of his teaching
we may form some notion from the precepts addredsedhe Megarian
Theognis to the youth Kurnus. In battle the loviergyht side by sidé.

Praised for its common sense by Benjamin Jowettthe other Oxford
dons® Pater'sPlato and Platonismasserted discreetly that ‘the institutions of
Sparta [which Symonds describes above] bore djregibn those of Victorian
England* — or, more aptly, ‘bore directly into’ the eduaatal institutions of

! In Pederasty and Pedagogy in Archaic GreéEhampaign: University of lllinois Press,
1996), William Armstrong Percy Il notes that, i80d7, the classicist Eric Bethe ‘claimed
that Dorian warriors solemnly and ritually injectgduths anally with semen to make
them grow strong and brave, much as certain primigocieties still did in his day.
Bethe's contemporaries almost unanimously rejedieel analogy’ (p.17). ‘Bethe
maintained that the pederastic initiation of Dorigouths into manhood had a sacral
character. Since rituals of manhood were holy amthe Dorians, their pederastic
practices did not constitute true homosexuality dtype of phallus-worship: “The love
act itself, as a holy act, in a holy place, was stommated according to officially
recognized usages”™ (p.32). It is difficult to spéate whether Pater would have agreed
or not with Bethe's historical claim, a claim catesied insupportable by Bethe's
immediate contemporaries and by scholars todayweder, the sacramental quality of
Bethe’s claim — that Greek paederastic acts castitan absolute commingling of the
sacred and the profane — might well have appealeBater on a philosophical and
emotive, if not historical level.

2 SymondsGreek Ethic§1901], p.13.

% See Robert and Janice A. Keéfdalter Pater and the Gods of Disordgithens: Ohio
State University Press, 1988).

* Dowling, ‘Ruskin’s’, p.3. The sentence in fullads: ‘It is clear, for example, that Pater
himself believed that the institutions of Spartaebdlirectly upon those of Victorian
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Victorian England, especially after educators sashWilliam Johnsonlgter
Cory) and Oscar Browning had begun ‘secreting thetuliar disposition’ into
the orifices, carnal or cerebral, of many a subivis&tonian. The key phrase
here is ‘asserted discreetly’. Since these lestuvere originally delivered to
undergraduates in an introductory philosophy coutser, as Pater expresses in
his prefatory note, ‘The Lectures of which thiswmok is composed were written
for delivery to some young students of philosophy’and since these lectures
were delivered in his official capacity as a unsisrlecturer and published while
he still retained that position, Pater could harbbve ‘asserted indiscreetly’
about Plato’s ‘paederastic pedagogy’. These tetules were designed to
provide an overview of the Platonic canon; the 8ticrMethod; Socrates’
responses to Pre-Socratic philosophies about moinantia, and number; the
differences between Xenophon’s Socrates and PjatwsSocratic conflict with
sophistry; Plato’s theory of Ideas and his straegif dialectic; the political and
social dimensions of Plato’s ideal state; and Patelationship to creativity.
Only two of these lectures even vaguely considedpeasty: lecture six, ‘The
Genius of Plato’, and eight, ‘Lacedeemon’. Howeube little that can be
gleaned fromPlato and Platonismm such as the portmanteau ‘secreted’, is
paederastically expressive and choice.

Surprisingly, few of Pater’'s contemporaries, indghgdJowett, seem to
have recognised or particularly considered the tsoskbtle veneration of Dorian
(or, early Spartan) paederastic practices:

These bodies [of the young male Spartans], moreavershaped by a discipline
in which normative Victorian masculinity is perpelly violated: this
emphatically conservative and masculine societigciddtes its social authority
through the anathematized practice of pederastgt Péter's sympathy to this
transgressive discipline was not idiosyncratic: contemporary reviews, [...]
Pater’s account of Sparta was ‘universally admited’

Whether encapsulated in Spartan discipline or Riatdialogues, the ‘paiderastic
institution’ engendered a receptive temperamentd@position’ in the young
Greeks of antiquity, a temperament marked by ttrectandifference’ that Pater
believed essential for encountering, whether erditure or in life, the brilliance
of an individual like Plato:

England: the parallels he draws between the eiducaf Spartan youth and the public
schools and universities of England are too ingtdtar us to think otherwise’.

! Adams, p.461. Dorian paederasty was first deilt v detail by Karl Otfried Miiller in
his Die Dorier: Geschichten hellnischer Stamme und ®{adhich was translated into
English by Henry Tufnell and George Cornewall Lea#sThe History and Antiquities of
the Doric Race 2 vols (London: John Murray, 1830). This booknsiders Greek
paederasty to have been an essential aspect df Gultere. Dowling writes: ‘Whatever
we decide, it is clear that MillerBorians was a favorite book with Pater’ (‘Ruskin’s’,
p.3). For ‘Dorianism’ as a broader concept forelPaind his contemporaries, see
Dellamora,Apocalyptic chapter 2.
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The business of the young scholar therefore, idingaPlato, is not to take his
side in a controversy, to adopt or refute Platgiions, to modify, or make
apology for, what may seem erratic or impossiblédim; still less, to furnish

himself with arguments on behalf of some theorgamviction of his own. His

duty is rather to follow intelligently, but with rétt indifference, the mental
process there, as he might witness a game of $lalker still, as in reading
Hamlet or The Divine Comedyso in readinglThe Republicto watch, for its

dramatic interest, the spectacle of a powerful sbvereign intellect, translating
itself, amid a complex group of conditions whichncaever in the nature of
things occur again, at once pliant and resistanth&mn, into a great literary
monument. Rlatonism pp.10-11)

Pruriently, Pater suggests that the brilliance latd® a brilliance enacted in his
dialogues, arose from the same ‘sensuous fachi#y'rhade him a superior lover,
for he too ‘had secreted [his] peculiar dispositiamto the boy Aster: ‘Just there,
then, is the secret of Plato’s intimate concerrhwhis power over, the sensible
world, the apprehensions of the sensuous facutty:is a lover, a great lover,
somewhat after the manner of Dante’ (p.135For Pater, as for Plato, the
educational was ever blent with the physical armddmotional, an aspect of his
life and works that has proven problematic, botigbaphically and critically.

Although sharing many of Pater’s acquaintancesdesires, as well as
writing his only approved biography — that is, ‘apped’ as far as Pater’s
fastidious and protective sisters Hester and Ghaee concernéd— Arthur C.
Benson nonetheless recognised the moral problenssngrfrom such a
unification of Plato’s pedagogy and Dante’s ideadidove, compelling him to
guestion: ‘Isn’t it really rather dangerous tobels read Plato, if one is desirous
that they should accept conventional moraliti&s8ymonds also pondered this
guestion, as Dowling relates:

No wonder Symonds in concludidgProblem in Modern Ethic&l891), the last
of the homosexualist apologias he was to haveaqatiduring his lifetime, should
suggest that those who insist on punishing homads»at law would do better
instead to ‘turn their attention to the higher eatian’ being carried on in

Y In ‘Pater as Don’Prose Studiesl1.1 (1988), pp.41-60, William Shuter writesn the
study of Plato [according to Pater] no examinald#l & so essential as a receptive
disposition, for Plato’s philosophy “does not piwia proposition, nor a system of
propositions, but forms a temper” (p.53).

2 Dowling writes: ‘Pater [...] seems to have beerspaded that an education conducted
along the old lines of Greek paiderastia [...] wogkhuinely fulfill the liberal ideal of
education’ Hellenism p.102).

% See Donoghue, p.104.

* David NewsomeOn the Edge of Paradise: A. C. Benson: The DiafBhicago:
University of Chicago Press, 1980), p.194. Aboeh&n’s comments on Pater, Shuter
writes: ‘[Pater's homoerotic temperament] was ¢fieme always something of an open
secret [....] By way of confirmation Benson merelyirmis to the body of Pater’s work,
which, he supposes, speaks for itself’ (‘Outing48D).
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English public schools and universities. For isviast there that the ‘best minds
of our youth are ... exposed to the influences ofaderastic literature at the
same time that they acquire the knowledge and epmr of unnatural
practices™

One must bear in mind that, in Benson’s case, dhisstion about the dangers
arising fromboys reading Platoconcerns ‘conventional moralities’ only, for
Benson seems unlikely to have been personally sdiaed by the paederastic
pedagogy that Pater sanctioned or advocated: 8\t truly Uranian, Benson
nevertheless hovered dangerously near Uranian shiepd In fact, Benson
would later provide a biographical introduction amates for the 1905 edition of
lonica, a ‘classic paean to romantic paideradtiay William Johnson léter
Cory), one of the founding and most influentialtiké Uranians (or, as Timothy
d’Arch Smith labels him, one of the most influehtidranian precursors’). ‘A
vigorous intellect, classicist, and master at Etdohnson had ‘a romantic belief
in Platonic paiderasti& the very paederasty that Symonds considers abuve a
that was originally expounded to him in a lettesnfr Johnson, a letter that was
considered in ‘Chapter One’. As with Pater’s fdgbscar Browning a few years
later, a scandal drew Johnson (formerly one of Binog/s teachers) away from
his beloved Eton: ‘Johnson was to leave Eton alyup 1872 after what
appears to have been a parent’s complaint abowviedy intimate relationship
with a pupil’®> As the provider of a biographical introductiondanotes for
Johnson’donica and as the writer of Pater’s biography, Benson evesof those
best qualified to answer his own rhetorical questisn't it really rather
dangerous to let boys read Plato, if one is desirtat they should accept
conventional moralities?’

While visiting Oxford in search of biographical reaals about the
elusive Pater, Benson gained a definitive answblis@wn question, finding that
Pater had always been a wanton ‘corrupter of youtiesd always been that
wanton returning from ‘upstairs’ with two ‘feminihg/ouths in tow whom
Pattison had observed in 1878. On the Edge of Paradise: A. C. Benson: The
Diarist, David Newsome relates:

! Dowling, Hellenism p.129.

2 D'Arch Smith, p.7.

% Dowling, Hellenism p.114. William Johnsorigter Cory), lonica [Parts | and Il], by
William Cory, with biographical intro. and notes Bythur C. Benson (London: George
Allen, 1905).

* Dowling, Hellenism p.87.

® Ibid., p.87, note. For Kincaid’s discussion ottbdohnson and Browning, s&ild-
Loving pp.232-34. D’Arch Smith notes that Oscar Brownirad been one of Johnson’s
pupils at Eton (p.6). See also Ari Adut, ‘A Theowf Scandal: Victorians,
Homosexuality, and the Fall of Oscar Wild&merican Journal of Sociologyl11.1
(2005), pp.213-48 (p.225).



268

If the writing of Walter Patertook under three months, at least the research
behind it had proved ticklish and delicate, as [Hdd] Gosse had warned
[Arthur Benson] it would. There were ‘dark areas'Pater’s life. Benjamin
Jowett had gained possession of certain comprogikdtiers which he had
threatened Pater he would publish should he ewugk tf standing for university
office. Arthur’s reaction was instinctively to @efd Pater’'s male friendships as
never being anything but ‘frigidly Platonic’. Aftdhe had visited Oxford and
talked with Herbert Warren at Magdalen about thestAetic Movement
generally, he was less happy. ‘It will want greate’, he wrote. This was
‘rather a dark place, I'm afraid. But if we giveys Greek books to read and
hold up the Greek spirit and the Greek life as aehat is very difficult to slice
out one portion, which was a perfectly normal mdrGreek life, and to say that
it is abominable etc. etc. A strongly sensuousuneat— such as Pater and
Symonds — with a strong instinct for beauty, anduight up at an English
public school, will almost certainly go wrong, imught if not in act*

Warren's assessment of Pater seemed tenable tofBesisleast as biographer,
especially since Pater had always fashioned hinesl& receptive student of
Plato? a paederastic lover whose philosophical strengthecfrom a ‘strongly
sensuous nature’ that, as with Marius, rested éneftiucation of the eyes — for
the artist, as well as the philosopher, imploresdtudents: ‘I want you to see
precisely what | see/Appreciationsp.28). In fact, Marius cultivated

the capacity of the eye, inasmuch as in the eyddiaifor him the determining
influence of life: he was of the number of thodgowin the words of a poet who
came long after, must be ‘made perfect by the loiv&isible beauty’. The
discourse was conceived from the point of view ofhaory Marius found
afterwards in Plato’®Phaedrus which supposes men’s spirits susceptible to
certain influences, diffused, after the manner toéasns or currents, by fair
things or persons visibly present — green fields,ifistance, or children’s faces
— into the air around them, acting, in the casesahe peculiar natures, like
potent material essences, and conforming the sethremselves as with some
cunning physical necessityMérius, |, p.32)

A necessity both ‘cunning’ and ‘physical’ — Pateptrasing echoes his
‘secret—ed’ and ‘secrete—d’, and posits that thegéh a ‘receptive’ or
‘susceptible’ temperament (those with ‘peculiarunas’, like Marius and Plato)
are brought tantalisingly and tauntingly closegotent material essences’, hence
are more easily impregnated, in a paederastic sbyse‘peculiar disposition’.
This ‘receptivity’, a receptivity that Pater belex/to be characteristically
present in children, became an ideal for Mariughstinat he himself hoped to
maintain ‘the unclouded and receptive soul quitting world finally, with the
same fresh wonder with which it had entered theldvstill unimpaired’ (Il

! Newsome, p.192.
2 The progression from the ‘receptive’ to the ‘aetivole in Decadence is considered in
‘Chapter Five’.
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p.220), for this receptivity is not limited by cimmlogical age. Even in mid-life,
‘Winckelmann looked at life with a fresh, childlikeye® — or, as Pater phrases
this himself in regard to Winckelmann’s admiration all things Greek: ‘Greek
sensuousness [...] is shameless and childliReh@issanc&893, p.177). Robert
Currie suggests that Pater adopted or adapted lthimge of ‘Greek
sensuousness’ with childhood from Johann ChristBgkdrich von Schiller
(1759-1805), causing Pater to believe that, ‘in theeteenth century, only the
child, or the naive genius, might enjoy the immegiaf Greek life’? an
‘immediacy’ that could only be maintained in adoltid through continual
interaction with the young, an interaction aboutckhMarius elaborates in his
diary: ‘I notice sometimes what | conceive to be precise character of the
fondness of the roughest working-people for thewmng children. [....] What is
of finer soul, or of finer stuff in things, artmands delicate touchirg to [the
roughest worker] the delicacy of the little chilgpresents that: it initiates him
into that’ (ll, pp.180-81, emphasis added). Ifretiee most illiterate, vulgar, and
rough worker is somewhat initiated into this ‘finsoul’ through physical and
emotional contact with his own children, how muchrenso for someone with
refined sensibilities like Marius, someone who hfready been fully initiated
into the pleasures and philosophies of the ‘immeda Greek life’?

Since this ‘Greek sensuousness’ was, for the Unanitinked with the
‘delicacy of the [...] child’, Pater portrays Mariisss someone compelled to
perform the ‘legitimate moral function’ of his Cyra&ic philosophy, the “counsel
of perfection”, for the few’ (1885, II, p.32)— though, in this case, for a few
boys of receptive temperament, boys with the paktd become his inspired
‘hearers’. As if by a stage direction ‘Enter bogtich a boy duly appears, a boy
whose countenance seems to ‘demand delicate tayichiloy whose ‘capacity
of the eye’ seems to display his receptivity, a ldyose subsequent ‘blush’
seems to suggest that he already recognises thiigro that his person
provokes:

Marius became fluent concerning the promise of ymeng student, the son, as
it presently appeared, of parents of whom Lucighgamosata] himself knew
something: and soon afterwards the lad was semimgaalong briskly — a lad
with gait and figure well enough expressive of gane mind in the healthy
body, though a little slim and worn of feature, amith a pair of eyes expressly
designed, it might seem, for fine glancings atdtaes. At the sight of Marius he
paused suddenly, and with a modest blush on resiognihis companion
[Lucian], who straightway took with the youtlsp prettily enthusiastic,the
freedom of an old friend. (Il, p.144, emphasided)

! Richard Dellamora, ‘The Androgynous Body in PatefVinckelmann™, Browning
Institute Studiesl1 (1983), pp.51-68 (p.64). See also Donoghu83

2 Robert Currie, ‘Pater’s Rational Cosmaghilological Quarterly 59 (1980), pp.95-104
(p.101).

% In a passage soon to be quoted, Winckelmann cliais[The ancients] went so far as
to cite their [paederastic] inclination as testima their morality’.
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Title Page lllustration for Pater's Renaissance
Charles Henry Jeens (1827-79)
Engraving [from the Leonardoesque original beldi@76-77

Half-Length Study of Young Boy in Three-Quartem\iacing to the Right
Giovanni Agostino da Lodi (active ca. 1495 — ca20)
Red chalk on paper (Louvre 2252)
Département des Arts Graphiques du Musée du Loiags, France

This lad’s ‘modest blush’ gains its import and imoce only when ‘so prettily
enthusiastic’ is interpreted in the Uranian sensteiPsupplies it in his essay on
Winckelmann, wherenthusiasencodes ‘paederast’ aedthusiasmpaederastic
desire’ (though these terms apply equally to thedpgastic ‘hearer’). Seen in
this way, that ‘modest blush’ suggests a secretreshaan intimacy
unmentionable, a reaction spontaneous; it also emiggthe implication of
‘[Lucian] took with the youth [...] the freedom of ad friend’. In particular,
Marius is struck by the effect the boy’s ‘enthusidkas upon Lucian, for it alters
his normal demeanour, with Marius ‘fancying thae tlad’s plainly written
enthusiasm had induced in the elder speaker somewdi@ fervour than was
usual with him’ (Il, p.144).

As a result of this ‘plainly written enthusiasm’n aenthusiasm’ that
provokes ‘more fervour than usual’, Lucian and thesl, whose name is
Hermotimus, immediately fall into conversation,aneersation that is, in fact, an
abbreviated translation of Lucian’s dialogudermotimus, or The Rival
Philosophieqca. 165 CE). What is noteworthy here is notdiadogue itself: to
compare Pater’s translation with that of the Fogildour-volume Clarendon
edition of The Works of Lucian of Samosdt05) is to see how few liberties



271

Pater has actually taken in his condensed traoslati However, whatis
noteworthy is the way that Pater frames the diadoguAlthough attendant
throughout and sitting on the same marble benchuatan and Hermotimus,
Marius is cast as a mere voyeur. Although Hermasims, in Lucian’s original, a
bearded adult who has already been studying Stoitis twenty years, Pater
converts him into a boy. Although ‘the nature @fd and friendship’ is not its
theme, Pater maintains the original’s Socraticmaty by allowing only two
participants, recalling the intimacy of a dialogliee Lysis where Socrates
facilitates a discussion that, despite its rhetdrincompleteness and lack of
direction, nonetheless blossoms into a ‘friendshigtween the aged philosopher
and the young lovers Menexenus and Lysis:

| said, however, a few words to the boys at partifiy Menexenus and Lysis,
how ridiculous that you two boys, and I, an old bafno would fain be one of
you, should imagine ourselves to be friends — ihiwhat the by-standers will
go awzay and say — and as yet we have not beentahdéscover what is a
friend!

These Paterian choices — the passive observatidddnus, the alteration of
Hermotimus into a boy, the retention of only twatjgdpants — exponentially
heighten the paederastic suggestiveness, with Bl&tarally initiated by Lucian
into the ways one ‘becomes fluent concerning tloenise of one young student’.
Hence, the import of this dialogue hinges less upbat it might have meant for
Lucian and young Hermotimus, and more upon itselimgy meaning for Marius,
the Epicurean voyeur whose perceptions are nevesalfc divulged. In the
lacuna that exists between what Marius observesvuad he does not say, much
suggestion resides.

What provides the occasion for Pater’s suggests®&igthat, at the time
he was writingMarius the EpicureanLucian’s oeuvre exhibited contradictory
stances towards paederasty, a disparity that dresause the seventy or more
works then attributed to him included works nowibtited to Pseudo-Lucian
(denoting one or more of his later imitators). hdlugh the majority of his works
satirize paederasts as satyrs ever wallowing ifligagy and banality — as iA
Professor of Public Speakindg\lexander the False PropheThe Passing of

! Lucian of Samosat&jermotimus, or The Rival Philosophjés The Works of Lucian of
Samosatatrans. by H. W. Fowler and F. G. Fowler, 4 vaBxford: Clarendon Press,
[1905]), II, pp.41-90.

? Plato (Benjamin Jowett, trans.)ysis, or Friendship in The Dialogues of Plato
Translated into English with Analyses and Introdoes by B. Jowett, M.A., in Five
Volumes 39 edn rev. (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 189®),39-76 (p.75). This is
also available in a recent edition: Plat®n Homosexuality: Lysis, Phaedrus, and
Symposium trans. by Benjamin Jowett (Buffalo, NY: Prometheul991). ‘The
Hermotimusis, of all of Lucian’s works, the closest to a tBldac dialogue’ — Eleanor
Dickey, Greek Forms of Address: From Herodotus to Ludi@mwford: Oxford University
Press, 1996), p.131.
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Peregrinus and The Ignorant Book Collector several of those that are now
attributed to Pseudo-Lucian treat paederasty gliiterently. In one case — the
dialogueErdtes(now dated ca. 300 CE) — paederasty is actuatlygar superior
to heterosexuality, with Callicratides of Athen$etwinner of the debate,
contrasting the needed mechanism of procreatioterbeexuality) with the
management of chaos (paederasty). For Callicigtiplgederasty displays chaos
conquered, an abstract expression of civilisatiog®dual triumph over
necessity, with paederasty changing, as the bourestinto a permanent bond
of friendship® In essence, the Lucian Marius observes is thdéahu®ater
constructs; and, proficient in Lucian’s dichotomaasivre, Pater understandably
preferences and accentuates the Lucian believedve written theerétes and
ignores or diminishes the more recognisable Ludtaa ] ucian whos®ialogues

of the Godschides a foolish Zeus for fawning over Ganymedeysdic lad of
limited intellect and narrow potential.

Besides the paederastic potential it affords forisimate dialogue
between the writer of th&rdtes and a school-boy, by choosing Lucian as
Marius’s guest, Pater is also recalling Marius’dieaexperiences with Flavian,
since the comic novélucius, or The Ass- ‘which Latin readers found expanded
in theMetamorphosesf Apuleius® — was then attributed to Lucian. In essence,
Lucius, or The Aswas one of the influences on Apuleiudetamorphoses, or
The Golden Assthe golden book’ that, for Marius and Flaviamdh'awakened
the poetic or romantic capacity [...] giving it aelition emphatically sensuous’
(I, p.54). Pater subtly alludes to this work b lihoice of phrasing: ‘All
philosophers, so to speak, are but fighting ableait‘ass’s shadow” (ll, p.168).
The ‘golden ass’s shadow’ had indeed been castMuaeus’s life, a shadow that
he now has an opportunity to cast anew, in a wagoténg to himself, by

! Often appearing as a triad, the Erotes were tmmad gods of love — Erés (love),
Pothos (longing for something absent), and Himédesire because of proximity to an
object): ‘Pothos seizes you to fill you with larmgaus desire for a girl or boy you cannot
possess. [...] Himeros, which is relatedptithos seems to refer to a more pressing desire
that comes even closer to fulfilment’ — Claude &aé, The Poetics of Eros in Ancient
Greece(Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press, 19p951.

2 For a volume that contrasts Platd@ymposiumwith Lucian’s various attacks on
paederasty, see John Jay Chapniamian, Plato and Greek Moral§New York:
Houghton Mifflin, 1931). In ‘Reconsiderations AlidBreek Homosexualities’, iBame-
Sex Desire and Love in Greco-Roman Antiquity antdhen Classical Tradition of the
West ed. by Beert C. Verstraete and Vernon ProvenBaighamton, NY: Haworth,
2005), pp.13-62, William Armstrong Percy Il desms Chapman’s ‘appalling’ volume
as ‘a scathing attack on pederasty in Plato andngglious, perverting influence on
western culture’ (p.50, note 10).

% David Marsh,Lucian and the Latins: Humor and Humanism in thelff&enaissance
(Ann Arbor: University of Michigan Press, 1999),182. This is now attributed to
Pseudo-Lucian.

* The Fowlers’ translation reads: ‘His teachersrsipgs with our shadows (for we are
not there)’ (p.59).
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making a gift of a book in a ‘handsome yellow wraph..] perfumed with oil of
sandal-wood, and decorated with carved and giltyivimsses at the ends of the
roller’, a book upon which his exquisite handwritin— handwriting that had
contributed to his being appointed an intimate esacy to the Emperor — could
‘enthusiastically’ inscribe a suitable ‘Valentingreeting:

Hermotimus! Hermotimus! Hermotimus!
lege Vivas! Vivas!
Feliciter! Floreas! Gaudeas!

Skyphoi (drinking cups) with Er6tes
Roman
Silver, Late 1' century BCE — early®icentury CE
Metropolitan Museum of Art, New York City, New Yark/SA

Relief with Erbtes
Roman (after a Hellenistic original)
Marble, ca. 1 century CE
Kunsthistorisches Museum, Vienna, Austria
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There are other aspects of Pater’s translatioruofdn’sHermotimushat
serve to link it with theEr6tes then attributed to Lucian. While Pater’s
translation deviates little from the Fowlers’ latarsion in its handling of how
the dialogue moves from a contemplation of the ‘ftheest of all men’ (lI,
p.160} to a contemplation of ‘a certain woman of a faiméeyond nature’ (Il
p.169¥ — echoing the debate at the centre of Enétes— unlike the Fowlers’
translation, Pater’s continues beyond the dialaotpedf, the very last sentences of
the chapter in which this translation appears rfawgahat, given anEr6tes
choice between ‘the fairest of all men’ and ‘a aertwoman of a fairness beyond
nature’, Marius, like a paederastic Paris, wouldase the former as the outright
victor. After making an excursion so he can wékk boy homé Marius recalls
a memorable passage from the dialogue he has yesheard, a passage that
seems to focus on Hermotimus: ‘And we too desio¢ a fair one, but the fairest
of all. Unless we find him, we shall think we hafadled’ (Il, p.171). Marius
seems to have found him. Hermotimus — that boy héu just claimed, ‘I am
trying with all my might to get forward. What | @& is a hand, stretched out to
help me’ (I, p.148), recalling Keats’s lines ‘This living hand, now mmaand
capable / Of earnest grasping [...] see here it isold it towards you’ — seems
the literal embodiment of the paederastic idehk fairest of all’. While playing
voyeur to Lucian’s conversation with Hermotimus,ilelobserving the ways that
a paederastic ‘inspirer’ becomes ‘fluent concerning promise of one young
student’, while contemplating this youth ‘so pigtgnthusiastic’, this youth with
a ‘sane mind in the healthy body’, this youth ‘wighpair of eyes expressly
designed, it might seem, for fine glancings atdtees’ — Marius seems to have
become more than enamoured. Everything about pi@e® Hermotimus seems
consistent with ‘the fairest of all' whom an ‘inggi’ like Marius would seek as
his ‘hearer. Put simply, ‘the lad’s plainly weth enthusiasm had induced in
[Marius] somewhat more fervour than was usual \Wwith’, and Marius seems to
be hoping that, in the end, he will not be forcedatimit to Hermotimus, as
Lucian had, ‘How slippery you are; how you escapmnf one’s fingers’ (ll,
p.164).

! The handsomest of mankind’ (Fowlers’ trans., D.67

2 A certain lady of perfect beauty’ (Ibid., p.83).

% This is a rather curious detail. The passagep(1l70), with my comments interspersed,
reads: ‘The disputants parted [Marius is not ohthe disputants in the dialogue, which
suggests that only Lucian and Hermotimus are pgaffiom one another]. The horses
were come for Lucian [This suggests that Lucianl wénceforward be “out of the
picture”]. The boy went on his way, and Marius @angv[This suggests that they are
going in the same direction, though Marius continue that direction after seeing
Hermotimus home], to visit a friend [Marius’'s spaméous decision “to visit a friend”
seems an excuse to buffer the innuendo associatadwalking this boy to his door]
whose abode lay further [‘Further” than what, iftrithe abode of Hermotimus?]'.
Indeed, Marius now knows where to send the gifidiphypothetically above.

“ [l am] still on the lower slopes, just making effort to get on; but it is slippery and
rough, and needs a helping hand’ (Fowlers’ trgnd2).
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Lucian’s Socratic tutelage had its Sophistic corpd# in the tutelage of
Marcus Cornelius Fronto (100-170 CE), ‘the favaufifirector” of noble youth’,
a contemporary of Marius who bestowed on his owsarbrs’, like Marcus
Aurelius, a complex code of conduct, ‘an intimateaqtical knowledge of
manners, physiognomies, smiles, disguises, flagednd courtly tricks of every
kind — a whole accomplished rhetoric of daily lifg¢; p.222)* The disparity
between the tutelage of Lucian (and potentiallyMafrius) and the tutelage of
Fronto is the same disparity that exists between‘d¢levated’ and the ‘carnal’
Uranians, the gulf that separates Pater and Hoftons Wilde.

In contrast to the Sophistic tutelage of Fronte thlevated’ Socratic
tutelage that Pater advocates does not recommemithigal interaction with,
manipulation of, or an affront to the existent, @aical, wider culture. Instead, it
recommends interaction with a submerged cultureulture (mis)labelled as
‘subversive’, even though, from the Uranians’ h@tic perspective, it is the only
‘authentic’ Western culture. Although forced irsabmerged obscurity by the
wider culture — except during a few halcyon momesish as the Greco-Roman
period and the Renaissance — this more ‘autheMiestern culture is ever
maintained by a community of ‘enthusiasts’ who psss paederastic and
homoerotic sensibilities, a community that Patedenthe very cornerstone of his
own attempts to assist the wider culture by restpthe ‘Hellenic tradition’, by
elevating this ‘invisible society’ into the ‘suprengity’, despite an assurance that
only a few would understand or approve:

Pater’s writings are full of references to secratigties [....] a utopian vision of
community seen from the margins of society. Imadaly the binding secret
remains obscure: it seems to designate a pantistddée of mind or mode of
existence rather than a body of discursive loré, lsence is not to be revealed,
only experienced. In this sense, a form of seswetety is implicitly constituted
in virtually all of Pater’s accounts of the receptiand transmission of artworks
or cultural traditions — as, for example, ‘the Helic tradition’ constructed in
‘Winckelmann’. Many critics have commented on givenounced homoerotic
character of these communities of ‘enthusiastsRa®r refers to Winckelmann;
certainly the ‘secret’ into which Leonardo initiatgoung men seems as much
sexual as artistic. [...] Pater’s rhetoric clearlggests a calculated affiliation of

! Marcus Aurelius was eighteen at the time Frontgabeto address him as ‘Beloved
Boy'. See the letter (ca. 139 CE) from Fronto tarbus Aurelius titled ‘A Discourse on
Love’, which begins: ‘This is the third letter,|beed Boy, that | am sending you on the
same theme’ — Charles Reginald Hainésns., The Correspondence of Marcus
Cornelius Fronto with Marcus Aurelius Antoninus,cius Verus, Antoninus Pius, and
Various Friends(New York: Putnam, 1919), p.21. This is not metmtimply that
Marcus Aurelius was a paederast himself. Homosexuality in Greece and Rome: A
Sourcebook of Basic Documeri{tos Angeles: University of California Press, 2003)
Thomas K. Hubbard writes: ‘The emperors’ attitudesvard homosexuality varied
greatly. Hadrian was explicitly and publicly horamsal in his orientation [...] On the
other hand, Antoninus Pius and Marcus Aurelius loisapproved of pederasty’ (p.443).
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his aestheticism with homoerotic subcultures thiitremain shadowy in recent
social and literary histories of Victorian Englahd.

Beyond accentuating the similarities between Maésiuseceptive
temperament, Socratic tutelage, and Christianggidy secrecy, one passage also
provides an example of Pater’s ‘calculated afiitiat with that shadowy, secret
society implicitly constituted in his texts, a setgi of ‘enthusiasts’ who would
have appreciated the paederastic and homoerotitesab concealed behind his
description of a Christian sanctuary, of all thing3ater’s informed reader — a
Uranian ‘enthusiast’ — would have recognised in fb#owing a discreet,
metaphorical insight into Marius’s potential instiion of that ‘young student’,
that boy described as ‘so prettily enthusiasti€aithful to the spirit of his early
Epicurean philosophy and the impulse to surrendesdif, in perfectly liberal
inquiry about it, to anything that, as a mattefaat, attracted or impressed him
strongly, Marius informed himself with much painsncerning the church in
Cecilia’s house’ (I, p.109). This sentence se¢amse enough — that is, until
brought into proximity with that boy who is evidgnthe object of Marius’s
erotic desires. If Marius had ‘the impulse to sader himself [...] taanything
that [...] attracted or impressed him strongly’, subht he ‘informed himself’
about it (as he had concerning the church in Gesiliouse), then what about his
impulse, initially suggested and illustrated by lam; to become ‘fluent
concerning the promise of one young student'? @Hmius’s ‘impulse’ be
anything other than a salacious desire to ‘surremdimself’ to that youthful
companion? — a boy ‘so prettily enthusiastic’, ay who had ‘attracted or
impressed him [as] strongly’ as the Christian chuhidden within Cecilia’s
house, where ‘there reigned throughout, an ordet pority, an orderly
disposition, as if by way of making ready for sognacious spousals. The place
itself was like a bride adorned for her husban’g(197).

Seen in this light, that boy ‘so prettily enthusigsin whom Marius is
also attracted becomes a paederastic ‘bride addong¢lis] husband’, becomes a
‘hearer’ adorned for nuptials with Marius the ‘iivgp’. Further, since these
religious rites in Cecilia’s house are describedaasalf-opened book to be read
by the duly initiated mind’ (Il, pp.134-35), thelsa recall Marius’s attendance at
the deathbed of his beloved Flavian, a youth whomg®y of Apuleius lay half-
opened nearby, a youth whose last moments weré sgadting thePervigilium
Venerisas a form of epithalamion, a traditional hymn sasg couple is ushered
towards the consummation of their ‘gracious spaisarhis also recalls Cupid’s
‘gracious spousals’ in Apuleius’s tale, a marridgeerwoven with the act of
Jupiter being attended by the Olympian version @rik’s beloved boy, the
most potent of celestial paederastic icons, Gangmed

! Adams, p.454.
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Thereupon [Jupiter] bade Mercury produce Psycheeaven; and holding out to
her his ambrosial cup, ‘Take it’, he said, ‘ancelifior ever; nor shall Cupid ever
depart from thee’. And the gods sat down togetibé¢he marriage-feast. On the
first couch lay the bridegroom, and Psyche in lisdm. His rustic serving-boy
barethe wine to Jupiter; and Bacchus to the restpf(190-91, emphasis addéd)

Cecilia’s secret church, Marius’s increasing ‘flaghabout that young student,
Flavian’s deathbed epithalamion, Apuleius’'s deswmip of the attendant
Ganymede — this blent insinuation reveals Pategdstary of self-referentiality,
especially when the contents of HenaissancePlato and Platonismand a
dozen other works are brought to bear upon thisaeg its context. It evinces
that, taken as a whol®)arius and the rest of the Paterian canon constitutes a
cornucopia of paederastic nuance, desire, andipead veritable Symposial
banquet that enacts a paederastic pedagogy eqelbated, subtle, and
cultivated.

A paederastic education capable of cultivatingigtic Trojan shepherd
into the servant and belovéd of Jupiter, of elenpa Ganymede from a ‘rustic
serving-boy bare’ into the ‘rustic serving-boy [Whaare the wine to Jupiter
(Pater playfully choosing his verb to allow for eakpaederastic ‘underthought’)
— such an education is most cogently elucidated,least in its more
contemporary sense, in Pater’s essay on the ardggsicand art historian Johann
Joachim Winckelmann, an essay that Dellamora stgjgesso ‘deeply felt’
because of ‘the depth of affinity between these tagn’, for ‘both [Pater and
Winckelmann] shared an erotic temperament and wesggecially for young
men’? Beyond his published volumes Gedanken iiber die Nachahmung der
griechischen Werke in Malerei und Bildhauerku(igtflections on the Imitation
of Greek Works in Painting and Sculpturer55), Geschichte der Kunst des
Alterhums(The History of Ancient Art1764), andvionumenti antichi inediti,
spiegati ed illustrati (Unpublished Ancient Monuments, Explained and
lllustrated, 1767) — Winckelmann'’s influence over his periocasvaugmented by
his roles as Papal Antiquary and as the tutor aingoEuropean aristocrats. In
essence, although not directly a Renaissance pEgspnWinckelmann
nonetheless provided Pater with a historical capaie to himself, a scholar of
the paederastic continuum stretching unbroken fileenGreco-Roman period to
the modern. He also provided Pater with an ocoasiexplore, rather daringly,
‘the homoerotic tradition of Western culture at ainp of origin in Plato’s

! Apuleius’s views on paederasty are partly explaibg the following: ‘In hisApology
Apuleius asks: “Would you deny that Solon was r@osis philosopher because he wrote
that most lascivious line, ‘yearning for thighs aswleet lips'?” — as quoted in David
Mulroy, trans. with intro. and commentarfzarly Greek Lyric Poetry(Ann Arbor:
University of Michigan Press, 1999), p.204, note $olon’s statement, in its entirety, is
more poignant than the above quotation suggestdl he loves a lad in the flower of
youth, / Bewitched by thighs and by sweet lips’ s-qaioted in translation in Hubbar,
Sourcebookp.454.

2 Dellamora, ‘Androgynous’, p.51.
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dialogues’, and, even further, to (re)consider stdnical personage who, more
openly than himself, ‘pursued romantic attachmamits young men® In the
case of Winckelmann, the difference between therdieal and the actual,
between the scholarly and the sexual only involaeslight shift in medium, a
shift that Pater planned both to explore and exploi

Erbs of Tespia
[Copy of a work by Lysippus, laté"4entury BCE]
Roman
Marble, mid 2° century CE
Vatican Museum, Vatican

After being appointed to tutor Friedrich Wilhelmt®eLamprecht (1728-
97), son of the chief magistrate of Hadmerslebergachsen Anhalt, Germaﬁy,
Winckelmann soon exceeded his tutorial role, Hisitil‘friendship’ with the

! Dellamora, ‘Androgynous’, pp.52; 53.

2 Denis M. Sweet, ‘The Personal, the Political, ahd Aesthetic: Johann Joachim
Winckelmann's German Enlightenment Lifdfournal of Homosexualityl6.1-2 (1988),
pp.147-62 (p.151). See also Whitney Davis, ‘Wiriglann Divided: Mourning the
Death of Art History’,Journal of Homosexuality27.1-2 (1994), pp.141-60. In ‘The
Discreet Charm of the Belvedere: Submerged Homeadigxuin Eighteenth-Century
Writing on Art’, German Life and Letters52.2 (1999), pp.123-35, Jeff Morrison
considers the ‘students’ and ‘studies’ of Winckehma ‘These men would then be
brought to Italy after a period of preparatory stfmr individual tutoring. At its simplest
we could have here a pragmatic, eighteenth-ceradaptation of the Socratic method.
But it is surely more than this. We have a stgkgoincidence of sexual agenda and
pedagogic method, a coincidence so strong thatbidecome inseparable’ (p.128).
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younger Lamprecht evolving into ‘the great loveVdinckelmann’s life’? This
situation became ‘a composition in pedagogy andipas such that ‘when
Winckelmann left the Lamprecht family house in #pging of 1743 to take up a
position as assistant headmaster in a school ihabeen, the young Lamprecht
followed, taking up residence in Winckelmann’s roamd continuing with his
lessons’ for the next five years, lessons flushét & ‘desire that blends eros,
pedagogy, and aesthetiésTwenty years would pass before Winckelmann
encountered the ‘one more Lamprecht in his lifeycang baron of Livonia,
Friedrich Reinhold von Berg (1736-1809), with whasome scholars assert, he
shared ‘a specific instance of homoerotic pracfice’Winckelmann later
instructed other aristocrats — ‘young princes fr@ermany’ — and this
instruction was ‘marked by the same elan and peglagpurpose as his
friendships with Lamprecht and Berg': his most evatrthy student of this
period being Leopold Il Friedrich Franz (1740-181the ruling prince of
Anhalt-Dessau, ‘who was twenty-five when he sought Winckelmann in
Rome’? In these descriptions, Winckelmann is noticeablsfined as a
homoerotic and paederastic ‘inspirer’, an ‘inspiegfual to a Jove, a Socrates, a
Marius, or a Leonardo, though an ‘inspirer’ who wbbe murdered before he
had an opportunity to meet the one individual seegfyidestined to become his
principal ‘hearer’, the young Johann Wolfgang voonete, who nonetheless
remained a lifelong admirer: ‘Pater imagines wheauld have happened if
Winckelmann and Goethe had met. It is a homosdanghsy’

To elaborate more fully than in the ‘Introductionlf, as Kevin Parker
suggests, ‘Winckelmann’s relation to the Greeksatber explicitly erotic’ and
‘informed by a certain very stylized homoerotiésthen Pater’s relation to
Winckelmann is much more so, for his essay aboist dnchaeologist and art
critic literally undulates with stylised homoerasm — though ‘Greek
enthusiasm’ or ‘paederasty’ describes far bettendk&lmann’s style and the
style of Pater’s responsive essay. Pater foumldinckelmann a practitioner of a
blend of Platonism, paederasty, and aestheticuictétn designed to ‘inspire’
young aristocrats, most of whom were at least tywergars younger than
Winckelmann, highlighting that Winckelmann'’s desisgere less egalitarian and
more paederastic in nature. Notice how Pater'srggfon of Winckelmann's
approach to boys and young men — in this casdeio tlepiction in antique art
— seems almost a voyeuristic approach to a nakaddfl reclining at a window
or to a dew-bespotted Cupid in much the same pose:

! Kevin Parker, ‘Winckelmann, Historical Differencand the Problem of the Boy’,
Eighteenth-Century Studie®5.4 (1992), pp.523-44 (p.532).

2 Sweet, pp.152-53.

3 Ibid., pp.153-54.

* Ibid., p.155.

® Donoghue, p.157.

® Kevin Parker, pp.528; 532.
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Greek sculpture deals almost exclusively with youthere the moulding of the
bodily organs is still as if suspended between gnaand completion, indicated
but not emphasised; where the transition from ctioveurve is so delicate and
elusive, that Winckelmann compares it to a quied, sshich, although we
understand it to be in motion, we neverthelessriega an image of repose;
where, therefore, the exact degree of developmsest hard to apprehend.
Renaissanc&893, p.174)

Nevertheless, Winckelmann’'s ‘temperamemtid apprehend those physical
subtleties, for he had developed, according torPditeld ‘new senses’ that
endowed him with a paederastic acumen in regaglitoile beauty, a Grecian
subject hitherto taboo in Western society, at lesiste the ascension of
Christianity:

That world in which others had moved with so muatibarrassment, seems to
call out in Winckelmann new senses fitted to deigthw. He is in touch with it;

it penetrates him, and becomes part of his tempamam He remodels his
writings with constant renewal of insight; he cashthe thread of a whole
sequence of laws in some hollowing of the handdigiding of the hair; he
seems to realise that fancy of the reminiscence fofgotten knowledge hidden
for a time in the mind itself. (1893, pp.154-55)

Pater suggests that ‘this key to the understandifigthe Greek spirit,
Winckelmann possessed in his own nature’ (18935),lJpossessed as a serenity
of temperament that influenced his *handling of $kesuous side of Greek art’, a
serenity recognisable in his ‘absence of any safiseant, or corruption, or
shame’ (p.176). Winckelmann’s method of ‘handlofgthe sensuous side’ —
particularly ‘the sensuous backside’ — is givenather phallic thrust, at least
rhetorically, when Pater claims that ‘penetratingpithe antique world by his
passion, his temperament, [Winckelmann] enunciatedformal principles,
always hard and one-sided’ (p.176). ‘Temperambate is synonymous with
‘disposition’, which serves to link his ‘penetragiinto [...] by his passion, his
temperament’ with the Dorians’ ‘secreted their pieewdisposition’.

Through such descriptions — descriptions as pastierand homoerotic
as those of his biographical subject — Pater asfsat ‘nothing was to enter into
[Winckelmann’s] life unpenetrated by its centraltharsiasm’ (p.144), an
enthusiasm that even in ‘the protracted longinghisf youth is not a vague,
romantic longing’, for Winckelmann ‘knows what henbs for, what he wills.
Within its severe limits his enthusiasm burns likea’ (p.148), an enthusiasm
and an ‘affinity with Hellenism [that] was not méréntellectual’ (p.152), an
enthusiasm and an affinity arising from ‘his romentervent friendships with
young men’:



St Michael the Archange(detail)
Guido Reni (1575-1642)
Oil on canvas, 1635
Santa Maria della Concezione dei Cappuccini
Rome, Italy

Christ Appearing to the Virgindetail)
Guido Reni (1575-1642)
Oil on canvas, ca. 1608
Fitzwilliam Museum, Cambridge, UK
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This enthusiasm, dependent as it is to a greatdegn bodily temperament, has
a power of reinforcing the purer emotions of thieliect with an almost physical
excitement. That this affinity with Hellenism wast merely intellectual, that
the subtler threads of temperament were inwoverit,iris proved by his
romantic, fervent friendships with young men. ks known he says, many
young men more beautiful than Guido [Reni]'s argfen These friendships,
bringing him into contactwith the pride of human form, and staining the
thoughts with its bloom, perfected his reconcibatito the spirit of Greek
sculpture. (P.152, emphasis added)

Brought ‘into contact’ with ‘the pride of human faf, Winckelmann had indeed
‘known [...] many young men more beautiful than GuiReni]'s archangel’,
had ‘known’ them in the intimate ways that had daththe men of Sodom, for
Pater is employing here, as already noted, theukzge of Genesis 19.5 — ‘And
[the men of Sodom] called unto Lot, and said unto, Where are the men which
came in to thee this night? Bring them out untpthat we may know them’
(KJV); ‘[...] Bring them out to us so that we can kasex with them’ (NIV).
Pater implicitly suggests that ‘we see [in thesenfantic, fervent friendships”]
the native tendency of Winckelmann to escape frostract theory to intuition,
to the exercise of sight and touch’ (1893, p.14&% biographer, Pater assumes
that, inspired by the beauty of these young Geramdstocrats, Winckelmann
performed with them and with others pedagogicaéteises of sight and touch’,
an assumption supported by the memoirs of Giacoazafbva:

Early that morning | go without knocking into a dmaoom in which
[Winckelmann] was usually alone copying out somégaie inscription, and |
see him hastily leave a boy, at the same time fuisétting his breeches to
rights. | pretend to have seen nothing. [...] ThéhBllus, who was indeed very
pretty, leave$.

! pater would have had leisure to contemplate tirtipg to which Winckelmann refers,
St Michael the Archang€ll635) by Guido Reni (1575-1642), since a largeydmangs in
the chancel of the chapel of Jesus College, Oxfdrtis copy was a gift from Thomas
James Warren-Bulkeley {?Viscount Bulkeley; 1752-1822), who had acquiredrithis
‘grand tour’ of the Continent. Winckelmann’s commhéen the original, alludes to a letter
about the painting, a letter sent by Guido ReniMonsignor Giovanni Massani,
Housemaster to Pope Urban VIII: ‘I should likehtave had the brush of an angel or
forms of paradise, to form the archangel and tolseein heaven, but | was unable to
ascend so high, and on earth | sought them in v&o. | looked at the form that |
established for myself in my idea’ — as quoted inv@n Pietro Bellori,The Lives of the
Modern Painters, Sculptors, and Architectisans. by Alice Sedgwick Wohl, with notes
by Hellmut Wohl (Cambridge: Cambridge UniversiteBs, 2005 [1672]), p.59.

2 Giacomo Casanovaiistory of My Life vols 7-8, trans. by Willard R. Trask (Baltimore,
MD: Johns Hopkins University Press, 1997), p.19Bhe allusion is to a startlingly
beautiful boy who was Anacreon’s alleged lover dgrhis exile on Samos: ‘I see a
godlike portrait there; / So like Bathyllus! — suteere’s none / So like Bathyllus but the
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Winckelmann immediately justified his activities@asanova as follows:

‘Know’, he said, ‘that not only am | not a pederdsait that all my life long |
have declared it inconceivable that the inclinationld have exercised such an
attraction on the human race. If | said this aftéat you have just seen you
would pronounce me a hypocrite. But here is ththtof the matter. In the long
course of my studies | first came to admire, thefdolize the ancients, who, as
you know, were almost all of them buggers withcaaealing the fact, while a
number of them even immortalized the charming dbjed their love by their
poems and even by magnificent monuments. Indéed,went so far as to cite
their inclination as testimony of their morality [].] felt a kind of disdain and
even of shame because in this respect | did ntiterleast resemble my heroes.
At considerable cost to my self-esteem, | felt thaias in a way contemptible,
and, unable to convict myself of stupidity merely dold theory, | decided to
seek the light of practice. [...] Having so resolvetiave been applying myself
to the matter for the past three or four yearspshmg the prettiest Smerdiases in
Rome; but all to no avail: when | set to wonlon arrivo (“I get nowhere”). To
my dismay | always find that a woman is preferablevery respect.

Although awkwardly compromised, although recastigy interrupted ‘tutorial’
as an attempt to illumine himself through paed@gstactice, Winckelmann
nonetheless admitted candidly to Casanova thatotis Classicism was an
attempt to reconstruct the paederastic culture tizat flourished among the
ancients — ‘almost all of them buggers without aading the fact’ — a Hellenic
culture that often lingers only as pitiable fragnseouried beneath the earth or in
the (un)consciousness of man, as Pater explains:

This testimony to the authority of the Hellenicditéon, its fitness to satisfy
some vital requirement of the intellect, which W4almann contributes as a
solitary man of genius, is offered also by the gahbistory of the mind. The
spiritual forces of the past, which have prompted amformed the culture of a
succeeding age, live, indeed, within that cultubeit with an absorbed,
underground life. The Hellenic element alone has lmeen so absorbed, or
content with this undergrouride; from time to time it has started to the sada
culture has been drawn back to its sources to hefiedl and corrected.
Hellenism is not merely an absorbed element in iatellectual life; it is a
conscious tradition in it. Renaissanc&893, p.158)

sun!” — Thomas Moore, trans., [Which Now in VeiljinShadow Lies], inOdes of
Anacreon(Philadelphia, PA: Hugh Maxwell, 1804), p.104 ¢#4-6).

! CasanovaMy Life, trans. by Trask, pp.193-94. Morrison suggesis terhaps some
dark intuition of this took Winckelmann south talit — and so nearer to Greece, where
homosexuality, scholarship and art had historicaltgven a productive combination’
(p.126). See also Robert Aldrichhe Seduction of the Mediterranean: Writing, Artdan
Homosexual Fantasfl.ondon: Routledge, 1993); Joseph A. Boone, ‘ViacatCruises;
or, The Homoerotics of OrientalisnPMLA, 110.1 (1995), pp.89-107.
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This passage asserts a necessity for ‘zealouseniduy’ (Greek Studie.157),
in the scientific and anthropological sense emplogg Winckelmann, a sense
that is, in many ways, diametrically opposed to tise made of the term by
Foucault inL’Archéologie du Savoi(The Archaeology of Knowledg&969),
where Foucault questions the specificity of Westidtought and concentrates
instead on the differences by which ‘meaning’ isnfalated within particular
epochs. Unlike Foucault, Pater advocates brindmghe surface’ those earlier
materials that have ever ‘prompted and informedsi&en culture, revealing ‘its
sources’ and delineating ‘the general history @& thind’. For Pater, as for
Winckelmann, all cultural roads, all ‘archaeolodjipairsuits inevitably lead back
to Greece, where the ‘Hellenic element’ that theyhbso prized was widely
celebrated and cultivatéd.

Neither absorbed nor content with its undergroufel this ‘Hellenic
element’ — in the paederastic sense that Winckeimanderstood and
experienced it — had also ‘started to the surfaneVictorian culture, as a
seedling nurtured by Pater and his coterie. Nbetts, as Wilde would come to
illustrate both textually and literally, ‘those wigo beneath the surface do so at
their peril’, a peril that extended beyond thosewitied the Uranian soil to those
who gathered what Hopkins, in that fragmentary paasmposed upon Pater's
dinner acceptance, calls the ‘brightest bloomsiséhblooms with the ‘sweetest
nectar’. Pater and his coterie fully recognisee tleal peril involved in
cultivating this paederastic flower and in ‘staimithe thoughts with its bloom
(Renaissanc&893, p.152). They also fully recognised thatghsgicular blooms
that sprang from their own cultivation of this ‘Helic element’ would only be
appreciated and discreetly sanctioned by indiveluaith ‘peculiar natures’
(Marius 1, p.32), individuals who, like Winckelmann, possed ‘this key to the
understanding of the Greek spirit’ in their own tin@s’, individuals who, like
Pater, Hopkins, and Wilde, were masters of the Stasstudied in Oxford’s
Literae Humanioregor Greats), a bountiful bouquet of Greco-Romaerjgaastic
nuances. After gathering a score of paederastions from the dialogues of
Plato, the apprenticeships of Leonardo, and thiisms of Winckelmann, Pater
crafted, particularly in hiRenaissancea pedagogical laurel that would wreath
the scholarly and sexual temperaments of many dar@XJranian like Hopkins,
as well as many a modern ‘Uranian’ (even if thegwrit not).

Despite the fact that, when Pater's essay on Veintknn appeared in
the Westminster Review January 1867, it did so anonymously, Hopkins is
likely to have known much of its substance, evenuifcertain of Pater’s
authorship (given that Hopkins knew the essay #t alThis essay on
Winckelmann, published six months before Hopkiredgated from Oxford, was
still being drafted while Hopkins was busily preipgrwith Pater for his finals in

11t is worth noting that Pater seems to have dedidehe first ever lectures on Classical
archaeology at Oxford University — in the autumril8#78. See Linda Dowling, ‘Walter
Pater and Archaeology: The Reconciliation with EarVictorian Studies31 (1988),
pp.209-31.
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Greats. This was a period during which, accordiniylixon, ‘Pater would have
shared much of his scholarship with Hopkihs'Perhaps after a rhetorical
guestion like ‘And what does the spirit need in faee of modern life?” — a
guestion with its attendant answer of ‘The sens&eddom’ (‘Winckelmann’,
Renaissancd893, p.184) — Pater had vaguely insinuated tokitha@pabout ‘the
theme of sexual freedom latent in Winckelmann’sarobf Greek nakednes$'.
Much later, as a professor himself, Hopkins mustehauminated over the
discussions he had had with Pater, discussion$i#ithtertainly been tinged with
a Winckelmannesque appreciation for a Hellenicuralin which paederasty was
more than a valued aspect, for the Greeks had imateyl a pedagogical tradition
that still occasionally surfaces, in all of its esidened nakedness, in Western
culture, flaunting abou¢n plein airin the likes of Hopkins's ‘Epithalamion’, a
poem that fulfils Pater’'s insistence that the astithgoal is ‘to create, to live,
perhaps, a little while beyond the allotted hoersen if it were but in a fragment
of perfect expression [...] something to hold by athielperpetual fluk(Marius,

I, p.155), something stable amid the Heracliteaanges in life and culture that
Hopkins considers in ‘That Nature is a Heraclit€&e and of the Comfort of the
Resurrection’. Beyond its intrinsic value discusge the previous chapter, the
Paterian quality of Hopkins’s ‘Epithalamion’ — agou that, according to Nixon,
is an expression of the ‘Paterian notions of thelamess of male sexualify—
seriously challenges Norman White’s dismissal efgfbem as an improvisational
fragment and as a collection of ‘landscape desoript[that] have no force of
plot behind them®. As a poetic masterpiece, Hopkins’s ‘Epithalamissrrants
what Marius refers to as ‘some ampler vision, whstiould take up into itself
and explain this world’s delightful shows, as tleattered fragments of a poetry,
till then but half-understood, might be taken upoinhe text of a lost epic,
recovered at last’ (I, pp.219-20). This wouldteerly fulfil at least half of the
title of Michael Lynch’s article about the poet’srhoeroticism — ‘Recovering
Hopkins, Recovering Ourselvés— and would situate the poem into its proper
Paterian context, allowing it to be judged in ademrce to Paterian criteria of
aesthetic excellence.

Exhibiting the same literary scrupulosity thatHlavian, Pater describes
as ‘a sort of chivalrous conscience’, Hopkins, i;‘Epithalamion’, ‘manipulated
[words] with all his delicate force, [....] makingsible to others that which was
vividly apparent, delightful, of lively interest tbhimself’ (Marius, I, p.96) —
which was a woodland where bathing boys aboundndrede a prurient stranger

! Nixon, p.168.

2 Henry Hatfield, Aesthetic Paganism in German Literature from Wilrokan to the
Death of GoethéCambridge, MA: Harvard University Press, 196421p

% Nixon, p.194.

* Norman White, ‘Hopkins’ EpithalamionHopkins Quarterly 3-4 (1977-78), pp.141-59
(p.157).

® See Michael Lynch, ‘Recovering Hopkins, Recover@grselves’ Hopkins Quarterly
6 (1979), pp.107-17.
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advances until, erotically inspired by the boyske@ness, he undresses and
bathes alone in a vacillating stream, a streamwafleith masturbatory
connotations. Like the church in Cecilia’s houdbe ‘branchy bunchy
bushybowered wood’ within which Hopkins has chosenconceal his most
delicate homoerotic and paederastic expressioraidride adorned for her
husband’ (ll, p.97), an appropriate occasion indf@da nuptial epithalamion.
Contrary to White's insistence that these ‘landscdgscriptions have no force of
plot behind them’, the ‘Epithalamion’, as well &s landscape, is planted with a
‘temperament’ rather than plotted with action, ac&ptive temperament’ that
Pater attempted to instil in students like Hopkimsploring his ‘hearers’ ‘to
watch, for its dramatic interest, the spectacleaopowerful, of a sovereign
intellect, translating itself, amid a complex groafpconditions which can never
in the nature of things occur againPlétonism p.11). Essentially, the
‘Epithalamion’ allows Hopkins to translate his owsovereign intellect’, to
display ‘the power of entering [...] into the intireatecesses of other minds’
(‘Postscript’,Appreciations p.266), in this case his own. For Hopkins ad a®l
for Pater, these ‘secret places of a unique tempant (‘Leonardo’ Renaissance
1893, p.92) seem ‘to designate a particular stat@iod or mode of existence
rather than a body of discursive lore, and hence] [aot to be revealed, only
experienced’, experienced as an education of the senses, aatemuthat — for
Hopkins as much as for the continuum of Plato, Mgri Leonardo,
Winckelmann, and Pater — ‘blends eros, pedagogy,a@sthetics’. For Pater,
this involves the acquisition of ‘appreciation’, ‘sfyle’, of the skill to influence
others in turn:

Greatness in literary art depends on a rich andesspve style that places it
architecturally within the great structure of humiée, using fine, scholarly
speech to express an inner vision that informs @ntrols, has compass and
variety, is allied to great ends, has depths oblteand largeness of hope — the
writer giving each unique phrase, sentence, stractmember, and the entire
composition a similar unity with its subject andtwitself, providing a cloistral
refuge from the vulgarity of the actual world, aliag his readers to see
precisely what he sees, to enter into the intimatesses of his own mind and
sentiments. Appreciations my précis)

After addressing his reader as his ‘hearer —hbakved of traditional
paederastic pedagogy — Hopkins invites his reamatticipate aesthetically in
the creation of a mutual fantasy, to observe thasfiormation of a voyeuristic
stranger from ‘listless’ to ‘froliclavish’. Thissithe skill of ‘influence’ about
which Pater speaks. ‘The basis of all artisticiggnwrites Pater, ‘lies in the

! Adams, p.454.

2 Sweet, p.153. This education also had religisovth into the mix, which would have
made it far more congenial for Hopkins: ‘The inlependence of the rhetorics of
aesthetics, religion and [...] homosexuality in tlese of Winckelmann should, then, be
clear’ (Morrison, ‘Discreet’, p.132).
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power of conceiving humanity in a new and strikimgy, of putting a happy
world of its own creation in place of the meanemrld@f our common days’
(‘Winckelmann’, Renaissancel893, p.170), a world created through an
‘interpenetration of intellectual, spiritual, andysical elements’ (p.174), a world
abounding with a ‘Cyrenaic eagerness [...] to taptksee and touchMarius, |,
p.201), an eagerness to dive into what Marius cadkt full stream of refined
sensation’ (I, p.26). For Hopkins, this ‘fullream of refined sensation’ spills
forth from youthful bodies, bodies of ‘limber liguiyouth’ that yield ‘tender as a
pushed peach’ (‘Bugler's First Communion’, lines -23, bodies that
‘Winckelmann compares [...] to a quiet sea, whickthalgh we understand it to
be in motion, we nevertheless regard as an imagepafse’ Renaissanc&893,
p.174). In contrast to Winckelmann’s youthful beslin their sculptural repose,
Hopkins's are ‘fretted’ with a masturbatory fevdrat drives them to hurl
themselves into a river ‘boisterously beautiful’,f@er that also drives the
prurient imagination of a ‘listless stranger [...Jckened by [their] noise’, a
stranger who gazes, unseen, until

This garland of their gambol flashes in his breast
Into such a sudden zest

Of summertime joys

That he hies to a pool neighbouring.

This ‘pool neighbouring’ is a place of seclusionend the stranger, perhaps
ashamed to swim naked with the randy boys, canasgplis own sensual urges,
a place described as ‘sweetest, freshest, shadpwigairyland’. Impassioned
far by the boys’ voluptuous accents, Hopkins'stldiss’ stranger undresses and
bathes alone, allowing the water, described aseavénfallen freshness’, to
‘break across his limbs / Long’, an act that changis state from ‘listless’ to
‘froliclavish’ as he embraces and is embraced by #atery hand of God.
Through this baptismal conversion, Hopkins illustgaPater’s tripartite division
of humanity: ‘Some spend this interval in listlesss, some in high passions, the
wisest, at least among “the children of this worid"art and song’ (‘Conclusion’,
Renaissancel893, p.190). Hopkins's epithalamic stranger erges his
‘listlessness’ for ‘high passions’ (‘higher’ ceméy than the passions of the
bathing boys); and, wiser still, Hopkins’s ‘hearand narrator together construct
a paederastic and homoerotic epithalamion, a poeification of Greco-Roman
‘art and song’.

However, few artists, Pater observes, capturaugkgned sense of life,
ecstasy and sorrow of love’ (p.190), all of whictt@ampany Hopkins’s creation
of the ‘Epithalamion’. Beyond the naked batherd dreir voyeur bathed in ‘high
passions’, both the narrator and the ‘hearer’ atttistic participants of Hopkins’s
‘Epithalamion’, are bathed in insight, in that ‘qkéned sense of life, ecstasy and
sorrow of love’ — especially given the elegiac dtyabf the poem as it relates to
Digby Dolben. For Hopkins, as for Marius, ‘the idof life seemed full of
sacred presences’ (I, p.17), presences that bestdvonly passion (however
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‘high”), but also serenity, ‘the absence of anyssenf want, or corruption, or
shame’ (‘Winckelmann’Renaissancd893, p.176). While on a spiritual retreat
in early September 1873, Hopkins seems to haverachuist such a ‘serenity’ in
regard to Dolben, who had died, disturbingly forpKims, outside of the Roman
Catholic fold: ‘I received as | think a great mgrabout Dolben’ Journals
p.236)" On several occasions elsewhere, Hopkins usessém® phrasing to
describe an assurance he believes he has beeredjrah someone’s salvation
— in the following case, his grandfather’s:

| receive it without questioning as a mark that jpngtyers have been heard and
that the queen of heaven has saved a Christianfreonlenemies more terrible
than a fleet of infidels. Do not make light ofghfor it is perhaps the seventh
time that | think | have had some token from heawmeronnection with the death
of people in whom | am interested.

(Letter to his mother, 9 October 18F&tterslll, p.148)

With its accompanying elegiac tint, this ‘serenitgbout Dolben (however
guestionable the circumstances from which it ar@l)s the final flourish to
Hopkins's strikingly Paterian ‘Epithalamion’, foth'ere [had] come, from the
very depth of his desolation, an eloquent utteraatdast, on the irony of men’s
fates, on the singular accidents of life and de@tarius, 1l, pp.214-15), in this
case a late poem that serves as a remembrancdlEmoaccidental drowning
as well as the love he had inspired while alive.

If, as Pater insists, the greatness of literarydapends on ‘the quality of
the matter it informs or controls, its compassy#sety, its alliance to great ends,
or the depth of the note of revolt, or the largene$ hope in it" (‘Style’,
Appreciations p.36), then, contrary to White's dismissal of Hbg's
‘Epithalamion’ as ‘second-hand impressions pastgéther? the poem is indeed
a masterpiece, displayiral the qualities Pater deemed essential in art. has t
last chapter elucidated, Hopkins's Whitmanesquettamamion’ serves as an
imaginative lesson in Keatsian beauty and sererdty; a protest against
conventional morality and its conception of the ygods a lyrical blending of
Classical, Christian, Romantic, and Victorian themras an elegy on the death of
Hopkins’s beloved Dolben; as an affirmation of saxfreedom and mortal
beauty; as a paederastic creed as controversalyaising written in the decades
following by the other English Uranians.

! This ‘mercy’ probably involved the fact that, ‘aft[Dolben’s] death, there was found
among his papers the beginning of a letter to &tkefr asking to be absolved of his
promise not to be baptized [into the Roman Cath@fmrch before graduating from
university], in case of any dangerous accidentlioess’ Dolben1915, p.cvii). Hopkins
may have learned, through Bridges or Dolben’s farmémate Alfred Thomas Wyatt-
Edgell (ater Lord Braye; 1849-1928), of this unfinished lettard may have embraced
the hope that it had, in some way, lent Dolbenrmfof ‘plenary grace’.

2 White, ‘Epithalamion’, p.159.
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Missing the plot, the temperament, and the mastdryHopkins’'s
‘Epithalamion’ — as has been the case with mostdity criticism — stems
almost entirely from a refusal to recognise HoplkassPater's Decadent pupil, a
pupil fully versed in the paederastic culture thatirished among the ancients
(‘falmost all of them buggers without concealing fhet’) as well as among his
own contemporaries, a pupil who had developed pghatlerastic ‘temperament’
that Pater describes as ‘a sort of chivalrous dense’, and the later Uranians, as
‘the New Chivalry’.l In White’s case, the mistake stems from a behaf ‘the
person who most influenced Gerard Hopkins’s wriingas John Ruskif’,a
belief that allows him to claim elsewhere that ‘tore term Hopkins was coached
by W. H. Pater of Brasenose, but direct influersceat obvious® Hopkins often
was, it must be admitted, strikingly Ruskinian i Hove of Aristotelian
particulars and their arrangements; however, it atathe foot of Pater — the
foremost Victorian unifier of ‘eros, pedagogy, aaesthetics’ — that Hopkins
would ever remain. The ‘direct influence’ of Paten Hopkins is indeed
‘obvious’, if one cares to look.

While ‘Pater imagines what would have happened/ifickelmann and
Goethe had met [...] a homosexual fantdsy’is also possible to imagine what
would have happened if Pater and Hopkins had nota—paederastic and
‘homosexual’ vacuity. The result would likely haveen a very different
Hopkins, a Hopkins far less Decadent and Uranidfgkins far less suggestive,
multifaceted, and grand. The result would alscelaeen a very different Pater, a
Pater whose paederastic pedagogy would not havéthageatest flowering, a
flowering not in his own works, but in a work byshablest ‘hearer’, ‘the fit
executant’ who managed to seize and size PatatmrdteVeltanschauungto
a single, masterful poem, the ultimate tribute &telPs paederastic pedagogy.

Castor and Pollux(?)
(‘San lidefonso Group’)
Roman

Marble, ca. T century CE
Museo Nacional del Prado
Madrid, Spain

! This is most prominently displayed in Edwin Emman@radford’s title The New
Chivalry and Other Poemd.ondon: Kegan Paul, 1918).

2 Norman White,Gerard Manley Hopkins in Wale&Bridgend, Wales: Seren [Poetry
Wales Press], 1998), p.7.

® Norman White, ‘Gerard Manley Hopkin®©NB.

* Donoghue, p.157.
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Epitaph:
‘Worthy of Uranian Song’

The boy, who had been to a dance the night before,
remained asleep. He lay with his limbs uncovered.
He lay unashamed, embraced and penetrated by the
sun. The lips were parted, the down on the upper w
touched with gold, the hair broken into countless
glories, the body was a delicate amber. To anyene
would have seemed beautiful, and to Maurice who
reached him by two paths he became the World’s
desire. (E. M. ForsteMaurice)*

‘A musical composer’s notes, we know, are not thedues till the fit executant
comes, who can put all they may be into thémtote Walter Pater in ‘Emerald
Uthwart’, a short story concerned with how, as merabof a conservative
society, Victorian or contemporary, ‘you thwart’ y@uth who tries ‘to burn
always with this hard, gem-like flame, [who trigs] maintain this [Paterian]
ecstasy’ Renaissancd 893, p.1895. This claim about the ‘fit executant’ may
have been as true for Pater's doctrines as forcamyposer’s notes, perhaps
gaining their fullest expression through an epdhabn by one of his students.
Gerard Manley Hopkins may well have been the ‘fieautant’ of Pater's
homoerotic and paederastic doctrines, doctringsatbfrom an erotic nature that
they had both come to appreciate in themselvesewyet undergraduates at
Oxford, for ‘often the presence of this naturegl fike a sweet aroma in early
manhood’ (‘DiaphaneitéMiscellaneousp.221).

Whilst Pater was his Greats coach and Digby Dolbemlesired beloved,
Hopkins must have resembled Pater’s protagonist,‘dem-like’ Emerald, ‘a
rather sensuous boy!" (p.174), with qualities ltkese preferred and praised by
Plato: ‘conservative Sparta and its youth; whoseparing discipline had
doubtless something to do with the fact that it was handsomest and best-
formed in all Greece’ (p.182). Like the young Spartans, Pater's Emerald

L E. M. ForsterMaurice: A Nove(New York: Norton, 1971), pp.146-47.

2 Walter Pater, ‘Emerald Uthwart’, iNliscellaneous Studies: A Series of Essd§/sedn
(London: Macmillan, 1895), pp.170-214 (pp.191-92).

® Pater’s choice of the name ‘Uthwart’ also derifesn its possible pronunciation as
‘athwart’, a word with implications of ‘queer: He word “queer”, of course, itself
meansacross— coming from the Indo-European rodtverkw which also yields the
German quer (transverse), Latintorquere (to twist), Englishathwart — see Eve
Kosofsky Sedgwick, ‘Six Queer Habits’ <http://wwwildk.edu/~sedgwic/WRITING/
HABITS.htm> (her personal homepage) [last acce@8eiline 2004].

* Shuter observes: ‘In “Emerald Uthwart”, writtethite he was offering his lectures on
Plato and Platonism, Pater gave a full-length imafjjre portrait of his “ingenuous and



291

displays that receptive disposition that anotheeag) lover of boys and young
men’, according to Pater, praised as “full of affens, full of powers, full of
occupation™, for “the younger part of us espebyiaijmore naturally than the
older) receive the tidings that there are thingbé¢doved and things to be done
which shall never pass away” (p.171). As with ¢heyouths, Emerald had
received such ‘tidings’ through a paederastic iatignin which he was the
receptive partner, both physically and intelleduatSubmissiveness! — It had
the force of genius with Emerald Uthwart. In thkaty mattehe had but yielded
to a senior against his own inclinatiop.188, emphasis added), a senior under
whose influence ‘scholarship attains something o&lagious colour’ (pp.188-
89). After duly locking his Roman chamber agaitist intrusive Casanova,
Winckelmann would indeed have appreciated Emerdklibmissiveness’, as
well as Pater’s ‘enthusiastic’ description of itbacadent wordplay that recalls
Hopkins’s fragmentary statement about a ‘threedteéimber [...] right rooting
in the bare butt’s wincing navelOET, p.155)"

A ‘surface’ reading of its ‘overthought’ suggesisit Emerald ‘hadbut
yielded to a senior’ in the sense of ‘haaly yielded to a senior’, yielded in some
way, likely intellectual. A ‘symbolic’ reading ofs ‘underthought’ suggests that
Emerald ‘hadbutt-yieldedto a senior’ — even if, initially, he had done so
‘against his own inclination’, ‘wincing’ at the pspect of complete paederastic
openness and submissiveness, Hopkins’s ‘bare buittcing navel’. As a result
of eventually yielding, ‘his submissiveness [...] raadm therefore, of course,
unlike those around hinm’, for it ‘was a secrethant), you might say, “which no
one knoweth, saving he that receiveth it” (p.188 erotic and intellectual
openness transforming ‘he that receiveth it (tlagueness of ‘it" allowing for
transgressive vagaries) into someone like Flavidmésius, Leonardo’s Salali,
Winckelmann’s Lamprecht, Pater’s Hardinge, or Hogls ‘hearer’, someone
noticeably different from ‘those around him’, someowho would have
appreciated the eroticism that swells in the follmyvdescription of Emerald’s
own maturing ‘manhood’:

Preceptores condiscipulj alike, marvel at a sort of delicacy coming inte t
habits, the person, of that tall, bashful, broaduthered, very Kentish, lad; so
unaffectedly nevertheless, that it is understoddradll to be but the smartness
properly significant of change to early manhoode lithe down on his lip.
Wistful anticipations of manhood are in fact arauge him, thoughts of the
future; his ambition takes effective outline. Theell-worn, perhaps

docile” youth. The rigors of Uthwart's mental aethical training at school and at
Oxford are explicitly compared to those prescriliedhe Republi¢ and the paiderastic
eros of his relationship with the slightly oldemlzs Stokes is represented in the language
of thePhaedrus(‘Greats’, p.254).

! The etymology of ‘butt’ (in the sense of physiognW seems to derive from Middle
English, probably akin to Middle Engligbuttok ‘buttock’ (OED). ‘Butt’ also has the
meaning of ‘a backstop for catching arrows sha t&rget’ — a meaning that allows for
Hopkins'’s playfulness.
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conventional, beauties of their ‘dead’ Greek antinLbooks, associated directly
now with the living companion beside him [that sgnio whom he had ‘but
yielded’], really shine for him at last with theristine freshness; seem more
than to fulfil their claim upon the patience, thteation, of modern youth. }
(P.184

Although, like Whitman, Emerald could find no ‘fxpression’ for his erotic
intimacy with that senior, for his ‘love that damet speak its name’ — he did
find, through the symbolism of Pater’s art, whatrMa describes as ‘an eloguent
utterance at last’:

He finds the Greek or the Latin model of their qué friendship or tries to find
it, in the books they read together. None fitsctlya It is of military glory they
are really thinking, amid those ecclesiastical @undings, where however
surplices and uniforms are often mingled togethery they will lie, in costly
glory, costly to them, side by side, (as they wankl walk and play now, side by
side) in the cathedral aisle, with a tattered fl@ghaps above them, and under a
single epitaph. (P.185)

If scholars were to drape Hopkins and Pater, bmthwhom had
advanced, advocated, and/or practised a similadgrastic pedagogy, both of
whom had been motivated by ‘a chivalrous consciefeeh of whom had lent a
hand to puerile pupils whom they pruriently calledarers’, both of whom had
found their erotic desires ‘costly to them’ — ifwdars were to drape them under
one flag, could that flag be any other than thelsyrthat Whitman calls ‘the flag
of my disposition, out of hopeful green stuff woyea ‘branchy bunchy
bushybowered’ flag capable of concealing paederastimations or intimacies
from the unappreciative, embarrassed, or spitdanaps of society, an emerald
flag flown by those ‘you thwart? What then assingle epitaph’? Could
scholars place Pater and Hopkins under any morétibgf epitaph than
‘Uranian’? ‘Uranian’ is the ‘fit expression’, thene expression that would link
them, as part of a continuum, with the paedergsbiets, prose writers, and
painters who flourished in England from William dslon (ater Cory; 1823-92)

! In The History of Education in Antiquitirans. by George Lamb (New York: Sheed and

Ward, 1956), Henri I. Marrou explains:
For the Greeks, education paidea— meant, essentially, a profound and
intimate relationship, a personal union betweermang man and an elder who
was at once his model and his initiator — a refetiop on to which the fire of
passion threw warm and turbid reflections. ThraughGreek history the
relationship between master and pupil was to rertfzh between a lover and
his beloved. (P.31)

2 The seriousness that Pater would have attribteslith a question is displayed in the
opening sentence of ‘Emerald Uthwart’: ‘We smiteepitaphs [...] smile, for the most

part, at what for the most part is an unreal anenofulgar branch of literature; yet a wide
one, with its flowers here or there’ (p.170).
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to Ralph Nicholas Chubb (1892-1960), those Urantmscendents of the
Victorian Decadents, whose father had been nonerdtiian Pater himself.
‘Uranian’ is indeed the befitting epitaph for twitetary artists ever inspired by
Grecian passion and poesy, a passion and poe$werét, as was the ‘foam-
born’ Aphrodite, from the ejaculate that had spill'om Uranus’s severed
genitals. genitals that, despite being considered impotemt donventional
procreativity, had nonetheless filled the world hwjgassionate creativity, had
given birth to Love. Hopkins, a professed celibate who dubbed him$atie’s
eunuch’ (‘{Thou Art Indeed Just]’, line 13), expses much the same about his
own poetry:

The fine delight that fathers thought; the strong

Spur, live and lancing like the blowpipe flame,

Breathes once and, quenchéd faster than it came,

Leaves yet the mind a mother of immortal song.o(R.B.’, lines 1-4)

However controversial, this claim about the fitne§shis ‘single epitaph’ is not

entirely novel, for it was made by the Uraniansntbelves, situating Pater, as
they did, within their own fold and beneath thedfolof the emerald flag they
flew. InThe Academwpn 11 October 1902, Lionel Johnson — a Uranian, @e

Roman Catholic, and a friend of the late Pater —-blipbed ‘Walter Pater’, a

memorial that draws to a close with:

! From HesiodTheogonylines 176-206. ‘As for the genitals, just asfing cut them off
with his instrument of adamant and threw them fittn land into the surging sea, even
so they were carried on the waves for a long tilAbout them a white foam grew from
the immortal flesh, and in it a girl formed. [...] @®and men call her Aphrodite, because
she was formed in foam’ — Hesiod;heogony’ and ‘Works and Daydrans. by M. L.
West (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1999), pp.8it is my belief that the ‘Uranians’
conceived of their name dualistically, as derivingm the ‘heavenly’ love described in
Plato as well as from Aphrodite’s birth as desatiby Hesiod. The octave of Theodore
Wratislaw's ‘To a Sicilian Boy’, inCaprices (1893), seems to allude to the Uranian
dimension of the birth of Venus, and of Cupid capamntly:

Love, | adore the contours of thy shape,

Thine exquisite breasts and arms adorable;

The wonders of thine heavenly throat compel

Such fire of love as even my dreams escape:

| love theeas the sea-foam loves the cape

Or as the shore the sea’s enchanting spell:

In sweets the blossoms of thy mouth excel

The tenderest bloom of peach or purple grape. (tasip added)

2 In Tom Stoppard’s plajrhe Invention of Lové1997), the Classicist and poet A. E.
Housman encounters, on an imagined journey downritrex Styx, the intellectual

currents of Victorian Oxford life, individuals suchs Jowett, Pater, and Wilde.
Stoppard’s title suggests an appreciation thatfins of love had found, in individuals
like Housman, a new invention of itself.
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Patient beneath his Oxford trees and towers
He still is gently ours:

Hierarch of the spirit, pure and strong,
Worthy Uranian sont.

Meanwhile, unlike that ‘hierarch of the spirit, rpuand strong’, there
were other Uraniangithout‘a chivalrous conscience’, Decadent types who were
attempting to rally the same troops under muchstémme emerald symbolism,
though preferring an emerald carnation sproutimgnfithe buttonhole of their
evening dress. Paul Fussell describes this dichotomy cogentigugh with too
little tactility: ‘At its most pure, the progranf the Uranians favored an ideal of
“Greek love” like that promulgated in Walter Pagegssay on Winckelmann,
stressing the worship of young male beauty witheer. But very frequently
such highmindedness was impossible to sustain, eandest ideal pedophilia
found itself descending to ordinary pederastic sydd Hence, unlike their
Paterian counterparts, whose idealism encompasaedndre than ‘ordinary
pederastic sodomy’, these ‘other Uranians’ bestowsly ‘passion’, passion
devoid of ‘serenity’ and ‘purity’, passion devoidl an ‘absence of any sense of
want, or corruption, or shamépassion devoid of the refined qualities that Pater
and Lionel Johnson considered essential:

Yet the most radical claim of the new Uranian ppdtepresented by writers
like Lionel Johnson] would always be that it sahg fraises of a mode of
spiritual and emotional attachment that was, atesaftimate level, innocent or
asexuaP,

The great significance of [Lionel] Johnson’s work a Uranian poet thus
becomes his attempt to defend the older traditiopederastic Hellenism in the
face of the newer sexual realism in male love beisgerted in the early 1890s
by such writers as Symonds and [Theodore] Wratistand indeed by [Lord
Alfred] Douglas himself.

! Lionel Pigot Johnson, ‘Walter Pater’, itoetical Works of Lionel JohnsgNew York:
Macmillan, 1915), pp.287-89, lines 53-56. For hisalisation of Pater, see Dowling,
Hellenism pp.137-38; for his attack on Symonds’s overtieis, see pp.135-37.

2 See Karl Beckson, ‘Oscar Wilde and the Green Qmmia English Literature in
Transition (1880-1920%3.4 (2000), pp.387-97.

% Paul FussellThe Great War and Modern Memory: Twenty-Fifth Aersary Edition
(Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2000), p.284.

* See Peter Swaab, ‘Hopkins and the Pushed Pe@dtical Quarterly, 37.3 (1995),
pp.43-60. Swaab makes much the same divisiomwveélfre to see Hopkins in relation to
Victorian voices of homosexuality, then he has muebtre in common with figures
mainly conciliatory to social orthodoxies (Symon@syrpenter, arguably Pater) than with
pervasively dissident figures such as Swinburnégr8on, and Wilde’ (p.50).

> Dowling, Hellenism p.115.

® |bid., p.137. In 1893, Wratislaw published hismiset ‘To a Sicilian Boy’, a sonnet that
is representative of this encroaching realism,iq@aerly via its title/address.
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The foremost of those busily popularising and diturg the ‘newer sexual
realism’ was Oscar Wilde. Although Dowling dispgayeticence about including
Wilde in her list of Uranians above (despite indhgd his lover, Lord Alfred
Douglas), she nonetheless relates: ‘Pater newsedeto realize that the danger
to homoerotic Hellenism might in fact come not frothe predictably
uncomprehending barbarians alone but also from @reeks themselves:
Socrates’ teaching had been corrupted by Alcibialkissown had been mistaken
by Wilde’!

What demarcated these two Uranian camps — PadedsWilde's —
was not their choice of the emerald flag or the ratdeflower, but the way they
saw the same paederastic and homoerotic positipnalthe way they
(mis)constructed and (mis)construed Pater’'s eldbdkltanschauunghe way
they handled ‘the distinction that Pater drew betwdis Platonic aestheticism
and the more bodily and decadent aestheticismwhat being associated with
Wilde’.> Since Wilde and his coterie provided the secohthese camps or
paths, it is to Wilde as Alcibiades that the nehater turns.

! Dowling, Hellenism p.140. D’Arch Smith broadens this, suggestiraf,tin much of
the Decadence of the 1890s, ‘the aesthetics ofr Rag the Greek ideal were being
slightly perverted and misinterpreted’ (p.2). |uwa replace the word ‘slightly’ with
‘highly’. Monsman describes this aptly as ‘Oscaitd&’s seductive (mis)constructions of
Paterian aesthetic theories’ (‘Platonic’, p.28).haf Wilde never acknowledged this
himself is revealed in a letter, ca. 18 Februar§8l8Vilde claiming that ‘To have altered
my life would have been to have admitted that Urarlove is ignoble’ — Rupert Hart-
Davis, ed.,The Letters of Oscar Wild&ew York: Harcourt, Brace, 1962), p.705.
Curiously, it seems that the Greco-Roman cultar@rized by Pater was itself
destroyed by eroticised paederasty, if the andietorian Procopius of Caesarea, author
of The Secret Historyis correct: ‘Procopius, who wrote in the eaiiltls century [...]
tells how the Vandals captured Rome by selectingetthundred boys of good birth
“whose beards had not yet grown, but who had josbec of age”, and sent them to
Roman patricians to serve as house slaves, a tapacivhich they would have been
subject to sexual exploitation. On a predestingyg they killed their masters, facilitating
the capture of the city’ — David F. Greenbeiihe Construction of Homosexuality
(Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1990), p.249
2 Monsman, ‘Platonic’, p.26.
% | am here differentiating between two forms of tergositioning, as well as the
fulfilment and outcome of such erotic attachmentsMy differentiation is not
contradictory to Brian Reade’s claim 8exual Heretics: Male Homosexuality in English
Literature from 1850 to 190(London: Routledge and Kegan Paul, 1970) thakthere
two forms of Victorian derivation for the thing hebels ‘homosexual sentiment’ (about
this claim | am in tentative agreement):
By 1870 two contrasted streams of homosexual sentimvere especially
noteworthy: one from the Oxford Movement with utsdercurrent of emotional
friendship as expressed by Newman and Faber; ther dtom the muscular
Christianity of Dr Arnold at Rugby School, a somewtinarticulate trend.
Although these two streams were opposed, in fagt there joined at the point
in a friendship where emphasis is placed on ovedar self-sacrifice. (P.29)
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Since ‘self-sacrifice’ for love’s sake was the Piate ideal, Pater and his ‘philosophy’ can
be seen as the confluence, after 1873, of thes&/istorian streams — though these two
streams would, in due course, separate again dfedteditly. After their confluence in
Pater, these two streams separated into those ddisamiith a ‘chivalrous conscience’,
like Hopkins, and those without it, like Wilde. rFhe first group, ‘Emerald’ was a flag
to be flown; for the second, a carnation to berfted.

! W(alford) Graham Robertson (1866-1948) — an aréidtiend of Wilde, and a London
dilettante — was actually twenty-eight at the tithés portrait was painted. With his
brush, Sargent has managed, perhaps intentiorniallgapture Robertson’s remarkable
youthfulness in a tone similar to WildePscture of Dorian Gray



