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ABSTRACT

This thesis takes as its subject vision and risthemwork of Gerard Manley Hopkins,
1844-1889. Because Hopkins's poetry displays salesdi a fascination with the
particulars of language, it is unsurprising that thitical tradition on his work has thus
far been heavily dominated by matters of sound:thsy verbal, the rhythmic, the
musical, and the aural. However, in this thesisovenfrom the sounded to the seen,
identifying in Hopkins’s work a central preoccumetiwith the visual, with looking and
seeing, and the possibilities and dangers inhereetaich. Here was a man driven to
look for beauty, yet this compulsion to look wastchad only by a desperate desire to
look away. | shall argue that it is this dichotonapd the excitement of the many and
various possibilities it engenders, that so charesgs Hopkins’s engagement with the
visual world.

Born into a rapidly-changing late Victorian worldppkins was fascinated by sight and
by the increasingly problematic act of seeing. Hdiently characterises himself in
explicitly visual terms, and his poetry is litter@dth numerous references to eyes,
eyeballs, eyelashes, eyelids, and eyesight, iniaddo many metaphors of sight in its
various forms. He demonstrates a recurring notabsessive anxiety over the health of
his eyes and the acuity of his sight, yet repeatedical reassurance does nothing to
quell his fears over his perceived loss of visiBaunter to, but inextricably linked with,
this fear for the loss of sight is an intense awass of the danger of sight. This paradox
is central to Hopkins’s conception of himself aridhis roles as both poet and priest.

Chapter One considers Hopkins’'s engagement with itkensely visual Victorian
cultural environment. Hopkins was a keen draughitsaral painter in his youth and for
a while considered becoming a professional poettpaiike Dante Gabriel Rossetti,
with whose family he was well acquainted. Althoulgd decided to relinquish his
artistic ambitions in favour of the priesthood, tenained a keen critic of art and
architecture throughout his life. His diaries amdrpals, littered with sketches and
accounts of visits to galleries and exhibitiong, fascinating for what they reveal of this
intensely eye/l-driven individual, and the acutexiaties he experienced when
confronted by beauty, in whatever form.

Chapter Two continues this concern with beauty asdnherent dangers, but now

moves to consider Hopkins's often anxious visuatoemters with other people.

As a vigilant social observer, his writing rangesnf delightedly detailed depictions of

other individuals, particularly young men, to deepineasy descriptions of massed
crowds and formless groups of people. This chabtews a particular concern, as Hopkins
did, with the purpose of mortal beauty, and thegegas and challenges it could pose.

Chapter Three develops the concerns of the prewbagter, by pursuing the additional
dimension of people looking. In this chapter | ades a group of Hopkins’s strangest
and yet most celebratory poems, united by a conesftm people looking at others
who are themselves looking. With the uneasy conoéphe voyeur never far away,
this chapter raises questions about the moral,hoedéygical and social dimensions of
seeing within Hopkins’s work, and thus | assessniganing of licit and illicit sight,
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whether on the part of the benevolent or neutraeoker, the systematic enquirer,
the voyeur or the enlightened seer. This chapgues that the dynamic nature of this
relationship between perceiver and object, the seer the seen, is central to his
endlessly complex dialectic of vision and visualitly closes by moving to consider
the ultimate unseen seer, God. In the figure ofis€hwe find the ultimate exemplar
of mortal beauty, and the chapter returns to thecems explored in Chapter Two,
now from a Christological perspective.

In Chapter Four, the concluding chapter, the carcelicited in the previous chapters
are pulled together in a discussion of Hopkinsigglest and greatest symphonic poem,
The Wreck of the Deutschlar{d875-1876). This poem has at its heart an intense
concern with seeing and the seeing of seeing, tvéract of witness, and the role of the
martyr, while foregrounding the reciprocal quastief beauty and danger. The thesis
concludes with a close reading of this electrifypaem about vision and sight in the
many senses explored in the course of the studydwmle.

Vi
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INTRODUCTION



... What you look hard at seems to look hard at ydu

Seeing is irrational, inconsistent, and undeperedabl

It is immensely troubled, cousin to blindness amdusality,

and caught up in the threads of the unconsciouse@as are not

ours to command; they roam where they will and tiedirus they

have only been where we have sent them. No maitetiard we

look, we see very little of what we look at. [...] &beg is like

hunting and like dreaming, and even like falling love.

It is entangled in the passions — jealousy, viaenc

possessiveness; and it is soaked in affect — iasple and

displeasure, and in pain. Ultimately, seeing altleesthing that is

seen, and transforms the s@er.
Gerard Manley Hopkins was, throughout his life, anmwho ‘look[ed] hard'.
This experience of looking hard, and its reciprocarollary of hard looking,
iIs fundamental to Hopkins’s conception of himsatd of his place within the world,
a world that, if looked at correctly, would ‘loolatd’ back. The dynamic nature of this
relationship between perceiver and object, the seer the seen, is central to his
endlessly complex dialectic of vision and visualias we shall see. Hopkins was,
as Claude Colleer Abbott observes, ‘a man for whbenvisible world triumphantly
exists’, both as a form of external, objective,ifiable truth, however problematic,
but also as a complex extension of his highly iiiial experience of selfhodd.
John D. Rosenberg goes further, proclaiming Hopkitts be ‘eye-driven,

virtually photo-erotic’ in his sensitivity to theisual dimensions of the world and of

each perceiving individudl. Building on he seminal work of Alan Heuser,

! March 1871. Gerard Manley HopkinEhe Journals and Papers of Gerard Manley Hopkéts
Humphry House and completed by Graham Storey (Lon@xford University Press, 1959): 204.

2 James ElkinsThe Object Stares Back: On the Nature of Segham Diego, New York & London:
Harcourt Brace & Company, 1996): 11-12.

% Gerard Manley Hopkingsurther Letters of Gerard Manley Hopkins: Includihig Correspondence
with Coventry Patmoreed. Claude Colleer Abbott (London: Oxford Univer&®ress, 1938; 2nd edn.
rev. and enlarged 1956): xxxi.

“ John D. Rosenberglegy for an Age: The Presence of the Past in YatdLiterature ed. Robert
Douglas-FairhurstAnthem Nineteenth Century Studieendon: Anthem Press, 2005): 154.



R. K. R. Thornton, Peter Milward and Raymond Schpded, more recently, Catherine
Phillips, this thesis places Hopkins’s ‘photo-ecistin’ at its very centra.

Hopkins was not alone in this fundamental conceith the primacy of the eye.
The Victorian period was characterised, as Katetlbserves, by ‘a growing concern
with the very practice of looking, and with the plematisation of that crucial
instrument, the human ey®'Never before had the world seemed so dominated by,
and perhaps even defined by, such a rapidly chgragiareness and analysis of vision.
To an unprecedented degree, the visual appearadexsirring cultural motif, as the
Victorians opened their eyes to the possibilitiesl aesponsibilities of sight and of
seeing. Daniel Pick has also identified this ‘nég#abross-disciplinary preoccupation
with how we see and what we see’, but makes clear this does not represent
‘some absolute epistemological or artistic breaistead emerging out of long-standing
debates and discussions in art, poetry, paintimgsaience.

In Jonathan Crary’'s analysis, profound changes he way vision was
understood and experienced at the start of theeenth century were fundamental in
the Victorian construction of subjective experienaed thus ultimately of modernity.
These led finally to a defining shift in the undargling of the role, position and
responsibility of the observer, until eventually alternative model of ‘the observing
subject’ was proposeétThis came about through the development of ‘a setvof
relations between the body on one hand and fornisstifutional and discursive power

on the other’, as the viewer was suddenly reledsmmh beneath the metaphorical

® Alan HeuserThe Shaping Vision of Gerard Manley Hopkihendon: Oxford University Press, 1958);
R. K. R. ThorntonAll My Eyes See: The Visual World of Gerard Marteypkins(Sunderland: Ceolfrith
Press, Sunderland Arts Centre, 1975); Peter Milw&dd and Raymond Schoder, Sdndscape and
Inscape: Vision and Inspiration in Hopkins's Podtirpndon: Elek Books Ltd., 1975); Catherine Phdlip
Gerard Manley Hopkins and the Victorian Visual WiaiOxford: Oxford University Press, 2007).

® Kate Flint,The Victorians and the Visual Imaginati@®ambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2000): 2.

" Daniel Pick, ‘Stories of the Eye’, iRewriting the Self: Histories from the Renaissatacthe Present
ed. Roy Porter (London and New York: Routledge,7)9288.

8 Jonathan Crarylechniques of the Observer: On Vision and Modeinithe Nineteenth Century
(Cambridge, MA & London: MIT Press, 1990): 3.



curtain of the camera obscura and confronted wittneav visual autonomy.
Crary identifies a number of new and less restrectiptical devices and technologies
which, he proposes, together served as catalystthi® change. Lindsay Smith also
examines the influence of contemporary technoldégmavelopments, particularly
photography, on the perception and representatibrision and sight® She considers
how such technologies influenced and shaped thectdep of vision and visual
perception in Victorian poetry, and also the moenegal influence of the wider
availability of ‘cultural spectacles [...] promotedhda propagated by the new mass
media’ on the visual imagination, as Catherine Malkwotes:* Suddenly the world
appeared over-run with new possibilities for sightd spectatorship, as the limits of
vision were pushed ever further and further.

For Hopkins, born into this rapidly-changing worldision and sight are
fundamental; he characterises himself in expliciyual terms as the ‘all-accepting
fixéd eye’ that looks out from ‘the midst of evergne’™ It is thus unsurprising that his
prose and poetry is littered with numerous refeeento eyes, eyeballs, eyelashes,
eyelids, and eyesight, in addition to many metaphafr sight in its various forms.
As we read his work, we become gradually awardefriumerous eyes that ‘look hard
back’, until the process itself becomes self-raflex

The stars are packed so thick to-night

They seem to press and droop and stare
‘The Elopement’ (Il. 19-20}

® ibid.
19| indsay SmithVictorian Photography, Painting and Poetry: The §mi of Visibility in Ruskin,
Morris and the Pre-Raphaelitd€ambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1995).

> Catherine Maxwell, ‘Vision and Visuality’, iA Companion to Victorian Poetrgd. Richard Cronin,
Alison Chapman and Anthony Harrison (Malden, MAa&twell Publishers Ltd., 2002): 510.

12:The earth and heaven’, Il. 6, 3. Gerard Manleykuos, Gerard Manley Hopkins: The Major Wotks
ed. Catherine Phillipg)xford World's Classic$Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1986, 2002): 75 -
All subsequent references are to this edition, as#tated otherwise.

Bibid.: 94-95.



Ultimately this communicative force of looking tsmends the distinction between
external objects and their internal influence, aadh becomes altered by the sight of
the other. William Cohen’s analysis suggests thist quality of looking is fundamental
to this modern sense of incorporation: ‘Bodily s affirms the status of the human
subject as an object in the world — albeit a perydd one — which is both contiguous
with other objects and mutually pervious to thémThis ‘embodiment’ is absolutely
characteristic of Hopkins, for whom ‘hard lookingb often causes all boundaries
between internal and external to fall away, uiité teader suddenly finds himself face
to face with the ‘greenish brown’ roaming ‘irisektbe present writer's eye$®. David
Spurr suggests that a ‘writer’s eye is always imasaense colonizing the landscape,
mastering and portioning, fixing zones and polgst, rarely is this ‘writer's eye’ quite
as visually embodied in this landscape as that tbé ‘present writer's eye¥.
For Hopkins’s readers, this ‘mastering’ eye is astant watching presence.

It is against this understanding of the primacytlid eye as the pre-eminent
organ of truth, perception and communication thatmust place Hopkins’s markedly
obsessive anxiety over the health of his eyes.dr®arks as early as 1884 that he fears
he is ‘in danger of permanently injuring my ey&sand by 1887 he notes that the harsh
winter ‘half killed me [...]. Especially it has atleed my eyes®® that his eyes are

‘almost out of my head? and by January 1888 that his ‘eyes are almostirige®

1 william A. Cohen Embodied: Victorian Literature and the Sen@dinneapolis, MN: University of
Minnesota Press, 2009): 111.

1529 March 1887. Gerard Manley Hopkifi$ie Letters of Gerard Manley Hopkins to Robert Beigled.
Claude Colleer Abbott (London: Oxford UniversityeBs, 1935): 253.

'® David Spurr;The Rhetoric of Empire. Colonial Discourse in Jalism, Travel Writing, and Imperial
Administration(Durham N.C. and London: Duke University Press,3)997. Cited by Flintyisual
Imagination 3.

1730 September 1884etters 198.

1827 January 1887. Gerard Manley Hopkifise Correspondence of Gerard Manley Hopkins and
Richard Watson Dixared. Claude Colleer Abbott (London: Oxford Univgr&ress, 1935): 150.

1928 September 188tetters 262.
2012 January 1888. ibid.: 271.



later that year he remarks that his ‘eyes are wargy sore* Anxious for reassurance

he consults his good friend and poetic mentor, Biod®t Bridges: ‘Can there be gout or
rheumatism in the eyes? If there can | hav&itis fears are clearly not assuaged by
Bridges’s response and professional opinion, asdohin research does not settle his
fears: ‘I find therels gout or rheumatism of the eyes. It will, | hopeps pass away
from mine.?® A few days later he writes again to Bridges, cderfit now in his own
diagnosis: ‘I have nothing now the matter with m# lgout in the eyes, which is
unpleasant and disquieting. The feeling is likepsoa lemons?* Eventually after
several years of increasingly fervent anxiety, Hopkseeks professional help.
Although advised to get glasses to correct milgsipyepia normal at his age, his letter
records that ‘The oculist says my sight is verydand my eye perfectly healthy but
that like Jane Nightwork | am old®. Clearly his fears for his sight, as well as betrgy
a general anxiety associated with reduced phystangth for the task in hand,
are deeply implicated with his fears over lossnodginative vision.

Hopkins was not alone in these concerns over fadight and blindness.
Kate Flint identifies blindness as a ‘central trofe Victorian writers, concerned as
they were by the limitations and experience ofonsiand by the structural relationships
between sight and blindness, visibility and invig§y light and dark, and by the
dubious territories in betweéf. For those optical pioneers who most concerned
themselves with pushing against these apparentdaoi@s and limitations, a devastating
irony was that many did eventually succumb to biliegk precisely as a result of this

very process of ‘looking hard’, as Pick notes:

217 September 1888. ibid.: 283.

22 ibid.

%310 September 1888. ibid.: 289.

24 13-14 September 1888. ibid.: 290.
?% 19 October 1888. ibid.: 296.

% Flint, Visual Imagination64.



Blindness became a frequent motif of Victorian i@nf just as,
more tragically, it had sometimes been the fateasfy nineteenth-century
optical investigators, who stared for too longha sun as they recorded the
impact of dazzling light on their eyes and miAds.

Hopkins’s concerns that man might prove ‘beam-bliexblicitly depicts just such a
shattering result of unprotected ‘dazzling lightt the eye$® However, where the
physical eye could be protected with a ‘smokedgjldss anxieties over blindness of
the mind or soul were not so easily assuaged, ahalesee’

Physical blindness was not the only form of inaateiror fallible sight,
as Hopkins noted. Susan Horton observes that omeltreof the extensive
experimentation undertaken by the Victorians on phgsiology of the eye and the
nature of sight and visuality was the conclusioat tthe more that was learned about
vision, the more unreliable it seemed to HeThe imperfect nature of sight, and the
degree to which perception was dependent on batlpdimt of view and the specific
perceiver fascinated the Victorians. Sight couldarmer be seen as simply an objective
process of looking and seeing, but rather had tocdr&fronted as subjective and
individual, as Flint observes:

In each case, the act of seeing was something rpextb by individuals,
each with their particular subjectivities, and thewn ocular physiology.

Simultaneously, what was seen was necessarilytedlestressed, described
and filtered through many cultural conventidhs.

% pick, ‘Stories of the Eye’, 186.
2 The Candle Indoors’, |. 12Vorks 144.
29 The Candle Indoors’, I. 12. ibid.

% Susan R. Horton, ‘Were They Having Fun Yet? VietoOptical Gadgetry, Modernist Selves’, in
Victorian Literature and the Victorian Visual Imaugition, ed. Carol T. Christ and John O. Jordan
(Berkeley: University of California Press, 1995): 3

3L Flint, Visual Imagination 2.



From the early fragments éfloris in Italy (‘Beauty it may be [...] / [...] within the
looker's eye’§? and ‘It was a hard thing to undo this knot' to éThantern out of
Doors’, Hopkins demonstrates an acute sensitiviy the individual nature of
perception, to the epistemological status of thenpimenon. He notes carefully that
each observer sees ‘One bow each, yet not the saatie** demonstrating through the
rainbow a recognition of both intrinsic and extrinbeauty; the thing as it is and as
perceived by the viewer are given equal weight. rEWd®hn Ruskin and the
Pre-Raphaelite painters — the great proponentsatim, ‘Truth’, and ‘fidelity to nature’
— were forced to confront the individuality, sultjeity and even unreliability of sight.

On one of his many trips to the Swiss Alps, Rus&iments ‘how little the eye is
to be trusted’ when considering the fine details thfe mountain peaks.
Hopkins frequently relates the fragility of natugethe vulnerability and physiological
instability of the human eye, both of which cansken as components in ‘a shared body
at risk of violation’, as observed by Brian D&yThroughout his writings Hopkins
shows a particular fascination with the vulnerapitif the body, and its susceptibility to
weakness, illness, violence, mutilation, and ta@tas we will see. The recurring motif
of the ‘clammy ball’ of the eye serves as a paléidy vivid encapsulation of this
‘body at risk of violation’, and is central to owoncern with vision and risk.
An early journal entry records the story of anHriean who had ‘one of his eyes thrust

out’ and served ‘on a plate before him’ for ‘deglinith the fairies*® and Hopkins later

32«

[Fragments of] Floris in Italy’, a, Il. 1 & 6. Gard Manley HopkinsThe Poetical Works of Gerard
Manley Hopkinsed. Norman H. MacKenzi€xford English Text@Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1990): 36-
43, 36.

%t was a hard thing to undo this knot’, |. Works 29 & 134. These poems are discussed further in
Chapter One.

3 John RuskinThe Works of John Ruskied. E. T. Cook and Alexander Wedderburn (Lond&eorge
Allen, 1903-12): 6: 227.

% Brian J. Day, ‘Hopkins' Spiritual Ecology in "Bieg Poplars™ Victorian Poetry 42, no. 2 (Summer
2004): 186.

% April 1870.Journals 198.



includes in a letter to Bridges a particularly deth description of a young man who
‘put his eyes out [...] with a stick and some wir@dding the characteristically
Hopkinsian detail that ‘the eyes were found amongttles in a field®’
For Hopkins, despite in general being drawn to theawny muscularity of
‘brute beauty’, it is paradoxically in the frailgnd vulnerability of the human body that
he locates much of this beauty, as we shal®$@ais he likens to the delightfully
fragile natural world:

That, like this sleek and seeing ball
But a prick would make no eye at all
‘Binsey Poplars’ (Il. 14-15§
Hopkins’s alliance between the ‘susceptible’ amdgerfect eye’ and the brittle beauty
of the natural world was shared by Ruskin, of whamm Colley writes:
Ruskin’s acute consciousness of just how suscegptit@ eye is to weakness
found an accomplice in the very mountains he esgdorThrough his
climbing, he quickly learned that it is not onlyetbody and the eye that are
vulnerable but also the mountains themselves. [.is]9Kketches embody the
violence of time that continues to sculpt the Alpsey catch the mountain’s
lines of fall, and reflect, as well, his submisstorthe imperfect ey&
Hopkins’s journals and papers carefully recordgtisiggles to see with this ‘imperfect
eye’, and to see correctly, recognising and regrgdhe world with verifiable accuracy
along the lines advocated by Ruskin as moral cimtodf the Victorian visual
imagination.
Hopkins entered Balliol College, Oxford with a higbpe of ‘doing something —
in poetry and painting’, inspired by the Pre-Rapit@ddrotherhood, the poet-painters

such as Dante Gabriel Rossetti, and the new pa#tiyaintings centring on visual

representation, exemplified by Robert Browningy'en and Womenand Rossetti’'s

377 September 1888etters 282.
3 The Windhover’, |. 9Works 132.
¥ibid.: 142.

4% Ann C. Colley, ‘John Ruskin: Climbing and the Vetable Eye’Victorian Literature and Culture37
(2009): 58.



A House of Lifé' The decision to abandon a possible career as fesgional
poet-painter in favour of the priesthood was not twe took lightly, and although he
never regretted following his vocation, it remaireedource of some regret in later life
that he had not pursued his painterly ambitiongh@r®?> However, he remained
throughout his life a frequent visitor to art galbs and exhibitions, and he made careful
notes on the paintings seen, following the advide@somany artistic guides and teachers.
Inspired by the writings of Walter Pater, John Ruskand others,
Hopkins worked hard at focusing, honing and develpphis artistic ‘eye’
through careful attention to visual perception andity. He notes that the eyes must be
‘trained to look severely at thing¥, ‘schooled’ in accurate and reliable lookitfg,
and even punished when they wavered, as in 186% wkecarefully kept his eyes
lowered for six months: ‘A penance which | was dpiftom Jan. 25 to July 25
prevented my seeing much that half-yéarft remained an ongoing frustration,

and even a source of great fear at times, that theefeducated eye’ could not always

4120 July 1864. To BaillieFurther Letters 214.

Hopkins was not in general impressed by Brownimgpsk, considering it to be untrue to nature, angsth
‘frigid’: ‘Now he has got a great deal of what caimeavith Kingsley and the Broad Church school, w&
talking (and making his people talk) with the aidaspirit of a man bouncing up from the table with
mouth full of bread and cheese and saying thatédsmnirto stand no blasted nonsense. [...] The effébis
style is a frigid bluster.” 12 October 18&lorrespondencer4. See als€orrespondence6, 99, and
Letters 111. Hopkins's knowledge of Rossetti’'s work vai# discussed in Chapter One.

“21n 1884 Hopkins wrote to his sister expressingaegver how little drawing he had done in thedate
years of his life: ‘A dear old French Father [..fding that once | used to draw, got me to bring thie
few remains | still have [...] and admired them tattegree that he is urgent with me to go on drgwin
at all hazards; but | do not see how that couldde, so late: if anybody had said the same 10 yagws
it might have been different.’” 9 December 18Bdrther Letters 165.

In 1888 Hopkins writes to Bridges that, despitediigt problems, he has once again taken up drawing
‘And, strange to say, | have taken to drawing agaarverse Fortune or something perverse (try me):
why did I not take to it before?’ 19 October 18B8tters 296.

43 Journals 77.

“ A process described in ‘She schools the flightyilst) from June 1864Works 21), discussed in
Chapter Two.

4 Journals 190.
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be trusted, as James Elkins observes: ‘Our eyesdareurs to command; they roam
where they will and then tell us they have onlyrbediere we have sent theffi.’

Whilst the challenges and limitations of the ‘imjget eye’ and its vulnerability
to weakness, error and deception proved a conistdtie for Hopkins, he was also able
to take great delight in the very possibilitiesttttas apparent unreliability introduced.
In a letter published itNature magazine in 1884, he comments on ‘the untrustworthy
impressions of the eye’ and how easily it may beldd by beauty, perspective,
or ‘optical effect[s]*’ In his interest in this, Hopkins was again provhimself very
much of his period. Although the Victorians weresdaated by sight and ocular
physiology, a particular concern was the fallilgilibf the processes of vision.
This spurred an explosion of optical gadgetry ang,tequipment designed to fool the
eye, such as the phantasmagorias, dioramas, zesfrstpoboscopes and iconoscofies.
Pick notes that this ‘vogue for gadgetry’ causedrlier models of unified vision’
to give way to ‘sensory fragmentation and dispepdhological experiencé®.

For a man so dominated by the particularity of rsmfl and the
individual, it is unsurprising to find that Hopkingas intensely drawn to such
experiments into the reliability, or otherwise, sijht> Hopkins was not only an avid
student of art, but also a keen amateur scientist wonducted experiments of
his own: in 1871, he made careful notes on experismée conducted on a duck.

He demonstrated that the creature could apparéetligypnotised by drawing a chalk

“% Elkins, Object Stares Back 1.

47 Letter published itNature,30 October 1884, p. 633. Reproduced in the AppeiudPatricia M. Ball,
The Science of Aspects: The Changing Role of Rabti Work of Coleridge, Ruskin and Hopkins
(London: The Athlone Press, 1971): 148-1%5his letter and others are discussed in some detail
Chapter One.

“8 Information from Horton, ‘Victorian Optical Gadggt, and Crary Techniques of the Observer.
49 Pick, ‘Stories of the Eye’, 188.

¥ Hopkins’s knowledge and use of various theoriesigibn is the subject of the final chapter in R,
Victorian Visual World 245-263.
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line down its beak and onwards on to the groundramt>* He also explored the
possibilities and limitations of his own sight. H®etry and prose is littered with
explorations of optical illusions and sensory mggabensions, from the carefully
recorded ‘optical effect’ of the sunsets in higdet toNature to the disappearing roofs
of Oxford and even the gazing eye of ‘A Vision bétMermaids’, to be discussed in the
following chapters. Colley notes that ‘Hopkins didt wish to be bound by habitual
ways of seeing. Throughout his life, he seems teetseearched for a means to extend,
even violate, the limits custom and his own magalmposed upon his visior®

| suggest in this thesis that Hopkins’s engagematit the visual world is characterised
by just such an ongoing resistance to ‘habitualsa@fyseeing’.

Whilst the physiological eye could be ‘imperfectboled or even blinded,
Hopkins shared with Ruskin a conviction that a maay see ‘though the eyeball be
sightless™® This distinction between the visible and the iiblis;, between seeing with
the eye and seeing with the mind’'s eye, was cetdraictorian concerns with sight,
its reliability, and its interpretation, as Flimtes:

For the topic becomes yet more complicated androceetsial when one
recognises the tension that existed between tifereiiit valuations given to
outward and inward seeing; to observation, on te ltand, and the life of
the imagination on the other. Seeing in the minef® was linked to

scrutinising the world around one, but it was notdentical procesy.

For Hopkins, it is probably this dichotomy that rmatefines his dual role as a
poet-priest. His letters to Robert Bridges latdifim make clear that his fears over his
perceived failing physiological sight are deeplypliwated with his fears over loss of

imaginative vision, as depicted in his final poefrg R.B.”: ‘The widow of an insight

*127 April 1871.Journals 207.

2 Ann C. Colley,The Search for Synthesis in Literature and Art: Plaeadox of SpacéAthens &
London: The University of Georgia Press, 1990): 93.

3 The Stones of VenicRuskin,Works of Ruskinl1: 203.

> Flint, Visual Imagination2.
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lost she lives [...] / | want the one rapture of aspiration’>® These ongoing visual

anxieties are not assuaged by the eventual diagoedsinly mild presbyopia normal at
his age. It is worth noting the shared etymologytlut condition, via the Latin
‘presbyter’, with ‘priest™® A direct etymological link between the loss of Iisetic
vision (figured by his physical vision) and a grbwih his priestly vision, would,
| suggest, have provided only academic relief fonan for whom his faith, as | shall
demonstrate, was intensely physical and somatic.

As a Roman Catholic, Hopkins lived each day witlimessential sight paradox.
His life was driven by a central undertaking to §&&d, to achieve that ‘single eye’
of the tall nun he so lauds ifhe Wreck of the Deutschlaridtanza 29/ line 2),
where her heart and body strain together to regobirg of perception so transcendent
that she is able, finally, to see beyond the curpam of mortality and into the eternal
presence of Godf. For Hopkins, again this process is described ilieidy physical

terms as his body ‘thirsts’ for the ultimate sidhth terrifying and overwhelming:

Jesu whom | look at veiled here below,
| beseech thee send me what | thirst for so,
Some day to gaze on thee face to face in light
And be blest for ever with thy glory’s sight
‘S. Thomae Aquinatis’ (II. 25-2%)

However, as described throughout his writings inows forms, human sight is weak,

fallible, vulnerable and limited. At its heart, $hs due to Man'’s Fallen state, as the eyes

% ToR.B., Il. 7, 10.Works 184.

% OED defines ‘presbyopia’ as ‘Deterioration of neaiiaisoccurring with advancing age, owing to
increasing rigidity of the lens of the eye with uetion in the power of accommodation.’

>"Works 110-119. This poem is the subject of the finadptier of this thesis. Throughout, line references
for longer poems will be given in the form stana| For shorter poems and poems not in stanzaic, fo
simple line references will be given.

*8 ibid.: 104-105.

13



of both Adam and Eve ‘were opened’ by disobeyingl&dt is with this opening of
their eyes that Man becomes spiritually blind. $ighever after limited and restricted,
and an overwhelming sense of this loss is preskraughout Hopkins's work:
‘Why do men then now not reck his rod?This acute sense of loss is made only more
intense through the continual presence of an unsbkenity watching over the
stumbling actions of blinded Man. At a distancearirGod, there is darkness, and Man’s
enfeebled eyes struggle to $ée.

For Hopkins, the primary means of access to theneliwas through sensory
experiences, particularly vision. This is encapmdain the image that opens
‘The Candle Indoors’ (ll. 1-4), where, as Cohenerlass the house (or body) serves as
‘the perceptual medium for receiving light’, notittge emphasis placed on the ‘sensory
apprehension through a visual apparatus’ of thditiomal figure of the light of divine
inspiration®® Writing of the notably secular Thomas Hardy, amavily inspired by
Ruskin, Barrie Bullen could almost be describingpkias as he describes this sensual

primacy: ‘Life is lived inwardly through the inteibg of sensuous experience —

% Genesis 3: 4-7. ‘And the serpent said unto the amrve shall not surely die: For God doth know that
in the day ye eat thereof, then your eyes shaligened, and ye shall be as gods, knowing goodhd e
And when the woman saw that the tree was goodofdt,fand that it was pleasant to the eyes, argka tr
to be desired to make one wise, she took of thetfrereof, and did eat, and gave also unto helpdmcs
with her; and he did eat. And the eyes of them lae opened, and they knew that they were naked;
and they sewed fig leaves together, and made theessaprons.’

All quotations from the Bible throughout this thesare taken from the Authorised Version, commonly
known as the King James Version, as owned by thekiis family and given to Hopkins at his
baptism: see Madeline House, ‘Books belonging tplims and his Family’Hopkins Research
Bulletin, 5 (1974): 31.

Throughout his life Hopkins will undoubtedly alsave made reference to the New Testament in Greek,
Jerome’s Latin Vulgate, the Rheims-Douay Englisimsfation, and eventually the 1881 Revised English
Edition, with which Newman was heavily involved.rRbe sake of ease and consistency, | have followed
the Authorised version throughout.

80 God’'s Grandeur’, |. 4Works 128.

%1 The power of God in the period was usually figuasdndivisible from the light of salvation, folldmg
Psalm 119: 105. ‘Thy word is a lamp unto my feat] a light unto my path.’ This is particularly citga
depicted in Holman Hunt's celebrated paintirfte Light of the World1851-53), which toured the
country in 1861, as Flint notegisual Imagination73.

2\Works 144. CohenEmbodied 114.
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in the ear [...], in the sense of touch, but aboVénahe eye ** Such was the centrality
of the senses to Hopkins’s life and work that Beslgeven felt it necessary to warn
readers of the 1918 first edition of Hopkins’s werkf the dangers of a ‘naked
encounter of sensualisiif This thesis stares headlong at such encountetzaesd in
all their nudity for what they reveal of this eyélfiven poet.

Though vision was always to be problematic, as hadl see, it still remained
central to Hopkins's engagement with the world. €@ohdentifies this quality as a
‘tangible contiguity between human subjects and therld, interiority and the
exterior' ®® and it is crucial to Hopkins’s perception of hisroplace within the world.
Shadowing the essential paradox of God as bothrnata and divine, Hopkins found
traces of this in everything he saw: ‘The worldtigrged with the grandeur of GS§.’
Hopkins’s concerns from his earliest years thateyes must be trained and schooled to
see accurately now take on divine significancelo’lnot think | have ever seen anything
more beautiful than the bluebell | have been loglah | know the beauty of our Lord
by it.”®” This direct association between perception andat&m, the earthly and the
divine, is present even in Hopkins’s earliest wolist it undergoes a sharp refocusing
through his Jesuit training and engagement withwitings of St. Ignatius of Loyola.

Loyola’s Spiritual Exercisesa series of meditations completed by all Jesuits
during their training and then repeated periodyctifoughout their lives, are heavily
centred around the utilisation of personal knowkedmd individual experience of

physical sensations as a means of appreciating apwloaching the divine.

63 J. B. Bullen,The Expressive Eye: Fiction and Perception in trel\éf Thomas HardyOxford:
Clarendon Press, 1986): 4.

® From Robert Bridges's ‘Editor’'s Preface to Notiesthe 1918 edition. Reprinted (erard Manley
Hopkins, Poems: A Casebofilondon and Basingstoke: The Macmillan Press L&¥,5): 43.

8 CohenEmbodied 110.
¢ ‘God’'s Grandeur’, I. 1Works 128.

671870. Gerard Manley Hopkinshe Note-books and Papers of Gerard Manley HopkidsHumphry
House (London & New York: Oxford University Pre4937): 133-134.
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The exercitant is required to create intense wvisa@bns (or ‘mind-paintings’,
in the words of W. H. GardnéP)of a scene from the life of Christ, and then tosider
this ‘sweet especial scene’ as ‘seen’ in the lighteach of his senses in tufh.
Finally the mind is turned to considering the sigaince of the event, its implications
and how these can best be incorporated into his daily life. Numerous critics have
studied the influence of this training on Hopkingtgetry and writings, but the intensely
sensual nature of this training has at times beer@oked’®

Where Adam and Eve became distanced from God byingetheir eyes,
Hopkins sought to approach God. The purpose oftpeaarticularly human beauty,
was thus as an endless demonstration of this djyithe Incarnation continually
re-expressed:

[...] For Christ plays in ten thousand places,
Lovely in limbs, and lovely in eyes not his
To the Father through the features of men’s faces.
‘As kingfishers catch fire’ (Il. 12-14j
It is only through the senses — particularly thesey that embodied humans can come
to appreciate this beauty, and thus the body isately the only ‘route through which
human beings encounter the godhead’, as Cohen velséérHopkins very clearly
describes this process as he pictures his eyeswgéivst ‘from myself unholy / To the
sweet living of my friends’, before eventually $ie§ on the saving beauty of Christ:
No betterserves me now, sawest no other,

Save Christ: to Christ | look, on Christ | call.
(Il. 13-14)

% W. H. Gardner(erard Manley Hopkins: A Study of Poetic Idiosyrsyrin Relation to Poetic
Tradition, 1958 ed., 2 vols. (London: Oxford University PeE949): 2: 321.

%9 ‘Binsey Poplars’, |. 24Works 142.

O Fuller consideration of the influence of IgnatarsHopkins’s work, and the relevant critical wriion
the subject, appears in Chapter Four.

" Works 129.
2 CohenEmbodied113.
3 ‘Myself unholy’, Il. 1-2.Works 67. This process is discussed in greater dep&hapter Two.
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However, as the opening eyes of Adam and Eve regteablnd, through this revelation,
ensured — this is a process fraught with danger.
From the very start of humanity, looking and dange¥ intimately entwined.

For Hopkins, this observation was to form a cenpraloccupation throughout his life,
both haunting and delighting him in equal measase this thesis will demonstrate.
Everywhere he looked, Hopkins saw danger, in manayvarious forms. Looking itself
could be dangerous, but not looking equally so.éRexi. Overholser notes that, for
Hopkins, ‘danger came about through his own weaknasthought, speech and
action.” | suggest that it is looking that unites these¢has Ruskin observed:

The greatest thing a human soul ever does in tbrtvis toseesomething,

and tell what isawin a plain way. Hundreds of people can talk foe @rho

can think, but thousands can think for one who £a&. To see clearly is

poetry, prophecy, and religion, — all in offe.
For Hopkins, his poetry, prophecy and religion wewaited by this shared
preoccupation with ‘seeing clearly’. This visuagagement involved both Rosenberg’s
‘photo-eroticism’ and Christian devotion, and thigesis will explore the complex
interplay and dangers of the two, considering m tdopkins’s visual engagement with
the world of art, artists and architecture, hisagement with other men, and finally, his
engagement with himself and with God. To each esé¢hwe now turn ‘the naked

eye' 78

" Renée V. Overholser, “Looking with Terrible Terafibn”: Gerard Manley Hopkins and Beautiful
Bodies',Victorian Literature and Culturel9 (1991): 26.

> Modern PaintersRuskin,Works of Ruskir: 333.
616 November 1882. Letter Mature,reproduced in Appendix Il i€orrespondencel61.
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CHAPTER ONE

LOOKING AT PAINTINGS



... in poetry and painting.."

That the ‘photo-erotic’ Hopkins entertained ideas his youth of becoming a
professional poet-painter like Dante Gabriel Rdssetwell recognised, and it is clear
from his letters and diaries that this idea wag dimally abandoned in 1868 when he
decided to act upon his vocation to become a Jasdithen later a priest:
You know | once wanted to be a painter. But evehabuld | wd. not |
think, now, for the fact is that the higher and mattractive parts of the art
put a strain upon the passions which | shd. thinknsafe to encounter.
| want to write still and as a priest | very liketgn do that too, not so freely
as | shd. have liked, e.g. nothing or little in tlegse way, but no doubt what
wd. best serve the cause of my religfon.
However, it would be mistaken to believe that Hoglks interest in painting, its practice
and its theory ceased when he joined the priesthblbbughout his life his aesthetic
and poetic philosophies and ideals of beauty asdreépresentation, significance,
purpose and even danger, were heavily informedidvinterest in painting. Even in the
final months before his early death, Hopkins wal ehclosing new sketches and
snippets of art criticism in letters to his frieratsd family® unfortunately, very few of
his own sketches and drawings survive, either flmefore he joined the priesthood,
or from his very different life thereafter. We dave his notebooks and journals,
letters, and poems though, and these writings alleof description of paintings,

critiques of painters, and discussions of the vatigainting and the visual arts in

general. From these surviving manuscripts, inclgdihe few remaining sketches,

1 20 July 1864Further Letters 214.

Earlier drafts of this chapter were written priorthe publication of Catherine Phillips’s studyHdpkins
and theVictorian Visual World | am deeply indebted to Phillips for her exhatestiataloguing of so

much relevant material. The close analytical apghaz this thesis builds on Phillips’s more contett
and biographical readings, developing and expandimginderstanding of Hopkins and the highly visual
world in which he lived.

212 February 1868. To Bailli€urther Letters 231. The richness of this passage will be explonere
fully later.

% Writing from Dublin on 26 November 1888 to his thver Arthur, in a letter dominated by critical acti
over his brother’s paintings, Hopkins includes ‘sofmifles’, recent sketches. (ibid.: 189). He wk®a
sending sketches to Bridgdsfters 40-41, 96, 227), and indeed he arranged for h&n&lin sketch, ‘the
best of my drawings’, to be photographed for pdtstand then sent to his mothénther Letters 195).
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| intend to demonstrate Hopkins’'s ‘painterly’ priples: what he sees, what he

reproduces, and what he believes and understamds ehch process. | suggest that an
understanding of this early framework is fundamemtaestablishing the context and

culture out of which Hopkins’s anxious dialectids/sion and of sight developed.

It could be argued that this approach is inherefidyved, as too few of
Hopkins’s own pictures and drawings survive to émamy reasonable conclusions.
However, this is to turn our eyes from the not imgiderable evidence that does remain,
even in the gaps and absences where the paintiags been, as Richard Altick
explains:

One who sets out to narrate an episode in therlistothe English visual

imagination is constantly confronted with blank s on the wall where

pictures should be. Much of his primary evidencitésally invisible?
Altick is, of course, primarily concerned with tiseudy of an historical period rather
than an individual, and he proceeds even thougchepts that many of the paintings —
his ‘primary evidence’ — have disappeared, beehdoslestroyed with the passing of
time. | believe that this same method can be usef@gplied to facilitate a study of
Hopkins’s work. It is known that many of his ske#sh drawings and paintings did
indeed disappear or were destroyed; there areigesos in his journals and letters of
sketches that have never been found, and it isrgénagreed that most of his sketches
from the 1870s and 1880s have not survived (althdwegwas then sketching much less
than he had done when younger). Just as Hopkinsogled many of his poems on
entering the priesthood in the infamous ‘slaugliethe innocents’, so he may also
have destroyed many of his drawings and sketchesetbeing of even less value in the

poet's eyes. Other sketches and drawings were enclosed inrdette friends

* Richard D. Altick,Paintings from Books: Art and Literature in Britaih760-190Q/Columbus: Ohio
State University Press, 1985): 3.

® 11 May 1868Journals 165. See also the letter to Canon Dixon of 5 Betd 878, discussed in the
final chapterCorrespondencel4.
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or relatives, and many were no doubt discarded hay recipients or their family.
The lost poems are not the only massacred innacents
Although it appears that many of Hopkins’s sketchesished, it is also possible
that many of the sketches ‘begun’ in the journatsr{etimes nothing more than a vague
outline, hasty scribble, or collection of descuptwords) were never in fact completed:
the pictures never existed at all. This is a déferinstance of Altick’s ‘blank spaces on
the wall'. That there are ‘missing’ pictures, pies that never made it beyond ‘the mind
[as] a mother of immortal song’ to ‘the creatios’the premise of Norman MacKenzie’s
article of 1984 about Hopkins's enigmatic poemn#s for a Picture of St. Dorothéa’.
MacKenzie concludes that the portrait of St. Doeatldescribed so carefully within the
poem ‘was to be by Hopkins himseffSuch an instance of an intended painting that
was never brought to fruition would be another epl@rof ‘notional ecphrasis’sjc]
as defined by John Holland®if this is the case, and the painting conceivedriaver
created, it seems unlikely that this was a oneofurrence:
Many projects in the strenuous Oxford years whezhtb his First in Greats,
as well as others in the serious depression oDhislin period, came to
nothing. | believe that he had in his mind a pietwhich never reached
canvas [...]. Both the visual composition and theréity characteristics
point to the same mind.
Thus in Hopkins’'s case we are left with two veryffatent but ultimately
complementary kinds of ‘blank spaces’. Whether ¢éhgsaces once contained paintings

or sketches now lost, or whether the paintings evaale it beyond their creator’'s mind

is not ultimately of importance. Certainly enougbmiains to justify a study of

®ToR.B., Il. 4 & 12.Works 184. Norman H. MacKenzie, ‘Hopkins and St. DogathLines for Whose
Picture?’ inVital Candle: Victorian and Modern Bearings on Getdanley Hopkinsed. John S. North
and Michael D. Moore (Waterloo: University of Wdter Press, 1984).

" MacKenzie, ‘Hopkins and St. Dorothea’, 34.

8 ‘Notional ecphrasis’ — where a poem describesralptictional work of art. From John Hollanddte
Gazer's Spirit: Poems Speaking to Silent Worksrb{@hicago: University of Chicago Press, 1995): 4.
This is a specific form of ‘ekphrasis’ — ‘the vellbapresentation of visual representation’ (W..J. T
Mitchell, Picture Theory: Essays on Verbal and Visual Repriedimn (Chicago and London: University
of Chicago Press, 1994): 152).

°® MacKenzie, ‘Hopkins and St. Dorothea’, 34.
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Hopkins’s many and various relations with paintiaigd the other visual art forms,
as critic, viewer, poet, painter, draughtsmanndeed nervous spectator.

These interactions with the visual arts were frawglh anxieties for Hopkins,
anxieties that were to haunt him throughout hie lih subtly changing forms.
He returned to painting and paintings frequenthptighout his life, yet his engagement
with the visual art forms was never in his eyeaightforward or indeed entirely free
from danger: ‘“You know | once wanted to be a pairBeit even if | could | wd. not™®
This compulsion to look, matched only by a desgedssire to look away, is, | shall
argue, the defining feature of Hopkins’s engagemetit the visual world. The slightly
obsessive self-consciousness that this dichotongeraters is fundamental in the
creation of both priest and poet, as is the irtddes compulsion that drew his eyes
again and again to the alluring and yet ultimately,he saw it, supremely dangerous

world of art, as we shall see.

1912 February 1868 urther Letters 231.
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... The irises of the present writer’s eyes ...

Born into a period in which art and art criticismens flourishing as never before,
it is not surprising that a middle-class, well-ealiétl young man expressed a keen
interest in the contemporary art scene. Howevelilstvirue, this generalisation falls
short of expressing the true nature of Hopkins’'snersion in, and the wide-reaching
influence of, the visual arts. Hopkins came fromstiakingly artistic family, and was
exposed to art and to artists on all sides. Acogrth R. K. R. Thornton:
Richard James Lane (“Uncle Dick” [...])] was a linegeawver and
lithographer. His mother was Gainsborough’s niece he and his daughter
Clara, a minor artist in watercolour and black avidte, exhibited at the
Royal Academy, while Clara and another daughterizéElor Emily)
exhibited at the Society of Female Artists. Edwadith [youngest
maternal uncle] became a professional artist artdbé®d at the Royal
Academy. Two of Gerard’s brothers, Arthur and Ewédra
became professional illustrators and paintérs.
It seems most likely that Hopkins received his \eaattistic education at home.
He certainly studied drawing as a young child, nesg both from his own study of
Ruskin’s works — probablyhe Seven Lamps of Architect|{i849) and a few volumes
of Modern Painterdmost likely those of 1843, 1846, 1856 and 186@utalso from

family members?® Jerome Bump proposes that Ann Eleanor Hopkins {Aumie),

Maria Giberne (neé Smith, Kate’'s oldest sisfegnd her husband, George Giberne,

1129 March 1887Letters 253.

12R. K. R. Thornton, ‘The People Hopkins Knew’' AMES ed. R. K. R. Thornton (Sunderland:
Ceolfrith Press, Sunderland Arts Centre, 1975) T3 passage quoted represents only a small sextion
the great list of artistic connections enumeratgd ornton.

13 Hopkins’s knowledge of Ruskin’s work will be dissed in greater detail later.

4 Norman White notes that Maria ‘used to take hirtshking in the garden of Blunt House, Croydon
[...]. There were excursions in the countryside atbipsom, where they sat side by side with their
sketch-books, making faithful outlines, then fifim minutiae.” Norman Whitejlopkins: A Literary
Biography(Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1992): 20.
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were probably the most significant of thé3&leanwhile Phillips brings to the fore the
influence of two further sisters: Katherine Beeclfdynt Kate), with whom Hopkins
attended at least one exhibition (the French amemish exhibition of 1867
and his godmother, Frances Ann Hopkins (née Be@cheyprolific painter who
exhibited thirteen paintings at the Royal Acaderageen 1869 and 1918.

Observing and sketching the world around was cdytaiencouraged:
Hopkins’s childhood journals and notebooks contaimerous illustrations snatched on
day trips or excursions. Some of the sketches eamditiched with similar illustrations
by one or other of his siblings, which suggestg tha young Hopkins children may
often have spent their holidays sitting side-byesahd sketching the scenes before
them. Hopkins wrote frequently to his younger beoghand sisters, and his letters,
particularly to Milicent, are often richly illustied with detailed sketches of insects and
other wildlife. His drawings reveal the attentivgeeof a naturalist, but now taken
further by the imagination of the poet, so thateahhical sketch of a beetle is,
Edward Lear-like, enlivened and enhanced by thembsion that the insect is riding
along train-tracks in a walnut shell, being puliedront by a wooden locomotiv.

As Hopkins grew older, his artistic education viagher enhanced by cultural
connections. At family engagements Hopkins met maogtemporary artists and
connoisseurs of his day, and indeed through theedhaterests with his brother Arthur

he was able to visit the studios of Simeon Soloraod Robert Walker Macbeth,

15 Jerome Bump, ‘Hopkins’ Drawings’, ®’MES ed. R. K. R. Thornton (Sunderland: Ceolfrith Bres
Sunderland Arts Centre, 1975): 71.

18 went with Aunt Kate to Foreign Paintings.’ 27 ydi867.Journals 149.

7 Catherine PhillipsYictorian Visual World 24. She notes that ‘In Frances Gerard had an gheao
someone who used art to record a way of life apddhationship between nature and man’.

18 Reproduced in Phillipg/ictorian Visual World67, Fig. 12.
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amongst otherS Furthermore, as an undergraduate at Oxford, Hepkias friends
with Alfred and Frederick Gurney, and at some pdietween the 20 July and 14
August 1864, he attended a party:

| have been introduced to Miss and Miss ChristioasRtti. | met them and

Holman Hunt and George Macdonald and Peter Cuigjmyim and Jenny Lind

at the Gurneys™
This meeting may well have stimulated both hisrditg and artistic ambitions;
in the same letter he notes that ‘I have now a matienal hope than before of doing
something — in poetry and paintirfg’ Although it seems that Hopkins never actually
met Dante Gabriel Rossetti, the two families weeetainly acquainted and Hopkins
demonstrates an unexpected familiarity with Rossegpoetry, given that ‘only two
volumes of his own verse and two books of transteti were ever published in
Hopkins'’s lifetime, as Phillips noté&;moreover, in 1881 Hopkins went to considerable
pains to see the Rossetti paintings held in theafeicollection of Mr George R&&.

A happy side-effect of the artistic environmentihich Hopkins grew up is the

surprising number of images of the young poet. flost famous painting of the young

Gerard, a gentle water-colour, was completed by'/Aist Annie’, his father's only

sister, who lived with the family until 1856. Coreptd in 1859 when he was fifteen,

¥ Hopkins met Simeon Solomon in May 1868, and ireJum visited his studid¢urnals 167). The very
particular danger aroused by Solomon is discuss&hapter Three.

30 June 1886, Arthur took Hopkins to Macbeth'’s, rghdopkins was introduced to the work of
Frederick Walker. Gerard Manley Hopkir&grrespondencel 34-135.

% To Baillie, 20 July 1864Further Letters 214. Abbott suggests that Hopkins means Miss Mari
Francesca Rossetti, younger sister of Christind,Rater Cunningham. Phillips also proposes the
possibility that Hopkins may have met Millais, Ha@mHunt and Landseer through his connections with
Richard Lane, his great-uncle. Phillipdctorian Visual World 37-39.

2L Eurther Letters 214.

2 The two volumes arRoems by D.G. Rosseti870), which contains the sonnet sequence ‘Theselou
of Life’, andBallads and Sonnetsf 1881, including the remaining sonnets to conaptee sequence. The
degree to which Hopkins was acquainted directhh)bssetti’s work, rather than through general
reputation, is the subject of Catherine Philligdetard Manley Hopkins and Dante Gabriel Rossetti’,
RANAM: Recherches Anglaises et Nord-Americai8@ésno. 1 (2003): 131.

% See letters to Bridges of 27 April and 14 May 188dters 127, 130.
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it now hangs in the National Portrait GalléfyThere is also a watercolour drawing
from the same sitting in the Bodleian Library inf@x. In addition, Hopkins’s uncle,
Judge George Giberne, was a keen amateur photegreilo took up the hobby early
and produced a large number of family portraitsluding several of Hopkins as a child
(one, in fancy dress) and then as a young manfiftheGiberne portrait appears to be
from 1874)%

As Hopkins was largely unknown as a poet duringlifesime, there was no
popular demand for likenesses of him. Furthermarégsuit priest who held back from
publishing his poems for fear of ‘vanity’ could dir have been expected to have
commissioned, or even sat for, many portraits atgiraphs?® Despite this, there are
five photographs of the adult Hopkins and even atragid (completed from a
photograph¥’ It appears that Robert Bridges commissioned tbigrgit from his close
personal friend and celebrated artist and musitiamy Ellis Wooldridge, to match an
earlier portrait of himself. Although persuaded @schew worldly vanity by his
profession, Hopkins’s anxious enquiries in a letet887 to Bridges are revealing:

It is a very pleasant and flattering thought thatdlridge is painting my
portrait, but is it (and was yours) wholly from mery? | am of late become
much wrinkled round the eyes and generally hagg@oking, and if my

counterfeit presentment is to be | shd. be glackie of my youti®

Hopkins here demonstrates the precision and ewedetiof the painter as he carefully

catalogues his own physical appearance, from tbeigw colour of his eyes (‘small and

4 This watercolour can be found in the frontispietaterial of R. K. R. ThorntorAMES.

%5 George Giberne’s interest in photography andélitionship with Hopkins is discussed in the
biography written by his grandson, Lance Sievekirigg Eye of the Behold@rondon: Hulton Press,
1957): 277, 279-280.

% The life | lead is liable to many mortificatiomsit the want of fame as a poet is the least of them
12 May 1879Correspondence28. Later he expressed this in more explicitligieus terms: ‘there is
more peace and it is the holier lot to be unknadwantto be known.” 11 November 1881.
Correspondences9.

%" Bevis Hillier collates these and notes that them@ne from about 1874, a group photograph fron9187
one from 1880, a further group from the late 18803 a final one from 1888. Bevis Hillier, ‘Portiaif
Hopkins’, INAMES ed. R. K. R. Thornton (Sunderland: Ceolfrith Bredunderland Arts Centre, 1975):
3.

2829 March 1887Letters 253.
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dull, of a greenish brown; hazel | suppose; slightlarker at the outer rims’)
to the nature of his hair (he even enclosed a samthin the letter): ‘lightish brown,
but not equable nor the same in all lights [...]h#s a gloss®® This insistence on
absolute accuracy of detail reveals a belief tlatraiture contains the possibility of
truth, as advocated by the Pre-Raphaelite ideology.

Using the idiom of an artist, Hopkins here struggle capture, and thus
preserve, the face he sees before him — his ownvekder, this is not a neutral,
objective description, but rather one fraught watixieties, as he finds himself torn
between his desire for absolute accuracy and fidelinature (a cornerstone of the PRB
project) and the ardent yearnings of one for wharautty and aesthetic appeal were
everything. The ‘eye-driven’ youth has now becomweirikled round the eyes’,
in an observation that betrays far more about daesf of the weary old man than the
simple objective description might impl).The tired priest who was to die less than
two years later here bemoans the passing of hisytagh, permitting the ‘Peter Pan’
within him to creep out momentarily as he requdébktt the image of his younger,
more beautiful self should be preserved rather tihah of the older poet, and more
importantly, priest. This is not mere vanity (a &dwer flaw he took very seriously),
although there is surely an element of this, butemmportantly this is an illustration of
how deeply entwined Hopkins saw aesthetic apptieciaand moral judgement,

as we will see latet*

#ibid.

% RosenbergElegy for an Agel54.

3L 4In particular how can anyone admire or (exceptharity, as the greatest of sins, but in judgeraent
approval) tolerate vanity in women? Is it not tlegimning of their saddest and most characteriati@ f
What but vanity makes them first publish, then pto their charms? [...] If modesty in women mgan

two things at once, purity and humility, must no pair of opposites be no great way apart, vdroty
impurity?’. 24 September 1884. To Patmd¥arther Letters 308.
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... the bewildering wealth of beautiful things?...

In a study of vision and seeing in the work of atpoainter, it is not enough to note that
he sketches; we need to think about what he sketahd why. Critics have given
different accounts of this. John Piper argues ‘ftHapkins used drawings primarily to
illustrate his ideas for himself. Rarely do thewdregs pretend to be anything but
analytical descriptions of things he was at theetilmoking at closely®® In contrast,
Francis Fike finds himself unnerved to ‘suppose twhas probably a fact, that Gerard’s
criticism was valid, [and] that he may indeed hdad more talent [as a painter]
than his brother®* Whatever their value to the ‘outside world’ (aretdr | would have
to disagree with Fike: Gerard’s sketches reallyndb stand up to comparison against
those of his brother Arthur), these sketches arduaflamental interest to those
concerned with Hopkins’s pictorial ‘vision’.

It is interesting to recordwhat Hopkins sketches. Inspired by Ruskin,
his mode of viewing involves ‘rejecting nothing,lesging nothing, and scorning
nothing’, and thus he approaches ‘Nature in aljlseiness of heart, and walk[s] with her
laboriously and trustingly’. His writings give cdéwé accounts of these direct
experiences of natural scenes, of particular tegeBowers, or of specific points of
‘select[ed]’ architectural interest: the pages isf diaries and journals are littered with

details from windows, mullions, columns and arceEhis fascination with the details

321 February 1881Letters 142.

%3 John Piper, ‘Hopkins's Drawings’, ifhe Journals and Papers of Gerard Manley Hopkéats
Humphry House (London: Oxford University Press, 99%54.

% Francis Fike, ‘Gerard Manley Hopkins' InteresPiminting after 1868: Two Notes/jctorian Poetry 8,
no. 4 (Winter 1970): 317.

% Ruskin urged all artists to ‘go to Nature in afigleness of heart, and walk with her laboriousid a
trustingly, having no other thoughts but how begténetrate her meaning, and remember her insinjcti
rejecting nothing, selecting nothing, and scormnthing; believing all things to be right and goadd
rejoicing always in the truthModern PaintersRuskin,Works of Ruskin3: 624.
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that together constitute the whole not only refieeiopkins’s interest in the art and
philosophy of Ruskin and the Pre-Raphaelites, bunhdeed fundamental to his own
meticulous poetics of immanence and detail.

Amongst all these sketches, there are notably fewages of people:
Thornton notes that of the 140 or so drawings, divg or six feature figure®
Although Hopkins was undoubtedly influenced by Rao'skinsistence that the human
figure was not a subject for amateurs, we migho aiscall Hopkins’s candidly
expressed fears about the feelings and emotiopgaasby human beauty. In a letter to
his college friend Alexander William Mowbray Badlihe expresses his fear that
‘this kind of beauty is dangerous’ and ‘the highad more attractive parts of the art put
a strain upon the passions which | shd. think itsaf@ to encounter*
these uncertainties are the subject of Chapter Tiwat this anxiety is a factor in his
illustrations being so ‘unpeopled’ is supported thg fact that where he has drawn
a figure the face is almost always obscured. Thisdmetimes done by scribbling
over or otherwise ‘spoiling’, and sometimes by s@idly placed details,
such as the figure depicted lying in a punt whocabss his face with the book he’s
reading [Figure 1, p. 214]. Although occasionaléyditempts a profile that is left blank
and devoid of all characterising features, latguifes are always depicted looking away,
their faces turned from the ‘mastering’ eye of theerver®

It is notable that Hopkins’s sketches include dmlg female figures (in addition
to a few very faint sketches of faces in silhoyestame of which could be women):

one a very Victorian-looking matron, the other auwnyg girl very much in the

¥ R. K. R. Thornton, ‘Hopkins and the Visual Artsi, The Authentic Cadence: Centennial Essays on
Gerard Manley Hopkinsed. Anthony Mortimer (Fribourg, Switzerland: URHdeurg, 1992): 155.

3722 October 1879 etters 95. To Baillie, 12 February 186Burther Letters 231.
3 Spurr,The Rhetoric of Empir@7. Cited by FlintVisual Imagination3.
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Pre-Raphaelite styl€. She appears in the notebook beside two of very geems
concerned with women — ‘A Voice from the World’ at&he schools the flighty pupils’
— and again depiction of her face is avoided ad@ties down to the floor with her hair
covering her face in shadow. Even his mermaids, uhienate beautiful females,
alluring yet dangerous, are depicted turned away fihe observel’ This avoidance of
the difficulty of capturing faces is understandabéend even more so when his
considerable anxieties concerning mortal beautyregealled, yet it sits uncomfortably
with the confident advice he passes on to his krotArthur, a professional
draughtsman:

Now the number of really and regularly beautifidda [...] is quite small in

art [...]. If I were you then | would keep this tyfg®y me, correct its

drawing, carefully composm life and then from life draw the draperies,

and work at it till  had made the most perfechthof it | could®*
It is hard to realise that this comes from the shiared as these early evasive sketches,
and does perhaps suggest an unfocused awarendiss difference in the potential
danger of looking between some men and others. iAsptasts aside any hope of
pursuing a career as a painter due to the potedéager of the uncontrolled and
uncontrollable ‘passions’, yet his letter insistgrdrgues for just such passion from
Arthur, as he is told doggedly to keep trying, agand again, ‘till [he] had made the
most perfect thing of it [he] could’. Arthur museép looking, whereas Hopkins can
only look away.

In keeping with the insistence of the Pre-Raphelénd Ruskin on drawing

from life wherever possible, Hopkins’s illustrat@are almost always taken from the

observed world around him (or occasionally from &site’'s photographs):

%9 The matron is from Sketchbook D and can be foepiaduced iAMES 140. The notebook pages are
reproduced in Gerard Manley Hopkifigie Early Poetic Manuscripts and Note-books of GkManley
Hopkins in Facsimileed. Norman H. MacKenzie (New York & London: GadaPublishing, Inc., 1989):
104 (Plate 154).

40«A Vision of the Mermaids’Works 11-15. This poem is the subject of a sectionliaj@er Three.
See Figure 3, p. 216.

4126 November 1888. To Arthur Hopkirfaurther Letters 188.
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‘carefully compose[d]in life and then from life draw[n]['* Very rarely do they
represent imaginative creations. A compelling czes® be made, as many critics have
noted, that this is because the majority of hid@les are deliberate practical exercises
rather than spontaneous acts of inspiratfoimdeed, in most cases Hopkins appears to
be following the drawing course of John Ruskin.

Hopkins was familiar with Ruskin’s work, and debes some of his early
sketches as sharing ‘in a Ruskinese point of viéwt.is, however, very difficult to
trace Hopkins’s specific and detailed knowledge tbhé contemporary painter,
theorist and critic. Certainly by 1863 he was awafreéhis ‘Ruskinese point of view’
and he notes some thoughts in his Journals as besnguskin says™ This was a
mantra he was to repeat frequently during his #im@xford, while in 1865 he includes
Modern Paintersas among ‘books to be red@’In 1868 he notes that he has ‘not read
Ruskin’s new book*’ but in his journal for 14 September 1871 he quetgmssage
from volume four ofModern Painter$® Curiously, despite these numerous references,
there is no record of Hopkins or his family actyglbssessing any of Ruskin’s work.
Madeline House notes thaThe Sketcher(1856) by the Rev. John Eagles
(a distant relative) was the only art book in thepkins household. This is not strictly
true: there was also a signed copy of Kate Thompddandbook to the Public Picture
Galleries of Europg1877), and two books on architecture, the foedition of John

Parker'sGlossary of Terms used in Grecian, Roman, Italiad &othic Architecture

*2 ibid.
3 Most recently, Phillipsyictorian Visual World 43. Norman White’s comparison of the sketche$ wil
be discussed in the following section. The inflleen€ Ruskin, amongst others, on Hopkins’s art abd a

criticism, was the subject of J. D. C. Masheck‘By a Poet: Notes on Published Drawings by Gerard
Manley Hopkins’ Hermathena: A Dublin University Revie®Q8 (Spring 1969).

4410 July 1863. To Baillieturther Letters 202.
% Journals 13.

“® Notebooks40.

" Further Letters 230.

8 Journals 215.
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(1845) and hidntroduction to the Study of Gothic Architectue849)*° Phillips also
records the family as having owned James Fergussdostrated Handbook of
Architecture(2 volumes, 1855) and his publication of 18R2de Stone Monumentfs
Although there is a problem with identifying exgctihich of Ruskin’'s works
Hopkins had read and when, a compelling case caretheless be made for the
significance of his influence on Hopkins; this istritself a surprising observation for
one as heavily immersed as Hopkins in the conteampomart scene. In the
book of the same title that accompanied the 197td&land exhibitionAll My Eyes
See: The Visual World of Gerard Manley HopkiNerman White places sketches by
Ruskin and sketches by Hopkins side by side: thelaities are unmistakeabté.
Furthermore, White notes that during his tour ofit3svland in 1868, Hopkins records
long descriptive passages on the same naturakdigat Ruskin had seen and described
in his diaries of 1835. Nearly twenty years after theilexion, R. K. R. Thornton took
over White’s baton and continued the argument:
Ruskin was, without a doubt, behind [Hopkins's] \happroach to
drawing [...]. The influence of Ruskin is unquestiblyathere, and seems
particularly strong if one looks at RuskirEdements of Drawingf 1857
[...] or atModern Painterd...]. Just as Ruskin [...] divides his subject into
the four component parts of landscape [...] so Hapldoncentrates on
those four elements. Just as Ruskin dismissesuimam form as a subject
for the amateur, so does Hopkis.
Of course, there is a rich ambiguity over whethepkins’'s determined avoidance of
unnecessary contemplation of the human form wagudiby the same fears that guided

his drawing mentor and master, as we will see. Nmtess, Ruskin’s prose provided

a ready framework on which Hopkins could build pisse, just as his sketches were so

“9House, ‘Books’. See also R. L. Starkey, ‘Books kiop had access tdopkins Research Bulletin,
6 (1975).

%0 Phillips, Victorian Visual World 91.

1 Norman White, ‘The Context of Hopkins' Drawingsi, AMES ed. R. K. R. Thornton (Sunderland:
Ceolfrith Press, Sunderland Arts Centre, 1975)s Eihibition and the accompanying book were thst fir
to draw attention to Hopkins'’s highly complex engagnt with the visual and the visual world.

®2 Thornton, ‘Visual Arts’, 154.
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clearly guided by Ruskin’s: Hopkins’s essay ‘On 8igns of Health and Decay in the
Arts’ (1864) shows an obvious debt kodern Paintersas he begins to analyse the
relationship between art and the mind which view$he risks and possibilities of such
subjective sight would continue to fascinate Hopkimroughout his life.

From an early age Hopkins was driven by a desireliserve, collate and
classify the world around him, constructing his erstianding of the world based on
these observances. His diaries, notebooks, jouamadetters are littered with sketches,
both verbal and pictorial, through which he attezdptio preserve these findings, and it
is clear that as a child and young man he was Wirednd systematically working
through a number of courses of instruction in drayi most notably Ruskin’s.
He supplemented this study with careful readingnd around the subject, drawing on
the recent work of Augustus Pugin, Walter Patee tRossetti family, and the
Pre-Raphaelite Brotherhood, as well as other combeany accounts of architectural
and art criticism. These all served to influencepklns’s emerging theory of the
relationship between art, architecture, religioatune and science. While this study
undoubtedly influenced his own art and art crititist also informed his looking more
generally. Aesthetics and aesthetic consideratiere not simply to be confined to art
and the created environment, but for Hopkins wemny ymuch part of the way he looked
at and understood everything around him. To infbeethe way Hopkinsawsomething
was to influence the way henderstoodthat thing, and the place of that thing —

and even of himself — within the world.
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iii
... Bows of the eyelids. Pencil of eyelashes ...

Having looked at what Hopkins sketched, we showlds@erwhy the poet sketched.
Although as a young man Hopkins had toyed withitdlea of becoming a professional
poet-painter, this idea was soon abandoned, amtlewve very little once he had entered
the priesthood; this was a source of notable peissexdnesd’ However, just as the
early drawings and illustrations were almost caefjaicompleted as part of an
instructional course in drawing following the tesugh of Ruskin, so the few later
examples also have a purpose. | want to suggesinduay of these illustrated sketches
represent early drafts for verbal compositions, aetde opening gestures towards the
capture of a moment or image later transformedi$arin poems, or as White observes,
‘a shorthand means of getting hold of one or twosestal features”
These ‘preliminary guide-lines’ in his note-boolesv@ as a way of fixing ‘the visual
appearance of transient natural phenomena’, andftere annotated with verbal records
of colours and form, as in the carefully noted oolof the two clouds studiously
illustrated in his first extant journal, from 186y example, where pencil lines turn
into scribbled words as text takes over where hénfage had failed®

Even when Hopkins does not provide a visual ilatsdn, his journals are in
verbal terms luxuriantly pictorial, a quality that times becomes self-reflexive.
Although images increasingly gave way to words, ghmter was never far behind the

poet, and the techniques of the former are oftgtucad in the skills of the latter:

°323 January 1866lournals 72.

> See Hopkins’s letters of 9 December 1884 to lsiesiFurther Letters 165) and 19 October 1888 to
Robert Bridgesl(etters 296).

%5 White, ‘Hopkins' Drawings’, 55.
% [llustrated in PhillipsVictorian Visual World 55, Fig. 10.
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Putting my hand up against the sky whilst we laytlos grass | saw more
richness and beauty in the blue than | had knowpefdre [...]. It was not
transparent and sapphire-like but turquoise-lik@arsning and blushing
round the edge of the hand [...] sometimes lightlgdgiwed in that violet
one makes with cobalt and Indian r&d.
Memories of particular shades of paint that he ‘kadwn before’ are here summoned
to the scene and held up before the image untiletteet mixture can be identified.
The easy familiarity of someone at ease with thesylities of the painter’s palette is
here combined with the precision and specificityaofaturalist and the verbal opulence
of the poet in a manner which is uniquely Hopkinsia
Although Hopkins never lost this fascination withetrichness of light and
colour, and throughout his life was driven by aideso capture these accurately,
in both images and words, these descriptions weneasingly informed by his study,
both theological and more broadly. In a transforamathat can be seen as typical of this
poet-painter-priest, the sketched journal descnptbf a moment experiencenh ‘life’
as the recent Oxford graduate lay in the August appears again, now crucially
changed, in the poem ‘The Blessed Virgin Mary coragato the Air we Breathe’,
written by the mature priest in May 1883The precision and specificity of the painter
selecting his paint shades is not lost, but thatpes eye is now opened to the wealth
of Roman Catholic imagery at his disposal, andstene from his youth is recreated
within a specifically theological context:
Again, look overhead
How air is azuréd;
O how! Nay do but stand
Where you can lift your hand
Skywards: rich, rich it laps
Round the four fingergaps.
Yet such a sapphire-shot,
Charged, steeped sky will not

Stain light. [...]
(Il. 73-81)

730 August 1867Journals 154.
%826 November 1888. To Arthur HopkirBurther Letters 188. Italics Hopkins’s ownorks 158-161.
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Drawing on traditional Roman Catholic doctrinal demg, Hopkins here notes how,
through the intercessions of Mary, the inexpressimture of God is modified and
softened until it is capable of being recognised emprehended by the limited human
heart>® This process is described in explicitly visuahtsr

Through her we may see him
Made sweeter, not made dim,
And her hand leaves his light
Sifted to suit our sight.
(Il. 110-113)

Hopkins explains the source of this theologicalge& a sermon note from 1879:

St Bernard's saying, All grace given through Maris a mystery.
Like blue sky, which for all its richness of coladwes not stain the sunlight,
though smoke and red clouds do, so God’s graces toms unchanged but
all through hef?

Just as the air transmits the blinding light of e unchanged, Mary ‘does no
prejudice’ (I. 82) and ‘will not / Stain light’ (1l80-81); through her mediation the grace
of God is conveyed unmodified (‘Perfect’ (I. 89 the receiving hearts through the
dangerously fragile human eyes, now suitably ‘dite suit our sight’ (. 113).

Whilst it is unsurprising that Hopkins’s view ohea world and its poetic
recreation should be so heavily influenced by Ihieotogical study, he was also,
as a deeply curious Victorian, fascinated by thescalieries of his age.
The brief moment of wonder as the hand was heltiédight in the summer of 1867,
now recalled and recreated within a specificallyrf@a Catholic context, is by 1883
further enriched by Hopkins’s keen interest in recescientific discoveries.

Hopkins was patrticularly inspired by the work ohdoTyndall (1820-1893) and his

% The doctrinal influences in the poem have beearssively discussed by, amongst others: W. H.
GardnerPoetic Idiosyncrasyl: 187-190; Paul L. MarianA Commentary on the Complete Poems of
Gerard Manley Hopkinglthaca & London: Cornell University Press, 197093-196; Norman H.
MacKenzie A Reader's Guide to Gerard Manley Hopk{bendon: Thames and Hudson, 1981): 157-
159.

%0 Sermon notes for 5 October 1879. Gerard ManleykitspThe Sermons and Devotional Writings of
Gerard Manley Hopkinsed. Christopher Devlin SJ (London: Oxford Univigr&ress, 1959): 26-30, 29.
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essay from 1870 on ‘The Scientific Use of the Imagon’ in which a major concern is
light and the reason for the sky’s apparent cotimm&" Tyndall argued, controversially,
that the sky was not air stained blue, but thatuteiparticles in the atmosphere caused
the refraction of solar rays. The degree of refoactiepended on the wavelength, and
the shorter the wavelength (registered by our egeslue), the more refracted the solar
rays would be. Excited by this new idea, Hopkingpd the image to serve his
theological purpose, as Gillian Beer explains:

Mary is the medium. The sunbeams shine perfectugirothe blue,
not stained by colour. Yet the solar rays are céfi@ so that colour is
produced, a bath of air, that wards off the coneged vehemence of the
sun, of godhead. [...] Mary (like the azure sky at@ctive veil to ward off
from us the stark heat of the sun) both reflectstaansmits. Such reflection
produces colour, which makes possible the apprédens what otherwise
would be dark. ‘The limits of language and of owwers of distinction’,
as Tyndall wrote, lead us to describe the spectruseven colours though it
may be ‘seven or seven times seven’ or ‘an infinitgolours’. The paradox
of Mary is that she sustains the sunbeam ‘per{sti& carries the godhead
of Christ without staining it), yet, as air in whicearthly particles are
suspended, she deflects the unbearable light dfegmi*

As an undergraduate at Oxford, Hopkins had a ka@rdst in contemporary
developments in optics, physics and ‘the [...] s@dcamalysis by wh. the chemical
composition of non-terrestrial masses is made Bufhis was an interest Hopkins was
to maintain throughout his life. Shortly before hisath he wrote to Canon Richard
Watson Dixon, formerly his school-master and ldisrdevoted pen-friend and literary
critic, of his progress on ‘a popular account afhti and the Ether’; unfortunately it is

not known if he finished this work and no furthezcord of it has survivel.

%1 As noted by Gillian BeeQpen Fields: Science in Cultural Encount@xford: Oxford University
Press, 1996): 265-266, and Daniel Brown, ‘Victofigoetry and Science’, ihhe Cambridge Companion
to Victorian Poetryed. Joseph Bristow (Cambridge: Cambridge UnitieRiess, 2000): 152-154.

%2 Beer,Open Fields 265-266.

% ‘The tests of a progressive science’, from ‘Essatilary Term ‘67". D.IX.2. Reproduced in Gerard
Manley HopkinsOxford Essays and Notemd. Lesley Higgins, 8 vols., vol. #he Collected Works of
Gerard Manley HopkingOxford: Oxford University Press, 2006): 285-2286.

64 7-9 August 1886Correspondencel 39.
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In the poem, this interest in ‘Light and the Etherbrought into play as he describes the
multiplicity of light:

The glass-blue days are those
When every colour glows,
Each shape and shadow shows.
Blue be it: this blue heaven
The seven or seven times seven
Hued sunbeam will transmit
Perfect, not alter it.
(Il. 83-89)

In his study of contemporary science and its inflkee on Victorian poetry,
Daniel Brown notes that for Hopkins, unlike so mafrigtorians, science need never
stand in opposition to faith. Rather the one canddrm and enrich the other:

Spectroscopy provides Hopkins with an apt analogydescribe his
ontology, which values individual difference as expression of God’'s
nature. [...] The inclusive yet transcendent whitghti of the Sun is,
scientifically speaking, the source of all energyd dife in the universe.
Each creature is necessary as the means to disddgsabsorption and
reflection, aspects of the vast spectrum of Behwy,tas pure transparent
white light, would otherwise be imperceptifife.
So an early diary entry, rich with the artist’'sntaow palette of colours and textures is
transformed, via the teachings of Augustine andGhtholic faith, into a poem deeply
embedded in contemporary science. For most writexsprporating any of these
dominant understandings of the world would havédaat the exclusion of the others,
yet Hopkins is able to use each, not as a pin-tloleing down the image, but rather as
a prism through which to view the scene, so thally the image, endlessly refracted
and amplified, is ‘Made sweeter, not made dim1(1). This was a process that was to
become central to Hopkins’s life and work.
A second diary entry provides another exampléisf tnodifying process which
yet holds the original in view. Here once again thary finds the draughtsman and

painter at work, as the young poet recalls the s@ed toys with the dual role of the

pencil as artistic implement and cosmetic tool:

% Brown, ‘Victorian Poetry and Science’, 153.
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Blunt buds of the ash. Pencil buds of the bead.ekobf the trees.
Cups of the eyes. Gathering back the lightly hingegelids.
Bows of the eyelids. Pencil of eyelasfigs.
This richly anatomical description appears to defiie eye wandering over a face,
the eye that wanders meeting the eye observedrahisns us to the self-consciously
reflexive quotation that opened this thesis: ‘W@t look hard at seems to look hard at
you.”®’ As the eye roams across the scene, the pencildbaitds these travels comes up
against the ‘Pencil of eyelashes’; the inspiratghoth the object itself but also the very
process of viewing it. It is worth recalling that @ye for Hopkins is never a mere
transmitter of images, but rather a terrifying caihdor both danger and delight.
The eyes are to be schodiednd punished® yet loss of sight was a very real and
terrifying concern, deeply implicated as he sawvith loss of imaginative vision,
as articulated in his final poem, ‘To R.B”.
Whilst undoubtedly the epistemological home of gmation and creativity,
it is impossible finally to remove the eyes fromeithanatomical, physical and
ultimately sensual context: eyes open at birth elnde at death; they burn with both
hatred and desire. James Elkins captures thesdgacal qualities:
Seeing is like hunting and like dreaming, and elike falling in love.
It is entangled in the passions — jealousy, viaemossessiveness; and it is
soaked in affect — in pleasure and displeasurejrapdin’*

The eyes of the diary entry are deeply corporealp[ped]’ between the ‘lobes’ and

‘the lightly hinged eyelids’. In a phrase that stanat odds with their mechanistic

‘hinge’, the eyelids are gently ‘gathering backkel fabric or clothing, to reveal that

% 23 January 186@ournals 72.
®" March 1871. ibid.: 204.

% A process described in ‘She schools the flightgilst from June 1864Works 21), discussed in
Chapter Two.

89«A penance which | was doing from Jan. 25 to RByprevented my seeing much that half-year.’
Journals 190.

"®Works 184.
"L Elkins, Object Stares BacK 1.
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which is usually hidden, guarded by the ‘bows’ i tsentry-like ‘eyelashe&.
This motion of revealing the obscured, making ewiddat which is usually hidden,
is always tense with uncertainty, as the invisibeEzomes visible for the first time.
Again this motion prickles with excitement, motigdtby both fear and desire.

The intensity of the description lays the eye®parude unveiling which recalls
both the boudoir (the eye-pencil and the fabricshv@y@d back) and the battle-scene
(the body is gradually dismembered, perhaps by ‘Hwmvs of the eyelashes).
Attention is drawn to the very act of seeing, te #yes themselves, and indeed even
further into the ‘lobes of the trees’. The ‘lobekgld within the very centre of the
description and accessed only through the eyesfuadamental if anything is to be
made of the images presented before the eyes. |dbes’ cannot receive an image
except through the eyes, yet the eyes alone camra#rstand or interpret the image,
and without a receiving eye, can there be any inshgdl?

This central epistemological question was an orgaioncern for Hopkins,
and forms the subject of his poem ‘It was a hanalgtho undo this knot’, from 1864:

The rainbow shines, but only in the thought
Of him that looks. Yet not in that alone,

For who makes rainbows by invention?
‘It was a hard thing’ (Il. 2-4y

"2 This passage is strikingly similar to one in ‘Asitin of the Mermaids’, from 1862\(orks 11-15),
where the sky becomes a vast and unblinking ey, ‘spear’d open lustrous gashes, crimson-white’

(. 8):

And thro’ their parting lips there came and went
Keen glimpses of the inner firmament.  (Il. 11-12)

This poem is discussed further in Chapter Threeoffe Looking'.
"ibid.: 29.

Genesis 9: 12-17 describes how the rainbow shailg@garded as a divine covenant sign, as George
Landow observes: ‘As this passage from Genesis sngiliée clear, the rainbow possesses a unique
status: in its natural context, as an event thatigcafter any rainstorm when the light conditians
adequate, it functions linguistically and symbdlicas a divinely instituted sign. The rainbow,ather
words, is a prime example of a natural object @n¢nterpreted as part of an allegorical, sacraahen
universe.’

George P. LandovRainbows: problematic images of problematic natigited 08/11/08); available from
http://victorianweb.org/art/crisis/crisis3c.html.

The final lines (Il. 12-14) of ‘The Caged Skyladffer a more explicit demonstration that Hopkins
accepts the theological interpretation of the raml§Works 133).
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The rainbow is here used as ‘both prism and idea'noted by Beer, but is seen only
‘in the thought / Of him who looks” The eyelids must ‘gather back’ if the rainbow is
to be seen, the ‘bows of the eyelids’ offering igmpatic vision of the eye, presenting an
image of the rainbow to the ‘lobes’ (the source ‘thbught’) through the lashes.
The subjective nature of this version of individaajht is explored, as each member of
the group observing the image sees a different *lfmeturning to the ‘knot’ and to the
‘eyelids’): ‘many [...] / See one bow each, yet no¢ same to all’ (Il. 5-6). Alan Heuser
summarises this as ‘the principle of the one amedntiany — one object of sun on water,
many objects to many peopl@ Furthermore, the poem reveals a direct inheritarice
the Romantic rainbow, as demonstrated in Wordsvgpoem ‘My heart leaps up’
and Keats's ‘Lamia’® Hopkins's observer does not himself create thebai,
but perception of the rainbow does require a peetei
The sun on falling waters writes the text
Which yet is in the eye or in the thought.
(1. 8-9)

In Hopkins’s aesthetic, it is the responsibility thfe observer both to see and to
understand the beauty of the world correctly, dwdugh this, to realise some portion
of God’s magnificence.

The individual nature of sight is also exploredtive two sonnets coupled
together under the title ‘To Oxford’, from ‘Low Sday and Monday, 1865'.

These poems, particularly the second, demonstratkild-like excitement about the

way the ever-changing world can be seen as newddfetent over and over again.

"4 Beer,0Open Fields244.
S Alan HeuserShaping Vision15.

®‘My heart leaps up when | behold’, William Wordsiig The Major Worksed. Stephen Gill, 2000 ed.,
Oxford World's ClassicfOxford: Oxford University Press, 1984): 246; ‘Lan John KeatsJohn Keats:
The Major Works, including Endymion, the Odes, Sptbcted Lettered. Elizabeth Cook, 2001 ed.,
Oxford World's ClassicfOxford: Oxford University Press, 1990): 305-323.
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Hopkins is fascinated here by the paradox that waeehobjective evidence for the
existence of objects only through the subjectivepressions of our eyes.
The poet delights in viewing a familiar and beautgcene (‘this bye-ways beauty’, |. 9)
from an odd angle, which he invites others to share

Thus, | come underneath this chapel-side,

So that the mason'’s levels, courses, all

The vigorous horizontals, each way fall

In bows above my head, as falsified

By visual compulsion [...]

(Sonnet 2, II. 1-5Y
There is an obvious pleasure in the observatiohttieeye can be tricked and sight
‘falsified’ through optical illusions, as the liné® knows to be straight are seen by the
eyes as undeniably curved, ‘in bows above my héadalling both the ‘bows of the
eyelids’ and the ‘rainbows’ of individual sight).hie delight — the ‘pleasaunce’
— was to become characteristic of much of his laterk, and is here neatly
encapsulated in the enjambement of the poem, wdiroHarly plays with the problem
of ‘lines’.”®
Enjoying the playful division between what he knotwsbe true and what his

eyes are incontrovertibly showing him, the speakanoeuvres himself into a position
from which the roof which must be present suddéelgomes invisible:

[...] till I hide

The steep-up roof at last behind the small

Eclipsing parapet; yet above the wall

The sumptuous ridge-crest leave to poise and ride.

(Il. 5-8)

Martin Jay observes that ‘We are often fooled Isual experience that turns out to be
illusory, an inclination generated perhaps by oweravhelming, habitual belief in its

apparent reliability”® Nevertheless Hopkins seems determined continsallyounter

""Works 62-63.
® Sonnet 1, I. 6. ibid.: 62.

¥ Martin Jay,Downcast Eyes: The Denigration of Vision in Twehti@entury French Thought
(Berkeley: University of California Press, 1993): 8
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any sense of an ‘overwhelming’ or ‘habitual’ wayloebdking by testing the capacity and
limits of his vision. He ponders in this sonnet Wiee his own way of looking at the
world was unique, or common ‘to many unknown men’:

The shapen flags and drilled holes of sky,

Just seen, may be [to] many unknown men

The one peculiar of their pleasured eye,

And | have only set the same to pen.

(Il. 11-14)

| suggest that it is this concern to share thegtelin the way he sees the world —
characterised by this immediate shift from the ‘eye 13) to the ‘I' (. 14),
however ‘peculiar’ and unique this might be — thiates Hopkins’s fascination with the

visual and vision within his work. The ‘pen’ hereutd be that of the poet, or indeed the

draughtsman, but what is sought in each casessplaasured eye’.
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... it is worth your while to see®.

Although the amount of sketching Hopkins completidpped off rapidly once he
joined the priesthood, his interest in painting a&xdibitions did not. Throughout his
journals, diaries and letters Hopkins makes nuneerud detailed notes concerning
visits to exhibitions and galleries, and he ranghited friends without also scheduling
in a visit to the local gallery or a painter's swff This is perhaps surprising for a
religious man, as Phillips records:
Aesthetic appreciation was not encouraged amonge®y...]: of the seven
places that scholastic novices could visit onlyhwspecial leave from the
Master, and for which it was noted ‘leave rarelyegy’, five were the places
that housed fine art. They included the British Blws (except for certain
sections), Art Gallery (presumably the Nationalhet Tate Gallery,
the National Portrait Gallery, and the Wallace €ctiion®?
As a novice, Hopkins clearly followed the prohibits of the Society of Jesus and there
are no records of him attending any galleries diileions between 1868 and 1870.
However, by 1872 Hopkins had taken his vows andctivestraints imposed were less
strict. Although he never recaptured the heatechgeigent with art and the world of
artists shown during the five years prior to hisngmto the Society, he did retain an

enthusiastic interest in the contemporary art warnd attended many exhibitions and

various galleries throughout his life, as his dulkdl private notes and references in

807 September 1887. To BailliBurther Letters 288.

8 phillips notes that ‘Between 1862 and 1886 [...l&Jraled two international shows (one in England
and one in France); some sixteen exhibitions ranffiom those at the Royal Academy, the two Sodetie
of Painters in Water-colours, the Grosvenor, [..\jesal Old Masters, and a number of Gambart’'s annual
French and Flemish shows, in addition to visiting National Gallery, the South Kensington museum
[...], the Basle Museum [...] and the home of a privaiiector, George Rae of Liverpool’. Phillips,
Victorian Visual World111.

% ibid.: vii.
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letters reveal® Whilst these gallery and exhibition notes are rfteery detailed,

it seems likely that they were actually writtenlafer, perhaps from brief notes taken at
the time, as the occasional small and insignificdistrepancy of title or date that
appears to have crept in might sugd@ést.

Hopkins’s gallery notes again demonstrate a cledebtedness to Ruskin and
the notion of accurate seeing as outlined in Elisments of DrawingBall finds in
Hopkins’s gallery notes substantial evidence thatishvery much applying Ruskin’s
criteria: cypress trees are noted to be ‘truthfglgnted’, another picture demonstrates
‘true drawing of clouds’ and the paintifigoodwin Sandéy William Lionel Wyllie is
‘all clean, atmospheric, truthful, and scapiShUltimately, however, what is most
striking about Hopkins’s notes on the various pag# is their sheer ‘peculiar[ity]’
and particular appeal to their intended ‘pleaswegd (Sonnet 2, . 13). Despite his
careful study of Ruskin and his close engagemett wie art theory of the day,
Hopkins’s own criticism remains startlingly originathis was the work of an
idiosyncratic visionary whose writing was informbg the thriving critical culture of
the day but remained very much his own.

A good example of Hopkins’s deeply individual wayl@oking at paintings can

be seen in his description of Lawrence Alma-TadenpaintingThe Picture Gallery

8 From his notes, we know that Hopkins certainlgrdied the exhibitions at the Royal Academy in 1863
[In a letter to Baillie, 10 July 1863, Hopkins debes three paintings by Millais seen ‘in this ysar
Academy’.Further Letters 201], 1866 ['Was at the Academy too lately.” 2yJ1866.Journals 142],

1868 ['To lunch with Pater, then to Mr. Solomonfadio and the Academy.’ 17 June 1888urnals

167], 1874 ['| went one day to the Academy and againe 12’, May 187N otebooks191], and 1886

[30 June 1886, ‘I saw the Academorrespondencel32].

It is also possible that Hopkins attended in 18¥@&man White notes that: ‘Recently | found somegien
scribblings on the back of a poetry manuscript opkins which showed that he visited the RA again in
1878, and the list of artists’ names and paintingih these jottings give is similar in some way to
Hopkins’ selection of paintings to comment on Y48 Norman White, ‘Hopkins as Art Critic’, in
AMES ed. R. K. R. Thornton (Sunderland: Ceolfrith Bredunderland Arts Centre, 1975): 96.

8 An example of such an error, insignificant in itdmit interesting for what it suggests of the se
of looking, would be his notes gaGame at Knucklebondéy Walter MacLaren, seen by Hopkins
at the Royal Academy in 1874. Hopkins recalls thim{ing asGirls playing at knuckle-boneg3 May
1874.Notebooks196.

% Ball, Science of Aspect$29.
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exhibited at the Royal Academy in 1874 [Figure 2,245]. Hopkins records the
following note:
The Picture Gallery — Less antiquarian; lighting just a little
studio-fashioned; two Romans with check or pattérnomics like a snake’s
slough, the arm of one resting on the other’s stexwery faithful drawing;
little colour; happy use of openings, accidentastalls, people’'s feet,
hands etc seen through; use of square sc&ping.
Moving from Hopkins’s observations to look at thelma-Tadema painting,
one is struck first by how very partial and ‘fagieol’ Hopkins’s description is.

Ignoring all five central figures, he dwells on twoldiers that stand very much
in the background. Recalling Hopkins’s avoidancédaags in his sketches, it is telling
that he comments only on those whose faces arelearly visible: he draws attention
to the only people that do not look into the cewftirthe room and then out of the canvas
and past the watch&f.They are, however, the only figures depicted ig gorm of
interaction: as Hopkins states, ‘the arm of on¢ fésting on the other’s shoulder’.
Does Hopkins very deliberately choose not to méet gaze of the other figures?
He records time and time again in his journals feers associated with the danger
inherent in beauty (expressed again in ‘To whaveserMortal Beauty?’), and the
potentially uncontrollable risks posed by lookirigsach beauty:

| think then no one can admire beauty of the bodyenthan | do, and it is
of course a comfort to find beauty in a friend driand in beauty. But this
kind of beauty is dangero6s.
From Hopkins’s noted anxieties and uneasy confaakinotes, we know that he was
haunted by fears that his sensitivity to art mightve so acute that even in this

‘indirect’ form beauty might arouse in him unwelcenand unnerving sensations.

Certainly Hopkins was not alone in these fears:\Mflotorian period was characterised

8 23 May 1874Notebooks193-194.

87 All faces are visible other than the two soldiensd the partially obscured bald gentleman seated
behind the easel, identified as the painter andeater Henry Wallis by R. J. Barrobawrence Alma-
TademaLondon: Phaidon Press Limited, 2001): 79.

8 22 October 1879.etters 95. Both the poem and the letter are the sulbjeatsection in Chapter Two.
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by ongoing public debates about the boundariesd®typurity and prurience in artistic
depictions. However, these contemporary debatemllyscentred on the figure of the
nude female, become in Hopkins’s writings cleadgused on the homo-erotic, as we
shall see. This is further complicated by a stgkyn religious-sexual dynamic:
‘Evil thought slightly in drawing made worse by diag a crucified arm on same
page.® The perverse beauty in this tortured body is thgest of Chapter Four.

As Hopkins surveys the Alma-Tadema picture, hedihd gaze arrested by the
two young men turned away from the easel and ieawh other, the intimacy of their
relationship illustrated by and enhanced throughrthhysical relationship as the one
man casually rests his arm on the other’'s shoul#énlst Hopkins’s note comments
only on their dress — ‘check or patterned tuniks i snake’s slough’ — there can be no
doubt that it is the ‘faithful’ nature of their eglonship that here commands his
attention. Whilst there is undoubtedly ‘beauty’ tims friendship, there can be no
denying the ‘dangerous’ nature of this beauty, entlbed the paradoxically attractive
lure of this serpentine danger, as will be discdsse

A further surprising idiosyncrasy in Hopkins’s corants on this picture is his
reference to its ‘little colour’; it strikes me h&tr as richly coloured, with repeated use
of pinks, blues and yellows. The paintings on ttedlsvare splendidly detailed, and the
spaces between and above the frames reveal the ofdlhe gallery to be beautifully
ornamented with murals and other decorative detdie yellow curtains block out
much of the light, infusing the room with a warmogl (if perhaps ‘just a little
studio-fashioned’), but where the sunlight doesakngast it serves only to illuminate
more keenly the richness of the room, the paintingsd the figures within.
This rich chromaticity is in striking contrast teet other Alma-Tadema work seen at the

Exhibition that year, th&/intage Festivalon which Hopkins also took a few notes;

8 Early Manuscripts 167 (Plate 115).
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this is much more dominated by whites, creams, hsoand blacks, in contrast with the
warmth of colour in th@icture Gallery™

Despite the rich display of fabrics, textiles amckttires depicted within the
room, Hopkins’s eye is drawn to the soldiers’ ‘dheec patterned tunics like a snake’s
slough’. The colours of these tunics are muted eaxthy, especially when compared
with the careful brightness of the embroidery ofmbart’'s nephew (seated, studying
the easel), or the delicate flowers on the pinkwéhaf the woman, thought to be
Gambart’'s mistress, Madame Angelée. The colourkesrclothes pick up those of the
paintings in the background, especially in the ®ato the portrait of Medea by
Timomachus, pulling the two women together: the \wondepicted in the picture and
the woman captured from ‘life’, now seen by theeyler as yet another ‘woman in a
picture’. Although the tunics of the Roman soldieis stand out, in terms of the
complexity of their designs, the back of a simglaichas more poetic prominence.

Ignoring the rich foreground, Hopkins compares dieeply artificial beauty of
the patterned fabrics to one of the wonders ofreatihe refreshing of a snake through
the sloughing of its skin. In a characteristicailgpkinsian reference, the alluring but
ultimately fatal appeal of the serpent to Adam &we in the Garden of Eden is now
recalled in the patterned dress of the two beduidung men. Hopkins’s delight in
both of these patterns, the natural and the adifican be explained by reference to his
Platonic essay ‘On the Origin of Beauty’ (1865)s&issing the patterned dress worn

by the girl on the frontispiece of Christina RosigetGoblin Market (1862)"

| saw also a good engraving of hitntage Festivglwhich impressed the thought one would gather
also from Rembrandt in some measure and from meagt @ainters less than Rembrandt of a master of
scaping rather than of inscape.’ 23 May 18Ydtebooks194.

% Christina RossettiThe Works of Christina Rossetid. Martin CornefThe Wordsworth Poetry Library
(Ware: Wordsworth Editions Ltd., 1995): 1-20.
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the fictional Professor of Aesthetic notes that theee small circles that form the
repeating pattern are more beautiful than a tramgiuld ever bé®

And why is this? | should like to consider it asinge because,
while whatever beauty a triangle may have is sugget® the eye, there is
added the further element of beauty in the contrasveen the continuity,
the absolutely symmetrical continuity, of the gihdilines [...], and the
discontinuity, if | may use the word, the emphagisgtreme discontinuity,
of the three dot&?
The Professor thus notes that the absolute bedutyeddeal is more easily seen and
comprehended when it is set against a backgroundis€ontinuity’, contrast or
variation. For Hopkins, this means that the beaftysod is more easily conceived
when viewed against ‘the discontinuous’: the ‘dappland the ‘brinded’, the ‘counter,
original, spare, strange’ so celebrated in ‘PiedBg.** In the tunics of the beautiful
soldiers, like the sloughed skin of the snake, Himplobserves an example of the
discontinuity that ultimately enables him more dig#o see God, or at least provides a
ready reason to keep looking, as we will ¥ee.

The foundations of the picture are sharply defiridte gallery itself is notable
for the richness of the walls, hung deep with pagg, in a repeated criss-cross of
horizontal and vertical lines. Furthermore, thendiag figures and the seated people
leaning forward, indeed even the easel, echo apelatethe vertical lines of the large
and often extravagantly detailed picture framesweieer, the horizontals are also

clearly present: the top and bottom of each pictianme is echoed in the window lintel

and the base of the curtain, and the picture appgdit across the middle by the large

%2 The frontispiece is reproduced in White, ‘HopkirssArt Critic’, 95. Phillips proposes that the
Professor is probably ‘partly modelled on Ruskindiasuggests that RuskirThie ElementBes heavily
behind the essay: ‘Much of the argument about Viseauty seems to have been drawn from Ruskin’s
book, taking not primarily now the practical advimgt the theoretical arguments behind it.” Phillips
Victorian Visual World61.

93 1On the Origin of Beauty’Notebooks54-91, 77.

% ‘Pied Beauty’, II. 1, 2, 7Works 132-133. White notices Hopkins'’s fondness fordagpled in nature
and places this in relation to his earlier essidgpkins as Art Critic’, 95.

% The rich ambiguity of this looking ‘to Christ’ angkt also ‘on Christ’ (‘Myself unholy’ (II. 13 &19)
is the subject of Chapter Three.
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yellow chaise on which the central characterdtss.in these repeated squares and right
angles that Hopkins finds the ‘square scaping’ e tbundation of the painting.
Hopkins writes repeatedly of the need for ‘inscapeomposition’ if a painting is to be
successful, and clearly here he feels that thetipgisucceed®® Certainly, the actual
images (representing th&ho's Whoof ancient art’ as Vern Swanson observes)
within the frames are hazy, rough, and almost clyrost the overwhelming impression
is of the repeated horizontal and vertical linestloé large and often extravagantly
detailed frames.
Hopkins’s concept of inscape is explained in theags‘On the Origin of

Beauty’:

The collective effect of a work of art is due te tbffect of each part to the

rest [...]. It depends however on the nature of tlwekwwhat will be the

importance of a gain or loss of this kind: | suppdisat it will be greatest

where the connection is strong, where the unistngngly marked, that is a

unity not of spirit alone but a structural offe.
This is a concept Hopkins reiterated throughout viging, insisting time and time
again that the source and seat of beauty is prioporiNow in the form of any work of
art the intrinsic measurements, the proportiore, ) of the parts to one another and to
the whole, are no doubt the principal poffitHis concept of form is therefore based on
the interactions between the things that constthéavhole: in something that is beautiful
the whole will far exceed the sum of its partss lthe responsibility of an artist to capture
this relationship and to present within the inscapthe work something that is far more

than any one aspect of his representation of wsTihis the work of an artist not only to

convey inscape, but also to communicate the irstthe moral and aesthetic energy of

% This term is frequently used by Hopkins in relatto paintings, most notably in his discussion of W
Holman Hunt’s painting, ‘The Shadow of Death’. Héne painting is considered successful in its tketai
but lacking overall, primarily due to the complatesence of ‘inscape of composition’, as he sat2it.
June 1874Journals 248.

" Vern G. SwansorThe Biography and Catalogue Raisonné of the Pajstiof Sir Lawrence Alma-
TademaLondon: Garton & Co., 1990): 46.

% On the Origin of Beauty'Journals 99.
9929 October 1881. To Dixoorrespondencess.
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the whole, as noted in relation to the ‘knot’ udtin Hopkins's early poertf?
The artist is consequently not only responsibledepicting what he sees as accurately
and as faithfully as possible, but also for engutimat his work has the same effect on
those who see it as the original object had on asnPhilip Ballinger notes: ‘Art, in its
truest sense [...] is also an expression of the eienergy or will in a reality and the
artist's response to it"! Beauty is thus the result of a pleasing relatignbsbth between
the parts of the whole, and between the whole hadéholder. Art can be art without
either of these things, but in Hopkins's eyes itingossible for it to be good art,
in either an aesthetic or a moral setfée.

Hopkins’s reference, in his journal, to the ‘saacaping’ in Tadema’s
The Picture Galleryshows the continuity between his eye as a pakgara spectator in
an art gallery. That Tadema’'s pictureasa ‘picture gallery’ is typical of Hopkins’'s
self-consciousness: his making a spectacle of sfpebbod. However, his comments also
dramatize the potentially dangerous tension betwleeminity of ‘square scaping’ and the
particular beauty of the ‘patterned tunics’. To @ame the soldier's uniform to the
discarded ‘snake’s slough’ shows Hopkins’s charetie eye for inscape, but the beauty
of the casual arm ‘resting on the other's shouldesy also suggest the post-lapsarian

danger represented by the snake, and this fatiaédhat so keeps his spirits from peace.

19041t was a hard thing to undo this knotorks 29.

191 philip Ballinger,John Ruskin: Gerard Manley Hopkins's Silent Qfmited 08/11/2007); available
from http://www.gerardmanleyhopkins.org/studiesfjotuskin.htmi

192 Hopkins's gallery notes do sometimes remark thaiating contains little or no inscape, as wit hi
comments on Holman HuntShadow of DeatHNo inscape of composition whatever.’ 12 June4l87
Notebooks197.
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... branchy between towers'%.

Developing out of, and indeed very much feedingkdato, Hopkins’s intense interest
in contemporary art and art history, was his feestoom with architecture, and the place
of these man-made creations in a world dominatedhbyspectacular architecture of
nature. As an observer, he applied the same plascagd looking to each: he sought out
the unity of structure in everything, from the slestl leaf to the grandest Gothic
cathedral. Hopkins recognised that everything witihie world, even when apparently
poles apart, was held together by a unity of stmestand that it was the duty of the
sensitive trained observer to seek out this strattwnity, the ‘design’ of a thing:

As air, melody, is what strikes me most of all irusit and design in

painting, so design, pattern or what | am in thbithaf calling ‘inscape’

is what | above all aim at in poett}’
Thus it is clear that to Hopkins, poetry, like atebture, and indeed even like vision
itself, is structured, and can be understood arallyaed according to interchangeable
principles. He was driven, in all his looking, by vésual acuity epitomised by
this notion of inscape that is species or individually-distinctive beauf style’!?
This connection between ‘pattern’ and performarmstyween ‘design’ and purpose,
is encapsulated within the notion of inscape, aad lne detected in the natural world,
in art, in architecture and indeed even in peopls. study of any one of these was
always for the purpose of improving his ‘lookingt the others, and his study of

architecture informed his looking at, and underditagn of, the world around him,

as well as his own poetic architecture.

193Dun Scotus’s Oxford’, I. 1IWorks 142.
19415 February 1879%.etters 66.
1957 November 1886. To Patmofeurther Letters 373.

52



Hopkins’s interest in architecture began young:Gbristmas 1857 he was given

a copy of John Henry Parkermmtroduction to the Study of Gothic Architecture
(1849), inscribed, as House notes, “Gerard Mart®pkins. Christmas 1857’ in his
?mother's $id handwriting. Below this are initials ‘M.H.” in peil.’*%
Developing out of a series of lectures delivered Pgrker at Oxford in 1849,
this manifesto was produced by the Oxford SocietyHromoting the Study of Gothic
Architecture. In 1864 he received another work larker, a fourth edition of his
two-volume 1845 publicationGlossary of Terms used in Grecian, Roman, Italian
and Gothic Architecturdinscribed: ‘Gerard M. Hopkins from Frederick GeynColl:
de Ball: Dec. 13. 1864%°" These works were to become important to Hopkins,
as White confidently acknowledges:

With the more scholarly, two-volume Parke€$ossary it [Introduction to

the Study of Gothic Architectyrebecame perhaps the most lastingly

influential book in his early education, responsibidr forming tastes which

went well beyond architecture. It was out to makewerts, and Hopkins

became dictatorial and priggish in advocating #kies %
Catherine Phillips also proposes a significant degyf influence, building on White’s
earlier work, and she draws particular attentionHampkins’s adoption of much of
Parker’s architectural language (particularly ‘haiposs’ and ‘fret’), now modified for
use in his idiosyncratic landscape descriptidis.

Inspired by Pugin and the Gothic Revivalist movethand perhaps drawn by

the essentially Catholic nature of the form, Hoglsndescriptions, whether of art,

nature or people, are obsessively focused on tlelsi®ef a scene, details which he

observes, collects, classifies and collates:

198 House, ‘Books’, 28.

97ibid.: 30. House notes that below the inscriptapparently in Gurney’s writing’ is an earlier date

November 1860. She concludes that ‘Gurney evidénsigribed the books to Hopkins after owning them
himself'.

198 \White, Literary Biography 21.
199 phillips, Victorian Visual World 89-91.
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Oaks: the organisation of this tree is difficult.] The normal growth of the
boughs is radiating and the leaves grow some wayere is of course a
system of spoke-wise clubs of green — sleeve-piegad since the end
shoots curl and carry young and scanty leaf-stagset clubs are tapered,
and | have seen also the pieces in profile withsalled outlines [...].
However the star knot is the chief thing: it is wlbed, worked round, a little
and that is what keeps up the illusion of the tf8e.

His sketchbooks, journals and notebooks are Idtevih illustrations of architectural
details; many of these details were almost cestadirhwn from Giberne’s photographs.
He was also a keen visitor at buildings of archited merit, both old and new,
particularly churches and cathedrals; again thikiente of his reading, particularly
Parker, Fergusson and Ruskin, can be detected imotés from these visits!

As with his study of art and its theory, the realaspoet-priest again finds
himself drawn into current debate concerning theitsxer otherwise of contemporary
architecture. He violently dislikes the ‘base amdlsh skirt’ that he sees as so souring
his beloved Oxford*? and yet he notes in Ruskinian vein, clearly inficed by his
reading of the evangelical Parker, that:

There is now going on what has no parallel thahdvk of in history of art.
Byzantine or Romanesque Architecture started frammsr of Roman,
became itself beautiful style, and died, as Ruskiys, only in giving birth to
another more beautiful than itself, Gothic. The &ssance appears now to be
in the process of being succeeded by a spontarBgzentinesque style,
retaining still some of bad features (such as teifas rustic-work etc) of the
Renaissance. These it will throw aside. Its capitate already, as in
Romanesque art, most beautiful. Whether then mod&othic or this
spontaneous style conquer does not so much mfaitet,is only natural for
latter to lead to a modern spontaneous Gothia) asiddle ages, only that the
latter is putting off what we might be or rathee doing now. Or the two may
coalesce?™®

It is unusual for even professional critics to sheuch sensitivity to the place of

contemporary design amidst the cycles of histony, Hiopkins feels no trepidation in

11091 July 1866Journals 144-145. Cited by Phillipd/ictorian Visual World 89. Hopkins's detailed
descriptions of people are discussed in the folhgvdhapter.

111 As noted earlier, the Hopkins family owned a copyames Fergussorifustrated Handbook of
Architecture(2 volumes, 1855).

12:Dun Scotus’s Oxford,’ I. 5.

13 Journals 13. The omissions are Hopkins'’s own.
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attempting this; once again, by concentrating andhtails he can consider the larger
pattern. A. R. Jones argues that this interestréhi@cture was fundamental to his
conception of himself, his place in history, and hvork. Indeed, he argues that
Hopkins’s writing is, in all respects, the ‘verbabuivalent of Victorian Gothic
architecture. Antiquarian, mediaevalist, fastidioaad erudite’'* The notion of
architecture and its place in relation to bothart life is central even in Hopkins’s
earliest extant poem, ‘The Escorial’, and this paamd the much later ‘Dun Scotus’s
Oxford’ provide vivid examples through which to éoq@ Jones’s claim.

Dated ‘Easter 1860’, ‘The Escorial’ is very much iammature and incomplete
work (there is the occasional missing line, an teditstanza 9, and a few errors of
rhythm and dubious rhymes), but already one caecti@tterests and passions that will
concern the poet for the rest of his life: architeg, aestheticism, art, beauty,
martyrdom, witness, and memorialisation, to namst pu few™'® Like another early
poem, ‘A Vision of the Mermaids’, it is clearly ipsed by the richness and opulence of
Keats and the Pre-Raphaelite Brotherhood, yet a@lse recognisably the work of the
poet who was eventually to produtkee Wreck of the Deutschlaiddeed much of the
language of torture and violence is shared betwkerntwo). As Elizabeth Schneider
argues, ‘it is crowded with rich images of sensulomsiry and beauty on the one hand,
and on the other it is marked by an inclinatiordieell upon physical torture, cruelty
and martyrdom [... These] represent an emphasis aotadded by the designated

subject’**® The troubled appeal of the tortured and brokenybahd its role in

114 A_R. Jones, ‘G. M. Hopkins: Victorian’, ifihe Major Victorian Poets: Reconsideratiorsl. Isobel
Armstrong (London: Routledge & Kegan Paul, 19694.3

5\Works 1-5. Written as an entry for the annual poetrpetition at Sir Roger Cholmeley’s School,
Highgate, the set-topic adopted by the school Wwsasthat utilised by the University of Oxford fdret
Newdigate Poetry Prize that year. Information frootes to the poem iRoetical Works215.

118 Elizabeth W. SchneideFhe Dragon in the Gate: Studies in the Poetry oMGHopkins vol. 20,
Perspectives in CriticisitBerkeley: University of California Press, 1968):
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martyrdom in particular (unique through its position the very edge of spectatorship
legitimacy), were subjects that were to fascinatepkihs throughout his life,
as we will see.

Hopkins sets out to consider Philip I's memoriad Saint Lawrence
(c. 225-258), a martyr grilled to death by the Romdusng their persecution of the
Christians*” In his poem, Hopkins identifies an intense tenshetween what was
done to Saint Laurence and what Philip Il madehaft’'t as Eric Griffiths notes?
Hopkins’s first known poem is thus about somettitmgt already has a shape or form to
it; it is an ekphrastic poem that recreates in ipofetrm things that already exist in
physical form, both artistic and architectural. éed, as Hopkins the shape-ist notes,
the Escorial was itself seeking to recreate theeltd something else: it was ‘built in
the form of a gridiron, — the rectangular convemtsvthe grate, the cloisters the bars,
the towers the legs inverted, the palace the hafntdle

This early poem features an observer figure thromuigbse eyes the reader must
look. As the narrator wanders the richly decoratedidors (themselves encapsulating
‘all the richest productions of art and naturé)he notes that ‘With paintings gleam’d
the rich pilaster'd walls’ (10/3). In this poem has thus created the verbal equivalent
of Alma-Tadema’s later paintingicture Gallery as readers we are looking at someone
who himself looks at paintings. However, unlike thena-Tadema painting where the
easel, the primary focus, is facing away from b® poem places us alongside the
speaker: we too wander the corridors, see throughelges, and marvel at the

magnificent sights.

2" The poem bears the traditional spelling of thatsahame, but the footnotes retain Hopkins’s more
unusual spelling, Laurence; this discrepancy is &ven in the manuscript.

118 Eric Griffiths, The Printed Voice of Victorian Poet(@xford: Clarendon Press, 1989): 268.
19 Hopkins's own note to stanza 4.

120 Hopkins's own note to stanza 10.
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The first of these is a Mother and Child by Raphasl the notes inform us.
The mother is playing in ‘some broad palmy mead)/%) with her young child,
smiling and gathering flowers. Though this offergiature of domestic happiness,
the young mother holds ‘a cross of flowers’, whidtaws the eyes on to the next
painting, Raphael’s ‘Lo Spasimo’. The eye of thader is in turn guided by the eye of
the speaker, who is guided by the eye of the ydtimgst, who looks out from the scene
of familial happiness to see his future sufferimgl dhat of his mother to come, in the
adjacent painting:

He, where the crownals droop’d, himself reviled
And bleeding saw [...]
(10/7-8)
All sense of chronology and sequence is removepresent and future are presented
simultaneously through the two mediums, paintind poem, in both of which we look
to the past to see the future.

As the speaker continues to wander the corrigasitings are displayed one by
one to the reader: works by Raphael, Claude, Tiftabens and others. In the delight
taken in each image, there is an almost sensudlement. Indeed, there is a strong
sense of voyeuristic trespass as those within #naipgs continue their usual activity
unaware of those who watch from the rich darknésiseocorridors. This uncomfortable
sense of voyeurism is felt even more acutely when dyes of observer and reader
suddenly confront a series of eyes that look dttalmpck: the statue of ‘hapless [...]
Antinous’ who ‘Gazes aslant his shoulder (11/6)Hsfacinthus, while the Belvedere
Apollo watches the dying python ‘with placid eyd’1(8). The poem is dominated by
various depictions of the male gaze, and the reierature of this looking, where each
iconically beautiful male figure is simultaneoustlib@ gazer and himself gazed at,
returns us once again to the many dangers of meilty in a post-lapsarian world,

as indicated by the ‘smitten’ python. In this morannto counter-reformation piety this
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at first seems startlingly out of place, but tlago overlook the fundamental concerns
with the dangers of looking, spectatorhood, madgrdbeauty, and of viewing viewers,
as established within the poem.

To observe a death, even that of a python, withingtmore than a ‘placid eye’
seems inappropriate yet strangely familiar; theleeas suddenly confronted with the
startling realisation that the hideous death ofL&tvrence ‘hissing on the grate’ (3/2)
(even the sound of his death unites him with ththqy) was viewed with just such
‘placid eye’. Hopkins deliberately invites comparsbetween the Roman torturers of
St. Lawrence and the detached Roman God, butgtuemplicated even further by the
compromised position of the reader: this is simdtausly both a legitimate and an
illicit spectacle. ‘The Escorial’ is thus as muclp@m about how to look at and make
sense of the danger of looking, as about lookindaetger, and central to this is the
reader’s response to such sights, and specifitaltite act of looking, as we shall see.
It is with this startling realisation that the momental stasis of the palace is destroyed
and the mood suddenly changes, heralding the bieginof the process that leads
finally to total spoliation of the Escorial.

The decay and eventual destruction of the Escirialtially described in terms
of light: the ‘'summer beam’ fades the ‘Rich Titiar§$2/3), and in the sunlight the
‘ceaseless eddy shine and fall' (12/4) of dustigiag is observed. The ‘perennially
unstable’ nature of dust in Victorian society i thubject of an entire chapter in
Kate Flint’s study ofThe Victorians and the Visual Imaginatiddhe carefully describes
how dust could be seen as a marker of undesirddds status, and thus used to map
divisions within society, but also as ‘an equaliserand as a] long-standing equation

with the most reductive form of matter to which mest all return — ‘dust to dust

121 Kate Flint,Visual Imagination40, 41. Dust, and dirt more generally, also fonesubject of an
article by Tom Crook, ‘Putting Matter in its Rightace: Dirt, Time and Regeneration in Mid-Victorian
Britain’, Journal of Victorian Culturel3 (October 2008).
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It is easy to see why dust might appeal to the nsifigally-minded poet;
here was a substance that paradoxically juxtapbeadty and utility (for the first time
it was possible to study dust under a microscokebagin to understand and admire its
fundamental constituents), and yet was also théimger of both death and decay.
It is certainly worth noting that dust and its mestble effects were responsible for the
rare appearance of Hopkins in print during hidilife.

Dust was of particular interest to the Victoriamsduse of its unique position on
the border between the seen and the unseen. Utsgdfen, dust could be responsible
for spectacular atmospheric ‘optical effect[s]’, #fopkins noted?? Similarly,
although invisible to the naked eye, even a sipgleicle located within the dust could
be responsible for horrendous and disfiguring disedust could thus, through its
effects, become devastatingly visible, yet paracklk, it was often its most invisible
elements that caused the most visible impact. Dnmsild be seen everywhere,
yet to be seen in any detail, microscopes and atptcal accessories were necessary.
As Ruskin noted inModern Painters a work Hopkins may have drawn on here,
‘This very question of visibility is an endless omeavering between form of substance
and action of light. [...] Dust, unperceived in shattecomes constantly visible in
sunbeam?? This is a quality exploited by Hopkins in stanza 1

Following the carefully described paintings of thgrevious stanzas,
the twelfth stanza is ushered in by a blank lineasterisks (11/9). It opens with a
temporal instruction, ‘Then’ (12/1), which not onisnplies sequential progression,
but also suggests causation. However, where thderdaoks for an explanation to
precede stanza 12, nothing is given: 11/9 is akblare, with only the ‘placid eye’

of Apollo looking back. Narrative progression stalio be replaced by an acute sense of

122| etter published itNature,30 October 1884, p. 633. Reproduced in the AppetodBall, Science of
Aspects148-150. See also Footnote .

123 Modern PaintersRuskin,Works of Ruskin7: 139. Cited by Flintyisual Imagination42.
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chronological dislocation, as time gradually slipsvay: first it is ‘afternoon’,
then ‘cooling gloom’, wuntil all is undermined by eth ‘ceaseless eddy’
of ‘long accumulated dust’ (12/6). Somewhere betwstanzas 11 and 12, dust has had
time to gather and ‘accumulate’, until the delicatacery of the plates is gradually
‘obscur'd in age’s crust’ (12/9): the invisible siddenly rendered visible, and that
which was visible is removed. Dust operates thea astaphor for the intersection of
the visible and invisible, the created and the mra@tihe seen and unseen, the beautiful
and the destructive; this is richly exciting tearit for the ‘photo-erotic’ poet.

As it happens, Hopkins’s interest in dust and issble effects was responsible
for at least two of his very few appearances imtpduring his lifetime. Following the
explosion of Krakatoa on 26-97August 1883, Hopkins wrote several letterd\tture
magazine, which described in detail ‘the remarkablmsets’ occasioned by the
explosion and both confirmed and refuted the olsiEms provided by othefé?
Although it was not initially recognised, the pavadtally ‘intense and lustreless
quality of the sunsets was due to the vast quastdf dust released into the atmosphere,
a dust that ‘optically changed’ the skies, rendgtime colours observed in the sunsets
‘impure and not of the spectruf® Once again, the invisible is rendered ultimately
visible, and the spectacular quality of the skytoegs the eye of the poet-painter,
who is attentive in his description to not only aaai and quality, but also shape,
form and even behaviour:

The green is between an apple-green or pea-greleich(\are pure greens)
and an olive (which is tertiary colour): it is vivand beautiful, but not pure.

The red is very impure and not evenly laid on. [THe pigments for it
would be ochre and Indian red. [...]

124 Three letters are reproduced in Appendix ICirrespondencel61-166. One predates the explosion
at Krakatoa and is a general discussion of supsgtished inNaturein the issue of 16 November 1882.
The two letters concerned with the explosion werglished in the issues of 15 November 1883 and 3
January 1884. There is also a fourth letter, nata by Abbott, published iNatureon 30 October
1884, p. 633. This letter, from ‘GMH, Dublin’ ispeduced in BallScience of Aspect$48-150.

12521 December 188&orrespondencel63, 164. Italics Hopkins’s own.
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| subjoin an account of the sunset on the 16th,clwhwas here very

remarkable, from my own observations and thosenefaf the observatory
staff. [...] The glowing vapour above this was as gelourless; then this

took a beautiful olive or celadon green, not sadvias the previous day’s,
and delicately fluted; the green belt was broadeant the orange,

and pressed down on and contracted it. Above teengin turn appeared a
red glow, broader and burlier in make; it was gaftlindled, and in the ribs

or bars the colour was rosier, in the channels stike blue of the sky

shone through it was a mallow colour. Above thisaaague lila¢?®

The characteristic idiom of Hopkins’s verse is Badetected here, and the painter is
once again present in this verbal painting as pigments’ of ‘ochre and Indian red’
are ‘laid on’ like impastd?’ Indeed theNature letters are rich in diverse and exotic
metaphors and analogies, chosen specifically tateran exact evocation of the scene
on the part of the reader: ‘inflamed flesh’, ‘yellavax’, ‘fish-scales’, ‘crimson silk,
or a ploughed field glazed with crimson ice’. Riahaltick draws attention to this
process, through which:

Hopkins enhances the immediacy of the various pinena, indeed
converts the visual into the tangible, by descghiimem as much in terms of
texture and shape (flecks, spangles, quilted, pledghummocks, fluted,
burlier, brindled, ribs, bars) as in language ofocand light. [... He]
combines the spatial dimension of the spectaclé wie temporal as he
descibes the subtle arrangement and succession of tgffec
the impingement, mingling, and shifting of respeetbands of colof?®

Once again, the optical effects of the eruption @described in language that draws
heavily on painting, science and poetry.

This combination of the ‘spatial dimension [...] vithe temporal’ that Altick
identifies as a particular characteristic of theger description also occurs in Hopkins’s
poetry, and can be helpfully explored in ‘Duns Sistd Oxford’, written a little earlier

in March 1879*° The poem opens with a splendid conjunction of mad nature as

128ihid.: 164, 165.

27 Indeed, it is a great shame that this descriptias not finally translated into poetry. However, it
should be noted that Bridges’s podinps and Psycheappears to borrow heavily from Hopkins's letter.
Piqued, Hopkins wrote to his friend: ‘The descopti...] so closely agrees with an account | wrote in
Nature even to details which were local only, that ivésy extraordinary: you did not see my letter, did
you?’ (1 January 188hetters 202). This co-incidence has been discussed irestapth by FlintVisual
Imagination 58, and by Richard D. Altick, ‘Four Victorian Reeand an Exploding IslandVjictorian
Studies3, no. 3 (1960).

128 Altick, ‘An Exploding Island’, 259, 260.
29Works 142.
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Oxford’s famous silhouette is described: ‘Toweryycnd branchy between towers’
(I. 1). Within the city, branches and towers staadnoniously together, seemingly in a
permanent embrace, their arms intertwined. Thisnbay within the city is replicated
beyond, as both ‘country and town’ (I. 3) are pnesd as balanced, ‘poised powers’
(. 4), the two drawn together in the ‘Cuckoo-ectti bell-swarméd, lark-charmeéd,
rook-racked, river-rounded’ (I. 2) Oxford that theet evokes. The description carefully
moves from the sound to the sights, as any clesindtion between man and nature is
eradicated: man-made bells swarm like bees, laksharms like alchemists, and the
river rounds off the city as a carpenter might aicckeg. The first few lines represent a
careful movement in the vertical plane, as the isygradually drawn down from the
towers, trees and the circling birds, to the gehtle persistent movement of the river,
and even further down, to ‘The dapple-eared lilppethee’ (I. 3).
However, this is not a suspended image as the magipn within the city is

countered by an equal, more destructive, motiosidet Gradually the city is changing,

subjected to a man-driven process of ‘gracelesstgio

Thou hast a base and brickish skirt there, sours

That neighbour-nature thy grey beauty is grounded

Best in; [...]

(Il. 5-7)

This passage develops from observations in higrlétt Dixon of February 1879,
where he describes ‘that landscape the charm obr@xfgreen shouldering grey,
which is already abridged and soured and perhapps@on be put out altogethér®
Both represent jarring colours, the anatomicalhgtmonious ‘green shouldering grey’
replaced by the ungainly and ridiculous ‘brickiskirts, the image recalling the
self-conscious modesty of the Victorian middle-s&s Here the garish red brick of the
new college additions and the burgeoning city sobus contrasted unfavourably with

the sedate beauty of the old grey stone colleged, perhaps even with the great

monument to times passed, ‘The Escorial’.

13027 February 187%orrespondence20.
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Hopkins was not against new architecture in prilecipis diary from Easter

1864 includes a list of new buildings to show wsstincluding ‘New College Chapel
and Gardens; Trinity, S. John’s, Wadham, ditto. Redclyffe. [...] Merton new
buildings [Butterfield, June 1864} Christ Church new buildings [Deane, 1862-65] ...
The Museum [Deane and Woodward, 1858]'However, here he sees only the impact
of the new buildings on the delicate harmony thae-gxisted the suburbs,
the ‘confound[ing]’ of the ‘Rural rural keeping -elk, flocks, and flowers’ (I. 8).
This quartet of lines (ll. 5-8) is in itself bedutly poised, with the consonants
remaining consistent throughout (only five majorusds are used (b-n-g-r-f),
all alliteratively). This ensures the subtly smfiivowel sounds can be heard, as the
‘neighbour-nature’ balance gradually becomes ulesketlyet, for the speaker, the city
remains invigorating through all. The profile okthity may have changed, but ‘walls’
remain that were once brushed by the ‘air’ of meatjinspiration, Duns Scotus:

Yet ah! this air | gather and | release

He lived on; these weeds and waters, these walla/hat

He haunted who of all men most sways my spirifseace;

(1. 9-11)
As he breathes, the walls seem to slice througlyehes since Duns Scotus was present,
their physical presence a testimony to the exigt@fithose who have gone before.
It was through the teaching of the Franciscantaedlogian John Duns Scotus

(1266-1308), ‘the rarest-veined unraveller (I. 1&8)at Hopkins was able to reconcile
his poetry with his theology, moving away from thieomist thought of most of his

peers: ‘I care for him [Duns Scotus] more even tAastotle and morgace tuathat a

dozen Hegels**® In Scotus’s writings Hopkins found a focus for bisncern with the

13123 January 1864. To his mother, Hopkins wroteefiew buildings at Merton are finished externally
and are beautiful and of course universally maliiyneurther Letters 87.

132 Journals 21. Information on architects and opening datesifR. K. R. Thornton, ‘The Places
Hopkins Knew’, inAMES ed. R. K. R. Thornton (Sunderland: Ceolfrith Bredunderland Arts Centre,
1975): 14.

13320 February 1874.etters 31.
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individual essence of visible thingsaecceitagusually translated as ‘thisness’) and the
responsibility of each thing to offer of himselfdahis best back to God, as articulated in
his ekphrastic poem ‘On the Portrait of Two Beautifoung People’

Man lives that list, that leaning in the will

No wisdom can forecast by gauge or guess,

The selfless self of self, most strange, most still

Fast furled and all foredrawn to No or Yes.

(Il. 25-28)"*

Whilst Hopkins had already independently developidnotion of the individualising
force within each and every thing (inscape) andréhationship between this force and
the observer (instress), it was through his stud$atus from 1872 that he found a
theological foundation for these thoughts. Althoudpkins’s notion of inscape should
not be fully identified withhaecceitas(and indeed Hopkins is quite clear on this),
there can be no doubt that both concepts are fueday concerned with the
importance of individuality. This notion of individtion is often revealed through the
motion of a thing (Scotus argued that all createdigs are immediately active),
the process by which, as Gardner notes, ‘he mdkesacttivity of a thing a special
element in that thing’s being®

Each mortal thing does one thing and the same:

Deals out that being indoors each one dwells;

Selves — goes its sethyselfit speaks and spells,

CryingWhat | do is me: for that | came

‘As kingfishers catch fire’ (Il. 5-8)°
This dynamism through which something both becosrad expresses itself,

focused in Hopkins’s mind through his study of DBeotus, is illustrated in the poem
written in his honour. As the city reverberateshwibise and motion, ‘Cuckoo-echoing,

bell-swarmed, lark-charmed, rook-racked, river-eni (I. 2), so the poem itself

illustrates this through its own structural and nfaf features (sprung rhythm,

13%\Works 176-177.

135W. H. Gardner, ‘A Note on Hopkins and Duns ScatirsGerard Manley Hopkins: The Critical
Heritage ed. Gerald Roberts (London: Routledge, 1995): 338

13 Works 129. Italics Hopkins’s own.
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internal rhyme, alliteration), as Brown notes: é:m such as this [l. 2] [...]
reproduce in microcosm the barely contained dynamisf Hopkins’s world**’
Furthermore, the complex architecture of the sorstaicture of the poem itself
replicates the multifaceted architecture of thg.clthe octave of the sonnet is addressed
directly to the city, whereas the sestet focusesSootus: the first tercet draws both
Hopkins and Scotus together through their sharguereence of the city (‘this air |
gather and | release / He lived on’ (ll. 9-10)),ilhthe final tercet concentrates on
Scotus’s theology and the doctrine of the Immaeuwdnception:

Of realty the rarest-veinéd unraveller, a not

Rivalled insight, be rival Italy or Greece;

Who fired France for Mary without spét.

(Il. 12-14)

Here the national rivalry of ‘The Escorial’ is réled, but now in an explicitly Marian
context.

It goes without saying that Pugin, Ruskin, the Regghaelites, and even Pater,
shaped and were shaped by, contemporary debates thieorelationship between art,
architecture, and religious and philosophical aeltuThat Hopkins's first poem,
the Byronic travel poem ‘The Escorial’, grapplediwdifferent cultural and aesthetic
models in terms of painting, statuary and architegtis an early example of this.
However, it also lays the foundations for the maleeply solved idiosyncratic
architectural poetics of the later Hopkins, exefigdi by ‘Duns Scotus’'s Oxford'.
Here he is able to depict the physical concretsgree, both of Duns Scotus and of his
beloved city, yet the work also neatly encapsuldhbes influence of Scotus on his
thoughts in both the structure and content of thenp By showing how it is possible to
look past the surface appearance of a thing to gspaitual reality within,

he demonstrates how aesthetics and spiritual mgaran never finally be separated,

an observation that was to both haunt and delightih equal measure, as we will see.

37 Brown, ‘Victorian Poetry and Science’, 155.
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It also offers a counter-model to the refused Qotbf the ‘Escorial’ and its
Counter-reformation asceticism and Renaissancénetessm. For Hopkins even the
most abstract relationship is considered, as Jooéss, through ‘concrete, sensuous
images and very careful, very precise analogié®, ltope being that through careful
study and sensuous perception each and everywunolgl finally yield up that spiritual
reality that lies beyond its appeararite.

This observation returns us once again to Hopkiealdy poem, ‘It was a hard
thing to undo this knot’. Here Hopkins searchessfmme assurance that particular sense
impressions, the instress of a thing, have thentity both within and beyond each
generating object, as observed by Carol T. Christ:

The poem asserts that Hopkins has solved the proljle wasa hard thing
to undo this knot.” This particular poem does ngplain how he undid it,
but his later poetry repeatedly dramatizes his tewly which he names
“instress.**
Instress is thus identified both with the distimetiess of an object, as taught by Duns
Scotus, but also with the impact such an objectlmaasn observer. Christ notes that it is
by identifying this dual nature of instress, foumath within the object itself and within
the viewer’s perception of the object, that Hopkiimsls the solution that enables him
ultimately ‘to undo this knot’. The dynamic natudod this relationship between

perceiver and object, the seer and the seen, tgatém his endlessly complex dialectic

of vision and visuality, and is the subject of tbbowing chapter.

138 Jones, ‘G. M. Hopkins: Victorian’, 305.

139 Carol T. ChristVictorian and Modern Poetio€Chicago and London: The University of Chicago
Press, 1984): 70.
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CHAPTER TWO

LOOKING AT PEOPLE



... treasury of explored beauty"...

It is for his poetry of the natural world that Hapk is probably best known,
and typically his work features a single obsenaoking out on and observing the
beauty and bounty of God found within it. This i®tnpassive observation —
Wordsworth’s ‘wise passivene$s: instead Hopkins scours, his eyes alighting hingr
on beauty, ‘shape, effect’ and pattern which henthecords for what he calls his
‘treasury of explored beauty.The active, and indeed interactive, nature of ltking
he described to Baillie:
| think | have told you that | have particular et of admiration for
particular things in Nature; for a certain timenh @astonished at the beauty
of a tree, shape, effect etc, then when the passoto speak, has subsided,
it is consigned to my treasury of explored beawtyd acknowledged
with admiration and interest ever after, while stmreg new takes its
place in my enthusiasfh.
These are the words of a collector, one with aadwey’ to fill; yet this is a collector
with no clear sense in advance of what he is datigcit is only when his eyes alight
on the ‘thing’ that he recognises how he is ‘agtbad’ by its beauty. His ‘passion’
inflamed, for a period he can do nothing but seaocih other examples of this
‘particular thing in Nature’ to add to his collemti. Eventually sufficient time will have
passed (he refers only to the passing of time,tmdhe number or type of examples
‘collected’) and his admiration will move on to eththings, although the way he
looks at the first thing will be changed for evayer after’ it will be ‘acknowledged

with admiration and interest’ even after somethialge has replaced the first

‘fury’ it inspired.

113 July 1863. To BaillieFurther Letters 202.

2 ‘Expostulation and Reply’, |. 24. Wordsworthorks of Wordsworthl 29-130.
%13 July 1863. To BaillieFurther Letters 202.

* ibid.
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Hopkins did not confine this ‘passion[ate]’ viewirof the world to nature,
although it is this which has been most studiedritics® In this chapter | want to look
at the way Hopkins looked at people, particularlgnmpnand the manner in which he
recorded this looking. Typically his poetry featsira lone individual observing the
natural world, but Hopkins was, for most of hiselifa deeply social person:
his diaries and letters are littered with accowftgisits to or from friends, and when the
young Hopkins first went up to Oxford, he boastsually to his mother in his letters
home about his hectic social schedule, only latitireg details of the stimulating
intellectual environment in which he thrived. Hedonbtedly formed deep and lasting
friendships; those with his literary trio of fries\d Richard Watson Dixon,
Coventry Patmore, and Robert Bridges, are probdhdy most fully documented,
but his friendships with Digby Mackworth Dolben aAd/V.M. Baillie were also hugely
influential® As an undergraduate, Hopkins was a frequent pceset parties,
after-dinner ‘wines’ and other social gatheringsd are acquired a large circle of
acquaintances and casual friends. These charaliter®t escape the poet’'s eager eyes

and were often themselves the subject of keenitfaon’ on the part of the poét.

® Articles include: George Goodin, ‘Man and NaturdHiopkins' “Ribblesdale”Notes and Querie
(1959); Susan A. Hallgarth, ‘A Study of Hopkins'dJsf Nature’Victorian Poetry,5 (1967); Alison G.
Sulloway, ‘The Nature of Art, Nature, and Human iNatin Hopkins's Poetry’, iWital Candle:

Victorian and Modern Bearings in Gerard Manley Hopk ed. John S. North and Michael D. Moore
(Waterloo: University of Waterloo Press, 1984)0hee Bump, ‘Hopkins as Jesuit Poet: Poet of Nature’,
in Critical Essays on Gerard Manley Hopkjredd. Alison G. Sulloway (Boston: G.K. Hall & C4d.990);
Russell Elliott Murphy, ‘Nature and Nature's GodHapkins’ St. Beuno Sonnet#\n Irish Quarterly
Review87, no. 346 (Summer 1998); Day, ‘Spiritual Ecology

® Although Hopkins met Dolben only once, he lefteep and lasting impression. Of Dolben, Hopkins
wrote: ‘“You know there can very seldom have hapgéhe loss of so much beauty (in body and mind
and life) and of the promise of still more as thieas been in his case — seldom | mean, in the whole

world, for the conditions wd. not easily come tdget’ 30 August 1867 etters 16-17.

Following her son’s death, Baillie wrote to Gerardiother (17 June 1889): ‘He is the one figure thic
fills my whole memory of my Oxford life. There isufdly a reminiscence with which he is not assodiate
All my intellectual growth, and a very large profion of the happiness of those Oxford days, | cove t
his companionship... Apart from my own nearest retatj | never had so strong an affection for
anyone.Further Letters 449.

" 24 September 1866etters 8.
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Hopkins was a prolific sketcher of the world aroundh, yet critics have often
noted a marked absence of figures and people iilliigrations® It is indeed the case
that there are few completed portraits of othetd,the sketchbooks and journals are
littered with numerous quickly etched silhouettsd lightly traced, patchy sketches of
faces. Furthermore, his letters often contain cdlsefconstructed verbal portraits in
which Hopkins employed his considerable skills allection, classification and close
observation to recreate the faces before him. Alghahe figures depicted in the letters
are frequently mutual friends, quite often a Ié$teecipient would receive an intensely
detailed description of somebody entirely unknowareto Hopkins, as in this example
sent to Bridges, in which Hopkins feverishly delses ‘the Corpus man whose name
| wanted to know’:

As far as | can give it this is the descriptionhah: he has plenty of thick

rather curly dark auburn hair parted in the midaihel [...] whiskers of the

same; his eyes are deep set and | think rathertagether; the fault of his

face is that the features are too broad and degipsss forehead is wide

across and narrow upwards to the hair; he lookgyapdrew him when

| got home but some touches destroyed the likemiglsst®
This is a ‘fascinating’ description, rich in thetdis that inspire both desire and danger,
as we shall see, and it should be noted just haeklyuHopkins moves from neutral
description — ‘curly dark auburn hair’, to aestbgtidgements — ‘rather near together’,
and finally from aesthetic to qualitative — ‘he ksohappy’. This swift movement is
characteristic of Hopkins, for whom aesthetic andligative, or at times even moral,
judgements can never fully be separated.

In this letter to Bridges, Hopkins offers a tegsglimpse into the relationship

between the two men, and an even more intriguieglim into his relationship with the

world of men that he observes:

8 Jerome Bump’s analysis of Hopkins’s drawings &sfipost comprehensive example of this line of
argument, ‘Hopkins' Drawings’, building on the learwork of John Piper, ‘Hopkins's Drawings’, ahd
D. C. Masheck, ‘Art by a Poet'.

° 28 September 1866etters 9.
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It curiously happens that | have seen two peoplewsees talking about.

The first is the Corpus man whose name | wantdahtwv. | met him riding

in one of our roads a few days ago and | starddnatin order to note his

features but not very comfortably, for he plairégognised my fac¥.
We do not know the context of the discussion betwdepkins and Bridges about the
appearance of a man unknown to either of themwandan only speculate on why and
how such a conversation took place. However, iinieresting to note Hopkins’s
response to seeing the man again: he ‘stare[d}imat ‘in order to note his features’,
so that later he can record them accurately. Heemalo mention of the man’s
response to such intense scrutiny but remarks amly his own discomfort,
‘for he plainly recognised my face’. There is aacleense of danger in this experience,
but here the danger is not that of looking — Hopkistared” shamelessly —
but of being looked at. The fear is rather one afcial embarrassment,
of being recognised, of beingaught looking. He wishes to know the man,
but only by ‘name’ and ‘feature’, as one might cotbeknow a painting or portrait.
This is characteristic of Hopkins’s manner of louki at others around him:
he scours the world for passive subjects to obsdmwe shies away from any active
engagement, aware perhaps that if looking is dawgen itself, how much more so is
action? This active distancing of himself from dmgy but a one-sided ocular
engagement is a fundamental distinction Hopkinsntaais between the safe and
welcome ‘passiont® aroused by a natural subject, and what he cafisdangerous?
‘strain upon the passiortdinduced by the beauty of the body, as we will see.

In his letter to Bridges, Hopkins records thatfinst attempted to sketch the

man, only turning to a verbal portrait when hispinia image failed. In each attempt,

as Phillip notes, Hopkins is grappling with ‘thezple of translating what he saw

¥ibid.

110 July 1863. To BaillieFurther Letters 202.
1222 October 1879.etters 95.

1312 February 1868. To Bailli€urther Letters 231.
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into lines on paper In this example, words take over from drawing, ahi$ is
indeed representative of Hopkins’s artistic carasr a whole: as time went on,
words gradually took over from sketches as hisegpretl form of recording the world
that he saw. The record offered by these ‘linepaper’ is not always that of beauty
or attraction, but sometimes simply of ‘fascinatioBchoing closely the language
used to describe the ‘particular periods of adnrafor particular things in Naturé®,
Hopkins describes ‘another Oxford man, whose nadié hot know’:

His face was fascinating me last term: | generaflye one fascination or

another on. Sometimes | dislike the faces wh. fedei me but sometimes

much the reverse, as is the present tase.
Bridges could not have known the man in questisntapkins does not, and Hopkins
appears unable (or unwilling) to provide any expteon for his ‘fascination’
with him. Nevertheless, one is struck by just hoimilar to photographs and
descriptions of the young Hopkins the man appearsbé: ‘a delightful face
(not handsome), altogether aquiline features, gusaa complexion, rather tall, slight,
and eager-lookingt’ Perhaps marginally inclined to vanity, and cettaiheavily
inclined to introspection, it is unsurprising thddpkins would find himself so attracted
by the features and figure of a man superficialyilse himself*®

Hopkins never defines the nature of such a ‘fasicing but he does note that it

is distinct from liking or disliking: the appeal tdbe something other than aesthetic,
but it is certainly commanding, whatever the sou@ED defines the verb ‘to fascinate’

as describing an ability ‘to irresistibly attrabetinterest’ of something, and it should be

noted that early uses of the term often implied agical spell or other form of

4 phillips, Victorian Visual World 66.

1513 July 1863. To BaillieFurther Letters 202.

1624 September 1866etters 8.

7 ibid.

'8 See again Hopkins's anxious comments to Bridggarding Wooldridge’s portrait, discussed in the
previous chapter. 29 March 1887. ibid.: 253.
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enchantment. That an individual might become anogent victim of such a
‘fascination’, powerless to help himself or to s¢sivould certainly appear an appealing
notion to Hopkins. Although a man dominated by laetsts and the notion of ‘right’
aesthetic judgement, it is clear that ‘fascinatifails beyond this; hence the admission
that he can be drawn to someone he dislikes os Bredthetically unpleasant.

This apparent separation between aesthetics anceaaion might prove
surprising for a man for whom even the most ordinperceptions were so often
governed by aesthetics: he doggedly refused taeaddris close friend as Robert purely
on the grounds that ‘your surname is the prettieiowever, this interest in the
‘prettiiness]’ of his friends is not confined toresames alone. Hopkins’s journals,
notebooks and letters are littered with referertoegnd descriptions of, the beauty of
his friends: he confesses that ‘from myself unhcolp the sweet living of my friends |
look’.?° He notes that there is indeed a ‘sweet[nesshis theauty, observing that ‘it is
of course a comfort to find beauty in a friend ofriand in beauty. But this kind of
beauty is dangerous'. The precise nature of this danger is the subjetiiefollowing
section, but it should be noted that the apparetérealisation of a ‘fascination’,
and indeed its ostensibly irresistible and overpavgenature enable Hopkins to write
freely of male attraction without any apparent guile is here drawn irresistibly to look
at and admire another man, yet he acknowledge®ouiitimease that he finds this man
attractive: ‘Sometimes | dislike the faces wh. faate me but sometimes much the
reverse, as is the present c&8eHis private writings are littered with appreciatioof
male beauty and accounts of the attraction andyergat he felt on looking at other

men, yet for Hopkins to acknowledge such a sensatithout any apparent sense of

19You sometimes now address me by my Christian nanael like it but | do not you by yours, for first
it wd. not feel natural to me and secondly it wel.umnecessary, for your surname is the prettier.’
Christmas Eve 1867. ibid.: 21-22.

2 ‘Myself unholy’, Il. 1-2.Works 67.
122 October 1879.etters 95.
2224 September 1866. ibid.: 8.
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guilt or disquiet is almost unheard of in his wrgs, and appears only possible because
of the apparent externalisation and displacememeggonsibility that this ‘fascination’
permits.

Understanding of the exact nature of Hopkins’s aatton towards,
or homoerotic interest in, other men has a long aminplicated history.
In 1958 W. H. Gardner noted firmly that ‘there istimng in these diaries to suggest,
let alone prove, that Hopkins was tainted with a@eyious homosexual abnormality’,
yet the passion of this denial and the very pddicahoice of language in which it is
made clearly reveals just how very much Gardner deuld be at stake in even
acknowledging such a possibilty.The first printed suggestion that Hopkins's attéu
towards men could be anything other than conveatiovas in 1936, when W. H.
Auden mentioned the ‘conflict’ aroused by Hopkins'somosexual feelings’,
in his review of Elsie Elizabeth Phare’s poeticveyr of 1933%* A further glancing
reference was made in 1941 by a second critic,. AM@thiessen, in his discussion of
‘Whitman’s homosexuality and his [Hopkins’s] ownaédance of this latent strain in
himself ® It is clear that by 1944 there was at least soegga® of public conversation
on the subject, as Vincent Turner’s outraged fogtmeveals:

One of the finest of Hopkins’'s scholars has, inublighed MSS. and in
conversation, thought it necessary to bring ‘homoabty’ into his

explanation of Hopkins’'s mind [...]. This seems to nwe be blunting
Occam’s razondid and to find no support in the eviderfée.

% GardnerPoetic Idiosyncrasy?2: 85.

24\W. H. Auden, Review oBerard Manley Hopkindyy E. E. PhareCriterion 13 (April 1934): 497-500,
500. Elsie Elizabeth Pharé€he Poetry of Gerard Manley Hopkins: A Survey anth@entary
(Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1933).dClite Dennis Sobolev, ‘Hopkins’s “Bellbright
Bodies”: The dialectics of desire in his writingEgxas Studies in Literature and Langua4®, no. 1
(Spring 2003): 114. Much of the information in tkisction concerning the critical reception is takem
Sobolev’s article.

% E. 0. Matthiessen, ‘Hopkins and Whitman’ Hopkins: A Collection of Critical Essaysd. Geoffrey
H. Hartman (Englewood Cliffs, N.J.: Prentice-Hati¢., 1966): 145. Originally published pp. 548-81 i
American Renaissance: Art and Expression in theddamerson and Whitmahondon: Oxford
University Press, 1941).

% Vincent Turner, “Many a Poem That Both Breeds siiakes” (1944)’, inGerard Manley Hopkins,
Poems: A Casebopkd. Margaret Bottrall (London and Basingstokee Macmillan Press Ltd, 1975),

74



It was perhaps in response to these ‘unpublishedl #us untraceable
‘conversation[s]’ that Gardner had uttered his meghke riposte, unshakeable in its
certainty but noticeably vague about the exactneadfithe accusations against which it
was so vigorously defensive. Certainly there idelifurther debate for many years,
until the late 1970s, when an article in 1976 orex\@lity and Inscape’ by
Wendell Stacy Johnson noted the lack of criticédnest in the subject up to this point,
but observed that ‘it would be disingenuous to démat sexual identity and sex as a
force are present in much of his poetic art — sonmest subtly, sometimes rather
plainly’.?” This was swiftly followed by the seminal publicats of Bernard Bergonzi,
Paddy Kitchen and Michael Lynch, all of whom tookphins’s homosexuality as a
widely accepted critical assumption and very muaht pf his identity: Lynch even
feels confident enough to proclaim Hopkins ‘a fullgy poet whose ‘gayness has long
been humming but never allowed to sify'.

As Dennis Sobolev observes, ‘it is partly becanfsthese responses that in the
1980s the pendulum swung back, and the questioRlopkins's sexual orientation
became marginal once agafii’Certainly, the later critical studies tread theHhy
complicated and sensitive ground much more sub#n the ground-breaking works of
the 1970s, aware as they were by then that themggn of any restrictive,
and so often anachronistic, labelling in respornsethie work of such a complex
priest-poet and individual would always be flaw&tese articles tended to offer more

general considerations of the presence or othereissexuality within Hopkins’s

138 (Footnote 2). Originally published as ‘Gerardriiéy Hopkins, 1844-1944’ iDublin Reviewvol.
215 (October 1944).

2" Wendell Stacy Johnson, ‘Sexuality and Inscagepkins Quarterly3, no. 2 (July 1976): 59.

% Bernard BergonziGerard Manley HopkingNew York: Macmillan, 1977); Paddy Kitchen,
Gerard Manley Hopkins: A Lifel989 ed. (Manchester: Carcanet Press Limited3)1 9%ichael
Lynch, ‘Recovering Hopkins, Recovering Ourselvétpkins Quarterlyg (1979): 112, 107.
Italics Lynch’s own.

29 5obolev, ‘Dialectics of Desire’, 115.
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work.* These were swiftly followed by a series of artictonsidering his place more
broadly in the context of the aesthetic movemedtthr cult of male beauty at Oxfott,
with particular reference to a diverse group ofvittbals loosely united by an interest in
homoeroticism and pederasty that came retrospéctivée known as the Uraniarfs.

| do not intend to follow any one model of identigay or otherwise, but rather
| shall be engaging with the different ways in whidopkins experiences and expresses
desire. This thesis is concerned wiiboking and central to that endeavour for
Hopkins is the issue of how to look at and respémdthe spectacle of beauty,
and more specifically male beauty. This thesis aimstand alongside Hopkins and to
look at his looking, to see what he sees and wleapérmits his readers to see,
but also to remain vigilant to when he turns usyawa doing so, however, the intimate

relationship between beauty and potential ‘danigemever far away.

%0 See, for example, Byrne R. S. Fone, ‘This OthesrEd\rcadia and the Homosexual Imagination’,
Journal of Homosexualityg, no. 3-4 (1983), and John B. Gleason, ‘The Sednderthought in
Hopkins’ “The Windhover™,Victorian Poetry,27, no. 2 (Summer 1989).

%1 See, in particular, Richard Dellamohldasculine Desire: The Sexual Politics of Victoriaestheticism
(Chapel Hill and London: University of North Carmdi Press, 1990), and Linda Dowlitdgllenism and
Homosexuality in Victorian Oxforfithaca and London: Cornell University Press, 1994

%2 particularly significant full-length studies inde: Richard Dellamora/ictorian Sexual Dissidence
(Chicago and London: The University of Chicago Brd999); Julia F. Savillé&y Queer Chivalry:

The Homoerotic Asceticism of Gerard Manley Hopkiisarlottesville and London: University Press
of Virginia, 2000); Michael M. KaylorSecreted Desires: The Major Uranians: Pater, Hoplamd
Wilde (Brno, CZ: Masaryk University Press, 2006). Paudsell includes a significant discussion in
his compendium of writings ohhe Great War and Modern Memai@xford: Oxford University
Press, 1975).

Journal articles include: Johnson, ‘Sexuality amgtape’; Overholser, ‘Terrible Temptation’; Joseph
Bristow, “Churlsgrace”: Gerard Manley Hopkins atié Working-Class Male BodyEnglish Literary
History, 59 (1992); Peter Swaab, ‘Hopkins and the PusheadiP&Critical Quarterly, 37, no. 3 (1995);
Michael M. Kaylor, “Beautiful dripping fragments’A Whitmanesque Reading of Hopkins’
“Epithalamion™, Victorian Poetry,40 (2002).

Although actually published in 1970, Timothy d’Ar&mith’s work on the Uranians seems to have gone
largely unnoticed at the time, but did receive Bigant critical attention latel.ove in Earnest: Some
Notes on the Lives and Writings of English ‘UraniBoets from 1889 to 193@.ondon: Routledge &
Kegan Paul, 1970). A more contemporary discussidhis, particularly in relation to Gerard Manley
Hopkins, Walter Pater and Oscar Wilde is providgdichael M. Kaylor,Secreted Desires
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... To what serves Mortal Beauty?-...

Writing to Bridges in 1879, Hopkins clearly defindtree levels of beauty — of body,
mind and character — and identified the relativanigers’ of each:
| think then no one can admire beauty of the bodyenthan | do, and it is
of course a comfort to find beauty in a friend driand in beauty. But this
kind of beauty is dangerous. Then comes the beafutize mind, such as
genius, and this is greater than the beauty ofbib@y and not to call
dangerous. And more beautiful than the beauty efrthind is beauty of
character, the ‘handsome hedft'.
However, in an earlier letter to Bridges, written1867 following the death of Digby
Mackworth Dolben, Hopkins had drawn up a subtlyedént concept of three discrete
levels of beauty:
You know there can very seldom have happened 8®edbso much beauty
(in body and mind and life) and of the promise tif snore as there has
been in his case — seldom | mean, in the wholedyéol the conditions wd.
not easily come togeth&t.
Twelve years later, ‘beauty [... of] life’ is replatéy ‘beauty of character’; this change
perhaps reflects the weary recognition that the rediptable and sometimes
uncontrollable nature of human life can stand i@ Way of the manifestation of this
third level of beauty, though it will not eradicate In both letters, Hopkins clearly
maintains three different levels of beauty, busibnly in the later letter that he places
them in an unambiguous aesthetic and moral hielclorder, in relation to his
complicated concern with their relative dangers.
This concern with the danger of beauty rather fkgspiritual import, is at first

glance a relatively unusual topic in Hopkins’s pgealthough very much a recurring

one in his journals and letters, and was to vex thimaughout his life. In the notebook

% To what serves Mortal Beauty?’, |. Works 167.
% 22 October 1879.etters 95.
%30 August 1867. ibid.: 16-17.
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completed between March 1865 and Lent 1866, Hopkomapiled a careful list of
‘sins’, and the less serious transgressions ofifdes’ (uncertainty over whether or not
a sin has occurred) and ‘temptations’ (not a snesisted). Many of these are concerned
with the dangers inherent in looking, and partidylalooking at beauty:
‘Looking at a man who tempted me’, ‘Looking at atdaoy fr. Standen’s shopdoor’,
‘Looking at a temptation in Newman’'s friend’, ‘Lowky at Fyffe [...] Looking at
Mitchell’, ‘Looking at a man who tempted me on Pektadow’, ‘Looking at face in the
theatre’, ‘Looking at boys, several instances’, pladent looking at organ-boy and
other boys’, ‘Looking at temptations, esp. at Eldag naked’, and so ofi.

Although Hopkins is never quite clear about theureaf this ‘danger’, there is
clearly a strong homoerotic element, as signifigamtore often than not the looking is
at another man. As Overholser observes, thesdangritings of ‘an anxiety-ridden and
sexually confused young man who was concerned even a hint of sexual arousal,
and who had to resist, over and over again, a flfdtemptations’ which surrounded
him and sometimes came close to overwhelming Rintlopkins is torn between a
seemingly irresistible urge to look at and enjog thicit homoerotic gratification of
spectatorship and a non-negotiable and, at fiestag, seemingly uncomplicated sense
of the sinfulness of such looking. This aestheti anoral minefield is quickly
recognised as an exciting and desirous place &ydling Hopkins, as again and again
he appears deliberately to place himself in situatiwhere he can luxuriate in this
heady world of danger and desire, simultaneoushptang and chastising himself.

As early as 1865, Hopkins was associating the tatigpis of ‘looking’ with the
dangers inherent in pursuing his possible careear@@nter: ‘Temptations as looking at

William [...] Idling despondently in evening over woand speaking despondently of

% Examples from the many availableBarly Manuscripts156, 157, 165, 168, 168, 173, 174.

37 Overholser, ‘Terrible Temptation’, 26.
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prospect of not being a paintéf” Within six months this despondency had clarified
itself and Hopkins was able to identify to Baillles fears over inflammation of
‘the passions’:

You know | once wanted to be a painter. But evehabuld | wd. not |

think, now, for the fact is that the higher and eattractive parts of the art

put a strain upon the passions which | shd. thinkisafe to encountét.
These dangerous ‘passions’ are clearly very diftefeom the more benign ‘passion’
inspired by his admiration for beauty in natureefiéhhe aligns passion with his “fury’
to record the world: ‘I am sketching (in pencil etly) a good deal [...] The present fury
is the ash™ In the second letter, the context is very différétopkins is explaining
how soon he is to take Holy Orders, and his wish this should remain a secret for the
time being. He notes that ‘Besides that it is thpphest and best way it practically is the
only one’. It is clear that the now plural passianspired by ‘the higher and more
attractive parts of the art’ of painting are faotdangerous and easily come under
‘strain’ (the term suggesting a finite limit or &hpoint beyond which the strain may
prove too much). What would occur should the passsibreak is never described,
indeed it is perhaps too terrible to contemplatg,dertainly the danger is so great that
all steps must be taken to avoid any such ‘strdihis is the reason Hopkins provides
for his decision not to pursue a possible vocaasna painter: he could not risk the
corruption of his immortal soul through threatstih@ chastity of either his body or
mind. He concludes by saying that life within theugch is not only the *happiest and
best’, but practically ‘the only’ future under whisuch strains will not be encountered,;
a place, in other words, where it is safe to look:

No betterserves me know, savest no other,

Save Christ: to Christ | look, on Christ | call.
‘Myself unholy’ (Il. 13-14§*

3 September 186%arly Manuscripts 188 (Plate 136).
3912 February 1868. To Bailli€urther Letters 231.
4010 July 1863. To Baillie. ibid.: 202.

“LWorks 67.

79



In fact, life within the Church was to present d@wn challenges, but also its own
solutions, as | will discuss in the next chapter.

To Hopkins, looking was a highly dangerous activitye eyes — and through
them, the mind — being so very vulnerable to cdramp Overholser introduces the
notion of ‘visual purity’ as an aesthetic and mocaincept, and draws attention to
Hopkins’s observation that artists departed from tituth in ‘an age in which the eye
had not been trained to look severely at thingstdpam their associationsnnocently
or purely.*? It is clear that the eyes themselves could beestitp moral censure and
ascetic discipline, and one wonders who, or perhdpa, exactly was being punished
in 1869 when for half a year Hopkins kept his egestinually lowered as a penarfCe.
Had Hopkins frightened himself with the sights thatsaw, and thus lowered his eyes
to protect and defend himself? Or was it rather there complicated, but
characteristically Hopkinsian, situation: the elasd looked and found, delighting in the
scenes they viewed, however firmly the mind migkghathis not to be the case, as his
feverish and ever more introspective and obsesssadf-critical confession notes from
this period might suggest?

This notion of ‘training’ the eyes ‘to look sevbreat things' is one that
differentiates Hopkins’s earlier work from what lsved. Independent, wayward,
beauty-seeking eyes appear only early in Hopkingtsk; quickly the eyes are
restrained and brought to order, a process deschib&he schools the flighty pupils’,
from June 1864* These eight compact lines, perhaps intended astaeof a sonnet,

are, as Overholser suggests, heavily influenced Sbhwakespeare as they deal

“2 Journals 77. Cited by Overholser, ‘Terrible Temptation7-48 (Footnote 4). Emphases Hopkins's
own.

ibid.: 190.
4 \Works 21.
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‘uninhibitedly and punningly with the heady danges§ looking at a lover®
The woman in the poem is variously teacher, misfrader, knight and priest as she
increasingly tries to control ‘the flighty pupil$ ber eyes’ (. 1) and her own simmering
infatuation. The argument is given (and comicaligved not to be true) that if she can
learn to control her eyes, like a teacher with lynpupils (in the other sense) in a class,
she will be similarly able to control her wordsacgons, and ‘love-thoughts’ (I. 7).
Her bodily control will ensure that she does notegd her ‘disquiet’ (I. 2) (through the
unrestrained movements of the ‘flighty pupils’) tbe looks of others. The rich
eroticism here betrays the giddy excitement oft flowe and, Overholser suggests,
the uninhibited puns reveal ‘Hopkins’s prelapsangion’ of a time when looking was
just an uncomplicated matter of seeing and enjo$firBhe argues that Hopkins’s ever
more frantic diary notations during his undergrddugears reveal an increasingly
‘crippling self-consciousness about the poetic faobof “looking™, a problem he was
only finally to solve with his conversion into tHRoman Catholic Church and the
subsequent refocusing of his desires and delightthen physical body of Christ
incarnated”” Certainly his undergraduate diaries record theo$ifiooking’ again and
again, and with it there is always a clear sensdasfger’. What exactly constitutes the
substance of this danger is never entirely cleat, dearly visual purity is deeply
implicated in moral chastity in Hopkins’s eyes.

Whether Overholser is correct to identify Hopkssonversion to Catholicism
as the turning point for the change in his wayawking at his place in the world is
unclear, but the timings of the change make it silddla. As a child, Hopkins’s letters

and diaries are full of youthful enthusiasm ovee ttelights of looking and seeing.

> Overholser, ‘Terrible Temptation’, 34-35.
“®ibid.: 34.

" The major focus for this argument is Hopkins’sxsen at Bedford Leigh, 23 November 1879,
dedicated to the physical beauty of Christ. Thisnem is reproduced iBermons34-38. This subject is
discussed in greater depth in the following chapter
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Gradually the records ‘darken’ with the loss ofsthprelapsarian vision’, and his
undergraduate diaries represent the height of fthesiod of troubled vision,
characterised as they are by the frenzied pantbetexually-charged notebooks, and
the careful record of each nocturnal emission,|‘thaught’ and unwanted ‘physical’
reaction to every ‘temptatiofi® From the time of his conversion, Hopkins’s recoofls
ocular vigilance begin to fall away, and in onesserilooking’ appears less and less
frequently as a sin. Indeed, by August 1885 thexebiTo what serves Mortal Beauty?’
is able to articulate an explicitly visual solutiaa the challenges imposed by the
‘mortal beauty’ of the title, even if Hopkins carnrentirely quell the potential danger
invoked by the ‘danc- / Ing blood’ (ll. 1-2). To derstand the sonnet's ocular
aesthetics, however, we need recourse to the reanfdvisual ‘dangers’ Hopkins
chronicled in earlier years.

These different kinds of beauty and their relatdangers are the subject of
Hopkins’s sonnet, which sets out to ask and to angie two questions given in the
opening line: what is the purpose of human phyd$ealuty, and what is the appropriate
response in the face of such beauty? The answmathoof these questions is presented
as simple and unambiguous: mortal beauty is attectet dangerous (the sonnet
considers the interconnected but discrete sensesmoftal’, as ‘human’ and
‘transitory’). The purpose of mortal beauty, in Ibananifestations, is to serve as a
readily accessible analogy for spiritual beautyyisual demonstration of the link
between Man and God. This is not without its pefieauty is ‘dangerous; does set

danc- / Ing blood’, and can lead to behaviour tlsatprouder’ than is morally

“8 Hopkins’s undergraduate diaries are thick withasiens when he experienced ‘temptation’, and even a
few instances where he experienced ‘terrible tetigpta(Early Manuscripts 191 (Plate 139)). Sobolev
produces an inventory of these, including the olat@n that ‘Hopkins registered homoerotic feelings
towards Fyffe [...], Baillie [...], Phillimore [...], Mdland [...], Buchanan [...], “Geldart naked” [...],
unnamed “Newman’s friend” [...], an “organ boy antdetboys” [...], “a chorister at Magdalen” [...],
“men at Worcester sports” [...], and a “boy [he] sgw’]’. Sobolev, ‘Dialectics of Desire’, 121.

82



acceptablé? However, where earlier the dangers faced by ‘logkivere so many and
various that they had to be carefully controlledrigprous notation, now the purpose of
beauty can be expressed in explicitly visual ter@se: it does this:’ (l. 3).

From the dangers of beauty, the poem finally moesnswer the opening

guestion in explicitly visual terms:
[...] | See: it does this: keeps warm
Men'’s wit to the things that are; | to what goochngee— where a glance
Master more may than gaze, | gaze out of countenanc
(Il. 3-5)

Human beauty, as opposed to the beauty of the wigritius represented as dangerous
and potentially morally contaminated. However, hé tsame time, this frail and
seductive beauty serves a divine purpose: it Bnstant reminder of the wonder that is
God'’s creation. It is all too easy for Man’s semdewonderment to pall over time,
yet human beauty is present to serve as a dailyndan of the miracle of the
Incarnation, as a symbol of God’s goodness andegrBicat it ‘warm[s] / Men’s wits’
(Il. 3-4) transfers the potentially dangerous wdrrot the ‘blood’ to the safer territory
of the mind, and also counters the potential cadnef morality as an abstraction.
This beauty should be readily accessible, availabla ‘glance’ as an instinctive and
spontaneous response.

The sonnet draws a distinction between two forfbaking when it invokes
the long-held distinction in religious writing beten the gaze and the glance. Norman
Bryson explains that:

A division separates the activity of tiyaze prolonged, contemplative, yet
regarding the field of vision with a certain aloess and disengagement,
across a tranquil interval, from that of tilance a furtive or sideways look
whose attention is always elsewhere, which shiftsconceal its own

existence, and which is capable of carrying unafisub rosamessages of
hostility, collusion, rebellion, and lust.

49To what Serves Mortal Beauty’, Il. 1-2 & ®Vorks 167.

¥ Norman BrysonVYision and Painting: The Logic of the Gat®ndon and Basingstoke: The Macmillan
Press Ltd, 1983): 94.
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The gaze is certainly a recurrent image througitagkins’s poetry, from the ‘hapless
youth, Antinous’ in ‘The Escorial’ (11/5-6) who pewully manifests Bryson’s
‘aloofness and disengagement’, to the eternal €mh® Thomist ‘Fallen Man’ whose
gaze, by contrast, longs for complete and overwimgjnmfinite personal engagement:

Jesu whom | look at veiled here below,
| beseech thee send me what | thirst for so,
Some day to gaze on thee face to face in light
And be blest for ever with thy glory’s sight.
‘S. Thomas Aquinatis’ (Il. 25-28)

Bryson draws a moral distinction between the twonfo of looking: he depicts the gaze
as a forceful, deliberate form of looking, whilsietglance is a passing look which is
stolen and therefore morally inferior to the punfya gaze. Hopkins certainly maintains
a temporal distinction between the two, but witk thpposite effect: true beauty does
not require a steady prolonged ‘gaze’ in orderdappreciated, and indeed under such
a ‘gaze’ even the sweetest ‘countenance’ may falt ‘of beauty, but rather it is
recognised and appreciated as such in an instantiaCto a gaze appears to be the lack
of temporal confinement: the speaker in ‘S. Thorgsinatis’ longs for ‘some day to
gaze [...]/[...] for ever’ (Il. 27-28), as opposedtt® snatched moment of a glance.
Whereas Bryson is happy to draw a straightforwandal distinction between
the gaze and the glance, for Hopkins the situasanore complicated. The purpose of
mortal beauty is to ‘keep warm / Men's wit to things that are’ (Il. 3-4}* The true
Christian longs for the day when he can gaze adlyrimto the unshrouded face of
God, free of the sins of the past and the confofakis earthly life as he stands in the

sight of God. Elsewhere, Hopkins imagines:

*1\Works 105.
*2ibid.: 167.
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Moonless darkness stands between.
Past, the Past, no more be seen!
But the Bethlehem-star may lead me
To the sight of Him Who freed me
From the self that | have been.
‘Moonless darkness’ (Il. 1-5)

This desire has clear biblical precedents: ‘Fownee see through a glass,
darkly; but then face to face: now | know in pdotit then shall | know even as also |
am known’>* However, as articulated in the Aquinas poem, tisnent of seeing and
of being seen can be foreshadowed and foresedre iexperience of looking into the
face of mortal beauty. Beauty is given by God toveseas a symbol and visual
demonstration of the association between Man and, Gmd Hopkins believes
that this is best perceived in glances, which ‘deshore may than gaze' (I. %).
This only seems counter-intuitive if this beautyseeen merely as human and earthly.
Catherine Phillips argues that Hopkins chooseseatstto maintain an Augustinian
distinction between the gaze and the glance:

Hopkins is not, | think, saying that we can absmidre of human beauty by
a covert glance that leaves the person viewed feessicious but, following

Augustinian ideas, that what we need to look fonumans is God's beauty
and good and that this is perceptible in glarn€es.

Mortal beauty is thus a gift from God, ‘heaven’segivgift’ (I. 13), not only through its
enriching presence in the mortal world, but also'the gift of the availability of
connection with God on earth’. The line breaks in the sonnet make clear thisctlire

association through the verb/noun ambiguity of ‘Mdswhich opens the fifth line.

3 ibid.: 77.

** 1 Corinthians 13: 12. Further examples includeeiSthe Lord and his strength, seek his face
continually’ (1 Chronicles 16:11); ‘When thou sdidSeek ye my face; my heart said unto thee, Tog,fa
Lord, will | seek’ (Psalm 27:8); ‘Seek the Lord,dahis strength: seek his face evermore’ (Psalm 4D5:

*>Works 167.
%% Phillips, Victorian Visual World 258.
*"ibid.
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The presence and promise of the ‘Master’ is seeavery human manifestation of
beauty; similarly, every manifestation is in itselflesson, an example of how to
‘master’ this association between Man and God. Blamkly repeated ‘gaze’ both
affirms and denies the looking, as the first ocence introduces a masterful form of
looking, but this is then countered by the modiima of a discomforting or abashed
gaze, as the ‘countenance’ returns to the faceanfaibeauty.

In his letters to Bridges of 1867 and 1879, Hopkiery clearly argues against
any alignment of beauty and moral virtue, yet itlear that at other times he very much
struggles to uphold these distinctions, as we sealin relation to Hopkins’s work with
the urban poot® In his sonnet dedicated to ‘Mortal beauty’, Hopkiraws attention to
the national and theological significance of phgki@ppearance. Faced with the
overwhelming beauty of the Angles, Pope Gregoryt f&drtain that such pure
beauty as that of ‘those lovely lads’ could hidehmg but virtue and purity, and thus
‘God to a nation | dealt that day’s dear chanceB)! It was the beauty of the men that
led to St. Augustine’s first mission to Englanddatie eventual conversion of the
country to Western Christianity.

Whilst there is here an obvious elision of mofalauty and moral value —
there is in the Pope’s response to their beautyassumption that outward beauty
reflects an inner moral worth, and this the poepeats: ‘Self | flashes off frame and
face’ (I. 11) — there is also an interesting paghg between the Catholic Church and
the beautiful captured English slaves, figured lmpkins as the ‘wet-fresh | windfalls of
war’s storm’ (I. 6). It is through the physical g of the ‘World’s loveliest’ (I. 11)

that an entire nation is offered a chance of salmaand redemption and so mortal

°830 August 1867 and 22 October 18I6tters 17, 95.
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beauty serves directly as a metaphor for spiribe@uty, Christ’'s beauty foreshadowed
in that of the slaves. However, there is also ardlesistence on the sensual physicality
of these ‘lovely lads’ (I. 6) as they stand drippiwet on the beach before the Pope.
If this might seem all too like the dangers of loak recorded in Hopkins's early
journals, the sonnet expresses very clearly traatipropriate response to such beauty
(articulated in deeply parochial and familiar teynssultimately to turn to God:

[...] | Merely meet it; own,
Home at heart, heaven’s sweet gift; | then leatahht alone.
Yea, wish that though, wish all, | God’s betterdigagrace.
(Il. 12-14)
Whilst this ideal response is presented with aagay that is pure, absolute and without
condition (‘Merely meet it’), the multiple qualifdions and the contorted syntax of
these lines suggest the complexity of ensuring mathtaining just such a response.
Whilst the sonnet insists that ‘mortal beauty’1().must be acknowledged as not at all
the same as ‘God’s better beauty, grace’ (I. 1) ity extension offers a ready motive

to keep looking at ‘mortal beauty’, however tenudhg apparent sanction might

ultimately prove to be, as Hopkins was to find agad again throughout his life.
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iii
... The making and the melting crowd?’...

Influenced no doubt by the Augustinian tale of P&regory and the Angles, and his
own ‘peculiar’ aesthetic sensibilities, Hopkins igeted in beauty wherever and
whenever he found it. As a young man surroundetidautiful friends, fine buildings,
acclaimed artworks and impressive landscapes, Hegkad a full ‘treasury of explored
beauty’ and he felt happy and confident in his @lamnidst the ‘happy thronff’.
However, his vocation as a priest drove him awaynfrall of these things, and he
quickly found himself far from home, far from frigs, and frequently socially,
politically and religiously removed from those hente to serve. In this section | intend
to explore the impact that living among the urbawrpin fast-moving industrialised
cities had on Hopkins, and the very different kinofs ocular crises that these
experiences provoked. Gregory’s vision of immoytéléautiful Angles was not always
easy to sustain in Hopkins’s life as a parish piiregndustrial Victorian Britain.
Although apparently vigorous in his insistence ba separation of moral and
aesthetic worth, Hopkins frequently struggled tantaan this distinction. An example
of just such an alignment where the nexus betwégsigal and moral decay is clearly
emphasised can be seen in the discussion of thrarpoiies from a letter to Baillie:
What | most dislike in towns and in London in pautar is the misery of the
poor; the dirt, squalor, and the illshapen degraplegsical (putting aside
moral) type of so many of the people, with the deéejecting, unbearable
thought that by degrees almost all our populatiah kecome a town
population and a puny unhealthy and cowardly Bne.

Whilst Hopkins is here seen working hard at ‘puwjtiaside moral’ judgements,

his fears in this passage are most telling. Inuhattractive aesthetics of the ‘towns’

%9 ‘The Alchemist in the City’, |. 3Works 65-66.
0 Easter’, . 25. ibid.: 83-84.
®11 May 1888. To BaillieFurther Letters 293.
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and of ‘the poor he identifies what he fears Wik an unstoppable decline into a
‘puny unhealthy’ population, their ‘illshapen dedeal physical’ appearance revealing
their ‘cowardly’ nature. Here physical degradatisrclearly aligned with a moral slide,
as Hopkins anxiously considers the negative impamivded city living will have on
both. These fears surrounding the crowds and tirbian surroundings were in many
ways typical of his period. He was heavily influedcby the dire predictions of the
Romantic poets concerning the dangers of urbaoisatotable examples of these
anxieties can be found in William Cowpeiffie Task1785), William Blake’s poem
‘London’ (1794), and William Wordsworth’'She Preludgespecially Book VII, 1850).
For the Victorians, these concerns took on an asing urgency as debates over
evolution and degeneration intensified, debates witich Hopkins, the keen amateur
scientist, was actively engaged.

From the late eighteenth century onwards, spewelatiebate had been
conducted on the scientific study of human originsontrast to the biblical account of
creation inGenesis This had deepened in 1859, following the pubilacabf Charles
Darwin’s On the Origin of Species by Means of Natural Selecind these decades
were marked by a growing desire to find and idgrtie so-called ‘missing link’ which
would prove beyond doubt the theories articulatatérl by Darwin as evolution.
As Gillian Beer notes:

The emphasis on thmissinglink both suggested that such a link might in
the future be found and yet emphasised the breakeba mankind and the
‘lower orders’ of nature. Chains are two chainspot one, without a link.
The fascination with the idea of the link was ad$@n a dread of finding it.
Once found, mankind would indissolubly be part bé& tmaterial order.
So long as the gap remained, mystery prevailedtl@dsupremacy of the
human could remain inta4.

%2 Gillian Beer,Forging the Missing Link: Interdisciplinary Storigdlew York: Cambridge University
Press, 1992): 22.
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Perhaps surprisingly for a Jesuit priest, Hopkimewed a keen interest in and
understanding of the evolutionary debate, recoggithat evolution did not necessarily
predicate a direct line from monkey to man:
| do not think, do you know, that Darwinism implieecessarily that man is
descended from any ape or ascidian or maggot or ndtdout only from the
common ancestors of apes, the common ancestosgidians, the common
ancestor of maggots and so on: these common angestmwer animals,
need not have been repulsive aninfals.
In this apparently uncomplicated view, Hopkins wastively unusual, as for many the
notion that Mankind might be descended from anisp&lcies inspired disgust, whether
physical, aesthetic or even sexual. Implicit instlwas a fear that if humans were
descended from animals, it might therefore be ptssunder appropriate conditions,
for humans to return to animals, or at least amahlike state.
Degeneration, this fear of evolutionary regressiwas a major anxiety for the
Victorians, although the exact nature of these emx altered slightly through the
period, as Daniel Pick identifies:
The Oxford English Dictionaryhelps confirm the periodisation of the word
‘degeneration’ [...]. It tells us that in the 1850sedical definitions of
degeneration had been introduced into the langusaggesting ‘[a] morbid
change in the structure of parts consisting inntiegration of tissue or in a
substitution of a lower for a higher form of stua’. The OED quotes a
further nuance in 1880 when the eminent Darwiniaolagist Edwin Ray
Lankester stated that: ‘Degeneration may be defased gradual change of
the structure in which the organism becomes adaptésks varied and less
complex conditions of life®*

The ‘less varied and less complex conditions & lthat so ignited these fears were

primarily those associated with increased urbaimsatand the changes in lives and

living conditions brought about by industrialisatid The employment opportunities in

6320 September 1874. To his mothearther Letters 128.

% Daniel Pick,Faces of Degeneration: A European Disorder, c. 18481918(Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press, 1989): 216.

% Census records for London show the populatior8Billas 2,362,236, and by 1871, 3,254,260.
Information from Lynda Nead/ictorian Babylon: People, Streets and Images inei#enth-Century
London(New Haven & London: Yale University Press, 2001): This census showed, for the first time,
that Britain was now a predominantly urban popaolati
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the cities and the promise of better living and kimy conditions led to a huge
relocation into the cities, prompting Hopkins’s feaf the growing ‘puny unhealthy
and cowardly’ urban populatidi.

In these fears, Hopkins was certainly not alonanynshared his concerns that
the debilitating physical conditions experiencedinyse flocking into the cramped and
dirty cities could only result in damaging moralnsequences, and the ‘degradation

even of our race®’

In 1840 a Select Committee on the Health of Toisases a report
concerning the state of life in industrial citiésconcludes that:
The dirt, damp, and discomfort so frequently foundand about the
habitations of the poorer people in these greah$pwas a most pernicious
effect on their moral feelings, induces habits exfkiessness and disregard
of cleanliness ... and thereby takes away a stromgumseful stimulus to
industry and exertioff
The damning implication of this report, as Pickemtis of course the self-reproducing
nature of this perceived degeneration: ‘not theatfbut the cause of crime, destitution
and disease. The putative biological force of degmion produced degeneracy in
society.®® This link between degrading physical conditionsd amoral and even
aesthetic degeneration had been explicitly desdribg Charles Dickens iliver
Twist,andDombey and Soof 1846-1848, which was read by Hopkins in 18%5.
The deeply troubled Hopkins certainly had no dowftthe spiritual and moral
impact of such an existence. He had first-hand reepee as a priest of this new urban

world and as he moved from posting to posting, ks struck again and again by the

dirt, the noise, the squalor and the uglinessdbatronted him:

%1 May 1888. To BaillieFurther Letters 293.
671 December 188Torrespondenced?.

% From theReport from the Select Committee on the HealttowfiB(1840). Reprinted in facsimile
(New York, 1968), p. xiv. Cited by Tristram HuBuilding Jerusalem: The Rise and Fall of the
Victorian City (London: Weidenfeld & Nicolson, 2004): 40.

% pick, Faces of Degeneratior21.

% Journals 56.
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In sordidness of care and crime
The city tires to death.
And faces fit for leisure gaze
And daylight and sweet air,
Missing prosperity and praise,
Are never known for fair.
‘Summa’ (II. 11-16}

Whilst horrified by the daily assault on every senperhaps the most distressing
observation for the dispirited poet was the ‘musefé quality of the many
industrialised cities in which he found himself,dd@d Leigh, St. Helen’s, Liverpool,
Glasgow, Sheffield and Dubliff:

My Liverpool and Glasgow experience laid upon myndna conviction,

a truly crushing conviction, of the misery of toWie to the poor and more

than to the poor, of the misery of the poor in gaheof the degradation

even of our race, of the hollowness of this cersugyvilisation: it made

even life a burden to me to have daily thrust upenthe things | sa’
Even his treasured Oxford was suffering from ‘masrisudge® amidst the increased
need for urban housing; he laments both in poetd/ia prose the ‘base and brickish
skirt’ so souring his beloved city.

Hopkins found Liverpool ‘of all places the most raless’, and it was in this

‘hellhole’ that he most struggled to see the meadle in the people that surrounded

him:’’

" Works 85.
222 December 188@orrespondencet?.

3 Bedford Leigh and St Helen’s: ‘probably the masiulsive place in Lancashire or out of the Black
Country. The stench of sulphuretted hydrogen iolthe air and films of the same gas form on rgilin
and pavement.’ 8 October 181%®tters 90.

Liverpool: he notes that the parish work ‘leavesmathing but odds and ends of time. There is nieiit
but little Muse’. 14 May 1880Correspondence33.

Glasgow: ‘Wretched place too Glasgow is, like all great towns; still | get on better here, thobgd is
the best of my getting on.” 16 September 18&tters 135.

Sheffield: He notes how his ‘muse turned utterlyesuin the Sheffield smoke-ridden air’. 2 April 8.
Letters 48.

Dublin: ‘Dublin itself is a joyless place and I kiin my heart as smoky as London is: | had faniied
quite different.” 7 March 1884.etters 190.

41 December 188Torrespondenced?.
‘God’s Grandeur’, |. 7Works 128.
8 ‘Dun Scotus’s Oxford’, . 5. ibid.: 142. See alstier to Dixon of 22 February 187Gorrespondence20.
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While | admired the handsome horses | remarkedHerthousandth time
with sorrow and loathing the base and bespottaddigand features of the
Liverpool crowd’®

His vocabulary here is strong and uncompromisitthpagh he is once again drawn to
the beauty of nature figured in ‘the handsome rskis instinctive emotional
response to the ‘crushing [...] misery of the posr'one of ‘sorrow and loathing’.
Here he aligns both their physical appearance lagid thoral character: both are ‘base
and bespotted’. This he finds similarly true of therkmen he observes, with partisan
shame, in Liverpool:
Spitting in the North of England is very, very commwith the lower
classes [...] as a Frenchman remarked to me withredsie®e and | cd. only
blush. And in general we cannot call ours a cleanlglean people: they are
not at all the dirtiest and they know what cleagdim means, as they know
the moral virtues, but they do not always pragti§é
There is an interesting dynamic in this letter kadw ‘our [...] people’ and the
Frenchman who looked on. Evolutionary fears weterofnextricably bound with an
imperialistic insistence on the racial superioofythe West, and a fear that some lower
species might be developing in ‘Darkest Englditd’:
Assuming the Norse to be the highest type of mahkive find the town
dweller to be a reversion to an earlier and low&#mic form. While the
rustic remains an Anglo-Dane, his cousin in Longosmaller and darker,
showing a return to the Celto-lberian race. [...] Nerthis reversion
confined to the Celto-lberian. In the true bredktmy of the East End,
the most degenerate cockney, we can see a retam éarlier archaic type
of man. [...]. It would seem that the cockney, reavedier unfavourable

circumstances, manifests a decided reversion tadier and lowlier ethnic
form 82

" ‘Liverpool is of all places the most muselesss indeed a most unhappy and miserable spot.’ 22
December 1880Correspondenced2. 15 June 1881. To ParaviciRurther Letters 63.

827 April 1881 Letters 127.
91 December 188Lorrespondenced?.
8023 February 1889.etters 299.

8. This was a phrase first developed by William Boaifd then used by many as a shorthand for inner-
city poverty. William Booth, "In Darkest Englanddithe Way Out (1890)," imhe Strange Case of Dr
Jekyll and Mr Hyde (1886¢d. Martin Danahay (Peterborough, Ontario: BréashPress Ltd., 1999).

82 3. Milner Fothergill, ‘The Town Dweller: His Needsd Wants (1889)’, ifthe Strange Case of Dr
Jekyll and Mr Hyde (1886¢d. Martin Danahay (Peterborough, Ontario: BréashPress Ltd., 1999):
176-177.
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Hopkins’s work as Chaplain of the local Society 8f. Vincent de Paul
and other similar increasingly common organisatfSneas a practical way in which he
could employ this concern for the poor and attetaplleviate some of the poverty he
observed around hifff. Lynda Nead draws attention to the increasinglyhesiastic
efforts by so many religious organisations to brigout moral salvation through
physical assistance: ‘The Victorian Church seizathesiastically upon this biblical
language of light and darkness and Nonconformistigs, in particular, drew on its
unambiguous moral message to represent their elealgenission into darkest
London.®®> Thus salvation and survival, of the fittest oresthise, became intimately
entwined.

For Hopkins, however, individual assistance on @alldevel could never be
enough; it was a burning sense of the inadequadhisflimited charitable assistance
that led to the infamous ‘red letter’ of 1871:

Horrible to say, in a manner | am a Communist. idgal bating some
things is nobler than that professed by any seatitgeman | know of. [...]

Besides it is just. — | do not mean the means &fngeto it are. But it is

a dreadful thing for the greatest and most necggsarts of a very rich

nation to live a hard life without dignity, knowlge, comforts, delight,

or hopes in the midst of plenty — which plenty tmegke. They profess that
they do not care what they wreck and burn, thecoldisation and order

must be destroyed. This is a dreadful look out, Wwhiat has the old
civilisation done for thenf?$

Whilst Hopkins never exactly retracted this letthy, 1874 his views had certainly

changed markedly. Whilst remaining fascinated byn@mnism as an abstract or

8 st. Vincent de Paul: a charitable organisatiomived in guiding its members in personal holiness,
and encouraging them in material ways of helpimggbor and unemployed, through financial grants,
hospital letters, offers of employment and othercfical forms of ministry and assistance.

8 Zonneveld notes that membership of the charitesgpced a sharp increase in 1880, ‘in all
probability partly due to [Hopkins’s] work’. Certdy Hopkins’s work and ‘loving compassion’ with &h
young, the weak, the poor, and all who were intaoyble or distress’ formed the backbone of his
obituary. Anon., “Father Gerard Hopking’getters and NoticesMarch 1890 (pp. 173-79), p. 175. Cited
by Sjaak Zonneveldihe Random Grim Forge: A Study of Social IdeakénWork of Gerard Manley
Hopkins(Assen [etc.]: Van Gorcum, 1992): 58, 59.

% Nead,Victorian Babylon 103.
82 August 1871Letters 27-28.
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academic concept, he later became put off by theengially uncontrolled and
uncontrollable nature of dramatic political charsgel the risks of huge social upheaval.
At their worst, such changes could ultimately praowerderous:
| have little reason to be red: it was the red Ceamenthat murdered five of
our Fathers latterly — whether before or after bterl do not remember.
So far as | know | said nothing that might notlfabre said®’

Confronted by the nameless, numberless and fornmiess of the ‘Liverpool
crowd’, Hopkins does not identify individual peoptendeed he appears to struggle to
see the human at all — but rather he sees nothorg than a collection of misshapen
and undistinguished ‘figures and features’, theityadentifying characteristic that of
being ‘base and bespottéd’ There is something animal in this description, &nis
certainly a long way from the letters of the exgi@xford poet, who so carefully noted
each face, and every feature within each faceasoifated was he by the beautiful
people he found around him. Here that fascinatooreplaced by disgust, repugnance
and ‘loathing’, as the delicate eye of the aestgetans desperately to withdraw from
such sights. His vocation placed him in a sociatldvavhich the Paterian within him
found deeply troubling, socially, politically, angerhaps most importantly,
aesthetically; this was a world away from Duns 8st Oxford. He found himself
repelled by the moral and social degeneracy herefdeamong the impoverished
working-classes, and once again this was expressadlicitly visual terms:

And the drunkards go on drinking, the filthy, as #tripture says, are filthy
still: human nature is so inveterate. Would thaad seen the last of’it.

Hopkins here desires to shield and defend his &rges the ‘filthy’ sights that he sees
before him, preventing any further damage or comation of his own moral virtue.

Similarly, he found himself truly ‘crush[ed]’ by sl sights, so much so that ‘it made

8722 January 1874. ibid.: 29.
8 30 April 1881. ibid.: 127.
8926 October 1880. ibid.: 110.
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even life a burden to me to have daily thrust upoe the things | saw”
Although experienced as an aesthetic crisis ofomisithese sights were no doubt
complicated by their ethical, political and soadiamifications and the young priest’s
understanding of his role in relation to each et as | hope to demonstrate.

In his study of Hopkins and the city, William Thegi draws attention to
Hopkins’s treatment of crowds or groups of assethipieople’ He notes that before
1879 and his movement into the urban parishes Wweake to cause him so much
unhappiness, Hopkins’'s depiction of crowds is ‘galig happy, harmonious, and
demonstrative of purposeful motiotf’ An early example of such an assembly would be
the crowds of tiny mermaids from his ‘Vision’ of @8, ‘Cluster'd in troops’ (I. 36)
around ‘An isle of roses’ (. 29), their disciplcthenovements giving pleasure to the
observer as they move silently yet harmoniously organic shapes recalling variously
‘the drifted bloom’ (. 99) and a ‘wreath of swe&pring-broidery’ (I. 1013
Another such instance would be the ‘men and magte® at the foot of the tower in
‘The Alchemist in the City’, from May 186%. Couched in specifically visual terms,
the alchemist high within the tower craves ‘freeaddooking’ (I. 44), as he watches
from his tower to ‘see’ (I. 7) the pleasurable taips’ (I. 11) of ‘They who do not waste
their meted hours’ (I. 5). He expresses a despgraggning as he recognises the
impotence of his position, his artistic creativtlyfled by his stagnant seclusion so that
finally he is rendered ‘More powerless than thadlor lame’ (I. 20). In his isolation,
he can do nothing more than ‘watch’, ‘see’ and kh@t. 26, 27, 28) the ‘plan[ning]’,

‘build[ing]’ and ‘fulfiliiment]’” (Il. 6, 8) of the structured harmonious society that is

%01 December 188Lorrespondenced?.

L william B. Thesing, ‘Gerard Manley Hopkins's Respses to the City: The “Composition of the
Crowd™, in Critical Essays on Gerard Manley Hopkjrel. Alison G. Sulloway (Boston: G.K. Hall &
Co., 1990).

%2 ibid.: 136.
93 A Vision of the Mermaids’Works 11-15. This poem is discussed in detail in tHe¥ang chapter.
% ibid.: 65-66.
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‘The making and the melting crowds’ (I. 3), althbugven his ability to do this is in
guestion as he specifically compares himself to onable to see (. 20). Here is a
double ‘shame’ (I. 18), as the alchemist both igdal in ‘free long looking’,
and simultaneously ‘waste[s]’ time unproductivdiyith sins were the subject of many
a guilty confession note by the anxious Hopkinsyaswill see.

Thesing notes that within this depiction of thedabng many busying away at
the base of the tower ‘are two paradoxical tendemcthe ability of the crowd
to be “making,” to gather and be creative, to belved in harmonious employment,
and the opposing force which goes toward “meltinglispersion, dissolution,
and maybe even toward destruction and ch&oblopkins's later work is certainly
characterised by a swing in this balance, as thakiing' quality of the crowds is
subsumed beneath their ‘melting’ characteristice Might relate this to the methods
Hopkins utilised to make sense of the world arobhind when he seeks to identify
unifying forms, patterns and shapes. Duns Scotdsals were not so easy to affirm in
the filthy Victorian industrial city.

In these early depictions of crowds, Hopkins fifiisiself able to identify the
features that unify individuals: through their asbdy into identifiable shapes,
structures and formations, the harmonious blendintheir voices in ‘praises, prayer,
and song®® He is even able to find aesthetic satisfactiothi crowds if he is able to
identify their underlying unity, their common lired energy, as seen here in a degree
ceremony at Oxford University:

Was happily able to see composition of the crowthearea of the theatre,
all the heads looking one way thrown up by theachkl coats relieved only
by white shirt-fronts etc: the short strokes of £yeose, mouth, repeated

hundreds of times [...] | could find a sort of beauty this, certainly
character”

% Thesing, ‘The “Composition of the Crowd™, 140.
% Easter’, |. 27 Works 83.
713 June 1866lournals 139.
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It is this ability to identify the ‘composition dhe crowd’, the inscape, which renders
these early gatherings of people aestheticallysptgato the young poet. The unities of
colours, posture, behaviour, and perhaps most itrapity in this instance, their unified
and unifying social background, please him. Laésra Tory Catholic priest, Hopkins
was in an unusual position: alienated both fromftieds and from those around him
through religion, politics, class or upbringing,t yequired through his profession to
provide the constant support and guidance of Glam¥'s to all. It is from this peculiar
position of isolation and intense engagement thapkihs surveys the people around
him, and more often than not the position adoptedhat of passionate observer,
removed yet emotionally entangled.

From 1879, Hopkins was placed in one urban paaitér another, coming
‘face to face’, as he said, ‘with the deepest pgvend misery®® It is against this
setting, and with an increased political awarents, his visualisation of crowd scenes
changes. As his political engagement became nmrglicated, moved as he was by
the difficulties he observed among the poor ini8mitindustrial cities and in Ireland,
so he appears to struggle more and more with tlethetecs of crowd scenes.
Where politics facilitated the eager looking degittat Stonyhurst and in ‘Harry
Ploughman’ (to be discussed later), so politicsadga later looking as he struggled to
identify any shared force of energy or ‘compositmincrowd’ (the relationships one
with another) in the crowds he saw before him. #eseé aesthetic crises were often also
political, crowds in his later work are more likely be depicted as morally repugnant,
threatening and dangerous, the language recallieghighly emotive contemporary
debates about degeneration and evolution: eithed‘tHangdog dull’ or ‘Manwolf,

worse'?® The Liverpool crowd, considered above, is a viwitance of this®

%22 May 1880. To BaillieEurther Letters 245.
% Tom’s Garland’, Il. 19 & 20Works 178.
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A more complex example is the ‘monster meeting elthe Phoenix Park’ in Dublin,
March 1885.

If the English industrial city, like Liverpool, was problematic site for Hopkins,
Ireland was more so. Hopkins felt increasingly untartable about the suffering
among the poor, and particularly the part playedthy British in this suffering.
He felt this anguish deeply, writing to his mothieat ‘I can neither express it nor bear
to speak of it®* Torn as he was between his personal experientieedfish poor and
his patriotic loyalty to the British representatiof the Irish poor, he struggles to
describe what he sees before him, given added @ogynby its location: Phoenix Park
held the largest British military barracks in Ineth He readily admits that actually the
meeting was ‘not so very monster’, yet it is stidwed with a ‘monstrous’ sense of fear
and unknowing. The overall impression he gives fisnovement, noise, bustle and
confusion:

Boys on the skirt of the crowd made such a whigtlamd noise for their
own amusement as must have much interfered withhteaging of the
speeches. [...] There were bands — it gave them #ingod and banners,
including the stars and stripes and the tricofStr.
Not only is the scene one of intense sensory sétion and disorder, but Hopkins also
picks up on the unrestrained mixing of classesdhbte indirectly by reference to the

visual code of discrepancies in dress:

The people going were in Sunday clothes when tlaglydot any, otherwise
in their only suit, which with some was rags.

The scene is presented as a jarring juxtapositicsoonds, colours, shapes, dress and
ages, a nightmarish horror for an anxious sociaeoker and peculiarly sensitive

aesthete.

100 etters 63.

1912 March 1885Further Letters 170. This is too significant an issue to tackdeehbut see, in particular,
Zonneveld Random Grim Forge

192 Fyrther Letters 169-170.

99



Interestingly, the usually self-aware Hopkins isbie to identify the source of
his discomfort. He reassures his mother that ‘It wat so very monster, neither were
the people excited’, ‘They were quiet, well behawaut not jocular’?® Nonetheless he
struggles to represent the scene before him. Agaith again he edits his letter,
correcting confusions that were actually never gmes’l should correct what | said
above about the crowd, that it was neither sad glad: It was, | should say,
cheerful but not merry.” Hopkins is here discomddrtbut unable to identify why,
finding before him a scene not half as frighteraggBritish politics and his own fear of
massed individuals, particularly the poor, had éd to expect. He confronts a large
meeting of Irish people, a disordered and unreschi mingling of classes,
and thus he struggles to classify the scene béiare This may be because there is no
over-riding institution holding them together. Tlybu presumably largely Catholic,
this is not a church congregation, or a univergigghering, or any other collection
where people are unified by a shared belief; rathex is a ‘making’ and ‘melting’
crowd whose form, shape and pattern is unfixed amdentifiable. Wordsworth had
exalted in such exciting and unpredictable crowids, in variety and promise, relishing
the prospect of ‘the crowd, conspicuous less orefnamith ‘all specimens of man /
Through all the colours which the sun bestows, d Awvery character of form and
face’!** Faced with a similar scene, Hopkins struggles.

In his description of St Bartholomew Fair, 1802, M&worth depicts the delight
with which people gather together at fairs and gaitiys, their shared purpose being,
as Altick explains, ‘to eat, drink, gamble, brawl and, above all, to gawk®

Interestingly, the prime attractions at such faiwsre often the highly imaginative

and deeply unlikely curiosities put forward as thmeissing’ evolutionary links:

%ibid.: 169, 170.
1%4The Prelude’(1850), Book 7: Il. 235, 236-238. Weworth,Works of Wordsworth474.

195 The Prelude’ (1850), Book 7: Il. 650-695. ibid84-485. Richard D. AltickThe Shows of London
(Cambridge, MA: The Belknap Press of Harvard UrsitgrPress, 1978): 35.
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‘All out-o’-th’-way, far-fetched, perverted thingg,All freaks of Nature’ (Book VII,

ll. 688-689). Whilst Hopkins was never drawn intecls speculation and generally took
an unexpectedly scientific and rational view of letion, as noted earlier, in his letter
home about the ‘monster meeting’ in Dublin he iexpectedly united in fear with
those who come ‘to gawk’ open-mouthed at thesekelyli ‘perveted’ creations.
Where many feared the ‘monstrous’ implications thath creations may one day prove
beyond doubt that man was descended from monkeyskift’'s fears are rather that
ultimately, under the right conditions, it might pessible for man to revert back to
such an animal state.

These very real social and political concerns, doet with an inability to
identify an ‘instress’ to the scene, leave the pextply unsettled. Unable to find an
interpretation that would enable him to digest #ight, his experience is jarring,
discordant and frightening, and thus his lettehieomother is wavering and uncertain,
flickering as it does between what he sees and Wwlatad expected to see, how he
understands and interprets the scene before himhawdhe feels he ought. Here the
aesthetic crisis provoked by the messy, incondister changeable crowd is in
actuality a political crisis. By the same tokenisitas a result of his increasing unease
regarding Irish politics and British representasiaf the impoverished Irish that he is
faced with this very particular ocular crisis, as dtruggles to understand and describe

the scene before him.
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... a stirring scene %

Whilst Hopkins’s later work was certainly charaied by a striking attention to the
‘melting’ characteristics of large crowds, Thesidges identify three late instances
where Hopkins was able to interpret large assemsboligoeople positively, in each case
because ‘he [could] capture the line of positivergg that animates the group and
admire the unity of impression or movement’, aswitt see!®’ However, Hopkins's
positive response in each case was surely faeifitaly the nature of the assemblies in
question and his own preferences and interestdirgids an engagement with nature,
the second a religious scene, and the third simedtasly artistic, political and
corporeal.

The first of these occasions occurs during an sgedanuary frost of 1881,
when ‘throngs of people’ come out to feed ‘the nitB flocks of seagulls’”
‘The river was coated with dirty yellow ice fromake to shore [...]. The gulls were
pampered; throngs of people were chucking them dord Although the people
depicted are the same ‘Liverpool crowd’ that serdiged Hopkins elsewhere, he stands
in awe now as they gather outside the city to ve$nand feed the gathering crowd of
hungry seagulls. In their moment of intense engagewith nature, Hopkins identifies
a positive energy that drives a potentially dangsroollection of massed individuals to
act as one as they engage with the natural woHd dnity of purpose enables him to
understand the ‘inscape’ of the scene before himh,evokes his admiration.

In the second occasion identified by Thesing, thepbe in the crowd before him

are united by their common purpose: a processimutin the streets of London in aid

1% 26 September 188Petters 151.
197 Thesing, ‘The “Composition of the Crowd™, 142.
19826 January 1881etters 116.
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of Corpus Christi, 1882. Hopkins is drawn by thiigreus symbolism and significance
of the event, but he also admires the spectaclanobrderly, co-operative marching
of people:
But the procession has more meaning and mystery ttha: it represents
the process of the Incarnation and the world’'s mguen [...].
The procession out may represent the cooperatidheofingels, or of the
patriarchs and prophets, the return the Churchdllatirom Christ's death
to the end of timé%
Although Hopkins notes disappointedly that the pawmfe the procession was
insufficiently ‘brisk and joyous’, he is still stngly drawn to the spectacle, both because
of the shared energy and strong instress very thie¢ he identified in the earlier
description of the academic Oxford congregatiord #or what this mortal procession
foreshadows of a heavenly procession. SuddenlyhetCorpus Christi procession,
the human experience of time, beauty and experiesacplaced firmly within a
continuum with these experiences in the world beyas the Catholic crowd before
him, affirmed as a group (‘the Church Catholichables the incarnational promise of
grace, just as the ‘mortal beauty’ of the individ&agles did for Pope Gregory.

The final late occasion at which Hopkins observesoavd positively represents
another strongly influential aspect in Hopkins'spagach to the world: that of a
Victorian heavily invested in contemporary critmisand arguments about culture.
In 1882, Hopkins wrote to Bridges encouraging hisnid to come and admire the work
of a group of builders engaged in constructing & rmiilding on the campus at
Stonyhurst College. Whilst Hopkins, as architedtarétic, notes that the building is
‘worth seeing’, it is not purely for architecturalerit. Although it is anachronistic to
describe it as such, Hopkins could not help but ihgpired by the emerging

social-democratic movement popularised by Thomadyl&a William Morris, the

Pre-Raphaelites, and the notion of the noble wgrkilasses: Ruskin’s ‘work for all’.

10916 June 1882. 1881. ibid.: 149.
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These ideas were well represented in the visug) artsuch works as the contrasting
paintings of ‘The Stonebreaker’ by John Brett (1838 and Henry Wallis (1857),
or ‘Work’ by Ford Madox Brown (1852-1865), which ithought to lie behind
Hopkins’s poems of 1887, ‘Harry Ploughman’ and mpagticularly, ‘Tom’s Garland:
upon the Unemployed’, Hopkins’s only poem explicitbncerned with public affairs.
Whilst Hopkins makes no specific mention of havsgen Brown’'s ‘Work’,

exhibited 10 March to 10 June 1865 on Piccadillye&t Manchester, in a special
exhibition organised by the artist himself, he ngeakee following anxious note on 21
April of that year: ‘Madox Brown’s pictures. Loolgnat [?] navvies in Swiss Cottage
Fields.™° It therefore seems likely that this shameful ‘lomkat navvies’ was provoked
by (or simply brought to his attention by) a visit see ‘Madox Brown’s pictures’,
and certainly Hopkins had copied into his noteb&vkwn’s accompanying pendant
sonnet for this painting in February of that yEaBoth Dixon and Bridges struggled to
understand ‘Tom’s Garland’ and Hopkins wrote anbefate crib of the poem in
February 1888 in which he explained that ‘the ‘gads’ of nails they wear are [...]
the visible badge of the place they fill, the loviesthe commonwealth. But this place
still shares the common honoadt?

[....] Commonweal

Little I reck ho! lacklevel in, if all had bread:

What! Country is honour enough in all us — lordgad,

With heaven'’s lights high hung round, or, mothewtgrd,

That mammocks, mighty foot. [...]

‘Tom’s Garland’ (Il. 8-12§*3

To work for a structured peaceful society is honenwugh for the cheerfully contented

urban worker Tom, as whether at the ‘head’ or foet’, all are united in one body:

a ‘well ordered human society is like one man; dybwith many members and each its

110 Early Manuscripts 158 (Plate 106).
1 GardnerPoetic Idiosyncrasy?2: 12.
11210 February 1888.etters 273.

13 wWorks 178.
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function’.*** It is this unifying presence that so delights Hopkas he observes the
Stonyhurst builders. Writing to Bridges, he notes énergy and purpose with which the
men are working towards a common goal and highdigine instress which enables him
both to understand and to appreciate the scenecoein:

There is always a stirring scene, contractors,deus, masons, bricklayers,
carpenters, stonecutters and carvers, all on e

Here the men are incorporated by their work, timeimbers both decreased (as they
become almost one corporate labouring body, ‘one’)n@and increased (their might is
in their very numbers) by the strength of their fying sense of purpose,
and the devotion and dedication of their work. Higes Bridges to come and observe
the men at work so that he too might experiencestaring’ within through its
magnificence. This is very clearly a ‘making [...pard’, creative both in itself, as the
men work together towards a common and admirabdd, ot also, and perhaps more
importantly, in its ‘stirring’ impact on those whaatch!*® The anxious shame of
‘looking at navvies’ is noticeably absent here.

Though Hopkins did not write of these positive cdawdirectly in his poems,
the image of the working male returned in sevefdhis later works. However, these
particular aesthetic representations of individabburers were complicated by an acute
awareness of the very different ‘dangers’ inherentooking at men. This is most
clearly seen in the sonnet ‘Harry Ploughman’, anpa® which early Socialist ideas and
the influence of Brown’s ‘Work’, and perhaps alsoaMeér's ‘The Plough’,

can be detectet! This poem once again sets out to capture a fajirécene®'®

14 etters 272.
11526 September 1882. ibid.: 151.
118The Alchemist in the City’, |. 3Works 65.

" Hopkins described Frederick Walker's ‘The Ploudist exhibited in 1870, as ‘a divine work’ (30
June 1886Correspondencel34). The influence of this work on Hopkins’s 8fnman sonnet is the
subject of an article by Paul L. Mariani, ‘Hopkirfslarry Ploughman” and Frederick Walker’'s “The
Plough™, The Month40, no. 1-2 (July-August 1968). Catherine Phillso discusses this in some
detail: Victorian Visual World 240-244.
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to create in words ‘a direct picture’, but here pheture is of a single named individual:
‘I want Harry Ploughman to be a vivid figure befahe mind’s eye; if he is not that the
sonnet fails*® Hopkins sets out very clearly to describe everpute detail of the
physical presence of the farm-worker to ensurevizigal image is accurately captured
for the reader, yet he remains uncomfortably awlae such scrupulous attention to the
physical details of another man was not withoudasgers: ‘But when you read it let
me know if there is anything like it in Walt Whitmaas perhaps there may be,
and | should be sorry for thadf®

This fear that there might be *anything’ of Walt Whan in his work represents
a lifetime of anxious considerations concerning American, probably homosexual,

poet’?!

Caught in a tantalisingly exciting position somené between attraction and
repulsion towards both the poet and his work, Hegpkiould not help but acknowledge
a certain similarity:
But first | may as well say what | should not othise have said, that |
always knew in my heart Walt Whitman’s mind to berelike my own
than any other man’s living. As he is a very greaundrel this is not a
pleasant confession. And this also makes me the mhesirous to read him
and the more determined that | will riét.
As Edward Herrington observes in his article on King and Whitman, ‘there are a
number of strangenesses about the way this is giir£s Whilst the specificity of
Whitman’s mind compared to ‘any other man’s liviges ‘displace[s] a more obvious

candidate such as Newman’, the phrase also opengagsibility of a closer tie with

11826 September 188Retters 151.
11928 September & 6 November 1887. ibid.: 262 & 265.
120jhid.: 262.

121 To cite Peter Swaab on Hopkins: ‘The word “homaséiis of course anachronistic in reference to
Hopkins's lifetime, but the non-anachronistic altgives are so fussy and unwieldy that | have staye
with it — scrupulous readers should insert imagirsmare-quotes for each usage.’ The same poliayildho
be applied here. Swaab, ‘Hopkins and the PushechRekt.

12218 October 1882.etters 155.

123 E|drid Herrington, ‘Hopkins and WhitmarEssays in Criticism: A Quarterly Journal of Liteyar
Criticism, 55, no. 1 (January 2005): 45.
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someone no longer living, such as perhaps DunsuSctvho of all men most sways
my spirits to peace” However, while Scotus brings ‘peace’ to his sgjrit
this self-defined alliance of Hopkins’s ‘mind’ wittWhitman’s does not bring peace,
but rather a teasingly complex state of acknowlddigsire and resistance. It should be
noted that Hopkins rarely depicts the attractions pgace and quiet retreat
(‘Heaven-Haven’ of 1864 is very much the exceptioad rather his poetry is dominated
by the rich excitement and threat of desire andgdanlt is perhaps the thrill
of this desire/danger tension that engenders tfetorig attraction to Whitman,
an attraction that Hopkins regards as a reflectibhis own sense of self: dlways
knew’ [emphasis mine].

Whilst Hopkins was teased and tantalised by Whitmanind and work,
so Hopkins's readers are teased and tantalised ibyas$sessment of Whitman.
The poetic similarity between the two poets is $pditable, centring on an intense
visuality, and Joseph Bristow among other critegards it as ‘the closest Hopkins ever
comes to make a specific declaration of his seintatest in other mert?> However,
this claim surely simplifies the deeply complicateature of Hopkins’s interest in and
engagement with other men; it also overlooks soymam-sexual interests shared by
the two poets: the contemporary subjects of theenps, their experimental verse forms,
stylistic innovations and philological interestsidademocratic politics, to name just a
few. Hopkins here clearly separates the ‘heart’ ‘amdd’, and very firmly identifies his
‘mind’ as the shared ground with that of WhitmahisTdivision is important. Bristow’s
phrase subsumes into ‘sexual interest’ any distinctbetween homosexuality,
homoeroticism, homophilia, and aesthetic interést.| hope this study will make

increasingly clear, however temptingly decisive,ctsuan approach inevitably

124:Duns Scotus’s Oxford’, |. 1Morks 142.

125 Bristow, ‘Churlsgrace’, 704.
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undermines much of the complexity of Hopkins's egegaents with other men, and
indeed with Christ.

Returning to the ‘vivid figure before the mind’'segythat is Harry Ploughman,
it is clear that Hopkins very much intends the pdenappeal to the visual. Citing the
appeal to the ‘mind’'s eye’ as the very basis onclithis sonnet succeeds or ‘fails’,
Hopkins turns to the imagery and vocabulary ofribtural world (although, strikingly,
this is not a pastoral) to both locate and create gloughman before the reader,
emphasising the connection between ‘the flesh Iu€fy manhood’ that is Harry and
the land he work&® As Phillips observes: ‘his arms are ‘hard as heirdhose tough
young branches supple enough to be intertwinedaiena fence — and his legs ‘firm as
beechbole’; beeches were cut for use as masts $edaey were straight and strongf’
However, rather than using simple pictorial imagerydraw up the ‘vivid figure’,
McChesney notes that it is ‘the compressed tortuess of the syntax, and the forceful
but controlled irregularities of rhythm that help évoke the physique and movements
of a powerfully muscled mar®® The strength and beauty of this healthy body lis al
turned to one end: ploughing the landscape. Herg near-reversal of the unifying
process by which the labouring Stonyhurst men becane, Harry’s body is dissolved
into numerous body-parts: arms, ‘rack of ribs’,nka thigh, knee, shank, ‘Head and
foot, shoulder and shank’ (. 4). Each part is Wiéauand powerful in itself,
but magnificent even beyond the sum of its partshasbody is then reassembled as
‘one crew’ (l. 5), a crew that works together witte same sense of unity of purpose,

devotion and dedication that Hopkins so admireithé‘stirring’ builders.

126 From lines 1-2 of Ford Madox Brown’s poem to acpamy his painting ‘Work’. Reproduced by
GardnerPoetic Idiosyncrasy?2: 12.

127 phillips, Victorian Visual World 242

128 Donald McChesney Hopkins Commentary: An Explanatory CommentartherMain Poems, 1876-
89 (London: University of London Press Ltd., 196891
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Importantly, however, here that admiration restrivsn the detailed study of an
individual, a man very much subjected to intensidyailed scrutiny by another man,
as the description strips the ploughman’s body ddakeobserve and admire each ‘rib’,
‘flank’, ‘shank’ and ‘thigh’ (ll. 2 & 3). Howeverit is striking that there is no uneasiness
or evasiveness as the eye, or ‘mind’s eye’, poxefiezlly over the labourer's exposed
form. This can probably be explained through refeeeto Thesing’s insistence that,
despite all this individual attention, Harry Plomggin remains ultimately an Everyman
figure, a happy Victorian worker as seen in BrownWork’: ‘a universally
representative peasant totally devoted to his veort completely devoid of political
opinion or hostile emotions?® Just as the Stonyhurst builders became ‘one body’,
here the ‘one body’ that forms the focus of therpas revealed as just one of many,
as the description repeatedly assembles and dmsbkseHarry the individual, leaving
finally only Harry the Everyman. Through this rielmbiguity, Hopkins introduces an
attempt at distance between the observer and thenaddl, to shield the ‘vivid figure’
from any accusations of a Whitmanesque attentiothéoparticulars of another man,
and simultaneously provide a deeply intimate plalsaescription of one man by
another with a reassuringly political alibi. Howeveas his fearful enquiries to
Bridges reveal, Hopkins still struggled with unreeol anxieties about the portrait and a
clear need to distance it from ‘anything’ of Whitnfd’ Hopkins and Harry have

nowhere to hide.

129 Thesing, ‘The “Composition of the Crowd™, 150.
13028 September 188Letters 262.
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... my dity all énded**!

Whilst Hopkins in later life became increasinglycamfortable around crowds and
indeed people in general if the comments of a &lioend’ from his time in Dublin are
to be believed, he did continue to feel a strongrele of empathy, and at times even
attraction, towards individuaf§? Bedford Leigh in Lancashire he finds in 1879
‘very gloomy’'** ‘a darksome place, with pits and mills and fouesitt** yet he does
note that despite the murkiness and recalcitramosndings, ‘Our flock are fervent®
‘our people are hearty and devotéif and he explains to Baillie that ‘these Lancashire
people of low degree or not of high degree areghmso most have seemed to me to
welcome me and make much of m& Inspired by Pope Gregory’s vision of the beauty
of the Angles and the missionary work this invokethpkins did try repeatedly to
detect and affirm the beauty in the landscape amplp with which he was now
surrounded. Whilst he bemoans the ‘museless’ qualithese urban cities, it is notable
that this period did inspire some of his most istdp visual portraits of individual men.

It is here that his dual roles as priest and pashec together in perhaps his most

enduring role: as observer, watcher, and seereotdkiely lads’, his own Angles.

131 ‘Felix Randal’, I. 1 Works 150.

132:One of his most intimate friends’ from his lasbnths in Dublin recalled: ‘During the years of wiic
| speak, he was very seldom away from home [....Jwde of a very retiring disposition and made few
acquaintances in Dublin, even these he seldoredisénd very rarely could he be induced to ask
permission to lunch or dine out. Without permisdiencould scarcely be prevailed on to take a cup of
tea.’ G. F. LaheyGerard Manley Hopkinsl972 ed. (New York: Gordon Press, 1930): 145.

13324 October 187%Correspondence?9.

13419 November 1879. To Bailli€urther Letters 243.
135 ibid.

13624 October 187%Correspondence?9.

13722 May 1880. To BaillieFurther Letters 245.
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Between December 1879 and August 1881, Hopkins eoake role of assistant
to the parish priest at the Church of St. Fran@wi&t, Liverpool. He did not find the
area or the work conducive to poetic creations:

The parish work of Liverpool is very wearying to ndi and body and
leaves me nothing but odds and ends of time. Themmerit in it but
little Muse, and indeed 26 lines is the whole | dhawit[ten] in more than
half a year, since | left Oxford®
However, although repelled by the dirt and grimeha city and the faceless crowds
that surrounded him, Hopkins did find some ‘meiit’ his pastoral work within the
parish, particularly in those individual cases ihieth he was ‘brought face to face with
the deepest poverty and misely?. Hopkins found himself offering spiritual and
material comfort to his parishioners, both throdgs work as Chaplain of the local
Society of St. Vincent de Paul and more immediatielya letter of 1880 to his mother
he recalls ‘a poor consumptive girl’; he was soredelmed with pity and pained by
her suffering that he first blessed his ‘comforig’Christmas present from his parents)
and then, in a gesture of compassionate charitydéthit over to the dying gitf°
However, this period of intense engagement withfesunfg individuals is
perhaps captured most intensely in his first poewmf the Liverpool period,
composed in April 1880, ‘Felix Randal'. Accordingo t Alfred Thomas,
this is ‘the greatest and most exquisite produdt@bkins’s twin callings as priest and
poet’**! The sonnet is a wonderful illustration of Hopkmmslistinctive mode of looking
at others, but in this instant explicitly throudheteyes of a priest. Whilst Liverpool

itself may have offered ‘little Muse’, here the tteaf a young man provokes one of

Hopkins’s most concentrated portraits of othershascaptures in fourteen lines the

138 14 May 1880Correspondences3.
13922 May 1880. To BaillieFurther Letters 245.
1492 March 1880. ibid.: 155.

141 Alfred Thomas, ‘Hopkins's “Felix Randal”: the Mamd the PoemTimes Literary Supplement,
(1971): 331.
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paradoxical reality of Felix in life and dedfff. While the Greeks may have been
inspired by goddesses, Hopkins condenses intosthdy an account of the ‘mould of
mari (I. 2 — my emphasis) and of all that ‘endéarsnth® us’ (I. 9). The traditionally
female figure of the Muse is here replaced by aemial a move that can be seen as
characteristically Hopkinsian, but no less insjoraal for that. Felix Randal, recalled in
his prime, presides over, and is yet seen throtlnghdepicted image of the dying farrier,
just as the Muses became embodied in and sponktite avorks of literature and art
that they inspired. The early death of the blacksrat the age of 31 was certainly not
unusual: the death rate in Liverpool during thigigue was over twice the national
average, and in the week of Felix Spencer’s dehth han persuasively identified as
the true blacksmith behind the poelt) four other parishioners who had died [...]
were commended to the prayers of the faithful [.n] $t. Francis Xavier's’,
as MacKenzie note$”

The poem opens gently, with the dead man recaliechdme and by trade,
‘Félix Randal the farrier’ (I. 1). However, unlikElarry Ploughman’ and ‘Tom Navvy’,
Hopkins’s other portraits of idealised working méiglix is given an identity beyond
his trade, a surname with which to identify him aadChristian name which is
peculiarly resonant: Felix is not some Tom, DickHarry, but rather one whose name
means ‘blessed’, ‘fortunate’ or ‘happy* At first glance this auspicious name seems
paradoxical: ‘Félix Randal the farrier, O is he dlédaen? my duty all énded’ (l. 1).

The news of his death is greeted by the speakér mitted surprise, the conventional

14214 May 1880Correspondence33.

143 \Whilst Christopher Devlin (Introduction to his &dn of Sermons11) and Paul Mariani
(Commentary167) both suggest the poem is based on the déatlhild from his time at Bedford
Leigh, a more compelling argument is made by Alffédmas (‘Hopkins’s “Felix Randal™) that the
individual in question is Felix Spencer, a 31-yelarblacksmith who died in Birchfield Street, Liperol
on 21 April 1880 of pulmonary phthisis.

1% MacKenzie Reader's Guidel36.
15 Harry Ploughman’Works 177. ‘Tom’s Garland’, I. 4Works 178.
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literary expression of grief — ‘O’ — here couchedai calm and neutral question, asked,
presumably, of the person who brought the news.viith the news of the parishioner’s
death that the priest is absolved of responsibiltgd the nature of this pastoral
relationship made clear: his ‘duty all énded’. Thiget reflection on the passing of the
farrier is matched by the muted vowels and the dimgl ‘d’ sounds of the first line,
and the simple diction and lightly syllabic meteecall the sadness of the speaker,
the vocabulary of the farrier, and the muffled stsiof the tools of the blacksmith’s
trade, to be recalled in all their strength infihal lines of the sonnet.

The lack of surprise in the opening question islared, as the first quatrain
gently moves from the initial questioning of theeaker to an intensely visual return of
the past, again structured as a question:

[...] my duty all énded,
Who have watched his mould of man, big-boned arayreandsome
Pining, pining, till time when reason rambled imitd some

Fatal four disorders, fleshed there, all contended?
(II. 1-4)

Confronted with the news of his death, the priestantly recalls his contact with
the farrier in life: their shared suffering as heatched’ the gradual and prolonged
wasting typical of tuberculosis, the ‘Pining, pigirof the body he once admired for its
strength and masculinity, ‘big-boned and hardy-lsangk’. In the ‘great beauty’
of alliteration, these compounds recall early BEsiglipoetry. Whilst Hopkins
does not appear to have read any Old English bé&®8&, his earlier writing does bear
many similarities to it, perhaps indicating thatrhay have read translations. Writing to
Bridges in October 1882, Hopkins noted that sprcmghm ‘existed in full force in

Anglo saxon verse and in great beauty’, and by Ntex he clarified this, explaining
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that ‘In fact | am learning Anglosaxon and it ivastly superior thing to what we have
now’.}*® He also identified the particular appeal of attitéon:
To my ear no alliteration is more marked or morautiéul, and | used to
take it for granted as an obvious fact that eveitial vowel lettered to
every other before ever | knew that anything of sloet was practised in
Anglo Saxon verse. [...] How this alliteration arissesl know, very hard to
say, but to my ear there is no doubt about the'fact
Through the repeated alliterative phrases, Hopkinss elevates Felix the farrier,
evoked in his strength, to place him within a ligeaof great warriors and heroes,
‘powerful amidst peers’ (I. 13).

As he ‘watch[es]’ the dying labourer, his eyes ttorthe physical body before
him. As the speaker finds himself torn repeatedymeen what he sees now and what
he expects to see, so Felix’'s physical body is lsasgmewhere between life and death,
and the observer caught between desire and repulsitkke the iron shoes he
manufactured for the horses, Felix was held witairmould of man’, the body a
depersonalised object both enabling and contaitmagspirit within. In a spiritual sense
the farrier’'s body is made in the ‘mould’ of Chriget the description here of the body
is strikingly physical. However, like the ‘lovely anly mould’ of the sailor in the
Eurydice, this ‘mould’ can never finally be removieom death*® The ‘mould’ perhaps
becomes a landscape, peopled first by an almodiiciddepiction of ‘rambl[ing]’,
the pastoral charm shattering suddenly with theogettion of the identity of the

rambler — ‘reason’ — the source of all human idgnéind intelligence as the mind

wanders feverishly. This horrifying image of a delis body turning against itself is

146 | etters 156, 163. The change in spelling is Hopkins's own

J. F. Cotter provides a comprehensive summaryeo€titical field concerning Hopkins’s knowledge of
Anglo-Saxon and its versification, noting partialyfeR. J. Schoeck, ‘Influence and Originality ireth
Poetry of Hopkins’Renascence, no. 2 (Winter 1956), and William A. Quinn, ‘Hdps’ Anglo-Saxon’,
Hopkins Quarterly8, no. 1 (Spring 1981). James Finn Cotter, ‘Hopkind Cynewulf: “The Wreck of
the Deutschland,” “The Windhover,” “The Blesseddfir compared to the Air we Breathe,” and the
Christ, Victorian Poetry 43, no. 1(Spring 2005): 32 (Footnote 3).

1477 November 1883. To Coventry Patmdtarther Letters 331.
198:The Loss of the Eurydice’, 19/2 (I. 74)Norks 135-138.
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countered by the next, as the landscape of the Hwilytegrates (recalling the rotting
decay of the ‘mould’) into a battle-field betweesome / Fatal four disorders’,
all ‘fleshed’ in as they fight it out. The battkefierce: the position of the adjective at the
start of the fourth line emphasises the lethal neatth each disorder individually, yet for
the farrier it took all four before his strong bodyccumbed. This notion of strength
even in death may suggest a cosmic dimension tw'$slffering, as Zonneveld notes:
The struggle in Felix’s strong body becomes evemenawe-inspiring if,
as the adjectives suggest, it is associated wélatitient theory of the four
humours and the corresponding theory of the foamehts: it took all four
working together to defeat hiffi?
Others postulate a similar case: Thomas drawstateto the four humours — blood,
phlegm, black bile and yellow bile — and from tthe four elements to which they are
often related. He notes that the forge, ‘with ite,fwater, earth and air provides an
excellent microcosm’; in Hopkins’s sonnet, so toeslthe body of the farriét°
In the end it does not matter whether it took oa&lf disorder or four,
as the farrier's physical body is broken at lasickness broke him’ (I. 5).
However, just as the breakings in ‘The Windhovér 10) and ‘The Wreck of the
Deutschland’ (18/3) lead ultimately to a creativ#, &0 it is the breaking of Felix’'s
physical body that engenders his spiritual grovptiysically he must break before the
priest can ‘mend’. Initially, Felix resists: ‘Impant, he cursed at first’ (I. 5), the internal
rhyme (‘cursed’ and ‘first’) strengthening the angeith which Felix the sinner,
renowned for his physical strength, confronts sidenand death. The priest is able to
‘tender’ to the dying man, the verb suggesting hbetiderness of touch, warmth and

compassion, but also a ‘ransom’ bargaining or tla&ing of a financial deal: ‘i had our

swéet reprieve and ransom / Téndered to him’ (B).7This is the bargain that the

149 ZonneveldRandom Grim Forge97.

%0 Thomas, ‘Hopkins’s “Felix Randal™, 332.
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priest, on behalf of the sinner, makes as interargdiith God: through confession,
Holy Communion and Viaticum, the sinner is offesadvation.

That this is an offer made specifically and perdignay God through the
medium of the priest to Felix is reflected in thatsh in the poem into his native idiom
and Lancashire dialect in the most Anglo-Saxon: [i@G®d rést him &ll road éver he
offénded! (l. 8). It is here that the duty of theest is ‘ended’, but the salvation offered
by God takes over, offering preservation and fargass to the sinner as he continues
along the ‘road’ ahead. However, both the farrigt the priest are forever changed by
this ‘daty’; like the shipwrecked sailor, the pties stretched and ‘strung by duty’, yet
this leaves him strangely open to being ‘strainedeauty’> It is only through the
requirements of his ‘daty’ that the priest is haif#e to acknowledge and embrace the
beauty of the dying man, as an analogy for thatsplrbeauty of God. However, on a
very prosaic level, it is only through the requiemts of his duty that the lonely and
isolated priest here finds himself at the bedsidanmther man, sharing in these most
intimate moments, legitimized both through his gation and through the distance
afforded by death and the dying process.

This binding of one with another is enacted in Woeabulary: the verb that
opens line 8 (‘Téndered’) continues to tie sinpeiest and God together. In the process
of ‘ténder[ing] to the dying man, the Catholic st believed he was holding in his
hands Christ Himself; it is no wonder that the toig ‘tender’, as the body of Christ is
passed from priest to sinner. Through Communionfexadly Viaticum, both priest and
sinner find bur swéet repriéve and ransom’ [emphasis mine] as dneyrawn closer,
both to each other and to God. Hopkins had alwaysessed a fervent belief in the

doctrine of transubstantiation, even before hisveesion, but the physical and

*1The Loss of the Eurydice’, 20/2. Hopkins only sseuty’ three times: here, in ‘The Loss of the
Eurydice’ and in ‘What shall | do for the land thaed me’, where again duty is closely associatild w
beauty, and indeed with death: ‘Immortal beautydath with duty’ (I. 18)Works 181-182.
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corporeal nature of the incarnation should not berlooked heré> To ensure the
spiritual survival of the farrier when the physitaldy has given way, the priest passes
on the physical evidence of Christ incarnated. Hiagik engagement with the physical
body of Christ is the subject of the following chexp but that the two men, priest and
dying farrier, are here drawn together over thespta} body of Christ is striking.

The sestet opens with an encapsulation of the sesetand tenderness
described in the administration, by which the dyhepart and the grieving heart are
drawn closer together, and closer to the ‘heaverieart’ (I. 6). This is a process
described in explicitly visual terms:

This séeing the sick endéars them t6 us, us &maliars.

My tongue had taught thee comfort, touch had queahthy tears,

Thy tears that touched my heart, child, Felix, péelix Randal.

(. 9-11)

Again farrier and priest are united (the double ok&ndears’ marks the transforming
nature of each upon the other and is rich in dimalc suggestiveness), but now in
suffering rather than through divine grace, as Isbidre in the mystery that came about
through Christ’s physical suffering. This practmfe'séeing the sick’ recalls the priest’s
pastoral visits to the ailing, but also Hopkinssaracteristic investment in actually
seeing a physical process placed firmly alongside tlmmgue’, ‘touch’, ‘tears’ and
‘heart’ of the human priest and patient, as thespay body of both farrier and Christ
become inextricably linked in the eyes of the ingjtpriest. It is only through the sight
of one that he is granted access to the sighteobther, although which it is that grants
this access remains a moot point.

As the poem moves once again into the present teitisevhich it began, it also

moves from the great Christian truths to focus ragai the individual, Felix Randal.

Zonneveld describes this movement:

132 Thjs belief is expressed clearly in ‘The Half-widguse’ where he notes that ‘He is with you in the
breaking of the bread’ (. 18). ibid.: 76.
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Man’s life — and his death — is thus set againstgéneral backdrop of the

communal life of the Church, but the Church, howewemense it is,

also pays attention to and takes care of persowbiralividual need$>?
This is again the same movement as that depictédeimdministration of the Blessed
Sacrament: both farrier and priest became deaadh ether, and simultaneously also
dearer to God. The speaker turns to Felix, addrgdsim personally: ‘My tongue had
taught thee comfort, touch had quenched thy t€hars0). The repetition and alliteration
gives this process and the intimate relationshgi tlesults vivid embodiment as the
vocabulary recalls the working of the Holy Ghogtangue,’ ‘taught,” ‘touch,’ ‘tears’.
However, this is also the language of a deeplymnate physical relationship, one in
which the actions of tongue, touch and tears aaeeshbetween two men. Perhaps to
forestall any possible objections to the naturthef relationship, the name of the farrier
is repeated once again with a paternalistic affactichild, Felix, poor Felix Randal
(I. 11). The emphatic tenderness of this repetittdnhis name counters (and also
modifies retrospectively) the neutral detachmentheffirst mention of his name (I. 1),
clarifies their intimate relationship, and emphasishe parishioner’s status as both the
child of his priest, to be nurtured, fed and teederand yet also the child now
welcomed home by the loving Father.

As the farrier's physical body gives way, he grdjuanoves from being a
‘big-boned and hardy-handsome’ warrior, who facEdtal four disorders’ (I. 4) to a
helpless ‘child, Felix’ (I. 11); only through thghysical disintegration can the spiritual
reawakening be depicted. However, just as it isdbgy’ of the priest that enables the
spiritual rebirth of the farrier, so it also enabtae physical rebirth: the poem ends with
the triumphant image of Felix at the height of imascular power. Suddenly the weak
dependency of the dying farrier is displaced byvadly recalled image of the healthy

man in the prime of his life, ‘powerful amidst pge(l. 13):

133 ZonneveldRandom Grim Forge99.
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When thou at the random grim forge, powerful amposrs,
Didst fettle for the great grey drayhorse his kraind battering sandal!
(Il. 13-14)

Once again the noise and harshness of the fareavsonment that opened the sonnet
are recalled, but now the sounds are unmuffledd bansonants fall again and again as
the hammers fell on the ‘bright and battering séindde figure of the ‘great grey
drayhorse’ seems to merge with the powerfully mlesciorm of the labouring farrier,
the alliterative ‘bright and battering sandal’ riog the strong battering strokes of
Randal, as both are made ready for the journeydahea

‘Felix Randal’ has been variously received by théas. A. R. Jones notes the
‘self-conscious’ nature of the language, and B@are finds ‘the poet’s intention [...]
too overt’’® However, as an encapsulation of many of the cascénat haunted
Hopkins throughout his life, it can scarcely betéetd. The poem is both an intensely
personal portrait of an individual, Felix Randaé thlacksmith, and, as Thesing notes,
‘an idealized portrait of the Victorian Everyman ihe role of happy, productive
worker’**® Felix is given a surname and so a specific idgnifet this identity is
inextricably linked to his role as a labourer, tiedever by the alliteration that unites
his name and occupation: ‘Félix Randal the farriele cries tears, first of impatience,
then of the pain and grief of one facing death,tiiedugh all of this he remains Felix,
the ‘blessed,’ ‘fortunate’ or ‘happy’ one. As ardividual he dies, yet as an Everyman,
he lives on.

As a farrier, Felix is deeply rooted in the hist@nyd traditions of the country,
yet the description of the ‘random grim forge’ itnieh he is resurrected recalls much of
the language of Hopkins's descriptions of conteraporindustrialised cities.
As he moved from one urban posting to another, hspfound himself terrified that

the ‘bright and battering’ noise of the ‘great grdsayhorse’ would eventually be

134 A, R. Jones, ‘G. M. Hopkins: Victorian’, 311-31Rhare Survey and Commentary3.
1% Thesing, ‘The “Composition of the Crowd™, 141.
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extinguished forever, replaced by the insistens@af the new factories and the dirt
and grime of the sprawling cities. Although Hopkohid indeed fear for the impact of
these cities on individuals, as his letters andydmtes relate, he rarely articulates these
fears in his poetry. Harry Ploughman is not plagedn obviously pastoral setting,
and similarly, Felix Randal is at home in a digyey forge, the overwhelming battering
of steel on steel casting out sparks and ‘flinkdélsl that briefly illuminate
but ultimately darken the forge with the sddt.For many anxious Victorians,
such an image could only be that of hell, or arugtdal Victorian city, which they
feared was not so very far removed. For Hopkinsydwer, this is the natural home of
the farrier, and it is against this background aidrgl, sights and smells that the living
figure of Felix is visibly and audibly resurrectgohwerful as the ‘great grey drayhorse’
of the natural world.

Ultimately, however, this poem is concerned witk thtersection between the
physical and the spiritual, the visible and thesible. It is through his role as a priest
and spiritual guide to the ‘road’ that Hopkins isawn to the bedside of the ailing
farrier, yet it is for the demise of the powerfuliseular physical body that Hopkins
mourns. As a Catholic priest, Hopkins was frequemgtographically, socially and
spiritually removed from those he cared about mast] yet paradoxically it was
through his privileged position as a parish pribst he found himself welcomed into
the homes and lives of those around him. As a tpridspkins’s concern was for his
parishioner’s spiritual welfare, yet during his @&rmm the industrial north, he could not
help but find himself working towards an improvernenthe social conditions of the
poor and unemployed. These social concerns aukatied most explicitly in ‘Tom’s
Garland’, yet each of his poems concerned withrathen toys with this fertile point of

intersection between the physical and the spiritbath of the watched, but also,

158 The Wreck of the Deutschland’, 13Mlorks 110-119.
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and more importantly, of he who watches. This "igpground of uncertainty was to
prove ultimately perhaps the most exciting teryitever confronted by the poet-priest,
and yet also the most dangerous and alluring. & thiess paradox that was to prove the
most haunting for Hopkins, as we will see in thetrehapter, as we move to consider

the aesthetic body in some of his strangest anchgst celebratory poems.
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CHAPTER THREE

PEOPLE LOOKING



... more than one observer, in the sky

The vast majority of Hopkins’s poems feature a lgingdividual looking out at the
natural world beyond, glorying in the majesty of d®o creation. At times this
‘all-accepting fixed eye’ (I. 6) forms the very ¢smnof the world, the geographical axis
of ‘earth and heaven’ (I. 1), ‘the midst of evergne’ (I. 3) from which all others,
‘East and West' (. 4) take their bearirfgét other times the figure is a distant and
remote observer, a detached surveyor of the woefdré him whose task it is to
identify the patterns and forms necessary to umaeisthe scene and to inscape the
world. However, there is an important group of Hiogks poems which break away
from this pattern and feature a single individubs@rving another figure who is also
watching. This was first observed by Kenneth Seilhis essay of 1989 on ‘Hopkins’s
Secret Watchers’. Seib identified ‘the furtive wedc, a stranger to human bonding and
the vital energies of nature’ as a repeated thenvehich Hopkins returned throughout
his career, from his earliest poems, ‘The Escoaall ‘A Vision of the Mermaids’ right
up to ‘Epithalamion’, the aborted poem composedearybefore his early death.
Concerned as he was by the problematics of seairigyarly where it involved seeing
other people, he was also fascinated by the seéiageing, by looking at looking, and
the possibilities, risks and potential danger ttiese processes entailed. With the
haunting figure of the voyeur never far away, tlisapter considers the moral,
psychological and social dimensions of seeing witHopkins’'s work, as we turn to
consider not only his gaze, but also his concerth vihe gaze of others as it

impacted on him.

! Letter toNature 21 December 1883. Reproduced in Appendix Carrespondencel61-166, 166.
Z‘The earth and heaven\orks 77-78.

% Kenneth Seib, ‘Hopkins's Secret Watchefi@xas Studies in Literature and Languagg, no. 1
(Spring 1989): 52.
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Despite his active social life and large circlefieénds, Hopkins was in many
ways an isolated figure. Yet although he was sépdr&om friends and family by
geography, occupation, religion and celibacy, lmgrpals and letters are rich with
accounts of watching others. This fascination iglewed further in an important group
of poems in which watching others, and particulasigtching others watching, are
essential elements. Kenneth Seib identifies thisendt categories of secret watchers
within Hopkins’s work — ‘exiles from God, the worldr themselves’ — but notes that
‘all seek inclusion, comfort, and peadeThe least common of these three are the
‘exiles from [...] the world: those who have, thrdugchoice or circumstance,
withdrawn themselves into solitude. The latter grouhose withdrawn through
circumstance, includes Pontius Pilate (isolatedléekom of old / From God and
man’);”> and Philip Il in the Escorial: the hidden speaketches as the lonely monarch
‘rang’d long corridors and cornic’d halls’ (10/1is only contact with the outside world
being through the eclectic paintings that cover thieh pilasterd walls’ (10/3f.
There are also those who have through choice esbliemselves from the world; this
group includes the nun in ‘Heaven-Haven’ who haslende choice to retire to a place
‘Where springs not fail' and ‘no storms come’ @.& 6).” In exile from the world,
she has found the path to God.

The second and third groups, those that Seib defaseexiles from God and
from themselves, are the most numerous, and featteenfrontational self, a stranger
within, [who] seeks to overcome human isolationiftegrating with the continuum of

the external world, [...] or by melding his hiddenahewith the Sacred Heart of

*ibid.: 54.

® Fragments of ‘Pilate’, Il. 45-4@\Vorks 18-20.

®ibid.: 1-5. This poem was discussed in Chapter.One
"ibid.: 27.
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Christ’® Seib notes that this state of self-division ienfsignalled in Hopkins's work
through the use of metaphors of the senses of erghit hearing. When concerned with
the figure of the secret watcher, a distinctionwaen these two can be helpful in
enabling a separation between the watcher and tnkl wwe watches, as David Baily
Harned explains:
Sight is concerned with the solidity of things ahd ear with their motion,
the one with being and the other with becoming, fire¢ with form and
order and the second with events that surprise emgllf us despite
ourselves. The eye discerns a world that is modbwand mute;
it communicates its life to us through the ear [All. sound is evanescent,
while the world of the eye is motionless and enuyriSight enforces the
illusion of immortality, for we seem to share thernpanence of the object
before our eyes.
The figure of the secret watcher is caught betwien two, torn by self-division.
Faced with a world ‘that is moribund and mute’ hasinyet communicate this world
through words which might reveal and destroy hagus as a secret [unseen] watcher
and may also destroy the enduring quality of tteeiai scene of the observed. In these
circumstances, Hopkins’s secret watchers becomtelsicaware that ‘wordy warrants
are flawed through'® In this chapter, | continue the concerns of thevimus chapters
with looking, and particularly looking at peoplejtmow developed further along the
lines suggested by Seib’s account of Hopkins'setewatchers — of people looking at

people — and suggest that it is intimately relatedthe anxious poetics of vision

articulated across his work as a whole.

8 Seib, ‘Secret Watchers’, 54.

° David Baily Harnedimages for Self-Recognition: The Christian as Plageifferer, and VanddgNew
York: Seabury Press, 1977), 26-27. Cited by it58.:

%¢ines for a Picture of St. Dorothea’, |. 38lorks 84-85. This series of poems is discussed in @napt
Four.
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... bellbright bodies **

These subtle distinctions between sound and sligitt,and illicit sight, granted and
stolen sight, watcher and the watched, are fundehém the late unfinished poem,
‘Epithalamion’ (1888), a work which has divided ttitics sharply. To W. H. Gardner
the poem is ‘one of the loveliest nature-poems he tanguage? by contrast,
for Norman White the poem is nothing more than éselzhand impressions pasted
together [... from] Landscape descriptions [whichyéao force of plot behind thertt.
James Earl goes even further: he claims its mertiat ‘we would do well to destroy
the poems we write while administering exams’ amgingsses it as ‘a beautifully
embarrassing sexual fantas$’Even Bridges thought it ‘in Gerard’s most difficul
manner?® In fact, these divergent views serve only to gt the idiosyncratic
contest staged in ‘Epithalamion’ over the significa of looking.

The poem, written either during or shortly aftergims’s period of invigilation
at Dublin, remains unfinished, but was intendeddlebrate the marriage of his brother
Everard to Amy Sichel in April 1888, hence the sleal title® It should be noted,

however, that the manuscript itself is untitlede tiotional title is derived from the letter

1 Epithalamion’, I. 17. ibid.: 179-180.
12 GardnerPoetic Idiosyncrasy2: 360-361.
'3 Norman White, ‘Hopkins' Epithalamiorjopkins Quarterly4, no. 3&4 (1977-78): 159, 157.

14 James W. Earl, ‘The One Rapture of an Inspirafidioughts 65 (1990), 560. Cited by Kaylor,
‘Hopkins’ “Epithalamion™, 157.

!> Robert Bridges’ prefatory note to the third ausgar draft of the poem, the old exam answer boak fro
the Royal University of Dublin. This is reprintesh iGerard Manley HopkinsThe Later Poetic
Manuscripts of Gerard Manley Hopkins in Facsimie. Norman H. MacKenzie (New York & London:
Garland Publishing, Inc., 1991): 326 (Plate 500).

'8 OED defines an epithalamion/epithalamium as ‘A nupiag or poem in praise of the bride and
bridegroom, and praying for their prosperity’. EdrduSpenser is the first to adopt this as a tithe date
and circumstances of its composition are discuss&imon Humphries, ‘Gerard Hopkins's “Hark,
Hearer, Hear What | Do”: Two Editorial Traditiongdmined’,ANQ: A Quarterly Journal of Short
Articles, Notes, and Review&2, no. 1 (Winter 2009): 29-30.
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to Bridges: ‘I began an Epithalamion on my broteevedding: it had some bright lines,
but | could not get it doné” That the fragment has no title to announce itsistas an
Epithalmion is important. Indeed, Simon Humphrieguas that the editorially imposed
and critically agreed title reflects the possiilthat without it ‘those forty-two lines
might begin to look like the kind of poem that iscongenial to some critics®
More recently Humphries has suggested that therfeads that remain may not actually
represent the intended longer poem at all: “Epairaon” is the title that editors give
the text they construct from these drafts, but wpre@ach that text knowing that the
wedding poem was an aborted projéct.’

The poem is certainly unorthodox, and even probtemahen considered as a
bridal hymn, the more so when we note the compdétgence of any overt female
presence. Critics, following Hopkins’s cue in tle¢tér, have suggested various ways in
which the poem can be allegorised as a wedding hyeyplete with the water of
‘Spousal love’ (I. 47) and the woody valley of ‘Wedk’ (I. 47), but these remain
essentially unconvincing. That said, Hopkins hasquivocally placed the poem within
the literary tradition of the Epithalamion; it stnsquarely in the lineage of Dryden’s
Alexander's Feastand Spenser’'s marriage-poems, when it draws orcénemonial
paraphernalia of pastoral, with its traditionalpes of flowers, birds and echoing
woods. However, like so many seemingly innocentgrats, this poem is paradoxically
inseparable from its sexual overtones.

The poem opens with the focus clearly on the angit@ther than the visual,
with an invitation to listen: ‘Hark, hearer, heahat | do’ (I. 1). Here the narrator
summons the reader/hearer to participate in thatiore of the vision that is to come,

to ‘make believe’ alongside him. In the light of athfollows, this opening address

1725 May 1888Letters 277.

'8 Simon Humpbhries, “All by Turn and Turn About”: BHndeterminacy of Hopkins'’s “Epithalamion”,
Victorian Poetry,38, no. 3 (Fall 2000): 344.

¥ Humphries, ‘Two Editorial Traditions’, 28.
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raises unsettling questions of culpability. Therbgaeader is present, but only as an
observer/listener, not necessarily a participanhe@ds exhorted to ‘hear whatdo’
[emphasis mine]. Michael Kaylor draws attention ttes relationship between the
speaker and the hearer and places it within aatietradition which seems a far cry
from Victorian marriage poetry:
As a direct address, “hearer” has miscreant cotinagawhich would have
been clearly evident to a classical scholar likepkios [...]. Such an
imperative [...] has served throughout pederastidliticm — especially
among the classical Dorians — as an address erapitagiie beloved’s role
within a pedagogic, pederastic relationship, afiaibn between “hearer”
and older “inspirer” [...F°
The vision to be summoned is one of young boysibgttwatched over by a silent
stranger, who is himself watched by the unseenkgpedhe potential ‘danger’ of
looking could not be more fraught.

With the assistance of the ‘hearer’, the ‘inspisrimmons a scene to be created
in the here and now, present before the reader.slibeess of this joint venture is
confirmed by the speaker: ‘We are there’ (I. 8)eTglace has already been specified,
‘with the hood / Of some branchy bunchy bushybowensmod’ (Il. 2-3), and the
speaker now specifies the tirfe:

We are there, when we hear a shout
That the hanging honeysuck, the dogeared hazéte icover
Makes dither, makes hover
And the riot of a rout
Of, it must be, boys from the town
Bathing: [...]
(Il. 8-13)

The exact moment and location is pinpointed as taedsalongside the speaker and

assent that the source of the noise ‘must be’ @dddoys from the town / Bathing'.

2 Kaylor, ‘Dripping Fragments’, 160.

%L The exact setting of the poem is the subject affém White’s essay of 1972. White concludes that it
is the bathing-place in the Hodder river near Sthamgt College: ‘The Setting of Hopkins’
“Epithalamion™, Victorian Poetry,10, no. 1 (Spring 1972).
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The image of boys bathing in the natural world waseasingly popular in
Victorian poetry, painting and photography, aneévglent, for example, in the work of
Frederick Walker, the American Thomas Eakins, amel fater Henry Scott Tuke.
These were paintings which, as Emmanuel Cooperrtasséar from outraging
Victorian morals, [...] were seen as innocent andefgss celebrations of the joy and
pleasure of youth®? Hopkins was certainly familiar with Frederick Walts work,
as he confirmed in a deeply effusive letter writiess than two years before the poem:

The genius of that man, poor Walker, was amaziegvas cut off by death
like Keats and his promise and performance wengainting as brilliant as
Keats’s in poetry; in fact | doubt if a man withrpugenius for painting ever
lived. The sense of beauty was so exquisite; ittwagher painters’ work as
poetry is to prose: his loss was irretrievable. [l.revere everything that
Walker did (I remember the news of his death gaeeanshock as if it had
been a near friend’sy.
Hopkins’s reverence for Walker and his work hadlyeaoots. Walker frequently
submitted illustrations foOnce a WeeKconsidered the best of the illustrated journals
of the day’, and a regular publication in the Hapkhousehold, devoured eagerly by
the young Gerard, Arthur and EverafdChe longevity of this relationship and the scale
of Walker’'s influence on the young poet may go soway towards explaining
Hopkins’s extremely emotional response to the nefvgvalker’'s death. Although he
does not appear to have met Walker, they did shaneitual friend, Simeon Solomon;

Walter Pater introduced Hopkins to Solomon’s wakgd Hopkins then went to visit

Solomon’s studié® Dellamora observes the potential danger in thsi:vi

2 Emmanuel Coopeflhe Sexual Perspective: Homosexuality and ArténList 100 Years in the West
(London and New York: Routledge and Kegan Paul6).980. Cited by Swaab, ‘Hopkins and the Pushed
Peach’, 55.

The motif of the boy bathing and its representatigthin the poetry and paintings of the time hasrbe
extensively studied by critics such as d’Arch Siiitbve in Earnest169-172; Joseph A. Kestner,
Masculinities in Victorian PaintingAldershot: Scolar Press, 1995): 255-272, andJliSaville, ‘The
Romance of Boys Bathing: Poetic Precedents anddresmts to the Paintings of Henry Scott Tuke’, in
Victorian Sexual Dissidenged. Richard Dellamora (Chicago and London: Thavéhsity of Chicago
Press, 1999).

%330 June 1886Correspondencel 33-134.
24 phillips, Victorian Visual World 6.
% To lunch with Pater, then to Mr. Solomon’s studiad the Academy.’ 17 June 1868urnals 167.
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In arranging for Hopkins to meet Solomon, Patettliapointed Hopkins to

a road not yet taken but still open — conversiorCtaholicism, after all,

frequently proved to be a temporary stopping plasaong Oxford

graduates®
Whilst the introductory conversation was ‘more likeo have been about art than
homosexuality’, as Phillips observes, Pater, Solom@alker and Hopkins all,
to varying degrees, shared a delight in the mata f3

In 1867, Frederick Walker exhibited a paintingitted The Bathersat the Royal

Academy Summer Exhibition. Whilst it does not apptdeat Hopkins attended the
exhibition that year, the painting was widely dissed, although not universally
praised®®

The critic fromThe TimesTom Taylor, snorted that it was ‘only a study of

vulgar little boys bathing on the flat bank of dhg River Lea not far from

Tottenham’ (13 May 1867},
Taylor’s snide criticisms of Walker’s painting draattention to a few important points
about the Victorian use of the motif of boys bathindentified by Julia Saville as
‘a particular concatenation of cultural circumstsconverge[d], ‘a matrix of political,
aesthetic, and pyschosexual tensidA&Vhilst Taylor dismisses the ‘vulgar little boys’,
Robert Martin identifies nude bathing as a partidylclass-inflected activity:

Bathing was in some ways the Victorian male reaeathat most clearly

marked out its participants as members of the uppesses, or at least

aspirants to them. Practically every school witli pretension arranged for

its boys to stand in shivering rows before theyntded themselves into

weedy stream$:

Whether ‘weedy streams’ or ‘the flat bank of saye tRiver Lea not far from

Tottenham’, the implication of both of these dissihrte comments is that however much

26 DellamoraMasculine Desire50.
2" phillips, Victorian Visual World 155.

% Hopkins attended the Summer Exhibition at the Régademy in both 1866Jpurnals 142) and 1868
(Journals 167), but there is no record of attendance in718enThe Bathersvas exhibited.

29 Phillips, Victorian Visual World 227-228.
% saville, "Boys Bathing," 253.

31 Robert Bernard MartirGerard Manley Hopkins: A Very Private Lifeammersmith: Harper Collins
Publishers, 1991): 14.
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they might try, Victorian England could never reatee ancient Greece, the ‘shivering
rows’ of apprehensive boys serving only as a holimtation of the shimmering rows
of burnished Greek athletes.

In ‘Epithalamion’, Hopkins explicitly states theigins of the boys: these are
‘boys from the town’ (I. 12), not from some exchusinearby school or wealthy family.
This is both characteristic of Hopkins, whose ppeateals almost exclusively with
males from the lower or working classes, but d@ls typical of the period, in which the
figure of the working man, as Joseph Bristow argues seen to bring together ‘many
and divergent social and political interests, fritrase who were proponents of empire
to members of the emerging socialist grouds=or some this idolization took on a
spiritual argument: the glory of the noble workitigsses was celebrated, the dedication
of the nameless mass of industrial workers to tlabiour put forward as an example of
the ‘sinew-service’ to the ‘deed he each must @, we saw in Chapter Two.
Furthermore, Hopkins saw in the working-class maledy of the ‘just man’
a fundamental power that he could by analogy afieito Christ, and thus to the
Godhead:

Acts in God’s eye what in God’s eye he is —
Christ. For Christ plays in ten thousand places,
Lovely in limbs, and lovely in eyes not his
To the Father through the features of men’s faces.
‘As kingfishers catch fire’ (II. 11-12§

However, as with Pope Gregory’s dripping slaves,dlstinction between physical and
spiritual beauty, and appropriate appreciation athe is not always easy to uphold.
Whatever the philosophical or spiritual argumemdavour of the popularity of the

working-class labourer among the cultural elite, anvery prosaic level it is

unsurprising that Victorian artists most commonlyned to the muscular and toned

%2 Bristow, "Churlsgrace," 695.
% ‘Harry Ploughman,’ Il. 11 & 10Works 177.
* ibid.: 129
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bodies of manual labourers. Their bodies most tjoaecorded with those of the
Greek athletes as represented in Classical anthich the motif of the nude bather was
always returning:

It was understood that there was a vaguely Greeketaabout it that no

other sport could match. Since it was exclusivelglenthe bathers were

always nude, so that there was an undercurrenmtsfaken sensuality about

it, as well as the associations of the classicahrggsium that made it

respectablé®
Martin here identifies the indisputable ‘cachete tNictorians afforded to anything
associated with Ancient Greece, or ‘to which thetdfians chose to give a Hellenic
colouring’*®

Originally inspired by a growing interest in ar@uture, travel and topography,

the Hellenic revival, with its emphasis on noblegiicity and sedate grandeur, quickly
spread through all areas of Victorian culture, amgient Greece was elevated as a
model of ideal beauty, transcendent philosophy, atgatic politics, and homosociality
or even homosexuality. Linda Dowlingldellenism and Homosexuality in Victorian
Oxford carefully delineates the elevated position affdrde an idealized vision of
ancient Greece, and she analyses in particular\viténg Greek studies operated as a
“homosexual code” during the great age of Englishiversity reform’
Whilst Hellenism undoubtedly offered some the erctiey so desperately desired to
‘contemplate the naked body with good conscienfice’ Hopkins the associations of a
Classical revival were always going to be more dem’ Hopkins was a devoted

scholar of the Classics: at the time of his deatinéld the Chair in Greek at University

College, Dublin, as well as a Fellowship in Classat the Royal University of Ireland.

% Martin, Private Life 14. It should also be noted that ‘gymnasium’ gesifrom the Greek word for
‘naked’, so nudity was implied even in the verletiRichard Jenkyn§,he Victorians and Ancient
Greece(Oxford: Basil Blackwell Publisher Ltd., 1980):4.3

% JenkynsVictorians and Greecex.

37 Linda Dowling,Hellenism and Homosexualityiii. This idea developed out of her earlier stud
‘Ruskin’s Pied Beauty and the Constitutions of afhbsexual” Code Victorian Newsletter75 (Spring
1989).

¥ JenkynsVictorians and Greecel 36.
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His adoption of a classical form, an Epithalamieomplete with the conventional
naturalised setting, the presence of young boys,aanopening invocation, should not
be dismissed as mere Victorian Hellenism, with il rich associations. There is
undoubtedly an element of this, as Hopkins’s vigsrattack on Hellenism reveals to
Dixon: ‘But the Greek gods are rakes, and unnatrakés.®® This letter of 1886 is
fascinating for the familiarity it implies with ‘éhuse of Greek literature for exemplary
polemics’, and as Swaab notes, the tone with whlopkins discusses this issue is
‘neither panicked nor horrified’, although it isrtinly uneasy?’

That Hopkins’s boys come from the ‘town’ instanidientifies them as ‘Other’,
both to the naturalised country setting in which tbserver finds them, and indeed to
the poet himself. Despite his own solidly middlasd background, Hopkins’s poetry
depicts almost exclusively working-class male fegjrsuch as Felix Randal, the farrier,
Harry Ploughman, Tom Navvy, and so on. Martha \Misirsuggests that cross-class
admiration, particularly among Oxbridge idealistgs often driven by ‘a particular
fascination with earthiness’ and the associatedgestipns of passion and even
violence™ This ‘earthiness’, which offered a proximity totuee, is indeed present in
Hopkins’s boys, but through their complete engageméth and participation in the
natural world:

[...] how the boys
With dare and with downdolfinry and bellbright bedihuddling out,
Are earthworld, airworld, waterworld thorough hdrlall by tum and turn about.
(Il. 16-18)
Whilst these boys were first introduced in theith€rness’, the first givemision of

them is of their complete union with the naturalrddo They are reduced to a pure

physical presence, the movements of their bronzelibright bodies’ modelling that of

3923 October 1886Correspondencel 46.
40 Swaab, "Hopkins and the Pushed Peach," 47, 48.

“! Martha Vicinus, "The Adolescent Boy: Fin-de-SiéElEmme Fatale?" iMictorian Sexual Dissidence
ed. Richard Dellamora (Chicago: The University ticago Press, 1999): 87.
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the natural world as, dolphin-like, they show coetel harmony with the water,
‘huddling out’ (I. 17) only to ‘hurl’ themselves blain again. The landscape enfolds the
‘bevy of them’ (. 16), the ‘hanging honeysuck’ atide ‘dogeared hazels’ (I. 9)
‘hover[ing]’ (I. 10) protectively like a broodingifdl as all nature unites to affirm
‘it is summer’s sovereign good’ (I. 133.

The bathing boys show a complete engagement veitre, as fearlessly they
hurl themselves again and again through ‘earthwowdarworld, waterworld'.
Martha Vicinus argues that this freedom, from bietlr and restriction, is typical of the
Victorian presentation of the adolescent male: pégsonified a fleeting moment of
liberty and of dangerously attractive innocence kim@ possible fantasies of total
contingency and total annihilatioft Indeed, as the boys hurl themselves into the water
mirroring the ‘rainbow arcs’ of Hopkins’s ‘drippihgmermaids, a process of
annihilation occurs as all individuality is lostcaeach boy becomes a mere component
in the ‘bevy of them’, a ‘flash’ of ‘bellbright’ meement that together constitutes an
exhilarating wholé* This is a positive annihilation, and again typicdl its type:
the adolescent boy in literature represented ‘abloulesire — to love a boy and
to be a boy*

The transience of boyhood, characterised by asecise of fearless freedom and
sexual innocence, is also painfully beautiful i itragility and impermanence:

this moment, once gone, is lost forever. We shoetll here the particular anxieties

“2The protective nature of a brooding bird occuesjfrently in Hopkins’s work. See especially ‘God’s
Grandeur’, Il. 13-14, and ‘In the Valley of the Biwll. 5-7. Works 128 & 131-132.

“3Vicinus, "The Adolescent Boy," 83.
A Vision of the Mermaids’, Il. 78 & 60Works 11-15.
4> Vicinus, "The Adolescent Boy," 84.
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Hopkins experienced over the sin of ‘wasting tifffeHopkins expresses the mixed
emotions that this evokes as he administers théd&ist to a ‘slip of soldiery’ (I. 28)
in ‘The Bugler’s First Communion’:
Frowning and forefending angel-warder
Squander the hell-rook ranks sally to molest him;
March, kind comrade, abreast him;
Dress his days to a dexterous and starlight order.
‘The Bugler's First Communion’ (II. 17-26)
These concerns over the transience of youth arfteeting beauty, and the fear that
nothing in the bugler’s life will ever match that lois ‘freshyouth’ (I. 30), are made
explicit in a letter to Bridges: ‘| enclose a poetime Bugler. | am half inclined to hope
the Hero of it may be killed in Afghanistaff. ' The strange possessiveness of these
remarks, combined with the apparently flippant caenta about the possibility of the
‘Hero['s]’ death, render this an uneasy letter tead. MacKenzie provides an
explanation for these comments grounded in theolayguing that Hopkins is
proposing that ‘death before collapse into mortalis to be preferred to dishonest
survival’. He quotes an extract from a sermon bylkiies to support this clairf
A ‘sudden deatmeednot be a bad death’, Hopkins used to tell retregata
‘it has its advantages, for if we then are in thecg of God we have no time
to fall away.™

Whilst certainly a valid argument, | do not finddompelling. The emphasis of the

poem appears deeply rooted in the physicality efldhgler, with recurring mention of

“8 The sin of time wasting appears again and agagugfhout Hopkins'’s journals and notebooks,
particularly in the anxiety-ridden early years. Exdes of such recorded ‘sins’ include ‘Waste ofdim
talking’, ‘Wasting time in the evening’, ‘Waste tifne in going to bed’, ‘Sins. [...] Nothing done all
day’, ‘ldling in looking out of window’, ‘Wastingame time and a good deal of pattern scribbling. [...]
Wasting time in looking [...]. Idling time. [...] Wastg time. [...] Idling. [...] Waste of time in evening
[...]. Waste and foolish use of time. [...] Wasting é@nm going to bed. [...] Unwise use of tim&arly
Manuscripts 156, 157, 158, 160, 165, 168.

*"Works 146-148.

88 October 1879.etters 92.

9 MacKenzie Reader's Guidel24.
*Uibid. Quoting fromSermons247.
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the vitality, ‘sweet[ness]’ (I. 31) and ‘freshyoutfi. 30) of the boy, with a heavy
emphasis on his bodily perfectidh.

The tenderness and love of the relationship betweacher and pupil is
repeatedly stated throughout the bugler poem, batsimile used to depict this is
ambiguous: the boy ‘to all | teach / Yields ténder a pushed péach’ (ll. 22-23).
One is again reminded by this phrase of the ‘ata$giin both senses of the word)
context of homosexuality’ as identified by Sobolévat of teacher and pupf;this is
also the heritage exploited by Hopkins in ‘Epitimalan’. The ‘tender[ness] with which
the pupil *Yields’ himself to the teacher is unéatg, and particularly when combined
with Hopkins’s strangely possessive comments tdd&s, which led Helen Vendler to
remark that the ‘metaphor takes on such unconscieesual analogy that a
psychoanalytic reading finds it almost risibl&'Certainly the physical strength of the
bugler, more exciting and yet more dangerous throitg) paradoxical vulnerability,
seems directly implicated in the love and tendesreedhibited by the priest towards his
charge, but to reduce this complex relationshipurely sexual terms does this poem a
disservice. There is also a spiritual, if no leslish, desire at work when the Bugler is
applauded for the manner in which he ‘Hies headstrto its wellbeing’ (I. 24).
Kaylor notes that he is here commended for the mrammwhich he ‘spontaneously
gratifies his own spiritual hunger without concefor the reproach of others®,
A lack of ‘concern for the reproach of others’ wautertainly render this a more

‘dangerous’ poem, in SO many ways.

*1 The particular appeal of the ‘Soldier Boys’, attiee because of ‘their youth, their athleticistreit
relative cleanliness, their uniforms, and theirdiereadiness, like Adonis or St. Sebastian, for
“sacrifice”,’ is the subject of Chapter Eight in$aell, Modern Memory He considers Hopkins within a
literary tradition that he traces from the writiafithe early ‘gentle literary fantasists’ (in whicamp he
firmly places Hopkins) to the ‘less respectabletess influential prewar tradition of homoeratin’
by the writers frequently identified as the Urasigdodern Memory278, 279, 283).

*2 3obolev, ‘Dialectics of Desire,’ 118.
%3 Helen VendlerThe Breaking of Styl€Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press, 199%): 2
> Kaylor, ‘Hopkins’ “Epithalamion”,” 169.

136



The poem is full of beauty and desire, but thibaauty rich in implications and
associated danger, as is so common in Hopkins'&.wdcinus identifies within the
poem the desires both ‘to love a boy and to beya BdNe have already discussed the
particular appeal offered by the transience andilfita of boyhood, and the particular
danger this might pose for one so very concerndti te sins of ‘wasting time’.
However, this impermanence, whilst attractive gelif, also offers even greater desirous
possibilities, as its very fragility seemingly efexb the viewer to collapse time,
fusing the ideal image of boyhood with that of bwgn lost youth. This is a move that
simultaneously sanctions the desire, as the rasticimposed by the dangers of the
present are removed, but it also in some sensengxtthe forbidden possibilities,
as the writer’s own boyhood self can now take w@ge@lalongside the idealised image in
an eternal timeless past, no longer threatenedhbyunstoppable passing of time.
As | suggested in the Introduction, Hopkins wagasely haunted by the image of his
lost youth as his poignant comments regarding Waldeé's portrait revealed:

‘I am of late become much wrinkled around the eged generally haggard-looking,
and if my counterfeit presentment is to be | shel.dbad it were of my youth®
However, he also well understood that ‘nothing bardone / To keep at bay / Age and
age’s evils®’ such that even death seemed preferable at timdsisanly half-joking
comment to Bridges about the soldier headed to &igian reveals. His days as an
attractive ebullient child, popular among his fdespnwho daringly climbed trees and
entered into physical contests, must have seemeaslyalong time ago to the Jesuit
priest, confined, ordered and restricted in so mothis life both by the Society’'s

regulations, and by the far more restrictive riiesmposed on himself.

%5 Vicinus, "The Adolescent Boy," 84.
°6 29 March 1887Letters 253.
" ‘The Leaden Echo and the Golden Echo,’ Il. 9\/brks 155-156.
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The exuberance and vitality of the boys at playEpithalamion’ is infectious.
Nature draws in, to ‘cover, ‘hover, and partakend so too did the speaker,
drawing with him the reader, his attention firstrigecaught by the ‘shout’ of the boys
at play (. 8). Just as the boys gradually melb itlte natural world around them,
so too does the narrator, and with him, the readsrthey become ‘leaf-whelmed
somewhere(l. 2, emphasis added), their location now vaggeinst the natural world
into which all disappear. Having participated i ilmaginary creation of this fantastic
world (I. 1) we are now enfolded seductively intwe tfoliage from where we may
observe and admire the unfolding visual ‘feast’2@). However, we are not the only
ones to remain ‘unseen’. Echoing the movementshefspeaker who was drawn by
‘a shout’ (I. 8), now a ‘listless stranger’ appeassnilarly ‘beckoned by the noise’
(I. 14). In his movements, ‘listless’ and ‘drop[g]h(ll. 14 & 15), even the late-arrived
stranger echoes elements of the scene around imhanging honeysuck’ that could
‘drop’ at any time, or perhaps the ‘froth and whtewballs’, the movement of which is,
like the stranger’s, ‘down’ (I. 7).

Having been aligned variously with the speaker waittd nature, suddenly the
stranger now takes on elements of the boys, asiti ‘listless[ness]’ is in a moment
displaced as a ‘garland of their gambol flashekisnbreast’ (I. 19). The stranger finds
himself so inspired by the sight of the boys’ moeents that he is stirred to imitate
them®® Silently he moves to ‘a pool neighbouring’, outtbé sight of the boys, so that
he remains visible only to our eyes. His ‘Fairylaritde ‘sweetest, freshest, shadowiest’
(I. 23), is so very different from the vibrant worbf the boys: the noise and movement
replaced by poised stillness, the bright sunliphat glistened on their ‘bellbright bodies’
replaced by the rich ‘shadow’ of the densely erfilage:

[...] silk-beech, scrolled ash, packed sycamore, wyghelm,
hornbeam fretty overstood

%826 September 188PRetters 151.
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By. Rafts and rafts of flake-leaves light, dealtmnted on the air,

Hang as still as hawk or hawkmoth, as the staas tine angels there,

Like the thing that never knew the earth, neverodts

Rose. Here he feasts: lovely all is! [...]

(Il. 24-28)

He is inspired in his actions by the vision of theys ‘painted on the air’, yet the thick
foliage hides him from their view, just as an oleerooking at a painting is able to
look unobserved. However, whilst the ‘painted’ irmag some extent ensures a ‘safe’
distance between the stranger and the boys he @gmtthis cordon is continuously
undermined by the almost mirage-like qualities loé tmage: no longer simply an
external observer, the stranger appears almosivie éntered the painting as he finds it
‘painted on the air’ around him, and like the weudgdiguest in Samuel Taylor
Coleridge’s The Rime of the Ancient Maringfl798), he is a figure for the
now-gendered and physical reader.

For a moment, the stranger pauses, feasting osighé ‘Here he feasts: lovely
all is!” (I. 28). It is not clear on what the stgar is feasting — we might ask whether
Hopkins can still see the boys? He can certainéy ligem, as perhaps the homophonic
play on here/hear (I. 28) suggests. Or perhapsrather the beauty of the ‘hornbeam’,
‘flake-leaves’ and sycamore that offer him satietyhatever the answer, he has
suddenly had his fill of this sensual banquet awedldaps into decisive energetic
movement, the moment of contemplation long goneclaring, as if to establish a
poetic volta’>® ‘N6 more: off with’ (I. 28). As the poem draws saddenly to stillness,
there is a sense of increasingly intense anti@patind scarcely controlled excitement
as the long rambling sentences that have charsetethe poem thus far are in an

instant replaced by tiny dense structures, eadh iheh taut position of balance around

the central colon: ‘Here he feasts: lovely allN&l more: off with’ (1. 28).

%9 Kaylor, "Dripping Fragments," 170.
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As the stranger suddenly leaps into movement, lan@bbear the anticipation
any longer, he pulls feverishly at his ‘woolwovenidthing, ‘teasing[ly]’ inappropriate
for the ‘'summertime’ heat:

[...] down he dings

His bleachéd both and woolwoven wear:

Careless these in coloured wisp

All lie tumbled-to, forehead frowning, lips crisp

Over fingerteasing task, his twiny boots

Fast he opens, last he off wrings

Till walk the world he can with bare his feet

(Il. 28-35)

In his eagerness to rid himself of these unnecgssaroutrements, he struggles with his
clothes as they become caught around his ankldssbghoes, his impatience causing
his clumsy fingers to stumble and his struggle ea#id in his ‘frowning’ face.
The gratuitous status of these discarded garmentsade clear in the total disregard
paid to them once removed: he casts his clothede dsareless’, so that they lie
‘tumbled-to’, a crumpled heap of ‘woolwoven weaery much at odds with the natural
surroundings.

In removing his clothes, the stranger also appéarsemove many of the
inhibitions acquired through the process of growipgthat previously stood as a barrier
to prevent him from experiencing the ‘total anrakibn’ enjoyed by the boys.
By stripping himself of the acquired layers, theasger appears as exposed as a
newborn, reawakened to the world around him, hise beet now free to feel the
ground beneath him, as he stands naked at theagdbe pool, ‘burly all of blocks /
Built of chancequarriéd, selfquinéd, hoar-huskeéaksd (Il. 36-37)°° However,
for a moment the stranger hesitates, the fearkesirlg of the carefree ‘boys from

the town’ into their pool forgotten as the strangeo longer a carefree boy,

girds himself in preparation, ‘Here he will thergré he will’, before finally he submits

% This echoes the sentiment in ‘God’s Grandeur'r ‘can foot feel, being shod’, I. 8. ‘God’s Grandeur
Works 128.
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to the moment of consummation as ‘Flinty kindcdieheent let break across his limbs /
Long’. This moment of release is marked by a sowhith is the first sound not made
by the boys:

[...] Where we leave him, froliclavish, while he lm about him,

laughs, swims.
(. 42)

In laughing, the stranger appears to be imitathwg joyful noise of the boys at play,
but his laughter immediately puts his ‘unseen’ posiin jeopardy. However, this is no
longer a concern; like the boys, he is now ‘fraigkh’ in his pool, at one with
the ‘heavenfallen freshness’, of the water or peshef the young boy¥. With the
other onlooker now exposed, it is only the speaked, by extension, the reader,
who remains hidden in the foliage, afraid of disanyy as the stranger ‘looks about him’,
we too should perhaps fear discovery, as hithegdo® have been ‘unseen / See[r]s’.

The nature of these unseen watchers, and the pmabterole of the voyeur, suddenly

come into sharp focus, as we will see in the nestign.

®L A few critics have made much of a “Freudian siipivhich Hopkins accidentally transcribed
‘heavenfallen freshness’ as ‘freshmen’ (I. 39) inearlier draft of the text. (See, for example, kines,
‘Indeterminacy’, 344-345, and Sobolev, ‘DialectafDesire’, 130-131). Whilst this slip is of intetel
feel the implication is present in any case, aavie@fallen freshness’ already suggests both the
restorative water of the pool and yet also thelaxding youthful beauty of the boys.
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i
... unseen / Seelr]s %.

‘Epithalamion’ is an ambiguous poem, rich in codictions and uncomfortable
tensions. One of the most fundamental of theséhasténsion between the hidden
watchers, the stranger and the speaker/hearertr@ndinknowing object of these
attentions, in this case the boys, and the stranigeself. This triad of speaker, hearer,
and secret watcher is not unique to this poem; Wiedhover,” for example, features a
hearer, a speaker with heart ‘in hiding’ (I. 7),dathe ‘Falcon’ whose masterful
movements invoke a powerful response in the heath® onlookef® The heart is
hidden, and the reason is given: ‘the fire thaaksefrom thee then [...] / [...] more
dangerous’ (ll. 10-11).

The heart is in hiding to protect itself from tpewer presented by the kestrel
and by the beauty and potential danger it repres&itD. Laing’s assertion that danger
is an inherent component of visibility chimes widopkins’s self-protective desire to
hide. For Laing,

In a world full of danger, to be a potentially Seleaobject is to be
constantly exposed to danger. Self-consciousndssn, tmay be the
apprehensive awareness of oneself as potentigigsed to danger by the
simple fact of being visible to others. The obvialefence against such a
danger is to make oneself invisible in one wayrwtaer®
The nature of this danger is ambiguous. In ‘The dover’, the heart is hidden to
protect itself from the awesome ‘mastery of thaghi(l. 8), but also, and perhaps more

importantly, the heart is in hiding to protect ifseom exposure to any potentially

uncontrollable feelings inspired by the majestwight. To emphasize the nature of this

62 Epithalamion’, Il. 15-16 Works 179-180.
%3 The Windhover'. ibid.: 132.

¥ R. D. Laing,The Divided Self: An Existential Study in Sanitgd &adness (London: Penguin, 1965),
109.(London: Penguin Books, 1965): 109.
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danger, the majesty is expressed in the explioguage of physical violence, as the
‘blue-bleak embers’ of the ‘fire that breaks’, ‘Fapall themsélves, and gash gold-
vermilion’ (Il. 10 & 14). Even the refuge from thdanger carries with it a threat:
‘hiding’ suggests both the situation of being hiddand also a physical beating from
which one would seek just such sanctuary. Bothitagplnd being seen are inherently
dangerous activities in Hopkins’s world and yet aie¢he more desirable for it.
‘Epithalamion’ opens with both narrator and he@eader in hiding,
‘leaf-whelmed somewhere with the hood’ (I. 2). Frd¢ime start a relationship between
the speaker and the ‘hearer’ is established, gioe&hip between the beloved and his
teacher that falls well within traditional pederaspedagogy, as Hopkins would
certainly have known. The Greek heritage of reddawer and speaker/inspirer to
which Hopkins’s poem is undoubtedly referring canusefully explored in the light of
a passage by Walter Pater, Hopkins’s tutor at Qixéod later friend, in his publication
onPlato and Platonism
The clean youthful friendship, “passing even theel®f woman,” [...].
The beloved and the lover, side by side througlir tbeg days of eager
labour, and above all on the battlefield, becanmspeetively, aités the
hearer, anctispnélasthe inspirer; the elder inspiring the youngerhwhis
own strength and taste in things.
This ‘clean youthful friendship’, despite the absenof women (for this love is
superior), is not barren: together the ‘beloved @nadlover’ ‘labour’ ‘through their long
days’, until eventually a new relationship, exceedithe first, is brought forth.
In ‘Epithalamion’, women are noticeably absent, yajain this is not a sterile
relationship: hearer and speaker labour togethergate — not new life — but a mutual

fantasy (and indeed an artistic creation), the e&pee of which will change forever the

nature of their shared relationship.

% Walter PaterPlato and Platonism: A Series of Lectufésndon: Macmillan, 1893): 231-232. Cited by
Kaylor, ‘Dripping Fragments’, 161.
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The relationship between speaker and hearer itheainly one depicted within
the poem, although it is the ‘perspectival viewthus ‘couple’ that ‘frames the scene’,
as Dellamora notes, and indeed the whole poeneis fsem within this single framing
device®® This ‘clean youthful friendship’ appears also ®the relationship sought by
the ‘stranger’, who is ‘beckoned by the noise’1{d) of the boys playing, just as the
speaker himself was captivated by ‘a shout’ (I. @p physical description of the
stranger is given, despite him being watched; we t@d only of his general
demeanour: he is ‘listless’, in sharp contrast vergthing seen hitherto. Both the
natural landscape and the behaviour and appeaddribe boys were characterised by
movement and playful physical power, a testostefapled exuberance where bodies
and rivers merge seamlessly and endlessly onghatother:

[...] the loins of hills, where a candycoloured, wreegtuegold-brown
Marbled river, boisterously beautiful, between
Roots and rocks is danced and dandled, all in&athwaterblowballs, down.
(Il. 5-7)
Just as the bodies of the boys take on the qusalitiehe natural world in their daring
‘downdolfinry’, so the natural world here brims ahdstles with barely controlled
eroticism, an eroticism that eventually floods ov#o more explicit sexuality.

Drawn by the sound, the stranger, unaware thatishébeing watched,
‘drops’ towards the river where he observes theskaiyplay. It is only at this point that
the hearer is granted a vision of the boys, angtma speaker and hearer stand secreted
side-by-side observing for the first time ‘the bdyith dare and with downdolfinry and
bellbright bodies huddling out’ (Il. 16-17). As dfok on, the speaker notes the novel

sensations experienced by the stranger as he gatohdoys at play (I. 9); at this point,

focalization is clearly occurring fromvithin the stranger, and it is only througls eyes

% DellamoraMasculine Desire43.

144



that the scene of the boys at play is accessilblis. fécalization through the eyes of the
stranger leads Lionel Adey to suggest that themggeris the narrator:

As though he has descended with the stranger, dhmtar describes the
boys subjectively, sharing the stranger’s vision] [sensing how the
elements of earth, air, and water fuse when thes luthye and spread out
beneath the surface. How could he descend unnotigedthe stranger,
how share in so subjective a perception, unlessome way hevere the
stranger?
Again, Humphries notes:
Yet it does seem that the depersonalizing devidbefstranger’” has made
possible a new directness in the poet’s work (whédeng none too opaque:
the strained shift in the point of view from “wehe “hear a shout” to that
of the stranger hints the identity of speaker Witranger,” but gets out of
writing “I drop towards the river.l.see the boys™®
Although Hopkins does refer to himself as an extelistranger in the slightly earlier
poem ‘To seem the stranger lies my lot’, it seemmtihg in this case conclusively to
identify the speaker with the strang@Rather this shifting focalization is charactedsti
of the poem as a whole, a poem in which nobodyrextlling is fixed, and all characters
appear constantly in the dynamic process of ‘Héesol’ flux, an endless series of
emergences and disappearance within the naturddWomhese endlessly shifting
viewpoints, and the narrative potential this introels, come to characterise much of
Hopkins’s later work, as we will see.
The stranger thus far has been described onlylisttess’, lacking in the

enthusiasm, energy and appetite that so charadetie boys and the landscape in

which they appear. Kaylor proposes that the stnarigre represents ‘abstracted

®’ Lionel Adey, "A Reading of Hopkins's "EpithalamighVictorian Newsletter42: 16.
% Humphries, "Indeterminacy," 345.
% Probably 1885Works 166.

" This constant process of movement and endlessgehaithin the natural world is the subject of
Hopkins’'s poem of 1888, ‘That Nature is a Heraalité-ire and of the comfort of the Resurrectiond.ib
180-181.

All discussions of focalization take the definitomproposed by Shlomith Rimmon-Kenawarrative
Fiction: Contemporary PoeticRoutledge, 1989 ed. (London: Methuen & Co. L1883).
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sensuality’ in human form, ‘limned with a Patersolidity’, following Pater’s teaching
of Plato’*
To speak, to think, to feel, about abstract idessifahey were living
persons; that, is the second stage of Plato’s sgte@iascent. [...] Abstract
ideas themselves became animated, living persém&stacorporeal, as if
with hands and ey€$.
Thus initially the stranger is only ‘almost corpalge hence his lethargy. He represents
abstracted sensuality and it is not until he watdhe boys at play that he becomes fully
animated by thoughts and feelings: ‘This garlanthefr gambol’ provokes a sensuous
response within him, ‘flashes in his breast’ (1).19ke the stirring of the hidden heart
in ‘The Windhover’ as the dynamic movements of kiestrel are observed, or indeed
the stirrings in Hopkins’s ‘hidden heart’ as he evegd the Stonyhurst builders at work,
so here the boys provoke a response in the stramgér in the ‘sudden zest /
Of summertime joys'.

The stranger bursts into movement, ‘he hies to @ peighbouring’ (. 22),
swapping the visual pleasures of observing the lhoyshe physical pleasures of the
‘flinty kindcold’ pool, a pool he assures us ‘isthest / There,’” indeed the ‘sweetest,
freshest’, but also the ‘shadowiest’ (ll. 22-23heTstranger is not yet willing to forfeit
his position as an ‘unseen / See[r]’, but instealtiates in a double-edged desire,
caught between the equal but opposing dangers fnsbding seen and by remaining
hidden. These dangers are beautiful in their pog&b, as he begins to negotiate
between the various roles of benevolent or neuttaerver, systematic enquirer,
the privileged or enlightened seer, and ultimattig, voyeur. In his isolated dark pool,
away from the bright lights of motion and activithe stranger strips off his clothes,

the sight of the boys re-igniting within him a desionce again ‘to be a boy'.

However, the more he seeks to imitate, the moreargmp the differences become,

" Kaylor, ‘Dripping Fragments’, 166.
2 pater Plato and Platonism170. Cited by Kaylor, ‘Dripping Fragments’, 161.
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and thus his attempt to imitate the boys, or ewehet one of the boys, seems hollow,
like the final laugh, and in the most Victorian senperverted.

In his article on John Henry Newman, Oliver Buckiraws attention to the
recurring charges of ‘perversion’ made against lang suggests that in many instances
perversion was used ‘as a “catch-all” term for tewious layers of Newman’s
“otherness” [...] — his Catholicism, his celibacy, shigender transgression,
or “effeminacy,” and, relatedly, his homosexualif§’Buckton takes as the basis of his
argument Jonathan Dollimore’s careful analysisesi/prsion in the period:

Although the ‘modern’ sexual pervert does not appea the OED,
the wayward woman figures prominently as one ofttihe kinds of pervert
[...]. The other is the religious heretic. [...] In tiegical discourse
perversion may describe the opposite of converssagmifying that terribe
[sid, unforgivable deviatiofrom the true faith to the falsé.

Buckton interprets Newman’s conversion to Cathsfitias the ultimate perversion,
using the term to encompass both his religioussgggession and his sexual ambiguity.
It can be seen how easily the term fits Hopkins. ‘Bgrverting’ to Catholicism,
‘the most powerful and determining commitment of lifie’, Hopkins accepted a life of
celibacy. As Dellamora notes, ‘This conviction istra substitute for an unrealized
sexual desire; but neither is it simply a sublimat’ Hopkins's poems, like his
journals, are often dripping in erotic charge aedssiality, even — if not indeed more so
— after his conversion, as demonstrated in ‘Epéttmédn’. However, whilst in one sense
poetry offered Hopkins a ‘safe’ manner of addregdimese issues (unlike painting),
it could be argued that Catholicism offered Hopkarsother. By providing both a
vocabulary of devotion and an established litetaaglition within which to work, the
Catholic Church could be seen as both facilitaing legitimising Hopkins’s attention

to the male physical form, as we will see.

3 Oliver S. Buckton, “An Unnatural State”: Gend&Perversion,” and Newman's Apologia Pro Vita
Sua’,Victorian Studies35, no. 4 (Summer 1992): 361.

™ Jonathan DollimoreSexual Dissidence: Augustine to Wilde, Freud todaoit (Oxford: Clarendon
Press, 1991): 120. Cited by Buckton, ‘An Unnat@tlte’, 361. The typographical error is corrected i
Buckton’s reproduction.

> DellamoraMasculine Desire47.
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... one’s views of everything’®..

Hopkins’s ‘Epithalamion’ is richly erotic, and ddgsensual, yet at no point does this
eroticism fall directly onto either the bathing lsogr the stranger. This has led many to
dismiss the claim and settle instead on Hopkindtiteonal fragments as proof that this
is indeed, despite appearances, an Epithalamion.

It is generally considered that the poem remaimapdete (if not completed)
up to line 42, after which two separate fragmerdasehbeen added, Il. 43-47, and
ll. 48-53. Paul Mariani, taking his lead from Hopgis first fragment, reads the poem as
an allegory of marriage. He suggests that the gémrarepresents the bridegroom and
although this does leave his ‘listless’ charactemacounted for, the fresh water figures
his future married life, and the trees and natuamldscape depict his supportive
enfolding circle of family and friend<.In contrast, Lionel Adey reads the poem as an
allegory, albeit a flawed one, of a pilgrimage,hwihe water representing baptism, and
the bathing boys unfallen Man: ‘In a further setfse stranger is Man, regenerated by
throwing off worldly vesture, an estranged creat@mewing his relationship with God
through the walk across the bare rock and the imimein the healing waters of grace,
to become as a child®Whilst both allegorical readings are interestiad as Sobolev
notes, difficult to refute (‘falmost any existingeliary text can be read as a flawed
(and, consequently, incomplete) allegory?)they seem ultimately unpersuasive.

Both dismiss any erotic charges, even while clagmiras a bridal hymn.

010-12 September 1865. To Baillleurther Letters 226.
" Mariani, Commentary290-292.
8 Adey, ‘Hopkins’s “Epithalamion™, 19.

9 Sobolev, ‘Dialectics of Desire’, 128.
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An alternative to dismissing the eroticism is teegt its presence, and claim
that it was Hopkins who was unaware of it. Martor,example, argues that it is a poem
‘drenched with the innocent, probably unknowingnselity that seems peculiarly
Hopkinsian'® Again, this seems unpersuasive, not least givetintherent sensuality in
the two literary forms alluded to in this poem. Aating to Sobolev: ‘in most cases
pastorals are inseparable from sexual overtonesedder, the fact that this pastoral is
part of an epithalamion foregrounds the sexual dsrma which is implicit in the
pastoral as a genr&’Hopkins would not have been unaware of the impibca of
these literary forms, just as his familiarity witthe hearer/speaker relationship
cannot be denied.

There is certainly no compelling biographical reado claim Hopkins as a
sexual naif? One of his earliest poems, ‘A Vision of the Merdsii
(probably December 1862), is hugely erotic, andayst a startling sexual awareness
from the schoolboy poet. The eye of the speakethasggh studying the face of his
lover, is drawn from the eye of the sky to the Hied excitement of the ‘rosy’ lips,
recalling the elusive ‘gashes’ of . 7-10:

[...] which, by hot pantings blown
Apart, betwixt ten thousand petall’d lips.
By interchange gasp’d splendour and eclipse.
‘A Vision of the Mermaids’ (Il. 20-25

This passage is singled out by Gardner as ‘sentatieirite’, yet | find it could not be

further from sentimentdt It is rather hugely rich in the excitement and glmof

8 Martin, Private Life 390.
81 Sobolev, ‘Dialectics of Desire’, 129.

8 Obviously Hopkins'’s decision to become a celiliest changes the direction of his later life, and
there is certainly no evidence to suggest that Hapéver acted on any of his homoerotic impulsesne
before his conversion. However, this should notaken as evidence that he was therefore unaware of
unable to recognise his own sexual impulses anideddsdeed, his high level of anxiety regarding hi
own sexuality, his ‘evil thoughts’ and his Old Hisbfthought to be nocturnal emissions) would very
much suggest the opposite.

8 Works 11-15. See also Figure 3: ‘A Vision of the Merdsli(Christmas, 1862). Pen and ink sketch by
G. M. Hopkins, in a six-inch circle, p. 216.
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looking that so characterises Hopkins'’s later wditke repeated adjectives that Gardner
dismisses as ‘sentimental’ — ‘rose of air’, ‘rogypfd’, ‘rosy-budded’, and ‘isle of
roses’ — whilst clearly there for deliberate poetitect, | suggest depict a speaker in the
throes of a sexual fantasy. His vision is coloubgdhe ‘throbbing blood-light’ (I. 16)
of the scene, before finally he can take no moxk ‘ire crimson glare / Shower’d the
cliffs’ (Il. 24-5). A couple of years after the cgwsition of this poem, in the list of sins
in his diary, Hopkins records ‘Looking at theancet the medical journaf’
Whilst there is nothing of particular erotic intsten this edition, it is not unusual for a
young man to show such a prurient interest in thatamical, the physical and the
sensual. However, it is undoubtedly characteristi¢iopkins to make such a careful
record of this ‘sin’, specifically a sin of lookingnd indeed of the other occasions on
which he records ‘Looking at a dreadful word in leax’, ‘Evil thoughts in dictionary
etc’, or ‘Reading a dangerous thirf§’.

Although ‘A Vision of the Mermaids’ and the muchtda ‘Epithalamion’ are
very different, in so many ways reflecting the #igant changes undergone by the
poet, they share the figure of the secret watchethe first poem, the speaker has
rowed out to a rock, from which he observes ‘sho@ls31) of mermaids at play.
In a striking echo of Wordsworth’s ‘Ode: Intimatorof Immortality’ (1802-04),

a work Hopkins saw as so significant that it cau$eonan nature’ to ‘tremble ever
since’, the speaker bemoans a vision now lost o, lperhaps again through age:
‘Whence oft | watch but see those Mermaids now moen(l. 143). Like the stranger

and the speaker in ‘Epithalamion’, the viewer neeererges from his position of

8 Discussing Il. 23-29: ‘Hopkins uses as lavish #efpa as a Pre-Raphaelite painter. At times his
description is too lush, and drops into the sentitialéy trite, as in a passage near the beginnimgre/we
find “rose of air”, “rosy-lipp’d”, “rosy-budded”, ad “isle of roses” — all within seven lines.” Gaain
Poetic Idiosyncrasy2: 55.

8 Early Manuscripts 167 (Plate 115). The issue that Hopkins consultad probabljtancet,21, no. 1
(27 May 1865).

8 Early Manuscripts 156, 157, 165.
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hiding, and prefers to enjoy the spectacle of theyrnmaids from his own secluded
isolation, watching but always himself remainingseeable’.

Both poems are strongly sensual, even erotic,rboeither case is this eroticism
seen to arise directly from the central subjectshef poems, as might be expected.
Instead it is found to have been ‘safely’ transddrto nature and the natural world,
which now bristles with eroticism and fecundity. Ngh mermaids are traditionally
dangerously alluring, their status as half bealtfoman and half fish renders them
sexually unattainable; their beauty is their danget this danger is in itself beautiful.
However, perhaps unexpectedly for one so drivetdguty, Hopkins’s mermaids are
markedly asexual. Great emphasis is placed on ffisgine qualities in the poem,
and in his illustration all are turned away frone thiewer so that both faces and breasts
are hidden [Figure 3, p. 216]. Even more strikinghhe ‘bevy of boys in
‘Epithalamion’ is similarly lacking in direct er@ism: the natural scene in which they
are depicted bubbles with scarcely controlled excént and blossoming sexuality, but
the playful boys are attractive only through theawerful physical movements and
their engagement with this sexually vibrant worfdht in themselves. No specific
physical description of the boys is given — unlikee rich corporeal detailing of
‘Harry Ploughman’ or ‘Felix Randal’ — they are seenly as bright flashes of
movement, their individual shapes indistinguishalale the sunlight glistens on
their wet bodies.

Although neither the boys nor the mermaids areatiegh as sexually arousing in
themselves, in each case the scene remains deepty the natural world is seen to be
dripping in sexuality, fertility and fecundity. Thiundoubtedly represents a seemingly
safe transference of the otherwise dangerous massiliable to be invoked by
‘looking’. In the first poem, the erotic landscapepredominantly female, characterised

by ‘lustrous gashes’ (I. 8), ‘parting lids’ (I. 11and a ‘throbbing blood-light’ (I. 16).
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There is violence in the language and imagery, amen an aggressively sexual
metaphor in the image of incestuous rape, as threnends crowd around the speaker’s
rock (a rock which is empty at the beginning and efithe vision):

Soon — as when Summer of his sister Spring
Crushes and tears the rare enjewelling,
And boasting ‘I have fairer things than these’
Plashes amidst the billowy apple-trees
His lusty hands, in gusts of scented wind
Swirling out bloom till all the air is blind
With rosy foam and pelting blossom and mists
Of driving vermeil-rain; and, as he list,
The dainty onxy-coronals deflowers,
A glorious wanton [...]

(Il. 84-93)

In the sudden burst into movement and the resuitragery of ravishment we are once
again reminded of Wordsworth’'s ‘Nutting’, of a seerfamong the flowers’
(‘Nutting’, |. 24) where a similar ravishment tooklace®” However, where
Wordsworth’s natural world and that depicted by #aely Hopkins are most certainly
female, with beckoning gashes and an exposed \abilgy (both scenes feature a
‘deflower[ment]’ by ‘lusty hands’), the landscapg‘Bpithalamion’, as Kaylor notes, is
assuredly male, with rich phallic imagery:
The delicate-yet-abrasive softness of the “silkeb@e- like the surface of
the glans penis (“glans” being the botanical naorettie nut of the beech
mast) — is immediately followed by the engorgeddies of the “scrolled”
ash and the “packed” sycamore, creating an ereofitmark which displays
those primal passions which refuse to be restra(trezl “wild” wychelm)
under a state of agitation (“hornbeam fretty owwdt / By”). [...]
Thrust upwards, this cluster of trees ejaculates ..

Although the gendering of the landscape is differeanboth poems the erotic charge is

moved off the figures (where ‘dangerdiis'strain upon the passiofi$’ might be

8 The similarities between these passages in thepoems are discussed by Kaye Kossick in her article
on violence in Hopkins’s ‘Vision’. She argues tha speaker in Hopkins’s poem is far more interkste
in viewing the violence than in participating, lalgo stays clear of accepting any moral respoiisibil
unlike the speaker in Wordsworth'’s ‘Nutting’. Ka(@ssick, ‘No Haven for Hopkins: A Study of
Violence and Self-Division in “A Vision of the Merauds™, Hopkins Quarterly17 (April-July 1990):

45,

8 Kaylor, ‘Dripping Fragments’, 169-170.
8922 October 1879.etters 95.
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encountered) and instead ostensibly displaced patore. That the natural world is
now imbued with a deeply human, corporeal and iddsen genital, sexuality renders
this transference to some degree academic.

As with mortal beauty, the subject of the sonrfethat name, Hopkins argues
that beauty in the natural world serves as a rgaaticessible analogy for spiritual
beauty” Ad Majorem Dei gloriam the motto of the Society of Jesus,
reminded Hopkins every day that beauty, mortaltbeavise, is there to function as a
visual demonstration of the wonder of God and Heaton:

| do not think | have ever seen anything more haduhan the bluebell |
have been looking at. | know the beauty of our Lbxdit. It[s inscape]
is [mixed of] strength and grace, like an ash[trédje head is strongly
drawn over [backwards] and arched down like a ctegwgdrawing itself
back from the line of the keel]. The lines of theld strike and overlie this,
rayed but not symmetrically, some like parallel.eyHook steely against
[the] paper, the shades lying between the bells lagitind the cockled
petal-ends and nursing up the precision of thetimtness, the petal-ends
themselves being delicately lit. Then there is #teaightness of the
trumpets in the bells softened by the slight estasid [by] the square splay
of the mouth’?

Whilst it was a familiar Victorian practice to firmhalogies between objects in nature
and their divine equivalents, Dellamora notes thatspecify Christ, however, and to

refer to boy-parts (“head,” “cockled”) gives thisagsage — to my eye at least —
a Whitmanian aspect, since the American poet likefraw series of analogies between
objects in landscape and parts of the male bodsluding the genital flower
This ‘series of analogies between objects in laapgecand parts of the male body’
is indeed absolutely typical of Hopkins, and | wbargue that it is his ‘perversion’
to the Roman Catholic Church that ‘authorised’,Hopkins’s eyes, his continued

devotion to looking at the male physical form, ntwsome degree celebrated as the

embodiment of Christ. Hopkins’s conversion did moaany way remove these desires

%12 February 1868. To Bailli€urther Letters 231.
1To what serves Mortal Beauty2orks 167. This sonnet was discussed in the previoapteh.
9218 May 1870Notebooks133-134. Hopkins’s own brackets.

% DellamoraMasculine Desire49.
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and devotions, but it did in some way legitimiserthby offering a valid theological
pretext in which to continue looking. However, &g nhext section will show, earthly
and spiritual desires, neither completely resolwenllld continue to run uncomfortably
close together in Hopkins’s view of the world, drservation that terrified and thrilled

him in equal measure.
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... Man lovely and loveable.*

Hopkins spent his life surrounded almost exclugivbly men, from his earliest
schooldays to his untimely death as a celibateit)esest. Whilst originally designed to
avoid exposing vulnerable young boys to the dangérnemptation, these single-sex
institutions may, for Hopkins, have had quite tippasite effect, as he found himself
surrounded on all sides by beautiful men. At schavad at university this intense and
passionate environment provided men with deep atehse friendships, which, as
Dellamora observes, were ‘based in the idealizatibmomantic friendships in their
earlier schooling and focused on religious disaussishared prayer, and joint
observance of ritual. This environment stimulatednhberotic feeling, valorized it, and
provided it with a convenient alibi® That these friendships were based on shared
intellectual and theological experiences appeavegrdvide some explanation for, and
protection against, any physical or even senswumsins’ that such intimacies might
provoke.

Following his conversion to the Catholic Church goiting of the priesthood,
Hopkins became much more isolated, geographicadlgcially and spiritually.
The intensely stimulating intellectual friendshipfshis youth were gone, replaced only
by lively and intellectually-probing relationshipsith three devoted pen-friends.
However, as noted already, Hopkins’s physical aedtleetic desires could not be
entirely sublimated. Nature was one recipient @sthdisplaced desires, as we have
seen, and the figure of Jesus Christ, the belab&dgulmination of all things that ‘can

make man lovely and loveable’, was anotifer.

% From the sermon ‘For Sunday Evening Nov. 23 18Bealford Leigh’.Sermons34-38, 35.
% DellamoraMasculine Desire46.

% Sermons35.
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Adoration of Christ’s physical body is typical die¢ Roman Catholic Church,
and Loyola’s training, which inspired in the Jedaltowers a strong sense of the visual
presence of God, appears to have affected Hoplirticplarly strongly’’ This was a
firmly sensuous experience, yet it also demandatittie exercitant look imaginatively
at human and divine bodies. Hopkins seems to haseséd his spiritual longing, in the
ambiguous form of ‘eager desire’, on the physbmady of Christ, acknowledging as he
did so the possibility of his comments invoking ase: ‘for myself | make no secret |
look forward with eager desire to seeing the mahlbeauty of Christ’'s body in the
heavenly light®® There is a clear acknowledgement of the potemtiiger in this
‘eager desire’, as in ‘mak[ing] no secret’ it irdieces the very possibility it denies.
This dialectic of ‘seeing’ the ‘matchless’ beaufytlee male ‘body’, particularly one that
is, as here, without match, either comparativelyhoough marriage, is rich in desirous
possibilities. Whilst the looking is in some sengedicated through its theological
grounding, it cannot be forgotten that this is aghie figure of a beautiful young male,
perfect in every aspect.

Hopkins’s very strong sense of Christ’s physiggdearance as fully incarnated,
and as an exemplar of ‘noble but fully embodiedhseld’ is revealed in this ‘painterly’
description from one of his sermofis:

There met in Jesus Christ all things that can nmale lovely and loveable.
In his body he was most beautiful. [...] They tellthat he was moderately
tall, well built and tender in frame, his featursgaight and beautiful,

his hair inclining to auburn, parted in the midstrling and clustering about
the ears and neck as the leaves of a filbert, sp $peak, upon the nut.
He wore also a forked beard and this as well asottles upon his head were
never touched by razor or shears; neither, histihdaing perfect, could a
hair ever fall to the ground. [...] | leave it to ydorethren, then to picture
him, in whom the fullness of the godhead dwelt bodn his bearing how

majestic, how strong and yet how lovely and lissaméis limbs, in his
look how earnest, grave but kin.

" The influence of Loyola’Spiritual Exercise®n Hopkins is discussed in the following chapter.
% Sermons35, 36.
% DellamoraMasculine Desire51.

190 5ermons35, 36.
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Close attention is paid to every detail of his pbgis appearance, and in tightly
alliterative phrases he is pictured, ‘lovely andeable’, ‘lovely and lissome in his
limbs, in his look’, ‘beautiful’ in his ‘body’, ‘teder’ in ‘frame’ and ‘features’ until the
repeated ‘I, ‘f’ and ‘b’ consonants come togetirethe ‘leaves of a filbert [...] upon a
nut’. This is a fascinating metaphor that, for modesaders, reintroduces the painter

who ‘picture[s]’ the scene, perhaps with the ‘fitbdrush®*

However, the description
of Christ’'s hair, described in colour and behaviasr being like the leaves of the
hazelnut, also serves to combine an erotic image thiat of the natural world, as the
leaves ‘curl’ and ‘cluster’ around the nut, just the hair (to which the leaves are
likened) might around the genitals (which cannotdraeoved entirely from the pictured
‘nuts’). This erotic metaphor sits centrally in tthescription, as the eye moves down the
body, from the hair, head and neck, to the nut ptetg and then down to the limbs,
before returning to ‘his look’, a specific term whiis yet more general. Whilst Hopkins
does move on from Christ’'s physical appearancepaad his mind (‘the greatest
genius that ever lived"? and his beauty of character which conforms tadikénctions
Hopkins laid down for mortal beauty, this is camtgian intense celebration of male
physicality and indeed of Christ's body. Here Chisspresented as the pattern-giving
example of Manhood, of masculinity. For Hopkinspath priest and poet, Christ offers
a figure on which he could legitimately focus hikraration of the male physical form.
This displacement of desire, from dangerous amgpteg human beauty to

the redemptive beauty of God, a ‘legitimate objgfdbving vision and glorificatiort®®

in Overholser's words, is depicted in ‘Myself unyiol from June 1865%*

191 OED notes that “filbertn. (anda.): More fully, filbert brush A kind of brush used in oil-painting,
having a flattened, oval, bristle head; alsadjs designating this shape of brush’. However, th fi
recorded use is 1950, so this may be anachroffiistidopkins.

192 Sermons36.
193 Overholser, ‘Terrible Temptation’, 42.
104 Myself unholy’, Works 67.
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Here the process of appropriate looking is maddi@kdirst at ‘myself,’ then ‘To the
sweet living of my friends’ (I. 2). However mortaeauty is flawed, full of ‘fault’ which
he recognises in himself and in others. Finallg tthesperate search is over, as to the
ideal figure of ‘Christ | look’:

And so, though each have one while | have all,

No betterserves me now, sabest no other,

Save Christ: to Christ | look, on Christ | call.

(Il. 12-14)
In the absolute purity of Christ he finds the ‘belstit also, | would suggest, he finds a
valid pretext on which to continue ‘look[ing] at artal beauty: as an analogy of
divine beauty. Conversely, in the figure of Christppkins found an alternative,
and indeed ultimate, masculine ideal, which he was only permitted to look at,
but encouraged to love.
The centrality of the incarnation, and the podisds for ‘redemption’,
or at least salvation from the irresistible sins‘lobking’, offered by the Catholic
Church were not lost on Hopkins. Writing to Baill#hortly before his conversion
(or ‘perversion’) to the Roman Catholic Church, Hms noted the benefits of this
condition:
I may for once speak [...] of the difference the @hension of the Catholic
truths one after another make in one’s views ofrygheg, beyond all
others those of course of the blessed sacrametiteoéltar. You will no
doubt understand what | mean by saying that sbelidnessof things,
wh. one is compelled perpetually to feel, is peghiap] the most unmixedly
painful thing one knows of: and this is (objectielintensified and
(subjectively) destroyed by Catholicist.

Not only did Catholicism offer Hopkins a legitimdtecus for his homoerotic aesthetic

desires, but, through the doctrine of the Real dres, an insistence on an ever-present

physicality. Thus Catholicism offered a route tdvadon and a valid solution to the

ever present dangers of ‘looking’, as Dellamoraeobss:

19510-12 September 1865. To Baillleurther Letters 226-227.
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By perverting to Catholicism, Hopkins prepared fisg choice of celibacy,
an option to which he felt strongly, if ambivalgntlattracted. Life as a
religious promised to valorize masculine desireftgusing it on Christ
while folding Hopkins into a range of “safe,” ma@mosocial relations.
[...] Christ’'s beauty authorized priest and poet'stcwing devotion to an
embodied selfhood and to the poetic celebratiotesfre for other metf®
Thus the body of Christ offered Hopkins a permitigelal, but also a ready reason to
search for elements of this ideal in each and ewsg he met. Whilst mortal beauty
was dangerous unless fully understood — as a readlpgy for the ultimate physical
beauty of God — it was also irresistibly attractivEhroughout his life Hopkins
embraced beauty, both in nature and in men, angdety and diary entries celebrate
both, usually inseparably bound together. In theeabe of readily accessible beauty,
Hopkins found himself ‘impotent’, as his final poeffio R. B.” reveals®’ It should not
be overlooked that his poetic creativity, or moxeleitly the loss of it, is couched in
explicitly physical and procreative terms. Beautgught creativity, yet it also aroused
passions, passions which could be profoundly ‘demge. Beauty and desire can never
finally be separated, yet to some degree the Gatlitiurch offered a ready outlet for
these passions, in the physically perfect incarrigiere of Christ. This enabled a
redemptively metaphysical cast for his aestheteswof male beauty, but this did not
fully account for what remains, for Hopkins, a Higliraught and indeed dangerous
relationship between the physical and the spiritsgnificance of male beauty.
The figure of Jesus Christ could be celebratedemeth desired as the ultimate exemplar
of ‘Man lovely and loveable’, but it also offered@ady, and indeed legitimate, reason
to continue to look at, desire and appreciate nwrely or otherwise. These delicate
negotiations, replete with beauty and risk, chams® Hopkins’'s engagement with the

visual world and are exemplified in his greategtleration of vision,The Wreck of the

Deutschland

198 DellamoraMasculine Desire47.
197 \Works 184.
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CHAPTER FOUR

LOOKING AT GOD



THE WRECK OF THE DEUTSCHLAND

... a scene for an artist’s pencil rather than a repds pen ...

Composed at some point between December 1875 agdlB®6 whilst Hopkins was
studying his theological courses in preparationtfier priesthood at St. Beuno’s College
in North Wales, The Wreck of the Deutschland Hopkins’s most sustained and
developed work, and probably his greatest. At fitahce it appears slightly apart from
most of his poetry, apparently far removed from ttpgestions of voyeurism,
male beauty, and the beauty of Christ that havecarmed this study so far.
This is, by contrast, a poem dominated by thefiedl-glances’ (23/8) of revelation,
a climactic and euphoric display of God’s power aodhmand over the natural world
and all within> However, this exhilaration is underscored by, amdeed amplified
through, the very acute human danger that it dessriThe allure of this danger, and the
ambiguous and highly charged possibilities it pnése are familiar dynamics in
Hopkins’s work, but it is only inThe Wreckthat they come together in such an
electrifying vision, as this concluding chapterlwliémonstrate.

Hopkins makes repeated references throughout hisingg to William
Wordsworth, and particularly to h@@de: Intimations of Immortality from Recollections
of Early Childhood(1802-1804). This was clearly a poem that had gehimpact on

Hopkins, and on the way he looked at and underdfu®avorld, as he acknowledges:

! From the recollections of the journalist from thew York Heraldone of the first at the wreck scene.
Cited by Sean Streethe Wreck of the Deutschlafidondon: Souvenir Press Ltd, 1992): 162.

2 The Wreck of the Deutschlandlyorks 110-119.
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There have been in all history a few, a very fewnphom common
repute, even where it did not trust them, haséckas having had something
happen to them that does not happen to other menhaaing seen
something whatever that really was. [...] Human nature insthenen saw
something, got a shock; wavers in opinion, lookiagk, whether there was
anything in it or no; but is in a tremble ever &n¢...] Wordsworth when
he wrote that ode human nature got another of thlogeks, and the tremble
from it is spreading. This opinion | do stronglyass; | am, ever since |
knew that ode, in that trembe.
Hopkins ascribes this abilityd seé and to understand with a ‘spiritual insight’ ortty
Wordsworth and Platdln his own extended and symphonic ode, Hopkinsngits to
give poetic expression to this ‘shock[ingly]’ pseudivine power of ‘first seeing’,
here expressed in explicitly visual terms: throdigé process of ‘see[ing] something’,
‘waver[ing]’, and finally, ‘looking back’ to ‘tremle’. This is achieved by locating at the
heart of his ode a central concern with seeingthadeeing of seeing. The poem serves
as a demonstration of this ‘spreading’ power tovpr@and recreate the ‘shock’,
which leaves all who ‘know’ in ‘that tremble’, thugh a consideration of the acts of
seeing and of witness, while foregrounding thepexal qualities of beauty and mortal
danger. A close analysis of this exhilarating visad beauty, danger, martyrdom, desire

and death concludes this study, with Hopkins’s dinpoetic exploration of what it

really means tosee somethingvhatever that really was’.

%23 October 1886Correspondencel47-148. Hopkins's own italics.
47 August, 1886. ibid.: 141.
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... a deep impression”...

Other than the three happy and creative years sp&it Beuno’s in Wales, 1874-1877,
Hopkins was deeply landlocked through most of ffis. loorn in Stratford, Essex,
schooled in Highgate, at university in Oxford artert posted to Birmingham,
Roehampton, Chesterfield, Stonyhurst, Bedford LeighLancashire, and Glasgow.
Even the few years spent in the major ports of iggel and Dublin appear to have
given Hopkins little relief, and he makes no refex to the sea, the coast or to local
shipping during either of these peridd®espite this, the sea and its sometimes
disastrous effects formed an important backdromtwh of the family’s imaginative
life: Arthur completed and exhibited a series oinpiags inspired by shipwrecks
and Hopkins made frequent references throughouvhisigs to the images, symbols
and language of the sea and of shipping, in additoo his two momentous poems
inspired by shipwrecksThe Wreck of the Deutschlarf@875) andThe Loss of the
Eurydice (1878)/ Both brothers were undoubtedly influenced to saxrnt by the
work of their father: as head of a firm of marimeurance loss adjusters, the sea and its
devastating shipwrecks were very much Manley's iagtay business.

Whilst these narrative poems are certainly of geggitificance in themselves,

it is also worth noting that in each case the vpuplic occasion of a shipwreck

® 24 December 1875. To his mothEurther Letters 135.

® Although impressed by his parishioners, he fouiveipool (1879-1881) a sprawling industrial city to
be ‘a most unhappy and miserable spot’ (22 Deceh®80,Correspondencet?), and a ‘hellhole’ (15
June 1881Further Letters 63) from which he struggled to see any escapetikfie in Ireland (1884-
1889) was deeply unhappy and unproductive, chaiseteby ‘hard, wearying wasting wasted years’ (17
February 1887Letters 250). It is clear that the long family holidaysest at the seaside, and in particular
at Shanklin on the Isle of Wight, were nothing autistant memory to the lonely isolated priest, &osy
close the sea might be geographically.

"I shall not consideThe Loss of the Eurydide any detail in this chapter. Although it doeséa central
concern with the aesthetics of male beauty, visatiin and, of course, death and salvation, tisere i
insufficient space in this project to consider bextended poems afthe Wrecks the more ‘shock[ing]’
work.
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provoked from Hopkins an elaborate narrative wahkd triggered a period of poetic
creativity. The Wreckwas written at the end of a seven-year period inchkvh
very little had been written following his ‘Slaughtof the innocents’ of May 1868;
The Lossfollowed a similarly barren period following hiseparture from Wale%.
On each occasion, contemplation of the devastagffgcts of awesome and
uncontrolled water and the resulting loss of lifealeled Hopkins to breach the
self-imposed and Jesuitical barriers between tigbie’ (the sayable, the permissible
and the thinkable), and the ‘invisible’:
What [verse] | had written | burnt before | becaandesuit and resolved to
write no more, as not belonging to my professiariess it were by the wish
of my superiors; so for seven years | wrote nottbag two or three little
presentation pieces which occasion called for.vidugn in the winter of '75
the Deutschland was wrecked [...] | was affected hg account and
happening to say so to my rector he said that tshed someone would
write a poem on the subject. On this hint | setvtwk and, though my hand
was out at first, produced ofle.
Less than two years before Hopkins began his gréat his father completed his own
most significant publicationThe Port of Refuge, or Advice and Instructionste t
Master-Mariner in Situations of Doubt, Difficultynd Danger(1873). Whilst ostensibly
a practical manual for sailors, the text is at 8mehly elaborate and highly poetic,
suffused with quotations from Coleridgelfie Rime of the Ancient Maringfopkins
thus had authorisation from two, so often conftigti patriarchal authorities, yet each
appeared to grant him permission to see, to s@@akio write poetry as an appropriate

response to a terrifying ‘situation of doubt, difficulty [or] danger’*®

811 May 1868Journals 165.

2 April 1878: ‘I had not written a line till the émdering of the Eurydice the other day and thatkedon
me and | am making a poerh.étters 48.

°5 October 1878Correspondencel 4.

1% For further information on literary depictionssifipwrecks in the period, see Chapter Two of George
P. Landow/)mages of Crisis: Literary Iconology, 1750 to theefent(Boston, London and Henley:
Routledge & Kegan Paul, 1982).
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In the dedication that opens the poem in almdspranted editions, Hopkins

foregrounds its genesis in an actual event:

The Wreck of the Deutschland

Dec. 6, 7 1875
to the happy memory of five Franciscan nuns,
exiles by the Falck Laws, drowned between
midnight and morning of December 7.

In one sense thefihe Wreckcan be seen as having much in common with Hopkins’s
earlier ekphrastic poems of paintings and archite¢tin each case, he is giving poetic
shape to something that already exists in physioah. However, an important
distinction between this poem and his more conweally ekphrastic works is that
Hopkins had no direct personal experience of tlegthor in this case, the historical
event, that he seeks to recreate. His recreationefmnstruction) had to be mediated
through his reading of the accounts of others wapapers and other public records.
It is therefore worth considering these as a veifjer@nt version of Altick’s
‘primary evidence’, before exploring the poetiaiséormations that resutt.

Whilst a theology student at St. Beuno’s in Wale®pkins was relatively
restricted in his access to newspagérBor detailed reports of the sea and shipping
disasters, even those that touched both him andolisagues deeply, he was forced to
rely primarily on cuttings sent by his mother:

| am obliged for the cuttings, nevertheless you enado oversights.

You sent two duplicates, for one thing, and theepthias that you omitted
the most interesting piece of all, the account tué tctual shipwreck:

fortunately | had read it but still | should haveeln glad to have had it by
me to refer to again, for | am writing somethingtbrs wreck, which may

perhaps appear but it depends on how | am spedtiedade a deep

impression on me, more than any other wreck odactil ever read df

This passage contains a number of strikingly vismalges, from the ‘oversights’ of his

mother, to the description of ‘this wreck, which yngerhaps appear’. The haunting

1 Altick, Paintings 3.

2 Thijs continued throughout his life. Hopkins notetr to Bridges that he ‘see[s] no newspapers] rea
none but spiritual books’. 22 October 188&tters 137.

1324 December 1875. To his mothEurther Letters 135.

165



image of a disaster just out of sight beyond thezba recalls the Kent coastguard and
the vigilant ‘look-out men on the bridge’, none whom could foresee ‘this wreck
which may perhaps appear’, despite their vigilamoking®* Hopkins, however,
as letter-writer and poet, is in a position of peged ‘insight’, able to see or not as he
is ‘speeded’. Despite his mother's ‘omissiolshie has seen enough and the accounts of
the shipwreck press on the sensitive poet so hetwit they leave almost a physical
mark on his body — a ‘deep impression’ — which thle takes as both process and
result. Frustratingly, it is not possible to idéntfor certain which accounts of the
shipwreck Catherine Hopkins sent her son, althoilngine are clear clues within the
poem to suggest likely contenders. The most detadports of the wreck appeared in
the LondonTimes and there are sufficiently close parallels betweeticles in the
newspaper and details in the poem to support tigther likely candidate is the
lllustrated London News Hopkins had long been familiar with the paper -
Arthur Hopkins contributed illustrations to it foover 25 years (1872-1898) —
and the shipwreck of The Deutschland featured heswthe issue of 18 December 1875.
The wrecking off the Kent coast on 6 December of fBerman liner,
The Deutschland, en-route from Bremen to New Yoekeived widespread attention in
the national and regional British press for neéely days. The first reports appeared in
the Timeson Wednesday 8 December, and are striking in thr@vity; taut telegrams
relay only the most cryptic details, with no sp&meanything other than the most basic

facts — date, time, and event:

1 The Times,10 December 1875, page 10. Norman Weyand and RaymoSchoderimmortal
Diamond: Studies in Gerard Manley Hopkifdew York: Octagon Books, 1969): 360.

| am indebted in this section to the work of Weyand Schoder, who collect and collate the major
public accounts of the shipwrecks in their studyTtéfe Historical Basis oThe Wreck of the Deutschland
andThe Loss of the Eurydic&ppendix 1: 353-374.

> The OED defines an ‘omission’ as ‘The non-performance a@jleet of an action which one has a moral
duty or legal obligation to perform; an instanceto$’. We can recall from Hopkins’s early diaries,
journals and confession notes just how signifieamt sinful he considers such neglect to be.
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A boat came ashore this morning from the Deutschlateamer, with

Quartermaster named Beck August and two dead méerinHad been in

boat 38 hours®
However, as the telegrams continued to arrive indom through the day, more details
gradually emerged: the intended route of the steaiie place of the accident,
the weather conditions, the estimated number ofl,daad the identities of the cabin
passengers. It is notable that not until the tiidgram of the day is it recorded that
‘Assistance has been sent’; this delay was to peoweucial point of concern at the
official inquiry into the shipwreck and the evetitat followed.

The first visual detail to appear in the newspapgports is one that loomed large
in later accounts (and the subsequent inquiry) &bl &s in Hopkins's poem:
the air is described as ‘thick, with sno¥{’This phrase appears in both the second and
the fourth telegram of the day, yet in his poem paeld from these reports,
Hopkins does not use the phrase at all. Insteadwtirds ‘thick, with snow’ are taken
as the starting point for an astonishingly fergilecess of expansion: the ‘seeing’
prevented by the weather in the newspaper accaaintade ‘visible’ by Hopkins as he
adopts a series of alternative and finally kalexdpsc viewpoints within the poem.
The description is given life and movement as imied conjure up a blinding flurry of
activity:

Wiry and white-fiery and whirlwind-swivelled snow
Spins to the widow-making unchilding unfatherireggs.
(13/7-8)
The ‘thickness’ of the newspaper account is capgturethe violent motion of the

all-encompassing snow, the movement of the flakem®shadowing the ensuing

‘sea-romp’ (17/4) of the drowning passengers. Thews and sea pull together,

'8 Telegram dated ‘SHEERNESS, Dec. 7', reprintech@ilimes Wednesday 8 December 1875.

" TheTimes Wednesday 8 December 1875, page 5. Reprinteceiyatd and Schoder, edsnmortal
Diamond 355.
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the sea taking on the ‘flint-flake’ form of the smaas the opaque white air of the
newspaper report is replaced by the violent batbiegd of the poem.

This ‘thick[ness]’ was considered crucial to thguest into the disaster,
reported in theTimes 10 December 1875. Although Hopkins may not hassdrthe
account, his creative process is very much liké tbpresented by the official inquest:
both privilege certain forms of information relainto the shipwreck,
although according to different criteria. Hopkinsmoves many of the finer details
(the very heart of any inquiry) to present a mdesnental account in which the drama
is purified from its practical circumstances. Theem cannot recreate the event
(even the official Inquiry cannot objectively repat), but it can provide a series of
‘impression[s]’ of it, recreating the sense of t@nd witness. Through his ode,
Hopkins presents both something ‘seen’, an impoessic reconstruction of the wreck,
and an account that intimates other sorts of vidiotleed, these become the very focus
of the poem.

At the inquiry, the captain of the liner, CaptaindBenstein, told the court how
‘the wind [was] blowing from the north-east prettseely, with snow falling at
intervals’. Overnight the weather darkened, so thatfour look-out men on the bridge
and two in the bows’ were found to be ‘of littleetiss ‘the weather was so thic®'.
Later in his testimony the captain again insisted tbe opacity of the weather:
‘The weather was so thick that we could not seelitife on the Kentish Knock'
The captain did make one allowance to sight: ‘we &meakers. [...] We saw the
breakers? It seems ironic that these ‘breakers’ appear teeHahown’ the captain

nothing of the breaking that was to come. It wassthn inability to seeompletely

'8 TheTimes,10 December 1875, page 10. ibid.: 360.
Yibid.: 362.
2 ibid.: 360.
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that was crucial to the newspaper accounts, inguesi in an intensified form,
Hopkins’s ode.

Captain Brickenstein appeared before the jury agitaess’. As the captain of
the stricken liner he was undoubtedly summonedsndie both as ‘One who is or was
present and is able to testify from personal ols@wn; one present as a spectator or
auditor’ and as ‘One who gives evidence in relatomatters of fact under inquir§.
However, in the light of the repeated imagery otewgand through water, rebirth),
we are reminded that a ‘witness’ is also ‘a spomsgyodparent at baptism’. In putting
forward a candidate for baptism, the sponsor taesesponsibility for ensuring the
candidate understands, and is appropriately prdp@ame the event that is to follow.
As the captain of the stricken liner, Brickensteuas to some degree inevitably
responsible for the death of the passengers. Oottiex hand it was only through her
death by water that the Tall Nun was able to a&hiegr much longed-for spiritual
rebirth, as we will see. The captain was therefoithess to the shipwreck and the
events leading up to it, a witness to the crieshef nun, a witness to her period of
preparation, and also, in Hopkins’s reading ofdisaster, her sponsor for the spiritual
rebirth depicted in the poem. Thus spectatorshgervation and testimony sit at the
very heart of the ode, uniting the material andigl narratives that are interwoven
throughout.

As Brickenstein gave his account, he was questiamedanother failure of
vision: the inability to ensure rescue through dippropriate use of the distress signals.
Despite the weather, desperate attempts were noadeaw attention to their plight:
rockets were fired during the night, and on Monddaen other vessels came into sight,

Brickenstein noted that ‘we made such signals asawtd with pistols and otherwise,

21 Erom theOED definitions of ‘witness’.
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but none of the passing vessels answere&(&ie fate of the liner was actually sealed
by a reciprocal failure of sight; the passengeid erew on the stricken liner reported
that they failed to ‘see any answering signalsresponse to the rockets, while the
Coastguard ‘saw no rockets on the Sunday night, yeir on Monday morning.
Rockets could not be seen in the daytime. No recketre seen till Monday nightt.
Although the rockets were initially obscured by thiending snowstorm’, by Monday
the weather was clearer and the passengers wer¢oatibserve their hopes of salvation
sailing by unawares:
[...] Passing vessels were distinctly seen from theutBchland’s deck,
and every effort was made to attract their intenfgic]. The passengers and
crew watched those vessels, two of them steamep#dpthat each of them
had seen, or must soon see, the signal of distBegsone after another
passed by and night came%n.
The desperate anguish of those aboard the linde, @bsee but unable to make
themselves seen, in a perverse reversal of theofotee voyeur (as explored in the
previous chapter), is keenly felt in the survivastounts.

In his ode inspired by the shipwreck, Hopkins sulattlapts the problems of
sight recorded in the newspaper reports. He doesneation the ‘thick[ness]’ of the
weather, but rather depicts both ‘rocket and ligipls (15/6) as plainly visible:
they ‘shone’ despite the conditions. In doing soaldepts the position of a privileged
observer, able clearly to see the shining of bbéhrbckets, fired to signal the position
of the liner, and the lightship, illuminated to mark a point of dangOf course,
this role as an omniscient observer could nevere hascurred during the historical
wreck: depending on the position of the observiee, thick’ weather would have

prevented the sight of either the lightship or thekets. Hopkins therefore re-imagines

the historical accounts, envisaging the heart-bngagosition of being able to see but

22\Weyand and Schoder, edsnmortal Diamond361.
% ibid.: 363, 364.
4 TheTimes 11 December 1875, page 7. ibid.: 366.
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being powerless to act or bring about a responsethers; this tortuous position is
hauntingly familiar to readers of either the newsgareports or Hopkins's ode,
who find themselves similarly impotent, able onty ‘took’, ‘waver and ‘tremble’.

It recalls the essential paradox of the doctrineFoée Will, so that the reader,
sharing the anguished omniscience of the narragmomes aligned with God and made
to watch, to share in the pain of the ‘sodden-w#ksorrowing heart’ (27/4),
yet ultimately, unlike God, unable to help.

Whilst the captain’s testimony records several o8teps sailing by, oblivious
to the tragedy, Hopkins chooses instead to depéetiher as very much alone against
the wild weather. The ship thus becomes the firsd series of protagonists in battles
between the individual (the liner, the sailor, th# nun, the passengers in the rigging)
and the elements. Despite their limited sight, gaesengers in Hopkins’s ode can see
enough to know that they are alone and powerless again the newspaper accounts
have been simplified and purified to their mostibadements. From this horrifying
revelation of their impotence, the passengers sepkotect themselves:

And lives at last were washing away:
To the shrouds they took, — they shook in the hgirind horrible airs.
(15/7-8)

As the passengers climb into the ‘shrouds’ of tigging, the noun conjures other
associations. It might suggest a gesture of resmndo death as passengers dress
themselves in their grave clothes. Alternativelly,proffers a more defensive act,
a deliberate shielding of the eyes from the hidemghkts of the ‘rocket and lightship’
that only illuminate their distress and impotentes not surprising that the passengers
might ‘shroud’ themselves from the hideous sceagftiilows.

The incident described by Hopkins in stanza 16 apgpm only one newspaper

account, that of th@imes 11 December 1875. We can therefore confidentyyas
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that this was one of the two cuttings Hopkins reeei from his mothe?
Hopkins’s stanza closely parallels the newspapeoswat, as noted in bold:
One brave sailor, who was safe in thiggging, went down to try andavea
child orwoman who was drowning on deck. He was secured bypa to
the rigging, but avave dashed him against the bulwarks, and when daylight
dawned his headless body, detained byrtpe, was swayingo and fro
with the waves?®
Hopkins’s ode repeats much of the vocabulary, but arucially changed and erotically
recast, as we shall see:
One stirred from the rigging to save
The wild woman-kind below,
With a rope’s end round the man, handy and brave —
He was pitched to his death at a blow,
For all his dreadnought breast and braids of thew:
They could tell him for hours, dandled the to ardd f
Through the cobbled foam-fleece. What could he do
With the burl of the fountains of air, buck and floed of the wave?
Although the linguistic repetition in the poem oéaterial from theTimesis interesting,
Hopkins’s deviations from the newspaper report amere so. He removes the
identification of the individual: ‘One brave sailobecomes simply ‘One’ (16/1).
This both elevates the sailor as he is raised wsvére transcendent ‘One’, but also
draws him back to the previous stanza, whemeumberedlives at last were washing
away’ (15/7) as ‘they’ (15/8) climbed into the rigg. Hopkins also plays with the
passage of time: in the newspaper account the ltsmdody’ had remained invisible
until ‘daylight dawned’; by contrast, imhe Wreckthe body is visible throughout:
‘They could tell him for hours’ (16/6). Even darlese offers no respite from the
horrific vision.
Stanza 16 can be seen as a stanza of two halkesfir§t quatrain appears to

depict creatures almost inhuman as they draw ¢tsach other: ‘One’ ‘stirs’ from the

rigging, as a wild animal might stir in its laig greet its adversary, ‘The wild woman-

% See letter to his mother of Christmas Eve, 1&Ifther Letters 135.
% Weyand and Schoder, edsnmortal Diamond 368.
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kind’ (16/2). Hopkins dismisses any notion of ‘aldh as in theTimesreport, and even
the civic elements are removed so that she is "witdl of ‘woman-kind’, leading us to
question whether she is indeed ‘woman’ at all? daghis image captures some of the
‘wild’ monstrosity of Grendel's mother irBeowulf the sailor now takes on the
‘dreadnought breast and braids of thew’ (16/5) gfeat warrior as he fights against the
‘blow’ of his opponent. Here we can also detectaapgd echo of the victorious Greek
athletes celebrated in Pindar's odéshe archaism in the language of the sailor's
physical description removes him from the literadment of the shipwreck and places
him as an ironic failure among a lineage of mythiegarriors and victors.
Similarly, the passengers ‘tell[ing]’ of the scesgygest both a visual image, perhaps of
a pendulum or clock to ‘tell’ the time, or of theduds on a rosary that one ‘tells’ in
prayer, and also an oral record, passed on fromto@renother, just like the tale of
Beowulf These visual/verbal/oral puns are of great siggiice within the ode and
crucial to its development of vision as both theamel phenomenon; it is the crucial
correspondence between a ‘virginal tongue’ (17/®) the ‘single eye’ (29/2) that forms
the central focus of the ode. Indeed this relahgmdbetween seeing and speaking
correctly is fundamental to the many narratives thive the work.

Hopkins’s greatest departure from the newspapeasusts is in the depiction of
the five nuns. Their appearance in the newspapeorte was brief and factual,
first recorded in the final telegram reported ia Timeson 8 December:

The names of the cabin passengers missing are Qpuddgerman,
J. Grossman, Maria Forster, Emil Hack, Bertha Huangdl
Theodor Fundling, five nuns, Procopi Kadolkoff, @ddLundgrerf®

Although this is the first telegram to report arsfigant number of survivors (‘Part of the

crew and passengers were landed here to-day$),aiso the first to report the deaths of

2" Hopkins's knowledge and adaptation of the variodis forms is discussed by JenkyW#torians and
Greece 89-90.

% The Times 8 December, page 5. Weyand and Schoder, lettsgortal Diamond 355.
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the anonymous ‘five nuns’, the dedicatees of Hoglkigreat ode: ‘To the happy memory
of five Franciscan Nuns’. The second appearancdeiuns was in th&mesreport
‘From Our Own Reporter’ of Saturday, 11 DecenfeSupposedly continuing the
narrative of the previous day, it was in this actaaione that the nuns were given any
degree of prominence:

Five German nuns, whose bodies are now in the Heade here, clasped

hands and were drowned together, the chief sstgaunt woman 6 ft. high,
calling out loudly and often “O Christ, come quigKltill the end came’®

The Times continued its coverage of the tragedy with an elal@o and detailed
description of the funeral arrangements made fa tluns by various Catholic
communities across England. However, Julia Saviatifies what she considers to be
an obvious omission from the newspaper report®fuineral preparations:
Insisting on the respectability of this scene —if@mtance, emphasizing the
schoolroom as spacious, the dais as raised, thtergiass numerous and

devout — the reporter overlooks the specificallyrig@l nature of the
Catholic response to the tragetly.

Saville argues that ‘a Catholic eye’ (again, thepkasis is on the visual) would be
drawn to read the candles, the wreaths of eteloakfs and the white satin lining the
coffins as incontrovertible ‘signs of the joyfulease for the dead to the life hereafter’
rather than as the trappings of a ‘consoling Vietorfuneral’®® In his poem,
Hopkins may have been driven by a desire to rethi/oversight.

Just as Hopkins isolated the drowned sailor td’ ‘tee tale, ‘One’ nun is set

apart from the group in the newspaper accountseof final actions:

* ibid.: 365-368.

*ibid.: 367-368.

31 saville,A Queer Chivalry63.
%2 ibid.
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One, noted for her extreme tallness, is the lady,wdt midnight on
Monday, by standing on a table in the saloon, wads & thrust her body
through the sky-light, and kept exclaiming in aceoheard by those in the
rigging above the roar of the storm, “My God, my dsanake haste,
make haste®
Given her prominence in the press and in Hopkipeasm adapted from these accounts,
his cuttings must have included either the accof@ithe funeral from th&imesor this
issue of thdLN.

The 18 December issue of tHeN carried three illustrations of the shipwreck:
‘Wreck of the Deutschlandas it Appeared on the Morning of Thursday Week’
[Figure 4, p. 217], ‘Wrecker at work in the saloglRigure 5, p. 218], and a double-page
spread of the ‘Rescue of The Survivors of BreutschlandBy The Harwich Steam Tug
Liverpool [Figure 6, p. 219]. There was also a brief wntteeport. The newspaper’s
artist travelled out to the wreck on the rescueThg Liverpoal and, as the journalist
from the New York Herald(who also travelled on the tug) testified, much tioé
sketching for these illustrations took place ogr:sit

It was a scene for an artist’'s pencil rather thameporter's pen [...].
My comrade at the ‘lllustrated London News’ who ttgmhe down with me,
discouraged at first by the immensity of detailtie picture, soon settled
down into his sketchbook.
It is not entirely clear what renders this, in jbarnalist's eyes, a ‘scene for an artist’s
pencil rather than a reporter’s pen’, and one wonddether Hopkins would ever have
agreed with such a stark polarisation of the tweermy his early journals where pencil
lines and scribbled words merge seamlessly inth etiter. Nevertheless, it is in this
‘immensity of detail’ that the accounts of the twee notably consistent, despite the
initial hesitations of both journalist and artisthen confronted with the scene.

In spite of this, their accounts were to becomesitligect of a censorious public attack

by the registrar leading the inquiry for ‘inflaminige public’ with claims of pillaging

% TheTimes Dec. 13, page 10. Weyand and Schoder, edmprtal Diamond374.

3 Information from StreefThe Wreck of the Deutschlantb2.
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[see Figure 5, p. 218]. In this illustration, thall nun’ who ‘stood on this table’ to
make her heart-felt cries to God is parodied indtwit fisherman who stands on the
table to push his illegal booty through the skyligind out of the reach of other
wreckers. The scene is one of debauchery and wejemth a figure on the left hastily
devouring the contents of a bottle, an empty bytteg at his feet, and another taking a
pick-axe to a sealed container to break it opefigére just to the right of the table in
faux-coyness hides his face behind a lady’s fame-ultimate symbol of decadence and
unnecessary excess — whilst others rifle througitases and bags looking for objects
of material value. It was undoubtedly a scene aesigto shock, yet it was also
characteristic of the illustrations provided in thereasingly popular pictorial press.

In an unpublished conference paper of 2006, Catbd?hillips proposed that an
awareness of this blend of material fact and symbelaboration typical of the
illustrated media is crucial for an accurate un@deding of Hopkins’'s great work,
and represents a mode with which both Hopkins dsddaders would be familidr.

In her book published the following year, Philligswes extended consideration to just
why Hopkins ‘chose to incorporate this sort of mf@ation and [...to] the questions it
raises about the perceived relation of differepesy of truth — factual reality and the
psychological reaction to that factual reality’.eSsuggests that Hopkins ‘constructs a
poem in which industrial, technical detail combinggh emphasis on human reactions
to that tragedy®® She also notes that this ‘constant moving from phgsical to
something beyond, the turning of physical fact isyonbol’ was characteristic of the
symbology, iconography and typology of the Pre-Reghite paintings that Hopkins so
admired, as we have se¥nThese useful observations can be taken further in

consideringThe Wreck Not only does Hopkins’'s ode blend ‘fact’ takemnfr the

% Catherine Phillips, ‘Educating the Audience: IssoéTruth in Nineteenth-Century lllustration’.
Presented at CRASSH (Centre for Research in thelStcences and Humanities) in Cambridge as part
of the ‘Literary Circles: Word, Image and theateBiritain c. 1800-c.1920’ seminar. 2Dctober, 2006.

% Phillips, Victorian Visual World 209-210.
" ibid.: 213.
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newspaper cuttings sent by his mother with compie&ological and personal
observations to create a highly imaginative poem,itbalso features a striking number
of varying viewpoints. Just as Hopkins’s art crgm is characterised by idiosyncratic
shifts of gaze and unexpected points of focuspead the ever-changing representation
of seeing in the shipwreck ode.

In a series of articles about the pictorial preBster Sinnema observes its
tendency to assimilate many different accounts:

It seems that théLN struggles to produce a true story by binding every
eye-witness account, every obtainable perspeciive, a conglomerate
narrative. [...] The synoptic strategy so often ergptb in the ILN’s
reportage, producing a kind of aggregate realitgetf through the
amassment of extracts, commends itself to readex|yectations about
comprehensive coverage.
He suggests that catastrophe, in particular, tylgicattracted this ‘cumulative
approach’. | propose that Sinnema’s argument cdp be understand’he Wreck,
where Hopkins deliberately adopts just such a ‘datiue’ or ‘conglomerate’ approach
in the multiple narrative modes he adopts.

Rather than doggedly following a single narrativeevapoint throughout,
the ode repeatedly switches from one point of olzgiem to another, flickering from
vantage point to vantage point, showing us oneavidatail and then instantly moving
to another visible only from a completely differepbsition. This is not unlike
Hopkins’s art criticism, where the ‘peculiar’ sceneaptured in his writing appear
guided almost exclusively by the overwhelming caonseof the ‘pleasured eye’ that so
dominate his looking? However, the effect in the ode is more profourslthe formal
structure is finally revealed as a representatiboumulative scenes that could never
have been seen by any single observer alone. Thaugetader is presented with a

kaleidoscope of stories and viewpoints, and ‘séewithin the ode is presented as,

amongst other things, a splicing together of a eawigharratives.

% peter W. Sinnema, ‘Representing the Railway: TAgicidents and Trauma in thiustrated London
News, Victorian Periodicals Reviev3l1, no. 2 (Summer 1998): 148.

39 Sonnet 2 from ‘To Oxford’, I. 13Norks 62-63.
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Sinnema argues that a reader of llld becomes ‘saturated’ with information,

‘so that it is difficult to resist the convictiomdt truth does indeed reside in these
columns’®® However, Hopkins’s ‘cumulative approach’ Tine Wreckhas the opposite
effect: the reader is carefully negotiated into thecomfortable position of an
omniscient voyeur, given privileged insight inteses that could never have been seen
by any single witness. This position is ethicatigught, but more significantly, it would
be a fundamental ‘misreading’ of the ode if a reafteind himself concluding,
as Sinnema suggests he might, that the ‘truth’ ccobné found within these
‘conglomerate narratives’. Instead the reader disxothat these multiple viewpoints
all lead to a single perspective, a single undedsitay: that the truth can never reside
but in the ‘single eye’ (29/2). Despite the continugushifting perspective and
the endless revealing and removing of sight (defiat the repeated imagery of veiling
and revealing, lightness and darkness, blindness iasight, as we will see),
Hopkins intends that the reader should ‘see’, k&g andicates that our human sight is
fallible, restricted, and faltering:

But how shall | ... make me room there:

Reach me a ... Fancy, come faster —

Strike you the sight of it? look at it loom there,
Thing that she ...
(28/1-4)

Eventually the poem tries to show its readerstmettruth’ Sinnema saw as the goal of
the ILN, but Hopkins’s identification of truth withipse the only one, Christ, King,
Head’ (28/5). His aim is to show that out of a egmf events re-imagined from various
viewpoints emerges a single true Christian persgecBidding us ‘look at it loom

there’, he wants us to see a vision made theoltbgicaherent, however violently

complex, through the presence of ‘the only one’.

% Sinnema, ‘Representing the Railway’, 151.
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... But who looks east at sunset? ...

Readers of Hopkins’s work are immediately struckhisy deeply idiosyncratic way of
looking at the world; he approaches it with a v@articular ‘Gaze[s] aslant his
shoulder’, a focused way of looking but with a pautar angle and perspective unique
to this poet-priest’ Martin Jay writes of ‘our overwhelming, habituatlief in the
reliability of visual experiences, but | have ardumstead that Hopkins is driven
throughout his life by a desire to counter and esnany restrictive notion of such a
‘habitual’ way of looking®® Whilst the quotation that opens this section maybthing
more than a proverbial turn of speech, | suggestithindicates once again Hopkins’s
fundamental concern with actual looking. Althougk sunset produces a universal and
almost ‘overwhelming’ desire to look west and admthe setting sun, Hopkins’s
interest is rather with the very process of lookitsglf: he turns his face from the sunset
to look at those looking, to consider whether thare any indeed who ‘look east at
sunset?’ In so doing, Hopkins has himself answéredjuestion, as his eastward-facing
eyes confront the sea of eyes looking west: ‘Bub fdoks east at sunsetalo.

It is this particular quality of selfqescious and self-questioning looking that
renders his verse so rich in the vocabulary oftsigblectic description and pictorial
depictions. Seeing, and not seeing, are crucidln® Wreck of the Deutschlanahd a
number of techniques are exploited to ensure thssrel to experience the ‘single eye’

remains in focus throughout. Just as Hopkins tutnesee who was ‘look[ing] east at

“L‘There seems no reason why the phenomenon [beaspokes in the eastern sky about sunset,
springing from a point due opposite to the sunjuth@mot be common, and perhaps if looked out for it
would be found to be. But who looks east at sun3éti® letter, ‘A Curious Halo,” appeared Naturein
the issue of 16 November 1882, in response to dieeletter. Reproduced in Appendix Il in
Correspondencel61.

42The Escorial’, |. 86 Works 4.

43 Jay,Downcast Eyes8.
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sunset’, so a careful reader of his work shouldatgsntion to what we see and what we
do not, what he permits us to see and when he usrasvay.

The process of seeing is itself a subject withm ploem. The speaker in Part |
declares that he is ‘ft ft' in a delicate metaphysical conceit of the hdasg of
mortality (4/1), but the verbal form of ‘sift’ hetwings with it the notion of examining
closely or scrutinizing narrowly. Other variant fs of intensely focused looking are
found in ‘peeled’ (26/4), ‘conceive[d] (30/6) anideeds’ (32/8). Not always driven by
a specific instruction to see (we recall again EKi‘roam[ing]’ eyes, free to travel
‘where they will')** sight and vision can also be granted whilst uncions in
‘dréam[s]’ (11/5), or just unexpectedly, as desedibin the notions of ‘find’/
‘finding’ (11/1 & 22/1), ‘tell[ing] (16/6), ‘appedang’ (26/4) and ‘loom[ing] (28/3).
However, sight can also be removed or obscuredonht through ‘dimness’ (35/5)
or the dark, but also through the ‘stealing’ (1048) sight, a ‘forget[ting] (11/7),
or a distinct attempt to ‘hide’ (32/8) or ‘dazzl€84/6); poor sight renders the night
‘unshapeable’ (29/3), and all result in a ‘blindgsg (19/5). Just like the apostle
Thomas and all who doubted the ‘risen’ (33/7) Ghri¢opkins recalls the need for
observable evidence on which to base belief: \asiblark[s] (22/3) are necessary as
‘Stigma, signal’ or ‘token’ (22/7) to satisfy thalelieving or faltering eyes.

Predictably for a man so fascinated by the visuald, the eyes themselves do
not escape Hopkins’s attention. He makes only glesireference to the source of vision
(both internal and external) within the ode — thiagle eye’ (29/2) — but in the repeated

allusions to lacing and binding, we find the ‘lagB/2), recalling the gentle lids that

4 Elkins, Object Stares Back 1-12.

“5 John 20: 24-29: ‘But Thomas, one of the twelve] fvas not with them when Jesus came. The other
disciples therefore said unto him, We have seemndné. But he said unto them, Except | shall sekisn
hands the print of the nails, and put my fingeoitiite print of the nails, and thrust my hand intdide, |
will not believe. [...] Then came Jesus [... and] s&ighto Thomas, Reach hither thy finger, and behold
my hands; and reach hither thy hand, and thriistatmy side: and be not faithless, but believiagd
Thomas answered and said unto him, My Lord and mg. Gesus saith unto him, Thomas, because thou
hast seen me, thou hast believed: blessed arghthelyave not seen, and yet have believed.’
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serve to open and close upon the eye, enablingpaeventing vision. There is an
inevitable thrill of excitement in this unveilings the unseen is finally rendered visible
in a transforming moment of revelation. Howevers thoment of visual consummation
is never in Hopkins entirely free of its carnal@sations. Eyes open at birth, and close
at death, but both can be replicated in the epighmoment of the ‘petit mort’, another
transforming moment of revelation. In the lacingyding and lashing of the poem, this
iIs given a specifically masochistic eroticism, a&x,sviolence and vision become
intimately entwined. The repeated references tosgfeaker, ‘I, in Part | also serve to
confirm the primacy of the ‘eye’. The eye is theirs® and origin of the tears that flow
from the speaker’s eyes (18/6), and of the blindgdrine that paradoxically enables
the nun to see (19/5). There are numerous refesdncsight’ (11/6; 21/7; 28/3) and to
‘eyesight’ (26/8), and it is the fundamental chafje of struggling to ‘see’
(19/5 — strengthened throughout the poem by theatepl appearance of the homophone
‘sea’) that drives the poem and enables the nuallyino face directly into the
‘all-fire glances’ (23/8).

Like the Pre-Raphaelite painters, Hopkins careplgidbat his poems should be
as truthful and faithful as his sight could rendleem and that ‘All things counter,
original,  re, strange’ should be depicted in their originehity, however ‘dappled’
that might bé'® One way of ensuring this fidelity of representatiis through his
meticulous descriptions. Hopkins rarely suppliesoaventional description or clichéd
adjective; instead he devises compound adjectivesmark minute distinctions:
‘dappled-with-damson’ (5/5), ‘black-backed’ (13/5)jay-blue’ (26/3). Whilst these
compounds might at first glance appear to suggestthora of colours within his ode,
the palette he uses is actually very restricted;ahly colours are subtly differentiated

versions of red, grey, white and black, with twstances of blue and one of gold. In

“®Pied Beauty,’ |. 7Works 132-133.
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keeping with his desire to reproduce the world @séw it, not as it is conventionally
reproduced, the expected colours of the sea rgrdé#ues and their compounds) are
notably absent. However, although limited in rantyee colours he does use are
predictably generous in associations, and createtacate chromatic design.
Unexpectedly perhaps given the shipwreck subjext,is the most frequent
colour to appear within the poem, in splendidlyiedrguises. From the gentle pink of
the ‘flushed’ hearts (6/6) and the ‘flush[ed] mahstanza 8 (I. 5), to the ‘rose-flake[s]’
(22/8) and the allusion to Christ the ‘rose’ (35//@d appears again and again in the
text. Crimson (35/5) is the ‘cresseted east’ of sharise and the symbol of rebirth
(st. 13, 21, 22, 23, 26, 35), and the red of theiswalso the bright flame of fire (2/8;
10/2; 34/8; 35/8), the cleansing of redemption. lde&r, as Hopkins himself noted,
red is also the colour of blood, of bleeding, oihpand of death: ‘Blood is red / but only
/ This blood is red / or / The last blood is rédBloody imagery runs throughout
Hopkins’s poetry, from the ‘bleeding’ paintings died by Philip Il, imprisoned and
alone in his ekphrastic monument to art and archite (10/8 & 15/2), and the
‘throbbing blood-light’ that leaves the playful mesids as ‘gloom’d’ as a ‘blood-vivid
clot’ (Il. 16 & 107), to the terrifyingly beautifublood ‘set danc — / Ing’ by mortal
beauty (Il. 1-2)*® However, in a theological profundity that Hopkiwas frequently to
explore (and even exploit, as we have seen), Cimribis Incarnation took on bodily
form, and thus red is also the colour of the Passis the ‘suffering Christ’ (22/2)
‘scores it in scarlet himself' (22/5). This saaédi beyond all others is shadowed and
echoed in each and every subsequent sacrifice, @vethe ‘blue-bleak embers’

of ‘The Windhover’, which ‘Fall, gall themsélvesntil they ‘gadsh gdéld-vermilion’

47 Jottings from the notebook of 186Rwurnals 127

“8The Escorial’, ‘A Vision of the Mermaids’, and éTwhat serves Mortal Beauty?’. Each of these poems
has been discussed earlier in this study.
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to display the traditional colours of the marfyr\Whilst The Wreckis steeped in the
red of blood, gold appears only once. Here thel-§ald mercies’, seen in the
‘all-fire glances’ (23/8) that meet our eyes, dallmind the earlier terrifying vision of
‘the frown of his face’ (3/1), but are now crucjaihanged®

When a fire is at its most intense, the red of ftames turn to bright white;
here the delicate oxymoron of the ‘white-fiery’ (IBsnow captures the intensity of
such a blaze, in addition to the burning coldnestha flakes touch raw exposed skin.
This is a re-enactment of baptism, as the wild vgateliver the marks of grace:
‘Storm flakes were scroll-leaved flowers’ (21/8hi3 is also a baptism through fire as
the ‘Wiry and white-fiery [...] snow’ (13/7) recallthe ‘witness’ of the Captain at the
Inquiry, but here the white fire of punishment atéters the gentle ‘lily showers’ (21/8)
of forgiveness. Associated with virginity and madiym (so often entwined as the poem
develops), here the ‘scroll-leaved flowers’ camyages of ‘sweet heaven’ ‘astrew in
them’; for the five nuns, the lilies offer a furth@lentification with ‘Gertrude, lily’,
and even with ‘Christ’s lily’ (20/5, 6). The flowermark their moment of union in
‘marriage’ to the ‘bridegroom’, Christ, and alsctiaipate their deaths: white lilies are
traditionally the flowers of mourning, and the n@apger account of the funerals relates
how the room was decorated with ‘vases of flowens areaths of immortelles’,
while ‘upon the breast of each lay a cross of whiteers’>*
Black and grey occur again and again throughoet gbem, as would be

expected in a text about a steel liner facing thekmkess of night and the blinding

violence of a storm. Grey is the colour of ageiragy las ‘Hope had grown grey hairs’

49 “The Windhover’, Il. 13 & 14Works 132

¥ Revelation 1: 14-16: ‘His head and his hairs wehéte like wool, as white as snow; and his eyesawer
as a flame of fire; And his feet like unto fine &saas if they burned in a furnace; and his voictha
sound of many waters. And he had in his right heenten stars: and out of his mouth went a sharp
twoedged sword: and his countenance was as thehsgth in his strength.” Much of the imagery and
vocabulary of the poem appears inspired by thisgges

> Weyand and Schoder, edsnmortal Diamond373-374.
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(15/1), and also that of the ‘Warm-laid grave ofvamb-life grey’ (7/3), of a final
resting place foreshadowed even before birth. Bladke colour of mourning (15/2),
and of the violent waves (13/5) and vicious air/%24hat bring about death. There are
constant references to the darkness of the nigttt@nhe darkness of isolation from
God, although this darkness and its modificatioasome a subtle but integral part of
the spiritual symbolism of the text.

Stanza 26 stands out within the poem as thougitkstoy a shaft of sunlight;
the clouds and the darkness suddenly lift and ‘dvn-dugged ground-hugged grey’
that has characterised the poem to this point ‘iHowéf’ (Il. 2, 3). Although we still
find the familiar colours of the ode, here they earanged and softened as the bright
sunlight of May casts its transforming rays upoenth grey is now a ‘hoary-glow’
(I. 5), and even the dark night is now illuminateth ‘belled fire’ and the tactile
‘moth-soft’ (I. 6) stars of the Milky Way. Hopkintere closely resembles the
Pre-Raphaelite painters that he so admired for fidslity, as he carefully reproduces
the brilliance of each colour as distinct and disernot blended or ‘bleared, smear&d’.

In this stanza too we find a subtle explanatiornhef significance of the date —
‘Dec. 6, 7 1875 — which is not only the historigidte of the shipwreck, but also the
Eve of the Feast of the Immaculate Conception. Likertrude, lily’ and the five nuns,
Mary was a virgin, and the feast on 8 December cemarates her elevation to the
status of one ‘preserved exempt from all stainrigfioal sin’>?

ast of the ne  man ut in.
For so conceived, so to conceive thee is done;
(30/5-6)

®2:God’'s Grandeur’, |. 6Works 128.

%3 In the Constitutionneffabilis Deusof 8 December, 1854, Pius IX pronounced that tles$d Virgin
Mary ‘in the first instance of her conception, bgiagular privilege and grace granted by God, awof
the merits of Jesus Christ, the Saviour of the huraae, was preserved exempt from all stain ofirwaig
sin’. Information from the article on ‘The ImmactdaConception’ ifNew Catholic Encyclopedia
(Palatino, lllinois: Jack Heraty & Associates, 198&http://www.newadvent.org/cathen/07674d.htm>.
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Here we find Mary in the ‘jay-blue heavens appeaprinOf pied and peeled May’
(Il. 3-4). ‘May is Mary’s month’, and blue, in arshade, is also the colour of fidelity
traditionally associated with Mary, as confirmedThe May Magnificat’:
Is it only its being brighter
Than the most are must delight her?
Is it opportunest
And flowers finds soonest?

Once again in the reference to ‘jay-blue heavengpkihs’'s attention to the minute
details that characterise the world is evidents j&arrulus glandariu¥ are primarily
reddish-brown in appearance, with their plumageibgaars of jet-black and patches
of white>® However, they are distinguished from other simbads by the strikingly
vivid streaks of cobalt blue that edge their winigss this that provides the ‘thisness’
of the jay, its ‘inscape®® The eggs of the bird also capture this chromatiness:
the eggs are a greenish-blue with brown speckldsséand out within the nest like
polished stones. With this reference to the ‘jayebheavens’, Hopkins has captured
both a very specific variation of blue, but morgortantly, the delight with which that
blue is welcomed as it stands so unexpectedly sagaihe brown plumage;
so the brightness of the clear skies is welcomdtdarstorm narrative as the clouds and
the darkness of the stormy night take on the flighthe bird (returning to the jay)
and ‘Hover([s] off’ (26/3).

Against the darkness of the murky blacks and gthgs have surrounded it,
this stanza stands out as a ‘treasure’ (26/8hrightness made even more vivid by the

temporary release from the dark suffering that pr@teded it. The vibrant shades here

recall the vivid colours of the Renaissance padrahe ‘Old Masters’ that Hopkins

**‘The May Magnificat’ , I. 1 and Il. 9-12Vorks 139-140.

*5 Information from David Gosney et al., "BirdGuideg2007)
<http://www.birdguides.com/species/species.asp?6pad7>

*% In the letter of 7 November 1886 to Patmore, Hogklefines ‘inscape’ as ‘species or individually-
distinctive beauty of styleFurther Letters 373.
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loved so well, or the D. G. Rossetti and Edwardngudones paintings where the clear
blues and white stand out starkly against the aketirthy shades that surround thém.
If this is an apotheosis of Hopkins the would-benfa, it is also from this moment of
startling brightness that the poem begins its firmisformation. From here to stanza 29
the principal meaning of vision is gradually trasrsfied, as one way of seeing and not
seeing is displaced by another.

If Hopkins’s colour palette in the poem is surprgdy restricted, the shades
depicted are numerous. This is to a large exteattdinis careful manipulation of light
and shade: this is an ode written by a poet whemkes the world around him as richly
enhanced by the changing illumination of a ‘Langecplotted and pieced’ by the stin.
Hopkins’s poem begins in darkness, in the ‘walléaraand hour and night’ (2/5),
perhaps recalling the chapel at St. Beuno’s. HowevVveshould not be assumed that
this darkness is calm; the spiritual crisis beirgegienced by the speaker is embodied
in the lightning (2/2 & 9/6) and the ‘flash from ethflame to the flame’ (3/8).
Against the ‘glory’ of the thunder (5/4), we see thash’ (8/6) in the ‘dark descending’
(9/8). So violent are the lights that in this opgnMacKenzie finds ‘the awful spectacle
of the dark lit up by a forest fire, from which tleve flees in terror to the bright beacon
on the hilltop™®

Yet the darknesss broken — by the gentle light of the stars. As dpeaker
reaches out to them (5/2; 6/6), he feels the cahgti@sence of God ‘wafting [towards]

him’ out of the ‘Starlight’ (5/3), and the gentlglow’ of the stars serves as a repeated

reminder that:

7| went yesterday to the Junior Water Colours #r@British Institution (Old Masters). The latteene
charming.’ To Baillie, 20 July 1864. ibid.: 211.

*8 ‘Pjed Beauty’, |. 5Works 132-133.

*¥Norman H. MacKenzie, “Thy Dark Descending”: Ligtmd Darkness ifthe Wreck in Readings of
The Wreck: Essays in Commemoration of the CentesfaByM. Hopkins’ The Wreck of the Deutschland
ed. Peter Milward, SJ, and Raymond Schoder, Stéghbi Loyola University Press, 1976): 18.
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His mystery must be instressed, stressed,;
For | greet him the days | meet him, and blessnwhenderstand
(5/7-8)

There are no stars in Part Il, and although the&rdess continues, the vocabulary
changes. Part Il opens with the ship drawing outhef German harbour. Although
charged with optimism (marked in the quick upsurg@ace at the start of stanza 12
that follows the dreamy autumnal stillness of thd ef stanza 11) as this ship sets salil
‘On Saturday’, there is a ‘dark side’ to this ‘baff2/7) and although the funereal
‘vault’ and even the ‘forget[ting]’ can be overlaatk there can be no mistaking the
sudden darkening as ‘Into the snow she sweepsl)18hable to see ‘in the dark’
(14/1) and blinded by the sea ‘flint-flake’ and tidirlwind-swivelled snow’ (13/5, 7),

the boat is easily misled:
[...] night drew her
Dead to the Kentish Knock;
(14/3-4)
Like the sailors drawn by the alluring songs of sirens in many a shipwreck narrative,
the boat is drawn dangerously off course by pefwahinight’, until she arrives ‘Dead’
at the site of the shipwreck.

The ease of the liner earlier as she ‘swept’ aaded’ is now replaced by the
laborious ‘driving’ of the ship, as the lights ihet darkness serve only to illuminate
more keenly their isolation: ‘Nor rescue, only retkand lightship, shone’ (15/6).
In so “frightful a nightfall’, all clear sense dfrte is removed, a disorientation enhanced
by the manipulation of the sentence order so tiattain verb is frequently held right
back. The day that never lightened is replacedhleydarkness of night and a full day
passes between the wreck of stanza 14 and theafigtdanza 15, yet Hopkins makes no
reference to its light. No gentle stars shine néwt only the lights of disaster:

only the ‘flash’ (34/8) and ‘flames’ of the ‘stormd1/2, 3) in the darkness (12/7; 14/1;

33/4; 34/6).
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However, in the midst of this desperate ‘brawlir{§9/8), as ‘Night roared’
(17/5), suddenly a worthy challenger appears,oadss’ (17/7) no less, to take on the
thunderous beast of the night. In a paradox thaermns the ode and characterises
Hopkins’s entire dialectic of vision, this Sisterable to see clearly, despite the blinding
of the ‘rash smart sloggering brine’ (19/4), as téygeated ‘one’ confirms: ‘[...] but shé
that weather sees 6ne thing, one’ (19/5). LikeF&tul at his conversion, it is only
through her blindness that the nun is suddenly ledato see the ligh As she
‘rears herself to divine / Ears’ (19/6-7), the dpais mediated to see ‘in  sight’,
as the tall nun calls upon God, ‘Orion of light'l(8). Not through the gentle stars,
but through the ‘all-fire glances’ (23/8) interceday this ‘blown beacon of light’ (29/8)
is he given the ‘light’ (30/1), but a light adaptéal the weakness of his mortality,
as Hopkins asserts in the poem dedicated to theai# intercessor and witness, Mary:

Through her we may see him
Made sweeter, not made dim,
And her hand leaves his light
Sifted to suit our sight*
This notion of the intercessor, granting us mediatecess to a divinely-sanctioned

vision — ‘sifted to suit our sight’ — is fundamehta both the ode’s content and

structure, as we shall see.

As a poem is ‘a picture made out of words’, imagerglearly fundamental to what a
reader ‘sees’? The Wreckutilises three major image themes: water, the mubmaly,
and fire, and it is through a complex interplaytlodse that the two seemingly disparate

sections of the poem are united.

% As depicted in Acts 9, 22 and 26.
®1‘The Blessed Virgin Compared to the Air we Breathe110-13.Works 158-161.

%2 C. Day Lewis, cited by M. H. Abrama, Glossary of Literary Termgth ed. (New York: Holt,
Rinehart and Winston, 1981): 78.
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In a shipwreck narrative, water is inevitably ewengre. It is also deeply
implicated in the ritual and symbolism of baptigmotugh which one is ‘reborn’ into a
life in communion with Christ. Water is also the e¢hanism through which, in the
deluge, souls were saved but the world destr8ya&flithin the ode, water is clearly
shown destroying life, as the storm devastateditiee and the wild waves ‘drown[ed]
them’ (17/3), yet it is through the blinding browgbout by the ‘rash smart sloggering
brine’ (19/4) and the tall nun’s subsequent bapiisim grace that eternal life is granted.
These ostensibly opposing impulses of destructioth salvation tug at each other
through the narrative until the conclusion aligigem in the same direction.
When life and death are not placed in oppositionpkihs can see a true communion:
‘Thou are lightning and love, | found it, a wint@nd warm’ (9/6).

Throughout the poem, the mortal body, or ‘bowebae’ (18/1), is depicted as
very much present, both as a necessary sustaidealsm as a restrictive prison to the
soul. As we have seen in so much of Hopkins’s agitithe spiritual and physical are
never to be separated: it is only through a fdteddt to her physical body that the tall
nun is finally given spiritual insight. Of courséhis emphasis on the elemental
restrictions of the corporeal frame is archetyphlidal imagery (Christ as ‘the Word
made flesh’ (John 1:14)) and it is only throughagsieg his mortal frame that Christ is
able to ‘easter in us’ (35/5). That said, Hopkingisation of this conventional trope is
characteristically fleshy.

Part | depicts the trials to which the speaker ettisj his body in order to bring
about a re-birth of the soul, as he contemplatesféte of the nuns on board the
Deutschland. The vocabulary is that of punishmeuit mortification, of binding (1/5),
lashing (2/2), lacing (2/8) and ropes (4/6), aslibdy is constructed as the rack upon

which the fleshly clothes that protect and restrdie soul are ‘fastened’ (1/5).

3 See Genesis 6 and 1 Peter 3: 20.
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Corporeal punishment is deployed to figure punishimef the soul, yet, perhaps
surprisingly, the speaker submits to it voluntarily

| did say yes
O at lightning and lashed rod;
Thou heardst me truer than tongue confess
Thy terror, O Christ, O God;
(2/1-4)

The imitatio Christi has a long devotional history. However, here thdling
submission to the torture of the body brought abibwbugh such vibrant punitive
energy seems more earthily corporeal than spiltugiided. Again and again the
physical body is punished, whipped and beatenthgespeaker only cries out for more:
‘| did say yes'. The body stretches and strains, lhare ‘midriff’ braced against the
‘sweep and the hurl’ (2/6), as the tears of feat pain run together over the ‘bound
bones’ (1/5) of a sweaty body ‘laced with fire tless’ (2/8).

Every sense is pushed up to and beyond its limti| the body so bristles with
sensual tension and physical electricity that ebenspiritual touch of God is felt like a
probing finger touching where ‘nothing else canchéad* ‘Over again | feel thy finger
and find thée’ (1/8). So the exhilarating excitetnein‘touch’ (1/7), ‘tongue’ (2/3) and
‘terror’ (2/4) builds and grows, ‘sweep[s] and fifs]’, until a sudden moment of
climactic paralysis. In abrupt silence a falterimgice is heard in the darkness:
‘where, where was a, where was a place?’ (3/3% flbivering moment of vulnerability
is fleetingly brief, and finally the speaker burdtee in a desperate exhalation,
an orgasmic moment of release:

| whirled out wings that spell

And fled with a fling of the heart to the hearttbé Host.
(3/4-5)

® In his spiritual writings ‘On Personality, GracedaFree Will’, Hopkins describes grace as being
‘threefold’ — quickening, corrective, and elevatiftis is truly God'’s finger touching the very weof
personality, which nothing else can reach and naanrespond to by no play whatever, by bare
acknowledgement onlySermons146-159, 158.
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Finally the two hearts are united, that of God (naveorporeal form with both ‘face’
and ‘heart’) and that of the speaker, yet in thiscpss of moving closer together,
the fundamental differences are paradoxically madee apparent. Just as the silent
watcher in ‘Epithalamion’ became more detached ftbmlaughing boys the more he
sought to imitate them, so the human heart is tedeas ever more flawed and limited
the closer it moves towards the heavenly hearts Pnocess can only be completed
through the transformations depicted in Part Il.

In Part I, bird imagery was used to depict the sodteart, as it flew
‘dovewinged’ and ‘Carrier-witted’ (3/6, 7) in a pomnitation of ‘the heart of the Host’
(3/5). The ‘wings’ (3/4) that enable this flighteaboth those of a bird and the Holy
Spirit, again often depicted as a dove, after LBk82 and Mark 1: 10, particularly by
the Pre-Raphaelite paintérsThe Holy Spirit also assumes the form both of wamdi
of fire, from Acts 2: 1-4. As Part Il opens, thedappears initially absent, but there is
no doubting the presence of wind and fire. Howeirethis crucial transitional stanza
26, the gentle bird of Part | suddenly returns,imgaounter-pointed to the heart.
Heart imagery is fundamental to the poem, appedrtimes. Through this successive
series of hearts, the poem gradually aligns thalsgeof Part I, the German liner, the
nun and finally Christ, until all can be united #ee heart ‘finds a place’ (3/3).
It is through the image of the bird that this canmovement takes place.

The image of the heart is in itself ultimately pdoaical because it represents
the origin of spiritual and mortal life equally, damperates too as a sign of spiritual
stress. It combines the ambiguity of the physiagan, wayward and vulnerable to

emotions and corruption, with the dignity of thatsef the soul, the element necessary

% Images of a bird and especially a dove recur agaéhagain throughout the Bible, often combinedhwit
the notion of a retreat to rest and solace, oftethé arms of the beloved. See especially Genegisd@lm
55 and Song of Songs.
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for an affective response to the Divine. This isaanbiguity Cohen attributes to the
body in general:
The body is the route through which human beingoenter the godhead,;
the problem is that the body also incarceratestg, corrupting it through
the occasions the body supplies for taint and tatiget®®
This problem is encapsulated in its purest formthe doctrine of the Incarnation.
In order to fulfil his divine function, God had take on mortal form, assuming the
weak and confining human flesh to bring about smatiliberty; he had to die in order to
experience a bodily resurrection. The necessityhef spirit having to reside in the
‘bone-house’ (I. 2, another kenning inspired by Klog's interest in Anglo-Saxon poetry)
but not be ‘cumbered’ by it is the subject of ‘Thaged Skylark’ of August 1877:
Man'’s spirit will be flesh-bound, when found at hes
But incumbered: meadow-down is not distréssed
For a rainbow féoting it nor hé for his bénes ri&en
This is a fundamental paradox that inspired Hopkimsughout his life, as we have
seen. The human body was both beautiful and yeesgly dangerous. Mortal beauty
could foreshadow divine beauty, yet it could alg&plhce the eyes from their heavenly
goal. This ambiguity both terrified and delightedghtins in equal measure.

Body imagery does not disappear when the ode mawey from the speaker
and onto the narrative of the shipwreck. The vdh#ity and weakness of a life based
in flesh is made all too clear by the personifiggiife of Death who opens the second
half of The Wreck

‘Some find me a sword; some
The flange and the rail; flame,
Fang, or flood’ goes Death on drum,
And storms bugle his fame.
(11/1-4)

In Part |, death was merely a presentiment, bu¢ hethe opening of Part Il it must be

confronted face to face. The trials endured bysiheaker, the heart fleeing desperately

% Cohen Embodied 113.
®"‘The Caged Skylark’, Il. 12-14Norks 133.
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in search of refuge, are here echoed by the dveely’ of the liner, as ‘Into the snow
she sweeps, / Hurling the Haven behind’ (13/1-2).

Like the terror experienced by the speaker in Rdhe liner’s trials build up to
provoke another moment of ecstatic revelation.hesgpeaker’s heart breaks free of the
corporeal binds, so the ‘tall nun’ appears to tcensl her mortal frame, becoming first a
‘lioness’ (17/7), then a ‘prophetess’ (17/8) andafly a ‘virginal tongue’ (17/8).
Recalling the Pentecostal fire that enabled thosehed by the Holy Spirit to speak in
multiple tongues, she overcomes her physical wesskias a woman blinded by the
‘rash smart sloggering brine’ (19/4) to stretch‘tqpdivine / Ears’ (19/6-7), her voice
carrying clearly above the noise of the storm. s tlimactic moment, in a resonant
duplication of the sudden paralysis of Part |, tlagrative suddenly cuts away to the
speaker ‘Away in the loveable west, / On a pasttoathead of Wales’ (24/1-2).
His physical comfort is contrasted to her sufferiagd he calls out for an intermediary
to translate her words: ‘The majesty! what did stean?’ (25/1). No immediate reply is
given, and it is not until stanza 30 that the answeprovided: these are the crucial
stanzas of transition from a sight reliant on ioésision and translation to a sight ‘right’.
Only through her testimony can the speaker conse¢o

As the nun’s physical body is threatened, the @dierms to the erotic language
of the opening. Displacing the speaker from Patttd, nun now places herself as lover
and bride of Christ. Again physical and spiritualffering and excitement are
inextricably linked, as the virginal bride faces keedding night, with emphasis once
again on Christ’s suffering and the pain endurethleycorporeal body:

Isit vein her of the ing as her ver had en?
Breathe, body of lovely Death.
(25/3-4)
Once more the willing assent to a climax of pleably tortuous suffering induces a

state of brief paralysis. Even the tongue is s#ehas language falters and fails:
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But how shall | ... make me room there:
Reach me a ... Fancy, come faster —
(28/1-2)
It is the sudden movement of the heart that enathlesbreaking free from these
limitations, and its replacement by something great
Ah, there was a heart right!
There was single eye!
(29/1-2)

Through the death of the nun, the speaker finds heew born to the world’
(34/1), and through her vision he is able to overedis own blindness. There is thus a
complex interplay between the submission to, amrdttAnscendence of, the physical
limitations of the temporal frame (‘l amft ft/In an hourglass’ (4/1-2)), and with it,
an acute awareness of, and indeed excitement endaingers inherent in sensation,
however pleasurable: ‘a winter and warm’ (9/6). iBg@end speaking are continually
intertwined, and inappropriate use of one alwayslees the other useless. This central
concern with seeing and with witness is intimatatyind up with the role of the martyr,
which shares its linguistic etymology with ‘withésging one who ‘bears witness for
their belief’ (OED). The very different kind of seeing this invokeancbe usefully
explored through a brief consideration of Hopkingisartet of poems dedicated to

St. Dorothea, another significant female witnesd arartyr, which has a significant

bearing on the martyrology dhe Wreckas we shall see.
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i
... My eyes hold yet the rind$®...

Between December 1864 and September 1871, Hop&impleted four poems (or four
drafts of a single poem) about Saint DorotffeAlthough significantly earlier than
The Wreckthey share many of the same concerns, and demienatraarly attempt to
engage with matters that were to remain centrdligovork: sight and vision, witness,
danger and sexuality. Hopkins was to remain fonthese poems throughout his life:
in 1884 he wrote to Bridges that he ‘disavow[ed learlier work, except for two
pieces which he was considering retouching — “flécsilence’ and ‘St. Dorothy™
Dorothea refused to marry, considering herselfaalyeengaged as the Bride of Christ,
and for this she was beheaded. Moments after lah @@ angel appeared, delivering a
basket of unseasonal flowers and fruit to the dogljpagan lawyer, Theophilus, just as
Dorothea had promised; for this miracle and hertyndom she was canonised.
All versions of the poem share a central concerth wastimony, and the role of the
witness and martyr. This fascination with the sgaoetween the seen and the unseen,
the spoken and the unspoken, and the interplaydastwiitness, vision and danger in
these poems provide useful insights into the corids of The Wreck.

The first draft of the poem, ‘For a Picture of Bobrothea’, was completed in
December 1864, and is one of three poems (outeofdtr) that appears ekphrastic in
origin. The painting the poem references has nenhbéentified; there may have been
an existing work that provided the inspiration fible poem, or as some suggest,

perhaps Hopkins himself intended to paint such @upe, an example of Altick’s

% ‘Lines for a Picture of St. Dorothea,’ Il. 33idk 84.

%9 ‘For a Picture of St. Dorothea’, ?November/Decenil864; ‘A basket broad of woven white rods’, 2-
12 March 1865; ‘Lines for a Picture of St. Doroth@aAugust 1868; ‘St. Dorothea (Lines for a Pietly
?September 1870-September 1871. ibid.: 48, 61538@91.

030 September 1884etters 198.
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notional ekphrasi§: In either case, this title instantly alerts thader to the visual
dimensions of the text, and to its central concefth sight, its possibilities and
inherent dangers.

The poem opens in the first person, although ggagresses this relationship
between narrator, reader and some other figure nbegoless clear. The speaker
provides a detailed commentary, yet it is strikithgt all the details so carefully
expounded are actually those that should be imreddiavisible without verbal
explanation:

| bear a basket lined with grass;

| am so light, | am so fair.

‘For a Picture of St. Dorothea’ (Il. 1-%)

This verbalisation of the supposedly visible comés, as the speaker describes the
reaction provoked in others by her appearance (‘mest wonder as | pass’, I. 3)
and by the miraculous basket that she carries.ré&aéer is thus left with no certainty
over what he should be able to see, what the spéateads him to see, and what the
poem would have him see.

Exacerbating this visual uncertainty, the narrabmgins a playful trick:
first lilies are presented — ‘Lilies | shew youand then instantly removed from sight —
‘lilies none’ (I. 7). Already the reader is questiog what he sees, uncertain whether or

not to trust the visual scene before him, yet tbenp continues, and quickly the

enjambment reveals more optical trickery:

"It is worth briefly mentioning Edward Burne-Joregpainting, first entitled ‘St. Dorothea’, latert'S
Theophilus and the Angel’. This painting was feghibited in the summer exhibition of the Royal
Society of Painters in Water-Colours in 1867. Wewrhat Hopkins attended this exhibition in 1866,
and Hopkins notes that he has seen paintings biyeBilwnes in both 18668durnals 358) and 1886
(Correspondencel 36) but there is a gap in his journal from 6 Asig1866 to 10 July 1867, so it is not
known whether he attended the exhibition in 186%aw the painting. Hopkins may have read Ruskin’s
review Modern Art,Ruskin,Works of Ruskinl9: 211-212), but as Hopkins produced his firsfftd

before it was first exhibited, and the scene depliah the Burne-Jones’s painting is slightly eariean

the scenes captured in any of Hopkins’s drafts, sbems unlikely.

Catherine Phillips provides some discussion of ipdessources in her edition of the work&/drks 323),
as does MacKenzie, ‘Hopkins and St. Dorothea’,RRib{note 6). MacKenzie argues that Hopkins
himself intended to complete the picture.

"2‘For a Picture of St. DorotheaNorks 48.
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Lilies | shew you, lilies none,

None in Caesar’s gardens blow, —

And a quince in hand, — not one

Is set upon your boughs below;

(Il. 7-10)
Suddenly the supposedly absent lilies are reveatn — these lilies are present,
as they always have been, but other lilies arerdb8¢one in Caesar’s gardens blow’
(I. 8). The verbal/visual illusion is then repeateith the quince. This is not a revealing
and then removing from sight as it first appealed,rather a gentle trick at the expense
of the reader who is able only to see the poemires lon a page. This playful
exploration of the reliability or otherwise of sigis not unlike the process explored
in Sonnet 2 of ‘To Oxford’. That poem’s problems tiwiarchitectural ‘levels’
and ‘vigorous horizontals’ (Il. 2 & 3) are echoed the structural architecture and
enjambment of the Dorothea poem which also retlaéischildlike delight taken in the
‘repeated topsyturvy’ sights reflected ‘in fairyrifeaen Pool”>
This exploration of the reliability of sight contias as the mocking lawyer,

Theophilus, is suddenly confronted by a vision leé impossible: flowers and fruit
despite the inclement season. The speaker atgiilesstions himself and those around
him, before eventually supplying a more rationgblaration for the impossible vision.
He suggests that this is not an unseasonal quurché far more likely moon:

Had she a quince in hand? Yet gaze:

Rather it is the sizing moon.
(Il. 19-20)

Although the speaker is temporarily satisfied,nodttely he cannot dismiss the evidence
of his eyes:

[...] So soon?
Sphered so fast, sweet soul? — We see
Nor fruit, nor flowers, nor Dorothy.
(Il. 22-24)

It is only as the vision is taken away that heuddenly able to see and understand its

miraculous nature.

ibid.: 62-63. ‘Penmaen Pool’, Il. 15, 18/orks 123-125.
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In later drafts, this astonishing vision leads to farther miraculous
transformation, as the speaker becomes, like Gaackenstein and the tall nun,
a witness: ‘One who is or was present and is abtegtify from personal observation;
one present as a spectatdDHD). However, in an unforeseen side-effect, in gajnin
insight the speaker is rendered speechless. De#mtetreasured vision, or rather
perhaps because of it, he can present no testinasrthie repeated uncertain questioning
reveals:

How to name it, blessed it!

Suiting its grace witlnim or her?

‘Lines for a Picture of St. Dorothea’ (II. 25-26)

What value is vision and spectacle if it renderge thitness unable to testify?
Theophilus, the eloquent and erudite lawyer, stegyglesperately to articulate his
vision, his speech lapsing into the legal vocalyutdr‘writs’ and ‘parleys’ with which
he is most comfortable. Finally the only evidenoe ¢an present is that of his
wordless tears:

My eyes hold yet the rinds and bright

Remainder of a miracle.

O this is bringing! Tears may swarm

Indeed while such a wonder’s warm.

(Il. 33-36)
He finds himself speechless, with only the physamatience of the elemental ‘river of
youth’ (The Wreck 18/7). Paradoxically, it is only as speech italaway that he is
suddenly able to understand its imperfect and échinature: ‘And wordy warrants are
flawed through’ (I. 38). Words are not to be tralstbut the eyes hold yet the ‘bright /
Remainder of a miracle,” the perfect form of optiwéness.
This tension between words and sight, seeing aticukating, and the dangers

of each, is developed throughdtte Wreckwhere again there is a central concern with

types of testimony. Just as Theophilus can ultipadaly offer testimony through his

"\Works 84-85.
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wordless tears, so the tall nun remains silenteinsuffering until blinded by ‘the rash
smart sloggering brine’ (19/4), as the waves ofwlld ocean mix with the ‘river of
youth’ of the speaker’s tears. As her sight is reedp the nun becomes concentrated
into her most elemental being — ‘a virginal tong(l7/8), the very basis of speech and
of sound. Paradoxically, it is through her callattharry ‘over the storm’s brawling’
(19/8) and her intercessions to God that this tenguught about through blindness, is
able gradually to engender sight. Those who heacdibs, either directly or through the
recorded words of the poem, are invited to lookulgh her eyes: this is her witness and
testimony. Like the Dorothea poemihe Wreckioys with the interplay between the
various senses, even offering such visual/oral @snihe ‘tell[ing]’ of the sailor (16/6),
and the ‘peeled’/'pealed’ skies of May (26/4). Inothy, this correspondence
between seeing and speaking is revealed as fundaintena true and ‘right’ (29/1)
Christian existence.

Theophilus and the tall nun act as mediators betweeir various senses, and
between themselves and those who listen and walbis role as mediator is
fundamental to a saint, who has a primary duthe@atholic Church to approach God
on behalf of those who pray for their assistanad, iiis for this that the nun offers her
vision. Just as Mary ‘sifts’ the light with her rdhto render it fit for weak human eyes,
so the nun offers her eyes to enable the speakértif@ough him, the reader) access to a
vision normally closed® similarly, through the intercession of Saint Do,
Theophilus is granted a vision which his eyes presas evidenc& This figure of the
intercessor, martyr, and witness, is presenteausly throughoufhe Wreckas Mary,

Christ, Gertrude and the tall nun, and it is thitotige witness that comes about through

> ‘The Blessed Virgin Mary’, Il. 110-13. ibid.: 15851.

® Hopkins was fascinated by the saints, and albbar(St. Alphonsus) of the saints that he makes
subjects of his poems were martyrs (or witnessiejeoChurch — St. Dorothea, St. Thecla, St. Wadfr
and Margaret Clitheroe. It is worth noticing thiag¢$e are Hopkins’s only significant poems concernin
women.
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adoption of their saintly/virginal eyes that theegker is granted an insight into the
spiritual narrative of the poem, in the servicdlw ‘single eye’ (29/2). This process —
the movement during which one sort of seeing isacgu by a very different sort of
seeing — occurs at the focal centre of the odazat26-29.

During this central transitional passage, the speak gradually drawn
closer and closer to the nun, until he is suddanky miraculously able to see through
her eyes — ‘in thy sight’ (21/7). The faltering abulary of poor visibility in stanza 2
is rapidly replaced by the confident articulatioh a witness putting forward
his testimony: ‘There then! (28/4). To articulatas transformation, the poem returns
to the vocabulary of light and illumination usedfa start, though the light is now that
of God as Creator and Redeemer, ‘incarnate shimngtars, storms, sunsets of

nature’’’

On its return this vocabulary is crucially changdte terrifying flames of
MacKenzie’s ‘forest fire’ have become a ‘maidenkddr/ Miracle-in-Mary-of-flame’
(34/3-4), and the thunder that served as a faritasgnal the speaker’s acceptance of
God (5/4) is now that of the ‘thunder-throne’ (34/5
Not a dooms-day dazzle in his coming nor dark asanee;
Kind, but royally reclaiming his own;
(34/6-7)
In Part | the speaker had tentatively declared,otltart lightning and love’ (9/6),

but this is now visibly demonstrated:

A released shower, let sh to the re, not a ghtning of re hard- rled.
(34/8)

No longer reliant on ‘wordy warrants’ or anguistdyers in the darkness, the tall nun
knows her physical testimony is heard ‘truer thangue confess’ (2/3). Through the
cries of her ‘virginal tongue’ she is able to briaout enhanced vision through the
‘single eye’ (29/2) of the spiritual imaginationeHwitness serves as a ‘blown beacon

of light’ (29/8) and her flame is fanned to greaterghts by the wind and ‘infinite air’

""HeuserShaping Vision44.
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(13/4). As her flames brought light by which to se@through her mediation she brings
sight to others. Through her baptism in water (&itapl rebirth through death),
a baptism in fire is re-enacted; through the illoation of these flames, the tall nun
serves as ‘a dayspring to the dimness of us’ (39#®pkins makes her martyrdom
ensure this testimony.

Whilst Hopkins frequently takes great delight he tpleasurable potential of
sight, it is inThe Wreckthat he presents sight in its purest and most exiégth form.
The Wreckfeatures no displacement of sight, or of desitg, rather depicts looking
straight into the face of God. This terrifying wsi the source of both death and life,
is paradoxically also the sight most yearned forahy Christian. Once again danger,
death and desire are intimately entwined, and Yleara focused on a single end,
a single vision — the sight of God.he Wreckdepicts this process in its purest,

more beautiful, and yet most dangerous, form.
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... There was single eye!’®..

Hopkins was, to an extraordinary degree, a visoat iith a complex investment in the
dramatic nature of vision, as | have argued througlhis study. The very intensity
and scale ofThe Wreckmakes a particularly vivid case of this, as ddsssubject,
a ship in danger.

From its very conception, Hopkins made clear thta¢ Wreckwas a poem to
which sight was integral. His first reader, Rolridges, was unenthusiastic about it,
while Canon Dixon expressed similar reservatioms] &lopkins’s replies to them,
in different ways, heavily stressed the visual. Bralges, Hopkins wrote an extended
analogy, comparing the ‘thickening and cloudingeet of reading the poem on the
mind with the experience undergone by vessels sgcfihe Deutschland’ and those

‘sailing from the port of London®

Initially, Hopkins reminds Bridges, the water take
aboard was filthy, made up of ‘vulgar mudbottom aminmon sewage’ which was
‘foul and stunk at first. However, within a few ylg the water would ‘settle’,
becoming ‘very pure and sweet and wholesomer attdriiean any water in the world’.
This intensely evocative visual description of t&ter gradually changing to take on a
different and altered appearance — an increasage®eg clarity — is a revealing analogy
for the carefully constructed experience of readihng ode. On this model murky
confusion, ‘clouding’ and opacity give way to glaus insight.

Hopkins’s response to Canon Dixon’s guarded prafstne poem was equally

revealing® He explained the genesis of the poem, and thentivay[...] echo’ that was

8 The Wreck of the Deutschland’, 29/1.
9 13May 1878 Letters 50-51.

8 The Deutschland is enormously powerful: it hasvhuer such elements of deep distress in it that one
reads it with les excited delight though not with $einterest than the others. | hope that you witiept
the tribute of my deep and intense admiration.’ dréhh 1880Correspondence32-33.
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to become the poem’s distinctive rhytAimHowever, Hopkins's account of these
auditory effects is given an explicitly ocular ttyigs he discloses his fears that the
poem ‘could not but dismay an editor’s eye’. Whtlsis is to some degree a reflection
on the poem’s unorthodox appearance in manuscwgty a varying left-hand
margin and idiosyncratically coloured diacriticalarks® it also reflects Hopkins’s
characteristic insistence on the primacy of thee*dlhroughout this deeply personal,
intensely ‘I'-driven work. Even the title intimatdise visual intensity and complexity of
the work, as the reader ‘reck[s]’ the account efureck®®

Hopkins’s ode is not simply an account of a shgnkr Although it takes as its
genesis an historical event mediated through eyeeas accounts of others, the ode is
far removed from the factual accounts of the nesyporters. Hopkins, the journalists,
and the newspaper artists are united by a sharsoled® reconstruct the event,
but according to very different criteria. ‘Sift[indg4/1) through the newspaper cuttings,
as the newspaper illustrator sifted through themensity of detail’ at the wreckage,
and the wreckers through the abandoned luggagevaludbles on the shipwrecked
vessel, Hopkins lifts words, phrases, details andges, and re-positions them within
his own scene/'seefi*. Not bound by the need to follow any one, singléness
account, the ode presents a shifting kaleidoscbpggbts and scenes and the influences
of the reported eye-witness accounts wash acr@spdbm as ‘The breakers rolled on
her beam’ (14/6). Furthermore, floating only slighteneath the surface of the poem

are the submerged narratives of the many witnessgsurvivors, and their accounts of

81 50ctober 1878. ibid.: 14-15.

8 For further information on the appearance of therp in both manuscript and print, see MacKenzie’s
introduction to HopkinsPoetical Worksxxxiv, and Randall McLeod, ‘Gerard Hopkins and ®hapes of
His Sonnets’, in/oice, Text, Hypertext: Emerging Practices in Tek&tudiesed. Raimonda Modiano,
Leroy F. Searle, and Peter Shillingsburg (New YdiK; Palgrave Macmillan, 2004).

8 God's Grandeur’: ‘Why do men then now not reck fpd?’ (1. 4) Works 128. ‘Reck’ can be
understood as ‘To heed, regard, or care for (sanggthto concern oneself with, be troubled by,
take notice of’, as well as ‘to destroDED).

8 Street The Wreck of the Deutschlantb?2.
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those who died, and it is through the complex pitar of these different forms of
testimony that the ode achieves its final desigteriveaving reportage with witness in
many senses.

For Hopkins, this working together of multiple raiives was directly
implicated with questions about vision:

My thought is that [...] there are — usually; | wilbt say always [...]
two strains of thought running together and likeurter pointed,;
the overthought that which everybody, editosge [...] the other,
the underthought, conveyed chiefly in the choicenetaphors etc used and
often only half realized by the poet hims&lf.

This ‘overthought’ is, as Holloway notes, ‘the otmws paraphrasable parts of the ode,
what we might call the literal meaningshich ‘everybody see[sf® In The Wreck
this comprises the historical account of the Gerraar and her passengers and
crew, including the tale of the five drowned Germaums. However, it is in the
richly complex ‘underthought’, ‘often only half réged by the poet himself,
that the contrapuntal force dofhe Wrecklies. Hopkins’s poem has at least two,
if not three, clear strains sustained within thisderthought. These under- and
over-thoughts are not to be seen as simply runpargllel or reinforcing each other,
but as ‘counter-pointed’, independent melodies waykaround the same pulse.
The tension between these narratives generatelsrigteng sense of danger that runs
throughout the work, as we will see.

The first narrative is the account of the shipwreand the drowning of
‘five Franciscan nuns’. This is constantly buffetbg an underthought beneath it,
a story of the nuns’ spiritual death and rebirtlnisTis primarily revealed through
‘the choice of metaphors’ (already discussed), ibig also figured by a third grand

narrative which weaves through the poem: the tribamp theological story of the

8 14 January 1883. To Bailli€urther Letters 252. Emphasis mine.

8 Marcella M. Holloway, “The Rarest-Veinéd Unrawafl: Hopkins as Best Guide fthe Wreck in
Readings of The Wreck: Essays in Commemoratidmedéntenary of G.M. Hopkins' The Wreck of the
Deutschlanded. Peter Milward SJ and Raymond Schoder SJ égbid_oyola University Press, 1976):
92.
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Redemption of humankind by the sacrifice of CHfisThe nuns may experience a
spiritual rebirth, but this can only come about d&aese of the ‘Lovescape crucified’
(23/4); only because of this ‘seal’ are the nunstesly sealed in wild waters’ (23/7).
For a Roman Catholic, this self-sacrificial lovedsmonstrated in the re-enactment of
the Passion of the Last Supper, where the prigstats the words of Christ, as death,
birth, body and blood come together in a visiblendastration of Divine Love as the
Eucharistic Host is elevated: ‘Drink ye all of thisor this is my blood of the new
testament, which shall be shed for many unto réorissf sins.®®
The fourth narrative is the personal strugglehef poet, foregrounded explicitly
in Part I. The speaker’s struggles are precisetated in physical time and place,
and this moment is clear for all to ‘see’. Howeuhis narrative (the overthought of
Part 1) is additionally presented throughout Plara$ an underthought to the struggle of
the nuns. This is demonstrated visibly: as the engs out to God — ‘The cross to her
she calls Christ to her, christens her wild-worsisB (24/8) — so the poet similarly
yields himself to the ‘worst Best’:
| did say yes
O at lightning and lashed rod;
(2/1-2)
The parallel cries of the two speakers enable useto the opposing nature of their
analogous battles. Their testimonies grant authaoitthe vision. However, the ‘walls,
altar and hour and night’ (2/5) also carry theimownderthought, as the reader comes to
see that the grand narrative of the Redemptiomusmterpointed against the speaker’s
personal crisis. Furthermore, beneath the histioaiceount of the shipwreck is the story
of the spiritual death and rebirth of the nuns. rigvearrative carries at least one

underthought, and is also itself an underthouglainmher. Thus ‘seeing’ is presented as

a way of putting together a play of narratives, lotating and observing the

8714 January 1883. To Bailli€urther Letters 252.
% Matthew 26: 27-28.
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interpenetration of them all. The poet and the esthare inextricably linked, both by
the complex interplay of narratives within the poemd by its compositional process.

Ultimately the multiple submerged narrativesTéfe Wreckmake available no
authoritative interpretation, as the many divergaitical analyses of this work make
clear. Each is complete in itself, whilst also ssgva triumphal central narrative.
The climactic moment of vision within the poem e tpoint at which it suddenly
becomes possible to see the inter-penetration lofoat. Paradoxically, this comes
about through a moment of blindness, when thentatl loses her sight as the enraged
ocean ‘blind[s] her’ (19/5); through her blindnesise becomes nothing more than
‘a virginal tongue’ (17/8), yet through her testinyoshe is able to share her mediated
insight. Through her cries to God, her intercessigradually enable those around to
adopt her eyes (28/1-4), thereby gaining accesspovileged vision (encapsulated in
28/5). We who are witnesses to the nun’s revelatford ourselves suddenly able to see
and to understand the multiple narratives that pateethe ode, and in Hopkins’s eyes,
the world: ‘There was single eye!’ (29/2).

For Hopkins, as a Jesuit priest, this underwrithgeeing by religious withess
is fundamental. Loyola’sSpiritual Exercisesrequired the exercitant to visualise the
scene under contemplation, and then to consideiripact of this ‘picture’ on each of
the senses in tufii.This process is to be followed by a contemplatibthe significance
of the event, and of its impact on his own lifeeTihfluence of this pattern is very clear

in Hopkins’s retreat notes, particularly his Metidas ‘On Hell and ‘On Death’,

8 ‘For a visual contemplation or meditation, thetpie is an imaginative representation of the ptafsic
place where the event to be contemplated occurphByical place | mean, e.g. a temple or mountain
where Jesus Christ our Lord is, as demanded bgubject-matter'The Spiritual Exercises of Saint
Ignatius translated by Thomas Corbishley, SJ (1963), 30c&2d by Wheeleleath and the Future
Life in Victorian Literature and Theologfambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1990). 344
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but can also be seen replicated in many of his ppesinumerous critics have notéd.
The Wreckprovides a particularly fine example of just suchmeditative approach,
with numerous appeals to the senses (as documentetithe need then to locate this
experience in both time and place, as demonstnatedrt I.

That these engagements with the senses and examsatf consciousness
could at times prove overwhelmingly powerful for pkins is demonstrated in the
account he gives of almost fainting away after ai@aarly vivid dream and the
occasions when he longs desperately for blindnessyen death when confronted with
such visual horrors as the ‘maim[ing]’ of the aektin his gardef Other times he is
moved to tears through hearing about the suffesingthers, including the account of
De Rancé’s ‘final conversion’, or when listening & series of intense visions of
‘the dense and the driven Passion, and frightfudagim7/5) experienced by a female
Catholic ecstatié?

One day in the Long Retreat (which ended on Xmag ey were reading
in the refectory Sister Emmerich’s account of tlgoAy in the Garden and |
suddenly began to cry and sob and could not stog.l[remember much

the same thing on Maundy Thursday when the predi@adctHost was
carried to the sacristy.

% particular studies of the influence of IgnatiusHwpkins have been made by, amongst others: David A
Downes,Gerard Manley Hopkins: A Study of His Ignatian 8fiNew York:Bookman Associates,

1959); Elizabeth W. Schneidddragon in the Gate Donald WalhoutSend my Roots Rain: A Study of
Religious Experience in the Poetry of Gerard Mat®pkins(Athens and London: Ohio University
Press, 1981); Philip A. Ballingefhe Poem as Sacrament: The Theological AestheGerdrd Manley
Hopkins(Louvain: Peeters, 2000); Tomiko Hira@imensions of Hopkins’ Poetifokyo: The

Hokuseido Press, 2003).

Jerome Bump’s work always places Hopkins's Catliigi as central to his life and work. Michael
Wheeler provides a specific consideration in higptar onThe Wreck of the Deutschlafideath and the
Future Life 341-366), as does Catherine Phillips in the bhiiidion to her volume of his work8Morks
XViii-xxiii).

%123 December 1869ournals 193-194.

‘| heard the sound and looking out and seeinggitnned there came at that moment a great pang and |
wished to die and not to see the inscapes of thikelwlestroyed any more.’ 8 April 1873. Hopkins,

Notebooks174. Many additional examples were provided img@tbr Three in relation to crowds and
industrialised cities.

9213 March 1872Journals 218.
9323 December 186MNotebooks128.
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It is clear that stimulation of the senses, digeotl through the work of the imagination,
could invoke a powerful physical response in thepdmsensitive priest-poet.
Hopkins struggles at times to analyse or justiy sktrength of his response — ‘I stood in
a manner wondering at myself not seeing in my meake traces of an adequate cause
for such strong emotion’ — but there is little emide here that he sought to quell or
control it, despite the intensely rigorous rulesl aagulations he generally placed on
himself, as seen in his early obsessive journaatimts® This moment of surprised
wonderment is echoed in the heart’s response tcstiffering of those aboard The
Deutschland: ‘Why, tears! is it? tears’ (18/6). Thihese emotions are embraced,
however unexpectedly they arise, is not surprisiog a man for whom sensual
stimulation, replete with all its associated dasgevas centralThe Wreckprovides a
powerful illustration of this, demonstrating padiarly clearly his anxious investment
in the complex dialectic of sight in its various mifastations, occasioned by a narrative
of mortal danger.

Hopkins was driven throughout his life by beautd also by the responsibilities
of the perceiving individual to identify and resploappropriately to it, as many of his
poems testify. However, this dynamic was far franaightforward for the scrupulous
poet since, as | argued in my introduction, thotigipkins shared his period’s intense
investment in visual culture, he was particulamyé-driven’ in his unique brand of
‘photo-eroticism’?®> Rosenberg is correct to identify the ‘erotic’ natwf this desire,
as for Hopkins this compulsion to look was certaidriven by love — of nature,
of mankind, and above all of beauty — but thereursloubtedly a passionate,
sensual and even sexual, element to this love, demvke shown. Furthermore,
Hopkins’s work is dominated by a clear acknowledgetrof the danger of this love,

and the thrill of this danger.

*ibid. .
% RosenbergElegy for an Agel54. See also the Introduction of this thesisfdiother discussion of this
‘photo-eroticism’.
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For Hopkins, beauty was dangerous, as we know ffdm what serves
mortal beauty?’; indeed the very process of lookimgs fraught with difficulty,
as we have seen. However, they were also both ssiglappealing. Throughout his life
he sought out beauty, and in beauty he found daBgeh beauty and danger drove the
characteristic desire to look further. Fhe Wreck encapsulates this paradox,
it also demonstrates another alternative equalhytrak facet to Hopkins’s looking.
In this study we have been primarily concerned witiat Hopkins saw as the danger of
beauty. InThe Wreckthis dynamic changes: it turns on the beautyaoiger.

The Wreckakes as its starting point the newspaper accairgggenuine human
crisis, as the passengers and crew aboard a stratkp confront the real and imminent
likelihood of their deaths. However, through a eeriof generic and typological
transformations, Hopkins reconstructs this eventhiwi a baroque narrative of
martyrdom and Christian triumph. Indeed Wheeleuasgthat ‘theNreckis essentially
a religious poem into which documentary data aterfolated’®® Whilst this movement
from the documentary to the visionary is absolutgfyical of Hopkins as a religious
poet for whom the underwriting of seeing by religgowvitness is fundamental, it is also
possible to identify an additional dynamic in plag,the ‘zest, [...] edge, [and] ecstasy’
associated with ‘The turmoil and the torment’ oftbdanger and beauty revéal.

In a shipwreck narrative, catastrophe and dangeclaarly central. The poem
blinds with the flashes of lightning and of flam#gough the darkness, and deafens
with the ‘*hurling and horrible airs’ (15/8), the aning’ and ‘crying’ of the drowning
passengers (17/6), and the groans and cracks aerhstructure of the ship, the poem,
and seemingly, the world, breaks up. Whereas thesmpaper reports tend to concentrate

on specific accounts of individual suffering, thdeoreconstructs this at a far more

elemental level, turning the narrative into a cedétiry ode of victorious rebirth and a

% WheelerDeath and the Future Lif&55.
97 St. Winefred's WellAct 11, Scene C, II. 68 & 6ANorks 161-165.
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paean ‘to the happy memory’ of the martyred numscould be argued that this
determination on the part of the poet to ensurettie@visually recreated story of crisis
and catastrophe must be reaty as a celebratory account of triumph and redemption
introduces a further element of danger into thenpoas the complex underplay of
narratives reveals. The ode is electric with excért and exhilaration, as it insists on
the triumphant joy of Christian recognition. Howevéhere is something potentially
dangerously egocentric and self-fulfilling in thietermined insistence on immortal
beauty in the face of mortal danger.

The martyrdom of the five nuns (‘exiles by the kalcaws’: it was their
Catholic faith that ultimately led to their deats stanza 21 makes clear) forms the
overthought to Part Il of the ode, but this sectisrunderscored throughout by the
poet’'s personal struggle in Wales ‘under a roofd aat rest’ (24/3). This alignment
between the spiritual and emotional crisis of tbetpand the desperate suffering of the
nuns, in mortal danger at sea, is inherently dubidwt even more so when the
masochistic excitement of Part | is recalled. Tpeaker who leaned forward again and
again with every muscle of the eager ‘flesh’ quingrto ‘say yes / O at lightning and
lashed rod’ (2/1-2) is explicitly aligned with tre®eing broken and destroyed by the
lightning and lashings of waves, wind and brealkshgp. This is taken even further,
when the tall nun’s physical suffering is subsumathin her metaphysical triumph,
and the cries of the drowning passengers at thg heart of the poem are banished
beneath the rapturous calls of the tall nun. Speakd nun become inseparable as the
excitement builds to ecstasy and blindness bringierv. Following in a long tradition
of ecstatic female martyrs and witnesses, in aadim moment of stumbling speech,
the tall nun through her blindness recognises ithad of ‘Christ, King, Head’ (28/5).
Everything is temporarily suspended in a momentheightened tension until the

orgasmic moment of recognition and release.
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Here the nun (and through her, the poet) confrédmsvision for which every
element of her being has yearned: the figure & NMaster, ipse the only one, Christ,
King, Head’ (28/4-5). This is a moment of almostroaginable danger, and thus also,
for Hopkins, breathtakingly beautiful. That eveiyththat makes life beautiful must be
surrendered in the name of this vision is a saerifie is willing to make time and time
again, as he reaches out his quivering form tow&uald: ‘Over again | feel thy finger
and find theé’ (1/8). Hopkins, like all Christiangyderstood that both ‘suffering’ and
‘Sacrifice’ (22/2 & 4) must be endured in the nawfethis vision. However, it is
characteristic of Hopkins that this suffering ieduently understood as beautiful in
itself. There is danger in beauty, but there is algreat beauty in danger, and Hopkins

looked out eagerly for both.

As a young man, Hopkins was undoubtedly ‘eye-drivgrermitting and indeed
enabling (through his careful study of art andsts}i his eyes to ‘wander [...] on the
world’.?® Driven by a seemingly insatiable appetite for leahis eyes avidly scoured
the world and everything within it, alighting juliitly on beauty in all its
manifestations. However, with such a growing ‘tregsof explored beauty’ came an
increasingly strong sense of anxiety, as the rgkeoking, and particularly of looking
at beauty, became ever more and more apparebelighting in what he saw,
but terrified by what he saw in himself, the inprestive and anxious young man turned
his eyes inwards to diagnose an excessive or imatelidesire to look. Unable to
reconcile his looking and this sensual enjoymentlaafking with the restrictions
imposed by his growing faith and the far more rewe controls he placed on himself,

he turned to the priesthood as ‘the happiest astiviay’ forward, but also ‘practically

% (Ashboughs), I. 1Works 177-178.
%913 July 1863. To BaillieFurther Letters 202.
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[...] the only one™® In many ways the Church appeared to offer a soiutb his
‘photo-eroticism’. Following the teaching of St. nigfius of Loyola’s Spiritual
Exercises he willingly submitted to corporeal mortificatiaand bodily penance in an
attempt to rid himself of any impediments that cbhinder his soul from a complete
engagement with God. The extended penance of log/diis eyes to the ground for six
months is shocking, but as we have seen it serv@sshocking trope for the ways in
which Hopkins sought continually to regulate hisyward visual desire. Whilst this
radical change of direction from poet-painter tegtrrin many instances simplified his
looking — by removing physical opportunity, morasiification, or frequently both — it
also paradoxically provided religious sanction tmtnue it in pursuit of encounters
with Christ in others. This form of looking for hég became fraught with danger and
desire too as this thesis has demonstrated.

To argue that Hopkins’'s engagement with the visualld is characterised not
only by an acute sensitivity and awareness of lyeand danger, but also by an
endlessly complex enjoyment of both of these, mjdgest, to identify Hopkins’s own
‘inscape’, his personal, professional and poetispecies or individually-distinctive
beauty of style’® It is his desire to look, matched only by a deapedesire to look
away, and an electric enjoyment of the tension betwthe two, that so characterises
Hopkins’s engagement with the Victorian visual wdorlt is for this that Hopkins
repeatedly ‘rears [himself] to divine / Ears’ (196 and the enjambment here captures
his distinctive, teasing interplay between the pdaisand the spiritual, as he fixes his

eyes on the beautiful world and repeatedly affithat ‘I did say yes’ (2/1).

19092 February 1868. To Baillie. ibid.: 231.
1017 November 1886. To Patmofeurther Letters 373.
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Man lying down

Figure 1: ‘Man lying down’. G. M. Hopkins. From atebook inscribed ‘Gerard Hopkins. 1863'. Balliol
College, Oxford.
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Figure 2: Lawrence Alma-Tadema, ‘The Picture Ggllek874. Oil on canvas. Towneley Hall, Burnley
Borough Council.
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Figure 3: ‘A Vision of the Mermaids’ (Christmas,@3. Pen and ink sketch by G. M. Hopkins, in a six-
inch circle. Balliol College, Oxford. Reproducedliournals Plate 3.
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Figure 4: ‘Wreck of théeutschlandas it appeared on the Morning of Thursday Weblkistrated
London NewsDec. 18, 1875).
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Figure 5: ‘Wreckers at work in the saloon. The malh stood on this table to cry out through thekbro
skylight.” (lllustrated London New®ec. 18, 1875).
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Figure 6: ‘Rescue of the Survivors of theutschlandoy Harwich steam-tugiverpool (lllustrated
London NewsDec. 18, 1875).

219



BIBLIOGRAPHY

List of Works Consulted



Primary

Hopkins, Gerard ManleyRoems of Gerard Manley Hopkins Now First Published
Edited by Robert Bridges. London: H. Milford, 1918

. The Correspondence of Gerard Manley Hopkins antdd&a \Watson Dixon
Edited by Claude Colleer Abbott. London: Oxford (rsity Press, 1935.

. The Letters of Gerard Manley Hopkins to Robert esl Edited by Claude
Colleer Abbott. London: Oxford University Press 359

. The Note-Books and Papers of Gerard Manley Hoplgdged by Humphry
House. London & New York: Oxford University Pre$837.

. Further Letters of Gerard Manley Hopkins: Includikigs Correspondence
with Coventry PatmoreEdited by Claude Colleer Abbott. London: Oxford
University Press, 1938; 2nd edn. rev. and enlai@édb.

. The Journals and Papers of Gerard Manley Hopkiedited by Humphry
House and completed by Graham Storey. London: @Xfliversity Press,
1959.

. The Sermons and Devotional Writings of Gerard Mamepkins Edited by
Christopher Devlin, SJ. London: Oxford Universitefs, 1959.

. Gerard Manley Hopkins: Selected Progalited by Gerald Roberts. Oxford:
Oxford University Press, 1980.

. Gerard Manley Hopkins: The Major Wotksdited by Catherine Phillips,
Oxford World's ClassicgOxford: Oxford University Press, 1986, 2002.

. The Early Poetic Manuscripts and Note-Books of GeManley Hopkins in
Facsimile Edited by Norman H. MacKenzie. New York & Londdparland
Publishing, Inc., 1989.

. The Poetical Works of Gerard Manley Hopkigslited by Norman H.
MacKenzie,Oxford English Text®Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1990.

. The Later Poetic Manuscripts of Gerard Manley Hogkin Facsimile Edited
by Norman H. MacKenzie. New York & London: GarlaRdblishing, Inc.,
1991.

. Oxford Essays and Notdsdited by Lesley Higgins. 8 vols. Vol. Bihe

Collected Works of Gerard Manley Hopki@xford: Oxford University Press,
2006.

221



Secondary

Lancet21, no. 1 (27 May 1865): 557-584.
New Catholic Encyclopedidalatino, Illinois: Jack Heraty & Associates, 198

Oxford English Dictionary2nd ed. 19890ED Online Oxford University Press.
4 April 2000. <http://dictionary.oed.com>.

Abrams, M. HA Glossary of Literary Termdgth ed. New York: Holt, Rinehart and
Winston, 1981.

Adey, Lionel. ‘A Reading of Hopkins’s “Epithalarmty’ Victorian Newsletted2:
16-20.

Allen, Rick. The Moving Pageant: A Literary Sourcebook on Lon8tmeet-Life, 1700-
1914 London and New York: Routledge, 1998.

Allsopp, M., and D. A. Downes, edSaving Beauty: Further Studies in Hopkihew
York: Garland Publishing, Inc., 1994.

Altick, Richard D. ‘Four Victorian Poets and an Bogting Island. Victorian Studies3,
no. 3 (1960): 249-260.

. The Shows of Londo€ambridge, MA: The Belknap Press of Harvard
University Press, 1978.

. Paintings from Books: Art and Literature in Britaih760-1900Columbus:
Ohio State University Press, 1985.

Armstrong, IsobelVictorian Scrutinies: Reviews of Poetry 1830-18Zéndon: The
Athlone Press, 1972.

. ‘Hopkins: Agonistic Reactionary’. IWictorian Poetry: Poetry, Poetics and
Politics, edited by Isobel Armstrong, 420-439. London & Néwrk: Routledge,
1993.

. Victorian Poetry: Poetry, Poetics and Politidsondon & New York:
Routledge, 1993.

Auden, W.H. ‘The Knight of the InfiniteThe New Republit1l (1944): 223-224.
Bacigalupo, Massimo. ‘Hopkins among the ModernsGIl M. Hopkins: Tradition and
Innovation edited by P. Bottalla, G. Mara and Franco Maru2¢B-278.

Ravenna: Longo Editore, 1991.

Bal, Mieke. ‘The Laughing Mice, Or: On FocalizatibRoetics Today, no. 2 (1981):
202-210.

Ball, Patricia M.The Science of Aspects: The Changing Role of Rabei Work of
Coleridge, Ruskin and Hopkinsondon: The Athlone Press, 1971.

222



Ballinger, Philip.John Ruskin: Gerard Manley Hopkins's Silent Dated 08/11/2007.
Available from http://www.gerardmanleyhopkins.otgties/john_ruskin.html.

Banfield, Marie. ‘Darwinism, Doxology, and EnerghyRics: The New Sciences,
the Poetry and the Poetics of Gerard Manley Hopkifistorian Poetry45,
no. 2 (Summer 2007): 175-194.

Barrow, R. JLawrence Alma-Tadem&ondon: Phaidon Press Limited, 2001.

Barth, J. Robert. ‘Hopkins as a Romantic: A Colgeian View."Wordsworth Circle25,
no. 2 (Spring 1994): 107-113.

. “The Sacramental Vision of Gerard Manley Hopkins'Seeing into the Life of
Things edited by John L. Mahoney, 210-225. New York:df@m University
Press, 1998.

Beer, Gillian.Forging the Missing Link: Interdisciplinary Storiedew York:
Cambridge University Press, 1992.

. “Authentic Tidings of Invisible Things”: Visiomnd the Invisible in the Later
Nineteenth Century’. IVision in Context: Historical and Contemporary
Perspectives on Sightdited by Teresa Brennan and Martin Jay, 83-88dbn
& New York: Routledge, 1996.

. Open Fields: Science in Cultural Encountéxford: Oxford University Press,
1996.

Bell, Quentin.Victorian Artists London: Routledge & K. Paul, 1967.

Bender, Todd KGerard Manley Hopkins: The Classical Background @umdical
Reception of His WorlBaltimore: Johns Hopkins Press, 1966.

. ‘Gerald Manley Hopkins: Greek Art and the Barbhas [sic].’"Wisconsin
Studies in Literatur® (1969): 14-26.

. ‘Gerard Manley Hopkins and His Circle of Literakgsociates: Literary Data
Bank at the University of WisconsirHopkins Quarterlyl, no. 2 (July 1974):
77-91.

Bendiner, KennethAn Introduction to Victorian PaintingNew Haven & London: Yale
University Press, 1985.

Bentley, D. M. R. ‘Rossetti’s ‘Ave’ and Related Ries. Victorian Poetryl5, no. 1
(Spring 1977): 21-35.

. ‘Rossetti’'s Pre-Raphaelite Manifesto: The ‘Oldi &ew Art’ Sonnets.’
English Language Notelb, no. 3 (March 1978): 197-203.

. ‘The Pre-Raphaelites and the Oxford Movemdd&lhousie Revies7 (1997):
525-539.

Berger, JohnWays of Seeind.ondon: Penguin Books, 1972.

. About LookingLondon: Writers and Readers Publishing Co-opegatitd.,
1980.

223



Bergonzi, BernardGerard Manley HopkindNew York: Macmillan, 1977.

. ‘Hopkins and the English Poets’. G» M. Hopkins: Tradition and Innovation
edited by P. Bottalla, G. Mara and Franco Maru26i,-271. Ravenna: Longo
Editore, 1991.

. ‘Hopkins, Tradition and the Individual Talentopkins Quarterly31, no. 1-4
(Winter-Fall 2004): 1-10.

Berry, FrancisPoetry and the Physical Voiceondon: Routledge and Kegan Paul,
1962.

Billi, Mirella. ‘Hopkins and the Figurative Artsin Gerard Manley Hopkins: Tradition
and Innovationedited by P. Bottalla, G. Marra and F. Marucé&.. Ravenna:
Longo Editore, 1991.

Bizup, Joseph M. “The Wreck of the Deutschlandtidtopkins’ Theology of
“News”.” Victorian Poetry30, no. 2 (Summer 1992): 135-149.

Bloom, Harold.The Visionary Company: A Reading of English Roradnietry
London: Faber and Faber, 1961.

Bollandistes, Société des. ‘Acta Sanctorum Datab®643-1940.

Booth, William. ‘In Darkest England and the Way @1890).’ InThe Strange Case of
Dr Jekyll and Mr Hyde (1886kdited by Martin Danahay, 178-183.
Peterborough, Ontario: Broadview Press Ltd., 1999.

Bottalla, P., G. Marra, and F. Marucci, e@rard Manley Hopkins: Tradition and
Innovation Ravenna: Longo Editore, 1991.

Bottrall, Margaret, edGerard Manley Hopkins, Poems: A Casehdakdon and
Basingstoke: The Macmillan Press Ltd, 1975.

Boyle, Robert, SMetaphor in Hopkins2nd edition: 1961 ed. Chapel Hill, NC:
University of North Carolina Press, 1960.

Bristow, Joseph. “Churlsgrace”: Gerard Manley Himskand the Working-Class Male
Body.” English Literary History59 (1992): 693-711.

, €d.The Cambridge Companion to Victorian Poe2902 edCambridge
Companions to LiteratureCambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2000.

Bronzwaer, W. J. M. ‘Mieke Bal's Concept of Focatian: A Critical Note.Poetics
Today2, no. 2 (1981): 193-201.

Brooks, PeterReading for the Plot: Design & Intention in Narnagi Oxford:
Clarendon Press, 1984.

Brown, DanielHopkins’ Idealism: Philosophy, Physics, Poet®xford: Clarendon
Press, 1997.

. ‘Victorian Poetry and Science.’ Ithe Cambridge Companion to Victorian
Poetry, edited by Joseph Bristow, 137-158. Cambridge: i@¢aige University
Press, 2000.

224



Bruce, Donald Williams. ‘Hopkins the Observer, 184889.’ Contemporary Review
255 (1989): 247-253.

Bryson, NormanVision and Painting: The Logic of the Gat®ndon and Basingstoke:
The Macmillan Press Ltd, 1983.

Bryson, Norman, Michael Ann Holly, and Keith Mox|esds.Visual Culture: Images
and InterpretationsHanover and London: Wesleyan University Pres8419

Buckton, Oliver. *““An Unnatural State”: Gender, ‘i®ersion,” and Newman'’s
Apologia Pro Vita Sua¥ictorian Studie85, no. 4 (Summer 1992): 359-383.

Bullen, J. B.The Expressive Eye: Fiction and Perception in tleeRf Thomas Hardy
Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1986.

, ed.The Sun is God: Painting, Literature and Mytholagyhe Nineteenth
Century Oxford & New York: Oxford University Press, 1989.

Bump, Jerome. ‘Manual Photography: Hopkins, Rusiing Victorian Drawing.Texas
Quarterly 16 (1973): 90-116.

. ‘Hopkins and KeatsYictorian Poetryl2 (1974): 33-43.

. “The Wreck of the Deutschland” and the Dynamidhime.” English Literary
History 41, no. 1 (1974): 106-129.

. ‘Hopkins’ Drawings.” INAMES edited by R. K. R. Thornton, 69-87.
Sunderland: Ceolfrith Press, Sunderland Arts Ced8&5.

. ‘Hopkins, Millais and Modernity.Hopkins Quarterly2, no. 1 (January 1975):
5-19.

. ‘Art and Religion: Hopkins and Savonarol@hiought: A Review of Culture
and ldea50 (March 1975): 132-147.

. ‘Hopkins’ Imagery and Medievalist Poetic¥ictorian Poetryl5, no. 2 (1977):
99-120.

. ‘Science, Religion, and Personification in PoétGahiers Victoriens et
Edouardiens: Revue du Centre d'Etudes et de Reobeidictoriennes et
Edouardiennes de I'Universite Paul Val€1978): 123-137.

. ‘Hopkins, Christina Rossetti, and Pre-Raphasifitis/ictorian Newsletteb7
(Spring 1980): 1-6.

. ‘Hopkins’ Paradigms of Languag@&/ictorian Newslette69 (Spring 1981):
17-21.

. Gerard Manley HopkinsBoston: Twayne Publishers, 1982.

. ‘Reading Hopkins: Visual vs. Auditory ParadigmBuicknell Review: A
Scholarly Journal of Letters, Arts and Scien2ésno. 2 (1982): 119-145.

. ‘Hopkins as Jesuit Poet: Poet of Nature.Chitical Essays on Gerard Manley
Hopkins edited by Alison G. Sulloway, 61-91. Boston: GH&all & Co., 1990.

225



Bump, Jerome, and William H. Scheik, e@=rard Manley Hopkins: A Centenary
Celebration Vol. 31.1,Texas Studies in Literature and Langua§pring 1989.

Casey, William Van Etten, SGerard Manley Hopkins: A Jesuit in Poets’ Corner
Chicago, lll: Loyola University Press, 1990.

Cassirer, ErnstAn Essay on Man: An Introduction to a Philosophydafman Culture
New York: Bantam Books, 1970.

Casteras, Susan P. ‘Seeing the Unseen: PictoohldPnatics and the Victorian Images
of Class, Poverty, and Urban Life.’ \fictorian Literature and the Victorian
Visual Imaginationedited by Carol T. Christ and John O. Jordan; 283l
Berkeley: University of California Press, 1995.

Casteras, Susan P., and etlahn Ruskin and the Victorian Eyedited by Harriet
Whelchel,Commemorates the exhibition, The Art of Seeingn Jilskin and
the Victorian Eye, presented at the Phoenix Art&lms and the Indianapolis
Museum of Art in 1993New York: Harry N. Abrams, Inc., in associatiorttw
the Phoenix Art Museum, 1993.

Christ, Carol T.The Finer Optic: The Aesthetic of Particularity\ictorian Poetry
New Haven and London: Yale University Press, 1975.

. Victorian and Modern Poetic€hicago and London: The University of
Chicago Press, 1984.

Christ, Carol T., and John O. Jordan, &dstorian Literature and the Victorian Visual
Imagination Berkeley: University of California Press, 1995.

Cohen, William A.Embodied: Victorian Literature and the Senddsneapolis, MN:
University Of Minnesota Press, 2009.

Colley, Ann C. ‘Gerard Manley Hopkins and the lad¢aapping.”Word and Image:
A Journal of Verbal/Visual Enquig, no. 2 (April-June 1988): 523-528.

. The Search for Synthesis in Literature and Art: Plaeadox of Spacéthens
& London: The University of Georgia Press, 1990.

. ‘Mapping In and Out of the Borders of Time: Rusknd Hopkins.Victorian
Literature and Culturel9 (1991): 107-121.

. ‘John Ruskin: Climbing and the Vulnerable Eyéctorian Literature and
Culture 37 (2009): 43-66.

Costantini, Mariaconcetta. “The city tires to d@atimages of Urbanization and
Natural Corruption in Hopkins' WorkHopkins Quarterly28, no. 3-4 (Summer-
Fall 2001): 114-129.

. ‘A Poem “for four hands” and many voices: the mgt St. Dorothy in
Christina Rossetti and G.M. Hopkins.’ Widening Horizons: Essays in Honour
of Professor Mohit K. Rayedited by Rama Kundu, 75-92. New Delhi: Sarup &
Sons, 2005.

226



— "Strokes of havoc”: Tree-Felling and the Poéfradition of Ecocriticism in
Manley Hopkins and Gerard Manley Hopkingittorian Poetry46, no. 4
(Winter 2008): 487-510.

Cotter, James Finn. ‘Apocalyptic Imagery in Hopkifithat Nature is a Heraclitean
Fire and of the comfort of the ResurrectiorVittorian Poetry24, no. 3
(Autumn 1986): 261-273.

. ‘Hopkins and Myth.Victorian Poetry27, no. 2 (Summer 1989): 170-186.

. ‘Luther, “beast of the waste wood,” in Stanzao20The Wreck of the
Deutschland”.Victorian Poetry31, no. 1 (Spring 1993): 107-109.

. ‘Augustine’sConfessionsandThe Wreck of the Deutschlahth Saving
Beauty: Further Studies in Hopkinsdited by M. Allsopp and D. A. Downes,
313-325. New York: Garland Publishing Inc., 1994.

. ‘Hopkins and Job.Yictorian Poetry33, no. 2 (Summer 1995): 283-293.

. ‘Hopkins and Augustine¥ictorian Poetry39 (2001): 69-82.

. ‘Hopkins and Cynewulf: “The Wreck of the Deutsadl,” “The Windhover,”
“The Blessed Virgin compared to the Air we Breatlaad theChrist"”
Victorian Poetry43, no. 1 (Spring 2005): 19-33.

Coulthard, A. R. ‘Gerard Manley Hopkins: Priest Pset.’Victorian NewsletteB8
(Fall 1995): 35-40.

Crary, Jonatharmechniques of the Observer: On Vision and Modeiinithe
Nineteenth CenturyCambridge, MA & London: MIT Press, 1990.

Crook, Tom. ‘Putting Matter in its Right Place: Difime and Regeneration in Mid-
Victorian Britain.” Journal of Victorian Culturel3 (October 2008): 200-222.

Cruse, Amy.The Victorians and their Bookkondon: George Allen & Unwin Ltd.,
1935.

Curran, StuartPoetic Form and British RomanticisiNew York & Oxford: Oxford
University Press, 1986.

Curtis, Gerard. ‘Shared Lines: Pen and Pencil as&f InVictorian Literature and the
Victorian Visual Imaginationedited by Carol T. Christ and John O. Jordan, 27-
59. Berkeley: University of California Press, 1995.

d'Arch Smith, TimothyLove in Earnest: Some Notes on the Lives and Wsitaf
English ‘Uranian’ Poets from 1889 to 1930ondon: Routledge & Kegan Paul,
1970.

Dacey, PhilipGerard Manley Hopkins meets Walt Whitman in Heareh Other

Poemslllustrations by Michael McCurdyGreat Barrington: Penmaen Press,
1982.

227



Danahay, MartinGender at Work in Victorian Culture: Literature, thand
Masculinity. Edited by Vincent Newey and Joanne Shattdtle Nineteenth
Century SeriesAldershot: Ashgate, 2005.

Day, Brian J. ‘Hopkins’ Spiritual Ecology in “Bingdoplars”.’Victorian Poetry42,
no. 2 (Summer 2004): 181-193.

De Voragine, Jacobus. ‘The Golden Legend or Liidb® Saints.” Temple Classics,
1931.

. The Golden Legend: Readings on the Saihtanslated by William Granger
Ryan. 2 vols. Princeton, NJ: Princeton Universitgd3, 1993.

Dellamora, RichardViasculine Desire: The Sexual Politics of Victoriaestheticism
Chapel Hill and London: University of North CardiPress, 1990.

, ed.Victorian Sexual Dissidenc€hicago and London: The University of
Chicago Press, 1999.

Dickinson, Emily.The Complete Poems of Emily DickinsBdited by Thomas H.
Johnson. 1975 ed. London: Faber and Faber, 1970.

Doherty, Paul C. ‘Hopkins’ “Spring and Fall: To aithg Child”.’ Victorian Poetry5
(1967): 140-143.

Donnelly, Brian. ‘Rebuilding the House of life: DianGabriel Rossetti, Ekphrasis and
Victorian Sexuality.” University of York, 2004.

Dowling, Linda. ‘Ruskin’s Pied Beauty and the Catosions of a “Homosexual”
Code.’Victorian Newslettei75 (Spring 1989): 1-8.

. Hellenism and Homosexuality in Victorian Oxfolthaca and London: Cornell
University Press, 1994.

Downes, D. A. ‘Beatific Landscapes in Hopkindopkins Quarterlyl, no. 3 (1974):
137-160.

. ‘Beatific Landscapes in Hopkinddopkins Quarterlyl, no. 4 (1975): 185-201.

Downes, David Anthony. ‘Hopkins’s Epiphanic Imagina.’ In Gerard Manley
Hopkins and Critical Discourseadited by Eugene Hollohan, 117-136. New
York: AMS Press, 1969.

. The Temper of Victorian Belief: Studies in the §lelis Novels of Pater,
Kingsley, and NewmaiNew York: Twayne Publishers, Inc., 1972.

Dunne, Tom. ‘Hopkins’ Publications and Their CrtidReception.” IAMES edited by
R. K. R. Thornton, 106-113. Sunderland: Ceolfrited3, Sunderland Arts
Centre, 1975.

Eagles, John (Rev.Jhe Sketcher 1833-183bondon: William Blackwood & Sons,
1856.

Elkins, JamesThe Object Stares Back: On the Nature of Seé&iag Diego, New York
& London: Harcourt Brace & Company, 1996.

228



Farmer, David Hugh, ed.he Oxford Dictionary of Saintsth ed. Oxford: Oxford
University Press, 2004.

Feeney, Joseph J., SJ. ‘The Jesuit Recognitioropkids, 1889-1989." ICritical
Essays on Gerard Manley Hopkjreglited by Alison G. Sulloway, 169-192.
Boston: G.K. Hall & Co., 1990.

. The Playfulness of Gerard Manley HopkiAédershot: Ashgate, 2008.

Fennell, Francis L. ‘Hopkins and Rossetti: ReforgnanPoetics.’ Ir'Baving Beauty:
Further Studies in Hopkingdited by M. Allsopp and D. A. Downes, 1-24. New
York: Garland Publishing, Inc., 1994.

Fennell, Francis L., and Jennifer M. Stolpa. ‘MasiResponses to Hopkingiopkins
Quarterly 28, no. 1-2 (Winter-Spring 2001): 3-54.

Fike, Francis. ‘Gerard Manley Hopkins’ InteresPainting after 1868: Two Notes.’
Victorian Poetry8, no. 4 (Winter 1970): 315-333.

Flint, Kate.The Victorians and the Visual Imaginatiaddambridge: Cambridge
University Press, 2000.

Fone, Byrne R.S. ‘This Other Eden: Arcadia andHbenosexual ImaginationJournal
of Homosexuality, no. 3-4 (1983): 13-34.

Fothergill, J. Milner. “The Town Dweller: His Needsad Wants (1889)." Ifhe Strange
Case of Dr Jekyll and Mr Hyde (188@dited by Martin Danahay, 176-178.
Peterborough, Ontario: Broadview Press Ltd., 1999.

Fry, Paul HThe Poet’s Calling in the English Oddew Haven & London: Yale
University Press, 1980.

Fulweiler, Howard. ‘Gerard Manley Hopkins and theokition of Consciousness.’
Studies in the Literary Imagination: Centenary Rea#on of Gerard Manley
Hopkins21, no. 1 (Spring 1988): 91-108.

——. "“Why, Tears! Is it? Tears”: Gerard Manley Hopgkiand Victorian
Sentimentality. Thought: A Review of Culture and |d&, no. 259 (1990
December): 486-493.

. ‘Matthew Arnold: The Metamorphosis of a Mermaviictorian Poetryl
(1963): 208-222.

. ‘Mermen and Mermaids: A Note on an ‘Alien Visian'the Poetry of
Tennyson, Arnold, and Hopkins/ictorian Newslette3 (Spring 1963): 16-17.

. ‘Gerard Manley Hopkins and the “Stanching, Quémgl©cean of a
Motionable Mind”.’ Victorian NewsletteBO (Fall 1966): 6-13.

. Letters from the Darkling Plain: Language and theo@ds of Knowledge in
the Poetry of Arnold and Hopkingol. LVIII, University of Missouri Studies
Missouri: University of Missouri Press, 1972.

229



Fussell, PaulThe Great War and Modern Memo@xford: Oxford University Press,
1975.

Gardner, W. H. ‘The Wreck of the Deutschlartéissays and Studies: By Members of
the English AssociatioRl (1935): 124-152.

. ‘A Note on Hopkins and Duns Scotus.’@erard Manley Hopkins: The
Critical Heritage edited by Gerald Roberts, 337-344. London and Mevk:
Routledge, 1987.

Gardner, W. HGerard Manley Hopkins: A Study of Poetic Idiosysgran Relation to
Poetic Tradition 1958 ed. 2 vols. London: Oxford University Preig49.

Gleason, John B. ‘The Sexual Underthought in HogKihhe Windhover”.’
Victorian Poetry27, no. 2 (Summer 1989): 201-208.

Glover, Elizabeth. ‘The Art Interests of Gerard MgnHopkins: A Study of their
Influence on his Poetry and Thought.” UniversityMdinchester, 1976.

Gombrich, Ernest Hanért and lllusion: A Study in the Psychology of Bral
Representation6th with new preface: 2002. ed. London: Phaid@59.

Goodin, George. ‘Man and Nature in Hopkins’ “Rildrlale”.’ Notes and Querie8
(1959): 453-454.

Gosney, David, Max Whitby, John Cromie, et al. tBhuides.” 2007.

Graves, AlgernonThe Royal Academy of Arts: A Complete Dictionargotributors
and their work from its foundation in 1769 to 19Qéndon: Henry Graves and
Co. Ltd and George Bell and Sons, 1905, 1905.

Griffiths, Eric. The Printed Voice of Victorian Poetr@xford: Clarendon Press, 1989.

Groves, Peter. ‘Hopkins and Tractarianisiictorian Poetry44, no. 1 (Spring 2006):
105-112.

Hagstrum, Jean H.he Sister Arts: The Tradition of Literary Pictdrisan and English
Poetry from Dryden to GrayChicago: University of Chicago Press, 1958.

Haley, BruceThe Healthy Body and Victorian Cultur€ambridge, MA: Harvard
University Press, 1978.

Hallgarth, Susan A. ‘A Study of Hopkins’ Use of Neg.’ Victorian Poetry5 (1967):
79-92.

Hammond, N. G. L., and H. H. Scullard, e@xford Classical Dictionary2nd ed.
Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1970.

Harned, David BailyTheology and the Art®hiladelphia: The Westminster Press,
1966.

Harris, Neil.Humbug: The Art of P.T. Barnur@hicago: University of Chicago Press,
1981.

230



Hartman, Geoffrey H., edHopkins: A Collection of Critical EssayBnglewood Cliffs,
N.J.: Prentice-Hall, Inc., 1966.

—— ‘Introduction: Poetry and Justification.” opkins: A Collection of Critical
Essaysedited by Geoffrey H. Hartman, 1-16. Englewooif§IN.J.: Prentice-
Hall, Inc., 1966.

Heaney, Seamus. ‘The Fire i'the Flint.’ Rteoccupations: Selected Prose 1968-1978
79-97. London: Faber and Faber, 1980.

Herrington, Eldrid. ‘Hopkins and WhitmarEssays in Criticisn®5, no. 1 (2005): 39-
57.

Heuser, AlanThe Shaping Vision of Gerard Manley Hopkibendon: Oxford
University Press, 1958.

Hibbert, ChristopherThe lllustrated London News: Social History of @i@n Britain.
London: Angus & Robertson, 1975.

Hillier, Bevis. ‘Portraits of Hopkins.” IAMES edited by R. K. R. Thornton, 3-9.
Sunderland: Ceolfrith Press, Sunderland Arts Cea8@5.

Hirata, Tomiko.Dimensions of Hopkins’ Poetryokyo: The Hokuseido Press, 2003.

Hollander, JohnVision and Resonance: Two Senses of Poetic Famoh (1985) ed.
New Haven and London: Yale University Press, 1975.

. The Gazer’s Spirit: Poems Speaking to Silent Woflést. Chicago:
University of Chicago Press, 1995.

Hollohan, EugeneGerard Manley Hopkins and Critical DiscoursE993 ed. New
York: AMS Press, 19609.

Holloway, Marcella M. “The Rarest-Veined UnravelleHopkins as Best Guide to
The WrecK In Readings of The Wreck: Essays in Commemoratidmeof t
Centenary of G.M. Hopkins' The Wreck of the Deldsch edited by Peter
Milward, SJ, and Raymond Schoder, SJ, 86-98. Cbiclagyola University
Press, 1976.

Horton, Susan R. ‘Were They Having Fun Yet? ViaorOptical Gadgetry, Modernist
Selves.’ InVictorian Literature and the Victorian Visual Imagition, edited by
Carol T. Christ and John O. Jordan, 1-26. Berkdlbyversity of California
Press, 1995.

House, Madeline. ‘Books belonging to Hopkins arglframily.’ Hopkins Research
Bulletin 5 (1974): 26-42.

Humphries, Simon. *“All by Turn and Turn About”: €lndeterminacy of Hopkins’
“Epithalamion”.’ Victorian Poetry38, no. 3 (Fall 2000): 343-363.

. ‘Gerard Hopkins’s “Hark, Hearer, Hear What | D@%wo Editorial Traditions
Examined.’ANQ: A Quarterly Journal of Short Articles, Notasd Review22,
no. 1 (Winter 2009): 27-33.

231



Hunt, TristramBuilding Jerusalem: The Rise and Fall of the ViorCity. London:
Weidenfeld & Nicolson, 2004.

Jay, Martin.Downcast Eyes: The Denigration of Vision in Twehti€entury French
Thought Berkeley: University of California Press, 1993.

Jenkins, Alice, edThe Poems of Gerard Manley Hopkins: A Sourceb&dked by
Richard Bradford, Jan Jedrzejewski and Duncan Réutledge Guides to
Literature London & New York: Routledge, 2006.

Jenkyns, Richardl'he Victorians and Ancient Greed@xford: Basil Blackwell
Publisher Ltd., 1980.

Johnson, Wendell Stacggerard Manley Hopkins: The Poet as Victoridtiaca, NY:
Cornell University Press, 1968.

. ‘Sexuality and InscapeHopkins Quarterly3, no. 2 (July 1976): 59-66.

. ‘Reading Oneself into Hopkins.’” [he Victorian Experience: The Pogts
edited by Richard A. Levine, 158-177. Athens, Gétio.: Ohio University Press,
1982.

Jolliffe, David A. ‘The Tall Nun in “The Wreck ohe Deutschland”: A Lioness in Her
Own Right.’Victorian Poetry21, no. 1 (Spring 1983): 79-84.

Jones, A.R. ‘G. M. Hopkins: Victorian.’ lhhe Major Victorian Poets:
Reconsiderationsdited by Isobel Armstrong, 299-318. London: Rexdge &
Kegan Paul, 1969.

Kaylor, Michael M. *“Beautiful dripping fragments’A Whitmanesque Reading of
Hopkins’ “Epithalamion”.’Victorian Poetry40 (2002): 157-187.

. Secreted Desires: The Major Uranians: Pater, Hoplamd WildeBrno, CZ:
Masaryk University Press, 2006.

Keats, JohnJohn Keats: The Major Works, including Endymior, @des, and
Selected Letter€dited by Elizabeth Cook. 2001 g€oixford World's Classics
Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1990.

Kitchen, PaddyGerard Manley Hopkins: A Lifel989 ed. Manchester: Carcanet Press
Limited, 1978.

Kossick, Kaye. ‘No Haven for Hopkins: A Study ofdleénce and Self-Division in “A
Vision of the Mermaids”.Hopkins Quarterlyl7 (April-July 1990): 35-48.

Lahey, G. FGerard Manley Hopkinsl972 ed. New York: Gordon Press, 1930.

Laing, R. D.The Divided Self: An Existential Study in Sanity dadness (London:
Penguin, 1965), 109.ondon: Penguin Books, 1965.

Landow, George FRaradigm, Point of View, and Narrative Distancédarbal and

Visual Arts17/01/07[cited 17/01/07. Available from
http://www.victorianweb.org/art/crisis/crisis4a.Htm

232



. Rainbows: problematic images of problematic nafereed 08/11/07.
Available from http://www.victorianweb.org/art/cisécrisis3c.html.

. Images of Crisis: Literary Iconology, 1750 to thee®ent Boston, London and
Henley: Routledge & Kegan Paul, 1982.

Leavis, F.RNew Bearings in English Poetry: A Study of the @ogorary Situation
7th 1961 ed. London: Chatto & Windus, 1932.

. ‘Metaphysical Isolation.’ IrGerard Manley Hopkinsedited by The Kenyon
Critics, 115-134. Norfolk, Connecticut: New Diremts Books, 1945.

Loomis, Jeffrey B. ‘Gerard Manley Hopkin&/ictorian Poetry42, no. 3 (2004):
381-390.

Lynch, Michael. ‘Recovering Hopkins, Recovering elves.’Hopkins Quarterlyé
(1979): 107-117.

Mackenzie, Catherin& ork Notes on Gerard Manley Hopkins: Selected Po&ulited
by A.N. Jeffares and Suheil Bushrui. 8th impressi#96 ed)York Notes
Harlow: Longman Group Limited, 1983.

MacKenzie, Norman H. ‘Hopkins Among the Victoriakgrm in Art and Nature.’
Paper presented at the Fifth Conference of thernat®nal Association of
Professors of English, Edinburgh and Glasgow, Auga62.

. “The Dragon’s Treasure Horde Unlockelllodern Language Quarterlyl
(1970): 236-244.

. ‘The Lost Autograph of “The Wreck of the Deutsaidl” and its First
Readers.Hopkins Quarterly3, no. 3 (1976): 91-115.

. ‘Resources of Language & Imagery in ‘The Wreckh&f Deutschland’.’
Paper presented at the Seventh Annual Hopkins tesdBustave Tuck Theatre,
University College, Univerity of London, 1976.

. “Thy Dark Descending”: Light and DarknessTihe Wreck In Readings of

The Wreck: Essays in Commemoration of the Centesfa®ByM. Hopkins’ The
Wreck of the Deutschlanddited by Peter Milward, SJ, and Raymond Schoder
SJ, 12-21. Chicago: Loyola University Press, 1976.

. A Reader’s Guide to Gerard Manley Hopkihendon: Thames and Hudson,
1981.

. ‘Hopkins and St. Dorothea: Lines for Whose Pie®iin Vital Candle:
Victorian and Modern Bearings on Gerard Manley Himgkedited by John S.
North and Michael D. Moore, 21-39. Waterloo: Unsigr of Waterloo Press,
1984.

. ‘Vision and Obscurity in HopkinsEnglish Studies in Canadgl, no. 4
(December 1985): 413-421.

. ‘Hopkins and ScienceStudies in the Literary Imagination: Centenary
Revaluation of Gerard Manley Hopki@4, no. 1 (Spring 1988): 41-56.

233



MacNeice, LouisCollected PoemdEdited by Peter McDonald. London: Faber and
Faber, 2007.

Mariani, Paul L. ‘Hopkins’ ‘Harry Ploughman’ andd¢terick Walker's ‘The Plough’.’
The Month0, no. 1-2 (July-August 1968): 37-44.

. A Commentary on the Complete Poems of Gerard Matdgkins Ithaca &
London: Cornell University Press, 1970.

. “The Sound of Oneself Breathing.’ @ritical Essays on Gerard Manley
Hopkins edited by Alison G. Sulloway, 53-59. Boston: GH&all & Co., 1990.

Martin, Robert Bernardserard Manley Hopkins: A Very Private Lildammersmith:
Harper Collins Publishers, 1991.

Masheck, J.D.C. ‘Art by a Poet: Notes on Publishealwings by Gerard Manley
Hopkins.”Hermathena: A Dublin University RevieMd8 (Spring 1969): 24-37.

Matthiessen, F. O. ‘Hopkins and Whitman.’Hiopkins: A Collection of Critical
Essaysedited by Geoffrey H. Hartman, 144-150. Englew@iiffs, N.J.:
Prentice-Hall, Inc., 1966.

Maxwell, Catherine. ‘Vision and Visuality.” IA Companion to Victorian Poetredited
by Richard Cronin, Alison Chapman and Anthony Hami, 510-525. Malden,
MA: Blackwell Publishers Ltd., 2002.

McChesney, DonaldA Hopkins Commentary: An Explanatory Commentarthen
Main Poems, 1876-8%.ondon: University of London Press Ltd., 1968.

McLeod, Randall. ‘Gerard Hopkins and the ShapdsdisfSonnets.’ InVoice, Text,
Hypertext: Emerging Practices in Textual Studedited by Raimonda
Modiano, Leroy F. Searle and Peter Shillingsbui;-297. New York, NY:
Palgrave Macmillan, 2004.

Meisel, Martin.Realizations: Narrative, Pictorial, and Theatricatts in Nineteenth-
Century EnglandPrinceton, NJ: Princeton University Press, 1983.

Mellown, Elgin W. ‘Gerard Manley Hopkins and Hisl#ig, 1889-1918.Modern
Philology57, no. 2 (November 1959): 94-99.

. “The Reception of Gerard Manley Hopkins’ “Poenisd,18-30."Modern
Philology 63, no. 1 (August 1965): 38-51.

. ‘The History of the Critical Reception of “The uk of the Deutschland”.’
Victorian Poetryl4 (1976): 1-9.

Miles, Josephine. “The Sweet and Lovely LanguatyeGerard Manley Hopkins
edited by The Kenyon Critics, 55-71. Norfolk, Coatieut: New Directions
Books, 1945.

Miller, J. Hillis, ed.The Disappearance of God: Five Nineteenth-Centunyevs.
Cambridge, MA: The Belknap Press of Harvard UnikgiBress, 1963.

234



. ‘Gerard Manley Hopkins.’ IThe Disappearance of God: Five Nineteenth-
Century Writersedited by J. Hillis Miller, 270-359. Cambridge AIThe
Belknap Press of Harvard University Press, 1963.

. ‘The Linguistic Moment in “The Wreck of the Deatdand”.’ In The New
Criticism and Afteredited by Thomas Daniel Young, 47-60. Charloitiesv
University Press of Virginia, 1976.

Milroy, JamesThe Language of Gerard Manley Hopkihendon: André Deutsch Ltd.,
1977.

Milton, John.The Major WorksEdited by Stephen Orgel and Jonathan Goldberg,
Oxford Authors' Serie©xford: Oxford University Press, 1991.

Milward, PeterA Commentary on G. M. Hopkins' The Wreck of Thadaaiand
Tokyo: The Hokuseido Press, 1968.

———. "On a Pastoral Forehead in Wales”: The Composidbf Place offhe WrecK
In Readings of The Wreck: Essays in CommemoratidreaCéntenary of G.M.
Hopkins' The Wreck of the Deutschlaedited by Peter Milward, SJ, and
Raymond Schoder, SJ, 68-76. Chicago: Loyola UnityePsess, 1976.

. A Lifetime with HopkinsNaples, Florida: Sapientia Press of Ave Maria
University, 2005.

Milward, Peter, SJ, and Raymond Schoder 8ddscape and Inscape: Vision and
Inspiration in Hopkins's Poetry.ondon: Elek Books Ltd., 1975.

, eds.Readings of The Wreck: Essays in Commemoratidredéntenary of
G.M. Hopkins’ The Wreck of the Deutschla@hicago: Loyola University
Press, 1976.

Mitchell, W. J. T.Iconology: Image, Text, Ideolog€hicago: University of Chicago
Press, 1986.

. Picture Theory: Essays on Verbal and Visual Reprieg®n Chicago and
London: University of Chicago Press, 1994.

Moore, Michael D. ‘Dangerous Beauty: Hopkins andvN&n.’ InGerard Manley
Hopkins: New Essays on His Life, Writing, and PlacEnglish Literature
edited by Michael E. Allsopp and Michael W. Sundeien, 85-112. Lampeter:
E. Mellen Press, 1989.

Morgan, Thais E. ‘Violence, Creativity, and the Fame: Poetics and Gender Politics
in Swinburne and Hopkins.’ IGender and Discourse in Victorian Literature
and Art edited by Antony H. Harrison and Beverly Tayi®4-107. DeKalb:
Northern lllinois UP, 1992.

. ‘Reimaging Masculinity in Victorian Criticism: Smburne and Pater.’
Victorian Studies36, no. 3 (1993 Spring): 315-332.

. ‘Victorian Effeminacies.’ IVictorian Sexual Dissidencedited by Richard
Dellamora, 109-125. Chicago and London: The Unityerf Chicago Press,
1999.

235



Morlier, Margaret M. “Barbarous in Beauty”: The &ence of Time in the Poetry of
Gerard Manley Hopkins¥Yictorian Poetry35 (1997): 215-232.

Morris, William. The Collected Works of William Morrigdited by May Morris. 24
vols. Vol. 21. New York: Russell & Russell, 1966.

Mortimer, Anthony, edThe Authentic Cadence: Centennial Essays on Geaviamley
Hopkins Fribourg, Switzerland: UP Fribourg, 1992.

Murphy, Michael. ‘Violent imagery in the poetry Gerard Manley Hopkins¥Yictorian
Poetry7 (1969): 1-16.

Murphy, Russell Elliott. ‘Nature and Nature’s GadHopkins’ St. Beuno Sonnet#\h
Irish Quarterly Revievd7, no. 346 (Summer 1998): 171-177.

Nead, LyndaVictorian Babylon: People, Streets and Images ineidenth-Century
London New Haven & London: Yale University Press, 2000.

———. *“Death blots black out”: Thermodynamics and Bwetry of Gerard Manley
Hopkins.’ Victorian Poetry40 (2002): 131-155.

———. "Goldengrove unleaving”: Hopkins’ “Spring and IFaChristina Rossetti's
“Mirrors of Life and Death,” and the Politics ofdlusion.’ Victorian Poetry43,
no. 4 (Winter 2005): 473-484.

. ‘Fathering Graces at Hampstead: Manley Hopkifi$ie' Old Trees” and
Gerard Manley Hopkins’ “Binsey Poplars¥ictorian Poetry44, no. 2
(Summer 2006): 191-211.

North, John S., and Michael D. Moore. ‘Vital Cand¥éctorian and Modern Bearings
in Gerard Manley Hopkins.” Paper presented at theafd Manley Hopkins:
The Poet in His Age (1981), Waterloo 1984.

Overholser, Renée V. “Looking with Terrible Temipa”: Gerard Manley Hopkins
and Beautiful BodiesY¥ictorian Literature and Culturd9 (1991): 25-53.

Parham, John. ‘Green Man Hopkins: Gerard Manleylitgpand Victorian Ecological
Criticism.” Nineteenth-Century Contex2$, no. 4 (2003): 257-276.

Park, Roy. *““Ut Pictura Poesis”: The Nineteenth-GCepn Aftermath.’Journal of
Aesthetics and Art Criticisi28 (1969): 155-164.

Phare, Elsie Elizabetfihe Poetry of Gerard Manley Hopkins: A Survey and
CommentaryCambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1933.

Phillips, Catherine. ‘The Mixed Emotions of HopKm&ortrait of Two Beautiful
Young People’.Hopkins Quarterlyl6, no. 4 (1990): 137-146.

. ‘Gerard Manley Hopkins and Dante Gabriel Rossé&#®\NAM: Recherches
Anglaises et Nord-Americain&$, no. 1 (2003): 131-137.

. ‘Educating the Audience: Issues of Truth in Neeetth-Century Illustration.’
CRASSH (Centre for Research in the Social ScieandsHumanities),
University of Cambridge, 2006.

236



. Gerard Manley Hopkins and the Victorian Visual VdoDxford: Oxford
University Press, 2007.

Pick, Daniel Faces of Degeneration: A European Disorder, c. 18481918
Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1989.

. ‘Stories of the Eye.’ IiRewriting the Self: Histories from the Renaissatioce
the Presentedited by Roy Porter. London and New York: Ralgle, 1997.

Pindar.The Odes of Pindafranslated by Richmond Lattimoihoenix Books
Chicago & London: The University of Chicago Prek359.

. Selected Odes: Olympian One, Pythian Nine, Nem&awnsand Three,
Isthmian OneTranslated by Stephen Instone. Warminster: AriBhsllips Ltd.,
1996.

Piper, John. ‘Hopkins’s Drawings.’ [hhe Journals and Papers of Gerard Manley
Hopkins edited by Humphry House, 453-458. London: Oxfdraversity Press,
1959.

Pratt, AnneChapters on the Common Things of the Sea Chastlon: Society for
Promoting Christian Knowledge, 1853.

Quinn, William A. ‘Hopkins’ Anglo-Saxon.Hopkins Quarterly8, no. 1 (Spring 1981):
25-32.

Rackin, Donald. “God’s Grandeur”: Hopkins’ SermtunWordsworth."Wordsworth
Circle 11, no. 2 (Spring 1980): 66-73.

Rimmon-Kenan, ShlomitiNarrative Fiction: Contemporary PoeticRoutledge, 1989
ed. London: Methuen & Co. Ltd., 1983.

Roberts, Gerald, e@Gerard Manley Hopkins: The Critical Heritageondon and New
York: Routledge, 1987.

Rosenberg, John [Elegy for an Age: The Presence of the Past in Yand_iterature
Edited by Robert Douglas-Fairhursinthem Nineteenth Century Studies
London: Anthem Press, 2005.

Rossetti, Christinalhe Complete Poems of Christina Rossetti: A VanoEdition
Edited by Rebecca W. Crump. 3 vols. Baton Rougeo&don: Louisiana State
University Press, 1979-1990.

. The Works of Christina Rossetidited by Martin CorneiThe Wordsworth
Poetry Library Ware: Wordsworth Editions Ltd., 1995.

Rossetti, Dante GabrieThe Poetical Works of Dante Gabriel Rosséitited by
William M. Rossetti. London: Ellis & Elvey, 1900.

Roston, MurrayVictorian Contexts: Literature and the Visual Artsoundsmill:
Macmillan Press Ltd., 1996.

Ruskin, JohnThe Works of John Ruskidited by E. T. Cook and Alexander
Wedderburn. London: George Allen, 1903-12.

237



Sacks, Peter MI'he English Elegy: Studies in the Genre from Spdnséeats
Baltimore: The John Hopkins University Press, 1985.

Saville, Julia F. “‘The Romance of Boys Bathing: tRoBrecedents and Respondents to
the Paintings of Henry Scott Tuke.’ Yfictorian Sexual Dissidencedited by
Richard Dellamora, 253-277. Chicago and London: Uheversity of Chicago
Press, 1999.

. A Queer Chivalry: The Homoerotic Asceticism of Gérslanley Hopkins
Charlottesville and London: University Press ofgiiia, 2000.

Schneider, Elizabeth VW.he Dragon in the Gate: Studies in the Poetry oMG.
Hopkins Vol. 20,Perspectives in CriticisnBerkeley: University of California
Press, 1968.

Schoeck, R. J. ‘Influence and Originality in theeRy of Hopkins.’"Renascenc8, no. 2
(Winter 1956): 77-84.

Seelhammer, Rutldopkins Collected at Gonzag&hicago: Loyola University Press,
1970.

. ‘Musical Settings of Hopkins’ Poems: A Checklisiopkins Research
Bulletin, no. 4 (1973): 31-35.

Seib, Kenneth. ‘Hopkins’s Secret Watchefi®exas Studies in Literature and Language
31, no. 1 (Spring 1989): 52-65.

Shakespeare, WillianThe Arden Shakespeare Complete Wdtktited by Richard
Proudfoot, Ann Thompson and David Scott Kastan.téviabn-Thames:
Thomas Nelson and Sons Ltd., 1998.

Shelley, Percy Byssh€omplete WorksEdited by R. Ingpen and W. E. Peck. 1965 ed.
Vol. 7. London: Ernest Benn Ltd., 1926-30.

Sieveking, LanceThe Eye of the Beholddrondon: Hulton Press, 1957.

Sinnema, Peter W. ‘Constructing a Readership: Slamee and Interiority in the
lllustrated London NewsVictorian Review20, no. 2 (Winter 1994): 142-161.

. ‘Reading Nation and Class in the First Decadiefllustrated London New's
Victorian Periodicals Revie@8, no. 2 (Summer 1995): 136-152.

. ‘Representing the Railway: Train Accidents anduima in thdllustrated
London News Victorian Periodicals Reviews1, no. 2 (Summer 1998): 142-
168.

Smith, Hubert. ‘The Poet, the Hodder and the Rbethe.’Stonyhurst Magazin960,
503-504.

Smith, LindsayVictorian Photography, Painting and Poetry: The gmia of Visibility

in Ruskin, Morris and the Pre-Raphaelit€ambridge: Cambridge University
Press, 1995.

238



Sobolev, Dennis. ‘Hopkins’s “Bellbright Bodies”: &hdialectics of desire in his
writings.” Texas Studies in Literature and Langudde no. 1 (Spring 2003):
114-140.

South, Malcolm, edviythical and Fabulous Creatures: A Source Book Redearch
Guide New York: Bedrick, 1988.

Starkey, R. L. ‘Books Hopkins had access knpkins Research Bulletié (1975): 17-
26.

Storey, GrahamA Preface to Hopkind.ondon and New York: Longman Group
Limited, 1981.

Street, Seanlhe Wreck of the Deutschlandndon: Souvenir Press Ltd, 1992.

Sulloway, Alison GGerard Manley Hopkins and the Victorian Temgdsesndon:
Routledge & Kegan Paul, 1972.

. “The Nature of Art, Nature, and Human Nature wopkins’s Poetry.’ IrVital
Candle: Victorian and Modern Bearings in Gerard NieynHopkins edited by
John S. North and Michael D. Moore, 61-78. Waterldniversity of Waterloo
Press, 1984.

. Critical Essays on Gerard Manley Hopkiroston: G.K. Hall & Co., 1990.

Swaab, Peter. ‘Hopkins and the Pushed Pe&xiftical Quarterly 37, no. 3 (1995): 43-
60.

Swanson, Vern Gl'he Biography and Catalogue Raisonné of the Pagstof Sir
Lawrence Alma-Tadem&ondon: Garton & Co., 1990.

Swinburne, Algernon CharleBoems and Balladd.ondon: Chatto & Windus, 1910.

Taylor, Brian. ‘Motives for Guilt-Free Pederastyrfe Literary ConsiderationsT’he
Sociological Revie\g4, no. 1 (1976): 97-114.

Tennyson, AlfredTennyson’s PoetryEdited by Robert W. Jnr. Hill. 1999 ddorton
Critical Editions London & New York: W. W. Norton & Company, 1971.

Thesing, William B. ‘Gerard Manley Hopkins’s Resges to the City: The
“Composition of the Crowd”.’ IrCritical Essays on Gerard Manley Hopkjns
edited by Alison G. Sulloway, 132-155. Boston: GH&ll & Co., 1990.

Thomas, Alfred. ‘Hopkins and the Rejection of “TWeeck of the Deutschland”.’
English Studieg9, no. 6 (1968): 542-546.

. ‘G. M. Hopkins in Liverpool. Times Literary Suppleme(it969): 1026-1027.

. ‘Hopkins’s “Felix Randal”: the Man and the Poerfimes Literary Supplement
(1971): 331-332.

. ‘Hopkinsharvest: The Meeting of The “WrecksVictorian Poetryl2 (1974):
71-73.

239



Thornton, R. K. RAIl My Eyes See: The Visual World of Gerard Mardiepkins
Sunderland: Ceolfrith Press, Sunderland Arts Cet8&5.

. ‘The People Hopkins Knew.’ IAMES edited by R. K. R. Thornton, 33-52.
Sunderland: Ceolfrith Press, Sunderland Arts Cet8&5.

. ‘The Places Hopkins Knew.” IAMES edited by R. K. R. Thornton, 12-31.
Sunderland: Ceolfrith Press, Sunderland Arts Ced8&5.

. ‘Hopkins and the Visual Arts.’ Ifthe Authentic Cadence: Centennial Essays
on Gerard Manley Hopkin®dited by Anthony Mortimer, 153-168. Fribourg,
Switzerland: UP Fribourg, 1992.

. ‘Gerard Manley Hopkins: Aesthete or Moralist?’3aving Beauty: Further
Studies in Hopkinsedited by M. Allsopp and D. A. Downes, 39-58. N¥¢ark:
Garland Publishing, Inc., 1994.

Thurston, Herbert, SJ, and Donald Attwater, &igler’s Lives of the Saint&dited by
revised and supplemented by Thurston & AttwatetdtdiLondon: Burn Oates
& Washbourne Ltd., 1956.

Treuherz, JulianVictorian Painting London: Thames & Hudson Ltd., 1993.

Tucker, Herbert F., edA Companion to Victorian Literature and Cultyackwell
Companions to Literature and Cultur@xford: Blackwell Publishers Ltd.,
1999.

Turner, Vincent. “Many a Poem that Both Breeds #iviakes” (1944).” InGerard
Manley Hopkins, Poems: A Casebpedited by Margaret Bottrall, 126-139.
London and Basingstoke: The Macmillan Press Ltd519

Vendler, Helen. ‘The Wreck of the Deutschland.Time Authentic Cadence: Centennial
Essays on Gerard Manley Hopkjreglited by Anthony Mortimer, 35-54.
Fribourg, Switzerland: Fribourg University Pres392.

. The Breaking of Styl&€€ambridge, MA: Harvard University Press, 1995.

Vicinus, Martha. ‘The Adolescent Boy: Fin-De-SiéElemme Fatale?’ INictorian
Sexual Dissidenc¢edited by Richard Dellamora, 83-106. Chicago lamwidon:
The University of Chicago Press, 1999.

Walhout, DonaldSend my Roots Rain: A Study of Religious Experienite Poetry of
Gerard Manley HopkinsAthens and London: Ohio University Press, 1981.

Weyand, Norman, and Raymond V. Schoder, Edsiortal Diamond: Studies in
Gerard Manley HopkinsNew York: Octagon Books, 1969.

Wheeler, MichaelDeath and the Future Life in Victorian Literaturacd Theology
Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1990.

. Heaven, Hell, and the Victorian€ambridge: Cambridge University Press,
1994.

240



White, Norman. ‘The Probable Identity of Hopkindwo Beautiful Young People”.’
English Language Notel no. 3 (March 1971): 206-208.

. ‘The Setting of Hopkins’ “Epithalamion”Victorian Poetryl10, no. 1 (Spring
1972): 83-86.

. ‘The Context of Hopkins’ Drawings.” IAMES edited by R. K. R. Thornton,
53-68. Sunderland: Ceolfrith Press, Sunderland Betstre, 1975.

———. . 'Hopkins as Art Critic.” IPAMES edited by R. K. R. Thornton, 89-105.
Sunderland: Ceolfrith Press, Sunderland Arts Ced8&5.

. ‘Harry Ploughman’s MusclesHopkins Quarterly(April 1975): 29-31.

. ‘Hopkins’ Epithalamion.Hopkins Quarterly4, no. 3&4 (1977-78): 141-160.

. ‘Hopkins’ Sonnet “No worst, there is none” ané tBtorm Scenes King
Lear.’ Victorian Poetry24, no. 1 (Spring 1986): 83-87.

. Hopkins: A Literary BiographyOxford: Clarendon Press, 1992.

Whiteford, Peter. ‘A Note on Hopkin’s Plough in “@iWindhover”.’Victorian Poetry
39 (2001): 617-620.

———. ‘What were Felix Randal’s ‘Fatal Four DisordetsI’he Review of English
StudiesH6, no. 225 (2005): 438-446.

Wilson, Robert C. ‘Hopkins and the Art of Paintinghought: A Review of Culture and
Idea51 (June 1976): 147-160.

Wordsworth, William.The Major WorksEdited by Stephen Gill. 2000 edxford
World's ClassicsOxford: Oxford University Press, 1984.

Zaniello, Thomas A. ‘The Spectacular English Sunséthe 1880s.’ IVictorian
Science and Victorian Values: Literary Perspectiegited by James Paradis
and Thomas Postlewait, 247-267. New York: The NemkYAcademy of
Sciences, 1981.

. ‘Hopkins’ Scientific Interests: ‘Face to Facelwa Sphinx’."Thought: A
Review of Culture and Idegb, no. 259 (1990 December): 510-521.

Zonneveld, SjaaklThe Random Grim Forge: A Study of Social IdeabénWork of
Gerard Manley HopkinsAssen [etc.]: Van Gorcum, 1992.

241



