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But we oppress our natures, God or Fate 

Is our enemy, we starve and feed 

On vain repentance—O we are born too late! 

 What balm for us in bruisèd poppy seed 

Who crowd into one finite pulse of time 

The joy of infinite love and the fierce pain of infinite crime. 

- Oscar Wilde, “Panthea” (1881) 
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ABSTRACT 
 
 
 

This thesis begins with a history of the legal and linguistic use of “homosexuality” and 

explores its impact on three double life narratives from the 1890s: The Picture of Dorian 

Gray, The Strange Case of Dr. Jekyll and Mr. Hyde, and the Sherlock Holmes series. 

These stories share common Gothic elements of crime, secrecy, and blackmail that 

become metaphorically linked with homosexuality in the public imagination after the 

conviction of Oscar Wilde for gross indecency. Each chapter will demonstrate how these 

themes remain conflated with homosexuality over the next one hundred years by 

comparing each Victorian text to works of twentieth and twenty-first century fiction, as 

well as film adaptations. The conclusion will address the homophobic ramifications of 

these links, but also point to optimistic breaks in the pattern which indicate progress in 

how the gay community views itself. 
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Introduction: The Native Land of the Hypocrite 

“And what sort of lives do these people, who pose as being moral, lead themselves? My 
dear fellow, you forget that we are in the native land of the hypocrite.” 

- Oscar Wilde, The Picture of Dorian Gray 
 

The term “homosexuality” was first used in print in 1869 in a legal capacity, by a 

physician hoping to argue against extending anti-sodomy laws (King and Bartlett 106). 

For roughly the next one hundred years—specifically until the Sexual Offences Act of 

1967 in Britain—homosexuality and crime are one and the same. On the books in 

England since 1861 as “buggery” in the Offences Against the Person Act, the term 

“homosexuality” was invented to name not only a crime, but also a type of criminal.∇ 

Michel Foucault’s The History of Sexuality pinpoints the late nineteenth century as the 

moment when the homosexual “became a personage, a past, a case history, and a 

childhood, in addition to being a type of life, a life form, and a morphology” (43). 

Foucault identifies an 1870 article by Carl Westphal as the pivotal moment, and explains 

that from thence forward homosexuality was considered “a certain way of inverting the 

masculine and the feminine in oneself […] a kind of interior androgyny, a 

hermaphrodism of the soul” (43). Inherent in this conception of the homosexual is the 

idea of duality, of there being a distinct inside/outside disagreement. Working from 

Foucault’s conclusion, Eve Sedgwick in her Epistemology of the Closet notes a multitude 

of binaries that come out of this understanding, including that of knowledge/ignorance: 

“by the end of the nineteenth century, when it had become fully current […] that 

knowledge meant sexual knowledge, and secrets sexual secrets, there had in fact 

developed one particular sexuality that was distinctively constituted as secrecy” (73).  
                                                 
∇ Legally at this time, and in the following thesis, “homosexuality” is understood to mean specifically male 
homosexuality. 
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The intersection of law and literature that occurred with Oscar Wilde’s 1895 trials 

for gross indecency is of utmost importance.∇ These immensely public proceedings gave 

the secret sexuality a face and a name, literally Oscar Wilde’s name; works as early as 

1917 (E.M. Forster’s Maurice) and as late as 1956 (Meyer Levin’s Compulsion) allude to 

Wilde and his characters rather than utter the word homosexual. Wilde was already using 

dangerous elements in his art to speak the truth; hidden spaces, a sense of foreboding, 

hints of the supernatural—Gothic themes that enjoyed a wide reprise in the 1890s. Eve 

Sedgwick notes that “a tradition of homophobic thematics was a force in the development 

of the Gothic” (92) early in the century: in Mary Shelley’s Frankenstein (1818), Charles 

Maturin’s Melmoth the Wanderer (1820), and James Hogg’s The Private Memoirs and 

Confessions of a Justified Sinner (1824)—all of which contain men being persecuted by 

supernatural masculine beings. The resurgence of Gothic characteristics later in the 

century as a way to allude to illicit sexuality is particularly fitting, since the metaphor was 

already in place. Works such H.G. Wells’s The Island of Dr. Moreau (1896), Bram 

Stoker’s Dracula (1897), Henry James’s The Turn of the Screw (1898), and Joseph 

Conrad’s Heart of Darkness (1899) have the same uneasy secretive men as the earlier 

stories, and might have been included in this discussion if they were London texts, or if 

they had characters more obviously divided in themselves.  

The first chapter of this thesis explores the codes Wilde himself used for 

homosexuality in The Picture of Dorian Gray (1890)—anti-social tendencies and 

vanity—and shows how they function the same way in Patricia Highsmith’s Ripley series 

                                                 
∇ During the trials, Wilde was asked whether he finds a homosexual story called “The Priest and the 
Acolyte” immoral. Wilde quipped that it was badly written, which was worse. The lawyer (Carson) presses 
him on the subject, and Wilde’s counsel objects to the line of questioning: “We are not dealing here with 
matters of literary criticism or literary taste.” Carson’s ominous reply: “No, we are not” (Holland 69). 
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(1955-1991). The second and third chapters demonstrate how guilt by association works. 

Robert Louis Stevenson’s The Strange Case of Dr. Jekyll and Mr. Hyde (1886) suddenly 

falls under suspicion because of its discussion of double identity and blackmail, a crime 

which is closely tied to the very same law under which Oscar Wilde was convicted. Dr. 

Jekyll is paired with Chuck Palahniuk’s Fight Club (1996) to show how the split 

personality remains irrevocably queer a century later. Even Sherlock Holmes (1887-

1926) is implicated in the third chapter for his fascination with crime and certain 

magnificent criminals. Holmes’s relationship with Professor Moriarty is held up against 

twenty-first century Superheroes and the intimate conversations they hold with their 

villains—in fighting/perpetrating crime, the hero and the villain are joined more closely 

with each other than with any other ordinary citizen.  

All of these stories are criminal double life narratives wherein a single man has 

two identities, one of which must stay hidden because society finds it intolerable. The 

order of these works is presented in a way that best shows their criminal continuum, with 

Dorian’s willful embrace of crime coming first, Jekyll/Hyde’s constant and ultimately 

uncontrollable waffling second, and Holmes’s grudging insistence on the law third. The 

main three Victorian works also contain important elements of drug use and blackmail 

that reflect the continuum.  

Included in this discussion will be numerous film adaptations, which will help 

showcase the way homosexuality was talked about when it was illegal, and the way it is 

still whispered about now that it is not. In the introduction to The Celluloid Closet, Vito 

Russo says, “We have cooperated for a very long time in the maintenance of our own 

invisibility” (Russo xii). He is talking about the censorship of Hollywood films, but it 
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applies to the whole history of homosexuality in England and America. In the efforts 

made to make homosexuality visible, a lot of collateral damage was done; metaphors of 

addiction and crime were utilized to articulate the unspeakable, and when those 

metaphors were revealed for what they really intended, the subjects were unfortunately 

linked. Becoming visible through negative representations in fiction has had real life 

cultural and legal effects on the gay community. An exploration of these origins shows 

the trajectory in which we are headed, and an understanding of the past may make for a 

more deliberate shaping of the future, one where protagonists are not so divided, and 

where a man’s true face is the one he wears all the time.  
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Chapter One: Homocidal Maniacs 

“Morality, like art, means drawing a line someplace.” 
- Oscar Wilde, Attributed 

 
Dorian Gray 

  The April 6, 1895 edition of the Westminster Gazette said in response to Wilde’s 

first trial:  “Art, we are told, has nothing to do with morality. But even if this doctrine 

were true it has long ago been perverted, under the treatment of the decadents, into a 

positive preference on the part of ‘Art’ for the immoral, the morbid, and the maniacal.” It 

was stated explicitly that Wilde’s “terrible case” would actually bring about “incalculable 

good if it burns in its lesson upon the literary and moral conscience of the present 

generation” (Cohen 801). Wilde argued tirelessly both during the trial and before it, in his 

preface to the full version of The Picture of Dorian Gray: “There is no such thing as a 

moral or an immoral book. Books are well written, or badly written. That is all” (3). 

However, his criminal conviction, largely aided by what the prosecutor saw in his works 

to be revelations of impropriety,∇ made it clear that art was not free from censorship or 

consequence, and that discussion of perversion, even in art, would not be permitted.  

 Wilde was found guilty largely because he did not disguise his intentions well 

enough, despite efforts at discretion. The original Lippencott version of Dorian Gray 

(1890) was even more obviously homosexual than the later text. As well as adding the 

melodramatic subplot chapters about James and Sybil Vane, Wilde removed many 

references to male-male affection—moments as small as a touch of a shoulder 

                                                 
∇ During the first trial, Wilde’s libel suit against the Marquess of Queensbury, the plea in defense stated: 
“Mr. Wilde did write and publish […] a certain immoral and obscene work in the form of the narrative 
entitled The Picture of Dorian Gray, which work was designed and intended by Mr. Wilde, and was 
understood by the readers thereof, to describe the relations, intimacies and passions of certain persons of 
sodomitical and unnatural habits, tastes and practices” (Holland 39). As it turns out, I am arguing the exact 
same thing. 
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(Lippencott 18) or the linking of arms (26)—and one stark confession from Basil to 

Dorian where he admits that he had “worshipped [Dorian] with far more romance of 

feeling than a man usually gives to a friend” and that somehow he had “never loved a 

woman” (104). The night of Basil’s murder is changed from Dorian’s 32nd birthday to his 

38th to hide the anniversary of Wilde’s own first sexual contact with another man in his 

32nd year (Ellmann 277). References to femininity (Lippencott 100) or devotion (148) are 

also omitted, as they spell too plainly the nature of Basil’s feelings for Dorian.  

And yet, for all the subtleties and personal connections that Wilde at once 

removes from Dorian Gray, he also inserts himself back into the text.∇ The addition of an 

idolatrous quote from one of Dorian’s admirers, “The world is changed because you are 

made of ivory and gold. The curves of your lips rewrite history” (missing from 174), was 

probably written by Wilde himself to John Gray, whom he often called ‘Dorian’ in 

letters, and who is the apparent inspiration for this character (Ellmann 308). These types 

of passages were brought against Wilde in spite of his pains to distance himself from 

them; a line of Wilde’s which became a cruel joke at the trial states it well enough: “If 

one tells the truth, one is sure sooner or later, to be found out” (Holland 75). 

 But what is the truth about Dorian? With all the effort spent to code and disguise 

the true intent of the character, what about Dorian remains to be seen? Ed Cohen in 

“Writing Gone Wilde” brings up the crucial question: 

By projecting the revelation, growth, and demise of 
Dorian’s ‘personality’ onto an aesthetic consideration of 
artistic creation, Wilde demonstrates how the psychosexual 
development of an individual gives rise to the ‘double 
consciousness’ of a marginalized group. […] Dorian Gray 

                                                 
∇ Not that Wilde could hope to remove all of himself from the story; in a letter dated 12 February, 1894 
Wilde wrote: "Basil Hallward is what I think I am: Lord Henry what the world thinks me: Dorian what I 
would like to be—in other ages, perhaps" (Wilde 247). His personality lurks within every character. 
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constitutes his own representations of identity. But who 
then is Dorian Gray? (806) 
 

Cohen answers that Dorian is an image, he is his portrait, created by his friends; he is 

inscribed, he is projected. In fact, two modern retellings of the novel update Dorian’s 

portrait into an actual projection: one a video installation, the other a hologram. Cohen 

rightly uses skeptical quotations around the concept of Dorian’s “personality,” since there 

is almost nothing to him that is not the influence of someone else. Dorian is even less 

than an image; he is the canvas. Dorian is the blank on which this narrative plays out. 

 In the first chapter of the book, the painter Basil Hallward tells his friend Henry 

Wotton about his overwhelming fascination with the young man he is painting, then 

confesses that he has “put too much of [himself]” (Wilde 6) into the portrait. In the very 

next chapter, just as Henry is explaining to Dorian that “all influence is immoral […] 

Because to influence a person is to give him one’s own soul” (22), Henry is also 

scheming over how he himself might be able to form and influence Dorian. Between the 

two of them, Henry and Basil drive Dorian to make his bargain: “If it were I who was to 

be always young, and the picture that was to grow old […] I would give my soul for 

that!” (31). These men are both working furiously to paint Dorian the way they wish to 

see him, and their collaboration results in the portrait taking on Dorian’s true face while 

he himself remains a picture, an inscribed thing, indefinitely. 

  But Basil and Henry aren’t the only contributors to Dorian’s “personality.” Henry 

insists that he only reveals what is already there, saying, “You, Mr. Gray, you yourself, 

with your rose-red youth and your rose-white boyhood, you have had passions that have 

made you afraid, thoughts that have filled you with terror, day-dreams and sleeping 

dreams whose mere memory might stain your cheek with shame—” (24). He is 
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interrupted here by an overwhelmed Dorian suddenly yelling “Stop!” and trying to find 

an answer for Henry, which only leaves him understanding that, “Yes; there had been 

things in his boyhood that he had not understood. He understood them now” (24). Esther 

Rashkin in her article partially titled “A Portrait of Child Abuse” argues that Henry is not 

the first person to want to “dominate” (43) Dorian, that he is only the most recent, 

playing upon the strings of an instrument installed by someone else.  

Rashkin rethinks the novel based on the story of Dorian’s parents in Chapter 

Three, and the very few instances which Dorian alludes to his grandfather, Lord Kelso, 

who raised him lovelessly after Dorian’s parents died. The fact that Dorian conceals the 

mutating portrait in the old attic schoolroom where Kelso once locked him is telling; here 

is where Dorian puts shameful, ugly things that he would rather not look upon, like his 

childhood and his soul. There is a fearful crescendo during the dialogue in Basil’s studio 

that is often interpreted as the thrill of infection from Henry. However, with Rashkin’s 

reading in mind, it could also be the terror of activation, the touching off of a sleeping 

disease, which is how Dorian himself understands it. Under Rashkin’s logic, if Henry is 

still to blame, then it is more accurate to say he has rewritten Dorian’s boyhood. Henry 

has insinuated a taint over everything Dorian remembers, colored those memories from 

white to red just as plainly as he has caused Dorian’s pale face to flush with heat. Rashkin 

acknowledges that it would be tempting to read sexual abuse in Dorian’s childhood, but 

there isn’t enough in the book to make a text-based case for it, and in the end, it isn’t 

necessary to point directly to it. It is Henry who casts that suggestion over Dorian’s past, 

and whether or not the novel reveals the “truth” of sexual abuse on the part of Lord 

Kelso, the possibility is certainly in the air at this point in the novel.  
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The incident of blackmail that Dorian commits against his former friend, scientist 

Alan Campbell, whose help he needs to disintegrate Basil’s murdered body, is similarly 

suggestive. At first Alan comes to Dorian’s house under protest, saying, “Keep your 

horrible secrets to yourself. They don’t interest me any more” (184), implying of course 

that they used to interest him greatly. He refuses to help Dorian in any capacity, and so 

Dorian writes something unknown on a piece of paper and slides it across the table. Alan 

reads it and blanches; Dorian shows him a letter and points out to him the address, saying 

that he will send this letter if Alan does not do as he asks, and that Alan knows what the 

result will be. The reader is never privy to the content of this secret or its addressee; the 

letter could be to a girlfriend, to his boss, or to the police. This was a time when 

blackmail was an especial hazard for homosexuals (explained further in Chapter Two), 

and this is often how Alan’s fear is read in retellings, such as A Face Without A Heart.  

This is the way Wilde implicates his audience. In his own words: “What Dorian 

Gray’s sins are, no one knows. He who finds them has brought them” (Holland 78). 

Dorian is like a faceless mannequin in a store, meant to be blank so that its personality 

will not interfere with the consumer’s ability to project themselves onto that body. The 

magic of the portrait keeps Dorian in this impossible state for the purposes of both art and 

morality; Wilde designed The Picture of Dorian Gray to function like a Rorschach test, 

never naming most of Dorian’s crimes, and letting his audience incriminate themselves 

by guessing. To quote the man himself, “The books that the world calls immoral are the 

books that show the world its own shame” (Ellmann 317). 

 And yet, we might give both Wilde and Dorian a little more credit; removing the 

ironic quotes from around the concept of Dorian’s personality is possible. If Dorian is 
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intended to be read as a human being and not just a symbol, not just an empty page that 

men will want to write on, then he is a very particular kind of human being, one with an 

anti-social personality. He lacks both empathy for the emotions of others, as well as the 

ability to internalize society’s laws. The question of who ruined Dorian Gray becomes 

moot if it is accepted that Dorian was never a pure soul, only a blank one. The 

conventional interpretation, especially after Wilde’s trials, make Henry the corrupting 

force with his insidious philosophy; Rashkin makes a case for Lord Kelso by way of 

Henry’s interference; and the obviously homosexual obsession on the part of Basil is also 

a viable option for blame. But perhaps all of these instances of influence are only 

symptoms of Dorian’s core malady; the reason he is so susceptible to superficial 

influence is because he must copy human behaviors without ever realizing their 

emotional origins. 

In Elisa Glick’s “The Dialectics of Dandyism,” she makes the distinction between 

the glass closet secret of Basil’s adoration, and the truly secret aspect of the portrait—its 

magic—saying, “we must remember that the ‘secret’ of the portrait exceeds Basil’s 

unspeakable desire for Dorian, since the portrait eventually becomes the emblem of (and 

medium for) Dorian’s double identity” (135). Dorian is living a double life, respectable 

young man by day, unspecified scoundrel by night. His double, his other, is the man in 

his portrait, whom he considers equal to himself. After the first change in the portrait (the 

lips twist cruelly), Dorian remembers that, “Once, in boyish mockery of Narcissus, he 

had kissed, or feigned to kiss, those painted lips that now smiled so cruelly at him” (117), 

displaying the kind of vain self-love that is often misattributed to homosexuals. Dorian’s 

portrait is a means by which his face becomes an unchanging mask, a mask that hides his 
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true identity, the conscienceless face underneath.∇ In fact, Dorian himself recognizes as 

much when he quotes Shakespeare in describing his portrait as being, “Like the painting 

of a sorrow/ A face without a heart” (235). In Homographesis, Lee Edelman contends 

that “the disturbing effect [this novel] had on its contemporary readers” (20) had to do 

with the fact that Dorian’s vices fail to be properly inscribed upon his body. This is the 

fear of homosexuality itself: it is not legible and therefore might be hiding in anyone, 

including oneself.  

The double life is a neat (and in light of Dorian’s flirtations with his portrait, a 

perfectly obvious) metaphor for homosexuality. The homosexual and the criminal, if they 

are in fact separate beings, are absolutely analogous in the late 1890s. This is true among 

those who believed homosexuality to be a degeneracy of the mind, the body, and the soul, 

as well as among those who ought to have known better, like Oscar Wilde’s artistic 

circle. In writing a story for a gay audience of the time, making the protagonist a liar and 

a criminal is perfectly accurate; all homosexuals were required to be either liars or 

criminals in the real world anyway. The far-reaching impact of this metaphor could not 

have been predicted. 

Dorian’s drug use is understood along these same lines. Curtis Marez’s “The 

Other Addict” states boldly, “I assume as a given that in Dorian Gray addiction signifies 

homosexuality” (258). He is moving out of Sedgwick’s work on drug addiction which 

concludes that one vice is being substituted for another that cannot be named. Any one 

crime, any one vice, is metonymically related to any other; they are all symptoms of a 

                                                 
∇ It should be noted that in this and all the double life narratives treated herein, both ‘faces’ or identities are 
true as much as they are false. Dorian’s physical face is as blank and unchanging as his conscience, and yet 
the portrait’s face is the one he has rightfully earned; the idea is summed up best by Dr. Jekyll, who will 
anchor the next chapter, saying of his two entities: “[…] if I could be rightly said to be either, it was only 
because I was radically both” (Stevenson 58). 
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general moral degradation in the literature of the time. In using the ready-made analogies 

of crime and addiction to stand in for illicit sexuality, Wilde himself, with all that he 

eventually came to stand for, helped to reinforce and even forge these connections which 

remain tenable to this day. 

 

Tom Ripley 

 The legacy of Dorian Gray in both crime fiction and gay literature—still often 

rightly linked—is carried forward in Patricia Highsmith’s The Talented Mr. Ripley (1955, 

with four sequels published significantly later in the years 1970, 1974, 1980, and 1991). 

Beginning in childhood, Ripley makes familiar sparse allusions to his upbringing: 

orphaned like Dorian at a young age when both his parents drowned in Boston Harbor, he 

was raised by a spiteful aunt, of whom Tom’s strongest memories are the instances when 

she called him a sissy. In later life, the similarities of the criminal double life narrative are 

most striking; whereas Dorian had a duality in his painting, Thomas Ripley has a duality 

in a painter, Dickie Greenleaf, whom Ripley murders and then impersonates for months, 

both in public and private. Maintaining an impersonation of Dickie requires that Tom 

successfully evade police and friends through lying, counterfeit, destruction of property, 

at least one other murder, and the disturbing ability to play himself in fast exchange with 

someone else entirely.  

By 1955, however, homosexuality does not have to be quite so coded or 

suggested, but is spoken outright, though it is always heard as an accusation by Tom. The 

murder of Dickie comes at a moment when they are alone, over water, which Tom fears 

because of his parents’ deaths, and Tom is weighing his options, knowing that he and 
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Dickie are too far out in the boat to be seen from shore, and that the laws of society 

cannot reach him there: “he could have hit Dickie, sprung on him, or kissed him, or 

thrown him overboard, and nobody could have seen him at this distance” (103). Kiss or 

kill, they are the same to Tom, equally wrong and equally appealing. That overlap, and 

the fact that a little distance and privacy are all Tom needs to disregard the notion that 

murder is wrong, underlines the connection made in Dorian Gray between homosexuality 

and an anti-social personality, a connection made by Highsmith over and over again.  

Tom’s motivation in murder (at least in this first novel) is to stifle any perception 

of himself as a queer. Dickie and his girlfriend Marge both assume that Tom’s 

preoccupation with Dickie is homosexual, and this contributes to Tom’s murder of 

Dickie, as well as to an instance where Tom graphically imagines the murder of Marge 

(253). In fact, Tom’s second murder is committed specifically because a friend of 

Dickie’s assumes that Tom and Dickie must be in a romantic relationship, when in fact 

the real Dickie is dead, and Dickie and Tom are now the same person.∇ Tom even 

laments that the murder of Freddie Miles is “unnecessary” but for “Freddie and his 

stinking, filthy suspicions” (146). These are not suspicions of crime, but of 

homosexuality, and Tom is offended on Dickie’s behalf, deciding that Freddie is a 

“selfish, stupid bastard who had sneered at one of his best friends—Dickie certainly was 

one of his best friends—just because he suspected him of sexual deviation. […] He 

looked at Freddie[’s body] and said low and bitterly: ‘Freddie Miles, you’re a victim of 

your own dirty mind.’” (147).  

                                                 
∇ In much the same way Dorian has a boyish crush on his own portrait, his own artificial image, Tom is 
infatuated with Dickie through his own body. He combs his hair like Dickie did, gestures as Dickie did, 
speaks Italian incorrectly as Dickie did; he luxuriates in Dickie only after he becomes Dickie himself. He 
must even practice being Tom Ripley at times, so he does not forget how, because “it is impossible to be 
lonely or bored” (122) as long as he is Dickie Greenleaf. 
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It is interesting to note here that no one ever suspects the real Dickie Greenleaf of 

homosexuality. Dickie was getting rather tired of Tom Ripley before his death, and Tom 

combats that invalidation by constructing a narrative of friendship after Dickie is gone; 

once Tom becomes Dickie, Tom and Dickie are best friends. It is in letters written by 

Tom on behalf of Dickie, praising Tom Ripley and what a great friend he is, that people 

find evidence of romantic attachment. In many ways Tom is in love with himself through 

Dickie, and in that he loves his own presentation of Dickie better than he did the actual 

man. That is not to overlook how often Tom forms tender relationships with other men 

throughout all five books, or the indifferent way he feels towards women, including his 

own wife. The conflation of self-love with selfishness and homosexual love is another 

standard that Dorian set. 

The topic of how Tom Ripley loves himself is one that the 1999 movie of the 

same title highlights and enriches. Edward Shannon, in looking back at Highsmith’s 

novels through their movie adaptations, said of this one, “Highsmith certainly explores 

sexuality with great sophistication, but ultimately sexuality remains subtext in the novel, 

while it dominates the film” (18). Instead of the civilized sociopath of the book, the film 

Tom is tortured first by his infatuation with Dickie Greenleaf, and then by guilt over 

Dickie’s death; he panics, he cries, he has nightmares—all symptoms of emotion that the 

Tom Ripley of the novel never experiences. In an effort to make a sociopathic character 

sympathetic, the movie turns him into a tortured homosexual, even reinventing a 

character from the book who hardly speaks one hundred words (Peter Smith-Kingsley) as 

a self-accepting well-adjusted homosexual counterweight, only to then have Tom murder 

him in shame. This unwittingly reinforces the message that unchecked homosexuality is a 
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gateway to depression and/or murder, even though Peter was specifically invented, 

according to Shannon, because the director “feared that Tom’s crimes would be 

interpreted as a judgment on his apparent homosexuality” (19). What Shannon finds 

worthy of critique in the film “is how [the director] changed the story and how 

contemporary sexual mores influenced its adaptation” (19).  

The point in considering those changes here is to observe how the shorthand of 

homosexuality mutates within the same context over a mere one hundred years; in 

Dorian’s instance it is logical for a criminal to stand in for a homosexual, and because of 

that, fifty years later, homosexuality becomes an allegory for the criminal. Without 

knowing that the source is metaphorical, an audience eventually begins to assume the 

connection is inherent. To borrow a phrase from a poem about love and death and Oscar 

Wilde:∇ it is a false translation. 

 It is not hard to draw a direct line from Oscar Wilde’s work to the Ripley series. 

The second book, Ripley Under Ground, is about a small art forgery ring Ripley started, 

after coming into knowledge of painting through impersonating Dickie the painter. A 

new man of considerably more talent is forging the work of his (also male) idol, Derwatt, 

and the entire book begins with a quote from Wilde on the artistic life being a long and 

lovely suicide. In the third Ripley book, Ripley’s Game, the biblical question, “What does 

it profit a man if he gain the whole world and lose his soul?” is alluded to, after it struck 

such a startling cord at the end of Dorian Gray. In the fourth book, The Boy Who 

Followed Ripley, Tom happens to find himself in drag while trying to recover a hero-

worshipping teenage boy from some kidnappers and says, “One could feel free, and in a 
                                                 
∇ Appendix I: “Cigarettes” by John Ash. This poem make a neat case for the translation of the cultural 
concept of homosexuality across the pond, and it also proves once again just how thoroughly Oscar Wilde 
is an avatar for all homosexuals, as if he were the very first one, which this thesis could probably argue.  
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sense like oneself in a disguise” (183), an echo of Wilde’s sentiment that man is least 

himself in his own person. In the fifth book, Ripley Under Water, Tom is actually reading 

the Ellmann biography of Oscar Wilde and spends a page comparing Oscar Wilde to 

Jesus Christ, admiring his generous personality, sympathizing with his plight in the face 

of public ridicule, and feeling a sense of awe at how so much of what Wilde wrote and 

said came to be understood as prophetic.∇   

Yet even without all this anecdotal evidence, it is certain that Tom Ripley arises 

out of the Dorian tradition. Michael Dirda in The New York Review of Books, after noting 

that Patricia Highsmith used to write copy for yet another double-life character, Batman 

(“who—like nearly all the other superheroes—leads a double life: dapper man about 

town by day, but with a darker, more complex night life than the neighbors realize”), also 

noted that Highsmith’s writing philosophy was like that of Oscar Wilde’s: “art essentially 

has nothing to do with morality, convention or moralizing” (Dirda). Neither of these 

authors intended for their work to be used against homosexuals, or cited as evidence 

against themselves. Unfortunately the world at large does not appreciate the distinction 

they were making about the function and sphere of art (just think of how many times 

ordinary people have tried to exchange murder victims like in Highsmith’s Strangers On 

A Train, are subsequently caught, and then blame the book/movie); that line is being 

crossed all the time.  

 

                                                 
∇ Incidentally, the movie Wilde (1997), which was based on the Ellmann biography, cast Jude Law as 
Wilde’s love interest, Lord Alfred Douglas, and two years later, The Talented Mr. Ripley also cast Jude 
Law as Dickie Greenleaf. More cross-casting of this thesis can be seen with actor Dougray Scott, who 
played Tom Ripley’s neighbor and fixation in the 2002 Ripley’s Game, as well as the title character in a 
2008 made-for-TV version of Dr. Jekyll and Mr. Hyde. 
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Chapter Two: Double Entendres 

“To love oneself is the beginning of a life-long romance.” 
– Oscar Wilde, An Ideal Husband 

 
Dr. Jekyll and Mr. Hyde 

The critical reception of Dorian Gray was widely negative; not only was Wilde’s 

epigrammatic style of writing too frivolous for the times, the story itself was seen as a 

dangerous influence. The reception of The Strange Case of Dr. Jekyll and Mr. Hyde was 

more appropriately split. Henry James, in a contemporary review of the work, even asked 

“Is Doctor Jekyll and Mr. Hyde a work of high philosophic intention, or simply the most 

ingenious and irresponsible of fictions?” (169). Though they were published about four 

years apart, with Stevenson’s book coming first, comparisons have always been drawn 

between these two late-century London works. In lambasting The Picture of Dorian Gray 

after its 1890 appearance in Lippencott’s, a writer for the St. James Gazette in June of 

that year said of the plot, “The picture does change: the original doesn’t. Here’s a 

situation for you! […] Mr Stevenson could have made it convincing, humorous, pathetic. 

[…] It has been reserved for Mr Oscar Wilde to make it dull and nasty.” ∇ It seems that, 

for better or worse, Robert Louis Stevenson was taken more seriously as a writer, but 

especially after the public defrocking of Wilde’s novel during his trial, all Gothic style of 

writing fell under renewed suspicion.  

Henry James, writing in 1894, observed something else in Stevenson’s work: 

“There is some thing almost impertinent in the way, as I have noticed, in which Mr. 

Stevenson achieves his best effects without the aid of the ladies, and Doctor Jekyll is a 

capital example of his heartless independence” (170). Nearly a hundred years later, 
                                                 
∇ Wilde actually wrote a satirical tribute of Dr. Jekyll into his “The Decay of Lying: An Observation” 
(1891). See Appendix II for the excerpt.  
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Wayne Koestenbaum notices this as well; there is an absence of women, and in their 

place is found a social network of single men. Koestenbaum contends that this whiff of 

homosexuality in Dr. Jekyll is not a coincidence; it’s a symptom of what he terms 

“bachelor literature.” Writing about Dr. Jekyll and the Labouchère Amendment of 1885∇ 

Koestenbaum notes that “when the Labouchère Amendment focused its eye on the 

homosexual, it articulated practices it had meant to silence” (48), and that in regards to 

Stevenson’s book, “the novel’s opening pages suggest […] a socially transgressive story 

about a Dr. Jekyll and a Mr. Hyde, two men from different social classes, who are 

involved in a shadowy, illicit relationship that is probably sexual, or at least involves the 

blackmail which was, by 1885, a sign for homosexuality” (52). That suspect relationship 

is presented in contrast to more acceptable forms of male bonding seen elsewhere in the 

book. 

  Dr. Jekyll is almost entirely a frame narrative. The portion of the book where 

Henry Jekyll speaks for himself is the very final chapter. The story begins with and 

surrounds the detecting figure of Mr. Utterson, an old friend of Henry Jekyll’s, who starts 

upon this strange case with the “Story of the Door” in the first chapter. He and his distant 

kinsman Mr. Enfield are strolling companions. Their relationship is described as being “a 

hard nut to crack” (Stevenson 1). They have nothing in common and seem very dull on 

their walks, always welcoming a third companion should they meet an acquaintance in 

the street. And yet, “the two men put the greatest store by these excursions, counted them 

the chief  jewel of each week” (2). They are a perfect example of the Sedgwickian 

homosocial bond, the deep intimacy shared between men of similar education and class 
                                                 
∇ From A Companion to Victorian Literature & Culture: “Any man convicted of ‘any act of gross 
indecency with another male person,’ [the Labouchère Amendment] stipulated, might be punished by up to 
two years hard labor—the very sentence that ten years later would be passed on Oscar Wilde” (134). 
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that typifies English male friendship in literature. What is so suspicious about the Jekyll 

and Hyde relationship is their social disparity, the clear separation between a doctor 

gentleman and a common ruffian. This is a dynamic seen also in E.M. Forster’s Maurice 

in which the Platonically pure Oxford friendship between intellectual equals is contrasted 

with a sexual relationship that a gentleman has with a groundskeeper. The first bond is 

acceptable, and even encouraged in English society, under a university clause that allows 

for intense and exclusive relationships between young men, so long as it matures away or 

is confined to the club when the men marry and start families. There is still room in 

respectability to be a professional bachelor in a world of male peers, but it should look 

like the Utterson-Enfield relationship, where they meet up to aimlessly wander the streets 

of London together,∇ only occasionally remarking on the surroundings, such as when 

walking past a particular door with a strange story attached. If that intellectual purity is 

corrupted by base and bodily love, or if a gentlemen is seen to be clearly associating with 

an intellectual and social inferior, the assumed physical nature of the relationship is 

despised. The story Enfield shares with Utterson is about having witnessed a vile man 

named Hyde creep through what turns out to be the back door of Jekyll’s laboratory. It 

disturbs Utterson deeply that his friend might be associating with such a creature, and he 

is not the only friend of Jekyll’s who becomes so upset. Jekyll’s former partner in 

science, Doctor Lanyon, literally dies of shock when he discovers the true secret of 

Edward Hyde.  

Sedgwick’s work defining homosociality goes a long way to allow the arguments 

made by Koestenbaum, that anything outside of the observable patriarchal male bonds 
                                                 
∇ Incidentally, Sherlock Holmes and Dr. Watson display this very same behavior in “The Adventure of the 
Yellow Face,” when Watson gets Holmes to leave Baker St. for some activity: “For two hours we rambled 
about together, in silence for the most part, as befits two men who know each other intimately” (214). 



 24

which prop up social movement and the accepted values of the day, were regarded with a 

knowing uneasiness. The knowledge of homosexual potential came to be common when 

the punishments for such deviance were codified into law. Oscar Wilde’s trial was an 

incredibly significant intersection between law and literature over the subject of 

homosexuality, and it inextricably muddled the two together in English and American 

society. With a real grasp of the implications of that event, Sedgwick’s reasoning calls on 

us to reinterpret the subsequent canon of English literature with an eye to how men 

negotiate the world between themselves.  

In Epistemology of the Closet, Sedgwick points out: “In The Picture of Dorian 

Gray as in, for instance, Dr. Jekyll and Mr. Hyde, drug addiction is both a camouflage 

and an expression for the dynamics of same-sex desire and its prohibition: both begin by 

looking like stories of erotic tensions between men, and end up as cautionary tales of 

solitary substance abusers” (172). And yet, the problem with Henry Jekyll is that after his 

experiments, he can never be solitary again. He is always in the company of Hyde who is 

both a part of himself and the object of Jekyll’s obsessive interest at the same time.  

When the investigations of Mr. Utterson first begin to unearth Jekyll’s troubles, 

Utterson assumes that Jekyll only tolerates Hyde because he is being blackmailed for “the 

ghost of some old sin” come back to haunt him “years after memory has forgotten and 

self-love condoned the fault” (Stevenson 15). However, it is “self-love” that most 

bedevils Henry Jekyll, for he is telling the truth when he explains to Utterson his 

tenderness towards Hyde, saying, “I have really a great interest in poor Hyde” (18) as if 

he were a troubled young nephew for whom he has great affection. It is this apparent 

intimacy that fills Utterson with such concern for his friend, and though his first 
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assumptions are never articulated, at one point they are put to rest by a letter from 

Edward Hyde about Henry Jekyll which “put a better color on the intimacy than 

[Utterson] had looked for; and he blamed himself for some of his past suspicions” (26).  

 Utterson’s first suspicions (probably sexual in nature) might not have been 

entirely wrong. When the narrative finally arrives at Henry Jekyll’s first-person 

confession, Jekyll speaks piningly of losing Edward Hyde: 

Jekyll had more than a father's interest; Hyde had more 
than a son's indifference. To cast in my lot with Jekyll, was 
to die to those appetites which I had long secretly indulged 
and had of late begun to pamper. To cast it in with Hyde, 
was to die to a thousand interests and aspirations, and to 
become, at a blow and for ever, despised and friendless. 
The bargain might appear unequal; but there was still 
another consideration in the scales; for while Jekyll would 
suffer smartingly in the fires of abstinence, Hyde would be 
not even conscious of all that he had lost. (66) 
 

Jekyll speaks of Hyde like an abusive lover, agonizing over the fact that Hyde will not 

miss Jekyll, while Jekyll will spend every day longing to be Hyde. Within this language, 

Edward Hyde is a perfect metaphor for drug addiction just like, as Sedgwick pointed out, 

drug use is a perfect metaphor for him. Hyde is indifferent, corrupting, and unnatural, yet 

he allows Jekyll to feel young and alive and free. When Jekyll decides that he must be 

done with Hyde, he uses passionate language, writing, “farewell to the liberty, the 

comparative youth, the light step, leaping impulses and secret pleasures” (66). And when 

his will breaks and he is about to take the drug again, it is the same overwhelming desire: 

“I began to be tortured with throes and longings, as of Hyde struggling after freedom” 

(66), and also as of Jekyll struggling after Hyde. At a certain point Henry Jekyll writes 

that he no longer fears being captured and hanged, “it was the horror of being Hyde” (71) 

that was most disturbing to him. Just like an addict, Jekyll realizes that he can never get 
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free of Hyde, that Hyde always “[sleeps] within” (72) him. But as Jekyll and Hyde grow 

to hate and fear each other equally, this only brings them closer; Jekyll describes Hyde as 

an “insurgent horror [who] was knit to him closer than a wife” (73). Hyde “resent[s] the 

dislike with which he himself [is] regarded” (73) by Jekyll and takes petty revenge 

against Jekyll’s possessions as they swap back and forth in the end. Yet even so, Jekyll 

cannot despise Hyde completely, saying at last of his other/self: 

But his love of life is wonderful; I go further: I, who sicken 
and freeze at the mere thought of him, when I recall the 
abjection and passion of this attachment, and when I know 
how he fears my power to cut him off by suicide, I find it in 
my heart to pity him. (73) 

 
Against his will, Jekyll has a tenderness towards Hyde, and the subtlety of this 

self-love/self-hate relationship is one that is difficult to keep together since, as Irving 

Saposnik puts it, Dr. Jekyll “has become the victim of its own success, allowing 

subsequent generations to take the translation for the original, to see Jekyll or Hyde 

where one should see Jekyll-Hyde” (715).  

Saposnik talks about the screen interpretations of the novel and the problems 

associated with an audience who have preconceived notions of Jekyll and Hyde simply as 

good and evil, when Stevenson goes out of his way to show that Jekyll is a combination 

of good and evil, while Hyde is purely selfish and thus purely evil. Saposnik quotes 

Edwin Eigner saying, “It is perhaps unfortunate … that all four of the important stage and 

screen productions of Jekyll and Hyde were made in America, where the popular mind is 

especially apt to regard sex and evil as synonymous terms” (716). Saposnik is right when 

he notes that Hyde has come to represent unleashed sexuality, despite the fact that in the 

story his character repulses every person he meets and does his anti-social best to avoid 



 27

others, to be free of society. Saposnik criticizes the 1920, 1932, 1941, and 1968 versions 

of the movie for all following the same erroneous path carved by the popular 

imagination.  

A 2008 made-for-TV movie staring Dougray Scott makes the same predictable 

mess of the original Dr. Jekyll, but it does have one interesting scene that illustrates 

exactly how the public imagination has come to understand not only the original story, 

but the metaphors imbedded in the original. This movie goes out of its way to 

misrepresent the nature of the Jekyll-Hyde character by splitting him into two bodies 

during a dream, wherein Hyde holds Jekyll by the throat and tells him: “Realize that only 

by accepting me can you finally accept yourself.” He then winks at Jekyll suggestively, 

and kisses him on the lips. This is how notions of crime, drug abuse, and homosexuality 

come to be conflated for a modern audience. Where once authors used an irresistible 

impulse for crime and self destruction as a metaphor to represent the agony of a 

homosexual’s necessarily double life, in the next century, filmmakers are using 

homosexuality and the established trope of a closeted, self-hating homosexual to illustrate 

the suffering and shame of a criminal double life. At this point the homophobia is 

established enough to need no explanation, with Jekyll explaining to his (female) love 

interest and defense attorney: “Changing into another person was not a metaphor! How 

can you possibly know what it’s like to feel someone else inside of you? He disgusts me, 

he defiles me!” When these connections crossed the pond, as Edward Eigner pointed out, 

they became unfortunately simplified, though it does seem humorous when an opening 

line of Stevenson’s novella comes to mean something perhaps not entirely different than 

he originally intended: “the more it looks like Queer Street, the less I ask” (5). 
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Tyler Durden 

 In a 1997 new introduction to Fight Club, author Chuck Palahniuk describes how 

the cult fascination with fight clubs has completely overshadowed the book. People know 

the first two rules of fight club without ever having seen a copy of the novel, just because 

the lingo has seeped into the culture. Much the same way Joyce Carol Oates in an essay 

called “Jekyll/Hyde” notes that “people who have never read the novella—people who do 

not ‘read’ at all—know by way of popular culture who Jekyll-Hyde is” (603). Because of 

this I will treat both the book (italicized) and movie (capitalized) versions of Fight Club 

as two primary texts. If the argument is to treat the social implications of nineteenth 

century homosexual overtones on a modern audience, then it is only reasonable to take 

into account where Fight Club’s visibility is located.∇ Also, because Dr. Jekyll’s fame 

makes it nearly part of the collective unconscious, to draw an inspirational line straight 

between Fight Club and Dr. Jekyll is as impossible as it is useless. The concept of the 

doppelganger is older than The Private Memoirs and Confessions of a Justified Sinner 

(1824), and as widespread as Dostoyevsky’s “The Double” or Poe’s “William Wilson.” It 

is the socio-political message of Fight Club that makes Dr. Jekyll an interesting pairing 

for discussion.  

 In Jennifer Barker’s article on the fascist narrative being told in movies like Fight 

Club, she points out that the philosophy of fight club is anti-dandy, focusing on “a hero 

with a hard body that would liberate the world from its decadent shackles” (1). It doesn’t 

look so different since “fascist soldiers also hinged their identity on the utter rejection of 
                                                 
∇ The same issue occurs in the next chapter with Sherlock Holmes and Superheroes: the problem of lengthy 
serial installations constituting original text, and popular conceptions overshadowing the original story, 
such as with the famous line, “Elementary, my dear Watson,” which Doyle’s Holmes never actually says. 
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women, hardening their bodies and performing violent feats in order to avoid dissolution 

into the ‘feminine’ forces surrounding them” (27). In reacting to the cultural inheritance 

of dandyism, Fight Club is entrenched in the traditions of the Gothic form, which Melissa 

Iocco encapsulates with a list from Fred Botting’s book Gothic: “scientists, fathers, 

husbands, madmen, criminals and the monstrous double [are] signifying duplicity and 

evil nature” (46). In her article “Addicted to Affliction: Masculinity and Perversity in 

Crash and Fight Club,” Iocco puts forth the parallel between the crisis of masculinity at 

the nineteenth century’s end and at the millennial one: “The reference to being the 

‘middle children of history’ [in both the book and movie versions of Fight Club] brings 

to mind what Punter calls the ‘in-between’ status of the Gothic and its relationship to 

emerging ‘in-between’ classes or groups” (49). It is this liminal status that continues to 

link what might otherwise be disparate subjects. 

 Addiction in Fight Club comes in the form of support groups. The narrator—

henceforth known as Joe, to distinguish him from the split personality known as Tyler 

Durden—has insomnia, and when his doctor denies him the use of habit-forming sleep 

drugs, Joe starts attending cancer and illness support groups. If he can cry, he can sleep, 

and he soon becomes addicted to the groups. When the cancer support groups stop 

working, Tyler arrives out of Joe’s subconscious (in the book Joe meets Tyler at a nude 

beach, in the movie they meet on an air plane) to help him form the first fight club. After 

the invention of both Tyler and fight club, the familiar addiction/devotion language seen 

in Dr. Jekyll resurfaces.  

Even in Palahniuk’s original conception of fight clubs, they were linked to forms 

of masculine intimacy and tenderness: “why not a club where you could ask someone to 
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fight? The way you’d ask for a dance at a disco” (xv). The preoccupation of this book is 

the main character’s male abandonment issues; he wants a closer relationship with God, 

his father, his boss, and ultimately with himself. He repeatedly goes out of his way to say 

that he loves Tyler, even using an Oscar Wilde quote to do it: “That old saying, how you 

always kill the one you love, well, look, it works both ways” (3). This quest for intimacy 

takes the same form as any modern heterosexual courtship ritual: first with getting 

Tyler’s phone number (22), meeting at a bar and deciding to move in together (36), their 

first fight like the first sexual encounter—described using all the same language of 

virginity and sex—with later fights taking place in the Pentecostal church-like hysteria of 

a fight club, as if it were a wedding (43), and ending with his “Inflamed Sense of 

Rejection” (51) when Tyler becomes more interested in building fight club into an army 

filled with other men. Joe recognizes the parallel explicitly: “I am Joe’s Broken Heart 

because Tyler dumped me” (126).  

 The movie is quite a bit less explicit than the book. On the timeline of censorship 

established for this thesis, Fight Club is the only text that falls outside of governmental 

restrictions on artistic representations of homosexuality, and yet there is still a cultural 

censorship at work. In Palahniuk’s book, the message is clear and intense: “This isn’t 

about love as in caring. This is about property as in ownership” (4). The devotion to 

Tyler is unquestioning, and that loyalty is even included in the rules; the first and last 

rules of Project Mayhem are you do not ask questions. Joe says, “Tyler said if I loved 

him, I’d trust him” (80), and everyone loves Tyler enough to let him burn a kiss onto 

their hands using saliva and lye. But the explicitness is slowly phased out as the story 

moves into more popular genres.  
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In the book, you get a line like, “After you’ve been to fight club, watching 

football on television is like watching pornography when you could be having great sex” 

(41). In the book, a nameless mechanic has a fight (132) that makes it apparent why 

Chuck Palahniuk had no problem with a reader’s theory that Fight Club was “really about 

gay men watching one another fuck in public steambaths” (xviii). This mechanic starts 

“hanging around the house” (32), bringing a confused Joe songs he’s written, a birdhouse 

he built, a cake he baked for Joe. After Joe and the mechanic are in a car accident 

together, Joe’s injured head ends up in the mechanic’s lap, just below the steering wheel, 

and the mechanic “runs a cold fingertip down the length of the swelling” (140) in a scene 

that can only be described as tender. Later Tyler does the same thing, because Tyler is 

meant to give Joe the intimacy that he craves. Tyler touches Joe’s face, Tyler kisses the 

scar on Joe’s hand, Tyler leans close and tells Joe about how he and several “space 

monkeys” (the term for members of Project Mayhem) almost castrated a man who 

threatened fight club: “‘One monkey’s between his legs with the knife,’ Tyler whispers 

with his punched-out face by [Joe’s] ear” (156). Tyler holds Joe’s hand while he explains 

that they are the same person. None of this happens in the movie. 

But the censorship goes further; in an article discussing the Fight Club DVD as a 

digital closet, Robert Brookey and Robert Westerfelhaus describe how the “extra text” 

(23) on the DVD works to deny the homoerotic implications even further. They quote the 

director saying, “I think it’s beyond sexuality. The way the narrator looks up to Tyler and 

wants to please him […] doesn’t seem to me to have anything to do with sex” (27). The 

authors of the article go on to point out that this is an “economically judicious” comment 

considering that Fight Club was being marketed to “the type of audience to which overt 
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male homosexual representation seldom appeals” (27). Homosexuality is being hushed 

once again, even after the censors have gone and the laws have changed, and it is hard to 

determine what motivation is behind it. The artistic tricks that once worked to highlight 

the subject of homosexuality now hide it, and while in some instances the intent might be 

a squeamish brand of homophobia, or a socially responsible attempt to at long last 

disassociate homosexuality from violence, addiction, and crime, there is a chance that it 

is mostly artistic homage, with homophobia an unfortunate byproduct. Joe is in exactly 

the same dilemma as Dr. Jekyll, struggling to love and hate his other/self:  

I love everything about Tyler Durden, his courage and his 
smarts. His nerve. Tyler is funny and charming and forceful 
and independent, and men look up to him and expect him to 
change their world. Tyler is capable and free, and I am not. 
I’m not Tyler Durden. (165) 

 
The similarity is important. In all of these works there is a uniform narrative that gives 

homosexuality a visible history. If nothing else this examination reveals a connecting 

thread—ironically through stories that mostly communicate a profound sense of 

loneliness, isolation, and doom—which can otherwise become a positive reinforcement 

for queer readers who are searching for a shared past.  
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Chapter Three: Closet Cases 

“Man is least himself when he talks in his own person. Give him a mask and he’ll tell you 
the truth.” 

- Oscar Wilde, The Critic As Artist 

Sherlock Holmes 

The doctrine of “art for art’s sake” is the core tenant of the dandy. In Oscar 

Wilde’s preface to the 1891 version of Dorian Gray, he asserts that art justifies the 

existence of itself through simply being beautiful, and that any purpose further than 

beauty is entirely incidental and not the responsibility of the artist. Wilde stated that, 

“Vice and virtue are to the artist materials for an art” (3), and that “all art is quite useless” 

(4). It would seem strange for Arthur Conan Doyle to subscribe this motivation to 

Sherlock Holmes on several occasions throughout the nearly forty years of serial stories, 

a character so pragmatic he has was inducted as an honorary fellow of the Royal Society 

of Chemistry in 2002, the only fictional character to be so awarded. And yet, despite the 

popular conception of Holmes as a man of supreme ascetic control, the original stories 

reinforce Holmes as a delicate and sophisticated instrument of crime-detection, too often 

wasted on the commonplace crimes of the day. With his curious habits, hobbies, and 

hermitage, Holmes is more on par with eccentric Decadent connoisseurs like Des 

Esseintes of À Rebours, the character and book that poisoned Dorian Gray.∇  

Far from the stoic figure of logic and reason he is often depicted to be, the 

Sherlock Holmes of the original stories has massive emotional fluctuations from blackest 
                                                 
∇ Comparing Holmes to Wilde, Dorian, and the Decadents could eat this entire thesis. Much the same way 
Dorian Gray’s image is described as “a face without a heart” (Wilde 235), references to Holmes’s 
unsympathetic nature result in him being characterized as “a brain without a heart” (“Greek Interpreter” 
293). In A Study In Scarlet Holmes remarks, “What you do in this world is a matter of no consequence […] 
The question is, what can you make people believe you have done” (126). Oscar Wilde is attributed with 
saying, “What is true in a man’s life is not what he does, but the legend which grows up around him.” See 
Appendix III for an amusing anecdote reinforcing Oscar Wilde’s influence on both A.C. Doyle and 
Sherlock Holmes, and know that this subject is nearly endless and therefore cannot be explored here. 
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depression to overwhelming exhilaration; Watson describes on several occasions how 

Holmes’s eyes suddenly light up, his cheeks flush, and his body vibrates with excitement. 

Holmes is a passionate figure, often neglecting to eat or sleep when he is on a case, 

consumed with an artistic obsession. Jack Tracy, in his book Subcutaneously, My Dear 

Watson, notes that “[a]llusions to Holmes’s emotional outbursts in Watson’s chronicles 

outnumber examples of his control by two to one” (24). Holmes enacts Walter Pater’s 

(and subsequently Oscar Wilde’s) Decadent philosophy, the goal of which is to “burn 

always with this hard gemlike flame” (Ellmann 48), even if it means one extinguishes 

sooner. Holmes prefers the idea of a short life with a long legacy to the notion of a 

moderate, average existence. As Tracy notes, “Holmes’s celebrated composure was a 

façade that crumbled at the least provocation” (25), and the reason for this is Holmes’s 

thinly veiled fascination with the splendor of crime.  

 Though Holmes as the archetypal detective is the clear outlier in this discussion of 

crime narratives, the same themes are at work here uniting a split nature, a Gothic 

menace, and the use of drugs in a world of men. The respect that Sherlock Holmes has 

for criminals of a certain caliber betrays his true motivations in pursuing them, namely 

that the grandeur of horrendous events is “the scarlet thread of murder running through 

the colorless skein of life” (Study In Scarlet 44). The commonness and drudgery of the 

world is what Holmes escapes from when he immerses himself in crime, and his use of 

cocaine in between cases is a means of distracting himself from yearnings of lawlessness. 

An unrelenting bachelor, Holmes exists almost exclusively in a world of men, with 

women functioning the way Sedgwick explores in Between Men, as a means of 

communication and negotiation, the objects being passed around to cement bonds 
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between men and act as emotional conduits. Holmes is mirrored in his one true equal, the 

negative inversion of himself found in Professor Moriarty. Sherlock Holmes exists 

between the decent citizens of London and the rigid officials of the police force; he is 

fluid in an undefined space that he shares with other unconventional men, the sailors and 

beggars that he easily disguises himself as, the old, the young, and the very criminals he 

is hunting. It is a queer space on the margins of society, and Holmes’s oddity is tolerated 

only so long as he serves a useful purpose.∇ 

Lydia Alix Fillingham says that the city of London “provides a location where the 

masses mask the individual, and industrial capitalism provides a society in which 

individuals are interchangeable” (668). These are the necessary conditions under which 

anonymous organized crime may flourish, as well as where an independent consulting 

detective must evolve to meet their challenge. In the case of Sherlock Holmes, it 

essentially takes a thief to catch a thief; Holmes immerses himself in the world of crime, 

comes to know the criminals and understand their logic, something the ordinary police 

will not do. The members of Scotland Yard are still citizens when they go home at night, 

they have wives and families and domestic concerns that may be threatened by London’s 

criminal class. Sherlock Holmes has none of these things. Crime is his passion, as it is for 

the great men he chases, like Professor Moriarty.  

In The Sign of Four Holmes displays enough talent in other areas for Watson to 

conclude that when detecting gained a superior agent, the stage lost a expert player, the 

symphony an exquisite violinist, sports a great pugilist, and crime an infamous criminal. 

Watson notes of Holmes, “So swift, silent, and furtive were his movements, like those of 
                                                 
∇ Watch for this notion in the next section on Superheroes as well; every hero that is wearing a mask has 
more in common with his villains than with any other ordinary citizen, even if their goals are diametrically 
opposed. 
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a trained bloodhound picking out a scent, that I could not but think what a terrible 

criminal he would have made had he turned his energy and sagacity against the law 

instead of exerting them in its defense” (175). But in fact, Holmes often commits well-

executed crimes in the pursuit of a case, mostly acts of theft and manipulation. In the case 

of a client who is being extorted by a blackmailer named Milverton, Holmes and Watson 

plan to rob back their client’s sensitive material. During the burglary, one of Milverton’s 

former victims (an unnamed woman) enters the room and shoots him to death as they 

hide motionless behind a curtain. Holmes and Watson are nearly caught fleeing the scene 

in masks, and not only do they allow the true killer to get away, they allow Inspector 

Lestrade to be misled by their sighting into believing that two men committed the crime. 

Blackmail, in fact, is a frequent crime uncovered by Holmes and is always treated 

with a particular disgust. The Labouchère Amendment is especially relevant here. Known 

unofficially as The Blackmailer’s Charter, it created a neat catch-22 for any homosexual 

with evidence against him. He dare not go to the police with information on the 

blackmailer because he would naturally be convicted of the worser crime. What Lestrade 

must assume about the apparent pair of murderers who were presumably “men of good 

position, whose sole object was to prevent social exposure” (550) is anyone’s easy guess. 

Such men are far more worthy of pity than punishment, that is according to Arthur Conan 

Doyle, who felt personally of Oscar Wilde’s case “that a hospital rather than a police 

court was the place for its consideration” (Robb 261).∇ Even Lestrade seems to 

sympathize with this crime, even Watson who said during the murder: “as the woman 

                                                 
∇ Doyle wrote this in 1924, the same year that the Leopold/Loeb crime was committed, which would be 
aligned with Oscar Wilde and Dorian Gray in the 1956 novel Compulsion (mentioned in the Introduction). 
Homosexuality was so widely seen as a pathology in 1924 that the Leopold/Loeb trial became a landmark 
case in which psychological testimony (focusing greatly on the boys’ sexual relationship) was used as 
mitigating evidence in a guilty plea.  
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poured bullet after bullet into Milverton's shrinking body I was about to spring out, when 

I felt Holmes's cold, strong grasp upon my wrist. I understood the whole argument of that 

firm, restraining grip—that it was no affair of ours, that justice had overtaken a villain” 

(550).∇ In the Milverton case, Holmes aligns himself explicitly against the written statute 

of law, and it’s not the first instance; in “The Five Orange Pips” Holmes declares, “I shall 

be my own police” (79), reserving his right to morally disagree with the laws of English 

society. That Holmes finds Milverton a lower criminal than those he preys upon speaks 

greatly to his own sympathies for those men who would be repeatedly victimized, first by 

nature, then by the law, and again by men such as Milverton. 

 To see an example of Holmes’s true criminal potential, one only needs to look at 

his arch-nemesis, Professor Moriarty. The two share characteristic features: a thin build, 

large foreheads indicating great mental capacity, and ascetic personal habits. In “The 

Final Problem,” before Holmes and Moriarty have their ultimate struggle at the top of 

Reichenbach Falls, Holmes says of Moriarty, “I had at last met an antagonist who was 

my intellectual equal. My horror at his crimes was lost in my admiration at his skill” 

(330). He says their back-and-forth was “the most brilliant bit of thrust-and-parry work in 

the history of detection. Never have I risen to such a height, and never have I been so 

hard pressed by an opponent” (330). In their competition, Holmes and Moriarty perfect 

each other. This is an intense intimacy, so great that when they finally meet face-to-face, 

words are hardly necessary. Moriarty states simply, “All that I have to say has already 

crossed your mind,” and Holmes returns with, “Then possibly my answer has crossed 

                                                 
∇ In Stephen Krensky’s Comic Book Century: The History of American Comic Books, Batman is described 
as a darker hero than Superman, one who has no problem allowing his villains to die: “In his first 
adventure, the villain falls into a vat of acid. And what is Batman’s comment? ‘A fitting end for his kind.’” 
(22). Immediately after this, it is revealed that Sherlock Holmes was the inspiration behind this more 
complex Superhero. 
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yours” (331). They have a courteous and gentlemanly respect for one another, so much so 

that Moriarty comes to Baker Street in person to warn Holmes away from interfering with 

his misdeeds. He explains that it is not just dangerous for Holmes to pursue him, “It is 

inevitable destruction” (331). He finds it a pity that Holmes would fight him to the death 

because he knows it will be a waste of them both, saying, “If you are clever enough to 

bring destruction upon me, rest assured that I shall do as much to you” (331). Moriarty 

finds his life equal to the life of Holmes, and both men recognize this as a supreme 

compliment.∇ 

 Though he struggles with his vanity as an unofficial agent and languishes in 

depression when there aren’t any decent criminals to engage him, Holmes proudly notes 

the difference between himself and Moriarty: “In over a thousand cases I am not aware 

that I have ever used my powers upon the wrong side” (336). As Dorian Gray had a 

hideous portrait of his soul, and Henry Jekyll had the wretched Edward Hyde, Sherlock 

Holmes is doubled in Professor Moriarty; Moriarty is himself, without compunction, on 

the other side of the law.  

The men are mutually respectful enough for Holmes’s final note to read, “I write 

these few lines through the courtesy of Mr. Moriarty, who awaits my convenience for the 

final discussion of those questions which lie between us” (339). Those questions are 

unknown to us in the end, much the same way Dorian Gray blackmails a man with 

unrevealed information on a folded piece of paper; these are secrets between men that we 

may guess at, but never be told. The unspoken understanding between Holmes and 

Moriarty is where the suspicion of homosexuality gets communicated, like a spreading 
                                                 
∇ Add to this flattering conversation their irresistibly suggestive positions: Moriarty at first entrance telling 
Holmes, “It is a dangerous habit to finger loaded firearms in the pocket of one's dressing-gown,” after 
which Holmes “drew the weapon out and laid it cocked upon the table” (330). 
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virus. Graham Robb, in his book about homosexual love in the nineteenth century, goes 

so far as to imply that Professor Moriarty might have been a homosexual. Robb asks, 

“[W]hat are we to make of his evil pursuer, Moriarty? What were those ‘dark rumours’ 

that forced him to resign his Chair at a provincial university? And to what is Holmes 

referring when he says that Moriarty suffers from ‘hereditary tendencies of the most 

diabolical kind’? These too, no doubt, were tales ‘for which the world was not yet 

prepared’” (265).  

The suspicion touches everyone eventually; following the metonymic connections 

from homosexuality to crime and vice versa, such that even the sentinel of Victorian 

domesticity, Sherlock Holmes, can be read as dichotomous figure, a man wearing his 

own personality as a disguise and struggling with the true nature he keeps closeted. Oscar 

Wilde said, “One’s real life is so often the life one does not lead,” and from that insight 

comes the title of this thesis, because it is true of every character discussed here. They 

wear the mask and play the part of themselves to hide a truer identity, one socially reviled 

precisely in part because stories like these have so long endured. 

 

Superheroes 

And yet it isn’t all bleak. The modern incarnation of the independent consulting 

detective has morphed; Sherlock Holmes had such a great impact on forensic science that 

the official police across the entire world have adopted his deductive methods, and with 

much success. But so long as the police are constrained by the letter of the law, a rather 

necessary evil, there will always be cracks for criminals to exploit.  
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The end of the century in England and the last moments before world-wide war 

produced Sherlock Holmes, and when America was steeped in The Great Depression, 

Superheroes arrived. Comic books began as mental escape hatches in the thirties, evolved 

into obvious propaganda tools in the forties, suffered censorship in the fifties, and fell 

into obscurity after the sixties, with TV and movies taking over the Superhero franchise 

for the general public.∇ A familiar theme soon emerged: men with superior mobility by 

day (Superman is an investigative reporter, Spider-Man a newspaper photographer, 

Batman a bachelor millionaire) who are masked crusaders by night.  

There is some obvious mirroring between the Holmes/Moriarty confrontation and 

Superheroes interacting with their top villains. Here is a rather fond exchange between 

the Joker and Batman from the 2008 movie The Dark Knight: 

Joker: “I know the truth, there’s no going back. You’ve 
changed things, forever.”  
Batman: “Then why do you want to kill me?”  
Joker: “I don’t want to kill you. What would I do without 
you? Go back to ripping off mob dealers? No, no, no, you 
complete me.”  
Batman: “You’re garbage who kills for money.”  
Joker: “Don’t talk like them. You’re not, even if you’d like 
to be. To them you’re just a freak. Like me. They need you 
right now, but when they don’t, they’ll cast you out. Like a 
leper. See, their morals, their code, it’s a bad joke, to be 
dropped at the first sign of trouble. They’re only as good as 
the world allows them to be. I’ll show you. When the chips 
are down, these civilized people, they’ll eat each other.” 
 

The Joker shares Moriarty’s reluctance to kill a worthy adversary. These are two men 

who have created “false” identities to reveal their true selves. They are complimentary, 

every bit as much as Holmes and Moriarty, and the intimacy often progresses to the next 

                                                 
∇ This timeline is gleaned from Comic Book Century by Stephen Krensky, who also handily points out: 
“Writer Bill Finger compared Batman to Sherlock Holmes, the super-smart fictional detective. In 1939, the 
same year Batman was launched, Sherlock Holmes became a movie star” (22). 
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inevitable phase: an offer to join forces. Here is a remarkably similar conversation 

between Spider-Man and the Green Goblin from the 2002 movie Spider-Man: 

Goblin: “You’re an amazing creature, Spiderman. You and 
I are not so different.”  
Spider-Man: “I’m not like you, you’re a murderer.”  
Goblin: “Well, to each his own. I chose my path, you chose 
the way of the hero, and they found you amusing for a 
while, the people of this city. But the one thing they love 
more than a hero is to see a hero fail, fall, die trying. In 
spite of everything you’ve done for them, eventually they 
will hate you. Why bother?”  
Spider-Man: “Because it’s right.”  
Goblin: “Here’s the real truth: there are eight million 
people in this city, and those teeming masses exist for the 
sole purpose of lifting the few exceptional people onto their 
shoulders. You, me, we’re exceptional. I could squash you 
like a bug right now, but I’m offering you a choice: join 
me, imagine what we could accomplish together, what we 
could create. Or we could destroy! Cause the deaths of 
countless innocents in selfish battle again and again and 
again until we’re both dead. Is that what you want? Think 
about it, Hero.” 
 

That is precisely what Sherlock and Moriarty agree to: mutual destruction. There is never 

any real question that the Superhero will choose to remain on the side of good, but the 

offer is always made, and it is always presented as tempting. Superheroes are usually 

portrayed as lonely and isolated, often pining for an ordinary citizen that they can’t 

pursue because it would mean putting that person’s life in danger; the villain consistently 

offers an end to the loneliness, a partner in crime.  

Even the TV series Smallville, which chronicles Superman’s high school years 

before moving to Metropolis, displays the same kind of exchange. The episode “Onyx” in 

the show’s fourth season revolves around a plot where a laboratory accident splits a 

young Lex Luthor into two bodies, one good and one evil—“just like in that Dumas 

story” (The Man In The Iron Mask) according to the episode, but rather more like Jekyll 
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and Hyde. It leads to a line often repeated on Smallville, usually about Clark Kent, but in 

this instance about Lex: “He really isn’t himself.” Here is a scene between Clark Kent 

and the evil Lex, who is confronting Clark about his secret powers: 

Clark: “Who are you?”  
Lex: “I was just about to ask you the same question. […] It 
all makes sense now […] all the other miraculous times you 
appeared in just the right place at just the right moment, 
almost as if you possessed powers beyond those of mortal 
men. You’ve lied to me for years Clark. [whispering] But 
now I know your secret.”  
Clark: “I don’t know what you’re talking about.”  
Lex: “I should have figured it out a long time ago, I was 
just blinded by friendship, a factor that’s been removed 
from the equation.”  
Clark: “Whatever you are, whatever you’re planning, I’m 
going to stop you.”  
Lex: “No, you’re going to join me. […] Think about it, 
Clark—my intellect, your powers. Together we could rule 
this world! We’ll walk as gods among men.”   
 

These exchanges are incredibly easy to queer; super powers must be kept secret, 

just like homosexuality; the reality of the closet and the fear of discovery are especially 

relevant to the gay teens who might find solace in the metaphors of comic books. 

 The TV show Queer As Folk (2000-2005) has a main character, Michael, who 

runs a comic book store.∇ A second season plot involves Michael being invited to speak 

to a college class that is “exploring homoeroticism in literature from Greek and Roman 

mythology up to and including comic book culture.” In his speech, he says the following: 

I started reading The Flash and Superman and Captain 
America when I was just a kid, at first because it was fun 
[…] but later on when I realized I was gay, I read them for 
a different reason. Because in ways that maybe nobody 
intended, these superheroes were a lot like me. You know, 

                                                 
∇ In the first season, Michael says: “There's a lot of things that a gay boy can learn from comic books. One, 
there are a lot of villains out there, so it's a good idea to develop some secret powers. Two, if you have a 
nice body, you can wear tight clothes. And three, it's always good to be part of a dynamic duo.” 
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at work they were meek and unappreciated and they’re the 
guys that never get laid, and when they’re around other 
people they can’t let anyone get too close for fear that their 
true identities would be discovered. Yet with all the villains 
and the monsters and the evil forces that were trying to 
destroy them, somehow they survived. Even the one thing 
that can kill Superman, the one thing to which he has no 
immunity, Kryptonite, ultimately you know that he’ll 
survive that, and he’ll go on to save the world. I believe the 
same about us. That’s what the comics have shown me: that 
despite everything, we’ll survive. And we’ll win.∇ 
 

The danger of the Victorian metaphor using crime and addiction to stand in for 

homosexuality is that it keeps the subjects linked in the literary tradition. As Oscar Wilde 

knew, “Life imitates art far more than art imitates Life.” The overwhelming presence of 

crime and drug narratives in the queer canon could be, and perhaps has been, a 

devastating phenomenon for the gay community. But for a long time, the most important 

thing for homosexuals was visibility at all costs, to advertise to those who felt alone that 

there were others like them, and to create a community in the first place. Eventually it 

leads to messages like this one from Queer As Folk of endurance and strength, and to an 

owning of the uglier aspects of the journey as integral to the collective history.  

 

                                                 
∇ Before giving this speech, Michael overhears students in the class deriding the topic of his lecture, asking 
each other sarcastically, “How can you compare homoerotic themes and imagery in comic books with Gide 
and Genet? Proust or Wilde?” See the above thesis for an answer. 
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Conclusion: Wilde Regrets  

“And the wild regrets and the bloody sweats none knew so well as I,  
For he who lives more lives than one more deaths than one must die.” 

- Oscar Wilde, The Ballad of Reading Gaol 
 

 In 2009, the very year this thesis began to take shape, I published the same story 

in two anthologies: one called Unspeakable Horror: From the Shadows of the Closet, and 

the other, Wilde Stories. Both of these anthologies are for gay horror fiction, and their 

titles alone are enough to indicate the debt they owe to the last decade of the nineteenth 

century. It was Oscar Wilde’s tempestuous lover, Lord Alfred Douglas, who first coined 

the phrase “the love that dare not speak its name.” This was a love that stood in 

opposition to True Love which “fills the heart of boy and girl with mutual flame.”∇ In 

contemporary gay writing there is an effort to reclaim closeted literature as proof that 

homosexuals existed all along, and there is a lot of history to rewrite. As Eve Sedgwick 

points out in Epistemology of the Closet, the gay studies movement’s struggle for 

legitimacy is unique. Newly visible minorities in Western academia must contend with 

“the keepers of a dead canon” and questions like “has there ever yet been a Socrates of 

the Orient, an African-American Proust, a female Shakespeare?” (51). Sedgwick points 

out that by contrast, there already is a gay Socrates, a gay Proust, a gay Shakespeare, and 

because of this, a queer area of study is wholly singular in its development.  

That there is enough recognized uniformity in queer horror fiction for one story to 

belong in two such anthologies proves succinctly what this thesis has attempted to lay 

out. Namely, that there is a pattern begun in the 1890s which has been repeated for over a 

                                                 
∇ See Appendix IV for an excerpt. The poem was printed in The Chameleon (December 1894) alongside 
Wilde’s “Phrases and Philosophies for the Use of the Young,” and a tagline by R.L. Stevenson: “A Bizarre 
of Dangerous and Smiling Chances” (Chamberlin 81). Stevenson’s phrase was actually mentioned in the 
trial, when The Chameleon was brought against Wilde as evidence.  
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century, and is newly being identified and claimed by Out Literature. The art movement, 

more than academic arguments and the pursuit of queer studies, is what will slowly 

evolve the character of the homosexual in society. How deliberate was the making of the 

British film Victim in 1961, which depicted the plight of blackmailed homosexual men 

and contained the very first mention of the word “homosexual” on screen? How 

important was Philadelphia in 1993, which showed the injustice of discrimination against 

not just homosexuals, but against anyone with ‘the homosexual disease’ of HIV or 

AIDS? As formulaic in misery and victimization as these films were for years and still 

continue to be (see: Brokeback Mountain), the pattern is starting to break apart. Niche 

fiction and independent films are beginning to influence the mainstream market. The 

1998 movie Velvet Goldmine, carving a path for this very thesis, was a thorough mash-

up of Oscar Wilde quotes, teen heart-throbs, and glam rock. A 2009 British remake of 

Dorian Gray starring Colin Firth∇ as Henry Wotton was refreshingly blasé about the 

topic of homosexuality; the passion Basil feels for Dorian is present as a matter of course, 

never discussed explicitly only because it is seen explicitly and requires no further 

explanation. On the horizon now is I Love You Phillip Morris, a comedy based on the 

true story of a gay con-man and his love for a fellow prison inmate, which promises to be 

ridiculously casual despite all the baggage that precedes it. A line from the trailer even 

asks: “Is gay and stealing something that goes hand in hand?” Finally this question is 

being seen as a joke. Progress is being made. 

The rather angst-ridden tradition laid out in this thesis is now being celebrated, 

subverted, and even laughed about. Though the old rhetoric still remains, especially in 
                                                 
∇ In 2009 Colin Firth also plays a homosexual grieving the loss of his lover in A Single Man, after so long 
being typecast as a heterosexual leading man. Such was true of Dirk Bogarde in Victim, and of Tom Hanks 
in Philadelphia—clear efforts in casting to normalize the type, and less of a scandal every time it happens. 
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legal arguments over whether gays should be allowed to marry, or serve openly in the 

military, or be protected against hate crimes, the times they are a-changing. Societal shifts 

are as slow and sure as continental drift, with the younger generation always a little more 

open, a little less afraid of last century’s bogeymen.  

In future creative work, I plan to write between the lines of Sherlock Holmes and 

reveal the queer story I can read embedded there. The knowledge gained in this thesis 

will produce even more subversive art, and this process of revision, of repurposing all 

that has come before, will contribute to the lengthy project of bringing homosexuality out 

of the closet. 
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Appendix I: 

 
“Cigarettes” by John Ash 
 
Problems of translation are, perhaps, not so great  
between languages, as between different versions  
of the same language. Why, for example, does  
“fag” mean homosexual in America, when,  
in England, it means cigarette? Does this imply  
that those who first observed the phenomenon  
of smoking in the New World were homosexual?  
This would cause some consternation on Columbus Day,  
and, in all likelihood, the assumption is unjustified,  
since Columbus and his crew were not English-speakers.  
Yet, if we dismiss the idea of happy crowds of  
homosexual Spanish or Italian mariners  
returning to Europe with cigarettes in hand,  
eager to introduce this new pleasure to their lovers,  
we should perhaps concede that there is some connection  
between the two ideas. It was Oscar Wilde, after all,  
who described smoking as “the perfect pleasure, because”— 
he opined—“it always leaves one unsatisfied.”  
It is clear from this that he was thinking of sexual pleasure,  
of the working-class youths with whom he so recklessly dined  
in fashionable restaurants of the eighteen nineties.  
A cigarette is like a passion in that it is inhaled deeply  
and seems to fill all the empty spaces of the body,  
until, of course, it burns down, and is put out amid  
the shells of pistachio nuts or whatever trash  
may be at hand, and the passion may leave traces  
that in time will grow malignant: he who has taken pleasure  
may die many years after in the room of an anonymous  
hotel or hospital, under the blank gaze of a washstand,  
a bad painting or an empty vase, having forgotten entirely  
the moment that announced the commencement  
of his dying. And perhaps he will not understand:  
it is another false translation, like someone stumbling over  
the word for cigarette in a new and intolerable language. 
 
- Esselman, Mary D. and Elizabeth Ash Vélez. The Hell with Love: Poems to Mend a 

Broken Heart. New York: Grand Central Publishing, 2002. 
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Appendix II: 

“Shortly after Mr. Stevenson published his curious psychological story of transformation, 
a friend of mine, called Mr. Hyde, was in the north of London, and being anxious to get 
to a railway station, took what he thought would be a short cut, lost his way, and found 
himself in a network of mean, evillooking streets. Feeling rather nervous he began to 
walk extremely fast, when suddenly out of an archway ran a child right between his legs. 
It fell on the pavement, he tripped over it, and trampled upon it. Being of course very 
much frightened and a little hurt, it began to scream, and in a few seconds the whole 
street was full of rough people who came pouring out of the houses like ants. They 
surrounded him, and asked him his name. He was just about to give it when he suddenly 
remembered the opening incident in Mr. Stevenson's story. He was so filled with horror 
at having realized in his own person that terrible and well written scene, and at having 
done accidentally, though in fact, what the Mr. Hyde of fiction had done with deliberate 
intent, that he ran away as hard as he could go. He was, however, very closely followed, 
and finally he took refuge in a surgery, the door of which happened to be open, where he 
explained to a young assistant, who was serving there, exactly what had occurred. The 
humanitarian crowd were induced to go away on his giving them a small sum of money, 
and as soon as the coast was quite clear he left. As he passed out, the name on the brass 
doorplate of the surgery caught his eye. It was “Jekyll.” At least it should have been.” 
 
- Wilde, Oscar. “The Decay of Lying: An Observation.” The Complete Works of Oscar 

Wilde. London: Collins, 1966. pp 970-992. 
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Appendix III: 

“Holmes himself bears a striking resemblance to Oscar Wilde. Doyle first met Wilde at 
the Langham Hotel in August 1889, at a dinner given by the publisher J.M. Stoddart. The 
meeting led to the publication in Lippencott’s Monthly Magazine of The Picture of 
Dorian Gray, ‘a book which is surely upon a high moral plan,’ according to Doyle, and 
The Sign of Four, ‘in which Holmes made his second appearance.’ Thirty-five years later, 
Doyle still remembers that ‘golden evening.’ Wilde’s conversation had left ‘an indelible 
impression’—his ‘curious precision of statement,’ the ‘delicate flavour of humour’. ‘He 
towered above us all.’ Doyle had in effect been dining with Sherlock Holmes. The two 
were easily confused. In 1923 […] Doyle received a message from beyond the grave and 
defied ‘any man of real critical instinct to read that script and doubt that it emanates from 
Wilde’: ‘Being dead is the most boring experience in life, that is if one excepts being 
married or dining with a school-master!’ If he had thought to insert the words, ‘My dear 
Watson’, it would have been obvious to him that the message had emanated, not from 
Wilde, but from the other leading wit and aesthete of the Decadent Nineties.” 

- Robb, Graham. Strangers: Homosexual Love in the Nineteenth Century. New York: W. 
W. Norton & Company, Inc., 2004. pp 261. 
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Appendix IV: 

Excerpt from “Two Loves,” a poem: 

And lo! within the garden of my dream 
I saw two walking on a shining plain 
Of golden light. The one did joyous seem 
And fair and blooming, and a sweet refrain 
Came from his lips; he sang of pretty maids 
And joyous love of comely girl and boy, 
His eyes were bright, and ’mid the dancing blades 
Of golden grass his feet did trip for joy; 
And in his hand he held an ivory lute 
With strings of gold that were as maidens’ hair, 
And sang with voice as tuneful as a flute, 
And round his neck three chains of roses were. 
But he that was his comrade walked aside; 
He was full sad and sweet, and his large eyes 
Were strange with wondrous brightness, staring wide 
With gazing; and he sighed with many sighs 
That moved me, and his cheeks were wan and white 
Like pallid lilies, and his lips were red 
Like poppies, and his hands he clenched tight, 
And yet again unclenched, and his head 
Was wreathed with moon-flowers pale as lips of death. 
A purple robe he wore, o’erwrought in gold 
With the device of a great snake, whose breath 
Was fiery flame: which when I did behold 
I fell a-weeping, and I cried, ‘Sweet youth, 
Tell me why, sad and sighing, thou dost rove 
These pleasant realms? I pray thee speak me sooth 
What is thy name?’ He said, ‘My name is Love.’ 
Then straight the first did turn himself to me 
And cried, ‘He lieth, for his name is Shame, 
But I am Love, and I was wont to be 
Alone in this fair garden, till he came 
Unasked by night; I am true Love, I fill 
The hearts of boy and girl with mutual flame.’ 
Then sighing, said the other, ‘Have thy will, 
I am the Love that dare not speak its name.’ 

- Douglas, Lord Alfred. The Chameleon, December 1894. 

 

 


