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ABSTRACT

This thesis considers the representation of women and the gender principles 1n the
work of Gerard Manley Hopkins and situates his perceptions of "masculinity” and
"femininity” within a cultural, historical and literary context. A selection of his  less
canonical poems and prose is discussed and re-evaluated in the light of feminist and
psychoanalytical thcory. In particular, the binarisms that fracture the representation of
woman in Victorian art and literature and the issue of woman's alterity and subsequent
association with death are identified and analysed.

The thesis is organized into a tripartite introductory section, ten chapters and
a conclusion. The first section of the introduction offers a broadly-based socio-
historical and theoretical examination of the gender principles and their onigin. Part
11 of the introduction focuses on Hopkins and his society, examining Victorian
cultural views of gender difference and the construction of masculinity. The third
introductory section gives specific attention to Hopkins's theory of creativity and its
relation to the gendering of genius and aesthetic production.

Chapters 1, 2, and 3, offer detailed critical consideration of the deep psycho-
scxual ambivalence towards woman, and the carnal materiality she embodies, 1n
Hopkins's carly poems: "Il Mystico", "A Voice from the World", "Heaven-Haven", "l
must hunt down the prize"”, and "A Vision of the Mermaids".

Chapter 4 gives a contextualized consideration of asceticism as an expression
of the masculine will-to-power, and examines Hopkins's attraction to violence and
the suffering of martyrs. The following three chapters cxplore the themes of death,
violence and martyrdom, with particular emphasis on the issues of female sexual
purity and masculine aesthetic virility in  Hopkins's verse drama on the murder of St.
Winefred, St. Winefred's Well, and 1ts accompanying chorus: "The Leaden Echo and
the Golden Echo”.

The final three chapters of the thesis clucidate Hopkins's aesthetic and
personal response to the Virgin Mary and the "teminine” pyschological characteristics
and virtues she represents. Chapter 8 assesses the status of the Roman Catholic
Church and the Virgin Mary in nineteenth century England, and also suggests that
the image of the Madonna and the fictive "angel in the house” are symbolically
conjoincd in opposition to the Tennysonian view of "Mother Nature” as a monstrous
destroyer. This is followed, in Chapter 9, by a consideration of the view of Mary
presented in Hopkins's prose. Chapter 10, the final chapter, presents a detailed
analysis of Hopkins's Marian poem, "The Blessed Virgin Compared to the Air we
Breathe", in which the ambivalence and anxiety that surround his concepts of
selfhood, masculinity and the body of the mother are examined.

In conclusion, I argue that Hopkins's aesthetic and spiritual vocations are
intimatcly linked with his notion of actual selthood and are subject to the profoundly
damaging influence of contlicting role expectations and mythic paradigms of
masculinity and femininity which cannot be reconciled, either within the individual
psyche, or in the society in which they are nurtured.



CONTENTS

Acknowledgements
Abbreviations

Introduction:
1. Engendering Opposition: The Gender Principles at War

11.  Sexing the Self: Hopkins and Victorian Views on the
Making of the Male

i11.  Hopkins, Art, and Gender

1. Exorcising the Body: "Il Mystico" and the Flight
from the Mother

2. Fish, Flesh, or Foul?: Woman and the Feminine
in "A Vision of the Mermaids"

3. The Nun's Retreat and the Rake's Progress: "A Voice
from the World", "Heaven-Haven", and "I must hunt
down the prize"

4. "Plumed Passionflowers" and the "Ghastly Glories
of Saints": Hopkins and Martyrdom

5. "Cheer whom though?": Caradoc, Hopkins, the Archetype
and the Anti-hero in St. Winefred's Well

6. Death and the Maidens of St. Winefred's Well

1. The Killing of Winefred

Our Lady of Paradox: Mary, the One Woman
Without Stain

The Virgin Mary in Hopkins's Philosophy and Prose

10. Inspiring Innocence: "The Blessed Virgin Compared
to the Air we Breathe”

Epilogue: "The Horror and the Havoc": Last Lines from the Front

Bibliography

W A

23
43

63

105

126

148

167

183

222

247




CONTENTS

Acknowledgements
Abbreviations

Introduction:
1. Engendering Opposition: The Gender Principles at War

11.  Sexing the Self: Hopkins and Victorian Views on the
Making of the Male

111.  Hopkins, Art, and Gender

1. Exorcising the Body: "Il Mystico" and the Flight
from the Mother

2. Fish, Flesh, or Foul?: Woman and the Feminine
in "A Vision of the Mermaids"

3. The Nun's Retreat and the Rake's Progress: "A Voice
from the World", "Heaven-Haven", and "I must hunt
down the prize"

4. "Plumed Passionflowers" and the "Ghastly Glories
of Saints": Hopkins and Martyrdom

J. "Cheer whom though?": Caradoc, Hopkins, the Archetype
and the Anti-hero in St. Winefred's Well

6. Death and the Maidens of St. Winefred's Well

7. The Killing of Winefred

8. Our Lady of Paradox: Mary, the One Woman
Without Stain

9. The Virgin Mary in Hopkins's Philosophy and Prose

10. Inspiring Innocence: "The Blessed Virgin Compared

to the Air we Breathe"

Epilogue: "The Horror and the Havoc": Last Lines from the Front

Bibliography

W

23
43

63

33

105

126

148

167

222

2477

274




Acknowledgements

Special thanks are due to Professor Kelsey R. Thomnton, who encouraged and guided
me beyond the brink of beginning, and to Professor Terry R. Wright who
encouraged and guided me towards completion. For their invaluable friendship and
vitally sustaining encouragement [ must also thank Helen Boden, John Goodridge,
Graham Rendall, Neil Sedgewick and Vanessa Stafford. A special debt of gratitude is
also owed to John for his expert advice and editorship and to Vanessa for combining
meticulous proof-reading with critical insight and the undeserved gift of praise.
Finally, my thanks and gratitude are given to Keith Tulip for his unfailing support

and superb management, and to my mother, Patricia Churcher, for teaching me to

read.



Facsimiles

F. L.

L,1

L,2

Poems

Selected Letters

OED

ABBREVIATIONS

The Early Poetic Manuscripts and Note-books of Gerard
Manley Hopkins in Facsimile, ed. with Annotations,
Transcriptions of Unpublished Passages and an
Introduction by Norman Mackenzie, Norman H.

MacKenzie (New York: Garland Publishing, 1989).

Further Letters of Gerard Manley Hopkins Including his
Correspondence with Coventry Patmore, ed. C.C. Abbott

(London: Oxtford University Press, 2nd edn., rev. and
enlarged, 1956).

The Journals and Papers of Gerard Manley Hopkins, ed.
Humphrey House and Graham Storey (London: Oxford
University Press, 1959).

The Letters of Gerard Manley Hopkins to Robert Bridges, ed.
C.C. Abbott (London: Oxford University Press, 1933; 2nd

imp. rev., 1955).

The Correspondence of Gerard Manley Hopkins and Richard
Watson Dixon, ed. C.C. Abbott (London: Oxford Umversity
Press, 1935; 2nd 1mp. rev., 1955).

The Poetical Works of Gerard Manley Hopkins, ed. Norman
Mackenzie (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1990).

Gerard Manley Hopkins: Selected Letters, ed. Catherine
Phillips (Oxtord: Clarendon Press, 1990).

The Sermons and Devotional Writings of Gerard Manley
Hopkins, ed. Christopher Devlin, S.J. (London: Oxford

University Press, 1959).

Oxford English Dictionary, 12 vols, and Supplement, with 4
vols, 1927-86.

Unless otherwise stated, all ellipses are mine.

Notes appear at the end of each chapter.

For a tull list of works used see the Bibliography.



INTRODUCTION

Engendering Opposition: The Gender Principles at War

Male and female created he them.
The Book of Genesis

For distinguishing between male and female in mental life we make use of what is obviously
an 1nadequate empirical and conventional equation: we call everything that is
strong and active male, and everything that is weak and passive female.
Sigmund Freud!

Myths are nothing but a ceaseless, untiring solicitation, an insidious and
inflexible demand that all men recognize themselves in an image, eternal
yet bearing a date, which was built of them one day as if for all time.
For Nature, in which they are locked up under the pretext of being
eternalized, is nothing but Usage. And it is this Usage,
however lofty, that they must take in hand and transform.
Roland Barthes®

The demand that men and women should behave differently from each other appears

to be both primordial and pandemic in human society. The mythic images of
masculinity and femininity through which societies are organized have, as Barthes

suggests, a time and place of origin. But like the graven figures in Larkin's "The
Arundel Tomb",’ the verifiable socio-historical "facts” are transfigured by age whilst
the mythic 1mage abides, a floating signifier that is interpreted by succeeding

generations as a sign of.eternal value and eternal verity.

The English middle-class society of the mid-nineteenth century, into which
Gerard Manley Hopkins was born, particularly required that men and women should
‘recognize” themselves in such powerfully gendered images, and was both a deep
cultural repository and a generator of figurative gender paradigms. No work of
gender construction exists in a vacuum, however, and Victorian conceptual images
of "masculinity” and "femininity” arc as intertextualized as any other work of art or
fiction. In this, the first part of a tripartite introduction, I shall therefore attempt to

prescnt a general, though nccessarily condensed, "history" of gender division and
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sexual hierarchy, with particular reference to the association of woman with Nature
and the flesh, and Woman's alterity. The second part of the introduction will consider
the perceived nature of sexual difference, most especially the concept of "manliness,"
in the context of Victorian society and in Hopkins's life. In the final introductory
section, I will examine Hopkins's theories of creativity and his response to art in order

to demonstrate how his aesthetic and his notion of selfhood are linked and framed

within the gendered discourses of his time.

¥ ¥k Xk

To engage Iin discourse on the criteria and psychological reverberations of the terms
"masculine” and "feminine", is also to be aware that in so doing one may add

substance to the 1llusion of their concreteness. What is intended as a deconstructive
analysis of binary thinking may therefore risk perpetuating the separatist patriarchal
attitudes which propel all human beings straight from the womb into a psychic war
zone. Gender has nevertheless been "a standing classificatory fact in our thought-
world" and we have all been trained to live with an "habitual consciousness of two sex

classes".* Every theory of culture, every theory of society, the whole conglomeration

of symbolic systems, discourse, art, religion, the family, language, are all, as Héléne

Cixous points out, ordered around

hierarchical oppositions that come back to the man / woman opposition that can only be
sustained by means of a difference posed by cultural discourse as "natural,”" the difference

between activity and passivity.>

The phenomenon that Mary Ellman has called "thought by sexual analogy"®
dominates Western culture and to examine any society or individual without also
attcmpting to identify and evaluate the controlling power of this overwhelmingly
influential distinction on modes of thought and expression is therefore to ignore the
pervasive presence of an 1deological system that profoundly affects all human beings,
for all of their lives. The attempt to articulate some of the myths and conventions

which have become embedded in the sedimentary layers of our mental life and

language, is not only a "necessary condition for growth toward liberty"” but an
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essential step towards a greater understanding and compassion for those, like

Hopkins, who have been crushed under the aectiological imperative which assumes

the "necessity of the expression of the biological in the psychological”.8

Marilyn French has remarked that conventions of thought and image are a
form of shorthand, which like DNA form the building blocks of prejudice. In the
"conventional” model of gender difference, given as epigraph to this introduction,
Freud 1s clearly unhappy at the inadequacy of available terminology, for as he admits:

"pure masculinity and femininity remain theoretical constructs of uncertain content".’

In plain fact, the "content of 'pure masculinity and femininity' is not just uncertain but

impossible” for these concepts have "no scientific content".!® They are socio-

historical constructions which "refer to no real essence in the world"!! and therefore

do not exist except as ideas, yet as ideas they bear an ancient and venerable history

which firmly binds Victorian conceptions of woman and the feminine principle to

the great creation myth of Genesis.

In the beginning, as the beginning is described in the first chapter of the book
that has determined world history and our conceptual lexicon more than is possible to

know, the Bible offers us a spectacular paradigm of consummate masculine power.

In an unimaginably vast display of creative action, as given in the first book of
Genesis,'* God took hold of the formless chaos of matter, "pulled that passive and
amorphous mass into shape and divided and classifed it, giving form to substance".!’

In the Biblical model of creation, life itself is wrested and shaped out of
division, contrast and subjugation, and the pattern of human society is founded on the
same premise of duality, opposition and hierarchy. Darkness and light, water and sky,
earth and stars, trees, fruits, herbs, and all living things are brought into being to be
placed under the domnion of God and the human male. The "sign of human

dominion 1s naming, language”, and Eve, "like the other animals, is given her name,
according to her function, by dominant man".!* Judaic myth aligns Nature and

woman both in their generative function and in their subjection to the male, who bears

the image of God and therefore the image of perfection. If Eve differs from Adam it is
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perceived as a falling off, a deviation from the human, which is male. As Simone de
Beauvoir states  in her powerful and influential study of gender and women's

subjugation, The Second Sex, woman is secondary to man for she is

defined and differentiated with reference to man and not he with reference to her; she is the
incidental, the inessential as opposed to the essential. He is the Subject, he is the Absolute

— she is the Other. 13

De Beauvoir intended her title ironically, but Arthur Schopenhauer, the originator of
the phrase, plainly did not. As Battersby notes, Schopenhauer's essay "On Women"
published 1n 1851 expresses his "undisguised contempt for that half of humanity that
he dubs 'the second sex™. Not only did Schopenhauer despise women for their

supposed 1ntellectual inferiority, he also found them physically aberrant:

It 1s only the man whose intellect is clouded by his sexual impulses that could give the name
of the fair sex to that undersized, narrow-shouldered, broad-hipped, and short-legged race. 0

Pagan Greek philosophy displays the same phallocentric perspective: Aristotle,
whose teachings formed the basis for the philosophy of Thomas Aquinas, calls
woman "arren peperomenon”!’ a mutilated or imperfect male and in Plato's Timaeus,
the "demiurge mixes the souls of humankind in his bowl, 'and ... being of two sexes,
the better of the two was that which in future would be called man'.!®* Ancient
writings thus help to delineate the boundary lines of gender and lay the foundations
of the "rigid forms of symbiosis, of fixed psychological complementarity" which have
so far dominated relations between women and men.!” These conventions survive in
part because the Classics form part of a body of knowledge and mythology shared
especially by educated Victorian males. The Judaeo-Christian and Classical traditions
were promunently shared by Hopkins, who considered himself an "Aristotelian
Catholic” (L, 1, p. 93, 1879), and was also, of course, a Professor of Greek.

The argument that aligns woman with passive receptivity, weakness and moral
febrility, and the male with "spirituality, strength, and mind or reason" takes diverse
forms and "the values assigned to each category shift and alter”, but in Marina

Wamer's view, women “usually fare the worse".? Hélene Cixous attempts to analyze

"patriarchal binary thought” and offers the following list of oppositions:?!
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Activity / Passivity
Sun /Moon
Culture / Nature
Day / Night

Father / Mother
Head / Emotions
Intelligent / Sensitive
Logos / Pathos

Toril Mor argues that each of these oppositions can be interpreted as a hierarchy
where the "feminine” side is always seen as "the negative, powerless instance” and

that the "hidden male / female opposition with its inevitable positive / negative
evaluation can always be traced as the underlying paradigm".?? In this unequal

contest, the masculine principle will always be the victor over the feminine and, as

my thesis will demonstrate, Cixous is right to perceive a culturally imposed linkage
of death, passivity, and silence with woman.>> Woman is held paralysed in the web

of language which engulfs her, language which is not hers but which binds her in a

“chain of metaphors, metaphors that organize culture” and say that she

1s matter to form, immobility / inertia to the march of progress, terrain trod by the masculine
tootstep, vessel .... While man is obviously the active, the upright, the productive.?*

The need for such elaborate machineries of restraint nevertheless indicates the

existence of a real or imagined threat, and to suggest, as Moi seems to do, that the
"feminine” side is always seen as "powerless,” contradicts evidence that the
masculine desire to subjugate the female and the feminine principle may be driven by
profound anxiety. Patriarchal law may have rendered women culturally mute and
relatively powerless, but the conventional equation of maleness (as a biological
"given,” not simply "masculinity”) with the power of abstract reasoning and intellect,
and of femaleness with instinctual materiality, must also identify women with the
most mysterious and immense forces of natural fertility and the earth.

Camulle Pagha locks the imagined linkage between the mindless forces of
naturc and woman into a bizarrc contradiction  with her claim that not only is
mythology's identification of woman with nature "correct”, but that woman's terrifying

powers make it essential that men should protect themselves from her:



LK. Kossick, 1995: Introduction Part 1] 1 1

Male bonding and patriarchy were the recourse to which man was forced by his terrible sense
of woman's power, her imperviousness, her archetypal confederacy with chthonian nature ....
Woman is the primeval fabricator, the real First Mover. She turns a gob of refuse into a
spreading web of sentient being, floating on the snaky umbilical by which she leashes every

man. 2>

In actual life, as opposed to Paglia's imagination, women are neither a class nor a
separate species, and no woman is necessarily any nearer or further from nature
(however that may be defined) than any man. Paglia's contorted representation of
woman as a reptilian ensnarer of helpless men appears to ignore this fact and merely

cannmibalizes many of the mythic images that have been constructed to reflect

masculine perceptions of female power.

Whether or not it 1s in any sense true, the idea of woman's "mystic continuity
with non-human processes"*® and forces is strikingly pervasive. Margaret Mead's
extensive anthropological research is therefore interpreted by Dinnerstein as an

affirmation that 1t 1s the "more visible, sustained drama" and more "conspicuous

mystery” of woman's role in procreation that makes her seem to be a "center of magic
non-personal force".?” It is this sense of compelling regenerative magic that Nina

Auerbach detects glimmering in the most dispossessed and seemingly passive of
Victorian fictional heroines.”® However, the same visible procreative functions of
menstruation, pregnancy, parturition and lactation, may also mean that woman is
more negatively associated with the animal and the sub-human. Like Nature, her
presumed contederate, woman's powers arouse profound ambivalence in the male, in
whose dualistic perception she may appear to be both magical and inferior, miraculous
and feral, representing as she does the fertility goddess and the femme fatale, the
benificent mother and the alien Other.

In her 1mportant analysis of the woman / nature equation, Sherry Ortner
argues that every culture asserts distinction between "the operation of nature and the
operation of culture (human consciousness and its products)” and that it is always
"culture's project to subsume and transcend nature”. Because women are seen by men
as being "closer to nature than men", Ortner suggests that "culture, (still equated

relatively unambiguously with men) ... sces women as being more rooted in, or
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having more direct affinity with, nature.” They are thus perceived as representatives of
a "lower" and less "transcendental” order of being than men.?’ In the first instance,

of course, some control over nature was essential to human survival, but the
"attitudes explicit in Genests ... became, in one form or another, the dominant myths of

human existence.” Dominion over nature increasingly became "the proper moral

relation to it"Y and because of woman's putative association with nature, the "proper”

moral relation between the sexes became one of polarization, inequality and
oppression. Obeying this philosophy of difference and domination, what is virtuous

In the human 1s "taken to be what minimises links to nature and the animal" and the

1deals which are held up as truly worthy of a human life exclude those aspects

associated with the body, sexuality, reproduction, affectivity, emotionality, the senses and
dependence on the natural world, for these are shared with the natural and animal; instead

they stress reason, which is thought to separate humans from the sphere of nature.3!

Woman's animal body seems to "doom her to mere reproduction of life" while the
male asserts his creativity "externally, 'artificially,’ through the medium of technology
and symbols ... he creates relatively lasting, eternal, transcendent objects, while the
woman creates only perishables—human beings".32

Thomas Aquinas, "The Light of the Church", official theologian of the Jesuits
and a man so constricted by his "girdle of chastity” that he could "not even speak to a

woman except under compulsion”,>? stressed the transcendent focus and "more perfect

reason” of the male, and taught, as Augustine had taught, that the vilest and
"bitterest” form of slavery was for a man to be in thrall to the fleshly allure of the
female (woman was presumably already enslaved by her own matenality): "Nothing
drags the mind of a man down from its elevation so much as the caresses of woman

and the bodily contacts without which a man cannot possess his wife.">*

Underlying Thomust disgust is the ineradicable and disquieting truth that
human beings are "perishable” and that the patriarchal bloodline cannot be preserved
unless wives are "possessed” and legitimate heirs sired. Women's sexual power and

fertility must be approprnated and controlled if "legitimacy” is to have any meaning

and if what Joycc has called the "fiction of paternity"?> can continue to be sustained.
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French argues that it was the "divide and conquer” gnostic ethos of the early Christian

church which enabled such control and defeated the supremacy of the feminine
principle by "splitting it in two".>®* But as Elaine Pagels's study of sexual and moral

attitudes 1in the emergent  Christian Church amply demonstrates, the issue is
complicated by the fact that early Christian Gnostics were decidedly not of one mind
and some 1nterpreted the "allegorical” account of the Creation in the book of Genesis,
and therefore the position of women in the Christian order, in diverse and unorthodox
ways.>’

First causes are in any case notoriously evanescent and impossible to prove,
and whilst some Church fathers may undoubtedly have been hugely instrumental in
creating a heritage of institutionalized misogyny, there are also convincing
arguments which suggest that antagonism and ambivalence towards the feminine
may be drawn from the mother's breast in earliest infancy. Ortner, for example,
agrees that misogyny 1s a global phenomenon and that there is a split in perceptions of

woman, but can find no current or even vestigial anthropological evidence to support
the idea of antediluvian wholeness or a lost age of of matriarchal supremacy.3®

Freudian theorist Melanie Klein detects a deep ambivalence towards the mother in the
carliest stages of infant development when the child will feel violent hatred towards

the mother's body, and in his "aggressive phantasies” will wish "to bite up and to tear
up his mother and her breasts, and to destroy her also in other ways".?® Dinnerstein

also traces the phenomenon of misogyny back to familial first causes with her

contention that the reason for women's universal subordination is that in the earliest

stages of life a woman is very often the infant's main contact with the natural

surround,

the centre of everything the infant wants and feels drawn to, fears losing and feels threatened
by. She 1s the center also of the non-self, an unbounded, still unarticulated region within
which the child labours to define itself ... She is this global, inchoate, all-embracing presence

before she 1s a person, a discrete finite human individual with a subjectivity of her own.*0

Women's subjective humanity can hardly be fully recognized by those who have been

parented from birth by women and may therefore be incapable of reconciling the
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magical all-embracing presence of infancy with the living, individual, independent
woman. Women may then be relegated to a state of "quasi-humanity” whilst

"unqualified human personhood can be sealed off from the contaminating atmosphere

of infant fantasy and defined as male".4!

The deep emotional strife and antagonism towards woman which seems to
be the legacy of infant dependency is not healed or reconciled in adulthood, and in
two ot the works [ have selected for analysis, Hopkins presents strikingly different
evocations of the mother as sky goddess and as earth witch. In "The Blessed Virgin
Compared to the Air we Breathe" (see Chapter 10), for example, he creates a
sublime vision of the mother as a numinous all-embracing global presence similar to
that described by Dinnerstein; yet in "Il Mystico" (see Chapter 1) the desperate wish
of the poet / persona to escape the polluted touch of the daemonic earth-mother

seems the manifestion of a Paglian revulsion against the "grossness of procreative

nature".*2
In Hopkins's work, as elsewhere in literature and throughout history, it is

apparent that “the ‘conventionally feminine' has been constructed antithetically” and
that woman has been endowed with the double visage of Nature, and vice versa.*3
There 1s "no figurative image of woman", Simone de Beauvoir has declared, that does

not call up at once its opposite:

she 1s Life and Death, Nature and Artifice, Daylight and Night. Under whatever aspect, we
always find the same shifting back and forth, for the nonessential returns necessarily to the

essential. In the figures of the Virgin Mary and Beatrice, Eve and Circe still exist.#*

However, such a dualistic vision of woman is believed by Freud to be the sign and
the symptom of a “civilized man", for a man who has leamnt to repress his original
Incestuous nstinct towards the mother (as most "civilizations" demand) will also have

learnt to regard the “sexual act basically as something degrading, which defiles and
pollutes not only the body".* Love and sexuality are divided by Freud, as they are by

art, into "sacred and profane (or animal love)" and are therefore mutually exclusive in

the split minds of men, for "where they love they do not desire and where they desire

they cannot love".**  Freud maintains that coalescence of the "two currents of
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affection and sensuality" is rare and that a man needs to debase the object of his desire

betore he can deveiop "full potency":

he does not venture to satisfy [his sexual aims] with a woman he respects. He is assured of
complete sexual pleasure only when he can devote himself unreservedly to obtaining
satistaction, which with his well-brought-up wife, for instance, he does not dare to do. This is
the source of his need for a debased sexual object, a woman who is ethically inferior, to

whom he need attach no aesthetic scruples.*’

Here the defining phrase, "well-brought-up"”, connotes much of the fear, shame and
ignorance that middle class brides brought to the nuptial bed, and although he
acknowledges the importance of cultural constraints in making these the prerequisites
of the "marriageable” bourgeois female, Freud's analysis offers both a rationalization

and a striking reflection of the typically Victorian binarism of the stainless angel and

the filthy whore.

The virginal bride and the "fallen" woman are the figurative descendants of
Mary and Eve, the prototypical "good" and "bad" mothers, who personify the
clevated and debased aspects of the feminine and act as representative icons of the
split feminine principle. French designates the symbolic poles over which they
preside as the "inlaw" and "outlaw" aspects of perceived femininity. Eve, the first
law-breaker, incamnates the "outlaw" feminine principle which reflects the

mnermost configurations of male anxiety and is "associated with darkness, chaos,
flesh, the sinister, magic and above all, sexuality."*® Because it is aligned with the
wild energies and destructive capabilities of nature, the "outlaw" feminine principle
1s profoundly threatening to patriarchal power structures and signifies a descent into

the maelstrom of anarchy and misrule, bacchanalian promiscuity, flux and cyclical

change.

Unconstrained sex and pleasure, the prime aims of the outlaw feminine

principle, are dangerously subversive of the "controlling structures” of hierarchy and
legitimacy, and the “transcendent goals" of the masculine principle.*® But, dangerous

or not, society cannot survive without the fruitfulness and nurturant powers of women

and the feminine principle. A process of pragmatic and symbolic taming and
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“purification” is therefore necessary to ensure that when stripped of their subversive
aspects and pressedl Into submussion, the nurturant, regenerative capacities of woman
and the feminine can be made to serve the interests of the patriarchate. The inlaw
feminine principle is still grounded in emotion rather than thought, nature rather than

culture, but 1t expresses the benevolent manifestations of nature and is founded on

the ability to give birth, it includes qualities like nutritiveness, compassion, mercy, and the
ability to create felicity. It requires volitional subordination, voluntary relinquishment of
power-in-the-world .... subordination of self to attain human harmony, meekness and

tolerance.”?

Like 1ts symbolic patroness, the Virgin Mary, the "inlaw" feminine principle represents
woman on her “"best behaviour”, willingly taking on the ancillary role of
"handmaiden” to the dominant patristic hegemony, her clipped powers dedicated to
supporting  the supremacy of the male. Only thus, it seems, can the female be
allowed a place within the realm of culture. Her status, and the status of the feminine
principle with which she is identified, nevertheless remains extremely ambiguous. As
Ortner observes, woman continues to inhabit an intermediate space in the "hierarchy
of being between culture and nature”, she exists on the periphery or margins of
culture and 1n every society, "the psychic mode associated with women seems to

stand at both the bottom and the top of the scale of human modes of relating.">!

Extremes of perception and perspective meet, fragment and reform themselves in ever
more 1mpossible shapes, in the symbolic meanings assigned to woman; thus

literature, art, philosophy, religion and folk myth all deal in the currency of misogyny

and all confront us with

both the subversive feminine symbols (witches, evil eye, menstrual pollution, castrating
mothers) and the feminine symbols of transcendence (mother goddesses, merciful dispensers
of salvation, female symbols of justice, and the strong presence of female symbolism in the

realms of art, religion, ritual, and law).>? Feminine symbolism, far more often than
masculine symbolism, manifests this propensity toward polarized ambiguity——sometimes
utterly exalted, sometimes utterly debased, rarely within the normal range of human

possibilities.”>

Symbolically situated above, beyond, or below, woman is the "embodiment of just

those extremes of mysterious and intransigent Othemness which culture confronts with
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worship or fear, love or loathing"; extremes made increasingly visible, as Gilbert and
Gubar suggest, in the art and literature of the nineteenth century.>* Taxonomies and

emphasis  shift and change but the encoded value system whereby the male
represents the fully human, whilst the female is perceived as lesser than the male and
will always "seem the stranger”, even to herself, is globally pervasive and strongly
resistant to historical change. Indeed, there can be few Westemn societies that have
appeared more anxious or more assiduous in their efforts to define, enforce and reify
the mythic extremes of sexual difference than that reigned over by Victoria, a woman

described by Jacques Lacan (in a phrase that reveals his own indebtedness to mythic
stereotyping of woman as monster), as a "toothed vagina of ... immense size".>’

It 1s a critical commonplace that every historical period is remarked on as an
"age of transition" but the nineteenth century seems genuinely distinctive as an
epoch of social and sexual revolution in which God disappeared, the New Woman

bicycled forth, Mother Nature wore red, and the fin de siécle decades of what the

novelist George Gissing called "sexual anarchy"® offered hope of freedom from

. _ _ 2
gender fascism to some, but infected others with the terror of apocalyse and

A
Armageddon. Tumultuous and irrevocable social and scientific changes undoubtedly
were effected within the span of that amazing century, not least those connected with
the ground-breaking work of Sigmund Freud, whose psychoanalytic theories

represent 1n part "an unveiling of the illusory idols of the Gentiles, an undoing of their
culture".>” As Susan Handelman suggests, Freud was a subversive iconoclast and
therefore an enemy of the patriarchate, but the man who "killed” the Father in Moses
and Monotheism, destroyed "the giver of the law" only to become the giver of the new
law of psychoanalysis.”® Freud's law was not necessarily hostile towards women,*
and we have seen his unease at the "inadequate empirical and conventional equation”
to which he feels compelled to make recourse when faced with the "great enigma" of
sexual difference, but in addition to Freud's apparent need to separate the sexes in the

mind as well as 1n the body, the key word here, Heath suggests, is "empirical” for this

indicates that there 1s a measurable and real difference in the psychic nature of men
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and women, that men and women are "observably active and passive so we might as
well use ‘male’ and 'female’, 'masculine’ and 'feminine' as synonyms for these
characteristics".®® Societally nurtured behaviours thus begin to seem the eXpression
of an mnate mental configuration and we are again faced with "a domininant
representation of men and women as active and passive”".®! Freud wished to avoid the
divisive essentialism that Heath attacks, but is nevertheless regarded by some as the
most "influential modern conduit” of binary thinking.®> It may be important to
remember, however, that the text acts as a conduit for the flow of ideology in which
writer and reader are submerged. If the essential rightness of binarism and gender
hierarchy are "read” as Freud's prime meaning then this may reflect as much on the
needs of those who do so as of Freud's own needs and beliefs.

Reactionary conservatism on the part of those who hold power and do not wish
to lose 1t 1s understandable, but there may be much more at stake than the desire for
political power in holding woman at an artificially inferior and subservient level. The
obvious corollary to the supposed passivity and irrationality of woman and the

mental characteristics deemed feminine is that the conventional construction of

femuninity also defines what masculinity is noz. Women must act according to the
given conventions of feminine behaviour otherwise the implied form of her Other, of
the male, will be lost. These "conventions include the expectation of difference, of

hysterical behaviour: women are expected to be women. Women faint, lose their
senses, burst into tears, are desperate and feverish: female behaviour".> Women are

required to behave according to male expectations, including the "expectation of
difference, of hysterical behaviour”, because, says Stephen Heath, man's "identity
depends on it, he needs the opposite sex as guarantee of his". The threat that
accompanies such instability and dependency is that "man's being is fringed with

darkness, the menace and unknown of the female" %4

If, as Heath argues, masculinity is anxiously arbitrary, and not essentialist or

naturally "given"® then cultures which vigorously uphold the idea of male

dominance may impose such intense ideological pressures on the male to be
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dominant, especially over the volatile and affective (ergo "feminine”) aspects of his

own nature, that the strain, as we shall see in the case of Hopkins, may force the

battered psyche to the terrnifying edge of utter collapse.
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11

Sexing the Self: Hopkins and Victorian views on the Making of the Male

Nurse did not pack my dumb-bells.
Gerard Manley Hopkins, in a letter home from Balliol to his mother!

A perfect organization for crippling me exists.
Gerard Manley Hopkins, in a letter to Robert Br:ni'd.'ge.s‘2

Take your places, Ladies and Gentlemen ...

Victorian art, literature and photography have bequeathed us a heritage of superbly
constructed images of "manly” men and "feminine" women. Daguerrotype portraits
of the married Victorian middle-classes offer a visual allegory of gender politics 1n
which the male is typically posed as a whiskered pillar of bourgeois paternalism,
fixed into position as "head" of the household. His inverse "opposite,” the woman, 18
usually seated for she functions as the "heart" of the home and  the intuitive

feminine heart is literally and symbolically lower than the reasoning head (cf. "The
head of the woman is the man", 1 Cor.11:3).°> In shape, she is all curves to his

masculine linearity: he a dark monolith, she a soft-skinned, white-bosomed hour-
glass.

Neither image is, of course, either natural or true. Indeed, much of the
paradoxical duplicity of Victorian attitudes towards sexuality and gender 1s 1nherent

in such images. For example, the corsets or stays, worn by all "respectable” Victorian

women, have become a cultural and historical symbol of straigﬁt-laced" sexual

repression and rigid morality, and yet were specifically designed to emphasize the
female erogenous zones of breast and buttock by distorting the body into an
cxaggeratedly baroque form, which one commentator said resembled "an ant with a

slender tube uniting the bust to the haunches”.* The effect was to produce such a
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swelling amplitude of bosom and hips that woman's putative biological destiny and
emotional raison detre as nurturing wife and mother might seem selt-evident. The
tiny waist produced by tight-lacing, could also of course mimic the youthtul
slenderness of a virginal body not yet thickened and stretched by pregnancy and
childbirth. This contradictory, but desired, combination of armoured virtue and
brimming fertility, impenetrable chastity and boundless nurturance, actually emulates
an ancient pattern of "inlaw" chaste constancy personified in Western cultures by
the Virgin Mary.

Only Mary herself could eternally sustain such an impossible union ot
total denial and absolute promise, however, and other women, even "angelic” wives

were hooped in whalebone and steel so that their bodies, those “poor, leaky
vulnerable bag[s] of skin and bone and flesh so despised by churchmen™ might

appear to deny the fleshly concupiscence and loose morality commonly attributed to
the female. According to the teachings of Ignatius Loyola, who created the rule by

which Hopkins lived, Satan and woman had much 1in common:

the enemy [Satan] is as a woman in being weak perforce of circumstances, but strong of bent
and purpose of will. For as it 1s the way of a woman 1n a broil with any man to lose heart and
take flight when the man shows her a bold face; and contrariwise, 1f the man begins to lose
courage and take to his heels, the anger, vengeance, and ferocity of the woman runs very high
and passes all measure.... There 1s no wild beast so fierce on the face of the earth as 1s the
enemy of human nature in the following out of his wicked intention with ever such enormous

malice.®

Hopkins does not, indeed cannot, argue against Loyola's imputation that women are
by nature weak, cowardly, malicious, vindictive, intemperate and wicked—-—that
women are, in fact, "'the enemy" and that we may recognize the ways of the devil by
learning the ways of women. The scrupulous logic of his response 1S In many
respects ways more devastatingly negative, for he contends that the devil "ought not fo
have been compared to a woman, for woman 1s naturally weaker than a man" (S, p.
205, ca 1882). If the devil were really like a woman then, so Hopkins implies, he

could never have had the strength of character and intellect to prevail.
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[ should say at once that Hopkins's sexual politics are not exceptional for his
time and certainly not for his circumstances. As we have seen, many of the “giants”
of Western theology tried to make discrimination against women seem the only just
way of dealing with ontological facts, arguing in the words of St. Augustine that "It 1s
the natural order among human beings that women be subject to men and children to

their parents. For 1t 1s a matter of justice that the weaker reason be subject to the
stronger."’  John Ruskin also stressed the duty of "ladies" to their "Lords"; woman

was "'made to be the helpmate of man", and though encouraged to "rule” the home, her

greater weakness made it unsafe for her to leave its protecting environs:

their separate characters are briefly these. The man's power is active progressive, detensive.
He is eminently the doer, the creator, the discoverer, the defender. His intellect 1s for
speculation and invention; his energy for adventure, for war and for conquest ... But the
woman's power 1s for rule, not for battle and her intellect 1s not for invention or recreation, but
sweet ordering, arrangement, and decision.... Her great function 1s praise; she enters into no

contest ... By her office and place she is protected from all danger and temptation.®

Ruskin thought that women should be dignified as queens, but queens nevertheless

destined to willing servitude:

Your fancy is pleased with the thought of being noble ladies, with a train of vassals? Be it so;
you cannot be too noble, and your train cannot be too great; but see to 1t that your train is of

vassals whom you serve and feed, not merely of slaves who serve and feed you.”

Acknowledging the contemporary evidence of male contempt for women, visible
despite Ruskin's periphrastic medievalism, even Queen Victoria, the great "toothed
vagina" herself, felt the inferiority of her sex when she complained to her eldest
daughter in 1859: "That despising of our poor degraded sex (for what else 1s 1t, we

poor creatures are born for Man's pleasure and amusement) ... 1s a little 1n all clever

men's natures; dear Papa even is not quite exempt though he would not admit it."*

Because he remained celibate for all of his life and lived in the close company
of men for the greater part of 1t, Hopkins's role as a priest and confessor may indeed
have allowed him to see little but the the gult between the "angelic” Marian female
persona and women's "demonic” reality. Fastidious in all matters and repulsed by the

"sordidness of things" (F. L., p. 226, 1865), the contrast between the pure ideal and



[K. Kossick, 1995: Introduction Part II] 26

the actual cannot have been more bleakly apparent than to Hopkins in contessional,
privy to the whispered sins and shameful intimacies of guilty women; the entire
exchange of sin and absolution conducted under the i1conic gaze of the tlawless
Virgin Mother. Hopkins's professional "experience” of women was thus gained in a
manner that may well have made the "virgin-whore" dichotomy actually seem real.
Perhaps 1n consequence, a strong moral impulse to safeguard women's moral
fragility 1s detectable in Hopkins's revealing and instructive 1illustration of the
proper structure of relationships between men and women 1n his poem, "On the
Portrait of Two Beautiful Young People”, in which he contemplates a picture of a

young brother and sister:

She leans on him with such contentment fond
As well the sister sits, would well the wife:
His looks, the soul's own letters, see beyond,
Gaze on, and fall directly forth on life.

The physical positioning of the sitters offers a visual correlative of the beliet that
women should look to men for authoritative guidance, and that the existence of a
hierarchichal power relationship between the sexes 1s morally and socially essential.
The subtext of the picture i1s that as adoring sister, or adoring wite, the temale should
be emotionally, intellectually and physically dependent on the man. The male, upon
whose greater physical strength and intelligence she 1s naturally happy to "lean’,
derives his authority from God and only he has the phallocratic right and Ruskinian
"penetrative vision" to read the world directly. He therefore acts as 1nterpreter and
author of her reality for he owns both the lexicon (the "soul's own letters”) and the
right of creation.

The speaker in the poem further acknowledges the brother's authority over
language and the female by addressing him directly as "you", while the sister 1s "kept

at a distance from the speaker and the readers by the pronoun 'she’ ... hers i1s to be an
indirect life, whose meaning she derives through men, but secondhand”".!! She offers

a finely drawn example of the "clinging woman” who must bind herself to the
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superior strength and moral judgement of the male if she is not to collapse or to grow
wild. It is his responsibility to determine what is truth, hers to conform to his
judgement, to "sway" according to his will ("There's none but good can be good, both
for you / And what sways with you, maybe this sweet maid"). Her world is therefore
sphered 1n him, but his world of direct encounter, intellectual endeavour, struggle,
exploration and achievement (one we shall examine in "I must hunt down the prize"),

1s far beyond her scope. As Coventry Patmore's inspirational guide, Swedenborg, says
"The man 1s born intellectual, and the female is born volitional."'* Woman, that
‘psychological plant of tender growth" must therefore be "protected from the ruder
blasts of social life in the conservatories of civilization".!3

What 1s particularly revealing about Hopkins's representation of the "ideal"
male-female relationship given in "On a Portrait of Two Beautiful Young People",
however, 1s that it represents a significantly radical re-visioning of a "rcal" portrait
scen by him during a visit to Monsterevan in 1886. Norman MacKenzie records Fr.

A. Bischoff's description of a "delicate watercolour” which shows a boy "gazing
tenderly at his sister".!* In his poem, Hopkins wears the angry persona of one valiant

for truth 1n his poem ("I bear my burning witness though / Against the wild and wanton
work of men") and appears driven by a passionate hatred of "corruption" and a
zealous desire to reform a lawless and licentious culture. In an attempt to re-establish
the traditional and morally "correct” relationship between the sexes, Hopkins

completely reverses the children's postures and changes the object and direction of
the boy's gaze, thereby "making the girl seem dependent on the boy".!>

In his words to Coventry Patmore on the balance of power between men and
women, Hopkins's passionate wish to have women kept in a subordinate feminine
rolc is again plainly evident in his brutally uncompromising rejection of the

"pernicious’ doctrine of temale cquality:

it is said that a wife calls her husband lord by courtesy, meaning, as I understand, only by
courtesy and 'not with the least consent of will' to his being so. But he is her lord. If it is
courtesy only and no consent then a wife's lowliness is hypocrisy and Christian marriage a
comedy, a piece of pretence ... now pernicious doctrines and practice are abroad and the other
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day a wretched being refused in church to say the words 'and obey": if it had been a Catholic
wedding and I the priest I would have let the sacrilege go no further.
(F.L.,p. 310, 1883, Hopkins's emphasis)

What 1s important and revealing in both cases is that they appear to mark Hopkins's

crossing of the ideological line that separates men who "must perforce reflect the
sexism of their time" from those who "overtly support it and promote it".!°

The 1mages and arguments discussed thus far in this chapter present a
semiotic key to the apparently fixed power relations between Victorian men and
women, but are of course designed to disguise the ferment of male anxieties that
makes such visual and formal affirmations of class and gender difference necessary.
The intensity of Hopkins's antagonistic response to a shifting of the delineating limits
of traditional gender positions indicates a correspondingly powerful need to re-
inscribe distinct "forms" of masculine indentity. Most typically representative of
these torms was that of the Victorian "Christian gentleman”, for "gentlemanliness”

offered a desirable and "attainable condition for those who were not members of the
traditional aristocracy or gentry".!” The vital interest and importance that Hopkins

attached to this ideal 1s clear: "if the British race had done nothing else, yet if they left
the world the notion of a gentleman, they would have done a great service to mankind”
(L, 1, p. 176, 1883). As we shall see, however, the astonishing strengths and

excellences demanded in pursuit of the masculine ideal may have done less than great

service to Hopkins.

Gentlemanly Hopkins and the model self

Robin Gilmour remarks on the particular fascination that the idea of "the gentleman"

and "its relation to the actual and 1deal possibilities for the moral life in society” held
for writers like Dickens, Trollope and Thackeray.!® Gilmour regards the attempts to

define the physical and moral lineaments of the "gentleman" as the result of the

anxiety and insecurity caused by immense social change: "It is no accident that most
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of the famous Victorian definitions of the gentleman occur in the 1850s and early

1860s for this is the period when the spirit of middle-class reform was making its
challenge felt within the aristocratic framework of English institutions."!” Born in the

1840s, 1nto a thoroughly bourgeois family, Hopkins was inescapably trapped in a
mesh of closely overlapping ideologies, all of which offered variations on the central

1deal of manliness. Principally, however, "the new gentleman was proclaimed to be
the man who was an 'aristocrat of character' not an aristocrat by birth".?

Some of the "varieties of manliness” current in mid-Victorian ideology are
identified and examined by Norman Vance in The Sinews of the Spirit. According to
Vance, the core values of Victorian "manliness” were "physical and moral courage

and strength and vigorous maturity ... chivalry and gentlemanliness, and moral

manliness, all of which tend to incorporate ... patriotic and military qualities".?!

Middle class men and women alike were jammed into "tightly, coercively predetfined
modes of feeling and action",?? but Hopkins's adolescence can only have been made
more anxious by the taxonomical imperative towards "manliness” inherited from his
father. The name "Manley” plus the "positively vigorous connotations” of the
suffix -ard, related to hard and hardy',” constituted a public and inescapable
reminder of Hopkins's duty to display the mens sana in corpore sano i1deal of moral
robustness and muscular heartiness notably championed by Thomas Hughes (creator

of the schoolboy hero, Tom Brown) and Charles Kingsley.

J.A. Mangan notes that the term "muscular Chnistian” was used 1n the Saturday

Review of February 1857 "playfully and only a little maliciously to describe Charles
Kingsley's strenuous paragon who feared God and could walk a thousand miles in a

thousand hours, breathed God's free air on God's rich earth and at the same time could
hit a woodcock, doctor a horse and twist a poker round his finger".”* Despite gentle
lampooning in the Saturday Review, the notion that bodily health was somehow an

indicator of inward good, and that febrility, disecase and death were connected with

spiritual malaise, prevailed.*
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Even John Ruskin, revered by Hopkins for his immense intellectual gifts,
looked for the signs of "fineness of nature” in the physiological. The first

"characteristic of a gentleman"”, Ruskin declared, is "that fineness of structure in the
body, which renders it capable of the most delicate sensation".?®  Ruskin's interest

was 1n the finely tuned response and well-turned elegance of the "thoroughbred" rather
than the gallant charger. Other moral commentators were less subtle, and the jeering
prejudice that this creed encouraged against boys and men not cast in the "hardy-
handsome™” muscular mould that Hopkins himself admired beyond measure is evident
in the words of William Acton, who insisted on the moral value of team games,

firmly maintained that "effeminacy"” itself was a sign of sexual licentiousness, and

declared that

1t was not the strong athletic boy, fond of healthy exercise, who thus early shows marks of
sexual depravity, but your puny exotic, whose 1ntellectual development has been fostered at

the expense of his physical development.2/

Because he was delicate in physique, disinclined to like team games, and a passionate
lover of art and cerebral pursuits, Hopkins muight certainly seem an effeminate and
puny exotic to dichard masculinists like Acton. The same kind of "sexual antipathy”
1s evident in in the apparently homophobic bias ot Father Joseph Darlington, who
taught at University College, Dublin, in the 1880s and claimed to have known
Hopkins "well, and intimately”. Robert Bernard Martin records that "two decades
after the poet's death, [Darlington] still remembered 'the very slippers he wore: the
kind little girls of 10 or 12 used then to wear; with ancle straps!!’ [Darlington] spoke of
Hopkins's delicacy and how he was too good 'for the proneer roughness of the College'

... no one could treat him otherwise than as some delicate, highborn, fastidious lady
might be treated'".”® Darlington's hostility towards what he perceived as Hopkins's

"effeminacy” 1s palpable, but as Alan Sinfield points out, the very notion of
"effeminacy’ is founded on misogyny, and the subsequent stigmatizing of "certain
manners and behaviours ... by associating them with 'the feminine' — which is

perceived as weak, meftectual and unsuited for the world of affairs” serves to "police
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sexual categories, keeping them pure”.”? The stoic ideal of athletic masculinity

worshipped by Acton takes its terms of reference from Aristotle, who declared that

effeminacy is to maleness as softness is to endurance:

Now the man who is defective in respect of resistance to the things which most men resist and
resist successtully 1s soft and effeminate; for effeminacy too is a kind of softness; such a man

trails his cloak to avoid the pain of lifting it.3Y

Men might be called puny exotics as a form of insult but women were expected to be
soft, puny, feeble and Other (that "foreign land", as Patmore described them), and
were encouraged to remain so, for this would "guarantee"” the hard resistance of the
male. In Women in American Society (1873), Abba Goold Woolson observes the
cult of mnvalidism amongst middle-class women in Britain and America with
trenchant scorn. Woolson largely blamed male writers for offering this particularly

poisoned chalice of gender stereotyping:

The tamiliar heroines of our books, particularly if described by masculine pens, are petite and
fragile, with lily fingers and taper waists; and they are suppposed to subsist on air and
moonlight.... A sweet-tempered dyspeptic, a little too spiritual for this world and a little too
material for the next ... 1s the accepted type of temale loveliness. No wonder, then, that
boarding schools hold the tradition that it i1s interesting to be pale and languishing and

consumptive.>!

Within the narrow parameters of this anorexic half-life, female self-control 1s
displayed in stillness and starvation, in the pursuit of a condition of "ladylike”
incapacity and etherialization that ultimately "tapers” off into 1nvisibility and death.
Men, however, were expected to increase, expand and exercise their physical and
mental capacities in every way possible. Sulloway identifies the quasi-Renaissance
ideal of "diversity in excellences” that was the sign of a gentleman; men in holy

orders were not exempt and therefore had to develop "the wholesome trivium of
Christian morality, courtesy, and talent".’> The female "heroine" might become so by

default, by not doing and, eventually, by not being, but maleness and masculinity had

to be proven in action.

Masculinity "within patriarchy 1s a temporal, linear 'program' states Arthur

Flannigan-Saint-Aubin, and a male must "find it outside of himself ... for the little
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boy, masculinity is experienced as constant insecurity in face of the threat of female
absorption ... what theorists label 'symbiosis anxiety'.>> This anxiety remains to

inspire the ideal of transcendence, which requires that the birth mother be rejected and
"Mother” Nature opposed. The maintenance of masculinity is thus precariously
posited on constant vigilance against "drowning" in the feminine.

The masculine 1deal of existence as action and doing is exalted in Hopkins's
poem "As Kingfishers catch fire, Dragonflies draw flame". Here he defines selfhood
as an activity, a glorious act of self-articulation, of willed authorship; though as an
obedient son of God he is careful to observe the crucial proviso that in telling of

ourselves we also "tell" of our Creator and fulfil the purpose of our being, which is to

"give him glory” (S, p. 239, ca 188)5):

Each mortal thing does one thing and the same:

Deals out that being indoors each one dwells;

Selves goes itself; myself it speaks and spells,
Crying What I do 1s me: for that I came.

("As Kingfishers catch fire, Dragonflies draw flame™)

Selfhood”* and masculinity, are not simply "givens" in Hopkins's philosophy, but are
the products of a dynamic process in which the masculine will provides the strength
of positiveness, of emphasis, so that being might be expressed, Hopkins says, as "the
doing be ... where there was no freedom of will it would become mere fact; where
there 1s will 1t 1s free action, moral action” (S, p. 151, ca 1881, Hopkins's emphasis).
Simply being in the mode prescribed for women (a woman should not do, but be) i1s
not enough for full selthood; action 1s the sign of life and action is gendered as

masculine: "Unless above himself he can / Erect himself, how poor a thing is man!">
In Hopkins's words, "what acts 1s masculine” (L, 1, p. 35, 1877) and to be a man
requires strenuous and apparently continuous acts of selt-making through which he
must forever climb to a yet higher level or "cleave of being" (S, p. 151, ca 1881).%¢
Masculinity 1s thus perceived as "a becoming"”, a process as opposed to a
perceived feminine "being” or state of passivity. The "masculine modality par

excellence" is based on contest and opposition: "I come to know myself only by
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knowing that something else is not me and is to some extent opposed to or set against
me.">’ Hopkins's description of the world's "rebuff" suggests his awareness of the

potential for deepest existential isolation and chilling loneliness inherent in the
masculine process of self-making: "when I compare my self, my being-myself, with
anything else whatever, all things alike, all in the same degree rebuff me with blank
unlikeness” (5, p. 123, 1880). In Lacanian terms, however, this awareness of "lack,
gap, and splitting” will propel the child into the realm of the symbolic, where language

(the Word) will attempt to "fill the lack” that the awareness of separation from the
mother and the world as a whole opens out.’® Patriarchal culture therefore "revisions”

lack by valorizing masculine pride in "unlikeness", in difference of sex and distance
from nature.  Masculinity 1s viewed as "something to be achieved and to be

experienced as triumph over nature ... it is linear in orientation and directed towards
goals. Competition and power are the watchwords":*° self-indulgence, sensuality and

"feminine” 1rrationality are the enemies:

Manhood or Manliness ... strength of Character 1n relation to the resistance opposed by Nature
and the irrational passions to the Dictates of Reason; Energy of Will in preserving the Line of

Rectitude tense and firm against the warping and treacheries of temptation.4V

This state of tensile nervous stress 1s what Hopkins calls being "strung to duty” ("The
Wreck of the Eurydice”) but the goal of self-mastery was for him made infinitely
harder by an apparent conviction that his personality and his nature were destined to
pull in opposite directions, and that God had deliberately placed him i1n the "state of

the damned in hell" who endure an "irremediable divorce between desire and

choice" %!

Hopkins once declared all thought to be "an effort at unity” but in his complex
theories of selfhood he emerges as a compulsive separatist. Anticipating Freud, he
creates a model of the self made up of elements which are almost by definition
antithetical. That which Hopkins calls the "bare self' or "personality” is determined
prior to existence. This bare self 1s then clothed by "nature: essence or inscape”

which is spontaneous and instinctively follows its own desires and affections.
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Personality, more often referred to by Hopkins as the "elective will", is unique in
every individual and determines destiny in this life and beyond.
In terms of gender, the elective will (the arbitrium) 1s masculine because of its

vital controlling function over "nature”. Because it is volitional, involuntary, reactive
rather than proactive, the "nature” or affective will is linked with the feminine and with
the heart. Hopkins's own heart, he tells us in "The Wreck of the Deutschland,"” is
capable of spontaneously uttering truth, of greeting Christ with passionate love, but
1s also "unteachably after evil". Hopkins shows the heart's instinctive response to
Christ 1n the spontaneous "feminine" outflowing of jouissance in "Hurrahing in
Harvest'". Two years after, he endorsed the "rapturous love's greeting”" of
unrestrained warmth and passion that should be integral to our response to Christ:
"love for Christ 1s enthusiasm for a a hero, love for a bosom friend, love for a lover".
But Hopkins went on to make a statement which is crucial to an understanding of
why he foregrounded the elective will over all else: "Love of God means the preferring
his will to ours: 1t 1s the love of a subject for his ruler.” As Hopkins admits, this 1s a
"cold sort of love” which relies on total submission and self-control, but it 1s the love
by which, he asserts, "we shall be saved” (S, p. 48, 1879).

Christopher Devlin believes that the metaphysical wedge that Hopkins drives
between between desire and choice 1s alien to Catholic spirituality but entirely

consistent with the Victorian code of ethics that viewed duty as "a sort of Kantian

categorical imperative” and took 1t for granted that conscious inclination and duty
would always be in conflict.** However, Hopkins did not believe that everyone

suffered from the "hateful siege of contraries” that he detected in himself. In "The
Handsome Heart", for example, he shows how the "unschooled” (i.e. undisciplined,
uncoerced and untrained) heart of a young boy falls lightly and instinctively to its
"own fine function ot obedience”, and as I shall argue, his female martyrs are gifted
with the same enviable quality of innate moral percipience.

Elsewhere, however, the association of woman with nature, sex and the flesh,
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and thus with fallibility, is maintained. According to John F. Danby there is no doubt
about it: "the flesh is ... the female principle".*> Hopkins implicitly acknowledges

psychomachia, the conflict between flesh and spirit, as a contest between masculine
and feminine principles and between male and female in his comments on Eve

("herself a tree of life”) and the capitulation of Adam's elective will:

the wise assailant attacks the weakest spot, therefore Satan tempted Eve the woman.... The
Serpent always puts his temptation in the plural, as though it were a joint act that he was
aiming at and to this the Scripture agrees, making Adam's sin the consummation of Eve's,
something as though her's were the consent of the lower nature in one man, which is not

culpable, or not decidedly and mortally so, till the higher consents too.
(S, p. 68, 1880, emphasis mine).

Hopkins's metaphoric scheme is strikingly similar to that of the nineteenth century
evolutionist Joseph Le Conte who makes the same linkage of "animal nature, sin, and

undifferentiated womanhood". In Le Conte's influential view, man

1s possessed of two natures—a lower, in common with animals, and a higher, peculiar to
himselt. The whole mission and life-work of man is the ... complete dominance of the higher
over the lower. the whole meaning of sin i1s the humiliating bondage of the higher to the

lower ... man must enter upon a higher spiritual evolution to find its goal and completion.**

The supremacy awarded to the masculine or Apollonian faculty of intellectual control
1s axiomatic 1in much of literature and it 1s important to note that Darwin, Le Conte,
and Hopkins share a common textual source of origin 1n Milton's Paradise Lost. As
Gillian Beer notes, the one book that Darwin "never left behind during his expeditions
from the Beagle" was The Poetical Works of John Milton. Thus, not only were 1deas
shared and exchanged through the cultural stock of "shared discourse” but

"metaphors, myths, and narrative patterns” were also exchanged and employed by
scientists, philosophers and poets alike.*

In Le Conte's “progressive” version of Milton's "right rule”, scriptural
antifeminist arguments are "scientifically” endorsed by the Darwinian or

evolutionist psychiatry which dominated the English scene in the period from 1870 to
the First World War.*® Hopkins was not quite an enthusiastic Darwinian (see F. L.

p. 128, 1874) but his emphasis on the rule of the elective will nevertheless melds
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ancient patristic precedent, Miltonic sexual politics and the  basic tenets of
Darwinian psychology. In his view, mastery of the feminine "lower nature" was
essential to the ordering of actual relationships between men and women and within
the "small commonweal" of the self. If the outlaw energies of the feminine principle
burst through the strait-jacket of repression then chaos is indeed come again, for

according to Victorian psychologists, the dissolution of masculine will was the

harbinger of a second "fall" into madness.*’

Manhood and Madness

The 1nfluential Victorian psychiatrist Henry Maudsley speaks for his age, sex, and
class when he claims that in the development of the individual as well as in the

evolution of the race, there was ascendancy from "sensation, passion, emotion, reason,
to the highest phase of mental force, a well-fashioned will".*® Sanity depends upon the

assiduous cultivation of the intellectual will and is thus equated with the Victorian
1deal of "manliness” and the masculine principle. Like Shaw's Octavius, Maudsley
and his contemporaries seem to have regarded "the world as a moral gymnasium built

expressly to strengthen character in".#

Daniel Tuke, another Victorian psychologist and doctor, called the wvital
controlling faculty "inhibitory power" and maintained that "either because of

hereditary taint or diseased cerebral development, some individuals could not control
their lower nature and emotions".>? Madness was a sign of regression and dissolution,

the sign of the "impotent and unfit”, and more ominously, as Elaine Showalter's
powerful study demonstrates, was judged to be a characteristically female condition.
Hopkins might translate "hereditary taint” as original sin, or claim that his own
clective will was well-fashioned enough, only incongruously matched with an
emotional and intensely sensual nature. Whatever the theoretical interpretation,
Hopkins's deep "fits of sadness” and "nervous prostration” (L, p. 193, 1884) place him

in the Darwinian psychologists’ "borderland”, an amorphous area bounded by the
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dark woods of madness. This joyless terrain nurtured the "seeds of nervous
disorders” and was the province of those who, "without being insane, exhibit

peculiarities of thought, feeling, and character which render them unlike ordinary

beings and make them objects of remark among their fellows" !

Measured against this excessively conformist yardstick, Hopkins's
contemporary reputation for eccentricity and his belief in the existential "unlikeness”
of all human beings, might immediately qualify him (and many others) as a suitable
case for treatment; more serious are his own feelings of depression, weakness and
inadequacy 1n the world's moral gymnasium. Describing his "disease" to his friend

Baillie, Hopkins remarked on the increasingly paralysing effects of his mental pain:

the melancholy I have all my life been subject to has become of late years ... more distributed,
constant and crippling. One, the lightest but a very inconvenient form of it, is daily anxiety
about work to be done, which makes me break off or never finish all that lies outside that
work ... when I am at my worst, though my judgement is never affected, my state is much like
madness. I see no ground for thinking that I shall ever get over it" (F. L., p. 256, 1885).

The important thing to note here 1s Hopkins's dogged insistence on the inviolability of
the controlling force of his "judgement”, even in the face of incipient mental collapse.
He may scrape an existence in a psychological "winterworld” (see "To R.B.") where
no birds sing and inspiration does not come; but this 1s not because his "lower nature"
has taken control, rather that reason, judgement, has been exercised to such a degree
that all spontaneous emotions are viewed with intense suspicion and are therefore
summarily stifled and repressed. Inevitably, these emotions break out 1n his life and
in his poetry, but when they do they can emerge as protoundly negative feelings of
pain and hopelessness: "My spirits were so crushed that madness seemed to be making
approaches——and nobody was to blame, except myself partly for not managing
myself better." (L, 1, p. 222, 1885). Again, Hopkins predicates selfhood on the
power of sclf-management, thereby relating his ideas on the preservation of sanity

to the key Victorian 1mage of the self, especially the body, as "a kind of precarious

economy, the site and the unit of a delicate balance of forces requiring regulation".>?
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The fragile poise of this symbolic realm of checks and balances 1s always
threatened "from below" by the eruption of the chthonic, irrational affective self.
The "war within" is therefore all but constant, for masculine selfhood and sanity
depend on dominance, control and suppression of the wayward feminine. This is not

to say that Victorian men were not allowed to cry; on the contrary, the Ruskinian
"gentleman” was expected to have a tender heart and a moist eye.>> Newman also

emphasized the sensitive forbearance of the true gentleman "who never inflicts pain”
1S ‘tender’, "gentle”, and "merciful”. These "feminine" virtues reflect the "gentleness
and effeminacy of feeling”, which Newman believed was "attendant on civilization".
But the man who aspired to the beau ideal of gentlemanly character had also to be

intellectually "disciplined”, accurate and steady in his "logical powers", "clear-
headed", "decisive"”, and "forcible".”* The primacy of "masuline" intellect and the

need for overall control was never ignored: "so that the gentleman pursues a

'disciplined and tested passion,'—— not the first passion that comes".”>®> And needless
to say, a true gentleman might weep for the sufferings of others but never for his
OWI.

Hopkins's definition of selthood inheres in willed action; 1t 1s constantly in
process and therefore cannot be fixed, though it can of course be stopped by death or
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