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Mom~e od mal grad:  
Nil Bartlet u~i  
kako da bide gej

David M.  
Halperin Small Town Boy:  

Neil Bartlett Learns  
How to be Gay

I

Vo ranoto leto 1981 godina, mlad gej ma` koj se 
vika{e Nil Bartlet se preseli od malo grat~e 
vo golemiot grad. Vo negoviot slu~aj, golemiot 
grad be{e London i ne be{e celosno nepoznata 
teritorija za nego. „Koga imav 16 godini, imav 
obi~aj da doa|am tuka so voz za da odam vo muzeite, 
da zastanuvam i da gi gledam slikite, a i za da me 
gledaat, da me soberat, a koga ve}e napolniv dvaeset 
godini, doa|av za da se sretnam so nekogo. Sekoga{ 
be{e vistinskoto mesto. Obi~no dobivav erekcija 
samo ~ekaj}i go vozot”.1  Kolku i da bilo vozbudlivo 
i stra{no za Bartlet kone~no da se vpu{ti vo noviot 
`ivot vo golemiot grad, stignuvaweto tamu bilo 
samo po~etok. Najposle, edna rabota e da poseti{ 
gej metropola kako London, a sosema druga da se 
preseli{ tamu. „Pristignuvaweto vo London... ne e 
ne{to {to go pravi{ samo so simnuvaweto od vozot; 
potrebni se godini, veruvaj mi, mene mi bea potrebni 
godini” (xx). Toa e poradi toa {to stapnuvaweto 
na metropoliskata gej scena zna~i ­ ili poto~no, 
zna~e{e, vo vremeto koga sè u{te cveta{e taa 
scena, koga (pred erata na Internetot) nema{e 
nikakva vistinska alternativa za toa ­ toa zna~e{e 
vleguvawe vo gej `ivotot, sre}avawe so celosnata 

I

In the early summer of 1981 a young gay man by the 
name of Neil Bartlett moved from a small town to the big 
city. In his case, the big city happened to be London, and 
it was not altogether unfamiliar territory to him. “When 
I was sixteen I used to come up here on the train to go to 
the museums, to stand and look at the pictures, and also 
to be looked at, picked up, and then when I was twenty, I 
would come up here to meet someone. It was always the 
place to be. I used to get an erection just waiting for the 
train.”1 Exciting and terrifying as it was for Bartlett to 
embark at last on a new life in the big city, getting there 
was only the beginning. After all, it is one thing to visit a 
gay metropolis like London, and quite another thing to 
move there. “Coming to London... isn’t something you 
do just by stepping off the train; it takes years, believe 
me, it’s taken me years” (xx). That is because entering 
the metropolitan gay scene means—or, rather, it used to 
mean, at the time when that scene was still flourishing, 
when (before the age of the internet) there was no real 
alternative to it—it meant entering gay life, encountering 
the full width and breadth of gay culture, expanding 
one’s sexual literacy, discovering and making gay history, 
ceasing to be merely homosexual and learning how to be 
gay.

Dejvid M. 
Halperin 
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{iro~ina i obem na gej kulturata, pro{iruvawe 
na sopstvenata seksualna pismenost, otkrivawe i 
sozdavawe na gej istorija, prestanuvawe da se bide 
samo homoseksualec/homoseksualka i u~ewe kako da 
se bide gej.  

Za da se snao|ate niz gradot, treba da se izgubite 
vo nego. Knigata vo koja Bartlet gi zapi{a svoite 
pohodi vo gej kulturata po~nuva so epigraf od 
Berlinska hronika (A Berlin Chronicle) na Valter 
Benjamin (Walter Benjamin 1932): „Da ne se snao|a{ 
vo eden grad mo`e da bide neinteresno i banalno. 
Za toa e potrebno neznaewe ­ ni{to pove}e. No, da se 
izgubi{ vo gradot...”2 Gubewe na sebe si za Bartlet 
ne e samo govorna figura: toj opi{uva cel proekt. 
Pristignuvaweto vo London, u~eweto kako da se bide 
gej, povlekuva gubewe na sebe si, na sebnosta koja 
prethodno ste ja imale, i stanuvawe toa {to si. [to 
e edna od pri~inite zo{to se potrebni godini. 

Da se izgubi{ e najdobriot metod za nao|awe 
na sopstveniot pat. Postepeno otkrivate novi 
{emi na egzistencija srede izmenetite uslovi na 
metropoliskiot квир `ivot. Bartlet otkril deka 
nekoi od tie {emi ve}e bile rasposlani pred nego. 
Toj po~nal da razbira deka gej `ivotot koj{to toj 
u~el da go vodi vo London vsu{nost bil prodol`enie 
na `ivotot {to tamu go vodele drugi gej ma`i cel 
vek ili pove}e nanazad. Ne prodol`enie vo celost, 
sekako, no prodol`enie do za~uduva~ki stepen.

Pristignuvaweto vo London zna~e{e navleguvawe vo 
ve}e postoe~ki `ivot ­ za prvpat po~nav da zboruvam so 
drugi lu|e, da odam na mesta koi ve}e imaat stil ili, 
ako sakate, istorija. [to storiv, pretpostavuvam deka go 
povrzav mojot `ivot so drugi `ivoti, duri i so zgradi i 
ulici, koi imaa egzistencija koja & prethodi na mojata. 
Ova e samo po sebe posebno, zatoa {to jas go iskusuvav 

In order to find your way in the city, you need to lose 
yourself in it. The book in which Bartlett recorded his 
forays into gay culture begins with an epigraph from 
Walter Benjamin’s A Berlin Chronicle (1932): “Not to 
find one’s way in a city may well be uninteresting and 
banal. It requires ignorance — nothing more. But to lose 
oneself in a city...”2 Losing oneself is not a mere figure 
of speech for Bartlett: it describes an entire project. 
Coming to London, learning how to be gay, entails losing 
yourself, the self you used to have, and becoming who 
you are. Which is one reason why it takes years.

Losing yourself is the best method of finding your way. 
Gradually you discover new patterns of existence amid 
the changed conditions of metropolitan queer life. Some 
of those patterns, Bartlett found, had already been laid 
down for him. He started to realize that the gay life he was 
learning to lead in London was in fact continuous with 
the life that had been led there by other gay men, going 
back a century or more. Not completely continuous, of 
course, but continuous to an astonishing degree.

Coming to London meant moving into a life that already ex-
isted — I started to talk to other people for the first time, to 
go to places that already had a style, a history if you like. 
What I’ve done, I suppose, is to connect my life to other 
lives, even buildings and streets that had an existence prior 
to mine. This is in itself remarkable, because for the longest 
time imaginable I experienced my gayness in complete isola-
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sopstvenoto gejstvo najdolgo {to mo`e da se zamisli 
vo celosna izolacija, isto kako i sekoe gej dete vo malo 
grat~e. I sega, postepeno, sfativ deka sum povrzan so 
`ivotite na drugi ma`i, ma`i koi `iveat vo London 
zaedno so mene. Ili so drugi, mrtvi london~ani  (xx, so 
masni bukvi vo originalot).

Da nau~i{ kako da bide{ gej, da stane{ toa {to 
si, ne zna~i da go sfati{ sopstveniot poedine~en 
identitet, tuku da napreduva{ kon nov, relaciski 
identitet taka {to prepoznava{ kako nalikuva{ 
ili se razlikuva{ od drugi gej ma`i.

Tokmu preku otkrivaweto na stepenot na negovata 
sli~nost so drugi gej ma`i i so prepoznavawe 
na povrzanosta so niv, Bartlet uspea da dojde 
do sopstvenoto gejstvo. Kako {to kriti~arkata 
Dajan ^izholm (Dianne Chisholm) toa ostroumno go 
formulira, Bartlet, „~uvstvuva, natprirodno, deka 
ovaa vrska odnapred bila podgotvena za nego, ne od 
strana na sovremenicite, tuku od prvata generacija 
na ‘gej’ ma`i koi se otkrile vo erata na Oskar Vajld 
(Oscar Wilde). Taka, ma`ot {to se otkriva i stanuva 
svoj vo gradot na 80­tite ne e ni{to originalno. 
Toj stanuva toa {to e so pretvorawe na sebesi vo 
karakter od vidot na urban `itel koj po~na da 
postoi vo docnite 1800­ti. Svoeto egzistencijalno 
nastanuvawe & go dol`i na istoriska produkcija”.3 
„Toa e navistina to~no”, priznava Bartlet, 
u`ivaj}i vo o~igledniot paradoks (i povtoruvaj}i 
po francuskiot poet Artur Rembo (Arthur Rimbaud)), 
„Jas sum drugi lu|e”.4

Toj objasnuva, „Koga lu|e me pra{uvaat zo{to ̀ iveam 
vo London, velam, napraviv `ivot za sebe si. No, ne 
izmisliv `ivot; jas navlegov, si napraviv sebe si 
mesto vo `ivot koj ve}e postoe{e” (205).

tion, just like any other gay child in a small town. And now, 
gradually, I’ve come to understand that I am connected with 
other men’s lives, men living in London with me. Or with 
other, dead Londoners (xx; boldface in original).

Learning how to be gay, becoming who you are, is not 
about realizing your authentic individual identity but 
about acceding to a new, relational identity by recognizing 
how you resemble and differ from other gay men.

It was by discovering the extent of his commonality with 
other gay men and by acknowledging a connection with 
them that Bartlett ultimately was able to come into his 
own gayness. As the critic Dianne Chisholm astutely 
puts it, Bartlett “senses, uncannily, that this connection 
has been prepared for him in advance, not by his 
contemporaries but by the first generation of ‘gay’ men 
to come out in the era of Oscar Wilde. Thus the man who 
comes out and into his own in the city of the 1980s is not 
original. He becomes who he is by making himself over 
in the character of a species of urban dweller that came 
into existence in the late 1800s. He owes his existential 
becoming to a historic production.”3 “It’s quite true,” 
Bartlett admits, relishing the apparent paradox (and 
echoing the French poet Arthur Rimbaud), “I am other 
people.”4

He explains, “When people ask me why I live in London, 
I say, I’ve made a life for myself. But I haven’t invented a 
life; I have moved into, made a place for myself in a life 
that already existed” (205).
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Ne „izlegov (se otkriv)” tolku kolku {to „vlegov”, 
bidej}i vo istiot moment koga izleguvame, ja objavuvame 
na{ata razli~nost od svetot, se nurnuvame vo visoko 
stilizirano, pod pritisok, konvencionalno dru{tvo, 
vo gej dru{tvoto. Iako dru{tvoto na koe mu pripa|am ne 
e izme{ano pove}e od koj bilo drug del od britanskiot 
`ivot (mo`ebi spieme zaedno, no toa ne zna~i deka 
delime ist `ivot), sè u{te ~uvstvuvam, nejasno, deka 
site nie sme isto, deka imame zaedni~ki identitet, 
zaedni~ki interesi. Sogledav deka tokmu koga sme 
najsli~ni edni na drugi, koga navleguvame vo ekonomija 
bazirana na razmena na spodeleni znaci, ja nao|ame 
na{ata najgolema sila (206­207).

Bartlet ne bil razo~aran ili zgrozen od mo`nosta 
deka modernata individua, osobeno modernata gej 
ma{ka individua, mo`ebi e generi~ka. Toj na{ol 
izvor na potvrduvawe vo zamislenata iskustvenost 
na zaedni{tvoto so gej ma`ite kako grupa. Najposle, 
„Originalnosta ne e doblest na na{ata kultura; 
najubavite i najuspe{nite ma`i se ugleduvaat vo 
drugi ma`i” (201).

Mo`ebi postojano se izmisluvame i preizmisluvame 
sebesi, izmisluvaj}i gi sopstvenite `ivoti 
popatno (kako {to veruval Bartlet (30, 171)), no 
nie nikoga{ ne po~nuvame od nula. Naprotiv, 
„nie... sme dlaboko neoriginalni”, izjavuva toj, 
ne bez odredeno zadovolstvo. „Pornografijata ne 
e edinstvenoto mesto kade {to site ma`i se isti. 
Nie rasteme kako nevidlivi i sami, no toga{ 
tipi~no se dvi`ime od celosna izolacija vo ne{to 
{to se ~ini kako kompletna kultura vo mnogu mal 
vremenski period”. Toa {to go `rtvuvame kako 
individualna edinstvenost go nadopolnuvame so 
begawe od samotijata. „Da se bide predvidliv e mala 
cena koja{to se pla}a za spodeluvawe na ne{to, za 
mo`nosta da se zboruva” (204­205).

I didn’t so much “come out” as “go in,” since at the very mo-
ment at which we come out, declare our difference from the 
world, we immerse ourselves in a highly stylized, pressured, 
conventional society; gay society. Although the society I am 
part of is no more mixed than is any other part of British 
life (we may sleep together, but that does not mean that we 
share a life), I still feel, obscurely, that we are all the same, 
that we have a common identity, common interests. I have 
found that it is when we are most like each other, when we 
enter an economy based on the exchange of shared signs, 
that we have found our greatest strength (206-207).

Bartlett was not upset or threatened by the possibility 
that the modern individual, especially the modern gay 
male individual, might be generic. He found a source of 
affirmation in the imagined experience of commonality 
with gay men as a group. “Originality,” after all, “is not 
a virtue in our culture; the most beautiful and successful 
men model themselves on other men” (201).

We may be constantly inventing and reinventing 
ourselves, making our lives up as we go along (as Bartlett 
believed [30, 171]), but we never start from scratch. 
On the contrary, “we... are profoundly unoriginal,” he 
declares, with a certain satisfaction. “It’s not only in 
pornography that all men are the same. We grow up 
invisible and alone, but then we characteristically move 
from complete isolation into what feels like a complete 
culture in a very short space of time.” What we sacrifice 
in individual uniqueness we make up for in an escape 
from solitude. “Being predictable is a small price to pay 
for sharing something, being able to talk” (204-205).

David M. Halperin Small Town Boy: Neil Bartlett Learns How to be Gay
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Daleku od toa da ima potreba da „otfrli nekoi 
stereotipi, ulogi ili fikcii”, Bartlet se obidel 
da najde zna~ewe vo niv (206). Toj eksperimentiral 
so mo`nosta da se prepoznae sebesi vo sovremenite 
formi na gej ̀ ivotot ­ duri i vo gej kli{eata. „Svojot 
`ivot go poklopiv so {emite na drugite ma`i okolu 
mene. Se nau~iv sebesi na zadovolstvoto da se bide 
kako drugi lu|e. Odev vo istite mesta, imav ist tip 
seksualen ̀ ivot, zboruvav za, gore­dolu, istite raboti 
i, gore­dolu, na istiot jazik. Nitu imav potreba, 
nitu sakav da znam ne~ie ime. Otskoro, po~nav da 
eksperimentiram so drug ekstrem, poklopuvawe na 
{emite na mojot `ivot so tie na samo eden ma`. 
Toa se ~ini kako varijacija na istata strategija, 
podednakvo neophodna i podednakvo prijatna. Si 
mislam, celo vreme sakame da doznaeme raboti eden 
za drug, da znaeme dali navistina si pripa|ame eden 
na drug, pripa|ame zaedno”(xx). Kone~no, dali postoi 
takvo ne{to kako gej identitet, gej zaednica, gej 
kultura, gej subjektivnost? Dali postoi kolektiven 
gej subjekt koj mo`e da ka`e „nie”? Dali site nie 
navistina sme isti? Do kade dosega gej sli~nosta 
od edno lice do drugo, od eden mig vo vremeto do 
sleden?

I pokraj zboruvaweto za istosta i za sli~nosta, 
Bartlet ne bil naiven ili bezgri`en esencijalist. 
Toj znael deka site gej ma`i ne se isti, deka ne e 
nu`no da se spodeluvawe `ivot. Vsu{nost, nemu mu 
bilo neprijatno da zboruva za gej ma`i kako za grupa, 
da koristi prvo lice mno`ina. „Na primer, koga }e 
ka`am ‘nie’, mislam na nas gej ma`ite. Se podzgr~uvam 
i sakam da objasnam. Ovoj zbor bi imal sovr{ena 
smisla vo nekoj bar, no eve me, go upotrebuvam vo 
kniga, i nema kako da znam dali ~itatelot e gej, ili 
ma`, ili dali na kakov bilo na~in e vlo`en ili 
posveten na razbirawe na ovoj jazik... Sepak, smetam 
deka treba da zboruvame me|usebno na na{ sopstven 

Far from needing “to reject any stereotypes, roles or 
fictions,” Bartlett tried to find meaning in them (206). 
He experimented with the possibility of recognizing 
himself in contemporary forms of gay life—even in gay 
clichés. “I matched my life with the patterns of other 
men around me. I taught myself the pleasure of being 
like other people. I went to the same places, I had the 
same sort of sex life, I talked about roughly the same 
things and in roughly the same language. I didn’t either 
need or want to know anybody’s name. More recently I’ve 
started experimenting with the other extreme, matching 
the patterns of my life with those of just one other man. 
It feels like another variation on the same strategy, just 
as necessary and just as pleasurable. All the time, I think, 
we want to find out about each other, to know if we really 
belong to each other, belong together” (xx). Is there, in 
the end, such a thing as gay identity, gay society, gay 
culture, gay subjectivity? Is there a collective gay subject 
who can say “we”? Are we really all the same? How far 
does that gay commonality extend from one person to 
the next, from one moment in time to the next?

For all his talk of sameness and commonality, Bartlett 
was no naive or happy-go-lucky essentialist. He knew that 
gay men are not all the same, that we do not necessarily 
share a life. He was in fact uneasy speaking about gay men 
as a group, about using the first person plural. “When I 
say ‘we’ for instance, I mean we gay men. I flinch and 
want to explain. This word would make perfect sense 
in a bar, but here I am using it in a book, and I have 
no way of knowing if the reader is gay, or a man, or has 
any investment in or commitment to understanding this 
language... Nonetheless, I think that we do have to speak 
to one another, in our own language” (xxii). And, in a 
note, Bartlett adds, somewhat defensively,
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jazik” (xxii). I vo edna bele{ka, Bartlet dodava, po 
malku branej}i se,

Ovaa kniga ja napi{a gej ma`, roden vo 1958 godina, koj 
`ivee vo London od 1982 do 1987 godina. Se nadevam, 
jasno e deka ne se odnesuva na nekoe drugo vreme ili 
prostor, i deka nikako ne e „reprezentativen” gej tekst, 
tekst za „gej bivstvoto”. Geografijata i opsesiite na 
ovoj konkreten ma` se neobi~ni, a ne tipi~ni. Niz 
knigata, zborot gej  ne e so namera da bide ednakov na 
zna~eweto na homoseksualen, nitu pak e so namera da 
e ednakov na Uranec ili na nastran ili koj bilo od 
drugite koristeni zborovi (241).

Toga{, tolku od esencijalizmot Bartlet tvrdi deka 
pi{uva samo za sopstvenoto iskustvo, vo konkretno 
vreme i prostor, a ne za samiot gej `ivot kako takov. 
Toj znae deka ne e pretstavnik, deka ne mo`e da 
pretpostavi deka zboruva vo ime na site gej ma`i. „Gej” 
ne e ednakvo na „homoseksualec/no/na/en” zatoa {to 
sekoja takva etiketa ja proizveduva posebna istoriska 
formacija koja nu`no e edinstvena i zatoa nitu eden 
termin za seksualen identitet ne treba da se ottrga 
od negoviot kontekst i da se univerzalizira. „Gej” 
se odnesuva na iskustvoto na kolektiven, moderen, 
politiziran seksualen subjekt, sozdaden javno i 
vidlivo preku neformalna mre`a na komercijalni 
i organizacii na zaednicata vo metropoliskite 
centri. Sepak, neobi~en i netipi~en kakov {to 
e, Bartlet se obiduval da go dolovi sopstvenoto 
iskusuvawe na gej `ivotot vo London vo konkreten 
moment i toa iskustvo bilo, vo negovoto iskusuvawe 
na istoto, zaedni~ko. Vo toa vreme, da se bide gej 
zna~elo da se vidi{ sebesi vo drugiot gej ­ da se 
nau~i, me|u drugoto, i kako da se ka`e „nie”. Toa bil 
obid od strana na gej ma`ite niz son da vlezat vo 
postoewe kako zaednica, kako politi~ka sila, kako 
napredna, fleksibilna i inkluzivna seksualna 

This book was written by a gay man, born in 1958, living in 
London from 1982-1987. I hope it is clear that it is not about 
any other time or place, and is in no sense a “representative” 
gay text, a text about “being gay.” The geography and obses-
sions of this particular male are peculiar, not typical. The 
word gay, throughout the book, is not meant to be equiva-
lent in meaning to homosexual, any more than it is meant to 
be equivalent to Uranian or invert or any of the other words 
used (241).

So much, then, for essentialism. Bartlett claims to be 
writing only about his own experience, in a particular 
time and place, not about gay life as such. He knows that 
he is not representative, that he cannot presume to speak 
for all gay men. “Gay” is not equivalent to “homosexual,” 
because every such label is produced by a specific 
historical formation which is necessarily unique, and so 
no sexual identity-term should be abstracted from its 
context and universalized. “Gay” refers to the experience 
of a collective, modern, politicized sexual subject, 
constituted publicly and visibly through an informal 
network of commercial and community organizations 
in metropolitan centers. Nonetheless, peculiar and 
untypical as he might be, Bartlett was trying to capture 
his own experience of gay life in London at a particular 
moment, and that very experience was, in his experience 
of it, a communal one. To be gay, at the time, was to learn 
to see oneself in the gay other—to learn, among other 
things, how to say “we.” It was an attempt by gay men 
to dream themselves into existence as a community, as 
a political force, as a thriving, resilient, and inclusive 
sexual culture. It was an experiment in relatedness, an 
effort to construct a new identity defined by reference 
to membership in a group—an effort to harness the full 
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kultura.  Toa bil eksperiment na srodnost, obid da se 
konstruira nov identitet definiran so upatuvawe 
na pripadnosta kon edna grupa ­ obid za zajarmuvawe 
na celata sila na identifikuvaweto. Zatoa, da se 
bide gej bilo da se zazeme pozicija na kolektiven 
subjekt koj trebalo da gi pretstavuva nepoznatite 
gej ma`i, tie koi ne sme gi sretnale, gej ma`ite koi 
po~inale pred da se rodime. Toa {to Bartlet uspeva 
da ni go ka`e za svoeto neobi~no iskusuvawe na 
bivaweto gej vo odredeno vreme i prostor izleguva 
deka, mo`ebi edinstveno tokmu poradi taa pri~ina, 
ima zna~itelno po{iroki odeci. Zatoa {to vo 
negovata su{tina e strastnoto ubeduvawe za srodnost 
so gej ma`i kako grupa.

* * *
Da be{e Nil Bartlet Amerikanec, bez ~uvstvo za 
istorija, }e napi{e{e prikazna za izleguvawe 
­ prikazna za edna individua, ne za edna kultura. 
Toj ne bi pi{uval za procesot na gubewe na sebe 
si, tuku za procesot na nao|awe na sebe si (206). Toj 
bi ja raska`al prikaznata za otkrivawe na svojata 
vistinska sebnost – i popatnoto postignuvawe na 
samoprifa}awe, gordost i qubov. Vo toj slu~aj nego­
vata kniga, kolku i da e potresna ili informativna, 
bi im se priklu~ila na mno{tvoto sli~ni prikazni 
koi gej licata gi pi{uvaat so decenii, i toa ne samo 
vo Soedinetite Amerikanski Dr`avi. No, rabotite 
stoele taka {to Bartlet ne bil zainteresiran za 
raska`uvawe na ~isto li~na prikazna. Vsu{nost, 
toj ne mislel deka ima ~isto li~na prikazna za 
raska`uvawe. „Mo`ebi mojot `ivot vo gradot ne e 
do taa merka individualen i priroden kolku {to 
e kolektiven i odreden”, zabele`a toj (206). Zatoa 
toj posaka da ne zboruva so individualen glas tuku 
so onolku razli~ni gej ma{ki glasovi kolku {to 
mo`el da sobere. I navistina dal sè od sebe za vo 

force of identification. To be gay was therefore to take 
up a collective subject position that was supposed to 
represent gay men one did not know, had never met, gay 
men who had died before one was born. What Bartlett 
manages to tell us about his peculiar experience of being 
gay in a particular time and place turns out, if only for 
that very reason, to have considerably wider resonances. 
For central to it is the passionate conviction of being 
related to gay men as a group.

* * *
If Neil Bartlett had been an American, without a sense 
of history, he would have written a coming-out story—a 
story about an individual, not a culture. He would have 
written not about the process of losing himself but about 
the process of finding himself (206). He would have told 
the story of discovering his true self—and achieving self-
acceptance, pride, and love along the way. In which case 
his book, however moving or informative, would simply 
have joined the crowd of similar stories that gay people 
have been writing for decades, and not only in the United 
States. But, as it happened, Bartlett was not interested 
in telling a purely personal story. In fact, he did not 
think he had a purely personal story to tell. “Perhaps 
my life in this city is not so much individual and natural 
as collective and determined,” he remarked (206). He 
therefore wished to speak not in an individual voice but 
in as many different gay male voices as he could muster. 
And he did his best to hear in those voices—to learn to 
recognize in them—echoes of his own.
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tie glasovi da ~ue ­ da nau~i vo niv da prepoznava 
– odzivi na sopstveniot.

Na Bartlet ne mu bilo sekoga{ lesno da gi locira i 
identifikuva gej ma`ite ~ii prethodni `ivoti go 
„odredile” negoviot „`ivot vo ovoj grad”. Najposle, 
toj uspeal da izmisli vrska pome|u negovata 
individualna subjektivnost i taa na „drugite, mrtvi 
london~ani”, rezultat edinstveno na zna~itelna 
dosetlivost i postojan trud.

Pretpostavuvam deka sfa}am kolkav neznajko sum. Ako 
ni{to ne nau~ime od istorijata toga{ pri~inata za toa 
e {to voop{to ne ja poznavame istorijata. 

Taka, po~nav da se obiduvam da ja nau~am sopstvenata 
istorija i toa go storiv tokmu na istiot na~in kako {to 
go sovladuvav sovremeniot London. ]e slu{ne{ kako 
nekoj ma` zboruva za nekoj pab, ili }e pro~ita{ adresa 
vo vesnik, ili nekoga{ samo sledi{ nekoj {to ti se 
dopa|a i otkriva{ sosem nov del od gradot. Znae{ deka 
tvoeto poznavawe e dosta proizvolno. Tvoeto poznavawe 
na gradot se formira niz na~inot na koj porane{nite 
qubovnici te zapoznavaat so nivnite prijateli, niz 
na~inot na koj slu{a{ ne~ija prikazna ednostavno 
zatoa {to toj slu~ajno se na{ol na isto mesto vo isto 
vreme so tebe. I postepeno izgraduva{ mre`a na mesta 
i lu|e, mo`ebi }e otkrie{ odredena grupa lu|e, ili 
bara{, ili slu~ajno }e najde{ eden ma` koj go fokusira 
tvojot `ivot. Se dvi`ev od patokaz do patokaz, od ime 
do ime, od kniga do kniga. Po~nav da sobiram sliki i 
anegdoti. Kupiv ~etiri golemi notesi i gi ispolniv so 
sekakvi tekstovi ili sliki koi mo`ev da gi najdam za 
London od pred 100 godini. Se vrativ vo galeriite za 
sliki i muzeite koi gi obletuvav koga imav 16 godini. 
Postepeno, po~nav da gi u~am geografijata i jazikot na 
1895 ili 1881 godina, povtorno da ja crtam svojata karta 
na gradot, da prepoznavam odredeni znaci, odredeni 
zborovi. Po~nav ovoj drugiot London da go gledam kako 
po~etok na mojata sopstvena prikazna – a dotoga{, 

It was not always easy for Bartlett to locate and to identify 
the gay men whose earlier lives had “determined” his 
“life in this city.” If, in the end, he was able to forge a 
connection between his individual subjectivity and 
that of “other, dead Londoners,” it was only by dint of 
considerable ingenuity and persistent effort.

I suppose I realize how ignorant I am. If we don’t learn any-
thing from history then it is because we don’t know any his-
tory.

So I began to try and learn my own history, and I did it in ex-
actly the same way as I learnt my way around contemporary 
London. You hear a man talking about a pub, or you read an 
address in a paper, or sometimes you simply follow someone 
you fancy and discover a whole new part of town. You know 
that your knowledge is quite arbitrary. Your knowledge of 
the city is shaped by the way ex-lovers introduce you to their 
friends, by the way you hear someone’s story simply because 
he happened to be in the same place as you at the same time. 
And eventually you build up a network of places and people, 
perhaps you discover a particular group of people, or you 
look for, or accidentally find, one man who focuses your life. 
I moved from clue to clue, from name to name and from book 
to book. I started collecting pictures and anecdotes. I bought 
four big scrapbooks and filled them with whatever texts or 
images I could find from the London of a hundred years ago. 
I went back to the picture galleries and museums I used to 
haunt when I was sixteen. Gradually I began to learn the ge-
ography and language of 1895 or 1881, to redraw my map of 
the city, to recognize certain signs, certain words. I began 
to see this other London as the beginning of my own story 
— and up till then, like a lot of other men, I’d seen America 
and 1970 as the start of everything (xxi).
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kako i mnogu drugi ma`i, kako po~etok na s$ ja gledav 
Amerika i 1970ta godina (xxi). 

Knigata koja{to proizleze od praktikata na 
Bartlet da krstosuva po arhivite, ja zadr`ala 
fomata na kola`, izme{ani fragmenti od li~en 
dnevnik i istoriski dokumenti, razmisluvawa za 
gej `ivotot, socijalni i literarni analizi, pisma 
i uporno voznemiruva~ko intrigantno obra}awe 
kon ~itatelot.5  I navistina „notesot”, ni ka`uva 
Bartlet, „e vistinskata forma na na{ata istorija, 
bidej}i go zabele`uva toa {to nie go pamtime, i vo 
svoite propusti otelotvoruva i kako gi pamtime i 
kako gi zaboravame na{ite `ivoti. Sekoga{ sme 
nekade pome|u neznaeweto i izlo`enosta” (99).

* * *
Isto kako {to Bartlet so poklopuvawe na svojot   
`ivot so {emite na drugite gej ma`i okolu nego se 
u~el sebesi kako da bide gej, a potoa, vo „druga vari­
jacija na istata strategija”, po~nal da gi poklopu­
va {emite na svojot `ivot so tie na samo eden drug 
gej ma`, taka, i vo negovoto arhivsko istra`uvawe, 
se prefrlil od „izgraduvawe na mre`a na mesta 
i lica” do nao|awe na edna konkretna istoriska 
li~nost koja go fokusira{e negovoto ~uvstvo za toa 
{to zna~i da si gej. „Dokolku nekoj nepoznat pobara 
da mu navede{ nekoj homoseksualec, dali kako odgo­
vor bi mu go dal sopstvenoto ime?”, pra{a toj. „Ili 
dokolku pra{ate nekoj drug, va{ata sestra, na pri­
mer, ili va{iot tatko, da navedat nekoj homoseksua­
lec, {to bi odgovorile tie? Ima eden, samo eden, ~ie 
ime im e poznato na site. Vsu{nost, toj e najpoznat 
po toa {to e homoseksualec” (26). Vo London, vo 1980­
tite, toa lice bilo Oskar Vajld. Sudeweto na Vajld 
vo 1895 godina i negovoto posledovatelno osuduvawe 
za krivi~no delo „seriozna nedoli~nost” na senza­

The book that resulted from Bartlett’s practice of cruising 
the archive retains the form of a collage, mingling 
fragments of a personal diary with historical documents, 
reflections on gay life, social and literary analysis, letters, 
and an insistently, disturbingly complicitous address to 
the reader.5 Indeed, “the scrapbook,” Bartlett tells us, 
“is the true form of our history, since it records what we 
remember, and embodies in its omissions both how we 
remember and how we forget our lives. We are always 
held between ignorance and exposure” (99).

* * *
Just as Bartlett taught himself how to be gay first by 
matching his life with the patterns of other gay men 
around him and, then, in “another variation on the 
same strategy,” began to match the patterns of his life 
with those of just one other gay man, so in his archival 
research did he shift from building up “a network of 
places and people” to finding one historical figure in 
particular who came to focus his sense of what it meant 
to be gay. “If a stranger asked you to name a homosexual, 
would you give your own name in reply?” he inquired. 
“Or if you asked someone else, your sister, for instance, 
or your father, to name a homosexual, what would 
their response be? There is one, just one, whose name 
everyone knows. In fact he is famous above all else for 
being a homosexual” (26). In London, in the 1980s, that 
person was Oscar Wilde. Wilde’s trial in 1895 and his 
subsequent conviction for the crime of “gross indecency” 
had sensationally and indelibly branded him with the 
mark of homosexual identity, making him for years to 
come the known and public face of that otherwise secret 
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cionalen i nedvojben na~in go brendiraa so belegot 
na homoseksualen identitet, vooblikuvaj}i go nego 
za mnogu sledni godini vo poznatoto i javno lice na 
toj inaku taen i neizustliv porok. Kako i Gertruda 
[tajn, ~ie ime funkcionira{e vo popularnata kul­
tura na Soedinetite Amerikanski Dr`avi vo tekot 
na 1950­tite godini kako {ifra za lezbejstvo (zbor 
koj{to bi bilo nedoli~no otvoreno da se izgovori), 
Oskar Vajld, otkako taka spektakularno ­ ako ne i 
tragi~no – bil izveden pred britanskite sudovi, go 
pozajmil svoeto ime na cel seksualen vid. 

Bartlet bil svesen za mnogute na~ini na koi 
Vajld ne se vklopuval vo modelot na gej identitet 
sozdaden na ulicite i vo klubovite i pome|u 
~lenovite na aktivisti~kite grupi niz London po 
gej liberalizacijata. No, Bartlet ne se obiduval 
da identifikuva „pretstavitelen” gej ma`. U{te 
pomalku baral model za ugleduvawe – a najmalku 
„pozitivna pretstava” za ma{ka homoseksualnost. 
Toj se obiduval da ja nau~i sopstvenata istorija. A, ne 
mo`e{ sekoga{ da ja odbira{ sopstvenata istorija.
  
Bertlet ve}e znael deka e homoseksualec. No, kako {to 
}e ka`e Edmund Vajt (Edmund White), toj e nesiguren 
vo implikaciite.6 Toj po~nal da sogleduva deka da se 
bide gej ne e samo nenamerna sostojba, tuku cel na~in 
na `iveewe, so svoi tradicii, sopstvena istorija, 
no toj ne razbral kako to~no negoviot `ivot bil vo 
vrska so niv. Ili dali go `iveel pravilno.7  [to 
e homoseksualec, kakov e gej `ivotot: toa ve}e bilo 
definirano – istoriski, popularno, pretenciozno, 
avtoritativno, kanonski, za podobro ili za polo{o 
– so li~nosta na Oskar Vajld.

I taka, Bartlet se obide da otkrie dali imalo 
ne{to vo `ivotot na Vajld ili vo negovata rabota 
koe{to mo`ebi soodvetstvuva na negovoto sopstveno 

and unmentionable vice. Like Gertrude Stein, whose 
name functioned in US popular culture during the 1950s 
as a codeword for lesbianism (which it would have been 
indecorous to pronounce outright), Oscar Wilde, once 
he had been so spectacularly—if tragically—outed by the 
British courts, lent his name to an entire sexual species.

Bartlett was aware of the many ways that Wilde did not 
fit the model of gay identity that was being invented on 
the streets and in the clubs and among the members 
of the activist groups around London in the wake of 
gay liberation. But Bartlett was not trying to identify a 
“representative” gay man. Much less was he looking 
for a role model—let alone a “positive image” of male 
homosexuality. He was trying to learn his own history. 
And you cannot always choose your history. 

Bartlett already knew he was homosexual. But, as Edmund 
White would say, he was unsure of the implications.6 
He had begun to realize that being gay is not just an 
involuntary condition but an entire way of life with its 
own traditions, its own history, but he didn’t understand 
exactly how his own life related to them. Or whether he 
was living it right.7 What a homosexual is, what a gay 
life is like: that had already been defined—historically, 
popularly, flamboyantly, authoritatively, canonically, for 
better or for worse—by the personage of Oscar Wilde.

And so Bartlett attempted to figure out if there was 
anything in Wilde’s life or work that might correspond 
to his own experience, anything that he could recognize 
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iskustvo, ne{to {to bi mo`el da go prepoznae kako 
svoe. Dali toj i Vajld imale ne{to zaedni~ko? Koga 
bi mo`ele da se sretnat, bi mo`ele li da razgovaraat? 
Bartlet se obidel da ja dolovi vrskata. Za da razbere 
{to zna~i da se bide gej, toj se vdal da otkrie {to, 
ako voop{to ne{to, toj bi mo`el da ima zaedni~ko 
so najpoznatiot gej ma` od site, so ma`ot ~ij{to 
primer postavil postojan reper za britanskite 
ma`i od toj moment natamu.  

Taka, koga ne visel po barovi i klubovi, Bartlet 
po~nal svoeto slobodno vreme da go pominuva vo 
bibliotekata, dru`ej}i se so mrtvite. Iskopal s$ 
{to mo`el da najde za Vajld, za toa kako Vajld i 
drugi gej ma`i `iveele vo minatoto, i na toj na~in 
se obidel da go dolovi subjektivnoto iskusuvawe na 
bivaweto gej, i vo denovite na Vajld i vo negovoto 
sopstveno vreme. Bidej}i, da se pra{uva, kako {to toj 
postojano pra{uval, „Kakov ma` bil toj”? (xxii, 223­
25), bilo da se zafati so rabota na specificirawe 
na gej koe po svoite predizvici i komplikacii ne se 
razlikuva od obidot da se definira {to zna~i da se 
bide gej vo sopstvenoto vreme i prostor na Bartlet: 
„Odnosno, kakvi ma`i bevme nie?” (223). Zabele`ete 
deka Bartlet vnimatelno odbral da pi{uva vo minato 
vreme koga zboruva za svojata sopstvena generacija 
za da naglasi deka ve}e is~eznuvala egzistencijata 
na svetot koj{to go opi{uval, ve}e bil del od 
istorijata  i vo momentite koga pi{uval za nego. 
Rezultatot od istrajnite ispituvawa na Bartlet bil 
vpe~atlivo poeti~no, prefineto i originalno delo, 
izdadeno vo 1988 godina i dosetlivo nasloveno Koj 
be{e toj ~ovek? Podarok za g-n Oskar Vajld (Who 
Was That Man? A Present for Mr Oscar Wilde).

Vo tekot na obiduvaweto da ni ka`e kakov ~ovek bil 
Oskar Vajld, za da ni opi{e kakov vid  ma`i sme bile 
„nie”, Bartlet doprel nekoi aspekti na toa {to jas go 

as his own. Did he and Wilde share something? If they 
could meet, would they be able to talk? Bartlett tried to 
grasp the connection. In order to understand what it 
meant to be gay, he set out to discover what, if anything, 
he might have in common with the most famous gay man 
of all, with the man whose example had set a permanent 
precedent for British gay men ever since.

So when he wasn’t hanging out in the bars and clubs, 
Bartlett began to spend his free time in the library, 
hanging out with the dead. He dug up everything he could 
find about Wilde, about how Wilde and other gay men 
had lived in the past, and in that way he tried to capture 
the subjective experience of being gay, both in Wilde’s 
day and his own. For to ask, as he did repeatedly, “What 
kind of man was he?” (xxii, 223-25), was to undertake a 
labor of gay specification no different in its challenges 
and ramifications from the attempt to define what it 
meant to be gay in Bartlett’s own time and place: “That 
is, what kind of men were we?” (223). Note that Bartlett 
was careful to use the past tense in speaking about his 
own generation, in order to emphasize that the world he 
was describing was already passing out of existence, was 
already part of history, even as he was writing about it. 
The result of Bartlett’s dogged inquiries was a remarkably 
poetic, subtle, and original work, published in 1988, and 
punningly entitled Who Was That Man? A Present for 
Mr Oscar Wilde.

In the course of trying to tell us what kind of man Oscar 
Wilde was, so as to describe what kind of men “we” were, 
Bartlett touched on some aspects of what I have been 
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narekuvav gej ma{ka subjektivnost. [to e pri~inata 
poradi koja jas tolku mnogu vnimanie & posvetuvam 
na negovata navidum direktna i pristapna kniga. 
Kako {to Bartlet, ili eden od negovite likovi, 
veli na po~etokot, brilijantno odbivaj}i da dade 
antecedent za toa {to ostanuva strate{ki neodredena 
i bezli~na neutralna zamenka, „Sakav da napi{am 
kniga za toa kakvo e ~uvstvoto zatoa {to mislam deka 
lu|eto sekoga{ sakaat da znaat kakvo e navistina 
~uvstvoto...” (xix; isto taka 100, 126). Proektot na 
Bartlet ne e ni{to pomalku od obid da se opi{e 
gej ma{kata subjektivnost, da se odredi kakvo e 
~uvstvoto – }e go ka`am jasno i glasno – da se bide 
gej, da se vodi gej ̀ ivot, da se bide razli~en od lu|eto 
koi se strejt, da se spodeluva квир egzistencijata, da 
se bide del od gej kulturata.8

II 

Da se opi{e gej ma{kata subjektivnost so sporeduva­
we na sopstvenite iskustva so {emite na ~uvstvuvawe 
otkrieni od strana na drugi gej ma`i, porane{ni  i 
sega{ni, zna~i zabele`uvawe i na sli~nostite i na 
razli~nostite. Ne stanuva zbor za izveduvawe na av­
toritativno znaewe za toa {to zna~i da se bide gej 
od eden model ili serija modeli, tuku za nespoko­
jno postavuvawe na sopstvenoto iskustvo vo odnos na 
drugi `ivoti koi i go ogleduvaat i ne go ogleduvaat 
istoto. Na primer, izleze deka Bartletoviot odnos 
kon Vajld mnogu li~i na negoviot odnos kon drugi gej 
ma`i vo negovata sopstvena era. Toa bilo prou~uvawe 
na ambivalentnosta. Barem toa e vidlivo od gla­
vata naslovena „Poraki”, koja{to ja so~inuvaat dve 
nepotpi{ani pisma upateni do Vajld, koi mnogu se 
razli~ni edno od drugo po ~uvstvo i ton. 

calling gay male subjectivity. Which is my reason for 
devoting so much attention to his deceptively forthright 
and accessible book. As Bartlett, or one of his personae, 
says at the outset, brilliantly refusing to supply an 
antecedent for what thereby remains a strategically 
unspecified and impersonal neuter pronoun, “I wanted 
to write a book about what it feels like, because I think 
that’s what people always want to know, really, what 
does it feel like...” (xix; also 100, 126). Bartlett’s project 
is nothing less than an attempt to describe gay male 
subjectivity, to specify what it feels like—I will spell 
it out—to be gay, to live a gay life, to be different from 
straight people, to share a queer existence, to be part of 
a gay culture.8

II  

To describe gay male subjectivity by matching your 
experiences against the patterns of feeling revealed by 
other gay men, past and present, means observing both 
correspondences and differences. It is not a question of 
deriving an authoritative knowledge of what it means to 
be gay from one model or set of models but of situating 
one’s own experience uneasily in relation to other lives 
that both do and do not mirror it. Bartlett’s relation to 
Wilde, for example, turned out to be very much like his 
relation to other gay men in his own day. It was a study 
in ambivalence. That much is evident from a chapter 
entitled “Messages,” which consists of two unsigned 
letters to Wilde, very different from each other in emotion 
and tone.

David M. Halperin Small Town Boy: Neil Bartlett Learns How to be Gay
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Prvoto pismo zapo~nuva so „Mil Oskar”. Se poka`uva 
kako pismoto da bilo sostaveno ve~erta po vra}aweto 
od pat na avtorot od Pariz, kade {to stavil cve}e 
na grobot na Vajld. Pisatelot e s$ u{te zarumenet od 
emociite od toj den, i ne malku pijan. Toj pojasnuva 
kolku blizok se ~uvstvuva so Vajld, kolku se identi­
fikuva so nego: 

Se oblekov. Se napraviv {to e mo`no pozgoden, tolku 
zgoden {to ma`ite bi me zagleduvale vo tekot na 
patuvaweto. Pridadov zna~ewe na ~inot na kupuvawe na 
rozi od cve}arot vo Arkadata Burlington (se se}ava{?) i 
potoa, koga stignav vo Pariz, otidov direktno do grobot 
i gi polo`iv niv zaedno so site drugi cve}iwa, dr`ej}i 
se najcvrsto {to mo`ev, stoej}i tamu so nasmevka na 
liceto i ne zaplakav nitu edna{. Za tebe ispu{iv cela 
cigara i potoa se svrtev i zaminav (211).

Na ~itatelot mu e dozvoleno da se nasmevne na 
iskrenosta na pisatelot, transparentnata qubov 
kon dramata i visokata senzibilnost, duri i koga e 
dopren od negovoto strasno oddavawe na po~it.

Avtorot na ova pismo, iako toplo posveten na spo­
menot na Vajld, „ma~enik i heroj” (34), ne gi ig­
norira promenite koi nastanale vo britanskoto 
op{testvo i vo gej ma{koto ̀ iveewe vo stote  godini 
koi gi razdvojuvaat. Naprotiv, del od zadovolstvoto 
na pisatelot vo ~estvuvaweto na Vajld proizleguva 
od zadovolstvoto predizvikano od soznanieto deka 
ne{tata se podobreni, deka sega toj mo`e da `ivee 
`ivot kakov {to Vajld bi posakal za sebe si. 

Senzacijata na zadovolstvo i na vina poradi nav­
leguvaweto vo ostavinata na Vajld ­ pri seriozno 
nadminuvawe na istiot, iz`ivuvawe na negovite 
aspiracii ­ pri izbegnuvawe na negovata sudbina i 
nadminuvaj}i go negoviot patos, ja intenzivira sen­
timentalnosta na pisatelot. 

The first letter begins, “Dear Oscar.” It presents itself 
as having been composed on the evening of the letter 
writer’s return from Paris, where he had placed flowers 
on Wilde’s grave. The writer is still flush with the emotion 
of the day, and not a little drunk. He makes it clear how 
close he feels to Wilde, how much he identifies with 
him:

I got dressed up. I made myself just as handsome as I could, 
so handsome that the men would look at me on the journey. 
I made a point of buying the roses from the florist in the Bur-
lington Arcade (remember?) and then when I got to Paris I 
walked straight to the grave and laid them down with all the 
other flowers looking just as strong as I could, stood there 
with a smile on my face and I didn’t cry once. I smoked a 
whole cigarette for you and then turned and went (211).

The reader is allowed to smile at the writer’s sincerity, 
transparent love of drama, and high-pitched sensibility, 
even while being touched by his passionate tribute.

The writer of this letter, though tenderly devoted to the 
memory of Wilde, “martyr and hero” (34), does not ignore 
the changes that have taken place in British society and in 
gay male life in the hundred years that separate the two 
of them. On the contrary, part of the writer’s pleasure in 
honoring Wilde derives from the satisfaction of knowing 
that things have improved, that he can now live the life 
that Wilde would have wanted for himself.

That smug but guilty sensation of coming into Wilde’s 
legacy while going well beyond him, living out his 
aspirations while escaping his fate and transcending his 
pathos, intensifies the writer’s sentimentality.
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Du{o, seto toa e za tebe. Seto ova go pravime za tebe. 
Posakuvam da mo`e{e da bide{ tuka da né vidi{. 
Ulicite ne se tolku mnogu razli~ni – ne bi se zagubil 
– no nie sme mnogu razli~ni denovive. Mo`e{ li da 
zamisli{, ve~erva se pro{etav po Strand so mojot 
qubovnik i zboruvavme vo koj pab da odime i da pieme; 
imame izbor na mesta za odewe i verojatno e deka koga 
}e stigneme tamu, nikoj nema da né poznava. I toga{ me 
pregrna preku ramoto. Pretpostavuvam deka toa se tie 
dvi`ewa, javni i nevpe~atlivi, vo koi nikoga{ ne si 
mo`el da u`iva{... Te`inata na ramoto na qubovnikot 
na tvoeto ramo ne e pove}e senzacija vo koja nekoga{ bi 
mo`el da u`iva{, ni{to ne bi mo`elo da se meri so 
toa {to ti bilo storeno tebe, toa ni{to ne mo`e da go 
smeni, no ah, re~isi i da uspeva vo toa (211­12). 

Identifikuvaweto na pisatelot so Vajld ne 
se zasnova na odbivawe na razlikata. Dokolku 
pisatelot se identifikuva so Vajld, toa ne e poradi 
toa {to smeta deka se identi~no isti zatoa {to se 
gej ma`i. Negovata sentimentalnost ne e izraz na 
slep esencijalizam. Naprotiv, vo ime na svojata 
generacija na gej ma`i toj insistira deka „denovive, 
nie sme mnogu razli~ni”. Negovoto identifikuvawe 
so Vajld go zasvoduva jazot pome|u istoriskata i 
socijalnata razlika, nao|aj}i to~ki na sli~nosti 
koi mu dozvoluvaat da se zamisluva sebe si kako da 
gi ispolnuva ambiciite na Vajld za sebesi i za gej 
`ivotot, duri i nadminuvaj}i gi. 

Tuka malku se provlekuva snishodlivost, malku 
samo~estitawe na smetka na Vajld. Vajld slu`i 
kako ar{in so koj pisatelot go meri triumfalniot 
napredok na sopstvenata generacija, ogromnata 
dale~ina koja{to ja pominal gej `ivotot vo 
posreduva~kiot vek. (Toj misli duri deka negovata 
sopstvena sre}a „re~isi” nadomestuva za stradaweto 
na Vajld!) Toga{, vo samata srcevina na ovoj oma` 
za Vajld demne impuls za deidentifikacija ve}e 

Darling, it’s all for you. We’re doing all this for you. I wish 
you could be here to see us. The streets are not all that differ-
ent — you wouldn’t get lost — but we are very different these 
days. Can you imagine, tonight I walked down the Strand 
with my lover, and we talked about which pub we would go 
and drink in; we have a choice of places to go now, and the 
chances are that when we get there no one will know us. 
And then he put his arm around my shoulder. I suppose it’s 
gestures like that, public and unremarkable, that you could 
never enjoy... The weight of a lover’s arm on your shoulder is 
not a sensation you can ever enjoy now, nothing can ever be 
worth what was done to you, nothing can change that, but oh 
it almost does (211-12).

The writer’s identification with Wilde is not founded on a 
denial of difference. If the writer identifies with Wilde, it’s 
not because he considers that as gay men they are exactly 
the same. His sentimentality is not the expression of a 
blind essentialism. On the contrary, he insists on behalf 
of his generation of gay men that “we are very different 
these days.” His identification with Wilde arcs across 
the gap of historical and social difference, finding points 
of commonality that allow him to imagine himself as 
fulfilling Wilde’s ambitions for himself and for gay life, 
even surpassing them.

Here a little condescension creeps in, a bit of self-
congratulation at Wilde’s expense. Wilde serves as 
a yardstick by which the writer measures his own 
generation’s triumphant progress, the vast distance gay 
life has traveled in the intervening century. (He even 
thinks his own happiness “almost” makes up for Wilde’s 
suffering!) At the very heart, then, of this homage to Wilde 
lurks an impulse to disidentification already implicit 
in the writer’s complacent celebration of the modern 
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impliciten na pisatelovoto samozadovolno 
slavewe na modernite mo`nosti na gej postoewe 
vo koe samiot Vajld ne mo`el da u`iva („Mo`e{ 
li da zamisli{...”). Avtorot bezdrugo istrajuva 
vo definiraweto na sopstveniot identitet vo 
slo`en odnos kon Vajld, postavuvaj}i se sebesi kako 
naslednik, prodol`uva~, {ampion, izbavuva~ na 
Vajld – i kako otelotvoruvawe na ispolnuvaweto na 
Vajldoviot istoriski potencijal.

* * *
Vtoroto pismo zvu~i dosta razli~no. „Oskar, ti 
debela ku~ko”, zapo~nuva toa. „Minatata no} ja 
sonuvav tvojata raka na moeto lice. Ti be{e tamu vo 
krevetot, golem i debel kako {to mi ka`aa deka si 
bil, pu{i{ le`ej}i vo krevetot zazemaj}i go celoto 
mesto” (212). Toa zaklu~uva, „Ne te so`aluvam. 
Duri ne sakam ni da te pra{am za sovet... Ti stara 
kralice, tvojata raka e na moeto lice, ne mo`am sega 
da zboruvam” (213).

Povtorno izleguva deka odnosot na avtorot na 
pismoto kon Vajld e pokompliciran od toa na {to na 
po~etokot kako o~ekuvawe mo`e da  navede negoviot 
ton. Na pisatelot mu se gadi od Vajld, no i potresen 
e od nego i `elen za povrzuvawe so nego. Negovata 
poplaka ne e samo deka Vajld zazema premnogu 
prostor; tuku i deka so toa {to na avtorot mu ostavil 
skuden li~en prostor, Vajld predava tolku mal del 
od sebe si. 
 

Ti ne re~e ni{to, tuku prodol`i da pu{i{... Taka, jas 
stanav i go zapaliv svetloto i ti donesov pepelnik 
i po~ekav da prozbori{... Sega koga be{e zapaleno 
svetloto, ne bev vistinski zasramen od tvoeto telo. 
Ti ne se obide da se pokrie{. Ti si star, debel i bel 
i malku se poti{. Ti si stara kralica; ti si dosta nad 
mo`nosta da te zasrami pomlad ma`, dosta sposoben da 

possibilities for gay existence that Wilde himself could 
not enjoy (“Can you imagine...”). The writer nonetheless 
persists in defining his own identity in complex relation 
to Wilde, figuring himself as Wilde’s inheritor, successor, 
champion, redeemer—and as embodying the fulfillment 
of Wilde’s historical potential.

* * *
The second letter sounds rather different. “Oscar, you 
fat bitch,” it begins. “Last night I dreamed your hand was 
on my face. You were there in the bed, big and fat like I’ve 
been told you were, lying in bed smoking and taking up 
all the room” (212). It concludes, “I don’t pity you. I don’t 
even want to ask your advice... You old queen, you’ve got 
your hand on my face, I can’t talk now” (213).

It turns out once again, though, that the letter writer’s 
relation to Wilde is more complicated than his tone 
might at first lead one to expect. The writer is disgusted 
by Wilde, but also moved by him, and desirous of a 
connection with him. His complaint is not only that 
Wilde takes up too much space; it is also that, having left 
the writer scant room of his own, Wilde yields so little of 
himself.

You said nothing but kept on smoking... So I got up and put 
on the light and fetched you an ashtray and waited for you to 
talk... Once the light was on I wasn’t embarrassed, really, by 
your body. You didn’t try to cover yourself. You are old, and 
fat, and white, and you sweat slightly. You’re an old queen; 
you are quite beyond being embarrassed by a younger man, 
quite capable of taking in the details of my body (I had half 
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gi vpie{ poedinostite na moeto telo (koga otidov vo 
kujnata po pepelnik mi be{e poludignat) bez ̀ elba ili 
inhibicija. Zatoa se vrativ v krevet i sednav blisku. 
Bidej}i imav ~itano za tebe, pomisliv deka mo`ebi 
saka{ da pomine{ so prstite niz mojata kosa. Znam deka 
nemam rusa kosa [kako Lord Alfred Daglas (Lord Alfred 
Douglas), Vajldovata `ivotna qubov], i sega otkako se 
prestoriv da li~am na ma`, pove}e ne li~am na mom~e, 
no sepak pomisliv deka mo`ebi bi sakal da me dopre{. 
Pomisliv deka mo`ebi bi posakal ne{to od mene. 
Pomisliv deka mo`ebi bi imal ne{to da ti dadam. Se 
potprev na tvoeto ramo i ~ekav. 

Sakav da zboruva{; }e te slu{av, {to i da ka`e{e. ]e te 
dr`ev da posaka{e toa da go storam. ]e zboruvav ili }e 
slu{av cela no}. Najposle, toa go imav storeno za mnogu 
drugi ma`i. S$ }e storev; bi masturbiral pred tebe ili 
bi  dozvolil da pravi{ {to saka{.

A, ti ne ka`a ni{to, pove}e od polovina od vremeto 
ne ni gleda{e vo mene. Pu{e{e. Tvoite o~i bea mrtvi, 
tvoeto debelo belo meso be{e malu potno i poprili~no 
mrtvo... Pretpostavuvam deka najposle uspeale da te 
ubijat. Da te svedat na ova...

Te molam, ka`i mi ne{to, {to bilo, dobro bi mi do{lo 
(212­13). 

Dokolku ovaa fantazirana vrska so Vajld deluva 
pomalku pottiknuva~ka od prethodnata, toa e delumno 
zatoa {to e intimna. Pisatelot vospostavuva 
fizi~ki kontakt so Vajld, go zamisluva nego kako 
opiplivo prisustvo, a ne samo kako istoriski glasnik 
ili politi~ki navesnik ili ma~enik proglasen za 
svetec. Sekako, Vajld ostanuva enigma, zagado~en 
so negovata neobi~nost i dale~ina: „Sfativ deka 
nemam pretstava za toa kako bi zvu~el tvojot glas” 
(212). No, Vajldovata tvrdoglava povle~enost e isto 
taka efekt od te`neeweto na avtorot na pismoto so 

an erection swinging when I went to get the ashtray from the 
kitchen) without desire or inhibition. So I came back into the 
bed and sat close. I thought, having read about you, that you 
might want to run your fingers through my hair. I know I’m 
not blonde [like Lord Alfred Douglas, the love of Wilde’s life], 
and that I don’t look like a boy any more now that I’ve made 
myself look like a man, but I still thought that you might 
want to touch me. I thought you might want something from 
me. I thought I might have something to give you. I leaned 
against your shoulder and waited.

I wanted you to talk; I would have listened to anything you 
might have said. I would have held you if you’d wanted me 
to. I would have talked or listened all night. After all, I’ve 
done that for a lot of other men. I would have done any-
thing; masturbated in front of you, or let you do anything 
you wanted.

And you said nothing, you didn’t even look at me half the 
time. You smoked. Your eyes were dead, your fat white flesh 
was sweating slightly and quite dead... I supposed that they 
had finally managed to kill you. To reduce you to this...

Please, say anything at all to me, and I can use it (212-13).

If this fantasized relationship with Wilde seems less 
edifying than the previous one, that is partly because it is 
more intimate. The writer finds himself in physical contact 
with Wilde, imagines him as a palpable presence and not 
just as a historical precursor or political forerunner or 
sainted martyr. To be sure, Wilde remains an enigma, 
baffling in his strangeness and distance: “I realized that I 
had no idea what your voice would sound like” (212). But 
Wilde’s stubborn remoteness is also an effect of the letter 
writer’s yearning to enter into a relation of reciprocal 
exchange with him, for which purpose the writer would 
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nego da vleze vo odnos na recipro~na razmena, za 
koja{to cel avtorot bi bil soglasen da ja nadmine 
svojata seksualna odvratnost – navistina, sé bi 
storil za odgovor. 

Najodbivnata karakteristika na Vajld ne e negovoto 
ote~eno telo, tuku negovata mrtvotija, negovata 
ramnodu{nost, odbivaweto da dade ili da primi. 
Ovoj Vajld ne e zainteresiran da bide spasen od 
pomladata generacija, no nema nitu da i se trgne 
od patot.9 Toj ostanuva masivno prisustvo i na 
pisatelot ne mu dozvoluva nikakva samodovolnost, 
nikakvo ~uvstvo na triumf. Najposle, mo`ebi „nie” 
ne pripa|ame zaedno. Mo`ebi nema {to da se ka`e. 
Vajldoviot molk se zakanuva da stane molkot na 
pisatelot. 

* * *
Toga{, kontrastot pome|u dvete pisma se sostoi 
najednostavno vo razlikata pome|u identifikaci­
jata i deidentifikacijata, `elbata i odvratnosta, 
kontinuitetot i diskontinuitetot so minatoto na gej 
ma`ite. Isto tolku e povrzano so „kakvo e ~uvstvoto” 
da se dopre minatoto, da se dovede{ sebe si vo kontakt 
so edna квир  istorija koja{to istovremeno e i ne e 
ne~ija sopstvena.10 Bartlet nikoga{ ne go „prezreva”  
Vajld vo smislata na Julija Kristeva (Julia Kristeva) 
na povlekuvawe vo horor vo del od sebe si koj{to 
nikoga{ uspe{no ne mo`e da go otfrli.11 Igrata na 
identifikacija i deidentifikacija zamrseno go 
strukturira sekoe negovo pismo do Vajld. Vo sekoe od 
niv Bartlet so mno{tvo  idiomi i tonovi go iska`uva 
svoeto viduvawe na istoriskata istost i razli~nost. 
Vo ovaa demostracija na mnogute emotivni registri 
vo koi gej ma`ite mo`at da „govorat eden so drug, 
na sopstven jazik”, Bartlet povikuva edna ma{ka 
sli~nost vo koja identifikacijata ne bara bri{ewe 

even be willing overcome his sexual repugnance—indeed, 
he would do anything for a response.

Wilde’s most repulsive feature is not his bloated body but 
his deadness, his indifference, his refusal either to give or 
to receive. This Wilde has no interest in being rescued by 
the younger generation, but neither will he get out of its 
way.9 He remains a massive presence, and he allows the 
writer no complacency, no sense of triumph. Maybe “we” 
don’t belong together, after all. Maybe there is nothing 
to say. Wilde’s silence threatens to become the writer’s 
own.

* * *
The contrast between the two letters, then, consists in 
nothing so simple as the difference between identification 
and disidentification, desire and disgust, continuity and 
discontinuity with the gay male past. It has to do at 
least as much with “what it feels like” to touch the past, 
to bring oneself into contact with a queer history that 
both is and is not one’s own.10 Bartlett never “abjects” 
Wilde in Julia Kristeva’s sense of recoiling in horror 
from a part of himself that he can never successfully 
jettison.11 The play of identification and disidentification 
intricately structures each of his letters to Wilde. In 
each Bartlett transacts his own negotiation of historical 
sameness and difference in a variety of idioms and tones. 
In this demonstration of the many emotional registers 
in which gay men might “speak to one another, in our 
own language,” Bartlett evokes a gay male commonality 
in which identification does not require the erasure 
of difference and disidentification stops far short of 
rejection.
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na razlikata i deidentifikacijata voop{to ne biva 
odbiena.

Najposle, i dvete pisma na Vajld zavr{uvaat so 
„qubov”. I dvete, sekoe na svoj na~in, treba da se 
sfatat kako qubovni pisma.  Na{ite potragi po gej 
potekla mo`e od razli~ni potrebi da prodol`at 
i da celat na razli~ni celi, no site tie se 
podednakvo, ~inovi na qubov. Ovaa qubov koja{to 
nema potreba, a i ne ja isklu~uva ambivalentnosta, 
odgovara na Bartletoviot квир model na kolektiven 
gej identitet koj{to ne mo`e, a i nema potreba da ja 
isklu~uva razlikata. 

* * *
Kompleksno ambivalentniot stav kon Vajld, izrazen 
so paralelnata postavenost na tie dve pisma, se 
pro{iruva na celiot odnos na Bartlet kon Vajld niz 
ostanatiot del od negovata kniga, kako i negoviot od­
nos kon gej istorijata, gej op{testvoto vo sega{nosta, 
i gej ma{kata subjektivnost. (Literaturnata 
tehnika na kola` e sovr{eno sredstvo za kreirawe 
i izrazuvawe na ambivalentnost.) Na primer, 
vo eden moment Bartlet go zamisluva Vajld kako 
sopstvenoto alter ego, so Vajldovata inicijacija 
vo metropoliskata квир  kultura predviduvaj}i i 
to~no repliciraj}i ja sopstvenata. „Kako i jas, i 
toj ne `iveel otsekoga{ vo London. Tamu se doselil 
vo 1879 godina i toga{ i toj samiot moral da nau~i 
kako da `ivee tamu, moral da gi nau~i znacite. Taka, 
toa e istata prikazna” (57). Se ~ini deka iskustvoto 
na Vajld im govori direktno na gej ma`ite na 
Bartletovata generacija: negovite dela „bea 
napi{ani za nas i samo za nas, i samo nie navistina 
mo`eme da gi razbereme. Zarem ne bi rekol deka nie 
si pripa|ame eden na drug?” (36).

After all, both letters to Wilde close with “Love.” Both are 
to be understood in their own ways as love letters. Our 
quests for gay origins may proceed from various needs 
and aim at various goals, but they are all, equally, acts 
of love. This love which need not and does not exclude 
ambivalence corresponds to Bartlett’s queer model of a 
collective gay identity that cannot and need not exclude 
difference.

* * *
The complexly ambivalent attitude to Wilde expressed 
by the juxtaposition of those two letters extends to 
Bartlett’s entire relation to Wilde throughout the rest 
of his book as well as to his relation to gay history, to 
gay society in the present, and to gay male subjectivity. 
(The literary technique of collage is the perfect vehicle 
for creating and expressing ambivalence.) At one point, 
for example, Bartlett imagines Wilde as his alter ego, 
with Wilde’s initiation into metropolitan queer culture 
anticipating and exactly replicating his own. “Like me, 
he didn’t always live in London. He moved there in 1879, 
and then he too had to learn how to live here, he had 
to learn the signs. So it’s the same story” (57). Wilde’s 
experience, it appears, speaks directly to gay men of 
Bartlett’s generation: his works “were written for us and 
for us alone, and only we can truly understand them. We 
belong together, don’t you think?” (36).
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Vo drugi momenti, Bartlet vo Vajldovoto vleguvawe 
vo seksualnoto podzemje na viktorijanski London 
go izdvojuva „naprosto pregolemiot cinizam so 
koj ekonomski privilegiran ma` mo`e da vodi 
homoseksulaen `ivot vo London bez da plati pove}e 
od pari za istoto... [T]oj ne be{e herojska `rtva, 
tuku ma` koj la`ej}i i smeej}i se, se izvlekuva od 
priznavaweto na realnostite na ovoj grad” (33). 
Taka, toa voop{to ne e istata prikazna ­ ili, barem, 
ne e prikaznata koja Bartlet saka da misli deka ja 
povtoruva, iako ponekoga{ smeta deka e premnogu 
blizu do negovoto sopstveno iskusuvawe za da mo`e 
da bide ute{no.

Spored Bartlet, vo sekoj slu~aj, kakvo bilo i sekoe 
identifikuvawe so Vajld izrazuva „neobi~na gej 
suetnost”. Toa e fantazija ispolneta so `elbi, 
iluzija na koja{to Bartlet saka da & udovoluva, 
iako znae {to e dobro, „isto kako {to odam vo grad 
da pijam za da gi zaboravam moite razli~nosti so 
drugite ma`i vo barot i za da u`ivam vo ednostavniot 
fakt na na{eto spodeleno iskustvo, da u`ivam vo 
zadovolstvoto od spojuvaweto na na{ite o~i vo 
ogledaloto, golemoto zadovolstvo le`i vo toa kako 
izgledame koga stoime eden do drug” (35).

I pokraj toa, Bartlet sovr{eno e svesen deka Vajld 
ne mo`e da gi pretstavuva site gej ma`i pove}e 
otkolku {to toa mo`e da go pravi i samiot Bartlet. 
„Kako mo`am da kanoniziram samo eden ma`, da go 
anatemisam, da zabele`am samo edna biografija 
kako ‘tipi~na’? Nitu eden ma` ne mo`e da me vodi 
niz gradot...  Pove}e bi sakal da razgovaram so nekoja 
obi~na kralica koja{to ja poznavam, pove}e bi sakal 
da se povrzam so prikaznata na nekoj ma` koj{to 
sum go sretnal, da go opi{am likot na nekoj tan~er/

At other moments, Bartlett discerns in Wilde’s entry 
into the sexual underworld of Victorian London “merely 
the overweight cynical ease with which an economically 
privileged man can and does lead a homosexual life in 
London without having to pay more than money for it... 
[H]e was no heroic victim, but a man lying and laughing 
his way out of acknowledging the realities of this city” 
(33). So it’s not the same story at all—or, at least, it’s 
not the story that Bartlett likes to think of himself as 
repeating, even if he sometimes finds it to be rather too 
close to his own experience for comfort.

Any and all identification with Wilde expresses “a 
peculiarly gay vanity” in any case, according to Bartlett. 
It is a wishful fantasy, an illusion that Bartlett likes to 
entertain despite knowing better, “just as I go out to 
drink in order to forget my differences with the other 
men in the bar and to enjoy the simple fact of our shared 
experience, to enjoy the pleasure of crossing eyes in a 
mirror, the great pleasure to be found in the way we look 
standing side by side” (35).

Even so, Bartlett is perfectly well aware that Wilde can 
hardly represent all gay men, any more than Bartlett 
himself can. “Why should I canonize only one man, 
anathemize him, record only one biography as ‘typical’? 
No one man can guide me around this city... I’d rather 
talk about some ordinary queen I know, I’d rather relate 
the story of some man I’ve met, describe the face of some 
dancer or beauty. A book which gives a picture of that 
part of my history which is called ‘Oscar Wilde’ would 
have to include all these stories and others besides” (30). 
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tan~erka ili ubavec/ubavica. Kniga koja dava slika 
od toj del od mojata istorija koja{to se vika ‘Oskar 
Vajld’ bi morala da gi vklu~uva site ovie prikazni, 
i drugi pokraj niv” (30). I taka, Bartlet se obidel 
da gi vklu~i. A sepak, postojano se navra}al na Oskar 
Vajld.

* * *
Stavot na Bartlet kon gej istorijata e konflikten 
na sli~en na~in. Od edna strana, toj saka negovata 
gej istorija da e vklu~itelna. „Mene site me 
fasciniraat. Pretpostavuvam deka minatite ̀ ivoti 
gi tretiram so ovaa ~udesna i nediskriminira~ka 
po~it zatoa {to sakam da ja znam se~ija prikazna” 
(99). Od druga strana, sekoe novo otkritie mu uka`uva 
na Bartlet kolku malku toj znae, kolku mnogu od gej 
minatoto e nepovratno izgubeno, kolku otsekoga{ 
bila nevidliva na{ata istorija. Govorej}i so 
eden od izvestuva~ite, toj napi{al, „Koga nao|am 
tragi od negoviot `ivot, i od drugi `ivoti, ne sum 
siguren kako da reagiram, dali da proslavuvam, 
ili da se svrtam na strana i da poglednam nadvor 
od prozorecot, isto kako nego, lut, lut {to site tie 
prikazni bile zaboraveni” (129).

Bartletovata ambivalentnost e osobeno naglasena 
sekojpat koga otkriva tragi na gej postoewe vo 
oficijalnite dokumenti sostaveni od strana 
na vlastite za da gi koristat protiv nas. Toj e 
vozbuden koga }e najde dokaz za gej minato, no toj 
go predupreduva svojot ~itatel/~itatelka da ne se 
„vozbuduva. Ovie zapisi ne se nameneti za tebe. Tie 
se dokaz. Nivnata cel ne e da nè informiraat za 
ne{to, tie se tamu za da pomognat vo doa|aweto do 
presuda. Ne bile pi{uvani za da mo`eme nie da se 
identifikuvame sebesi, da se zamislime sebesi, da se 

And so Bartlett tried to include them. Yet he kept coming 
back to Oscar Wilde.

* * *
Bartlett’s attitude to gay history is similarly conflicted. 
On the one hand, he wants his gay history to be inclusive. 
“I am fascinated by everyone. I suppose I treat past lives 
with this curious and indiscriminate respect because I 
want to know everyone’s story” (99). On the other hand, 
each new discovery indicates to Bartlett how little he 
knows, how much of the gay past has been irretrievably 
lost, how invisible our history has always been. Speaking 
of one informant, he writes, “When I find traces of his 
life, and of other lives, I’m not sure how to react, whether 
to celebrate, or turn away and look out of the window 
like he did, angry, angry that all these stories have been 
forgotten” (129).

Bartlett’s ambivalence is especially pronounced whenever 
he uncovers traces of gay existence in official documents 
that were drawn up by the authorities in order to be 
used against us. He is thrilled to find proof of the gay 
past, but he warns his reader not to “get excited. These 
records aren’t meant for you. They are evidence. They 
aren’t meant to inform us of anything; they are there 
to help form a verdict. They weren’t written so that we 
could identify ourselves, imagine ourselves, remember 
ourselves, understand the contradictions or pleasures of 
Wilde’s life” (158).
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se}avame na sebe si, da gi razbereme kontradikciite 
ili zadovolstvata na `ivotot na Vajld” (158).

Mnogu od istoriskite dokumenti koi Bartlet gi 
citira, se sostaveni so cel da se utvrdi vistinata na 
na{ata priroda, soglasno homofobiskite standardi 
na vremeto. Vo taa smisla, tie bile nameneti da 
n$ zamol~at i da gi potisnat poedine~nostite na 
na{ite ̀ ivoti, poedine~nostite koi sega navistina 
ni zna~at. „Poedine~nostite se toa {to go sakam”, 
ta`i Bartlet. „Poedine~nosti se edinstvenite 
interesni ne{ta” (159).

U{te pove}e, „ovie ‘dokazi’ pokrenuvaat va`ni 
pra{awa za na{iot sopstven odnos kon na{ata 
sopstvena istorija. Dali ja gledame so za~udenost 
bidej}i e zapis na taga, na nemo}, zapis na uni{teni 
`ivoti? Ili pak, bivaj}i napi{ani od novinari, 
policajci i sudski ~inovnici, dali e mo`no i 
ovie tekstovi da se ~itaat so voodu{evenost, kako 
skapoceni tragi na opasni, prijatni, komplicirani 
gej `ivoti?” (129). Bartlet ne pretpostavuva deka 
nekoga{ bi bilo mo`no da se razre{i na{ata 
ambivalentnost i da se dade definitiven odgovor 
na toa pra{awe. [to e i pri~inata zo{to go ostavil 
otvoreno.

* * *
Posakuvav Bartletovata ambivalentnost da mu ja 
prenesam na Vajld i na gej minatoto vo celina, da ja 
ilustriram delikatnata neizvesnost so koja negoviot 
stav lebdi pome|u za~udenosta i voodu{evenosta, 
zatoa {to nere{itelnosta vo negoviot stav e klu~ 
za razbirawe kako toj ja koristi gej istorijata 
za da mu pristapi na problemot na gej ma{kata 
subjektivnost.

Many of the historical documents Bartlett quotes were 
composed in order to establish the truth of our nature, 
according to the homophobic standards of the time. 
In that sense, they were intended to silence us and to 
suppress the details of our lives, the kind of details that 
really matter to us now. “What I want are the details,” 
Bartlett laments. “Details are the only things of interest” 
(159).

Moreover, “this ‘evidence’ raises important questions 
about our own attitude to our own history. Do we 
view it with dismay, since it is a record of sorrow, 
of powerlessness, a record of lives wrecked? Or is it 
possible to read even these texts, written as they were by 
journalists, policemen and court clerks, with delight, as 
precious traces of dangerous, pleasurable, complicated 
gay lives?” (129). Bartlett does not presume it will ever be 
possible to resolve our ambivalence and give a definitive 
answer to that question. Which is why he left it open.

* * *
I have wanted to convey Bartlett’s ambivalence to Wilde 
and the gay past in general, to illustrate the delicate 
suspension with which his attitude hovers between dismay 
and delight, because that indeterminacy in his outlook 
is the key to understanding how he uses gay history to 
approach the problem of gay male subjectivity.
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Ako Bartlet mo`el – pokraj negovata upornost 
za toa kolku bil netipi~en, kolku Vajld bil 
nepretstavitelen, kolku gej ma`ite se razli~ni 
pome|u sebe ­ da najde nekolku to~ki na spojuvawe 
me|u negoviot i `ivotot na Vajld, pome|u negoviot 
`ivot i `ivotite na drugi gej ma`i od minatoto i 
od sega{nosta, toa e tokmu zatoa {to toj se zadal samo 
da go „poklopi [svojot] `ivot so {emite na drugite 
ma`i okolu [nego]”, da u`iva vo toa „kako izgledame 
koga stoime eden do drug”.  Toj napravil pretpostavka 
deka site nie sme isto, deka ima nekoja vrodena ili 
organska vrska pome|u nas. Toj ne se obidel da go 
razre{i pra{aweto dali „navistina si pripa|ame 
eden na drug, pripa|ame zaedno”. Koga go poklopuval 
svojot `ivot so {emite na drugite ma`i koi toj gi 
raspoznaval vo istoriskiot zapis, toj gi zabele`al 
sli~nostite koi se slu~uvalo da se pojavat, i da 
formiraat konsistentni, koherentni sliki. No, toj 
ne se obidel da gi konsolidira konfiguraciite koi 
proizleguvale vo su{tini. Ne se potrebni {emite 
koi toj gi otkril. No, ne si nitu ~isto slu~ajni. Tie 
se usloveni – usloveni so odredeni socijalni formi, 
odredeni pravilnosti, osnovani vo istovremeno 
istrajna i promenliva kulturna logika.

Ovde ja gledame glavnata uloga koja ja ima istorijata 
vo naporite na Bartlet da dolovi „kakvo ~uvstvo 
e toa”, da gi donese vo precizen, no usloven fokus 
zaobla~enite konstelacii na gej identitetot, gej 
kulturata i gej subjektivnosta. Baraj}i vo istorijata 
definicija za gej ma{koto postoewe, Bartlet se 
potpiral ne samo na teoriskite pretpostavki, tuku i 
na op{testvenite procesi. Na ovoj na~in toj mo`el 
da identifikuva odredeni sovpa|awa i sli~nosti, 
no sepak bez da treba da gi overi. I toga{ mo`el 
da pravi odredeni generalizacii vrz osnova na 
pravilnostite koi gi sogledal, bez da gi pretvora 

If Bartlett was able—despite his insistence on how 
untypical he was, how unrepresentative Wilde had been, 
how different gay men are from each other—to find some 
points of convergence between his own life and Wilde’s, 
between his life and the lives of other gay men past and 
present, that is precisely because all he set out to do 
was to “match [his] life with the patterns of other men 
around [him],” to enjoy “the way we look standing side 
by side.” He did not presume that we are all the same, 
that there is some intrinsic or organic connection among 
us. He did not try to resolve the question of whether “we 
really belong to each other, belong together.” He noted 
the similarities that happened to appear, and to form 
consistent, coherent pictures, when he matched his life 
with the patterns of other men that he discerned in the 
historical record. But he did not attempt to consolidate 
the resulting configurations into essences. The patterns 
he discovered are not necessary. But neither are they 
purely accidental. They are contingent—contingent on 
certain social forms, certain regularities, grounded in 
both an enduring and a shifting cultural logic.

Here we see the crucial role that history plays in Bar-
tlett’s effort to capture “what it feels like,” to bring into 
precise but provisory focus the cloudy constellations of 
gay identity, gay culture, and gay subjectivity. By looking 
to history for a definition of gay male existence, Bartlett 
was relying not on theoretical propositions but on social 
processes. He was able in this way to identify certain cor-
respondences and similitudes, yet without having to en-
dorse them. And then, on the basis of the regularities he 
observed, he could make certain generalizations, without 
turning them into laws, requirements, obligatory stand-
ards that all gay men have to meet in order to be gay.
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vo zakoni, uslovi, zadol`itelni standardi koi site 
gej ma`i mora da gi ispolnuvaat za da bidat gej.

Najposle, iscrtuvaweto na {emite ne e opi{uvawe 
na singularniot, unitarniot identitet ili subjek­
tivitet, a u{te pomalku insistirawe deka site gej 
ma`i mora da go iska`uvaat. „Sledniot pat koga ne­
koj ma` }e me pra{a kakvo e ~uvstvoto, }e gi spojam 
site ovie fragmenti i }e mu gi pozajmam za edna no} 
i toga{ }e go pra{am dali, ~itaj}i gi, se ~uvstvuval 
isto kako i jas” (100). Toa e ponudata koja zavr{enata 
kniga na Bartlet sè u{te im ja nudi na ~itatelite. 
Knigata ne e obid da se proglasi i da se primenuva 
samo edna definicija za gej identitetot, gej subjek­
tivitetot ili gej kulturata. Taa ne e nametnuvawe, 
tuku pokana. Toa {to mu ovozmo`uva na Bartlet da 
generalizira za gej iskustvoto bez da go pretvori vo 
zakon e neizvesnata priroda na samata gej istorija 
koja{to mu ja dava slobodata i da bide ambivalen­
ten vo odnos na gej minatoto i da go saka bez ogled na 
te{kotiite i u`asite.

III

„Za nas”, pi{uva Bartlet, „minatoto ne krie terori 
dokolu nie ne se pla{ime da pristapime, da bideme 
videni vo dru{tvoto na na{ite ‘prokolnati’, 
na{ite osudeni prethodnici. Zatoa {to nie mo`e 
da prebirame i odbirame od bogatstvata na na{ata 
istorija i na gradot. Vo koja/koi tradicija/tradi­
cii se stava{ sebe si – a so toa mislam na toa koj 
stil najmnogu ti odgovara?” (208). Poradi toa {to 
mo`eme da pribirame i odbirame od minatoto, 
mo`eme i da se povikuvame na istorijata za utvrdu­
vawe na koordinatite na gej identitetot i kultura, 
koordinati koi ne se ograni~uva~ki zatoa {to ne se 
fiksni. Tie ostanuvaat mobilni s$ dodeka i ponatamu 

To draw out patterns, after all, is not to describe a 
singular, unitary identity or subjectivity, much less to 
insist that all gay men manifest it. “The next time some 
man asks me what it feels like, I’ll bind all these fragments 
together and lend them to him for a night, and then ask 
him if he felt the same way reading them as I did” (100). 
That is the offer Bartlett’s completed book still holds out 
to its readers. The book is not an effort to promulgate 
and enforce a single definition of gay identity, gay 
subjectivity, or gay culture. It is not an imposition but an 
invitation. What enables Bartlett to generalize about gay 
experience without legislating it is the contingent nature 
of gay history itself, which also allows him the freedom 
both to be ambivalent about the gay past and to love it 
despite its heartbreak and its horrors.

III

“For us,” Bartlett writes, “the past holds no terrors, if we 
are not afraid of joining, of being seen in the company of 
our ‘doomed’, our condemned ancestors. For we may pick 
and choose from the riches of our history and of the city. 
Which tradition(s) do you place yourself in — by which I 
mean which style suits you best?” (208). It is because we 
may pick and choose from the past that we can draw upon 
history to establish the coordinates of a gay identity and 
culture, coordinates that are not constraining because 
they are not fixed. They remain mobile, insofar as we can 
always reassemble and rearrange them when we want to 
redefine who we are.



1�
0

mo`eme povtorno da gi sklopime i rasporedime koga 
}e posakame da redefinirame koi sme. 

Vaka, mo`e da se svrtime kon istorijata za da go 
opi{eme gej identitetot ili gej kulturata bez da 
ja balsamirame. S$ {to treba da storime e da se 
pogledneme sebe si odblizu i toga{ }e vidime deka 
nie vsu{nost postojano sme vo dru{tvoto na na{ite 
gej predci, iako mo`ebi toa ne go sfa}ame. „Gledaj}i 
go ma`ot vo ~evlite so visoki potpetici, crniot 
fustan koj pa|a od ednoto ramo (docna nave~er e), 
se se}avam deka toj i negovite sestri zarabotuvale 
kako dami na no}ta u{te od 1870 godina, koga Feni 
(Fanny) i Stela (Stella) [Fredrik Vilijam Park 
(Frederick William Park) i Ernest Bolton (Ernest 
Boulton), viktorijanski drag  kralici bile uapseni 
na 28 april, 1870 godina] go posetuvale Strend. 
Negoviot fustan e predaden ponatamu, polovno, del 
od prikazna, del od tradicija” (223; cf. 129­44). Toa 
{to treba da go otkrieme za takvite tradicii, a koe 
e odlu~uva~ko za nas, e deka i pokraj toa {to na{ite 
praktiki gi imitiraat tie na na{ite predci, 
zna~eweto na na{ite praktiki ne e otkrieno od niv 
edna{ za sekoga{.

Tradicijata na crn fustan koj pa|a na ednoto ramo 
e stil koj{to na nekoi ma`i im prilega pove}e 
otkolku na drugi. Ne izgleda sekoj dobro vo crno, 
ne sekoj nosi drag, nitu edna tradicija ne gi 
opfa}a site gej ma`i. I ne e sekoja tradicija tolku 
izgraduva~ka. No dokolku so vremeto zna~ewata na 
na{ite socijalni praktiki postojano se menuvaat, 
ne treba da se pla{ime od priznavawe na na{iot 
istoriski kontinuitet bidej}i samoto postoewe 
na tradicijata ne zna~i i deka taa go odreduva 
svoeto sega{no zna~ewe ili deka n$ osuduva da go 
povtorime minatoto, da go povtorime so site negovi 

In this way, we can turn to history in order to describe gay 
identity or gay culture without embalming it. All we have 
to do is look at ourselves closely, and we will then see 
that we are in fact constantly keeping company with our 
gay ancestors, although we may not realize it. “Watching 
that man in the high-heeled shoes, the black dress falling 
off one shoulder (it is late in the evening), I remember 
that he and his sisters have been making their own way 
as ladies of the night since 1870, when Fanny and Stella 
[Frederick William Park and Ernest Boulton, Victorian 
drag queens arrested on April 28, 1870] were doing the 
Strand. His frock is handed down, second-hand, part 
of a story, part of a tradition” (223; cf. 129-44). What is 
crucial for us to recognize about such traditions is that 
whereas our practices may mimic those of our ancestors, 
the meaning of our practices has not been determined 
once and for all by them.

That tradition of the black dress falling off one shoulder 
is a style that suits some men better than others. Not 
everyone looks good in black, not everyone does drag, 
no single tradition embraces all gay men. And not every 
tradition is especially edifying. But if the meanings of 
our social practices are constantly changing with the 
times, we need not be afraid of acknowledging their 
historical continuity, since the mere existence of a 
tradition does not in itself determine its current meaning 
or condemn us to recapitulate the past, to repeat it in 
all of its ramifications. On the contrary, if we examine 
our actual practices, we will see that we keep adapting 
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razgranuvawa. Naprotiv, dokolku gi ispitame 
na{ite stvarni praktiki, }e vidime deka postojano 
se prilagoduvame na na{ite tradicii za da uspeeme 
so niv da postigneme razli~en vid socijalna i 
kulturna rabota od taa {to ja vr{ele vo minatoto. 

I toj, ma`ot koj{to na svoeto pomlado mom~e (malku za­
sramen, no sre}no napien) mu kupuva u{te edna pija~ka ­ 
se potsetuvam na bizarnoto izvrtuvawe na mitologiite 
deka Vajld go opravduval svoeto obo`avawe na mladi 
ma`i so me{awe na pasti{ na pederastijata na kla­
sikata so misionerska predadenost na „kriminalnite 
klasi”, ~uvstvoto deka tie, ne mom~iwata koi{to gi os­
tavil spiej}i vo [negoviot dom vo] ^elsi, bile negovite 
vistinski mom~iwa ­ treba li da go zaboravam seto toa, 
treba li i samiot da se ~uvstvuvam neprijatno? Treba li 
da poglednam na strana? Treba li seto toa da go otfrlam 
ednostavno zatoa {to sega, kako i toga{, eden ma` ~esti 
drug ma`? Nema li obid da se kreira nov vid na odnos, 
afera na srceto nekako soodvetna na sredbata na dvajca 
mnogu razli~ni ma`i? Toa e na{ata vistinska istori­
ja, istorija koja{to s$ u{te ja pi{uvame (223).

Ne e nu`no da se postavime sebe si vo istoriskite 
tradicii, {to i go pravime celo vreme bez da znaeme 
(soglasno Bartlet), za da gi fiksirame zasekoga{ 
zna~ewata na na{ite dejstvija ili vo celost da gi 
reproducirame socijalnite formi od minatoto. 
Zatoa, toa ne e nekompatibilno so prodol`uvawe da 
se izmisluvame sebesi. 

* * *
S$ zavisi od toa kako gledate na istorijata. Dali e 
toa zapis na dinami~na promena, ili dali ni ka`uva 
koi sme? Dali istorijata slu`i za da n$ potvrdi 
vo na{iot sega{en identitet preku reflektirawe 
kon nas na na{ata sega{na pretstava za sebesi, ili 
dali ni dozvoluva da gi zamislime formite na 
postoewe za koi ne se ni sonuvalo vo na{e vreme? 

our traditions so as to make them do a different kind of 
social and cultural work from the work they did in the 
past.

And that man buying his younger boyfriend (slightly embar-
rassed, but happily drunk) another drink — I remember the 
bizarre twisting of mythologies that Wilde used to justify his 
adoration of young men, the mixing of a pastiche of Classical 
paederasty with a missionary zeal for “the criminal classes”, 
the sense that they, not the boys he left sleeping in [his home 
in] Chelsea, were his true sons—should I forget all that, 
should I be embarrassed myself? Should I look the other 
way? Should I dismiss all that simply because now, as then, 
one man is paying for another? Isn’t there an attempt to cre-
ate a new kind of relationship, an affair of the heart some-
how appropriate to the meeting of two very different men? 
That’s our real history, the one we’re still writing (223).

To place ourselves in historical traditions, which we do 
all the time without knowing it (according to Bartlett), is 
not necessarily to fix forever the meaning of our actions 
or to replay in their entirety the social forms of the past. 
It is therefore not incompatible with continuing to invent 
ourselves.

* * *
It all depends on how you look at history. Is it a record of 
dynamic change, or does it tell us who we are? Does history 
serve to confirm us in our present identity by reflecting 
back to us our current image of ourselves, or does it allow 
us to imagine forms of existence undreamt of in our own 
day? “There is a very specific gay sense of history,” writes 
Bartlett disapprovingly, “in which nothing really happens 
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„Ima mnogu konkretna gej smisla vo istorijata”, 
neodobruva~ki pi{uva Bartlet, „vo koja ni{to ne se 
slu~uva dodeka ne se identifikuvate sebesi kako gej 
ma`” (221). Razbirliv e takviot stav kon istorijata, 
no ne pomaga mnogu bidej}i toj efikasno ja zbri{uva 
samata istorija, pravej}i go minatoto ni{to osven 
skratena formacija na na{iot sega{en identitet, 
proekcija vo minatoto na toa {to sme sega, koe 
toga{ ima efekt da n$ fiksira vo na{ite tekovni 
definicii na samite sebe i efekt na odreduvawe 
edna{ za sekoga{ koi sme. 

Bartlet toj stav go iska`uva od stomakot kako {to 
sledi: 

Bidej}i gi imam svoite zadovolstva sega, toa mora da 
e dovolno, jas mora da sum iscrpen od niv i da spijam 
zadovolno nave~er. I pove}e od toa, kako mo`eme da 
se smenime? Kako mo`eme voop{to da se smenime 
sega koga kone~no sme stanale homoseksualci. Nie 
s$ sme investirale ne vo pravewe ne{to, tuku vo 
biduvawe ne{to... Rabotej}i tolku dolgo i naporno da 
go postigneme ovoj identitet, nema mnogu pri~ini da 
go ispituvame, da ~epkame po nego za mo`ni mesta za 
prilagoduvawe i menuvawe. Istorijata ja prepravame 
po svojot lik namesto da pogledneme vo na{ata istorija 
kako izvor na somne`i i nade`i (218).

Duri i koga gi dopu{ta privle~nostite na vakov 
vid istorija, Bartlet lobira za podinami~na 
smisla na gej minatoto, za vizija na istorija kako 
mesto na razlika, zapis na promena, tlo za idna 
transformacija.12 

Vleguvaweto vo istorijata na vakov na~in mo`e da se 
po~uvstvuva kako vleguvawe vo bar za prvpat; go odzema 
zdivot. Bez zdiv bi mo`ele da sobereme cela fela novi 
poznanici, cela biblioteka na kostumirani drami koi 
se dvi`at od, da re~eme, drag zabava vo 1725 godina do 

until such time as you identify yourself as a gay man” 
(221). Such an attitude to history is understandable, but 
not very helpful, because it effectively abolishes history 
itself, making the past nothing but a back-formation of 
our present identity, a projection into the past of who 
we are now, which then has the effect of fixing us in our 
current definition of ourselves and determining once and 
for all who we are.

Bartlett ventriloquizes that attitude as follows:

Since I have my pleasures now, they must be enough, I must 
be exhausted by them and sleep contentedly at night. And 
more than that, how could we change? How could we ever 
change, now that we have become, at last, homosexual. We 
have invested everything not in doing something, but in 
being something... Having worked so long and so hard to 
achieve this identity, there is little reason to scrutinize it, to 
poke around in it for possible sites of adjustment and altera-
tion. We remake history in our image, rather than looking to 
our history as a source of doubts and hopes (218).

Even as he allows for the attractions of this kind of 
history, Bartlett lobbies for a more dynamic sense of the 
gay past, for a vision of history as a site of difference, a 
record of change, a ground of future transformation.12

Entering history like this can feel like entering a bar for the 
first time; it takes your breath away. Breathless, we could 
assemble a whole cast of new acquaintances, a whole library 
of costume dramas moving from, say, a drag party in 1725 
to a uniformed wartime romance put into impressive chiar-
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uniformirana voena romansa stavena vo impresivno 
kiaroskuro so ognovite na Blic (Blitz), nao|aj}i vo 
sekoe mesto glamurozen dokaz za gej `ivotite koi 
pravat da po~uvstvuvame deka drugi bile tuka pred nas, 
deka drugi bile potisnuvani, drugi bile brilijantni 
ili inventivni kako nas. Dokolku nekoga{ site bi se 
sretnale, sekako deka toa bi bila prekrasna zabava. No 
ovaa istorija ne e zapis na promena; sezacijata koja{to 
ja sozdava se meri so taa na dvi`ewe od eden bar do drug, 
od edna no} do druga. So izvikuvaweto Oh! toj e ist 
kako nas nie gi poni{tuvame vremeto i dale~inata, 
razlikite. Ja odbivame zada~ata (i zadovolstvoto) 
od identifikuvaweto vo {to e kako nas, a vo {to se 
razlikuva. Se voodu{evuvame od negovoto lice, no 
ne sakame da razgovarame so nego, vo slu~aj da ne ima 
pogre{en akcent (217).

Sepak, za sre}a, takov vid na istorija ­ naizgled 
sevklu~itelen, no vsu{nost navistina zasnovan na 
isklu~uva~ki principi, na mnogu strogi kriteriumi 
za toa koj mo`e da pomine niz podvi`nata rampa i 
da vleze vo klubot – ne e edinstvenata opcija.

Bartletoviot sopstven primer poka`uva deka e 
mo`no da se pi{uva gej istorija „na na{ sopstven 
jazik”, celo vreme potenciraj}i gi i nejzinite 
podudarawa i nejzinite razliki so gej `ivotite od 
dene{nicata. Bartlet ova posebno go poka`uva so 
sporeduvawe na gej istorijata so gej bar. Bez da bara 
od ~itatelot da ima odredena postmodernisti~ka 
pozadina, Bartlet uspeva na gej ma`ite od negovata 
generacija so pomo{ na sporedba da im ja prenese 
negovata glavna poenta za identitetot i razlikata, 
negovata kritika na esencijalizmot, negoviot 
prigovor na naivnata verzija na politikata na 
identitet i negovoto odbivawe gej istorijata da ja 
gleda niz objektivot na stabiliziran gej identitet.
   

oscuro by the fires of the Blitz, finding in each place glamor-
ous evidence of gay lives to make us feel that others have 
been here before us, that others have been oppressed, others 
have been as brilliant or inventive as us. If we were all ever to 
meet, surely it would be a wonderful party. But this history is 
not a record of change; the sensation it creates matches that 
of moving from one bar to another, one night to another. We 
abolish time and distance, difference, in exclaiming, Oh! he’s 
just like us. We refuse the task (and pleasure) of identifying 
where he is like us, where he differs. We admire his face, but 
we don’t want to talk to him in case he has the wrong accent 
(217).

Fortunately, though, that kind of history—ostensibly all-
inclusive but really predicated on exclusionary principles, 
on very strict criteria for who should be allowed to pass 
through the turnstile and enter the club—is not the only 
option.

Bartlett’s own example demonstrates that it is possible 
to write a gay history “in our own language,” all the 
while highlighting both its correspondences with and 
its differences from present-day gay lives. Bartlett 
demonstrates this, in particular, by comparing gay 
history to a gay bar. Without requiring any background 
in post-modernism on the part of his reader, Bartlett 
manages to convey to gay men of his generation, by 
means of that comparison, his basic point about identity 
and difference, his critique of essentialism, his objection 
to a naive version of identity politics and his refusal to 
view gay history through the lens of a stabilized gay 
identity.
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Ne mora seta istorija da ima forma na prikazna 
na izleguvawe, „koja{to zavr{uva so izjavata, 
‘Jas sum gej’” (23) – prikazna vo koja steknuvaweto 
propisen gej identitet pretstavuva kulminacija 
na prikaznata mu stava celosen kraj na naprednoto 
dvi`ewe na naracijata.13 I „Vajld se ~ini deka 
sfatil deka individualnoto priznanie deka ~ovek 
e homoseksualec, deka toj e vinoven (Toga{, dali 
se tie gej?), ne ja zavr{uva negovata istorija, tuku 
ja po~nuva” (161). Vo izmenetite socijalni uslovi 
vo docnite 80­ti, srede epidemijata na HIV/
SIDA i triumfot na Novoto pravo, pove}e ne e 
mo`no da se veruva deka gej istorijata prestanala 
so poststanvolskata (Stonewall) generacija. „Sega 
na{ata istorija stanuva na~in na razbirawe i 
istra`uvawe na promenata vo na{ata kulutura, ne 
nejzino prosto ~itawe kako ‘kraj’” (221).

Od ovaa perspektiva, ma` koj{to na svojot pomlad 
qubovnik mu kupuva u{te eden pijalak, ne e nu`no 
prosta rekapitulacija na arhai~ni i nepromenlivi 
formi na socijalna hierarhija, na seksualna 
privilegija na gornata klasa i polu­prostitucija 
na rabotni~kata klasa. Zna~ewata ne se isti samo 
poradi toa {to postapkata vklu~uva ma` koj{to mu 
pla}a na drug. Razlikite vo vozrasta i bogatstvoto 
mo`ebi sega vr{at novi, dinami~ni socijalni 
funkcii, sozdavaj}i mo`nosti za novi vidovi na 
odnosi pome|u ma`ite koi se asimetri~no situirani 
soglasno konvencionalnite klasni hierarhii, no se 
doveduvaat do pribli`na ednakvost so recipro~nite 
razmeni vo sovremeniot gej `ivot.14

Najposle, parite ne sodr`at samo edno mislewe 
vo sekoja transakcija. Vo ovoj slu~aj, toa poprvo 
mo`e da e element koj{to slu`i za ponatamo{no 
izramnuvawe na klasnite barieri otkolku samo 

Not all history has to have the form of a coming-out 
story, “which ends with the statement, ‘I am gay.’” (23)—
a story in which the acquisition of a fully fledged gay 
identity constitutes the culmination of the plot and puts a 
complete stop to the forward movement of the narrative.13 
Even “Wilde seems to have realized that an individual 
admission that a man is a homosexual, that he is guilty 
(Are you gay then?), does not conclude his history, but 
begins it” (161). In the changed social conditions of the 
late 1980s, in the midst of the HIV/AIDS epidemic and 
the triumph of the New Right, it was no longer possible 
to believe that gay history came to a stop with the post-
Stonewall generation. “Our history now becomes a way of 
understanding and exploring the change in our culture, 
not simply of reading it as an ‘end’” (221).

From this perspective, a man buying his younger 
boyfriend another drink is not necessarily a mere 
recapitulation of archaic and unchanging forms of 
social hierarchy, of upper-class sexual privilege and 
working-class semi-prostitution. The meanings are 
not the same, just because the procedure involves one 
man paying for another. Differences in age and wealth 
may actually be serving new, dynamic social functions, 
creating possibilities for novel kinds of relationships 
among men who are asymmetrically situated according 
to conventional class hierarchies but are being brought 
into approximate equality by the reciprocal exchanges of 
contemporary gay life.14

Money, after all, does not possess a single meaning in 
each and every transaction. In this case, it may be an 
element that serves to further the leveling of class barriers 
rather than simply consolidating them and enforcing 
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prosto konsolidirawe na istite i zajaknuvawe 
na neednakvosta. Vo taa smisla, Bartlet mo`e da 
tvrdi deka ma`ot i negovoto mom~e, iako mo`e da 
potsetuvaat na Vajld i negovoto „bizarno izvrtuvawe 
na mitologiite” za da go opravda i oblagorodi 
negovoto praktikuvawe na socijalna mo}, ne treba da 
se gledaat kako sramni navra}awa na lo{ite stari 
vremiwa na viktorijanskata klasna eksploatacija. 
Tie mo`ebi dodavaat nova glava vo tekovnata, 
raste~ka saga na gej istorijata so izmisluvawe na 
novi na~ini za sre}avawe i povrzuvawe na ma`ite 
edni so drugi premostuvaj}i go jazot na socijalna 
razlika – temelej}i se strate{ki na samata 
kategorija na „gej identitet” i nejziniot tvrdoglav 
esencijalizam za da se izramnat socijalnite 
hierarhii i za da se zamenat so novi mo`nosti za 
socijalna solidarnost. 

* * *
Toga{, od vistinskata perspektiva, gej istorijata 
ne ja fiksira tekovnata forma na na{iot identitet 
i ne ja proektira nazad vo minatoto. Namesto toa, 
taa e „izvor na somne`i i nade`i”, mesto na mo`ni 
„prisposobuvawa” i „izmeni”. Toa ja ovozmo`uva 
tekovnata rabota na gej samoizmisluvawe. Kolku 
{to potse}avame na na{ite prethodnici od 
devetnaesettiot vek koi isto taka „sakaa da veruvaat 
deka postoele i porano”... nie sega sme vo mnogu 
razli~en odnos i kon na{eto sopstveno gej minato i 
kon istorijata na dominantnata kultura okolu nas.   
Ednostavno, na{ite `ivoti nikoga{ porano ne 
bile vakvi. Na{eto karakteristi~no dejstvuvawe ne 
e konzumirawe i reciklirawe na minatoto; nie sme 
aktivno anga`irani vo proizveduvaweto na na{ata 
sopstvena kultura vo pogolem razmer” (226­27).

inequality. In that sense, Bartlett could claim that the 
man and his boyfriend, though they might recall Wilde 
and his “bizarre twisting of mythologies” to justify and 
ennoble his own exercise of social power, need not be 
seen as embarrassing throwbacks to the bad old days of 
Victorian class exploitation. They might be contributing 
a new chapter to the ongoing, evolving saga of gay history 
by devising new ways for men to meet and to relate to 
each other across the gulf of social difference—drawing 
strategically on the very category of “gay identity” and its 
stubborn essentialism in order to level social hierarchies 
and replace them with novel opportunities for social 
solidarity.

* * *
From the right perspective, then, gay history does not fix 
the current form of our identity and project it back into 
the past. Instead, it is “a source of doubts and hopes,” 
a site of possible “adjustments” and “alterations.” It 
enables the ongoing work of gay self-invention. Much 
as we resemble our nineteenth-century ancestors, who 
also “wanted to believe that they had existed before, ... 
we now stand in a very different relation both to our 
own gay past and to the history of the dominant culture 
around us. Our lives, simply, have never been like this 
before. Our characteristic activity is not the consumption 
and recycling of the past; we are actively engaged in the 
production of our own culture on a large scale” (226-
27).
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Sekako, „seto ova ne zna~i deka nie sme go ostavile 
zad nas postariot grad vo koj sme bile sozdadeni. 
Mnogu od negovata struktura i jazik ostanuvaat isto 
tolku sigurno kako i negovite ulici i fasadi. Nie 
ne sme preminale od mrakot, mrakot vo koj raste{e 
fantazijata za na{ata idnina, fikcijata na na{eto 
postoewe be{e povikana, vo jasnata svetlina na taa 
idnina – na{ata sega{nost – vo koja administracija 
i politika gi zamenuvaat istorijata i umetnosta. 
Ostanuvame neverojatni, fiktivni; prodol`uvame 
da se producirame i reproducirame sebesi. Sepak, 
na{ata mo} da se zamislime sebesi e sega od poinakov 
red. Kako da gi prepi{eme na{ata istorija, na{ite 
`ivoti?” (228)

Eden na~in da gi prepi{eme e da & se obratime na 
samata istorija, no so ~uvstvo na sloboda i izbor koj 
Bartlet ni go nametna. Na toj na~in mo`eme da ja 
koristime istorijata, kako {to napravil Bartlet, 
za definirawe na gej subjektivnosta bez nejzino 
osu{testvuvawe. 

Nikoga{ nema da znae{ kakov ~ovek bil, ili e, dokolku 
ostane slika na yidot, ikona. Primeni gi na ovie ma`i, 
na privle~nostite na istorijata, istite prakti~ni 
metodi koi bi gi koristel vo raznovidno napolnetiot 
bar. Priznaj gi tvojot interes, tvojata pozicija, tvojata 
glad. Pogledni gi vnimatelno... istorijata e isto taka 
natrupana; koga edna{ }e po~ne{ da gleda{, ulicite 
na London se frekventni, odvlekuva~ki, natrupani so 
anegdoti i incidenti. Ovaa prostorija sodr`i neobi~no 
razli~ni ma`i. Znae{ deka nema{ nikakva obvrska 
da odbere{ samo eden qubovnik, ili da so~ini{ edno 
idealno telo, ili da se oblikuva{ sebe si vo zakrilata 
na eden ugleden primer. Odberete, uredete, prepi{ete, 
prekomponirajte; rastresete gi va{ite predadenosti 
dodeka ne dobiete {to sakate. Koj go privlekuva va{eto 
vnimanie? Do kogo stoite? [to ve privlekuva i {to ve 
odbiva? ^ija prikazna ve intrigira? (225)

To be sure, “all this does not mean that we have left 
behind the older city in which we were created. Many 
of its structures and languages remain just as surely 
as its streets and façades. We have not passed from a 
darkness, the darkness in which a fantasy of our future 
was bred, the fiction of our existence conjured, into 
the clear light of that future — our present — in which 
administration and politics replace history and artistry. 
We remain unlikely, fictional; we continue to produce 
and reproduce ourselves. Now, however, our power to 
imagine ourselves is of a different order. How shall we 
rewrite our history, our lives?” (228)

One way to rewrite them is to turn to history itself, but 
with the sense of freedom and choice that Bartlett urged 
on us. In that way, we can use history, as Bartlett did, to 
define gay subjectivity without essentializing it.

You’ll never know what kind of man he was, or is, if he re-
mains a picture on the wall, an icon. Apply to these men, to 
the attractions of history, the same practical methods that 
you would use in a variously populated bar. Admit your in-
terest, your position, your hunger. Look at them carefully ... 
history, too, is crowded; once you begin to look, the streets of 
London are busy, distracting, crowded with anecdotes and 
incidents. This room contains extraordinarily different men. 
You know that you are under no obligation to choose just 
one lover, or to compose one ideal body, or shape yourself 
in the embrace of a single role-model. Select, edit, rewrite, 
recompose; juggle your allegiances until you get what you 
want. Who catches your eye? Who are you standing next 
to? What attracts you and what repels you? Whose story in-
trigues you? (225)
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Ova e gej istorijata kako izvor na квир zadovolstvo 
i sloboda, istorija otvorena za dejstvata na ̀ elbata, 
istorija kako pokana i mo`nost da se pravi s$ {to 
dava dobro ~uvstvo. Takov model na istorija ne 
mo`e da generira sistem na normi zatoa {to u{te 
od po~etokot ne se sostoi od op{toprimenlivi 
standardi, tuku od individualni mu{i~ki vo 
glavata. Na samata nejzina struktura i duh & se tu|i 
razmisluvawa za normalnoto i za patolo{koto. Kako 
pristap kon gej ma{kata subjektivnost, taa e sosem 
odvoena od psihologijata. 

Istoriskiot proekt na Bartlet e deskriptiven, ne 
e preskriptiven ili normativen. Predocna e za 
mrtvite da se propi{uvaat kodeksi na odnesuvawe 
i zdravo funkcionirawe. Tie se nadvor od na{iot 
doseg da im diktirame, da gi pottiknuvame, da 
gi te{ime, da gi podobruvame, da gi le~ime, 
da gi zajakneme. Tie se toa {to bile. Mo`ebi 
bile pomra~eni, sebi~ni, odvratni, nemoralni, 
pogre{no naso~eni; mo`e da nè zasramat, da nè 
zaprepasti nivnata politika, da im zaviduvame za 
nivnata socijalna pozicija – ili na nivnata obleka. 
Bartlet se ima izjasneto deka ~esto ~uvstvuval del 
od tie emocii. Ne trepnuvaj}i i namerno gi iznel 
`alnite, razo~aruva~kite, {okantnite (delumno i 
vozbudlivi) incidenti od gej minatoto. Mo`e da ne 
gi odobruvame, no na{eto odobruvawe pove}e ne e 
potrebno, nitu pak e relevantno. Nie ne mo`eme da 
go izmenime minatoto, i bidej}i ne sme zasekoga{ 
odredeni od nego, nema potreba da go mrazime ili 
da se ~uvstvuvame zatvoreni od nego, {to zna~i 
deka nema potreba da go otfrlame, da se odrekuvame 
od nego ili da go negirame. Vsu{nost, nie mo`eme 
da si dozvolime da go zememe kako del od na{ata 
istorija, kako del od nas samite, duri i da go sakame, 
tokmu zatoa {to gi imame sopstvenite `ivoti koi 
ne se neizbe`no definirani od nea. Naprotiv, nie 

This is gay history as a source of queer pleasure and 
freedom, history open to the play of desire, history as 
an invitation and opportunity to do whatever feels good. 
Such a model of history cannot generate a system of 
norms, because it is constituted from the outset not by 
generally applicable standards but by individual kinks. It 
is alien in its very structure and spirit to considerations 
of the normal and the pathological. As an approach 
to gay male subjectivity, it stands utterly apart from 
psychology.

Bartlett’s historical project is descriptive, not prescriptive 
or normative. It is too late to prescribe codes of conduct 
and healthy functioning to the dead. They are beyond 
the reach of our ability to dictate to them, to edify them, 
to console them, to improve them, to therapize them, 
to get them to butch up. They are what they were. They 
may have been benighted, selfish, disgusting, immoral, 
misguided; we may be embarrassed by them, dismayed 
by their politics, envious of their social position—or 
of their clothes. Bartlett made it clear that he often 
felt a number of those emotions. He unblinkingly and 
deliberately brought forward pitiable, disappointing, 
shocking (if sometimes exciting) incidents from the gay 
past. We may not approve of them, but our approval is 
no longer required, nor is it relevant. We cannot change 
the past, and since we are not forever determined by it, 
we don’t need to resent it or to feel imprisoned by it, 
which means we don’t need to reject, disclaim, or deny 
it. We can afford, rather, to live with it, to take it on as 
part of our history, and as part of ourselves, even to love 
it, precisely because we have our own lives, which are 
not ineluctably defined by it. Rather, we have the choice, 
the freedom to “pick and choose from the riches of our 
history” whatever may serve to bring into focus the 
particularity of our existence in the present or to help us 
invent our future.
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imame izbor, sloboda da „prebirame i odbirame 
od bogatstvata na na{ata istorija” sè {to mo`e 
da pridonese kon stavawe vo fokus na posebnosta 
na na{ata egzistencija vo sega{nosta ili da ni 
pomogne da ja izmislime na{ata idnina. 

Gej istorijata, spored Bartletovoto razbirawe na 
istata, ni nudi referentni to~ki koi mo`eme da gi 
koristime za da se orientirame i da go rafinirame 
na{eto ~uvstvo za toa koi sme. Isto taka ni dozvoluva 
da se razlikuvame edni od drugi i od minatoto, da gi 
sporeduvame na{ite sopstveni na~ini na `iveewe 
so toa kako lu|eto `iveele pred nas bez nivno 
me{awe. Istoriskiot zapis ni dava mo`nost za 
opi{uvawe i definirawe na specifi~ni praktiki 
na квир subjektivnost so poklopuvawe na na{ite 
sopstveni praktiki so tie na ma`ite koi odlu~uvame 
da gi izdvoime, izdvoime od mete`ot kraj barot na 
gej minatoto. Najposle, ne mora da odbereme samo 
eden istoriski predok, ili da vospostavime ideal, 
standard za site, ili da promovirame eden model, 
ili da se pretpostavi edinstvena, integrirana 
praktika na gej ma{ka subjektivnost.

Jas gi istaknuvam praktikite na subjektivnost 
zatoa {to Bartletoviot portret na vidot na ma`i 
kakvi {to bevme i sme se sostoi od nabquduvawe 
na socijalnoto odnesuvawe. Kako {to mo`eme da 
o~ekuvame, objasnuvaweto koe go dava e celosno 
induktivno, nominalisti~ko, nedoka`ano i 
neteorisko. Bartlet sklopuva „kakvo e ~uvstvoto” so 
gledawe na nekoi specifi~ni, svojstveni kulturni 
praktiki koi gi oblikuvaa konkretnite aktivnosti 
i zapi{aa samoiska`uvawa na nekoi gej ma`i. 
Dokolku u~eweto kako da se bide gej e ne{to {to se 
pravi vo odnos so drugite, kako {to otkri Bartlet, 
toga{ posebnata subjektivna sostojba na biduvawe 
gej mora da e ne{to {to se steknuva preku ona {to ti 

Gay history, according to Bartlett’s conception of it, 
offers us reference points we can use to orient ourselves 
and to refine our sense of who we are. It also allows us 
to differentiate ourselves from one another and from the 
past, to compare our own ways of life with how people 
lived before us without having to confound the two. The 
historical record allows us the possibility of describing 
and defining specific practices of queer subjectivity by 
matching our own practices with those of the men we 
decide to pick out, pick up from that crowd at the bar of 
the gay past. We don’t have to select just one historical 
antecedent, after all, or to devise an ideal, a standard 
for everyone, or to promote a single model, or to posit a 
unitary, integrated practice of gay male subjectivity.

I emphasize practices of subjectivity, because Bartlett’s 
portrait of the kind of men we were, and are, is composed 
by observing patterns of social behavior. The account 
he offers is, as we might expect, entirely inductive, 
nominalistic, tentative, and untheoretical. Bartlett 
pieces together “what it feels like” by looking at some 
specific, distinctive cultural practices that shaped the 
concrete activities and recorded self-expressions of 
some gay men. If learning how to be gay is something 
you do in relation to others, as Bartlett discovered, then 
the particular subjective condition of being gay must be 
something you acquire through what you and other gay 
men do together, through the life that you share with 
them. Gay subjectivity is not a fixed structure but the 
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i drugi gej ma`i go pravite zaedno, preku `ivotot 
{to go spodeluvate so niv. Gej subjektivnosta ne e 
fiksirana struktura tuku efekt na specifi~ni 
i mo`ni zaedni~ki praktiki. Taa se javuva kolek­
tivno kako rezultat na socijalna aktivnost. Sekoj 
mo`e da bide homoseksualec, no da se bide gej ne e 
ne{to {to mo`e da go pravite sosema sami. Toa e 
socijalen ~in. 

* * *
Gej praktikite na subjektivnosta koi{to gi otkri 
Bartletovata istoriska meditacija ne davaat 
pozitivni vrednosti po koi treba da se `ivee gej 
ma{kiot `ivot ili eti~ka osnova vrz koja{to mo`e 
da se opravda. Tie reflektiraat del od istoriskite 
formi koi gi zazela gej egzistencijata. Tie se mo`ni, 
ne nu`ni. Nivnata osnova e vo promenlivosta na 
istorijata, ne vo vistinata na psihologijata ili 
identitetot. Tie ne se nitu dobri nitu lo{i. Ne mora 
da gi saka{. Tie ne se kreirani za da predizvikaat 
va{e odobruvawe. Ednostavno, tie se toa {to se.

Bartletovoto postignuvawe e {to ja opi{al gej 
subjektivnosta so jazik dosledno osloboden od 
normativnoto razmisluvawe. Istorijata zapi{uva 
kako sme `iveele, ne ni ka`uva kako treba da `ive­
eme. Ne izveduva od vlasta na normite. Za ispituva­
we Bartlet so vnimanie odbira odredeni praktiki 
na gej ma{kata subjektivnost na koi zna~itelno 
im nedostiga o~igledna moralna privle~nost: toj 
gi ispituva falsifikuvaweto, neavtenti~nosta, 
nepostojanosta, povtoruvaweto, sobiraweto, konsu­
merizmot, fantazijata, hedonizmot i identifi­
kuvaweto so gornite e{aloni na op{testvoto. 
Mala e opasnosta Bartletoviot ~itatel da gi 
pro~ita pogre{no tie praktiki za doblesti – ili 
pogre{no da go pro~ita Bartletoviot opis za niv 
kako propaganda vo ime na nekoja superiorna gej 

effect of specific and contingent communal practices. 
It emerges collectively as the result of social activity. 
Anyone may happen to be homosexual, but being gay is 
not something you can do all by yourself. It is a social 
act.

* * *
The gay practices of subjectivity that Bartlett’s historical 
meditation disclosed do not yield positive values by which 
gay male life should be lived or an ethical foundation on 
which it can be justified. They reflect some of the historical 
forms that gay existence has taken. They are contingent, 
not necessary. They are grounded in the vagaries of 
history, not in the truth of psychology or identity. They 
are neither good nor bad. You don’t have to like them. 
They weren’t designed to elicit your approval. They are 
simply what they are.

Bartlett’s achievement is to describe gay subjectivity in a 
language consistently free of normative thinking. History 
records how we have lived, it does not tell us how we 
should live. It takes us out of the realm of norms. Bartlett 
is careful to select for exploration particular practices of 
gay male subjectivity that are signally lacking in obvious 
moral attraction: he examines forgery, inauthenticity, 
inconsistency, repetition, collecting, consumerism, 
fantasy, hedonism, and identification with the upper 
echelons of society. There is little danger that Bartlett’s 
reader will mistake those practices for virtues—or will 
mistake Bartlett’s description of them for propaganda 
on behalf of some superior gay morality. Bartlett is not 
defining gay male existence as it should be, or as it usually 
is, or as it would be if it weren’t deformed by oppression, 
disfigured by pathology, distorted by deviance. He is 
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moralnost. Bartlet ne go definira gej ma{koto 
postoewe kakvo {to toa treba da bide, ili kakvo 
{to navistina e, ili kakvo bi bilo dokolku ne 
be{e deformirano od potisnuvawe, nagrdeno od 
patologija, izobli~eno od devijacija. Toj opi{uva 
nekoi formi koi toa gi prezelo vo minatoto i se 
obiduva da ja otkrie logikata {to le`i vo nivnata 
osnova. 

Bartlet pravi mnogu za da izbega od zadol`itelnoto 
~lenstvo vo gej kulturata koja{to ja opi{uva so tolku 
qubov. Nasproti negovoto vnimatelno i strasno evo­
cirawe na drugi gej `ivoti, toj re~isi fobi~no 
e re{en da izbegne tie nu`no da go asimiliraat 
negoviot `ivot. Negovata ambivalentnost go vodi 
duri i do negirawe na postoeweto na samata grupa 
koja{to toj niz celata negova kniga se obiduva da ja 
zamisli, evocira i definira. [to se odnesuva do 
nego, toj insistira, „nema ‘stvarno’ nie” (169). 

So toa, Bartlet odbiva da navleze vo {pekulacija za 
vistinskata priroda na gej ma{kata subjektivnost. 
Za Bartlet ne postoi ne{to kako gej postoewe kakvo 
{to navistina e ili treba da bide. Ima samo gej 
postoewe kakvo {to postoelo. Vrednostite koi 
gej ma`ite gi neguvaat ne se sami po sebe „gej 
vrednosti”. Zatoa nieden gej ma` koj{to ja ~ita 
Bartletovata kniga ne se ~uvstvuva povikan da 
gi odobruva ili prifa}a vrednostite dadeni vo 
nea. Nie ne mora da gi vrednuvame samo zatoa {to 
drugi gej ma`i gi vrednuvale. Najposle, ne se site 
gej ma`i isti. Gej ma`ite denes mo`e da zazemat 
sloboda vo odnos na vrednostite koi nekoi gej ma`i 
gi neguvale vo minatoto. Toa e ne{to {to mo`eme 
da go napravime, sepak, samo koga tie vrednosti 
se pretstaveni kako istoriski i kako socijalno 
specifi~ni, kako vrednosti koi nekoi gej ma`i 

describing some forms it has taken in the past and he is 
trying to uncover their underlying logic.

Bartlett goes to great lengths to escape mandatory 
membership in the gay culture he so lovingly describes. 
Despite his careful and passionate evocation of other gay 
lives, he is almost phobically determined to avoid having 
his own life compulsorily assimilated to them. His 
ambivalence leads him even to deny the existence of the 
very group he spends his entire book trying to imagine, to 
evoke, and to define. As far as he is concerned, he insists, 
“there is no ‘real’ us” (169).

Bartlett refuses, then, to traffic in speculation about the 
true nature of gay male subjectivity. There is no such 
thing for Bartlett as gay existence as it truly is or should 
be. There is only gay existence as it has existed. The 
values gay men have cherished are not “gay values” in 
themselves. That is why no gay man who reads Bartlett’s 
book feels called upon to endorse or to embrace the 
values rehearsed in it. We do not have to value them just 
because other gay men have valued them. After all, not 
all gay men are the same. Gay men today can assume 
a freedom in relation to the values that some gay men 
have cherished in the past. That is something we can 
do, however, only when those values are presented as 
historically and socially specific, as values that some gay 
men have cherished, and that gay men nowadays are free 
to choose or to reject, and not as gay values in and of 
themselves.15

David M. Halperin Small Town Boy: Neil Bartlett Learns How to be Gay
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gi neguvale, i koi gej ma`ite vo sega{nosta mo`e 
slobodno da gi prifa}aat i otfrlaat, a ne kako gej 
vrednosti vo i po sebe.15

* * *
Toga{, toa {to Bartlet ni go nudi vo negovata 
kniga za Vajld e isklu~itelno prefineta i 
rafinirana demonstracija na toa kako da se opi{e 
gej ma{ka kultura preku ispituvawe na sopstvenata 
identifikacija so drugi gej ma`i pri nivna 
istovremena deidentifikacija. Bartlet konstruira 
i elaborira verzija na identifikacija koja{to 
ima eden vid deidentifikacija vgradena vo nea 
s$ dodeka vidot na gej identifikacijata koja{to 
toj ja praktikuva ne zavisi od postoeweto na ve}e 
vospostaven i usovr{en gej identitet, no ne bara 
ni bri{ewe na razlikata. Toa e model koj{to ne 
se pla{i od, tuku ja prifa}a ambivalentnosta vo 
odnosite na gej ma`ite, i minati i sega{ni, edni 
kon drugi, i toa n$ u~i kako da se sakame edni 
so drugi pokraj na{ite vkoreneti impulsi kon 
deidentifikacija, kon gej sram – nasproti na{ite 
tendencii da ne sakame da imame ni{to so pove}eto 
gej ma`i ili da insistirame da im poka`eme deka 
sme podobri od niv.

Na ovoj na~in Bartlet nudi `ivopisen portret na 
promenlivite, emotivno optovareni i komplici­
rani presvrti vo gej ma{kata identifikacija, 
portret na pre~ki koi gej ma`ite mora da gi nadminat 
za da sozdadat zaedni~ka kultura osnovana vo smisla 
na kolektiven identitet – ili da go prepoznaat ili 
prifatat postoeweto na kulturata koja{to ve}e ja 
spodeluvaat. 

Navistina, kakvi ma`i bevme nie? 

Prevod od angliski jazik: Rodna Ruskovska

* * *
What Bartlett offers us in his book on Wilde, then, is an 
extraordinarily subtle and refined demonstration of how 
to describe gay male culture through exploring one’s 
identification with other gay men while disidentifying 
from them at the same time. Bartlett constructs and 
elaborates a version of identification that has a kind 
of disidentification built into it, insofar as the kind 
of gay identification he practices does not depend on 
the existence of an already established and perfected 
gay identity, but neither does it require the erasure of 
difference. It is a model that does not fear but rather 
embraces ambivalence in the relations of gay men, both 
past and present, to one another, and that teaches us 
how to love each other despite our stubborn, inveterate 
impulses to disidentification, to gay shame—despite our 
tendencies to want to have nothing to do with most gay 
men or to insist on showing them that we are better than 
they are.

In this way, Bartlett provides a vivid portrait of the 
volatile, emotionally fraught, and difficult vicissitudes of 
gay male identification, a portrait of the obstacles that 
gay men have to overcome in order to create a common 
culture grounded in a sense of collective identity—or to 
recognize and accept the existence of the culture they 
already share.

What kinds of men, indeed, were we?
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Notes:

1. Neil Bartlett, Who Was That Man? A Present for Mr Oscar 
Wilde (London: Serpent’s Tail, 1988), xix. All further page 
references to this work will be incorporated in the text. 
Unless otherwise noted, all italics that appear in quoted 
extracts from this book are Bartlett’s own.

2. For a commentary on this passage as well as a searching 
comparison of Bartlett’s project to Benjamin’s, see 
Dianne Chisholm, “The City of Collective Memory,” Queer 
Constellations:  Subcultural Space in the Wake of the 
City (Minneapolis:  University of Minnesota Press, 2005), 
101-144, esp. 108-109.  Chisholm provides the source of 
the quotation as Walter Benjamin, “A Berlin Chronicle,” 
trans. Edmund Jephcott, in Benjamin, Selected Writings, 
vol. 2, 1927-1934, trans. Rodney Livingstone, et al., ed. 
Michael W. Jennings, Howard Eiland, and Gary Smith 
(Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press, 1999), 595-
637 (quotation on p. 598).

3. Chisholm, “City of Collective Memory,” 113. Chisholm 
had pointed out that the “social existence [of lesbians and 
gay men] is a product of the city itself... [They] owe their 
emergence to the industrial metropolis, where they were 
hailed as a new ‘city type’ in police reports and newspaper 
stories and, no less scandalously, in the first urban poetry 
(Baudelaire’s Les Fleurs du mal, Whitman’s Leaves of 
Grass)...” (101).

4. Rimbaud, in a letter, famously declared, Je est un autre 
(“I is another”).

5. See Chisholm, “City of Collective Memory,” esp. 126-27, 
from whom I have adapted the formula, “cruising the 
archive.”

Bele{ki:  

1.   Neil Bartlett, Who Was That Man? A Present for Mr 
Oscar Wilde (London: Serpent’s Tail, 1988), xix. Site 
upatuvawa na strani od ova delo }e bidat vklu~eni 
vo tekstot. Osven ako ne e poinaku obele`ano, site 
kurzivi koi se pojavuvaat vo citiranite izvadoci od 
knigata se na samiot Bartlet. 

2.   Za komentar na ovoj del, kako i za pregledna sporedba 
me|u proektite na Bartlet i na Benxamin, vidi 
Dianne Chisholm, “The City of Collective Memory,” Queer 
Constellations: Subcultural Space in the Wake of the City 
(Minneapolis: University of Minnesota Press, 2005), 
101­144, posebno 108­109. ^izholm go dava izvorot 
na citatot kako Walter Benjamin, “A Berlin Chronicle,” 
trans. Edmund Jephcott, in Benjamin, Selected Writings, 
vol. 2, 1927-1934, trans. Rodney Livingstone, et al., ed. 
Michael W. Jennings, Howard Eiland, and Gary Smith 
(Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press, 1999), 595­
637 (citat na strana 598).

3.  Chisholm, “City of Collective Memory,” 113. ^izholm 
istakna deka „socijalnoto postoewe [na lezbejki i 
gej ma`i] e proizvod na samiot grad... [Tie] svoeto 
pojavuvawe go dol`at na industriskata metropola, 
kade {to bile po zdraveni kako nov „gradski vid” 
vo policiski izve{tai i novinski prikazni i, 
ne pomalku skandalozno, vo prvata urbana poezija 
(Baudelaire, Les Fleurs du mal, Vitmanovata (Whitman) 
Leaves of Grass)...” (101).

4.  Rembo slavno izjavi vo pismo Je est un autre („Jas e 
drug”).

5.   Vidi Chisholm, “City of Collective Memory”, osobeno 
126­27, od kade ja prezedov formulata „krstosuvawe 
na arhivata”.

David M. Halperin Small Town Boy: Neil Bartlett Learns How to be Gay
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6. I allude to the opening sentence of Edmund White’s first 
novel, Forgetting Elena (1973; New York:  Vintage, 1994), 
3: “I am the first person in the house to awaken, but I am 
unsure of the implications.”

7. I am reminded of a recent rock song by Jimmy Street 
called “Gay Sex Guru” (available on a compilation by Sey-
mour Butz—if that is his real name—and Nick Wales enti-
tled Gay in the Life: Adventures in Queer Underground 
[Melbourne: Odd Man Out Records/Mushroom Records 
Pty. Ltd., 2000]) which contains the following verses:

I have never ever kissed a boy before
I have never entered via the back door
But I want to know, when I do it, will I do it right?

I have never been to no Mardi Gras
I’ve never had the action from near or far
But I want to know, when I go there, will I party right?

Won’t you be my gay sex guru?
Don’t you know there’s a lot I want to learn from you?

I have never boogied with a man before
I’ve never sniffed amyl on the dance floor
But I want to know, when I do it, will I do it right?

I have never dated no leatherman
I’ve never had the pleasure of his leather hand

But I want to know, when I feel it, will I feel it right?

6.   Aludiram na vovednata re~enica od prviot roman na 
Edmund Vajt, Edmund White, Forgetting Elena (1973; 
New York: Vintage, 1994), 3: „Vo ku}ata, jas sum prvoto 
lice koe se budi, no nesigurna/nesiguren sum za 
implikaciite”.

7.   Se prisetuvam na skore{na rok pesna na Ximi Strit 
(Jimmy Street) so naslov „Gej seks guru” (“Gay Sex 
Guru”) (dostapna na kompilacijata na Simor Bats 
(Seymour Butz)  ­ dokolku toa e negovoto vistinsko 
ime – i Nik Vejls (Nick Wales) pod naslov Gay in the 
Life: Adventures in Queer Underground (Gej vo ̀ ivotot: 
Avanturi vo kvir podzemjeto) [Melbourne: Odd Man 
Out Records/Mushroom Records Pty. Ltd., 2000]) 
koja{to gi sodr`i slednive stihovi: 

Nikoga{ porano ne sum baknal ma`
Nikoga{ ne sum vlegol od zadnata vrata 
No, sakam da znam, koga }e go storam toa, dali }e go storam 
pravilno?

Nikoga{ ne sum bil na Mardi Gra
Nikoga{ ne sum imal akcija odblizu ili oddaleku
No, sakam da znam, koga }e stignam tamu, dali }e se ̀ urkam 
pravilno?

]e bide{ li moj seks guru?
Zarem ne znae{ deka sakam mnogu da nau~am od tebe?

Nikoga{ porano ne sum tancuval so ma`
Nikoga{ ne sum mirisnal amil na podot za tancuvawe
No, sakam da znam, koga }e go storam toa, dali }e go storam 
pravilno?

Nikoga{ ne sum izgleguval so ko`en ma`
Nikoga{ ne sum go po~uvstvuval zadovolstvoto od negovata 
ko`ena raka
No, sakam da znam, koga }e ja po~uvstvuvam, dali }e ja 
po~uvstvuvam pravilno?
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 Gay initiation still takes time, evidently, and requires 
expert guidance. (My thanks to Annamarie Jagose for 
bringing this song to my attention.)

8. Cf. Michel Foucault: “How is it possible for men to be 
together? to live together, to share their time, their 
meals, their bedroom, their pastimes, their sorrows, their 
knowledge, their confidences?  What is it like for men to be 
among men—‘stripped naked,’ outside of institutionalized 
social relations, family, job, obligatory social life?” (Com-
ment est-il possible pour les hommes d’être ensemble ? 
de vivre ensemble, de partager leur temps, leur repas, 
leur chambre, leurs loisirs, leur chagrins, leur savoir, 
leurs confidences ? Qu’est-ce que c’est que ça, être entre 
hommes, « à nu », hors de relations institutionnelles, de 
famille, de profession, de camaraderie obligée ?): Jean 
Le Bitoux, et al., “De l’amitié comme mode de vie.  Un 
entretien avec un lecteur quinquagénaire,” Le gai pied, 25 
(April 1981), 38-39 (quotation on p. 38); my translation. 
The French text has been reprinted in Michel Foucault, 
Dits et écrits, 1954-1988, ed. Daniel Defert and François 
Ewald (Paris:  Gallimard, 1994), IV, 163-64.  An English 
translation by John Johnston can be found in Foucault 
Live: Collected Interviews, 1961-1984, ed. Sylvère 
Lotringer (New York:  Semiotext(e), 1996), 203-11, and 
in Michel Foucault, Ethics: Subjectivity and Truth, ed. 
Paul Rabinow, Essential Works of Foucault 1954-1984, 
Volume I (New York: The Free Press, 1997), 135-40.

9. On rescue fantasies in gay history and historiography, 
see Heather Love, “Emotional Rescue:  The Demands of 
Queer History,” Feeling Backward:  Loss and the Politics 
of Queer History (Cambridge, MA: Harvard University 
Press, 2007), 31-52, 172-76.

10. On the phenomenology of this queer touch between 
present and past, see Carolyn Dinshaw, Getting Medieval:  
Sexualities and Communities, Pre- and Postmodern 

David M. Halperin Small Town Boy: Neil Bartlett Learns How to be Gay

 O~igledno, za gej iniciraweto sè u{te treba vreme 
i potrebno e stru~no vodstvo. (I blagodaram na 
Anamari Jagose {to mi uka`a za ovaa pesna).

8.   Vidi ja Mi{el Fuko: „Kako e mo`no ma`i da bidat 
zaedno? Da `iveat zaedno, da go spodeluvaat svoeto 
vreme, svoite obroci, spalnata soba, hobijata, tagite, 
znaewata, doverbite? Kako e ma`i da bidat me|u 
ma`i – „ugul goli”, nadvor od institucionalizirani 
socijalni odnosi, semejstvo, rabota, zadol`itelen 
socijalen `ivot”? (Comment est-il possible pour 
les hommes d’être ensemble ? de vivre ensemble, de 
partager leur temps, leur repas, leur chambre, leurs 
loisirs, leur chagrins, leur savoir, leurs confiden- 
ces ?  Qu’est-ce que c’est que ça, être entre hommes,  
« à nu », hors de relations institutionnelles, de famille, 
de profession, de camaraderie obligée ?): Jean Le Bitoux, 
et al., “De l’amitié comme mode de vie. Un entretien avec 
un lecteur quinquagénaire,” Le gai pied, 25 (April 1981), 
38­39 (citat na str. 38); moj prevod.  Francuskiot 
tekst e prepe~aten vo Michel Foucault, Dits et écrits, 
1954-1988, ed. Daniel Defert and François Ewald (Paris:  
Gallimard, 1994), IV, 163­64. Angliskiot prevod na 
Xon Xonston (John Johnston) mo`e da se najde vo 
Foucault Live: Collected Interviews, 1961-1984, edited by 
Sylvère Lotringer (New York: Semiotext(e), 1996), 203­
11, i vo Michel Foucault, Ethics: Subjectivity and Truth, 
Essential Works of Foucault 1954­1984, Volume I, edited 
by Paul Rabinow (New York: The Free Press, 1997), 135­
40.

9. Za fantazii za spasuvawe vo gej istorijata i 
istoriografijata, vidi Heather Love “Emotional 
Rescue: The Demands of Queer History,” Feeling 
Backward: Loss and the Politics of Queer History 
(Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press, 2007), 31­
52, 172­76.

10. Za fenomenologijata na ovoj kvir dopir pome|u 
sega{nosta i minatoto, vidi Carolyn Dinshaw, Getting 
Medieval: Sexualities and Communities, Pre- and 
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(Durham: Duke University Press, 1999), and “History’s 
Queer Touch: A Forum on Carolyn Dinshaw’s Getting 
Medieval,” in Journal of the History of Sexuality, 10.2 
(2001), 165-211.

11.  Julia Kristeva, Pouvoirs de l’horreur. Essai sur l’abjection 
(Paris: Seuil, 1980).

12.  Here Bartlett’s outlook approximates closely to Michel 
Foucault’s vision of homosexuality as a strategic 
opportunity for ongoing self-transformation: for the 
details, see David M. Halperin, Saint Foucault: Towards 
a Gay Hagiography (New York: Oxford University Press, 
1995), 67-106.

13.  See Paul Morrison, “End Pleasure,” The Explanation for 
Everything: Essays on Sexual Subjectivity (New York:  
New York University Press, 2001), 54-81, 181-84.

14.   For a similar argument along feminist lines, see Teresa de 
Lauretis, “The Essence of the Triangle or, Taking the Risk 
of Essentialism Seriously:  Feminist Theory in Italy, the 
U.S., and Britain,” differences, 1.2 (Summer 1989), 3-37.

15. That is why Bartlett’s approach is preferable to the 
remarkable and otherwise admirable studies of gay male 
values and gay male spirituality by David Nimmons, The 
Soul Beneath the Skin: The Unseen Hearts and Habits of 
Gay Men (New York: St. Martin’s, 2002) and Will Fellows, 
A Passion to Preserve: Gay Men as Keepers of Culture 
(Madison: University of Wisconsin Press, 2004).

Postmodern (Durham: Duke University Press, 1999), i 
“History’s Queer Touch:  A Forum on Carolyn Dinshaw’s 
Getting Medieval”, in Journal of the History of Sexuality, 
10.2 (2001), 165­211.

11.   Julia Kristeva, Pouvoirs de l’horreur. Essai sur l’abjection 
(Paris: Seuil, 1980).

12.  Tuka pogledot na Bartlet se pribli`uva do vizijata 
na Mi{el Fuko za homoseksualnosta kako strate{ka 
mo`nost za tekovna sebetransformacija: za detali, 
vidi David M. Halperin, Saint Foucault: Towards a Gay 
Hagiography (New York: Oxford University Press, 1995), 
67­106. 

13.   Vidi Paul Morrison, „End Pleasure,” The Explanation 
for Everything: Essays on Sexual Subjectivity (New York:  
New York University Press, 2001), 54­81, 181­84.

14.  Za sli~en argument vo feministi~ki pravec, vidi 
Teresa de Lauretis, “The Essence of the Triangle or, Taking 
the Risk of Essentialism Seriously: Feminist Theory in 
Italy, the U.S., and Britain,” differences, 1.2 (Summer 
1989), 3­37.

15. Zatoa Bartletoviot pristap se pretpo~ita vo 
sporedba so izvonrednite i inaku odli~nite studii 
za gej ma{ki vrednosti i gej ma{ka spiritualnost od 
David Nimmons, The Soul Beneath the Skin: The Unseen 
Hearts and Habits of Gay Men (New York: St. Martin’s, 
2002) i Will Fellows, A Passion to Preserve: Gay Men 
as Keepers of Culture (Madison: University of Wisconsin 
Press, 2004).


