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Abstract 

This thesis takes as its central subject the queer qualities and re-orienting capabilities of 

the photographs of George Platt Lynes and PaJaMa, particularly regarding how the images resist 

binary conceptions of sexuality and coupledom. The introductory chapter explores the historical 

foundations of modern monogamy and heteronormativity and demonstrates how the photographs 

of Lynes and PaJaMa, which range in date from the 1930s to the mid-1950s, emerged at a time 

when binarized notions of homosexuality/heterosexuality and singleness/coupledom were 

beginning to more forcefully take root in the United States. Chapter 1 focuses on how Lynes and 

PaJaMa were both involved in tripartite relationships, a fact that deeply informed a logic of 

triplicity that undergirds the expanse of the art of both sets of artists. Chapter 2 sets these 

photographs amidst the broader theory and history of photography and deploys notions of a 

queer phenomenology in order to assess how Lynes and PaJaMa, through their photographs, 

beckon and queer their spectator, enveloping them into affective relation with the same 

polyqueer orientations the photographs depict. In the end, this thesis asserts that the legacy of the 

photographic oeuvres of Lynes and PaJaMa are not just the remarkable ways in which they 

capture a queer world, but of the profound means by which the artists, through these 

photographs, sought to build one. 
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Introduction: The Dominance of Coupledom and the Emergence of the Sexual Binary 

Coupledom, the exclusive union of two, stands as one of the most integral tropes of 

Western civilization, politics, and culture. In Plato’s Symposium, Aristophanes explains in mythic 

terms the origins of the impulse toward coupledom, and he does so in a manner that is amazingly 

relative to today’s “normative” understandings of soulmates and practices of monogamy. He 

explains that humans were once doubled creatures, bodies with double the faces, limbs, and 

genitals that constitute the “modern” human body. These double-bodied humans, Aristophanes 

explains, had three genders—male, female, and mixed—dependent on the presence of either two 

penises, two vaginas, or one of each. With a double-body came, apparently, immense strength, 

and thus the capability to storm the realm of the gods and overthrow the extant divine order. 

Zeus, then, decided to split all these double-bodied humans down the middle into two parts, with 

each new being taking the form of a two-legged, two-armed creature that was henceforth either 

male or female. These now “halved” humans immediately began to seek out their other halves, 

and when they found each other, they embraced for the (now impossible) purpose of bodily 

reunification. Zeus and Apollo went on to modify these halves, utilizing their impulse toward 

reunification so that they would experience sexual pleasure together as two separate beings 

which, in the case of a male and female couple, allowed for reproduction. Since total 

reunification was impossible, the urge to find one’s “missing half” served to metaphorically 

restore humans to their original double-being wholeness, out of which a holistic romantic and 

existential happiness could be found.1 

1 See Richard Hunter, Plato’s Symposium (New York: Oxford University Press, 2004), 62-64. 
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The impulse toward coupledom, toward two-person relationships, has, at least according 

to Aristophanes here, existed since the dawn of the modern human, and notably, it originated as a 

system by which humans could be ordered and their potential for revolt against the dominant 

powers (here, the Olympians) severely reduced. And though an allegory now over two millennia 

old, this tale is amazingly evocative of the orders of gender, sexual orientation, and romantic/ 

sexual relations that continue to dominate Western civilization to this day. Gender continues to 

be seen, at least by the state, in a strict binary fashion, with the exception of rare “mixed” 

designations on some government documents; sexuality continues to be widely understood as a 

matter of strict attraction to either one of two sets of genitalia, thus either “gay” or “straight;” and 

romantic/sexual relations (whether “gay” or “straight”) continue to be codified and recognized 

through the institution of marriage, a recognition limited to the official union of two individuals, 

supposedly only to each other for the remainder of their lives. Of course, nearly anyone reading 

this will recognize that there are multiple, plentiful exceptions to these binaristic dictums. And as 

many of us who identify as queer or trans, or study gender and sexuality, or both, know, these 

binary orders are constructions of a society that aims to erase and de-legitimize any gender or 

sexual orientation that does not fit its carefully-constructed mold, a mould shaped (and rarely re-

shaped) in order to privilege white cisgender heterosexual maleness.  

The idea of the heterosexual, monogamous couple, too, has come to dominate 

representations of love, marriage, and sexuality throughout much of the Western art historical 

canon. Landmark works such as Piero della Francesca’s dual-portraits of Battista Sforza and 

Federico da Montefeltro, Jan van Eyck’s The Arnolfini Portrait, Gustav Klimt’s or Auguste 

Rodin’s The Kiss, etc., all exemplify (either for religious, political, or purely aesthetic reasons) 
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and exalt the couple as the ultimate union of love. But from the 1930s through the 1950s, a 

coterie of artistic comrades based in New York City produced a broad collection of images that 

dramatically countered the long-domineering, militantly-enforced social and artistic trope of the 

monogamous couple. Over the course of three decades, George Platt Lynes and the trio of artists 

working collectively under the name of PaJaMa (Paul Cadmus, Jared French, and Margaret 

French) created remarkable photographs that captured not only the breadth of their queer 

networks of friends, lovers, and colleagues, but codified into imagery—perhaps for the first time 

in the modern age—a form of queer relationality figured on multiplicity, on the nature of loving 

or sexually investing in more than one person. These images ultimately reflect the power (and 

need) of queerness to invite, expand, and envelop the lives of others into its fray.  

Take, for instance, the PaJaMa photograph of Jensen Yow, Jack Fontan, and Bill Harris, 

Fire Island [Fig. 1.1], in which three bare-torsoed men—all of whom were queer—form a 

triangle on the shores of what has been, since the early twentieth century, a semi-utopic gay-

bohemian locale. More important than their location, though, is how they read as a group: each 

isolated at their own apex of the triangle, and yet bonded by the positioning of their bodies and 

lines of sight, one turning or beginning to glance toward the next. These men thus create a non-

exclusive circuit of desire void of the possessive forces enshrined in traditional representations of 

couples. 

Bodily isolation and the presence of three (or more) need not be the defining quality of 

these un-coupled photographs, however. For in photographs such as George Platt Lyne’s Tex 

Smutney and Buddy Stanley (Reclining) [Fig. 1.2], there are only two bodies, and—in contrast to 

the staged separation employed in the above PaJaMa image—they are intimately intertwined. 
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Nevertheless, the two bodies intersect in such an organic, illusory way that there appears to be 

more than two bodies present; at the very least, it is difficult to tell where one body ends and the 

other begins. The fact that the two bodies are interlaced in such a way that one’s head (unseen) is 

positioned beside the rear of the other, as opposed to the general parallelism of a “spooning” 

position, further allows this image to resist the exclusivity and wholeness typically endowed to 

portraits of couples. What is more, their lack of visual engagement with each other—with one 

figure’s face entirely unseen, and the other looking upward and outward—establishes a scene in 

which bodily interaction, in contrast to emotional intimacy, and the potential for multiple sites of 

pleasure and touch (hand-to-wrist, knee-to-waist, head-to-buttock, hand-to-calf, bicep-to-pelvis) 

stands as the governing logic to the image. Such multiplicity of intersections posits the bodies of 

Tex Smutney and Buddy Stanley as two building blocks toward the promise of physical pleasure, 

connective pieces that seemingly leave an invitation open for others to join.  

My project in this thesis will be to probe the photographs of PaJaMa and George Platt 

Lynes in terms of their representations of relations that resist the normative categorization of the 

couple. The images surveyed here will include portrayals of actual ménage-à-trois pairings, 

individuals (such as Jensen Yow, Jack Fontan, and Bill Harris) staged in semi-erotic group 

settings, and couples (such as Smutney and Stanley) that—whether historically committed or not 

—are presented here without clear contours of exclusivity. One of my objectives here is to put 

these images into the socio-historical contexts of both monogamy and queerness with the goal of 

stressing, in the end, the political valence of a queer anti-monogamy.  

In this introduction, I will outline a brief history of modern understandings of monogamy 

and sexuality from the nineteenth century onward that will include both historic and 
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contemporary reflections on the queer-feminist potentials of resisting monogamy. Additionally, I 

will consult, among others, now-canonical works such as George Chauncey’s Gay New York: 

Gender, Urban Culture, and the Making of the Gay Male World, 1890-1940, Michel Foucault’s 

The History of Sexuality, and Lisa Duggan’s The Twilight of Equality? in order to illustrate the 

major shifts in American culture that produced binary conceptions of homosexual/heterosexual. I 

will also note how this led, consequently, to tendencies toward homonormativity, a sublimation 

of the gay liberation movement into a normative, neoliberal framework. My intent with these 

outlines is to demonstrate, first of all, that monogamy and heterosexuality are, in the 

heteropatriarchal West, compulsory.2 Secondly, I aim to reveal that the emerging recognition of 

alternatives to these compulsory modes of being, historically, has served to produce binaries of 

heterosexual/homosexual and single/couple that seek to organize (in order to control) dissidents 

from the standing, heteronormative order.  

I will develop these brief, historical vignettes in order to set the stage for more thorough 

investigations of the photographs of George Platt Lynes and PaJaMa in the following chapters of 

this thesis, so that the historic and theoretical significance of their non-coupled aesthetic 

subjectivity can be borne out here. For it is not by mere happenstance that Lynes and PaJaMa 

concurrently developed extraordinary photographs of a queer, polyamorous nature: both were in 

significant tripartite relationships with other artists when they began these photographic projects. 

PaJaMa was for many years a self-contained triumvirate, with Jared French married to Margaret 

French and Paul Cadmus as Jared’s ongoing lover. Further, George Platt Lynes was in a long-

2 I take direction here from Adrienne Rich’s notion of “compulsory heterosexuality,” which she notably introduced 
in her influential essay “Compulsory Heterosexuality and Lesbian Existence,” in Desire: The Politics of Sexuality, 
eds. Ann Snitow, Christine Stansell, & Sharon Thompson (London: Virago, 1983), 212–41. 
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term relationship with Museum of Modern Art authority Monroe Wheeler and writer Glenway 

Wescott. I will come to argue that such three-person relationships informed both the subject and 

style of these artists’ photographs, and enabled them to imbue their images with a queerness 

capable of dismantling strict, binaristic modes of being and seeing.  

A Brief History of Modern Monogamy 

In The History of Sexuality, Michel Foucault explains that up until the end of the 

eighteenth century, regulations of sexual practices had always centered on matrimonial relations, 

and the governing powers of canonical law, Christianity, and civil law had each shared the 

responsibly of dictating—in particularly invasive terms—the specificities of (heterosexual) 

marriage. Upon what Foucault terms “the discursive explosion of the eighteenth and nineteenth 

centuries,” the “legitimate” married couple became a stricter norm, but those who followed said 

norm were granted more discretion and were decreasingly policed within the bounds of their 

marriage and associated activities therein. What emerged from this moment was a sharpening 

recognition of the forms of sexuality residing outside the bounds of the heterosexual married 

couple. Such a recognition came with condemnation, of course, but this established a new 

“specification of individuals” that moved non-normative sexual “perversions” such as adultery 

and sodomy from the categorical obscurity of isolated acts to the status of holistic identifications. 

The person who practiced sodomy was now deemed a “homosexual,” their transgressive sexual 

acts now coming to define their entire identity. As Foucault declares of this mid-nineteenth 

century phenomenon: “the homosexual was now a species.”3 In the following section, I will trace 

3 Michel Foucault, The History of Sexuality: Volume 1: An Introduction (New York: Vintage Books, 1990), 37-43. 
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the development of a stricter binary of homosexual/heterosexual in the American twentieth 

century, but here I want to emphasize the fact that so much of Western society is predicated on 

compulsory monogamy in order to defend heteropatriarchy—which particularly benefits, and is 

shaped by, those in power in the church, the state, and the aristocracy—from the newly-emergent 

identities that, in being identified, were endowed with an oppositional discursive weight.4 

In Undoing Monogamy: The Politics of Science and the Possibilities of Biology, Angela 

Willey's recent book on the discursive and historical foundations of monogamy, Willey too 

locates the origins of modern conceptions of monogamy in the nineteenth century, at the 

intersection of an ongoing colonial Christian agenda and the then-emerging scientific field of 

sexology that, coupled with a growing cultural penchant for Darwin’s theory of evolution, 

produced “a scientifically legitimized secularization of Christian marriage.”5 Willey goes on to 

argue that the cultural glorification of the nuclear family merged with the secular authority of 

social Darwinism—which holds that monogamy is both natural and essential for human survival 

and progress—established “a usable colonial archive of evidence” weaponized by European 

powers to police sexuality worldwide as a component of a broader colonizing (and 

normativizing) effort, an effort bent on Christianizing various non-European peoples in order to 

control them.6 Thus monogamy served as an ordering force for Western powers with a vested 

interest in propagating and maintaining a racist, sexist, and classicist status quo against the threat 

4 Of course, as Foucault argues in his chapter “The Repressive Hypothesis,” such a “specification of individuals” 
established multiple points of power which could then be “hierarchized and placed opposite to one another,” 
meaning the newfound visibility and recognition of such identities was part and parcel of a system of power that 
sought to keep watch over sexual peculiarities. See Foucault, 45. 
5 Angela Willey, Undoing Monogamy: The Politics of Science and the Possibilities of Biology (Durham, NC: Duke 
University Press, 2016), 26-27. 
6 Ibid., 28. Willey here is expanding upon an argument first made by Anne McClintock in Imperial Leather: Race, 
Gender, and Sexuality in the Colonial Contest (New York: Routledge, 1995). 
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of the “specification of individuals” that developed as categorically opposite, and thus enemy to, 

the normative structure of heterosexual marriage. 

Yet many of these individuals began to actively voice their opposition to the expectation 

of marriage. A considerable archive of critiques of monogamy’s strictures began to emerge 

among proto-feminist writers from the early twentieth century onward. Anarchist figures such as 

Alexandra Kollontai, founder of the Working and Peasants Women’s Department of the Russian 

Communist Party, and Russian-American activist Emma Goldman focused much of their 

writings on the notion of freedom from institutions—a freedom of non-attachment—among 

which monogamy (in the form of heteropatriarchal traditions of marriage) was itself a 

constricting institution, particularly with regard to the creative world-making capacity of 

women.7 

The 1920s in the United States saw political and cultural appeals being made to women 

to marry, targeting the very women who, in keeping with the liberatory motivations of figures 

such as Kollontai and Goldman, had forsworn marriage and child-rearing altogether in order to 

focus on their careers and activism. With many states lowering their age requirement for 

marriage, as well as an increasing sentiment among women that power could only be attained by 

entering the very institutions (politics, business, marriage) of male dominance, women 

increasingly began to marry and autonomous women’s organizations began to dissipate. As 

George Chauncey observes in Gay New York, such appeals were made by heteropatriarchal 

actors (here, statesmen and businessmen) in order to preserve the power men derived from 

7 See Christian Klesse’s reading of Kollontai and Goldman in “Toward a Genealogy of a Discourse on Women’s 
Erotic Autonomy: Feminist and Queer-Feminist Critiques of Monogamy,” Signs: Journal of Women in Culture and 
Society 44, no. 1 (2018): 208-210. 



 

  

  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

9 ! 

marriage, particularly in their assumed position as “head of household.” For the growing 

recognition among men in the first decades of the twentieth century was that the defining quality 

of their normality was, in fact, their heterosexuality in addition to their maleness, which set them 

apart from both the growing influence of women and the growing visibility of fairies/queers.8 

Thus the emergent mode of enforcing these distinctions of identity became 

heterosociality, the mingling of men and women in shared social spaces in order to emphasize 

the heterosexuality of both and to encourage their ultimate pairing into coupled marriages. As 

Chauncey asserts, “While the ability to support a family had been central to middle-class men’s 

gender and class identities since the formation of the American middle class in the nineteenth 

century, the families of the early twentieth century put new emphasis on both the emotional 

intimacy and sexual satisfaction of husband and wife.”9 What developed, then, as the lasting sign 

of a heteronormative order was the union of husband and wife through marriage, to the extent 

that everything outside of this union could be monolithically designated as “other.” Such 

developments, after World War II, became increasingly policed and codified, and the era-

defining trope of the nuclear family was borne out from this cultural shift toward the binaries of 

heterosexual/homosexual and single/couple.  

What is more, monogamy became such a dominant model for relations in the United 

States that to this day it serves as the primary logic configuring heteronormative and queer 

relations alike. As Elizabeth Emens observes in her 2004 essay “Monogamy’s Law: Compulsory 

Monogamy and Polyamorous Existence,” the assumption of a two-person numerosity to 

8 George Chauncey, Gay New York: Gender, Urban Culture, and the Making of the Gay Male World, 1890-1940 
(New York: Basic Books, 1994), 117-118. 
9 Ibid., 117. 
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marriage has been—despite the presumed radicality of much of gay activism throughout the late 

twentieth century—a point of agreement among those in favor of and opposed to the legalization 

of same-sex marriage.10 Just as Adrienne Rich argued about heterosexuality in her classic essay 

“Compulsory Heterosexuality,” Emens here illustrates that monogamy is typically perceived not 

as a choice, but as the dominant mode of sharing a sexual/romantic relationship with another; 

thus monogamy’s status as such is compulsory, she argues, because of laws, cultural idealization, 

and scientific explanations that broadly prevent any consideration of alternatives to monogamy.11 

As mentioned above, the compulsory quality of monogamy in Western culture has 

dominated the direction taken by the gay rights movement, which initially took the form of an 

array of stances against the heteronormative world, amidst which yearnings for marriage 

equality were rare and often criticized by radical and feminist-oriented factions of the movement 

for “imitating meaningless, bad habits of our oppressors.”12 As George Chauncey explains in his 

book, Why Marriage: The History Shaping Today’s Debate Over Gay Equality, the major gay 

rights organizations founded in the 1970s were largely uninterested in marriage or recognition of 

coupledom and instead “focused on securing the rights of individuals against discrimination in 

employment and on building community institutions and a collective culture.”13 Nonetheless, 

two major occurrences in the 1980s forced marriage—particularly its legal contours—to the 

forefront of queer activism and thought: the AIDS epidemic (which confronted queer people with 

death) and a “baby boom” among lesbians (which confronted queer people with parenthood). 

10 Elizabeth Emens, “Monogamy’s Law: Compulsory Monogamy and Polyamorous Existence,” New York University 
Review of Law & Social Change 29, issue 2 (June 2006): 281-282. 
11 Ibid., 286-297. 
12 Anonymous critic, quoted in George Chauncey, Why Marriage: The History Shaping Today's Debate Over Gay 
Equality (New York: Basic Books, 2004), 93. 
13 Chauncey, Why Marriage, 94. 
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The state’s lack of legal protections for queer couples made both of these events immensely 

complicated and oppressive for queers who were partnered or in long-term relationships.14 

By the 1990s, marriage equality had become the defining goal of the gay rights 

movement, in large part due to the sheer magnitude of rights and benefits the state grants through 

marriage that had hitherto been withheld from queer couples. Gay rights activists, while many 

remained wary of the heteronormative dimensions of marriage, had to concede that in Western 

society, marriage had come to constitute the wholeness of a person, and that without access to 

this marriage, one is categorically a “second-class citizen.” Scholars like Lisa Duggan, though, 

have formulated critiques against what they see here as a conservative co-opting of the gay rights 

movement into a delimited subscription to a dominant neoliberal framework. In her book The 

Twilight of Equality, Duggan observes how, in the 1990s, a right-wing gay think tank called the 

Independent Gay Forum (IGF)—in cahoots with Log Cabin Republicans—began to influentially 

espouse a “sentimental masculinist nationalism” in the guise of gay equality rhetoric. In the 

IGF’s political scheme, marriage equality serves as bait for a broader strategy of privatizing gay 

culture and politics in service of, and sublimation to, a new neoliberal world order that upholds 

heterosexual—as well as cisgender male, white, and rich—primacy. It is through marriage 

equality, complementing the drawn-out political battle over “Don’t Ask, Don’t Tell,” that this 

“new homonormativity,” as Duggan famously coined, manifests and effectively demobilizes the 

queer movement to a point of what is essentially political neutrality, their threat to the hegemonic 

order quieted.15 

14 Chauncey, Why Marriage, 95-111. 
15 See Lisa Duggan’s chapter “Equality, Inc.” in her book, The Twilight of Equality: Neoliberalism, Cultural Politics, 
and the Attack on Democracy (Boston: Beacon Press, 2003), 43-66. 



  

 

 

 

 

  

 

 

  

  

 
 

12 ! 

Duggan’s use of the term “homonormative” has inspired scholars of polyamory to adopt 

the term “mononormative” to describe the state-sponsored schemata that mandates the primacy 

of the monogamous couple. Mimi Schippers, in her book Beyond Monogamy: Polyamory and 

the Future of Polyqueer Sexualities, understands mononormativity as its own power structure, 

overlapping with but not entirely sublimated to heteronormativity (and thus not exclusive to 

heterosexually-inclined people), with both constituting contemporary power relations. Schippers 

argues here that identifying and cultivating polyqueer sexualities produces the capability “to 

‘undo’ race and gender hierarchies in ways that would not otherwise arise within the context of 

dyadic sex or monogamy.”16 With regard to Schippers’ project of cultivating polyqueer 

sexualities, I turn to Becky Rosa’s consideration of “anti-monogamy,” which Rosa 

conceptualizes as an orientation toward intentionally undoing monogamy. Anti-monogamy, in 

Rosa’s estimation, necessitates the interrogation of how the nuclear family undermines 

friendship, why love is conflated with sex, and how sex comes to serve as an organizing 

principle for all relationships.17 Anti-monogamy as a concept, then, proves integral to an analysis 

of the queer dynamics at work in the decidedly un-coupling logic I assert is integral to the lived 

experiences and photographic oeuvres of Lynes and PaJaMa, which saw platonic friends, sexual 

partners, lifelong companions, and spouses openly intertwine in egalitarian queer relations that 

compulsory monogamy would otherwise seek to erase. 

Much of the logic underpinning the scope of this thesis relies on the recognition that 

much like “homosexual” is to “heterosexual,” “single” is to “couple” in that it is the lesser and 

16 Mimi Schippers, Beyond Monogamy: Polyamory and the Future of Polyqueer Sexualities (New York: New York 
University Press, 2016), 25. 
17 See Becky Rosa, “Anti-monogamy: A Radical Challenge to Compulsory Heterosexuality?” in Stirring It: 
Challenges for Feminism, ed. Gabriele Griffin (London: Taylor and Francis, 1994), 107-120. 
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“othered” half of a binary that is fundamentally noninclusive of the heterogeneity of sexual/ 

social identities but is nonetheless integral to upholding hegemonic power. The following section 

will explore the development and deployment of the heterosexual/homosexual binary in the 

United States, a development that—in combination with the single/couple binary that has come 

to dictate even queer politics—aligns historically with the production of the photographs of 

George Platt Lynes and PaJaMa, and yet stands in stark contrast to the subject matter and 

fundamental meaning of these images. 

The Emergence of the Hetero/Homo Binary 

Much of the compulsory monogamy surveyed in the previous section had its origins in 

various crises of sexuality and gender that coalesced before the turn of the twentieth century and 

began to deploy strict modes of identification to even-out the paranoia suffered by hegemonic 

powers. Eve Kosofsky Sedgwick, in her ever-influential book, Epistemology of the Closet, 

describes this potent moment as follows: 

What was new from the turn of the century was the world-mapping by which every given 
person, just as he or she was necessarily assignable to a male or female gender, was now 
considered necessarily assignable as well to a homo- or a hetero-sexuality, a binarized  
identity that was full of implications, however confusing, for even the ostensibly least 
sexual aspects of personal existence. It was this new development that left no space in the 
culture exempt from the potent incoherences of homo/heterosexual definition.18 

The development of this binary, though, was uneven, and there were temporary 

exceptions to its inevitable discursive domination. Large-scale public concern and/or paranoia 

surrounding homosexuality specifically did not develop on a united front in the United States 

18 Eve Kosofsky Sedgwick, Epistemology of the Closet (Berkeley, CA: University of California Press, 1990), 2. 
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until the 1930s.19 As George Chauncey explains in Gay New York, the gay world of New York 

City (in which George Platt Lynes and PaJaMa lived and worked throughout most of their lives) 

was actually immensely visible and integrated into an otherwise straight society in the first three 

decades of the twentieth century. This was in large part due to, for a time, the lack of an 

established binary of heterosexuality/homosexuality. In fact, it was the unique gendered 

dynamics underlying common perceptions of queerness, particularly with regard to sexual 

relations between men, that prevented such a binary from forming for a time.20 

One of the key arguments Chauncey makes in Gay New York is that, in the Prohibition 

era metropolis, queerness was founded on the gendered dynamics of sexual acts (who was doing 

what to whom) rather than the gender identity of one’s partner. The “fairy” encapsulated the 

predominant queer identity of this time, and the queerness of the fairy was predicated on his 

effeminacy, his adoption of physical characteristics and visual traits generally reserved for 

women, and, most importantly, his role as the receptive partner in sexual acts. Men who were the 

penetrative partners in sex, regardless of the gender of the person they were penetrating, were 

considered to be straight, or at least within the realm of normative sexual relations. Thus only the 

receptive partners in sex were considered to have a non-normative sexual orientation and to stand 

in opposition to heteronormative standards, and not because of their choice of sexual partners, 

but rather for their “gender inversion” in acting in a feminine manner and assuming a passive 

role in sexual encounters.21 This is, of course, not to say that penetrative sex partners in these 

queer arrangements were not free of homophobic persecution, as they still most often acted with 

19 Chauncey, Gay New York, 110. 
20 Ibid., 12-14. 
21 Ibid., 12-13. 
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great discretion, but the binding of their sexual proclivities to a holistic, castigated identity did 

not manifest in the way it did with their receptive partners.  

In the 1930s to the 50s, the emergence of “homosexual” as an identity in contrast to 

“heterosexual” began to emerge, and the designation of “homosexual” began to include any 

person who had sexual relations with someone of the same gender such that normality became 

centered on exclusive heterosexuality and the question of whom someone was having sex with 

rather than their position in the act. For the increasing visibility of the underground culture of the 

Prohibition era, coupled with growing anxieties of familial, social, and economic integrity in the 

Depression years, led to the emergence of laws (and the violence of their enforcement) targeting 

outward displays of homosexuality. As Chauncey asserts of this shift, “the state built a closet in 

the 1930s and forced gay people to hide in it.”22 While this enforced closet, of course, did not 

eradicate the vast gay community that had developed in the Prohibition years, it managed to 

remove queerness from the public eye while simultaneously publicly affirming a collective 

“homosexual” identity for all queer people. 

The recognition and codification of the homosexual into political parlance became ever 

more prominent (and thus policed) in 1940. Following Germany's increasingly militant 

aggression in Europe, the United States began to mobilize in preparation for their entry into 

World War II. President Roosevelt instituted an "arsenal of democracy" that would provide arms 

for Britain, and Congress in September 1940 began a “peacetime” draft. Accompanying this draft 

was a newfound disdain for and rejection of homosexuals in the army. With the surplus of men 

signing up for service, despite a momentary urgency for conscription, the armed forces decided 

22 Chauncey, Gay New York, 9. 
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to make targeted exclusions, a move particularly affecting homosexuals. Previously, the military 

had only punished reported or observed acts of sodomy rather than routinely identifying and 

excluding homosexuality as an identity. But with increasing insistence (and “knowledge” of 

homosexuality) by psychiatrists, the very sexual orientation of the men called to (or desiring to) 

enlist in the war was questioned and policed.23 It is this act of policing, and its many 

manifestations (both within and without the state and its military) in the late 1930s-early 1940s 

in America, that came to delineate the particular social conditions of gay men and women at this 

time. As Christopher Reed notes in Art and Homosexuality: A History of Ideas, the increase in 

exposure to and shared experiences of same-sex relations brought-about by the unique conditions 

of World War II had “the paradoxical effect of teaching more and more of the public that 

homosexuality was a distinct and widespread identity.”24 

Also of great significance was the influence of class on the growing acceptance (and 

dominion) of a heterosexual/homosexual binary. For, as Chauncey observes, the emergence of 

the “homosexual” was figured primarily on the affirmation of what the homosexual clearly 

wasn’t (and thus the privileges he was un-privy to): heterosexual. In contrast to working-class 

men who believed their male-oriented virility could be upheld regardless of whether their 

(receptive) sexual partner was male or female, middle-class men increasingly bought into the 

belief that their maleness could only be protected in declaring their exclusive attraction (and 

commitment) to women via the identity of “heterosexual.”25 The need of middle-class people to 

23 See Allan Bérubé, Coming Out under Fire: The History of Gay Men and Women in World War II (Chapel Hill, 
NC: University of North Carolina Press, 2008), 1-2, https://ebookcentral.proquest.com/lib/buffalo/detail.action? 
docID=605905. 
24 Christopher Reed, Art and Homosexuality: A History of Ideas (New York: Oxford University Press, 2011), 
149-150. 
25 Chauncey, Gay New York, 99-100. 

https://ebookcentral.proquest.com/lib/buffalo/detail.action
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assert the power inherent to “heterosexuality” was not disseminated and widely-adopted by the 

working-class until about two decades after this binary began to shape the perceptions of middle-

class men in the 1930s. Michel Foucault, in The History of Sexuality, also attributes dynamics of 

class to the developing orders of modern sexuality. Foucault here examines and warns of the 

power of sexuality itself as a hegemonic system deployed by the bourgeoisie in order to name 

and—in naming—control all disparate parts of a sexual strata that was produced to benefit 

Western hegemony in the first place.26 Thus upon the pronouncement and cultural recognition of 

a distinct “homosexual” or “gay” identity in the post-World War II era came the need and the 

power, politically, to establish further control (and hence oppression) over non-heteronormative 

people. 

As demonstrated by this brief historical account, binary conceptions of homosexual/ 

heterosexual did not begin to emerge in the United States until the 1930s. And vitally—since the 

various photographs around which this thesis will focus were taken between the mid-thirties and 

mid-fifties—the deployment of this binary was staggered over two decades, following the same 

top-down class distribution that Foucault observes of the deployment of sexuality’s 

“specification of individuals” in the nineteenth century.27 Non-monogamy and queerness thus 

intersect in the early 20th century in such a way that stands in stark contrast to post-WWII 

binaristic understandings of gender and sexuality—and a social order subsequently centered 

around the nuclear family and the ideal of the American Dream—such that the photographs of 

PaJaMa and George Platt Lynes emerge as a holdout for a (queer) American age that has since 

dissipated. 

26 See Foucault’s chapter “The Deployment of Sexuality,” especially 119-127. 
27 Ibid., 119-122. 
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Outline of the Thesis 

The remaining sections of this thesis will focus on the photographs of George Platt Lynes 

and PaJaMa themselves, with attention to how and where the production and reception of these 

images fit into the socio-historical schema I have outlined above. In the first chapter, I will 

survey biographic information regarding the artists in order to illustrate how their photographs 

and their tendencies to portray queer and/or multi-part relations stemmed from the artists’ own 

experiences with said relations, particularly in relations of three. Chapter 1 will also examine the 

overlaps in the social circles of George Platt Lynes and PaJaMa and will consult, in addition to 

photography, the painted works of Paul Cadmus and Jared French and what their painted subjects 

and style reveal about their conceptions of the queerness of themselves and their colleagues. 

In keeping with the anti-monogamous strains of the queer-feminist theory and historical 

work I have surveyed in this introduction, Chapter 2 will focus on how George Platt Lynes and 

PaJaMa, with their photographic oeuvre, develop a politics of queer viewership that enables at 

the very least an aesthetic anti-monogamy. The largely historical quality of this introduction as 

well as Chapter 1 are meant to set the stage for the broader queer theoretical concerns of Chapter 

2, for there is, as I will come to more fully argue, a queered phenomenology—a reorientation of 

how and why we look to wherever or whomever we do—actively and vitally at work in the 

photographs of PaJaMa and George Platt Lynes. Indeed, the saving power of these photographs 

is that they have the phenomenological effect of culling their spectators into the very relations 

the photographs portray, inviting the viewer into an affective relationship with the queer, multi-

partnered subjects of the images. This act of seeing queerly and polyamorous-ly, too, manifests 

the potential for allyship and polyqueer identity formation. What is more, Chapter 2 will be 
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grounded in the understanding that photography as a medium is uniquely suited to this task of 

undoing the dominance of coupledom—and the broader binarization of sex, gender, and love—in 

both art and life. 
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Chapter 1: Triplicities: The Tripartite Relationships of George Platt Lynes and PaJaMa, 
and the Triangulated Logic of Their Photography 

In 1928, Virginia Woolf—iconic British writer and member of the collective of artists 

called the Bloomsbury Group, whose members (especially E.M. Forster, as I will detail in this 

chapter’s conclusion) had influence over George Platt Lynes and the members of PaJaMa— 

completed and published Orlando: A Biography. The novel’s titular subject famously lives for 

hundreds of years, from the Elizabethan Era to (at least) the present, and remarkably transitions 

seamlessly halfway through the novel from a man to a woman. The work is stunningly ambitious 

and marks a powerful take on dynamics of gender and sexuality—Orlando loves both men and 

women throughout—before the terms of such discourses were more clearly, and perhaps 

oppressively, defined. It is clearly not a biography in the traditional sense, but as much of literary 

scholarship has come to understand, Orlando is, in fact, based on the lived experiences of the 

very person to whom the book is dedicated: Vita Sackville-West.  

Sackville-West, daughter of an English lord, grew up in a large estate, named Knole, first 

granted to her family by Queen Elizabeth I. But ultimately, since she was a woman and laws of 

succession and inheritance were written in an entirely patriarchal manner, Sackville-West was 

not able to claim Knole as her inheritance as she moved into adulthood and into a marriage with 

Harold Nicolson, who, like Sackville-West, had numerous relations with members of the same-

sex. Briefly, in the late 1920s—but for just enough time that would completely change both their 

lives—Sackville-West had an intense, sexual and romantic affair with Virginia Woolf. This 

would morph into a deep, lifelong friendship, especially after Woolf completed Orlando at the 

tail-end of their affair. What is more, Woolf indicated before her death that, in addition to her 
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husband Leonard and her sister Vanessa, Vita was one of the only people she had ever truly 

loved. This was indeed reciprocal, for Sackville-West kept only two photographs on her writing 

desk: one of her husband Harold and one of Virginia.1 

I begin this chapter with Woolf’s Orlando, and the intertwined lived experiences of both 

its author and dedicated subject, in order to describe a phenomenon that emerged among a 

number of (queer) artists at this time: tripartite artist relationships that translate into a radical, 

triangulated aesthetic logic. For Orlando mimics a number of Sackville-West’s life experiences, 

particularly two of the most vital loves to her life. Just as Orlando is modeled on Vita Sackville-

West, Sasha—the Russian Princess with whom Orlando experiences a cataclysmically magnetic 

affair—is likely modeled on one of Sackville-West’s earlier lovers, Violet Trefusis. And 

Marmaduke Bonthrop Shelmerdine—the dedicated husband who, after Orlando emerges as a 

woman, serves as the conduit for Orlando’s secure re-entry into patriarchal British society— 

easily fits the profile of Sackville-West’s husband Harold, who notably knew of and offered 

virtually no resistance to Sackville-West’s relations with women.2 This is the most standard 

queer reading of Orlando’s biographic foundations, but I would also offer that Orlando could just 

as easily be modeled on Virginia Woolf herself, with Woolf positioned as the titular character, her 

most-prominent (but short-lived) lesbian relationship with Sackville-West figured as Sasha, and 

her stabilizing (and, for a time, life-saving) marriage to Leonard Woolf informing Orlando’s 

marriage to Shelmerdine.  

1 See Sarah Gristwood, Vita & Virginia: The Lives and Love of Virginia Woolf and Vita Sackville-West (London: 
Pavilion Books, 2018), 5. ProQuest Ebook Central. Parts 1 & 2 of Gristwood’s work detail in much more splendid 
and expansive account much of the biographic detail I have briefly summarized here. 
2 Ibid., 10. 
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What emerges from either perspective is the power of tripartite relationships to both 

disrupt the oppressive mandate of coupledom in the lives of artists/creatives like Woolf and 

Sackville-West, and the effects such relationships have on the dissolution of the otherwise 

dominant trope of the couple in literature and art. For in the book’s final pages, as Orlando 

experiences in an instant a multitude of memories and imaginative possibilities of being, as she 

peers “deep into the darkness where things shape themselves,” she sees “a girl in Russian 

trousers” (Sasha), and comes in that same moment to cry “Ecstasy!” and then “Marmaduke 

Bonthrop Shelmerdine!”3 They are within the same fire of the synapses, and form together, 

amidst many other images and thrills, a moment of jouissance after Orlando has figuratively 

climbed through “the white arch of a thousand deaths” and powerfully realizes “I am about to 

understand.”4 This momentous overlapping of past, present, and future—and of Orlando with, 

especially, a reminiscence of two lovers at once—creates a triangulated moment of pleasure that 

reflects the tripartite relationships that the book’s writer and dedicatee experienced in their own 

lives. As Caroline Gonda has argued of Sackville-West and Woolf’s relationship and creative 

camaraderie, the two made literary gifts to each other that challenged and expanded both of their 

sensibilities as writers, and “generated a rich array of playful queer possibilities, not only for 

themselves but for future writers and artists.”5 

Such phenomena that surround Woolf, Sackville-West, and the case of Orlando find 

themselves echoed in both the lives and the photographic works of George Platt Lynes and 

PaJaMa, which would emerge in the United States less than a decade after Orlando’s publication 

3 Virginia Woolf, Orlando: A Biography (New York: Harcourt, Inc., 1928), 327. 
4 Ibid., 322. 
5 Caroline Gonda, “Vita Sackville-West and Virginia Woolf,” in Modern Couples: Art, Intimacy and the Avant-
Garde, eds. Jane Alison and Coralie Malissard (London: Barbican Centre & Prestel Publishing, 2018), 79. 
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in 1928 and after both Lynes and the members of PaJaMa had traversed Europe among other 

artists and intellectuals in the American expatriate tradition. George Platt Lynes shared living 

quarters and a deep companionship with Monroe Wheeler and Glenway Wescott when he first 

began producing his mostly private images of male nudes and surrealist-oriented takes on gender 

and sexuality. Likewise, Paul Cadmus, Jared French, and Margaret French maintained a close 

camaraderie throughout a great deal of their lives, even after Cadmus and Jared French seemed 

to cease their sexual relations. Importantly, sex—although always a vital igniting force in these 

relationships—featured less prominently in both of these tripartite sets than the potent forms of 

long-term companionship, figured on the interrelations of multiple people at once, that emerged 

out of their sexual-romantic union. 

 In the subsequent chapter, I will make much of this queer communal force to assess the 

queering affect the images have on their viewers, but in this chapter I want to explicitly address 

the dynamics of the tripartite relationships both George Platt Lynes and PaJaMa developed and 

explain how these polyqueer dynamics informed the aesthetic logic undergirding their 

photographs. The central argument I will be formulating here is that the tripartite relationships of 

Lynes and PaJaMa lend themselves to the formulation and deployment of triplicity—the quality 

or state of being triple or threefold—as a governing logic in their photographs, a logic that 

effectively disrupts the dominance of the figure of the couple in art, even when the subjects of 

the photographs themselves are coupled or in pairs of two. In all cases of the photographs I will 

survey here, just as is evident in the biographies of Lynes and the members of PaJaMa, there is 

always—even if simply inferred—the presence, or option, of another, whether that is 
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demonstrated through depictions of groupings of more than two or depictions of couples 

arraigned in a non-exclusive manner. 

I take direction here from Richard Meyer’s essay “Threesomes: Lincoln Kirstein’s Queer 

Arithmetic,” which examines the multiple occurrences of polyamorous (specifically tripartite) 

relationships that emerged in Kirstein’s cohort, which included both Lynes and PaJaMa. Kirstein 

was, in fact, Paul Cadmus’s brother-in-law and himself openly maintained relationships with 

men whilst married to his wife, Fidelma Cadmus, for over fifty years. Meyer argues here that 

these queer tripartite relationships “came to be manifested in a number of visual representations 

of triangulated relationships…in the late 1930s and ‘40s” and stood “in strong contrast to the 

primacy of the heterosexual couple….”6 Meyer here focuses specifically on images depicting 

three (and sometimes more) subjects, interwoven through bodily connection, exchanged gazes, 

or choreographed movement, asserting that a triangulated arithmetic undergirds these images, an 

arithmetic that echoed the tripartite relationships shared by artists like Lynes and PaJaMa.  

Meyer, quoting Kirstein himself in a book the critic/collector/producer authored on the 

painter Pavel Tchelichew, deploys the term “triplicity” to describe the triangulated effects of the 

art produced by Tchelichew as well as his contemporaries, including my thesis’s subjects Lynes 

and PaJaMa. Yet Meyer, while importantly noting the myriad of ways that this triplicity 

manifests in the works of these artists, does not fully develop the historic and political 

significance of this triplicity. Meyer thus elides a deeper analysis of the intricacies of the 

dynamics of PaJaMa and the Lynes/Wheeler/Wescott trio and how these dynamics manifest into 

a truly polyqueer logic of triplicity that signifies beyond mere formalistic concerns.  

6 Richard Meyer, “Threesomes: Lincoln Kirstein’s Queer Arithmetic,” in Lincoln Kirstein’s Modern, eds. Samantha 
Friedman and Jodi Hauptman (New York: Museum of Modern Art, 2019), 100. 
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Thus in this chapter, I will expand upon the foundations raised in Meyer’s essay by 

illustrating the biographic dynamics of the Lynes/Wheeler/Wescott and PaJaMa trios, supporting 

these descriptions with an analysis of the portrayals of the trios (in multiple variations/ 

combinations) by members of the opposite group (i.e. paintings/photographs of Lynes/Wheeler/ 

Wescott by members of PaJaMa and photographs of Cadmus and French by Lynes). I will also 

consult some of the powerful oeuvre of painted works in the Magic Realist tradition by the 

members of PaJaMa, who took solo credit for their paintings. Most significantly, I will use the 

concatenation of the “triographies” of PaJaMa and Lynes/Wheeler/Wescott to consider how the 

tripartite nature of these relationships informed the production and resulting aesthetic dynamics 

of the photographic oeuvres of Lynes and PaJaMa. What will become clear through my 

consultation of both the biographic and artistic records of these two sets of artists is that the 

period of their emerging adulthood, followed by the years of their artistic prime—namely, a 

three-decade span from 1920s through the 1950s—was host to queer romantic and sexual 

arrangements (especially among artists) that vividly defied modern conscriptions of monogamy. 

Indeed, in this era, pre-dating both the dawn of the gay liberation movement and the emergence 

of queer theory, coupledom in queer circles was an exception. Polyqueer orientations were the 

dominant mode of relationship organization at that time, an astounding historical truth that, as 

this thesis aims to demonstrate, gave rise to polyqueer aesthetics, a visual logic that documented 

the kinds of relationships at work in this period while also dramatically pushing the envelope of 

queer possibilities into a viewable (if perhaps indescribable) form. 
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PaJaMa—Tripartite Companionship 

PaJaMa was itself a contained queer triad: Cadmus and Jared French had been lovers 

since the 1920s, and Margaret Hoening French married Jared over a decade later, all the while 

aware of and supportive of the relationship between Cadmus and French. Their photographs, 

largely set along the isolated beaches of the particularly queer locales of Fire Island and 

Provincetown, speak to a politics of queer communality, camaraderie, and companionship, which 

indeed involves desire but does not necessarily center that desire in the logic of the image in as 

explicit a manner as the photographic work of their contemporary George Platt Lynes. I will 

argue here that this is in large part due to PaJaMa’s shared artistic license in their photography, as 

well as the balanced, long-term companionship they cultivated amongst themselves and 

maintained throughout the two decades (approximately 1935-1955) in which they worked 

together as photographers. The semi-public, and yet decidedly queer, settings in which they 

worked also contributed to the communal nature of their photographs, as I will describe later in 

this section. 

The beginnings of the PaJaMa triad arose in 1926, when Paul Cadmus and Jared French 

met at the Art Students League and quickly became lovers. Several years later, both would meet 

Margaret Hoening at the League. Margaret was initially attracted to Cadmus, though he did not 

reciprocate that desire; Jared French, however, did, and the two married in 1937, with Margaret 

taking Jared’s last name. Although Jared would continue his relations with men (and for several 

years, Cadmus specifically), throughout his life, Margaret remained loyal and committed to her 

husband and catered to his relationships with men. When, later in their lives, Jared had moved to 

Rome to be with a young, Italian lover, Margaret moved there to be with him as well. They spent 
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the majority of the rest of their lives in Italy together.7 It was upon this move to Italy that 

Cadmus formally split from the triad—although seemingly still on good terms with them—and 

their artistic collaboration as PaJaMa ceased.8 

A number of PaJaMa’s photographs capture the dynamics of their tripartite relationship. 

In the 1941 photograph Jared French and Margaret French, Fire Island [Fig. 2.1], Margaret 

stands solidly, with a controlled lean, over Jared’s silhouetted, reclined figure. She glances down 

toward him, her figure providing the support for the panel on which he rests. Jared here is 

cloaked in shadow, yet Margaret still sees him and is physically bound to his diminished figure, 

which depends structurally on Margaret’s upright stature. The photographs thus establish a 

remarkably vivid metaphor for the Frenches’ relationship, for even more so than Cadmus (who 

stood behind the camera in this instance), Margaret French was the one constant pillar of support 

and companionship to Jared French until his death in 1988. 

Another PaJaMa photograph, Paul Cadmus and Jared French, Fire Island [Fig. 2.2]— 

this one taken specifically by Margaret French—elegizes the nature of the PaJaMa triad. Here 

Paul Cadmus is positioned in the image’s center, facing away from the camera and toward an 

approaching Jared French. Jared, however, faces both Cadmus and Margaret French, who was 

behind the camera in this instance. Yet again, this image embodies the realities of the tripartite 

relationship: Cadmus only shared a sexual relationship with Jared French, while Jared 

7 See David Leddick, Intimate Companions: A Triography of George Platt Lynes, Paul Cadmus, Lincoln Kirstein, 
and Their Circle (New York: St. Martin’s Press, 2000), 41, 116, & 225. 
8 I do not want to infer that “split” has anything to do with exclusivity. Both Cadmus and Jared French had other 
lovers throughout PaJaMa’s two-decade existence. What I mean by this is a decision on the part of Cadmus to 
remove himself as a companion from this long-term triad and to see himself as living a life distinct from the lives 
and activities of Jared and Margaret French. And indeed this became materially manifest when Cadmus’s house on 
the Frenches’ summer estate in Vermont was reclaimed by the Frenches and given to Jared’s new Italian lover. See 
ibid., 225. 
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maintained a sexual relationship with both Cadmus and Margaret French. And yet Margaret and 

Cadmus were bound in more ways than just the overlaps of their relations with Jared French, for 

they, too, were companions and artistic collaborators working together to create moments and 

images such as the one represented here. More vitally, a certain schema of triplicity is shared 

between both this image and the one I described immediately prior, a schema that—at least in 

these two instances—finds its apex at the photographer’s eye. While I will not address the 

phenomenological effects of the overlaps in the perspective of the photographer and the spectator 

until the next chapter, this schema of triplicity, and the variable ways in which it manifests in the 

photographs of PaJaMa and George Platt Lynes, is what I ultimately want I want to draw out of 

the images surveyed here, for it is this triplicity that connects the profundity of these images to 

the intricate queer lives of their creators. 

Having sampled PaJaMa’s depictions of Jared and Margaret, as well as Jared and Paul, it 

is essential to examine the ways in which Margaret and Paul Cadmus interact in PaJaMa’s 

photographs. Perhaps the two most popular subjects for PaJaMa to depict, Margaret and Paul are 

never shown at odds with one another, or in any kind of dissonant or confrontational stance 

toward each other, despite both having a deep emotional and sexual bond to Jared French, who 

physically snapped all of the photos depicting the two. In Margaret French and Paul Cadmus, 

Fire Island (1938) [Fig. 2.3] specifically, Paul sits nearly-nude, holding the hand of a wind-swept 

Margaret. The two are at equilibrium in this vacant landscape, finding formal unity in a manner 

evocative of their shared relationships with Jared French. As literary scholar Wendy Moffat 

explains, “… Margaret and Paul both acquiesced to Jerry’s [Jared French’s] needs—and Jerry 
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needed them both.”9 Further, the photo demonstrates a broader mutual understanding between 

Paul and Margaret for their queer positions both in their relationship to Jared and, in this 

example, amidst the idyllic and isolated locale of Fire Island, where they could perform these 

arrangements on expansive beaches in ways not possible beyond studio walls in New York City. 

An artist’s same-sex lover holding the hand of that same artist’s wife, Cadmus and Margaret 

French are an unlikely couple. Indeed, they are not a couple at all, and the nature of their 

pictorial “coupledom” unravels at the very point from which this photograph was captured, for it 

was their shared partner, Jared French, behind the lens in this scenario. Jared’s presence, then, 

even if physically void in the resulting image, continues to haunt the photo’s scene, for he was in 

many ways the link in the tripartite relationship that enabled the clasped hands of Paul and 

Margaret in this image, the right angle to their ultimate triangle. The partnership of Margaret and 

Paul was possible because of, and was further enhanced by, their relationship with Jared. 

A notable addition to the intimate circle of PaJaMa, although not one afforded artistic 

license or responsibility in their photographs, was painter George Tooker, who became Paul 

Cadmus’s lover in the early 1940s after being discharged from the army during World War II for 

intentionally outing himself as homosexual.10 Tooker, though, was largely uninvolved in a 

sexual, romantic, or companion-esque manner with the Frenches in the way that Cadmus was 

and remained as such. Rather, Tooker became the “plus one” that I argue was always present as 

either a reality or a possibility for an additive relationship beyond the form of the couple in all of 

PaJaMa’s photographs. Moffat argues that the tripartite relationship between Paul, Jared, and 

9 Wendy Moffat, “A New Bloomsbury? Forster, Cadmus and the Frenches in Greenwich Village,” Archives of 
American Art Journal 49, no. 3/4 (2010): 31, http://www.jstor.org/stable/23025808. 
10 Leddick, Intimate Companions, 184. 

http://www.jstor.org/stable/23025808
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Margaret was effectively divided into two proper couples upon Cadmus’s falling for Tooker, but 

this does not seem to be entirely the case.11 Cadmus, at the very least, continued with his 

affection for Jared French and his commitment to the PaJaMa triad as both artistic collaborator 

and longtime companion. And I want to make clear that the logic of triplicity I am describing 

here does not strictly adhere to rigid, exclusive tripartite relationships. Indeed, a vital quality of 

this triplicit aesthetic schema (and more broadly, the notion of an anti-monogamous, polyqueer 

identity) that undoes the centrality of couple and/or two is the opening up to, and constant search 

for, the possibility of more, thus positing a non-binarized queerness that is additive in nature.  

Two photographs, both by George Platt Lynes, reveal the workings of this additive 

triplicit nature of both the dynamics of PaJaMa as a polyqueer group and the effects of such 

visible triads on their photography and the artistic production of their peers. The first, Paul 

Cadmus and Jared French (1938) [Fig. 2.4], taken before Tooker came to know either men, 

shows a pensive French with Cadmus strewn alongside him at a somewhat jarring downward 

angle. Their intimacy is made evident by the placement of Cadmus’s hand on French’s shoulder, 

yet a certain distance between the two—who, except for Cadmus’s touch, could easily be posing 

for their own individual portraits—comes to dominate the scene. Richard Meyer, in his book 

Outlaw Representation: Censorship and Homosexuality in Twentieth Century American Art, 

describes the scene in this photograph, and the overarching atmosphere of the broader series of 

Lynes’s photographs of the two, as follows: “Within this series of same-sex encounters, no easy 

symmetries (least of all those of sex) obtain. The photographs thus suggest not only the intimacy 

but also the imbalance and partial erasures of the self that a sustained sexual relationship 

11 Moffat, “A New Bloomsbury,” 31. 
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entails.”12 

Meyer here tactfully details the mood of these scenes featuring Cadmus and French, but I 

would like to adjust his description slightly in order to suggest that the complicated intimacy 

portrayed by Lynes in this photograph encompasses not only the complicated dynamics of the 

relationship between Cadmus and French, but suggests something incomplete, asymmetrical, and 

longing for more. The “loss of self” Meyer picks up on here might not so much be the loss of self 

entailed in one’s devotion to (monogamous) coupledom, but rather the persistent desire (sexual, 

romantic, and otherwise) for more-than-one. For French and Cadmus both had relations with 

other men while lovers, and French, upon modeling for this photograph in particular, had already 

entered into what would be a lifelong marriage to Margaret French. This “off screen” longing 

and/or recognition of extant relations beyond the couple portrayed in Lynes’s photograph here 

manifests as the third apex of what I am arguing is a triplicit aesthetic arrangement that is present 

even in this portrait of just two people: their un-bounded and unstable figural arrangement, their 

lack of reciprocated gaze or touch, and the consideration of a biographic reality that rejects the 

notion that Cadmus and French were by this point a proper, normative couple opens a chasm in 

this “couple’s portrait” that seeks the addition or revelation of another, and this chasm in its own 

right formulates a triplicity that reveals itself as the organizing principle by which this 

photograph was produced. 

The asymmetrical, incomplete longing for a “plus one” that I assert emerges from the 

aforementioned photo finds at least a pictorial resolution in Lynes’s 1949 photograph George 

Tooker at 5 St. Luke's Place with Paul Cadmus and Jared French in Mirror [Fig. 2.5]. Here, 

12 Richard Meyer, Outlaw Representation: Censorship and Homosexuality in Twentieth-Century American Art 
(Boston: Beacon Press, 2002), 92. 
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Tooker is the central sitter for the photograph, looking directly into the camera lens as mirrored 

reflections of Jared French and Paul Cadmus appear on the left side of the image. The mirror’s 

particular position trickily establishes the gazes of French and Cadmus as directed toward 

Tooker, and Tooker’s gaze could just as easily be toward French and Cadmus since the pair 

would seem to be standing immediately adjacent to the camera. When looking at the image 

plainly, and without these estimations of reflected positions (i.e. suspending disbelief and 

momentarily taking the mirror out of the equation), the three have been placed alongside each 

other, all of them looking into the lens of the camera, none content with merely “coupling” with 

the other. The complicated conundrum of exchanges of gazes here not only represents the 

overlapping desire shared amongst Cadmus, French, and Tooker, but also once more establishes 

a triangulated axis of figuration and amorous gaze, toward each other as well as toward the 

image’s spectator. What is more, the canvas that Tooker holds upright in his lap signifies the 

importance these triangulated/multifaceted relations had to the substance and style of the art of 

these three men. 

To reiterate a point I raised earlier, Jared French never had a sexual or romantic 

relationship with Tooker, whose presence in and connection to the lives of the PaJaMa triad 

seemed to rest solely on his infatuation with Cadmus. But even after the entrance of George 

Tooker in their lives, Cadmus and French continued to share studio space (and thus an intimate 

artistic and affective partnership) in St. Luke’s Place, New York. Cadmus explained the 

arrangement as follows: “I had Jerry in the daytime and George at night.”13 Lynes’s photo, Paul 

Cadmus with George Tooker and Jared French [Fig. 2.6], depicts a somewhat warped version of 

13 Leddick, Intimate Companions, 185 & 223. 
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the arrangement, in which three separate studio spaces at the property in St. Luke’s Place are 

shown connected by open doors and arches, with each studio occupied by Cadmus, French, and 

Tooker, respectively. Judging from the outfits the three men wear, this photo was likely taken on 

the same day as the preceding Lynes photograph of the three. Interestingly, Tooker did not 

formally share a studio space with Cadmus and French, only working there from time to time, so 

the arrangement in this photograph was likely intentionally orchestrated by Lynes in order to 

reveal the overlaps in the relations among the three men and to connect the multiplicity of these 

overlaps to a broader project of queering the extant orders of figural art. On this, Meyer notes in 

his “Threesomes” essay, “Photographed by a man who was himself engaged in a romance with 

two other men….The triple portrait suggests that the production of art may be linked to other 

pleasures and possibilities.”14 

It is difficult to deduce from this historic record when sexual relations between Jared 

French and Paul Cadmus ceased. But ultimately this is largely inconsequential, for PaJaMa as an 

artistic group persisted in their work, and more essentially the lives of its members continued to 

be intertwined, until the late 1950s in a vital affective camaraderie that upends notions of the 

monogamous couple. Polyamory, and specifically anti-monogamy, does not necessitate sex: 

indeed, one of the underlying powers of a polyqueer orientation is the de-centering of love from 

sex, or vice-versa, and from the need to bind both of these to one person only.  

It is thus apt to also consider the PaJaMa photographs that quite literally deploy a logic of 

triplicity in their careful arrangement of three (queer) bodies, even those with whom the 

members of PaJaMa shared only friendship or camaraderie rather than explicit sex or romance. 

14 Meyer, “Threesomes,” 105. 
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Photographs such as Glenway Wescott, Jared French and Margaret French, Fire Island [Fig. 2.7] 

and José Martinez, Paul Cadmus and Margaret French, Fire Island [Fig. 2.8] show two 

members of PaJaMa (with the third, as always, behind the camera) accompanied by a member of 

their queer coterie of friends and colleagues. Glenway Wescott naturally was part of a triumvirate 

with Lynes and Monroe Wheeler, while Martinez, it has been said, was the greatest love of 

Lincoln Kirstein’s life. Such photographs further disrupt the primacy of a “couple’s portrait” not 

just by revealing the presence of a third—a third that, importantly, was the non-exclusive lover 

of a friend of the artists—but also by metaphorically weaving yet another satellite into the orbit 

of the already decidedly uncoupled, multi-part dynamic of PaJaMa. 

George Platt Lynes—One of Three 

Whereas PaJaMa coordinated their photographs together, and thus had to collaborate/ 

compromise much in the same way they did with their relationship, Lynes was the sole 

photographer behind his images. The resulting effect of this individualized authorship is that 

Lynes’s images have a more focused eroticism (emanating from a singular gaze). Lynes’s 

personal eye is deeply involved with each of his photographs, which is made all the more 

significant by the fact that Lynes slept with many of his models.15 This individualized authorship 

also mirrors the “rover” status Lynes held within his tripartite relationship with Wheeler and 

Wescott. For Lynes had his own bedroom in their apartment, and even though Wheeler and 

Wescott also slept with other men, Lynes was considered the “sexpot sensualist” of the group,16 

15 See Elspeth H. Brown, “Queering Glamour in Interwar Fashion Photography: The 'Amorous Regard’ of George 
Platt Lynes,” GLQ 23, no. 3 (2017): 296. 
16 See Bernard Perlin, “Foreword,” in Intimate Companions: A Triography of George Platt Lynes, Paul Cadmus, 
Lincoln Kirstein, and Their Circle, by David Leddick (New York: St. Martin’s Press, 2000), xii. 
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occasionally sleeping with women as well, including Laurie Douglas, a model whose career was 

launched when she posed for Lynes.17 Indeed, Lynes’s role in the triad was often more of a “plus 

one” to an extant couple—they were a triad all the same, but on a seemingly more volatile 

ground than PaJaMa. Monroe Wheeler and Glenway Wescott, Midwestern-born men who had 

essentially been a pair since 1920,18 met George Platt Lynes in Manhattan in 1927. As all three 

had been expatriate artists in Paris through much of the 1920s, they had a mutual friend in 

Gertrude Stein, who encouraged Lynes to make contact with Wheeler and Wescott when the two 

visited New York on business in the spring of 1927. Lynes was immediately taken with Wheeler, 

and the affection was mutual, to the effect that Wheeler’s later partner, Anatole Pohorilenko, has 

stated that he believes Lynes was the only person Wheeler had ever truly loved. When Wheeler 

and Wescott permanently returned to New York in 1933, George Platt Lynes moved in with them, 

and the newly-formed ménage à trois shared an apartment on East 89th Street on the Upper East 

Side.19 

The dynamic was complicated. Just like PaJaMa, the Lynes/Wheeler/Wescott triad was 

not exclusive, and Lynes especially had relations with other men at the time. However, there was 

indeed a noticeable inequality in the love and attraction each man held for the other. Wheeler and 

Lynes had a very strong, sexual connection to each other, yet the Manhattan apartment they 

shared was divided up in such a way that Wheeler and Wescott, even though they had stopped 

17 See Leddick, Intimate Companions, 164-166. 
18 See Jerry Rosco, Glenway Wescott Personally: A Biography (Madison, WI: University of Wisconsin Press, 2002), 
18, http://ebookcentral.proquest.com/lib/buffalo/detail.action?docID=3445095. 
19 See David Leddick, Naked Men: Pioneering Male Nudes, 1935-1955 (New York: Universe Publishing, 1997), 
28-36. 

http://ebookcentral.proquest.com/lib/buffalo/detail.action?docID=3445095
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20 21having sex in 1930,  shared a double bed while Lynes slept in his own bedroom. And while 

relations between Wheeler and Lynes were strong, there was a rocky uncertainty between 

Wescott and Lynes. Wescott notes in his later-in-life journals that relations between Lynes and 

himself were tense in the late 1920s, especially when Lynes visited Wheeler and Wescott in 

France. The tension was so palpable that Wheeler once left Europe for New York for the sole 

purpose of leaving Wescott and Lynes alone in France so that they might make peace in his 

absence. Wescott recalls of Wheeler’s departure, “That day on the platform in Nice, reproving 

me for my hot temper and bad tongue, he said, ‘I’d rather earn my living in a brothel in 

Constantinople than live with you when you behave so badly.’”22 

Furthermore, Wescott reveals in his memoir, Continual Lessons, that he had developed a 

strong attraction to Lynes that essentially went unreciprocated.23 And Wescott’s career, after 

moving to New York and formally sharing a living situation with Lynes, where prior it had been 

just Wescott and Wheeler, came to embody a perpetual slump. Of this effect, historian David 

Leddick wonders,  

Did his writer’s block stem from Lynes’s presence in the life Wescott had once shared  
with Wheeler alone? As Lynes’s career flourished, Wescott’s diminished. Perhaps they  
both needed Wheeler to guide and encourage them, and he didn’t have the resources to  
inspire both. Or perhaps Wescott, who also became romantically attached to Lynes,  
assumed a mentor’s role for the younger man and depleted his own creative abilities.24 

20 Rosco, 65. 
21 Leddick, Naked Men, 36. 
22 Glenway Wescott, A Heaven of Words: Last Journals, 1956-1984, ed. Jerry Rosco (Madison, WI: University of 
Wisconsin Press, 2013), http://ebookcentral.proquest.com/lib/buffalo/detail.action?docID=3445341. 
23 Leddick, Naked Men, 36. 
24 Leddick, Intimate Companions, 93. 

http://ebookcentral.proquest.com/lib/buffalo/detail.action?docID=3445341
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The complexities and imbalances to the relationship between Wheeler, Wescott, and 

Lynes are suggested by PaJaMa member Paul Cadmus in his 1939/1940 painting Conversation 

Piece [Fig. 2.9]. The painting reveals that Cadmus, as part of an elite circle of gay artists in New 

York, of which Wheeler, Wescott, and Lynes were also a part, was privy to and perceptive of the 

complicated dynamics of the Lynes/Wheeler/Wescott triad and was able to formulate these 

complexities into a profound aesthetic logic of triplicity, a logic that would be borne out in both 

his painted work and his photographic work with PaJaMa. In Conversation Piece, Wheeler and 

Lynes are on opposite sides of a tree, against which Wescott—between the two men—leans. 

Wescott looks down longingly toward Lynes, who does not meet (nor acknowledge) Wescott’s 

gaze. The men are clearly at peace in this isolated, rural setting, but Cadmus also shows the 

emotional distance they had grown to possess for each other by 1939. As David Leddick asserts, 

“Their world is perfect but emotionally empty.” Leddick continues, “Although Cadmus never 

had a disparaging word to say of anyone, he clearly held an opinion of these men and their lives. 

There is no hostile criticism in the painting, only an accurate rendition of their lives together.”25 

Cadmus here—although commissioned by the three men to create a portrait of their partnership 

in this ideal landscape—is thus offering a gaze into the complicated and uneven relationship 

shared by Monroe Wheeler, Glenway Wescott, and George Platt Lynes. 

Although Lynes had a sexual chemistry with Wheeler that Wescott failed to match on the 

same level with either partner, the emotional bonds that ordained the companionship Wheeler 

and Wescott shared throughout most of their lives never fully entwined with Lynes. For all 

individuals involved, though, the triad—despite its unevenness and moments of jealousy— 

25 Leddick, Intimate Companions, 177-178. 
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seemed to save them from the mundane and suffocating logic of true coupledom and the 

impulsive pursuit thereof. With consideration to both the biographical record of the three and the 

ways in which they are portrayed in the art of their peers, I assert that Lynes, Wheeler, and 

Wescott likely find power in their isolated positions within this threesome. The freedom of not 

being bound to a couple, and also vitally not being perceived/projected upon as a couple (and all 

the expectations therein) is what intentionally polyqueer relations inherently aim toward.  

This isolated/independent-yet-together effect is portrayed with stunning clarity in a 

1941-1942 triptych of Lynes/Wheeler/and Wescott [Fig. 2.10] painted by Jared French. In this 

work, clearly inspired by classical altarpieces (French was particularly drawn to classical forms 

and the use of egg tempera as a medium), each member of the triad is given their own panel and 

their own individual nude portrait. Their connection to one another would only be made apparent 

when the pieces came together to form a proper triptych. Rather than creating a typical, 

contained romantic scene in which two (or all three) of the members of this triad share an 

affective touch or embrace, French here has established the singularity of each member of the 

Lynes/Wheeler/Wescott triad and emphasizes, even when merged together to create a holistic 

equilibrium, the persistence of that singularity. 

But while this effect may have held true at certain moments of their relationship, the 

Lynes/Wheeler/Wescott triad ultimately dissipated when mononormative impulses began to 

emerge. As had already been the case with Wescott’s unreciprocated sexual longing for Lynes, a 

couple-centric logic of reciprocity—a need for a two-way exchange of affection and sex— 

ultimately interceded on the triad and diminished what was once for them the liberating nature of 

their polyqueer arrangement.  For in 1943, Lynes moved out of the apartment he shared for many 
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years with Wheeler and Wescott in order to take an apartment of his own at 421 Park Avenue 

(adjacent to Wheeler and Wescott) with his new lover and studio assistant/model, Jonathan 

Tichenor. Wescott and Wheeler were reportedly stunned and considered this move to be in bad 

taste.26 Of this situation, Bernard Perlin details, “This scandalized Glenway, because up until 

then Monroe Wheeler and he had presumed that their sexuality was unknown to their grand 

society friends. Now, when Lynes was so socially incorrect as to set up a lavish home with a very 

handsome, much younger man, the game was up.”27 While, as David Leddick notes, there 

couldn’t have been anyone among their acquaintances at the time who didn’t know the nature of 

their relationship, the controversy behind this move was that it left Wescott and Wheeler living 

together as lovers, not “sharing digs” with Lynes in a threesome that might have been perceived 

of as a bachelor scenario. Wescott subsequently expressed embarrassment for himself and for 

Wheeler, who Wescott felt was put in an uncomfortable position in his work life at MoMA.  

So, intriguingly, the tripartite relationship of Lynes, Wheeler, and Wescott was not only 

profound in both an historic and an aesthetic sense, it also worked in some ways to shield them 

from homophobic perceptions that would arise from the visibility of gay coupledom. And just as 

Wheeler and Wescott’s newly interrogated position as a couple in circles of wealth and influence 

brought great stress on their relationship—so much that Wescott moved permanently from the 

city to the seclusion of Stone-blossom—coupledom in the end did not suit Lynes and Tichenor 

either, at least in a visibly gay (i.e. same-sex) manner. Their coupledom might have been doomed 

from the start, as Jonathan Tichenor was in many ways a replacement for his older brother, 

George Tichenor. The elder Tichenor had become Lynes’s studio assistant at the young age of 

26 Leddick, Intimate Companions, 172. 
27 Perlin, xii-xiii. 
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twenty, and Lynes was immediately attracted to him on both a physical and emotional level. 

David Leddick describes the attraction as perhaps the most significant in Lynes’s life: “Muscular, 

dark, and brooding, Tichenor provoked perhaps the strongest emotions that Platt Lynes felt 

during his lifetime. The potential for a romantic attachment was probably what prompted Platt 

Lynes’s offer of employment in the first place.”28 But it is widely understood that George 

Tichenor never reciprocated his employer’s affection, despite working and modeling for him in 

an intimate capacity. The elder Tichenor would soon feel compelled to join a civilian ambulance 

service to assist with the war efforts, but he was killed when his transport was torpedoed down 

while crossing the Atlantic.  

George Tichenor’s death was devastating to Lynes, who mourned in queer elegiac fashion 

by creating a portrait that aligns his grief with that of a queer artist of a generation prior to Lynes: 

Marsden Hartley. In the photograph [Fig. 2.11], Hartley—who Lynes had admired for much of 

his career, and the paintings of whom Lynes had personally collected—is seated in the image’s 

foreground, contemplative and forlorn. His shadow is cast dramatically against the background 

wall of the studio, under which the silhouette of another man appears. The silhouette was, in fact, 

Jonathan Tichenor, George Tichenor’s younger brother, who was undoubtedly mourning the 

death of his brother as well. Here, Lynes places his grief, and the very kin of the man he was 

grieving, in the shadow of Hartley, whose German Officer Paintings (1913-1915) would later 

come to be understood as a gesture of love and grief for a German lieutenant, with whom he had 

been partnered, who was killed in the first World War.29 With this portrait, Lynes thus 

28 Leddick, Intimate Companions, 160. 
29 See Jonathan D. Katz, “Hide/Seek: Difference and Desire in American Portraiture,” in Hide/Seek: Difference and 
Desire in American Portraiture, eds. Jonathan D. Katz and David C. Ward (Washington, D.C.: Smithsonian Books, 
2010), 26 & 76. 
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triangulates his grief with Hartley’s legacy, encompassing the younger Tichenor, with whom he 

would later become ensconced, as the third point of a triangle of queer legacy, lamentation, and 

love. Art historian Jonathan D. Katz movingly assesses that Lynes here photographs Hartley “so 

as to acknowledge—if only pictorially—their shared, if unspoken and highly private, loss of the 

men they loved across world wars. Long before the art world realized the significance of the 

German Officer portraits, the queer world knew, as this photograph underscores.”30 

Jonathan Tichenor, younger and more amenable to Lynes’s adoration than his older 

brother, came to fill George Tichenor’s previously-held role in Lynes’s life in serving as Lynes’s 

assistant, model, and now, lover. But although he apparently reciprocated Lynes’s affection 

sexually and emotionally, enough for Lynes to dramatically separate from his ménage à trois 

with Wheeler and Wescott, Tichenor would later begin—without Lynes’s knowledge initially— 

an affair with a member of Cadmus’s social circle, Surrealist/Magic Realist painter Bridget 

Chisholm (later known as Bridget Bate Tichenor). A PaJaMa photograph of George Platt Lynes 

and Jonathan Tichenor [Fig. 2.12], taken in Fire Island in 1945, utilizes a logic of triplicity in a 

way that seems to capture the inequities of their coupledom. Lynes and Tichenor here are 

arranged in a literal triangular configuration. Lynes poses loftily over Tichenor, while at the same 

time looking off-camera, away from their configuration. Tichenor, well-versed at modeling for 

Lynes at this point and often embodying an object of desire, looks directly at the camera lens. 

Their gazes do not meet, and their vertically-organized portrayal here as a “couple” refuses to 

suggest a holistic intactness or exclusivity. Tichenor would soon go on to marry Chisholm, and 

Lynes was distraught with seeing the pair move about his social circle, so much so that this was 

30 Katz, 31. 
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an integral factor in Lynes’s decision to relocate to Hollywood to pursue commercial work there. 

So while Lynes and Tichenor were, for a time, a couple proper, their relationship could not last, 

and was from the start plagued with an odd dynamic of “replacement,” an imbalance of power, 

and, on the part of Tichenor, an attraction to Chisholm that would outweigh his desire to remain 

committed to Lynes and incite a jealous fervor in the photographer. 

What is more, their A-frame, triangular-shaped figuration in PaJaMa’s image almost 

points toward their downfall as a couple proper, at least in retrospect. For triangles, aside from 

the infinite one-sidedness of circles and ovals, are the shapes with the least amount of sides. 

They are more than two points on a graph or a line segment: they create an inside and an outside, 

and spaces between, from the union of three distinct points/lines. Thus in positioning Lynes and 

Tichenor within a triangulated schema here, PaJaMa are almost positing that Lynes and Tichenor, 

especially since Lynes had already crafted his sexual and romantic life in a polyqueer fashion, 

could not fashion for themselves a “true coupledom:” there would always be a third side to their 

relationship, whether that be Lynes’s proclivity for ongoing sexual relationships with multiple 

partners or Tichenor’s growing love for Bridget Chisholm. What is more, Lynes’s sideways 

glance here, into the unseeable periphery of the photograph’s edges and away from the partner 

and the camera that stand before him, is evocative of a “cruising glance” that Lynes, as the 

“sexpot sensualist,” would employ in both his life and his art. In this photograph, Lynes’s 

evocation of the swift, ever-agile look of determined, lustful desire for another disrupts any 

notion of a focused, exclusive commitment to Tichenor. I will delve deeper into the phenomenon 

of Lynes’s cruising gaze in the following chapter.  
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Conclusion 

Perhaps the most profound summation of the “triographies” and aesthetics of triplicity I 

have discussed in this chapter—and their greater significance to the lives and political 

orientations of the generation of queer artists that included PaJaMa and George Platt Lynes—can 

be found in the 1947-1948 painting by Paul Cadmus, What I Believe [Fig. 2.13]. The title of this 

work is taken from an E.M. Forster essay from 1938, in which Forster, looking ahead to the 

imminent World War II, proclaims that if culture and human goodness are to survive, then it will 

be with “an aristocracy of the sensitive…” whose members have a secret understanding between 

them when they meet. The hope for humanity that Forster describes here is decidedly that of a 

queer society, whose members, in Forster’s words, “represent the true human condition, the one 

permanent victory of our queer race over cruelty and chaos.”31 Importantly, Forster came to 

know Cadmus and the Frenches in the mid-1940s, with rumors of Forster’s queerness trickling 

down the grapevine of other gay artists and writers and prompting Cadmus to personally write a 

letter of admiration to Forster in 1943. On a trip to the United States in 1947, Forster would visit 

the Greenwich Village studio shared by Cadmus and French, and would vacation with them in 

Provincetown, establishing a presence and influence in this American network of queer artists, 

writers, and comrades.32 

As Katz has also argued, Cadmus in What I Believe polarizes the worlds of gay and 

straight, creating on the right, a straight dystopia, and on the left, a queer Arcadia.33 Cadmus has 

naturally painted himself in the mid-ground of the queer, utopic left side, drawing the scene, 

31 E. M. Forster, “What I Believe,” in A Bloomsbury Group Reader, ed. S. P. Rosenbaum (Oxford: Blackwell 
Publishers, 1993), 170. 
32 See Moffat, "A New Bloomsbury,” 26-31. 
33 See Katz, 32-33. 
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while Jared French embraces him from the left. Margaret, standing behind, places her supportive 

hands on both men to complete the triangle of their partnership. The trio is surrounded by 

displays of queer love and various forms of art-making. While the PaJaMa triad centers and sums 

up the queer Arcadia of the painting’s left half, the hellish right half of the painting is represented 

most prominently by a heterosexual couple proper at the center foreground turned away from the 

viewer.  

Cadmus, then, is concurring with Forster—who stands behind and to the left of Jared 

French in the painting—and his assertion that the world would only be saved by a queer 

alternative to the destructive dominance of a heteronormative world, which unfolds into chaos on 

the right, with the era-defining disaster of World War II modeled upon the representation of 

Hitler, Mussolini, and Stalin standing atop the rock formation in the background. What is more, 

that this dystopia is here most immediately premised on a heterosexual couple (and another, less 

idealized heterosexual couple behind them) while an “Arcadia of the sensitive” finds its center at 

the PaJaMa triad makes abundantly clear what Cadmus believes: that there are new world-

making capacities to be found in relationships unbounded by both compulsory heterosexuality 

and compulsory monogamy. Queerness, and specifically a queerness figured on an additive 

multiplicity, stands here in stark contrast to a heteronormative world that descends from the 

figure of the couple into gluttonous, crowded, and deathly cacophony.  

I must make a quick, but significant, aside in order to address the racist overtones of this 

painting and to assert, firmly, that Cadmus’s view of Arcadia here is blatantly white-washed. 

Save for a single black woman strewn across what seems to be the figure of Lincoln Kirstein 

playing a flute, the painting’s left, utopian half is devoid of people of color, or at least non-
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passing people of color. On the painting’s right side, however, scenes of miscegenation and 

deployments of longstanding racist visual stereotypes are seemingly meant to be contributing to 

the chaos of the normative world, a distressing indication that Cadmus’s conception of a queer 

utopia was largely devoid of non-white people. The deliberately un-coupled vision of queer 

utopia is what is vital in this painting, and the painting is key to understanding the larger politics 

at work in the imagery of PaJaMa, Lynes, and their contemporaries. But it must be adamantly 

asserted that a polyqueer, “utopian” sexual and political orientation cannot coexist with racism 

and indeed must be mobilized as an anti-racist orientation, just as I have suggested queerness 

must essentially be positioned against heteronormativity and against mononormativity. 

In tandem with the utopian qualities of What I Believe, the photographs of PaJaMa and 

George Platt Lynes are themselves tools in their artists’ world-making agenda. This is made all 

the more evident in one particular instance—again involving E. M. Forster—that Wendy Moffat 

intriguingly details in her article “Queer Patrimony: George Platt Lynes’s Portraits of E. M. 

Forster.” As previously explained, Forster began to make connections with the PaJaMa social 

circle in the mid-1940s, and this led to his familiarity with the work of a broader queer American 

cohort, a familiarity that led him, in June 1949, to seek out the talents of George Platt Lynes— 

whom he had not met before—to create a series of portraits of he and his lover, Bob Buckingham 

(who was concurrently married to a woman). While the various portraits show the lovers both 

separated and together (and still without a dominant sense of exclusivity), what is most powerful 

to consider, at least for the point I am making in this conclusion, is that Forster sought out Lynes, 

as Moffat argues, with the sole intent of recording his queerness and his love for Buckingham.34 

34 See Wendy Moffat, “Queer Patrimony: George Platt Lynes’s Portraits of E. M. Forster,” Yale University Library 
Gazette (April 2008): 135-136. 
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The queer artists who intermingled and created together in this moment in history did so with the 

full understanding of their creative power to both establish and preserve queer modes of being 

and seeing. 

In the photographs and painted works I have surveyed in this chapter, biography and 

aesthetics—here posited as triography and triplicity—merge to establish an oeuvre of art that is 

founded upon a queerness modeled on multiplicity and a dynamic interweaving of relationships 

both platonic and sexual, professional and amorous, fleeting and lifelong. What becomes evident 

from looking into the art and life experiences of George Platt Lynes and PaJaMa, who were both 

oriented in immensely intimate and influential tripartite relationships, is that these artists 

contributed to a branch of modernism hinged on queerness. This modernism was deeply 

invested, in both artistic theory and lived practice, in an exploration of human relationality that 

forgoes the puritanism that dominated nineteenth century social mores and stands firmly opposed 

to the binaries by which Western culture would soon come to forcibly organize sexuality and 

relationships. In a review of a recent showing of the work of PaJaMa, Lynes, and their 

contemporaries in New York, art critic Jerry Saltz asserts, “this art is at the very center of 

American modernism, showing that the idea that the image itself is charged by who is being 

pictured and who is doing the picturing.”35 In the following, and concluding, chapter to this 

thesis, I will turn to who is doing the looking, for the spectator figures just as vitally into this 

triplicit equation as do subject and author. 

35 Jerry Saltz, “A Radical New History of Queer Modernism, 1933–1950. But ‘The Young and Evil’ is 
reactionary, too.” Vulture, April 8, 2019, https://www.vulture.com/2019/04/a-radical-new-history-of-queer-
modernism.html. 

https://www.vulture.com/2019/04/a-radical-new-history-of-queer
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Chapter 2: The Queer Spectator: The Phenomenological Orientations of George Platt 
Lynes’s and PaJaMa’s Photography 

Twenty-eight young men bathe by the shore, 
Twenty-eight young men and all so friendly; 
Twenty-eight years of womanly life and all so lonesome. 
She owns the fine house by the rise of the bank, 
She hides handsome and richly drest aft the blinds of the window. 
Which of the young men does she like the best? 
Ah the homeliest of them is beautiful to her. 
Where are you off to, lady? for I see you, 
You splash in the water there, yet stay stock still in your room. 
Dancing and laughing along the beach came the twenty-ninth bather, 
The rest did not see her, but she saw them and loved them. 
The beards of the young men glisten'd with wet, it ran from their long hair, 
Little streams pass'd all over their bodies. 
An unseen hand also pass'd over their bodies, 
It descended tremblingly from their temples and ribs. 
The young men float on their backs, their white bellies bulge to the sun, they do not ask who seizes fast to them, 
They do not know who puffs and declines with pendant and bending arch, 
They do not think whom they souse with spray. 

-Walt Whitman, Section 11, “Song of Myself,” Leaves of Grass 

Walt Whitman’s lifelong audacious poetic assemblage, Leaves of Grass, has entranced 

literary scholars for over a century and has long appealed to a queer readership who notice 

Whitman’s unique capacity for eroticizing both men and women and the pride the poet takes in 

his capacity to experience both, what he deems, an “amative” love of man for woman and an 

“adhesive” love of man for man. Whitman as narrator is able to consistently alternate his point of 

view between observer and participant throughout his poetry, and he adopts the roles of both 

subject and object throughout “Song of Myself.”1 Whitman often employs this tactic as a method 

of gazing upon the male body and expressing homoerotic desire, and this device is particularly 

evident in the above-quoted Section 11 of “Song of Myself”—the “twenty-eight bathers” section. 

Whitman here observes a nude male romp by the shore while being physically removed from the 

1 See Robert K. Martin, The Homosexual Tradition in American Poetry (Austin, Texas: The University of Texas 
Press, 1979), 19. 
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scene as narrator. Whitman then displaces his objective view to a subjective female sensibility by 

recognizing the woman who watches the scene unfold from behind the blinds of a window. As 

she imagines joining the group of twenty-eight young men, Whitman places himself as narrator 

invisibly amidst the action, going physically where she goes mentally, as evidenced by the lines, 

“Where are you off to, lady? for I see you, / You splash in the water there, yet stay stock still in 

your room.” 

Whitman uses these complex perspective shifts throughout Section 11 of “Song of 

Myself” to establish a dynamic scene of encounters both imagined and real. This serves a more 

practical purpose as well, as it allows for Whitman to express desire from one male to another 

without creating a scene that is overtly pornographic or would directly offend the sensibilities of 

nineteenth-century America. Whitman is able to avoid a blatantly obvious homoerotic desire to 

join the male bathers, and engage with them sexually, by displacing these desires onto a female 

observer. The perspectival shift is, in part, an effort by Whitman to circumvent nineteenth-

century standards of moral purity, as has been argued by literary scholar Robert K. Martin.2 

However, the scene remains sexually-charged in a way that, as is the case of much of Whitman’s 

writing, defies these same nineteenth-century moral standards of purity. This is especially 

evident with the last five lines of Section 11, which present an orgiastic masturbatory climax as 

“The young men float on their backs, their white bellies bulge to the sun, / they do not ask who 

seizes fast to them, / They do not know who puffs and declines with pendant and bending / 

arch, / They do not think whom they souse with spray.” The bathers, then, do not question who 

touches them nor who breathes heavily and arches his back: they are not concerned in this 

2 See Martin, 18-21. 
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moment with any type of repercussion for their sexual contact. And the poem ends with the 

bathers collectively “sousing” each other with spray, a clear ejaculatory gesture that concludes 

Whitman’s ever-shifting perspective in Section 11 with Whitman as an unseen narrator among 

and contributing to this moment of homoerotic pleasure. 

These oscillating perspectival shifts create a powerful exchange that ultimately binds 

Whitman as narrator to the woman voyeur and, ultimately, to us, the reader. All three identities 

merge in watching this scene unfold, and in the end, we find ourselves having joined the queer 

orgiastic gathering of bathers. As literary scholar and poet Christopher Merrill asserts of this 

effect, “the ‘unseen hand’ passing over the bathers belongs not only to the woman who in her 

imagination joins the men in the water but to the reader tracing a finger over the lines of the poet 

composing the scene.”3 It is this phenomenological effect, this overlapping of subject, object, and 

artist in an unexpected shared moment of sensuality, that will be the focus of this final chapter of 

my thesis. For this same power is at work—visually rather than literarily—in the photographs of 

George Platt Lynes and PaJaMa. 

 I want to briefly return to the Cadmus painting with which I concluded the preceding 

chapter, What I Believe, in order to offer a slight adjustment to my initial analysis that might 

elucidate the central argument I will be making in this chapter. I stated that the dystopic 

normative world portrayed on the painting’s right half was figured most clearly on a heterosexual 

couple at the image’s center foreground. And this is undoubtedly true. However, the couple, 

unlike the chaos to their right, seem stalwart, stable, and even content, judging from the woman’s 

expression. They seem unaware of and unfazed by the disastrous world unfolding on their side of 

3 Christopher Merrill, “Afterward: Section 11, Song of Myself,” WhitmanWeb, University of Iowa, https:// 
iwp.uiowa.edu/whitmanweb/en/writings/song-of-myself/section-11. 

https://iwp.uiowa.edu/whitmanweb/en/writings/song-of-myself/section-11


 

 

 

 

 

  

 

 

 

50 ! 

the painting, and perhaps this is due to the fact that they are looking onto the utopian queer scene 

to the left. Indeed, they are oriented to face the depiction of the PaJaMa triad and are mere steps 

away from the lush grounds supporting the “Arcadia of the sensitive.” Cadmus, here, might very 

well be making a proposition: that even the decidedly “straight” subject has the opportunity to 

experience the unbounded pleasures and creative, world-making capacities of queerness if they 

might just turn to see the possibility of that queerness before them.  

This final chapter will be focused on the act of looking, on its immense power and 

necessity to the photographs of George Platt Lynes and PaJaMa, a power that has evolved over 

time, as these images have found new audiences and far wider distribution than the time of their 

initial production, when they were shared only among friends and family of the artists. It has 

long struck me that—as I demonstrated in the previous chapter’s brief aside about E. M. 

Forster’s seeking out Lynes to arrange a queer portraiture session—these collections of 

photographs were not just memorabilia or traces of private artistic experiments. Rather, they are 

intentional acts of world-making and queer identity formation.  

On this, Sara Ahmed’s book, Queer Phenomenology: Orientations, Objects, Others, 

provides an apt theoretical framework by which to conceptualize much of how Lynes’s and 

PaJaMa’s photographs charge their viewer to turn away from conventional and normative 

imagery, especially regarding human subjectivity and relationality. Ahmed here begins with the 

recognition that our world is shaped by various lines of sight, which form both cognitive and 

physical options by which we are compelled to move throughout the world and throughout our 

lives. In a performative fashion, these lines become behaviors, and these behaviors become 
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modes of being.4 These lines, and the performative work that goes into their formation and their 

dominating power over our behaviors, shape, in Ahmed’s view, the hierarchical power structures 

that govern all lives, all bodies. Ahmed is thus interested, and dedicates the majority of the book 

to this question, in how queer “orientations” emerge in “a world organized around the form of 

the heterosexual couple.”5 On this, Ahmed details: 

In the case of sexual orientation, it is not simply that we have it. To become straight 
means that we not only have to turn toward the objects that are given to us by  
heterosexual culture, but also that we must “turn away” from objects that take us off this 
line. The queer subject within straight culture hence deviates and is made socially present 
as a deviant….The concept of “orientations” allows us to expose how life gets directed in 
some ways rather than others, through the very requirement that we follow what is 
already given to us. For a life to count as a good life, then it must return the debt of its 
life by taking on the direction promised as a social good, which means imagining one’s 
futurity in terms of reaching certain points along a life course. A queer life might be one 
that fails to make such a gesture of return.6 

Mimi Schippers, in Beyond Monogamy: Polyamory and the Future of Polyqueer 

Sexualities, expands Ahmed’s considerations of the emergence of the queer subject amidst 

heteronormative orientations to include those orientations that are polyqueer. On this, Schippers 

notes, “One of the objects given to us by heterosexual culture is the monogamous couple. In 

order to live a ‘good life’ of sexual and emotional intimacy, we must turn away from other 

lovers. Perhaps, then, a queer life would mean reorienting oneself toward other lovers, and non-

monogamy would constitute a queer life.”7 Such conceptions of orientations, of the lines of sight 

and possibility that govern the way we move about in the world and shape our identities, reflect 

4 See Sara Ahmed, Queer Phenomenology: Orientations, Objects, Others (Durham, NC: Duke University Press, 
2006), 16. 
5 Ibid., 20. 
6 Ibid., 21. 
7 Mimi Schippers, Beyond Monogamy: Polyamory and the Future of Polyqueer Sexualities (New York: New York 
University Press, 2016), 3. 
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the very effect I previously noted in Cadmus’s What I Believe: that there are orientations of 

being, especially queer and polyqueer orientations, that are systematically ordered out of a 

normative purview, and thus the option and possibility of those modes of being are made nearly 

impossible to attain for the heteronormatively-produced and oriented subject.  

But perhaps all it takes to re-orient oneself—to be shown a line or a path that deviates 

from the normatively-ordered world—is one friend, one lover, one accidental encounter, one 

“cruising” glance to open up a multitude of queer possibilities. This, I am arguing, is the saving 

power of the photography of George Platt Lynes and PaJaMa. They offer us visions into 

modalities of relating to others that starkly contrast with the arrangements of heterosexuality, 

mononormativity, and other binarized modes of relationality. These images are vitally social, as 

evident from the intimate means by which they were initially shared with those closest to the 

artists, who would easily recognize those portrayed and understand the contextual relationships 

shaping these arrangements. And this sociality is vital to how queer orientations emerge, as 

Ahmed argues: 

If we think with and through orientation we might allow the moments of disorientation to 
gather, almost as if they are bodies around a different table. We might, in the gathering,  
face a different way. Queer objects might take us to the very limits of social gathering,  
even when they still gather us around, even when they still lead us to gather at a table.  
Indeed, to live out a politics of disorientation might be to sustain wonder about the very  
forms of social gathering.8 

These images are premised on the power of seeing what one wants, or who one likes, or how 

one might want to be, even if one had not previously considered (or been permitted to consider) 

these desires. And in a new age of de-censored museums, catalogues, or even a mere Google 

8 Ahmed, 24. 
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search, these photographs continue to grow in their power to offer new views and new (queer) 

considerations of being and relating to an expanded, public viewership.  

In this chapter, I will explore how the photography of George Platt Lynes and PaJaMa 

triangulates the gaze itself, in such a way that offers new orientations to the viewer that defy 

dominant notions of heteronormativity and mononormativity that not only dominate Western 

culture but have also shaped the artistic canon. I do this with the understanding that photography 

as a medium is uniquely suited to this task, and its practitioners here, Lynes and PaJaMa, found 

in the photographic medium the possibility for triplicity and the radical orientations it proffers. I 

will thus consult significant theorists in the history of photography, including Jacques Lacan, 

Walter Benjamin, Roland Barthes, and Kaja Silverman, in order to elucidate the unique and 

queer effects that I am arguing are at play in these images. The three sections of this final 

chapter, “Always Another,” “Shared Fixities,” and “Split Vision,” will each address similar yet 

distinct orientations and effects that culminate in the capacity of these photographs to invite, 

involve, and thus to queer their spectator.  

I want to make clear that the phenomenological and psychoanalytic effects that I will 

address in this chapter are made possible because of the very triplicity (as opposed to duality or 

binarism) that I previously argued undergirds most of George Platt Lynes’s and PaJaMa’s 

imagery. Again, this triplicit aesthetic logic cannot be thought of as separate from the lived, 

triangulated relationships experienced by Lynes and PaJaMa. As I indicated in the introduction to 

this thesis, the act of being polyqueer, or at least open to more-than-one, in relationships of sex 

or love or affect has the power to unbind one from binary structures surrounding hetero- and 

mono-normativity and thus to see in ways otherwise forbidden and obstructed by the 
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normatively-oriented visual world. And in turning to see, or, as these photographs incite, being 

invited to see queerly, one’s own orientation as spectator must turn as well. 

Always Another 

In the previous two chapters, I addressed certain images in which—even if only two 

figures were depicted—there remained the option, or the longing for, a third. This opening 

outward beyond the image, this space reserved for a “plus one,” will be my intended topic for 

this section. Here, I will give particular credence to Roland Barthes’s notion of the "punctum,” 

which he outlines in Camera Lucida, and the capability of this photographic phenomenon to 

compel the spectator to, among other things, desire and imagine features and presences beyond 

what is merely depicted in the image. Barthes conceptualizes the punctum as that which 

“punctuates” in such a way that we cannot necessarily determine its origins nor to what “idea” or 

realm of knowledgeable facticity it belongs. The punctum behooves and enchants, mystifies and 

terrorizes, attracts and repels. As Barthes describes, the punctum is a “sting, speck, cut, little hole 

—and also a cast of the dice.”9 It is also highly individualized, dependent on the particular 

viewer of the photograph. The punctum breaks the sturdiness, the comfortability, and the 

knowability of Barthes’s conception of the other major inherent component to photography: the 

studium.10 Unlike the studium, Barthes argues, the punctum “rises from the scene, shoots out of 

it like an arrow, and pierces me.”11 

9 Roland Barthes, Camera Lucida: Reflections on Photography, trans. Richard Howard (New York: Farrar, Straus 
and Giroux, 1981), 27. 
10 Briefly, the studium—in Barthes’s conception—represents the details of a photograph that are recognizable as 
well as the overall “recognizability” of the photograph. The studium is the content of a photograph that allows us to 
readily look upon the photograph and to know why the photographer has taken it. The studium represents the details 
of a photograph that, to Barthes, “constitute the very raw material of ethnological knowledge.” See ibid., 25-30. 
11 Ibid., 26. 
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It strikes me that much of the intrigue of Lynes’s and PaJaMa’s photographs is what is 

left out of the image, what we are not permitted to see or know, what we find ourselves 

imagining rests just beyond the image’s border or maybe even far away, but beckoned to the 

moment in the depicted subject’s mind and indicated by the odd manner by which they have 

directed their gaze. It is with Barthes’s conception of punctum that I am able, in my estimation, 

to most effectively account for this quality to the photographs of Lynes and PaJaMa, although I 

admittedly risk certain vagaries since Barthes’s term, in its own right, is unstable and its contours 

undefined. Kathrin Yacavone puts forth one of the better definitions of punctum as that which 

“defies naming and classification and hence evades ideological, systematic or indeed semiotic 

interpretation. It cannot a priori be analyzed, because it occurs involuntarily.”12 Understandably, 

what emerges as the punctum of any photograph is variable based on the experiences, intrigues, 

and interests of the spectator themselves. I will concede that much of what I lay out here as the 

“another” that is always present in these images is based upon my own encounters (several years' 

worth) with the work and biographies of Lynes and PaJaMa, as well as my own very queer 

interests and experiences.  

What is more, the original audiences of these images were highly selective colleagues, 

friends, family, and lovers of the artists themselves, thus they, as queer or queer-allied viewers, 

would have had the capacity to sense the profound, if not entirely describable, multiplicitous 

presence that I am arguing is deeply engrained in these photographs. Now that the images can be 

found in major exhibitions worldwide, the chance encounter with a random (and decidedly non-

queer) spectator might not produce the same effect. Nevertheless, there is evidence which 

12 Kathrin Yacavone, Benjamin, Barthes, and the Singularity of Photography (New York: Bloomsbury Academic, 
2012), 152-153. 
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suggests that artists like Lynes were attempting to establish a kind of universal “amorous regard” 

in their photographs that plays, with careful arrangement of the image’s sitter, to the spectator’s 

capacity for intrigue and desire and demands their attention, their fascination, and their 

imagination.13 While not every spectator will automatically share in the polyqueer spoils of 

PaJaMa and Lynes’s photos, these images do have the power to catch their viewer off-guard and 

to envelop them into their affective embrace, thus enacting an additive poly-queerness, always 

seeking more.  

The openness to, or invitation of, a “plus one” to the extant couple (or threesome, or 

foursome) represented in the photographs I address here is vital to the polyqueer nature the 

photographs embody (shaped by the polyqueer subjects depicted, and/or the polyqueer authors 

themselves). In these photographs, there is always room—and perhaps even the need—for 

another. In some instances, the absent “plus one” might be known to us (or rather to those of us 

knowledgeable of the biographies of Lynes, PaJaMa, and their depicted subjects) and would have 

been known to the elite circle within which the images were originally distributed. But with other 

images, this “another” is uncertain or anonymous, which poses the question, and the possibility: 

what if the invitation, the “plus one,” is extended to the spectator themselves? The images 

surveyed in this section will address both scenarios, where the “another” might either be deduced 

or remain anonymous, and thus open to the spectator to fill the role.  

I begin with one of the more famous of PaJaMa’s photographs, a 1939 triple portrait of 

(from left to right) Fidelma Cadmus, Margaret French, and Paul Cadmus [Fig. 3.1], whose heads 

13 See Elspeth H. Brown, “Queering Glamour in Interwar Fashion Photography: The 'Amorous Regard’ of George 
Platt Lynes,” GLQ 23, no. 3 (2017): 296. I will expand upon Lynes’s understanding and deployment of the “amorous 
regard” in the latter parts of this section. 
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(and nothing more) emerge from behind a tall sand dune that dominates the image’s foreground. 

Fidelma was Paul’s sister, and an artist in her own right, although never as successful or highly 

regarded in artistic circles as her brother or even her husband, Lincoln Kirstein, who carried on 

relations with numerous men while remaining married to Fidelma throughout his life. Fidelma, 

much like Margaret, knew of—and for the most part did not resent or resist—Kirstein’s sexual 

and romantic relationships with men.14 Another polyqueer relationship emerges.  

If we then regard this image as a portrait of desire and/or as a portrait of queer subjects, 

then we are bound to trace the portrayed subjects’ disparate and direct gazes to a desired off-

screen object, as none of them here gaze upon each other. We know already that both Margaret 

French and Cadmus at this time were imbricated in a relationship with Jared French, who is here 

behind the camera, and to whom it seems Cadmus is gazing. We cannot therefore know to whom 

Margaret is looking, nor Fidelma, though her husband Lincoln often accompanied PaJaMa on 

their beach excursions. Regardless, the outward glances in multiple directions evoke, even if 

unknown, the presence of others. A mere, momentary consideration of who might be awaiting 

just off-screen calls forth a number of names, of queer friends and/or lovers of the depicted 

subjects, or the lovers of their husbands (as was often the case with Fidelma and Margaret). My 

point here is that an entire queer network travelled to and from Fire Island on these weekend 

trips, each individual of which was intricately related or bound by the friendship, love, or sex of 

another. And that off-frame network, or at the very least the possibility of that network forming 

through outward, off-frame gazes, can be positioned as the primary punctum of this image that 

implores the spectator to imagine who isn’t depicted here. 

14 See David Leddick, Intimate Companions: A Triography of George Platt Lynes, Paul Cadmus, Lincoln Kirstein, 
and Their Circle (New York: St. Martin’s Press, 2000), 194. 
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The punctum also figures heavily in the 1952 George Platt Lynes photograph of two 

unidentified male nudes [Fig. 3.2], one of whom stands with his back to the camera, while the 

other, resting his face on the first figure’s shoulder, looks directly into the lens, and thus outward 

at the viewer. Here, we are left to configure two intangible issues: (1) who is the figure on the 

left, and what does he look like? And (2), what is it that the gaze of the second figure asks of us? 

Both of these questions are motivated by desire. I mentioned in the previous chapter that Lynes’s 

photographic eye was shaped by a more pointed eroticism than PaJaMa, and in his darkened 

studio, he had the privacy to construct much more explicit imagery than his colleagues who took 

most of their photos in semi-public settings. This pointed eroticism was part of what Elspeth 

Brown deems a “visual discourse of longing,” a framework configured by Lynes meant to 

produce “an exchange of glances between model and photographer” that Lynes himself termed 

as “the amorous regard.”15 Brown argues that, with Lynes’s male nudes, this amorous regard 

manifested as the look of cruising, the frank erotic exchanges undergirding the mechanics of 

anonymous, oft-public sex and the search thereof, a sexual exchange of which Lynes himself was 

often a part.16 In this image of the two male nudes, two classic elements of cruising culture come 

to the fore: the anonymity of the potential sex partner, embodied by the turned-away figure on 

the left, and the intent, direct gaze that proclaims the initial interest between two cruisers 

modeled by the figure on the right. 

Lynes’s mobilization of the looks of cruising features even more prominently in his two 

combined photographs, Two Male Nudes (One in Shadow) [Fig. 3.3]. The image’s two parts, 

15 Brown, 296. 
16 Ibid. Much of Brown’s work in her essay is to demonstrate how Lynes’s notion of amorous regard translated to his 
commercial photography, thus establishing an inherent queer-based eroticism at the center of capitalistic 
mobilizations of glamour. 
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when read together, speak vividly to the act of cruising, an act that requires deliberate looks in 

unorthodox places, looks that promise a (queer) return. Brown argues that the deliberateness of 

such looks, and their duration, form an invitation, distinct from mere, accidental glances among 

strangers in public.17 In Two Male Nudes (One in Shadow), the titular figures, immersed in 

shadow and seemingly occupying separate yet confined spaces, exchange a solid and piercing 

glare. In the second panel, the figure on the left has turned and appears to be walking away, yet 

the crossing of the figure on the right over the vertical line that divides left from right insinuates 

that the glare they shared in the first panel culminated in an invitation, an invitation that is now 

being accepted, to follow the first figure to another space to consummate their desire. Of this 

photograph, and the broader influence of cruising in the way Lynes configures an amorous 

regard in his photographs, Brown poignantly asserts, “In most of Lynes’s more explicitly erotic 

portraits, the viewer’s position is that of Lynes, and both viewing positions are that of the one 

who looks first—the cruiser who initiates the exchange. In other words, it is for the most part us, 

the viewers, who are cruising in his images.”18 

That the viewer is ultimately configured—through the lived, sexual experiences of Lynes, 

nonetheless—as the cruiser of Lynes’s imagery is key to the capacity of these images to enmesh 

their viewers in polyqueer scenarios, to re-orient them toward the possibility of desire for more-

than-one. This effect is made all the more powerful in photographs of Lynes in which near-

orgiastic arrangements of multiple men are configured. Take, for instance, an untitled 1941 

photograph [Fig. 3.4] in which four men are arranged in a triangular shape, two holding hands 

with the figure forming the triangle’s kneeling apex, with the fourth figure, recumbent between 

17 Brown, 304. 
18 Ibid. 
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the legs of the two standing men, forming the base. Their union creates a physical circuit of 

eroticism, a circuit that, although enclosed, is not closed off to us, the spectator. They are, as 

evidenced by the apex figure’s bent knee (in the process of either standing or kneeling), in 

motion, and thus the circumstances of their arrangement might change on a dime. They are 

malleable—just as orgies generally must be—and their shifting stances, multiple (or 

undetermined) glances, and freely exposed bodies welcome not just the voyeur, but the cruiser as 

well. If we assume the role of the cruiser, as I have argued Lynes requests we do, we are mere 

steps, and a few purposeful glances, away from joining in their pleasure. 

Whether we are invited in the photographs I have addressed here to imagine the off-

screen objects of desire, or the photographic subject’s beckon us to be those objects of desire, 

these images demand the participation of their viewer in shaping their ultimate significance. This 

establishes a unique, triangulated dynamic of photographic authorship that depends on 

photographer, sitter, and spectator. In the next section, I will further detail this tri-authorship, and 

its artistic and historical significance to the work of PaJaMa, Lynes, and the medium of 

photography as a whole.  

Shared Fixations 

As Kaja Silverman has argued in presentational previews of her forthcoming book, The 

Three-Personed Picture, a triangulated mode of authorship and meaning-making is a universal 

component of virtually all twentieth-century pictorial photography. This kind of photographic 
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image, Silverman asserts, “allows the viewer and sitter to meet in the here and now.”19 The 

significance of this encounter is that the pictorial photograph owes its existence as much to the 

depicted subject and the spectator as it does to the author, and, as Silverman explains, “it links 

them to each other through a three-person chiasmus.”20 Thus the penultimate quality of pictorial 

photography is its need for, and contributions to, sociality. What distinguishes the work of 

PaJaMa and George Platt Lynes in this regard is that their tri-authorship accomplishes, indeed 

demands, a queer communality at a time when queer identities were less subjected to binarized 

definition and when, importantly, photography as a medium was first beginning to be taken 

seriously as an art form. 

Consider two PaJaMa images of Margaret French and Paul Cadmus [Figs. 3.5 and 3.6]. 

In these two images, French and Cadmus are clothed in distinctive black and white robes, and 

arranged in theatrical fashion atop a dune. In these images, Cadmus and French are both together 

and apart, overlapping and distinct. For the photographer, Jared French, they occupy the double-

role of object of affection and desire. For the viewer, then, they are a pair that is not a pair, yet 

through the eyes of artist, we can see (queerly) desire made double. Rather than being put in the 

position of perverse voyeur (as we might be with, say, a Renoir painting) or forbidden onlooker 

(as is the case with Grant Wood’s series of bathing farm hands), we are welcomed here to 

experience desire in a multitudinous manner, which dilutes the power of the typically 

19 Kaja Silverman, The Miracle of Analogy, or, The History of Photography, Part 1 (Stanford, CA: Stanford 
University Press, 2015), 155. Although quoted here, The Miracle of Analogy deals primarily with early nineteenth-
century photography, images which, Silverman argues, signify via analogy and are less “authored” than their late-
nineteenth and early twentieth-century pictorial successors. Since the second part to Silverman’s History of 
Photography is still forthcoming, I am not able to address it in any significant manner here. However, I have been 
fortunate to attend both a guest lecture and a seminar with Silverman at the University at Buffalo from October 5-6, 
2017, where Silverman explained in considerable length her argument regarding three-personed nature of pictorial 
photography. 
20 See Silverman’s abstract for her forthcoming book, The Three-Personed Picture, or, The History of Photography, 
Part 2, on the publications section of her professional website, http://www.kajasilverman.com/publications. 

http://www.kajasilverman.com/publications
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singularized subject-object gaze. Instead, in many ways, Cadmus and Margaret French here have 

some degree of power over us, especially since they too had the power in this scenario to craft 

the very means of their portraiture. We are thus enveloped into their love story as group, as 

multiple, as an addition to their shared subject-hood. This inclusion of the spectator in communal 

relation to the photograph, the subjects therein, and the already-extant relation they have to the 

author, is not just a remarkable feature of PaJaMa’s photography: it is the defining quality of 

their imagery.  

What is more, as Silverman’s three-personed argument necessitates, the spectator enters 

into a relationship with the photograph’s author, too. Literary theorists have for several decades 

developed and deployed a notion of this triadic web of desire and interrelationship as it manifests 

in the written word. René Girard, for instance, famously argued in his 1961 book, Deceit, Desire, 

and the Novel, that a “triangular desire” undergirds the novelistic form. Girard insists that desire 

is, in fact, mimetic: “the impulse toward the object,” Girard asserts, “…ultimately [is] an impulse 

toward the mediator.”21 Rather than being autonomous, desire is “borrowed” from a model or 

“mediator” who first desired the object of one’s regard. By this logic, in desiring the object of the 

photographer’s gaze, in the overlapping of our desire with the artist’s, an identification with the 

artist themself emerges, a shared fixation of amorous regard, that binds us to the photographer’s 

initial desires. This is all the more potent with the triadic authorship of PaJaMa, where the artists 

shift so frequently between photographer and photographed subject. The spectator thus 

experiences that gaze of all members of the triad upon all the other members, a process that I am 

arguing envelopes them into and involves them intimately with the triad itself.  

21 See René Girard, Deceit, Desire, and the Novel: Self and Other in Literary Structure, trans. Yvonne Freccero 
(Baltimore/London: The Johns Hopkins University Press, 1965), 10. 
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There are moments in these photographs, too, in which the photographer is both the 

author and the sitter simultaneously. One particularly striking incidence of this is a collage [Fig. 

3.7] by George Platt Lynes, composed of jarringly cropped pieces of the artist’s own body and 

visage. Created in 1930, this was one of Lynes’s first “artistic” photographic products, composed 

of a multitude of snapshots of the then-young artist, void of the silver-haired stoicism he would 

come to embody later in life. The resulting image is immensely erotic, and presents nearly every 

appendage and segment of Lynes’s body (a rear here, a thigh there, a kneecap, a few nipples) as a 

distinct site to be objectified. What is more, Lynes offered the collage as a gift to Wheeler early 

in their relationship, which confirms here that Lynes, in this “prototype” erotic photomontage, 

was deliberately configuring multiple sites of desire/touch/sex within a singular work of art.22 

We are thus meant to see here the multiple orientations of the photographer himself, as he sees 

himself, and to understand the interrelated web of desire that forms between photographer, sitter, 

and spectator that I argue is inherent to every Lynes and PaJaMa photograph.  

Split Vision 

A third form of a triangulated gaze emerges in a select few of PaJaMa’s and George Platt 

Lynes’s images, particularly the images that have been subjected to tactics of trickery such as 

mirage, reflection, shadow, cropping, and double-exposure, tactics that reflect the artists’ loose 

encounters with Surrealism. The images I assess in this section confront and confound the gaze 

by splitting it. Instead of a fixed object—fixed in the certainty of its wholeness, its readability, 

and thus our capacity to understand it and hold it within the power of our gaze—the figures 

22 See Anatole Pohorilenko, The Photographer George Platt Lynes, Known and Unknown (New York: John 
Stevenson Gallery, 2004), 15. 
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portrayed in these photographs are figures in vacillation, and/or containing two seemingly 

opposite qualities, and/or bodily uncertainty. This effect, ultimately, is a queer one (and a 

queering one), achieving a kind of interrogation of the image screen Lacan posits as mediating 

the power the viewing subject has over the viewed object. When that screen falters, so too does 

the fixity of the spectator’s knowledge, their control, and perhaps their own security (in their own 

knowledge of their own body, of their own subject-hood, etc.). This too triangulates the gaze, 

imploring the spectator to see at least two-at-once, because these disparate parts stem from a 

viewing object posited in the photographs as one, singular, but that cannot, in the fashion 

presented, be contained as one, singular.  

In a photograph by George Platt Lynes, entitled Nude Study [Fig. 3.8], a nameless, 

headless torso is presented to the viewer, who under normative pretenses would read this body as 

“woman.” Yet the body, striking already in its flagrant presentation, casts a shadow not at all in 

alignment with its natural contours. Indeed, the shadow suggests the familiar signs that signify 

the body of a man, but this shadow is impossibly posited as emanating from the clear body of a 

woman that is this photograph’s central subject. With this arrangement, Lynes’s image marks the 

familiar readability of male and female as entirely unreadable, perhaps in such a way that 

challenges our tendency to read bodies as inherently gendered in the first place. 

This challenge to readability enacts something of a confrontation to the normative 

apparatus of the gaze as conceptualized by Lacan. Here, I will reference a particularly nuanced 

reading of the “geometry” of Lacan’s conception of the gaze by Hal Foster, who introduces his 

October essay “Obscene, Abject, Traumatic” with a summary of this configuration. Pulling from 

Lacan’s The Four Fundamental Concepts of Pscyhoanalysis, Foster summarizes Lacan’s gaze as 
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follows: “…the Lacanian subject is fixed in a double position, and this leads Lacan to 

superimpose on the usual cone of vision that emanates from the subject another cone that 

emanates from the object, at the point of light. It is this regard that he calls the gaze…. That is, 

the subject is also under the regard of the object.”23 The subject is thus threatened by the 

reciprocal gaze of the object, but the subject is protected from the object-gaze by “the screen,” an 

ambiguous term employed by Lacan. Foster here understands the screen—which overlaps with 

the image in the typical understanding of the line of sight emanating from a geometrical point— 

as “the cultural reserve of which every image is one instance…the conventions of art, the 

schemata of representation, the codes of visual culture….”24 The screen mediates the double-

gaze from subject to object and vice-versa to the effect that the subject is able to behold the 

object without being “blinded by the gaze or touched by the real;” thus the screen plays a part in 

upholding the Symbolic Order, and its necessity in protecting the distance between subject and 

object is found in the fact that, as Foster observes, “Lacan imagines the gaze not only as 

maleficent but as violent, a force that can arrest, even kill, if it is not disarmed first.”25 

There are moments, in Foster’s view, especially with the photographic medium, in which 

the stability and dominance of the Lacanian image-screen can falter, when the object can no 

longer be read as static and controlled by the viewing subject, when the confusion of boundaries 

(and in the case of Lynes’s photo, binaries) weakens the capacity of the image-screen to protect 

the viewer and their certainty. While the focus of Foster’s essay is postmodern photography, 

particularly certain collections of photographs by Cindy Sherman, there are earlier examples, 

23 Hal Foster, “Obscene, Abject, Traumatic,” October 78 (Autumn 1996): 108. See Fig. 3.9 for Foster’s diagram of 
Lacan’s conception of the gaze. 
24 Ibid., 109. 
25 Foster, 109-110. 
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especially in the Surrealist vein of photographic history, that manage such disruptions of the 

Lacanian image-screen as well, as I am demonstrating in this section. The aforementioned Nude 

Study by Lynes is such an example, confounding the viewer with the impossible scenario that a 

woman’s body could have a man’s shadow, which prompts the ultimately useless question as to 

the “true” gender of the depicted subject, and thus creates a moment of painful confusion, a 

rupture of the image-screen. But in this moment, I believe, resides the potential for a reckoning, a 

re-orientation that challenges the spectator’s pre-conceived and culturally-ordained notions of 

gender, sex, and body. 

Such reckonings, moving against the rational and dominant logic of the Symbolic and/or 

conscious life, were of course foundational to the Surrealist movement. While Lynes and PaJaMa 

never fell entirely into this movement or its ideological tenants—the members of PaJaMa opting 

instead for a visual Magic Realism—they moved in similar (usually queer) circles, and an image 

by Lynes himself became the catalogue cover for the first surrealist (“Super-Realist”) exhibition 

in the United States.26 While not fully adhering to or identifying with the surrealist movement, 

Lynes and PaJaMa undoubtedly took direction from the possibilities offered by the surreal, 

especially in pictorial photography. As David Bate argues in Photography and Surrealism: 

Sexuality, Colonialism, and Social Dissent, the surreal is, on a semiotic level, “the confusion or a 

contradiction in conventional signifier-signified relations in representations….”27 The most 

standard type of Surrealist photograph, the “enigmatic” photograph, is in Bate’s estimation, an 

26 See Eugene R. Gaddis, Magician of the Modern: Chick Austin and the Transformation of the Arts in America 
(New York: Alfred A. Knopf, 2000), 158. Austin, curator of the “Super-Realism” show at the Wadsworth-Atheneum 
in Hartford, Connecticut, chose to depart from the French surrealisme for a literal English translation in order to 
appear as “up-to-date” as possible to an American art elite. 
27 David Bate, Photography and Surrealism: Sexuality, Colonialism, and Social Dissent (New York: I.B. Tauris & 
Co., 2004), 22. 
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image in which the signifying plane has been intentionally disrupted to produce an oxymoronic 

dissonance to the signifier itself. The merging of Surrealism with photography is potent in this 

sense because of the common assumptions as to the inherent “realism” of photography, as the 

medium is so often considered, due to the chemical process underlying analogue photography, a 

“trace” of its original object. In this regard, Bate implies, the Surrealists turned the very 

conventions of photography against itself.28   

Such an oxymoronic inversion of conventions finds itself on display in PaJaMa’s photo 

of Ted Starkowski [Fig. 3.10]. Here, the subject is posed behind a translucent window pane. His 

buzzed haircut, muscular chest, and general hairiness all read, in a normative fashion, as 

indicators of maleness. Yet his silhouette in the window pane, which obstructs much of his body 

in the first place, is decidedly gender neutral or otherwise unspecified. No familiar forms, and 

certainly no genitalia, appear in this silhouette to confirm our notion that Starkowski is indeed 

“male.” What is more, the non-silhouetted, non-shadow portion of the window pane seems— 

when aligned with the half of Starkowski’s body we are permitted to see—to form the contours 

of Starkowski’s body that the screen as a whole obstructs. Thus we are presented here with a split 

image, not just in terms of the “gendered” versus “non-gendered” bodily outlines, but in terms of 

how the silhouette itself begins to form a distinct, separate body that is, through the window 

pane, pressed against the subject’s actual body in an erotic fashion, though devoid, in shadow, of 

typical indicators of what is pressed to what.  

In another example of a semi-surreal, split gaze that confuses category and boundary, 

PaJaMa’s photograph of Jared French in Clinton, New Jersey [Fig. 3.11], the body of Jared 

28 Bate, 28-30. 
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French is reflected in the water to such a degree that it appears as two torsos merged, an 

impossible unity, but the mysterium of which compels the spectator nonetheless. Reflection in 

itself is not necessarily jarring or disruptive of our ability to “read” an image with a cohesive 

sense. But here, PaJaMa challenges our centered understandings of natural qualities such as the 

translucence of water (here entirely reflective, as if glass-like), or water’s texture (it appears 

almost silk-like here), or the radiance of skin (here so starkly white it’s ghostly). The gelatin 

silver print in this instance has been deployed in such a way Jared French here is posited as a 

subject who is himself doubled, with impossible halves, and a spectral presence that opens itself 

up, and outward, to us. 

Conclusion 

The re-orienting capabilities of the photographs of George Platt Lynes and PaJaMa 

abound, and their legacy is not just of capturing a queer world, but of continuing, into perpetuity, 

to build one. As Sara Ahmed—noting the origins of the word “queer” as synonymous with verbs 

like “bend” and “twist”—proclaims, “Heterosexuality as a compulsory orientation reproduces 

more than ‘itself’: it is a mechanism for the reproduction of culture….” For this reason, “queer” 

as a distinct orientation queers more than sex: its effects ripple outward, and backward, along 

some of the normative, typical paths and orientations one might have assumed before arriving at 

queer. Queerness, as Ahmed argues, does not erase or negate the familiar, “but rather allows the 

familiar to dance again with life.”29 

29 See Ahmed, 161-164. 
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The capacity of Lynes and PaJaMa to, through their photographic work, instigate ongoing 

queer relations with their viewers was apparent to Anatole Pohorilenko, one of the first 

cataloguers of Lynes’s work (and, as I mentioned in the previous chapter, a late-in-life lover to 

Glenway Wescott), who says of Lynes’s oeuvre, “What surprises in these photographs is that the 

eroticism in them is not based on an intimation of a specific sexual act, but on a physical 

connection between the subject and the viewer that appears to be enjoyed and accepted by 

both.”30 And as I have addressed in terms of Lynes’s intentional configuration of an “amorous 

regard” in his photographs, these phenomenological effects were understood and intended by the 

artists in the Lynes/PaJaMa circles. The capacity of the photograph to queer both its object and 

its viewing subject is, I believe, the very reason Lynes and PaJaMa dedicated decades to their 

work in this medium, despite the shared recognition that nearly all of these works could never in 

their lifetimes be publicly displayed. A simple, typically-salacious letter from Lynes to artistic 

peer Bernard Perlin in 1952 makes this effect abundantly clear. In the letter, Lynes details a 

session in which an apparently straight man named Michael posed for him: “And I’ve just 

photographed Michael—not one of us, I’m told, though in the photographs anyway he’ll be an 

honorary member…”31 

As I have argued throughout this thesis, George Platt Lynes and the artist collective 

PaJaMa, who were both involved in long-standing polyamorous (specifically tripartite) 

relationships from the 1930s-1950s, produced photographs of their queer friends/colleagues/ 

30 Anatole Pohorilenko, “The Exuberance and Fantasy of George Platt Lynes, Photographer,” in George Platt Lynes, 
by David Leddick (New York: Taschen, 2000), 9. 
31 George Platt Lynes, letter quoted in James Crump, “Iconography of Desire: George Platt Lynes and Gay Male 
Visual Culture in Postwar New York,” in George Platt Lynes: Photographs from the Kinsey Institute (Boston: 
Bulfinch Press, 1993), 152. 
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lovers that both depict and embody a polyqueer sensibility. These photographs resist and counter 

the primacy of the “couple” in pre-modern and modern artistic representations of love and desire 

because the lived experiences and tripartite relationships of these artists inform the aesthetic 

logic (a logic of triplicity) of their work. As I have demonstrated in this final chapter, the triplicit 

logic of these photographs establishes a profound phenomenological effect on the spectator of 

the photograph, enveloping them into a triangular relationship with both the subjects represented 

—because they are figured in such a way that is always in search of and/or welcoming of another 

to join—and the artist behind the photograph itself. This is due, in large part, to the fact that the 

photographer—as distinct from the artist of any other medium—must craft the image, at least at 

this point in the history of photography, from a singular vantage point, which brings to bear the 

artist’s own (queer) act of momentary looking onto the spectator themselves, into perpetuity.  

What I hope has become clear by the end of this thesis is that, in an analogous world, two 

may be the smallest unit of being,32 but three is the numerical door to new, radical (queer) ways 

of being, forms that work toward the dissolution of normative bounds of seeing/understanding/ 

living. The artistic work upon which this thesis has focused represent, collectively, a last gasp of 

a queer identity that is undefined along binarized lines (regarding both heteronormativity and 

mononormativity), but the work, and its initial, intensely-private circulation, also reveals the 

necessity to “retreat” from what was then becoming a hyper-visible (and thus hyper-policed) 

emerging “homosexual” identity. The subject and style of these photographs, as well as the 

contexts in which they were made, represent a profound effort on the part of George Platt Lynes 

32 I am taking direction from Silverman here, again, who throughout The Miracle of Analogy repeats the refrain 
“Two is the smallest unit of Being” in order to emphasize the ways in which analogous relations constitute the very 
essence of our existence. 
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and PaJaMa to preserve in art a form of queer relationality founded on multiplicity and 

variability—and acting as a kind of open invitation—that was otherwise being written out by 

hegemonic society, an effect that would, too, come to dictate even the terms of queer activism for 

decades to come, hence marriage equality emerging as the definitive battle of the gay liberation 

movement. Marriage and monogamy, and the benefits/rewards ascribed to them, are perhaps the 

most foundational elements to heterosexuality, and thus they are part and parcel of a 

heteropatriarchal society—they are cogs that keep such a society churning. So for queers to be 

co-opted into targeting the bulk of their efforts to merely be afforded the benefits of said society 

rather than outright turning heteropatriarchy on its head demonstrates the power wrought by, and 

the inherent anti-queerness of, the impulse to binarize human relations. These images, vestiges of 

a queer past, stand in remarkable opposition to such a binarizing impulse, and they invite their 

viewer, whoever and whenever they may be, to do the same.  
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Figure 1.1. PaJaMa, Jensen Yow, Jack Fontan and Bill Harris, Fire Island, ca. 1950, gelatin 

silver print. 
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Figure 1.2. George Platt Lynes, Tex Smutney and Buddy Stanley (Reclining), 1941, gelatin silver 

print. 
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Figure 2.1. PaJaMa, Jared French and Margaret French, Fire Island, 1941, gelatin silver print. 
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Figure 2.2. PaJaMa, Paul Cadmus and Jared French, Fire Island, undated, gelatin silver print. 
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Figure 2.3. PaJaMa, Margaret French and Paul Cadmus, Fire Island, 1938, gelatin silver print. 
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Figure 2.4. George Platt Lynes, Paul Cadmus and Jared French, 1938, gelatin silver print. 
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Figure 2.5. George Platt Lynes, George Tooker at 5 St. Luke's Place with Paul Cadmus and Jared 

French in Mirror, 1949, gelatin silver print. 
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Figure 2.6. George Platt Lynes, Paul Cadmus with George Tooker and Jared French, 1949, 

gelatin silver print. 
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Figure 2.7. PaJaMa, Glenway Wescott, Jared French and Margaret French, Fire Island, ca. 1941, 

gelatin silver print.  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Figure 2.8. PaJaMa, José Martinez, Paul Cadmus and Margaret French, Fire Island, 1939, 

gelatin silver print. 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Figure 2.9. Paul Cadmus, Conversation Piece, ca. 1939-1940, oil and tempera on linen on 

pressed wood panel. 
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Figure 2.10. Jared French, triptych of Glenway Wescott, George Platt Lynes and Monroe 

Wheeler, 1940, egg tempera on canvas. 



88 ! 

Figure 2.11. George Platt Lynes, Marsden Hartley, 1942, gelatin silver print. 
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Figure 2.12. PaJaMa, George Platt Lynes and Jonathan Tichenor, 1945, gelatin silver print. 
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Figure 2.13. Paul Cadmus, What I Believe, 1947-1948, egg tempera on pressed wood panel. 
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Figure 3.1. PaJaMa, Fidelma Cadmus, Margaret French, and Paul Cadmus, Fire Island, 1939, 

gelatin silver print. 
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Figure 3.2. George Platt Lynes, Two Male Nudes, 1952, gelatin silver print.  
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Figure 3.3. George Platt Lynes, Two Male Nudes (One in Shadow), undated, gelatin silver print. 
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Figure 3.4. George Platt Lynes, Untitled Male Nudes, 1941, gelatin silver print. 
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Figure 3.5. PaJaMa, Paul Cadmus and Margaret French, Provincetown, ca. 1947, gelatin silver 

print. 
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Figure 3.6. PaJaMa, Paul Cadmus and Margaret French, Provincetown, ca. 1947, gelatin silver 

print. 
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Figure 3.7. George Platt Lynes, Self-Portrait, Collage, 1930, collage, gelatin silver print. 
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Figure 3.8. George Platt Lynes, Nude Study (Arthur Lee's Model with George Tichenor in 

Shadow), 1939, gelatin silver print. 



 

  

99 ! 

Figure 3.9. Hal Foster, Diagram of the Lacanian Gaze. In “Obscene, Abject, Traumatic,” October 

78 (Autumn 1996): 106-124. http://www.jstor.org/stable/778908. 

http://www.jstor.org/stable/778908
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Figure 3.10. PaJaMa, Ted Starkowski, c. 1954, gelatin silver print. 
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Figure 3.11. PaJaMa, Jared French, Clinton, New Jersey, 1941, gelatin silver print. 
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