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Abstract

Modernism’s Critique du Coeur: The Novelist as €ril885-1925rovides a new
account of the modernist novel’s famous inward tomard subjectivity and language.
This turn makes the novel of modernism not polilycquietist, as prior scholars have
assumed, but rather a unique resource for the rabtisism of ideologies that manifest
themselves in language and consciousness. Mystbaghe critical power of modernist
novels promises to renew the theory that aesthetanomy is the keynote of modernist
innovation. In this, I join the current re-exantina of literary aesthetics’ potential to do
more than serve as an ideological pretext for desteial interests, as post-structuralist
and Marxist theory had argued. | claim instead tihe aesthetic has the potential to
make its adherents critical and self-critical satgeof modernity. In two theoretical
chapters, | survey the theory of the novel asstd@dressed two primary issues: the
cognitive power of novels to encapsulate a sogetglf-conception and the affective
power of novels to move their readers toward saeif@rm. In chapters that treat the
writings of Walter Pater, Oscar Wilde, James Jogoé, Virginia Woolf, | show how the
modernist novel, by withholding obvious politicaferents and inhabiting the
subjectivity of a central character, forces itsdea into the position of textual critics.
My approach to the texts of modernism is also neetézal, examining not only their
works but the body of criticism their works havengeated in support of my argument
that modernist fiction calls for its own critiqu&hese theoretical and critical approaches
allow me finally to make a literary-historical argent: by emphasizing aesthetic
autonomy as the modernist novel’'s mode of radigafae, | am able to identify the
under-analyzed novels of British Aestheticism’srfdars, Pater and Wilde, as the key
Anglo novels of the late Victorian period. Thdutions of Aestheticism inaugurated the
novelistic project of modernism.
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INTRODUCTION

Strangeness to Beauty

A patrticular novel takes place over the coursenaf day in London. Relatively
plotless, concerned with mind and memory, it issestly among the upper classes, both
professional and aristocratic. It also introduckearacters from the lower class, however,
including one, psychologically unstable and potdhtidangerous to others or to himself,
who forces the novel’s protagonist to weigh thé m@aning and worth of life. Finally,
this novel addresses itself to contemporary psligarticularly those of war, empire,
genocide, and trauma, foregrounding debates almyutd manage the anxieties
generated by mass violence and how to prevent\satdnce in the future.

The novel in question is not Virginia Woolf\drs. Dalloway—though, as my
summary indicates, it is remarkably similar taniform and theme. Rather, it is lan
McEwan’sSaturday published in 2005 to wide acclaim as a narrativafraid to braid
together, supposedly in the manner of Woolf, thguésite involutions of individual
subjectivity with brutally immediate social and okl concerns (in McEwan’s case, the
aftermath of the terrorist attacks of September2DD1, and the Bush administration and
its allies’ 2003 assault on Iraq). Taking up tlag-ih-the-life-of-an-ordinary-person
motif canonized byirs. DallowayandUlyssesas well as the restricted viewpoint
technique—all ofSaturdayis focalized through its hero, distinguished nsurgeon Dr.
Henry Perowne—that was the hallmark of modernistati@e from Henry James through

Saul Bellow (whosélerzogis quoted irSaturdays epigraph), McEwan'’s novel



2
ostensibly offers itself as a neo-modernist respaoghe demands of the early twenty-

first century. For this reason, | want to consiflaturdayat the outset of this study of
modernist fiction for what it can tell us about tegacy of this almost century-old
movement in the arts.

Saturdays modernist ornamentation conceals an ideologigahda, one notably
at odds with the modernists’ moral and politicsitatles. Saturdays title refers to
Saturday, 15 February 2003, the date of the massitravar protests launched
worldwide in advance of the U. S.’s March invasadriraq. Unlike Woolf and Joyce,
McEwan has not chosen an ordinary day for his noizebnsciousness, but one with
obvious historical significance. Neither the nasélero nor anyone in his family goes
on the march, however. Instead, Dr. Perowne, t@iceas to whether or not the
imminent war is just, criticizes the demonstraticmm its margins for its not being party
to his complex inner deliberations: “Perowne cé@él, as the marchers themselves
probably can, that they have an exclusive hold orahdiscernment” (73). Moreover,
Perowne, in his capacity as surgeon, has treatérdian of Saddam Hussein’s torture
regime. With this deft narrative manipulation (wyt, after all, a victim of U. S.-funded
Nicaraguan death squads?), McEwan ensures thawvRerill remain ambivalent about
the war, torn between skepticism of the Anglo-Aroani allies’ motives and a desire to
endorse a humanitarian crusade against the Irefgitdr. This hesitation evokes “the
liberal imagination,” fabled since Lionel Trilling’'mid-century book of that title to be

indigenous to the form of the novel, and here jpgdd in all its refinement, a refinement

! Compare this high-handed condescension towartdhdon masses to Woolf's rapid switching between
the perspectives of varied Londoners at the opewiihdrs. Dalloway
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too delicate to underwrite anything so blunt asktipal stand for or against imperial

warfare’ But McEwan does not proceed in the mode of caettiorial self-
congratulation. His protagonist is an agnosticempiricist, and a Darwinist, a believer

in science and in incremental, evolutionary progirég consequently disdains the literary
and the aesthetic as so much childish frivolityha# his bookish daughter gives him
classic novels to read, he demurs: “At the cos@iving his mental processes and many
hours of his valuable time, he committed himself® shifting intricacies of these
sophisticated fairy stories” (65). A neurosurgeatite is better spent on the facts than
on fictions, however intricate, presumably inclgiMcEwan’s.

Saturdayis too canny to mean its self-mockery in earrfestyvever. Perowne’s
daughter, Daisy, is a promising young poet, thegy® of her maternal grandfather, the
eminent John Grammaticus. Daisy is also the foftise novel’s suspenseful climax.
For the anti-war demonstration of this particulatusday causes Perowne to take a
disastrous traffic detour that brings him into dmtfwith a gang led by a man named
Baxter. Perowne initially avoids Baxter's menagalkploying expert medical
knowledge to diagnose him on the spot as suffdrmg Huntington’s disease. By the
end of the novel, however, Baxter has tracked Peedw his home, where a family
gathering that includes both of Perowne’s childires,wife, and his father-in-law is
taking place. Baxter quickly knocks down the ieettial old poet and then threatens
Daisy with rape. Daisy is able to fend off Baxsea'ssault by two means. First, when

Baxter forces her to strip naked, it is reveale #he is pregnant, which cools his

2 Contrast Woolf's direct narratorial condemnatidrhe principle of Conversion, which she identifieish
the British empire, itMrs. Dalloway or Joyce’s savage mockery of the English throughé corpus.
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aggression. Then, ordered by Baxter to read ogiobiher poems, and prompted by her

grandfather to declaim one she had memorized far sihe recites Matthew Arnold’s
“Dover Beach.” This puts Baxter into a state oinger (lacking the education to know
that it is Arnold’s poem and not Daisy’s, he masvélit's beautiful. You know that,

don’t you. It's beautiful. And you wrote it”"), wbh eventually allows him to be
overwhelmed by Perowne and his son (Z3Baxter suffers a serious head injury in the
final confrontation, which requires a delicate scagprocedure. This, at the novel's
conclusion, is carried out by none other than [@roRne, displaying the pre-eminence of
his consciousness via its ability to intervene naagmously in the very brain of his
antagonist and inferior.

The implications of this narrative arc and its eeoBmax are not difficult to tease
out. The anti-war demonstration’s endangering Weeoindicates, in the novel’s
political allegory, that the peace movement’s ni@and time-wasting excesses result in
more violence, and particularly threaten the praifesal and upper middle classes who
are the bearers of such civilizational wonderseagascience and Darwinism.
Perowne’s confrontation with Baxter and his garsp @llegorizes street criminals as
dictators and terrorists, since the novel hereapsks the 2003 geopolitical map onto the

micro-world of London’s neighborhoods by figuringrBwne as the Anglo-American

alliance detained by the demonstrators. In othedeg; Baxter is the enemy of

¥ McEwan is careful to show that Perowne also faileecognize Arnold’s poem. While this would seem
to unite him with Baxter, the reasons for theirdgamce are too dissimilar to allow for a simple lling
across class lines. Perowne, brain surgeon andanaal materialist, is master of the mind and is
accordinglyabovethe knowledge of poetry shared by his dissolutieefain-law and over-educated
daughter. Perowne is poetry’s superior, while Baxtbject of Perowne’s scientific gaze, is itenwr.
One way we know this is that the novel primarilglaims “Dover Beach” on utilitarian grounds—it is a
weapon of self-defense.
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civilization, akin to Saddam Hussein or al-QaeBaxter’s neurological motivation for

his delinquency further tells us that criminali¥yolence, dictatorship, and terrorism are
caused irBaturdays world not by social or political conditions, by individual moral
choice, but by innate biological flaws carried loyre unfortunate$.When Baxter
violates the sanctity of the home and attemptiéurto violate Perowne’s daughter, we
learn, by way of a time-honored imperialist trophat the genetically-deficient,
biologically-inferior criminal or terrorist is a s@al menace who will ravish “our”
women. McEwan ensures that Daisy is regarded éydader as a possession of the
male-headed family by reducing her stature as atpdbeat of a loyal legatee of her male
forebears, i.e., Arnold and her grandfatheDaisy, finally, is more valuable to the novel
for her biological capacity to reproduce this baaig family than for her art. Her
pregnancy makes her poetry redundant: the onlypt®it matters in a crisis is not that
of some belated daughter but rather that of ArnéRover Beach” both provides a
secular reassurance for the threatened bourgesentiteligious supportend quells, by
its civilized rhythms, the savagery of the terrongerloper. Finally, Dr. Perowne
demonstrates his superiority over all poets bytdgtnical mastery of the brain. Real
authority in this novel lies in the surgeon’s gragphe wholly biological basis of
consciousness—as well as in the novelist’'s con@mhdbility to limn that mechanistic

determinism in a narrative that pits scientificiliaation against the barbarians of

* See Marco Roth’s “Rise of the Neuronovel” for aveoful argument against such neuroscientific
reductionism in recent fiction, includirgaturday which Roth aptly captions as a text that becofaes
defense of post-Thatcherite Britain’s class sysasmvell as the global imbalance of power by sultstig
the medical for the social” (n. pag.).

® This is in clear contrast to Woolf, who famoug#pelled against no less a forebear than Miltonvemsi
thus disloyal to the poetic fathers.
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empire’s back streets. The task of social criticis superfluous when all that will

change minds is surgical lancets—or surgical aikes.

It is almost impossible to overstate the distaret@vbenSaturdayand the politics
of Woolf and Joyce. Whereas Woolf made her uppasscprotagonist’s lower-class foil
a common soldier, victimized by the British Empjas well as its ideological correlates
in the literary canon) and victimized again by imgerial ethos as manifested in the
medical profession, McEwan makes Perowne’s foiirmioal who has no one to blame
but his genes and who needs only the mind-doction'sscalpel. In essence, McEwan
has re-writterMrs. Dallowaywith Bradshaw as its hero. As for Joyce, McEwitudas
to him directly in the final sentence $aturday when Perowne drifts off to sleep: “And
at last, faintly, falling: this day’s over” (289)his, of course, references the snow
“faintly falling” at the conclusion of “The DeadDubliners194). But note the
difference: in Joyce’s novella, Gabriel Conroy’spéyany of the faintly falling snow
occurs only after his possessive erotic hungehifowife has been frustrated by a forced
encounter with her inner life, which, he must leasrindependent of his own desires. In
McEwan’s novel, however, Perowne accomplisheséotaise with his wife (for the
second time that day, in fact) before finally fagjiinto the sleep of self-satisfaction. In
Joyce’s narrative, male desire is called into qoasmade available for criticism, while
female desire is given a voice. McEwan, by conti@kows his hero to remain master of
all he surveys, ambivalent about the war, butpfare importantly, secure in all the

advantages that his social position grants hiktis ambivalence is, in fact, the mark of

® Elaine Hadley questions McEwan'’s text in termsilsinto my own; as she wittily notes, McEwan,
fending off subversions of his “fantasies of liderastery,” sets himself up as “the Homeland Séguri
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his superiority to the Baxters and the peace prate®f the world, which legitimates his

imperial command over them whether or not it leswisport to any particular military
action.

| introduce this study of the modernist novel watmextended consideration of
lan McEwan’sSaturdaybecause it reveals the perhaps surprising fatthikameaning of
Joyce and Woolf's work is not merely an academihistorical question. When a
twenty-first-century English author wants to wet@ovel defending his upper-middle-
class prerogatives and making a case for renewegtbAmperialism, he feels the need to
appropriate and, by ideological revision nieutralizethe central novelists of British
modernism. It is remarkable that McEwan so comstrdoyce and Woolf as live threats
to his conservative agenda that he went to thetenaf re-writing their books to excise
their anti-imperialism, their feminism, and theiiticue of instrumental reason—such
literary malpractice being perhaps the real surgerjormed irSaturday’ This would
almost seem to settle the question, once and farfavhether or not the modernist
revision of the novel form renders novels politigajuietist.

But therels a case to be made fSaturday and Peggy L. Knapp makes it

compellingly in her essay, “lan McEwarBaturdayand the Aesthetics of Prose.” For

Chief of the Novel” (97). However, | dissent frdrar analysis in that she too-quickly arrogates the
modernist novel to McEwan'’s project of renovatingéldian liberalism. As | will show, especially in
chapter 1.2 below on Pater, the Aestheticists modernists contested Arnold’s politics of an etitdtural
bourgeoisie.

" The third precursor propping @aturdays narrative is, as its epigraph indicates, Bellbkerzogof
1964, a stream-of-consciousness novel akin to thbdeyce and Woolf in its close exploration of an
authorial surrogate’s subjectivity. Bellow is kellier candidate for McEwan’s imitation, given the
American writer’s notoriously fraught portrayalsfefnale characters and his apparent later-life angbof
neoconservate politics. But Bellow would sureljkk@t McEwan’s materialist reductionism; his novels
rather emphasize, even sacralize, the single perability to make moral decisions as the basia billy
human life—an essentially religious credo ruled lmptMcEwan’s biologism.
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Knapp, McEwan excels at portraying through disiegézdly beautiful sentences “a

protagonist who thinks about thinking,” which invet readers in exploring images of
thought best regarded as saturated self-contaiongdswather than as propositions (125).
Knapp states at the outset that her essay “istampt to acknowledge both the
conceptual nature of sentences (and the plots tchvwhey contribute) and the Kantian
notion of beauty's irreducibility to concepts” (321She concludes th&aturdayis best
read as a complex engagement by a contemporarmrwwith how our contemporary
scientific and medical understanding of thoughtgtwéhe terms Enlightenment) can be
synthesized with a Romantic creation of aesthetim$ characterized by organic inner
harmony and resonance&dturday in my view, produces aesthetic effects by crgatin
images of Henry Perowne's thoughts for playful eodlation ‘on the hither side’ of
abstraction into concepts, both in the shapes layttims of sentences and the shape and
rhythm of the novel” (141) Saturday on this view, produces a dense, saturated, and
pleasingly organized image of how knowledge comasthe world through the subject’s
apperception of experience. Knapp moreover difeetsargument against ideology-
critics of the modern novel. While she acknowleditieir contributions to criticism, she

challenges their works’ “often-implied conclusidrat its analysis has fully accounted for
its object, that aesthetic delight plays no pargrdy a socially misleading part, in the
effects a work produces” (122). With this moveadp, as she acknowledges, joins a
large company of recent scholars who worry thasthans of intensely skeptical and

interrogative political criticism that dominateteliary and cultural studies from the

1970s on have effectively destroyed the rationalgéying attention to aesthetic objects



in the first place, namely, their enlivening claim our senses and our feelifgs.

Knapp’s case foBaturdayis superficially very close to the thesis of myrow
study, which also speaks up for the aesthetic agamideological crtitics, so let me now
spell out an important difference that opens thg teahe subject of the modernist novel
and its growth from Aestheticism. Knapp, and bieagion McEwan, premises her neo-
Aestheticism on a Kantian distinction between deljgleasure and thought/critique.
Indeed, Knapp relies on what she describes as potatity of the encounter with beauty
that Kant elaborates, in which the beholder prosdlebugh “moments” of engagement
with the object, progressing from “delight, apaar interests” to “delight apart from
concepts,” until the beholder apprehends, in tivel #nd fourth moments, the object’s
purposiveness and necessity (122). For Knappntbens that we can revel in
Perowne’s sensibility as it is manifested in McEgdreautiful sentences (the first and
second moments), before we notice that they areedddal in an allegorically-
manipulative story whose conceptual dimension—ciailon vs. barbarism—is stark and
didactic. The beauty of McEwan'’s prose, Knapp thegues, effectively redeems the
story by wedding its overt advocacy of scientiseductionism to a radiant artistic show
of that reductionism’s object of investigation, j.@nsciousness. But the writers |
discuss in this project, Walter Pater, Oscar Wildgnes Joyce, and Virginia Woolf
reject outright this distinction between beauty andcept, insisting rather on the
production of thought-images whose seductive pasvaothing less than a

simultaneously-occurring curiosity-arousing comtethat solicits both admiration and

8 For this “return to the aesthetic” see the follogvamong others, and also consult Knapp’s bibliogyap
GumbrechtProduction of Presencand Atmosphere, Mood Stimmundaters; Scarry; Isobel Armstrong.
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skepticism, a response at once affective and counakepTheir view of art’'s autonomy is

premised on the irreducibility of experience. Mdhis Aestheticism is therefore ersatz,
a feint, precisely to the extent that it counskésreader to accept the beauty of
Perowne’s thought-images as corroborating the tna@ravhich they primarily do
(Perowne’s distaste for the anti-war march is comdid, for instance, by its disruptive
effect on his life, just as his diagnosis of Baleondition is unerring). The Aestheticist
novels | am concerned with produce thought-imagesse veracity they invite the reader
freely to judge, often by creating a narrative cant to the protagonists’ sensations—this
is Joyce’s tactic i Portrait of the Artist as a Young Mafor instance. McEwan repels
critique; Aestheticism demands it.

But this assertion—that Aestheticism, or an advgaddisinterested beauty in
the arts, emboldens the novel form’s capacity farcesm—is not what canonical
theories of the novel would lead one to expecte fbvel, after all, has more often been
seen as a form notably at odds with the perceived@usness of the merely beautiful,
concerned instead with the macro-structures of lmusoaiety. The first European
thinker to propose a theory of the novel, notesafltan Arac, was the German Romantic
writer Friedrich Schlegel (Arac 46). Moreover, mokthe grand claims made for the
novel—that it is the signal literary form of mod#ynuniquely inclusive and responsive
to historical change, an aesthetic form virtuallg@ymous with human progress—
originate in Schlegel’s writings on the topic at tlurn of the nineteenth century, wherein
the German philosopher extols the power of “rontapdietry” to mirror the age by

portraying both the writer, in all his particulgriand the writer’'s own total social
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context. As Arac explains, “For Schlegel the téagaal nexus of the novel (in German

Roman and likewise in Russian) and the romantic is péwllg productive. Schlegel’s
most famous critical statemenfthenaeuni-ragment #116,” concermsmantische
Poesig(Kritische SchrifterB8—39). This German phrase, usually translatécbasantic

poetry’ (46—47), is also ‘novelistic poesis™ (191)yhough Schlegel seems in English to
refer to “romantic poetry,” he perceives no distioe between the romantic and the
novelistic, and the essence of the romantic/navelss the potential to create literary
forms that supersede, by incorporation, all praonfs, so that the novel is at once as
personal as a lyric or confession and as objeetsvan epic or drama. The novel can
think the particular and the general, the individarad society, at once. Because it raises
reflection to higher and higher powers, it is ads@flexive form, capable of generating
criticism autonomously out of itself via its abylito juxtapose and synthesize a variety of
competing discourses. It took almost a centurySicilegel’s theory of the novel to begin
to find self-conscious reflection in novelistic ptige. As J. M. Bernstein writes,
Schlegel’s essay on Goeth&lhelm Meisteprovides “a prescient account of artistic
modernism; not waiting upon Flaubert, James, Jdyo&yst, or Mann, it unnervingly
anticipates some of the burdens the novel woulceired to undertake,” namely, that
of being, Bernstein says earlier, “riven with dical self-consciousness of themselves as
works of art in relation to indeterminate idealsnfr which they remain forever separate”

(Bernstein xxxi, xxviii). It is therefore in theadernist novel that Schlegel’s conception

of the radically auto-critical, self-conscious wames to fruitiorT.

° A brief note on technical terminology. Throughthis project, | will refer to “the novel” (and Ewise to
“epic” or “lyric” or “drama”) as aorm, which is to say a fundamental (albeit, of coulgstorical)
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Because of this connection between the novel’sntialeand modernism’s

development thereof, the theory of the novel—astea@ genre—has developed across
the twentieth century in tandem with modernism smown theorizations. But, as Susan
Stanford Friedman concedes, confusion seems to meidiscussions of the terms
modernismmodernityandmodern they appear to make up “a cacophony of categories
that become more meaningless the more insistdrgly are used” (497). It will therefore
be necessary to clarify the meaning of modernisforbenaking an approach to the
novel. Freidman establishes that these confusetsteave come to signify not only
different things, but actuallgpposedhings: both hierarchy and anarchy, state planning
and political de-centralization, the apotheosithefCartesian subject and the dissolution
of that subject, and so on. She concludes theglational” approach might best capture
what is unique and intelligible about modernityadsistorical concept while still doing
justice to the specificity of each particular imsta of the modern: instead of relying on a
positive description of the epoch that seems iablytto lead to internal contradiction,
Friedman posits contradiction itself as modernitefining element. Inspired by
psychoanalysis, Friedman makes a point that Ipuikue in this project: “The
terminological quagmire of modernist studies mayhgeresult of a transferential process
in which people become caught in a repetition efuihresolved contradictions present

and largely repressed in modernity itself” (49%he contradictions, then, lie not in the

aesthetic category distinguished by certain phemain@ormal) features, as for instance in the nozel
narrative generated through storytelling, desaiptand dialogue meant to be read individuallyb-Su
categories of forms characterized by particulatitians of narrative structure or formal featuresill call
genres(e.g.,Bildungsromanpicaresque, Gothic, etc.). Finally, supra-catisgomarked by certain
ideological approaches to mimesis or semiosisahiacross formal and generic boundaries | wilelab
modes such as realism, romance, sentimentalism, Adsibiet, etc.
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terms but in ourselves: unable to solve the problposed by all of the social, economic

and political aspects of the Post-Renaissance gher@g., the separation of state and
civil society, the disenchantments of a scientifarldview, the emancipation of
previously suppressed social classes along withellated emergence of new elites, the
reconfiguration of sexual relations and genderedtities attendant upon urbanization
and a consumer economy—intellectuals, scholarsadisls evade modernity’s
antinomies by nominating only one of the many cpteé contention as the essence of
the modern—or, in the arts, of the modernist. Tiwsinstance, some cultural critics
would see in Surrealism or psychoanalysis or strekoonsciousness narration the keys
to modernism, with their shared emphasis on theet¢ering discontinuities of the
subject, while others would conversely elevate péwilg rationalizing discourses like
Marxism or International Style architecture as famentally modernist. Friedman’s
important argument is that the modern, as a totdlangoing social process, contains all
of these potentialities in a dialectical tension.

For Freud, repetition was the essence of neurofigpulsion: an unhealthy
individual endlessly re-enacts, usually through atically-displaced behaviors, his or
her moment of psychic trauma. The analyst’'s gmathe other hand, is to bring the
originary trauma to consciousness, where it caassessed—and superseded—
rationally® By invoking this psychoanalytic language, Friednraplies that critics
themselves compulsively repeat, without consciouslyking-through, modernity’s
dislocating traumas when they attend to only ode ef the modern dialectic.

Accordingly, she concludes her essay with a cdilitther investigation aimed at an

2 See Freud, “Remembering, Repeating, and Workingigh.”
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explicit accounting of modern antinomies: “Defioitial excursions into the meanings of

modern modernity andmodernisnbegin and end in reading the specificities of ¢hes
contradictions” (510). | hope to answer this cleatyyough a method that, given the
sophisticated meta-theoretical recursions of Frigaliand the thinkers she cites, may at
first appear naive: instead of continuing to lirhe many complexities and irresolutions
of the term “modernism” itself as it is appliedan extensive body of artistic practices, |
propose to clarify the object of study by simplpplementing with a modifier the
particular strain of modernism that characteribesvriters | discuss. If the problem is
that scholars call opposed phenomena by a singhe nhen the introduction of a more
specific name for one set of those phenomena velkarthe contradictory elements
themselves, which had been obscured by the pallsoigle term, more visible.

The modifier of modernism as practiced by WalteieRascar Wilde, James
Joyce, and Virginia Woolf is, as | have said, “Aegicism,” that cultural movement of
fin-de-siecleartists and writers in which the contempt for sdlexd realism and
didacticism in the novel first emerg&tl am going to begin with a minimal definition of
Aestheticism as a theory Bért pour I'art, or art for its own sake—the theory, that is,
that art should be ungrounded by moral or politdsterminations. Aestheticism was of
course a cross-channel and trans-Atlantic phenomédieginning in France—with
Gautier, Baudelaire, Flaubert, and Mallarmé—asyesslthe 1830s, wheiart pour I'art
was first denominated and theorized. Andrew Mdigiin tracing the influence of

Aestheticism on Virginia Woolf, confesses that glemealogy of the term and concept

Y For broader histories of Aestheticism andfthale siécleacross the artsee Felski, Freedman, Djikstra,
Showalter. Fofart pour I'art’s complex genealogies, see Hauser and Wilcox.
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I'art pour I'art is almost hopelessly confused (which, again, ig Whill develop it from

primary sources rather than restricting its meamngdvance). But he proposes an
interesting starting point for the concept of agitgonomy in the nineteenth century:
“Generally associated with Gautier, BaudelaireBdaville and Flaubert, the terbart
pour l'art in fact has an earlier...provenance. For it agcperhaps for the first time in
print, in connection with Schelling and Kant, in B804 essay in Benjamin Constant’s
Journal intimé (22n.4). McNeillie then quotes Constant: “‘L’grour I'art, sans but, car

tout but denature 'art. Mais I'art atteint au loufil n’as pas,” translated as “Art for

art’'s sake, without purpose; any purpose adulterate But art achieves a purpose
which is not its own” (qtd. in McNeillie 22n.4,stranslation). Constant’s phrase in
French is more paradoxical, though, than McNesligaditional translation suggests,
because the first clause is pure tautol@gyfor art. That is, the art contains its own
immanent plenum of significance, in comparison witlich any definition would be not
only redundant but also an active imposition. Tmposition on art, the requirement that

it attain a goal, is to be avoided because, in @oi's winding logic, it will prevent art

from attaining its goat’

12 Théophile Gautier's Preface to his 1834 nd¥atiemoiselle de Maupiis often said to be the founding
manifesto of Aestheticism in literature. The Pecefathough, is far from the dense philosophicatalisse
that Pater and Wilde will later produce on the sabj It is rather a pugnacious polemic, by angdar
devoted to standing up for sex and violence imtieelia against three imagined interlocutors (a icalig
moralist, autilitarian progressive, and a young in-the-knowicy. What is surprising in the Preface is that
Gautier grounds aesthetic autonomy paradoxicallgisreclaim that art is shapéxy, rather than shaping,
its socialenvironment. From this, he deduces that it idefdir moralists or progressives to rail against
art, when the object of their criticism should ethe society. In this sense, Gautier remainglésteat
the level of his theory of textual practice. Patél make the same claim about society’s supemgnipon
art, though with more nuance, in his criticism, butcially notin his novelistic practice. Gautier's major
influence on Wilde stems from his denigration alityt Anticipating not only the Aesthetes butals
several major elements of twentieth-century critibaory, Gautier states that utilitarianism resfie
humanity as a creature constrained by necessitighwh-confirms our subjection to nature and detlies
transformative capacity of imaginative practices e famously quips, “The most useful place inhbese
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Art can only rise toward an end beyond itself isihot subjected in advance to

the requirements of attaining an end beyond itsEffis is the paradox | aim to trace,
especially through its refraction through that nyonstposeful of literary forms, the novel,
because | believe it is in that alien territory—aienimesis and of pedagogy—that the
guestion will be tested most severely. More speaiieanings of the Aestheticist concept
will therefore be extruded from the writings of &aand Wilde in the chapters | devote to
them, since they, as | will make clear, saw Aestiszh as a problematic rather than a
program, a field of discourse wherein the compiegibf art’s relation to society could

be freely explored. For this reason, it would barder-productive to begin with too
restrictive a definition. As | will go on to demstnate, the figurehead novelists of British
modernism, Joyce and Woolf, were steeped in Aastbet's mandate that the artist be
undetermined by extrinsic social considerationgneas they adapted this claim to their
own undeniably political agendas. Their particutardernism, therefore, | will treat as at
one with Aestheticism®

The story I will tell is not, however, that of haquietist apolitics of content

is the lavatory,” thus implying that utilitarian'sdespect for beauty reduces men and women to @wahaot
the imagination to an excrescence (23). This deferi the aesthetic capacity of the subject tstrand
necessity will influence Wilde's position, but Walavill deploy it to reverse Gautier's claim thatisty is
the agent shaping art instead of the reverse.

13 As implied, | am in sympathy with the recent pliration of the movement in scholarshipodernisms
Other modernisms were notably at odds with the feditist strain. The neo-classical modernistsctep
Aestheticism due its Romantic legacies of individim in politics and subjectivism in poetics; | lnde in
this company T. E. Hulme, Ezra Pound, T. S. Ebotd Hugh Kenner. On the other hand, the historical
avant-garde, with its project to dissolve art bgsdiminating it as utopia via socio-political revmn,
scorned the seeming quiescence of Aestheticisnghakiorksthroughexisting artistic and social
institutions, rather than imagining that they carliquidated in one gesture. Particular pointdiference
between these modernisms will be examined in tlhieseoof my argument. | will say here that | ththk
modernist novel in general tends to be an Aestisétigacy as | have defined it; thus, many notelet
covered in this project, extending to the presam,encompassed by its argument: Henry Jamesawilli
Faulkner, Samuel Beckett, Jean Toomer, Djuna Baheta Larsen, Elizabeth Bowen, VIadimir
Nabokov, Malcolm Lowry, Ralph Ellison, Toni MorrispDon DelLillo, Kazuo Ishiguro, and more.
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encodes a resistant politics of form—we can cadl tlommon approach the Adornian

option, for a sophisticated elaboration of which #elorno’s compelling polemic against
Georg Lukacs, “Extorted Reconciliation.” Ratherpy story, it is content that is
political through and through, from Wilde and Patgueer heroes to Joyce’s occupied
city to Woolf's heart of empire, while form arrarsgat content into mute tableaux, as
silent in its judgments as the Victorian novelistre loud about theirs. | grant that this
is, at first blush, a mere commonplace: modern isaeach you how to read them,
requiring an active effort to decode their encryps. But from this, | derive a more
substantial thesis: if the novel in the ninetearghtury directly engaged in the criticism
of society, through devices from blunt satire (elgckens naming a lethally
unimaginative pedagogue M’Choakumchild) to naretditorializing or even
sermonizing, the modern novel objectivizes so@aifs through the presentation of
characters’ subjectiviti€. The reader, encountering these social formsfaseof up by
the silent novelist, steps into the role of crificinterpreting and assessing these
rhetorical constructions of the inner life. Thi®pedure was implicit in Aestheticism
from the beginning, as | will show in my readingsPater’'s and Wilde’s theoretical

statements. But in chapters I.1 and 1.1 belowillineed to demonstrate why this

| borrow the concept of “objectivization” from Blatkn, who uses it to indicate the novel’s way of
making the languages it organizes problematictferreader by presenting them as the words of anatbe
if everything in a novel were in quotation markeintler conditions of the novel every direct word—egpi
lyric, strictly dramatic—is to a greater or lesgdegree made into an object” (50). But while Bakhti
speaks of “conditions of the novel,” | prefer tatoricize thiscapacity of novels: objectivization waned,
for instance, with the interventionist narratotid nineteenth century, and operates very differémt
novels that present their languages as compoditgstten or oral sources—e.d=rankensteinWuthering
Heights Lord Jim Dracula—from those of Joyce or Woolf (or, for that mattéames or Lawrence or
Forster or Faulkner) whose source is, however anthigly, the psyches of the characters. More of thi
below, when | consider free indirect discourse &sature of the Joycean and Woolfian text.
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approach to writing novels has so far gone unadeauior by the dominant traditions in

the theory of the novel. The introduction to mypters on Wilde and Joyce—focusing
on the novel’s ability to promote thought—will pide a survey of approaches to the
novel as a literary mode uniquely capable of modgedi society’s self-understanding,
whether to enable or to prevent social changes Wil lead to an understanding of how
Wilde and Joyce’s innovations in the novel antitgoatheories of subject-formation and
skepticism toward narrative that would later com@rominence in theoretical discourse.
Introducing Pater and Woolf, on the other handilllemphasize the tradition on novel-
theory of focusing on the form’s ability to produsentimental emotion as a way of
protesting the suffering created by social inedquall will first account for the recent
history, especially in feminist criticism, of sengntal fiction before examining the
“affective turn” in literary and cultural studidsdt, | argue, makes intelligible Pater and
Woolf's revision of the sentimental topos.

Let me return a final time to lan McEwan beforeibhaghg my argument proper.
His evasion of the criticism endemic to Aesthetitisomes early isaturday on the
novel’'s second page, in fact, when Henry Perownerges fully from sleep: “And he’s
entirely himself, he is certain of it, and he knaat sleep is behind him: to know the
difference between it and waking, to know the bauias, is the essence of sanity” (2).
To know the boundaries: these are just what thedseand heroines of the novels
discussed below do not know. Their story is tigepawing awareness of what binds them
and others, an awareness that includes what igjfote the postivist-reductivist

McEwan, namely, a sense of how boundaries maydssed or transcended. To be
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entirely oneself: this is what they cannot be. d&fine their selves in advance would rob

the reader of the right to interpret activelyfalts to the reader to explore their disunities
and becomings, rather than to apprehend them ae&hd entire and finished forever.
And if these writers tend to write essentially abihhemselves, it is to put themselves and
their practice of art into the reader’s line ofigis  Walter Pater writes, “It is the addition
of strangeness to beauty that constitutes the roeneamaracter in art, and the desire of
beauty being a fixed element in every artistic argation, it is the addition of curiosity

to this desire of beauty, that constitutes the ratrndemper” (“Postscript to
Appreciation$ 57). Pater identifies the Aesthetic with the mwtic in a common pursuit
of open-endedness, which is just what Schlegelasatlie essence of the novel: its
processual character bécoming The estranging element in these novels’ porisayf
their characters transform their readers intoagitif the social as it is incarnated in the

aesthetic. This is what it means to add strangetoelseauty.



20
PART |

Critical Cognition: A Mirror of the Age

I.1. The Novel as Thinking Form

[Romantic poetry] can so lose itself in what it déises that that one might believe it exists only t
characterize poetical individuals of all sorts; ayeit there is still no form so fit for expressihg entire
spirit of an author: so that many artists who sgatout to write only a novel ended up by providisgvith
a portrait of themselves. It alone can become, tile epic, a mirror the whole circumambient wosd,
mirror of the age. And it can also—more than atheoform—hover at the midpoint between the
portrayed and the portrayer, free of all real amal self-interest, on the wings of poetic refletiand
can raise that reflection again and again to a kegpower, can multiply it in an endless successibn
mirrors.

—Freidrich Schlegel,Athenaeuniragments”

Politically-minded critics from Georg Lukacs to @ahompkins have mourned the
loss, after Aestheticism, of the novel’s historigagsion to criticize society in the name
of a holistic humanism. The development of modemiconsidered as art’s autonomy,
was often narrated, especially in Marxist cultimatoriography, as an almost Biblical
Fall into absolute reification, the fragmentatidrilee social order, the absence of a
knowable totality, the triumph of individualism,cthe derogation of collective political
agency. Théocus classicusere remains Lukacs'’s polemical essay, “The |dpotaf
Modernism,” wherein the Marxist philosopher argtiest modernist art abandoned
objectivity in favor of a capricious particularitywequal to the task of describing reality
as a coherent totality, or structure of human i@hstorganized according to a single
logic—in the case of modernity, the logic of thercoodity form and the exploitation

and reification this entaifS. For Lukacs, even at the pre-Marxist beginninbisfcareer,

15 For another particularly vivid Marxist exampletbé rise of modernism from the ashes of humanise, s
Moretti, “The Long Good-ByeUlyssesand the End of Liberal Capitalism,” discussed nfaty in chapter
[.3 below. In brief, Moretti understantiByssego be a dystopic picture of the universal level#ffgcted

by the commodity form and the consequent deconipagiff the nineteenth-century liberal fantasy that
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followed Schlegel in seeing the novel as the modetistic formpar excellencethe

successor to the epic in its ability to projeceatensive image of its social context. But
the younger Lukacs was an early devotee of the aigryment that Theodor Adorno
would later turn against him, namely, that the n@xgsted in conditions of such
ideological mystification that its inherent inabylto cohere as a total epic picture of
humanity, society, and nature was its own way stifigng to the broken world it sought
to represent® After Lukacs adopted Marxism-Leninism—after, tigthe concluded in
History and Class Consciousndhbsit the so-called “viewpoint of the proletarieas
inhabited by the Party, provided the privilegedtage from which to assess and thence
to revolutionize the social order—he abandonecdkhitier advocacy of resistant form
and began to understand the realist novel of theteenth century, with its panoramic
sweep across characters and classes, the onlg viabelistic mode.

On Lukacs’s theory, aesthetic modernism is menghypgomatic: novels that
abandon the sociological ambition to reflect sotypks and represent social conflict
become akin to mass-produced objects that no Idmegarthe mark of the laborer’s hand,
which is to say that they no longer manifest tHatiens that brought them into being.
While there is some justice in this argument, itertheless rests on untenable
assumptions. For instance, Lukacs claims that mméstewriting practices are “carrieat
absurdumwhere the stream of consciousness is that of aaratal subject or of an

idiot—consider the first part of Faulkne$ie Sound and the Fuoy, a still more

capitalism could sustain a viable culture. Alsompkins’s influential “Sentimental Power,” discudse
below at I1.1, criticizes the mid-twentieth centagademic establishment’s modernist bias agaiest th
situated political and spiritual power of such ceetensive social fictions &fncle Tom’s Cabin

16 SeeThe Theory of the Novadspecially chapters 1-5.
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extreme case, Beckett\dolloy” (“Ideology of Modernism” 194). My point in

introducing this quotation is not that Lukacs isénsitive or offensive, but that his late
understanding of the novel, as a form that exastohdense and generalize images of
society as it stands by encoding them in “typicdiaracters, practically ensures the
premature definition of the normal subject. Theeal®f “types” can only lend stability
to existing discourses. In contrast, the praaticthe novelists | treat below is often to
make precisely the most abnormal subjects theinkexkemplars, from the marginal
intellectuals of Pater and Joyce to Woolf's halhating infantrymart’

Keeping within the Marxist tradition, we encounteore subtle elaborations of
the theory that the novel represents society innslilkBakhtin and Fredric Jameson.
Bakhtin, indeed, makes an argument close to thd w#iebe mounting about the novel’s
mode of social cognition. In accord with Lukacattthe novel is the epic’s successor,
Bakhtin instead extols the latter form over therfer. The epic, he argues, is a settled
form, patriarchal, nationalistic, and backward-lmgk concerned with the establishment
of origins and the ideal distanciation of its herepoch from the lives of common
people. The novel, by contrast, destroys the hetistance of the epic by harnessing the
laughter of the everyday, which “began to invesggaan freely and familiarly, to turn
him inside out, expose the disparity between hikasa and his center, between his
potential and his reality” (35). A form that objeizes the near-at-hand rather than
idealizing the faraway, the novel makes socialitgalailable in the very languages it

guotes from society’s lexicon. It could be saidttBakhtin sees “the novel” as occurring

7| reserve another crucial aspect of Lukécs’s thehis definition of the historical novel, for chapl.2
where it is relevant to my reading of PatéMarius the Epicurean
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not between covers but rather wherever particidas wf language are made relative by

juxtaposition so that their social sources andlmigioal codes come to the fore:
“Language in the novel not only represents, betfitserves as the object of
representation” (49). In consequence, “When theshbecomes the dominant genre,
epistemology becomes the dominant discipline” (IE)e novel, turning away from the
ontological question of what we essentiallg, raises instead the question of how we
know what we know, and, implicitly, how we coulddum otherwise tdecome
otherwise.

While Bakhtin, again, comes close to my own unéeding of the novel as a
uniquely self-questioning mode, | have two reseovet For one thing, Bakhtin’s
Schlegelian emphasis on the futurity of the nonglability to project a horizon in which
“the surplus inhering in the human condition” cobklfulfilled, presupposes without
argument a progressive temporality at odds witrekatation of cold-eyed objectivity
elsewhere (37). The intense skepticism towardnessivism evinced by such figures as
Wilde and Joyce, who, we should not forget, wetieems of a country brutally
plundered under cover of an imperial ideology afgress, needs to be heard. On a more
technical note, the writers Bakhtin prefers tendltgectivize language through what they
represent in their texts as the spoken or writterdw-recall, for instance, the
proliferation of theatrical monologues and mantteles and diaries in Bakhtin’s beloved
Dostoevsky. The use of focalization, covert nargtfree indirect discourse, and/or
stream of consciousness, in which the text’s piiyraf languages are sourced to the

ineffable psyches of the characters instead di¢o speech or writing, requires a
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different line of approach and implies a differeglation between humanity and

language. In brief, free indirect discourse esagjgests the linguistic constitution of the
subjectin toto. This concept in turn supports the novel’s reffa$@xtrinsic social
determination: if the subject is identical to hisher discourse, then the social is in no
way extrinsic in the first place. Bakhtin’s undargding of both language and the novel
are in general too “externalized’—in speech or wgt—to deal with this aspect of the
Aestheticist revision of the form.

Fredric Jameson’s theory of the novel as bearikg,dll other modes and genres,
a “political unconscious,” is more abstract tharki@an’'s. It follows from Lukacs’s
argument that the novel is a form of social selfienstanding, but shares Bakhtin’s
attention to language. Rather than grasping laggaa concrete, intentional social
expression, as Bakhtin does, Jameson sees langsageemanation of the social conflict
that characterizes the regnant mode of productfswith Freudian dream-work,
literary language at any given time resolves iniday the conflicts it organizes; this
makes it ideological in something like the old seng“false consciousness,” since it
turns compensatorily from concrete conflicts oénesst, resolvable only through material
battle on the actual social and political planeplenitudes of the imagination. For
Jameson, then, every literary form is a way of neag Utopia—or humanity’s collective
transcendence of necessity—without passing thralgmeedful revolution that would
bring this about by dispossessing the disposses3tiis is another variant of the
Adornian option—the theory of form as politicakegspective of content—with the glum

corollary that form is usually an ideological myisttion of the real conflicts blocking
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the road to Utopia.

The modernist novel, typified ifihe Political Unconsciousy Joseph Conrad’s
Lord Jim is Jameson’s prime example of how literary formthbdooks forward to Utopia
and stalls on the road there, detained by imagisalytions. Jameson sees Conrad’s
autonomous form, especially its richly textured anluted sensory descriptions, as “a
Utopian compensation for everything reificationigs with it” (Political Unconscious
236). In other words, Jameson adumbrates a ceitdfunodernity inherited from his
predecessors, Lukacs as well as Horkheimer andnidtine capitalist metropole is
increasingly fragmented by processes such as ialeni (which relocates essential
aspects of social reproduction to areas of theeginaccessible for most to travel and
thus to thought), rationalization (which arrogaa#isaspects of life to the regularizing
processes of equivalence and exchange, from Tagbbfactory workers to the market-
aimed productions of mass culture) and consumegmth encloses the consumer in a
sphere of commaodification whose source and extetiabor, for instance, now taking
place in the colonies—is no longer visible). T tloss of a world that can be thought as
a totality of relations, modernist fiction respormsvalorizing the pure perception of
sense data and its representation in a recurdieelyred language. These socially-
unmarked discourses offer a haven for aspects$edtelit behind by capitalist
development, which privileges the rationalized #malcalculable while disarticulating
the modes of thought necessary to conceptualize/tiniel beyond its reification.

That there is more than a grain of truth in thesoity of aesthetic autonomy can be

seen by perusing Wilde’s critical writings, whicteaeasonably explicit about how
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sensory delectations compensate for the sociateggiof the industrialized world. But

Jameson’s Utopia, like Bakhtin’s futurity, assunas much about a horizon of
collective fulfillment. For all the materialistgunding of such concepts, they are
ultimately abstractions and idealizations, to whioh Aestheticist and post-Aestheticist
writers (with the partial exception of Wilde) araifferent, preferring to emphasize the
present Utopia of that which now exists. Moreovdameson under-emphasizes the
reader’s role as interpreter of the sense-datadeddn Aestheticist writing, as well as
the specificity of the perceptual viewpoints in tierative. My argument, by contrast,
will be that autonomous form does more than meretypensate for reification; it helps
to correct it by making the reader the active agéie textual totality by forcing him or
her to join the sense-data of the text to the $okita of the contexf

Before taking on theorists ostensibly more symgiatho the autonomy of art, a
last example from the Marxist tradition of a theofythe novel's conceptual power will
suggest the difference in my own approach. PRowrdieu, unlike the theorists
previously considered, was an empirical sociologisrt rather than an art critic;
consequently, he could be expected, as an andlgst ©production and reception, to
deny outright that the interior of a literary wartuld be undetermined by what he would
call the social field. Thus, his analysis of atoa@mous artist—in this instance, Gustave
Flaubert, an important source for the four writetlsscuss—is worth commenting on.
Unlike Jameson, Bourdieu lacks a theory of ideolpgyse; rather, his privileged

concept ihabitus which may be defined as the material, somaticpaadtical

18 As with Lukécs , this is a preparatory explicattora fuller consideration of Jameson in chapt@sihd
1.3 below.
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inscription of ideas upon individual bodies anddetrrs. One possesses and enacts a

habitus not only in one’s outlook or expectatidng, also in one’s clothing, posture, and,
as the term implies, habit.In The Rules of ArBourdieu seeks to turn his analysis
upon the field of art itself. He begins his prefdoy defending the social sciences’
approach to art against “the Heideggerian-Holdexifs],” who espouse the de-centering
potential of literature in a climate of instrumdm@ason with which they see the social
sciences as being complicit (xv). According to Bbeu, the defense is misguided
because it destroys what it wishes to preservesdabal field imposes form on the
expressive impulse, but in so doing renders thaulsgpitself unrecognizable. Any
particular work of literature’s historical and tednistorical value inheres not in its form,
but in this initial expressive impulse. The watself is “an intentional sign haunted and
regulated by something else, of which it is alsymptom” (xx).

Bourdieu chooses Flauber&entimental Educatioto exemplify this theory of art
as intention-plus-symptom (which, of course, recadlimeson’s Utopia-plus-ideology).
Bourdieu calculatedly scants form: his analysiflatibert mostly takes place as content
analysis, anatomizing the social allegory of theet@Frederic Moreau is the legatee who
does not wish to inherit, Deslauriers is the eageentful petit-bourgeois, etc.) before
dwelling on the novel’s structure or language. Whe finally mentions it, he mediates
his own reading through that of previous critiasg @otes that the formal features they
analyze stem from Flaubert’s ambivalence towardstieal field (an ambivalence he

objectifies in his protagonist, who remains suspehioetween the worlds of art and of

19 This is of course similar to the Althussereanmiétin of ideology, which will be discussed extermsy
in relation to James Joyce, who, | will argue, @ptites it.
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business). For the objectification to work as suthubert must distance his

equivalence, which dictates his formal innovatithe use of hypotheticals, ambiguous
citation, the variable imperfect and simple passés). Literary forngdissimulates If
Flaubert did not mediate his feelings and thougfimisugh form, he would have to
express his attitude directly, which would be desive to art considered as the antithesis
of the direct expression of attitudes. Bourdietehmays literature a perhaps backhanded
compliment:
The sensitive translation [of the social into forrohceals the [social]
structure, in the very form in which it presentsaitd thanks to which it
succeeds in producing a belief effect (more theasdty effect). And itis
probably this which means that the literary work sametimes say more,
even about the social realm, than many writings wdientific pretensions
(especially when, as here, the difficulties thastrhe overcome acceding
to knowledge are not so much intellectual obstaatethe resistances of
the will). But it says it only in a mode such thitaoes not truly say it.
The unveiling finds its limit in the fact that tingiter somehow keeps
control of the return of the repressed. The pgttirio-form operated by
the writer functions like a generalized euphemiang the reality de-
realized and neutralized by literature that hersfidlows him to satisfy a
desire for knowledge ready to be satisfied by tidisation offered him
by literary alchemy. (32)
Bourdieu attends to how what he calls “the belféeda” is produced, but he also seems
to believe in the text himself. It unveils the mbbetter than most sociologists, he avers,
but it only does so by employing a form which d»asg the content as such. That s, in
Flaubert, who famously desired to write a book almmthing, a book as blankly
beautiful as the white wall of the Parthenon, fasrsupposed to be autonomous and
content correspondingly irrelevant. The form thersonceals what the content reveals:

the social field. It is the habitus of the sociatler cover of art. Literature (literature

after Flaubert: autonomou&rt pour I'art) mystifies; according to Bourdieu, form is
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ideological, and opposed to ideology is the trattginable by scientific consciousness.

The Marxist tradition of novel-theory, then, dsrto ground the autonomy of art
in a form that refuses to acknowledge its tieh#odocial field. Theorists in this tradition
accordingly tend to regard autonomous form as d &frhighly sophisticated lie, either a
lie we tell others to hide our complicity with teecial order (as in Lukacs and Bourdieu)
or a lie we tell ourselves to conceal how muchsibeal order is making us suffer (as in
Jameson). Only Bakhtin allows us to conceive edbaomous form per se as conducive
to social critique, rather than to social self4fishtion, because he sees it as the bearer of
relative discourses accessible as such, withohbaat flagging, to the critical reader.
There is, however, another way of narrating theysté how the novel becomes
autonomous. This second variant of novel-theotjclvcan be called post-structuralist,
is a tale of emancipation in which the novel eseafsecapture by ordered discourses that
suppress its disruptive energies. Here autonorfwoaosis the truth—the truth of
language’s alienness, of desire’s energies—whiteastorm, with all its claims of access
to the real world, is the falsehood.

In this narrative—perhaps most stunningly theorireRoland Barthes’s
influential 1972 essa$/Z—the transition from “classical realism” to modesmi in
fiction marks a shift from readablis{ble) to writeable $criptible) prose’® Readable

texts obscure their own ideological designs orrdlagler by attempting to present a

2 Richard Miller’s translation 08/Z which | otherwise employ here, is somewhat miitegwhen it
renderdisible andscriptible as “readerly” and “writerly.” The translation ifigs that readerly prose is
appealing to readers and writerly prose appeatingriters, whereas Barthes instead claims that even
writers remain readers, i.e., bound to ideologyemriting is only readable. Writeable writing, the
other hand, can be written by anyone—including, espkcially, readers. For this reason, Barthestdsv
almost the entirety d8/Zto a demonstration that an ostensibly classicdistetext like Balzac's
Sarrassinedesigned to be readable, is instead susceptiliieing re-written. This theory is an example of
Barthes’s famous declaration that the death oétlthor is the birth of the reader—as a writer.
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seamless representation of the way things “realig; in effect naturalizing the socially-

constructed, to use the formulation that has bearbguitous in criticism. Writeable
texts, on the other hand, make no attempt to keal dwn fissures and contradictions,
nor do they create the kinds of sense-making tabras that classic realist texts rely on
to generate the illusion of their own referentialyer. An open network of signifiers,
writeable prose empowers readers to forego thgidfuof mimesis and instead join the
text in remaking the world anew in writing. Thigbry, the exact inverse of Lukacs’s
critiqgue that modernist prose abandons the redtema virtue of what Lukacs mourned:
the loss of objectivity as an ideal in imaginativieting.

Barthes’s critique of realism was developed by Beosani from a psychological
perspective and by Paul de Man from a linguistispective, before being adapted to a
posture of radical political skepticism by Nancywstrong, D. A. Miller, and others. For
Bersani, the flaw of realism is its promotion oé tkleology of the stable self, a unified
substance that is not disrupted by desire (gloasédn area of human projection going
beyond the limits of a centered, socially defingde-bound self, and also beyond the
recognized resources of language and confineseoaty form”): “Desire is a threat to
the form of realistic fiction. Desire can subv&otial order; it can also disrupt novelistic
order. The nineteenth-century novel is hauntethbypossibility of these subversive
moments, and it suppresses them with a brutalitly bloocking and eminently logical”
(ix, 66). Bersani accuses nineteenth-century nstgelsuch as Austen, Balzac, and
Hawthorne, of containing the self-dissolving foafalesire by endorsing chastity and an

ethics of inaction, or what he calls “stillness liile embedding the self in a continuous,
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chronological narrative that stabilizes its coheeenBersani finds an alternate tradition

of literature and art that allows desire to emengihe poetics of Rimbaud, the fiction of
Emily Bronté, and theater of Artaud and Robert ¥fils It is important to note that
Bersani’s critique of realism is not specificallyegicated on its complicity with
capitalism or the bourgeoisie; he finds the feadadire also in French neo-classicism
and understands desire’s suppression to underingy mysting political systems, even
those that seem committed to opposing worldviewsléed, the monotonously similar
fates, in modern history, of political systems whapparently reflect the most diverse
ideologies may be due to a certain politics of¢bké common to all these ideologies”
(57). Political systems from seventeenth-centiagoéutism to twentieth-century
capitalism deploy, in art, a fiction of the cohdrself to regulate their subjects’
potentially subversive desire.

For Paul de Man, a belief in language’s referermidglacity, upon which realism
among other literary modes depends, amounts to eéhaalls in a related context
“ontological bad faith” (“Rhetoric of Temporality?11). De Man challenges the critical
tradition of privileging the symbolic image in thgic poem and the realist description in
the novel. Both the symbolic image and the redksicription suggest an alignment or fit
between subject/object and signifier/referent, wimgfiact, according to de Man, there is
an inevitable slippage between the terms that pitswbe attainment of unity. Both
poems and novels, de Man argues in his influeatiahy “The Rhetoric of Temporality,”
are more precisely regarded as producing not sysrthdlallegories, and not realism but

irony. Received wisdom says that Romantic wripgrgileged the symbol because,
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unlike the allegory which gestured to one extraamnal meaning for the material sign,

the symbol made immanent the spiritual and etemahd through the temporal.
However, through a reading of the medieval allegdriropes used by such modern
proto-Romantic and Romantic writers as Defoe, Reaissand Wordsworth, de Man
shows that these writers rediscover a mode of @lietihat precisely reveals the inability
of the subject to escape its own temporality amdiifly with nature. Precisely because
its referential function is multiply determinedethllegorical trope is always a repetition
of a prior discourse, and repetition is alwaysderMan repetition with a difference.
Allegory emphasizes the limitation and materiatifyanguage itself rather than the
spiritual truth it ostensibly names; it is the teapat demystifies the non-identity of the
subject with the object and indeed with itself.

De Man goes on to connect allegory with irony, twodes which are similar in
that each involves consciousness’s reflection uggoown infinite distance from its
object, even if that object is itself: “In both easthe sign points to something that differs
from its literal meaning and has for its functitwe thematization of difference” (209).
Hence, in Schlegel’s phrase, irony is “permanendipasis,” or, etymologically,
permanently digressing, perpetually moving asidenfone’s subject (“subject” in all
senses) (228). This irony is at the heart of tvehas a literary form: “This problem [of
the distinction between fact and fiction] is familto students of point of view in a
fictional narrative, in the distinction they hawained to make between the persona of
the author and the persona of the fictional narratthe moment when this difference is

asserted is the precisely the moment when the addes not return to the world,” which
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is to say that the enabling characteristic of dictil rhetoric—the separation of the

utterance from the “true” experience or beliefshaf utterer—is inherently ironic and
disturbing to the referential function of languaigelf (219). De Man does not privilege
modernist fiction or poetry, preferring to see gdiey and irony at work in authors he
believes have been mistakenly arrogated to the Rienand realist traditions, but his
theory of the inevitable failure of reference hdsranalist bias that would seem to favor
texts, such as those of Wilde or Joyce, that faneigd their own organization. As | will
show by juxtaposing Wilde and de Man, however,dleavage of subject/object and
signifier/referent may be destructive of any corimepof narrative at all, as well as
ethical and political norms.

With D. A. Miller’s influential book,The Novel and the Policeve begin to
approach what | take to be the current consensnegvial-theory, which is at bottom a
synthesis of the Marxist distrust of autonomousnfand the post-structuralist hostility to
realism. For Miller, the novel is not properly aristic form at all, but rather a mode of
social discipline that tailors subjects to socieltydeed, Miller is so interested in the
disciplinary structures of modern society at latuygt he feels compelled in his preface to
offer anapologiafor concerning himself narrowly with aestheticedip at all:

The use of a fictional representation might seemni@lize a disciplinary
function that would be better illustrated in discsms whose practical
orientation is immediately consequential... The “destthe novel” (or of
that [Victorian] novel, at any rate) has really metoe explosion
everywhere of the novelistic, no longer bound meé¢ideckers, but freely
scattered across a far greater range of cultuprgence. To speak of the
relation of the Victorian novel to the age of whitkvas,faute de mieux

the mass culture, is thus to recognize a centrabdp in the genealogy of
our present. (ix, X)
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The novel, on this account, is not the name fasleeoent tradition of aesthetic

production requiring a understanding of its intitnsharacteristics as developed through
time by its practitioners, but simply another naioredeology (in the Althusserean sense
of the solicitation of subjects to enact and repaadthe status quo through material
practices). As in Bakhtin, the novel is a forcdomnded by books or by the category of
the aesthetic, but, unlike in Bakhtin, this forsendot emancipatory. Rather, all its
socially-productive powers go to creating obedmriijects of the state/capital apparatus.
Novels have agency for Miller, but little to watical agency. Their relation to their
culture is one of the creation and enforcementsobppressive norms. The urgency of
criticizing novels is for Miller merely the convemt or heuristic one of having a locus
for those norms so that we may contest them—it,ithave are Althusserean “bad
subjects,” in which case we will not be taken indityer the realist fiction of mimesis or
the modernist fiction of autonomous form.

Miller's celebrated reading of Dicken®eak Housgrovides more evidence for
how his theory of the novel works and why it rupsiter to the positive or
emancipatory moments of both Marxist and post-tiratist novel-theory while
retaining their corrosive skepticism toward autogand mimesis. In brief, Miller views
Dickens’s novel as a productively contradictoryt tiisat mobilizes forces of social order
(“the police,” both literally and figuratively) tcombat the disorder it more or less
dishonestly attributes to the injustice of the lavits present state. To perform this
sleight of hand, Miller argues, the novel first dptively appeals to the cloistered realm

of the domestic and the aesthetic: “Since the nowehts among the conditions for [its]
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consumption the consumer’s leisured withdrawahtoprivate, domestic sphere, then

every novel-reading subject is constituted—uwillyiyniand almost before he has read a
word—uwithin the categories of the individual, tmeviard, the domestic” (82). In other
words, the novel poses as an aesthetic artifgutidte life, as a force not fully regulated
by the dominant culture because not one of its¢iaf’ organs®* But this posture
proves, on Miller's account, to be highly misleaglin
What the form really secures is a clasdrication of individual and
social, domestic and institutional, private andlylteisure and work. A
drill in the rhythms of bourgeois industrial cukythe novel generates a
nostalgic desire to get home (where the novel earebumed) in the same
degree as it inures its readers to the necesspgraddically renouncing
home (for the world where the novel finds its jfistition and its truth).
(83, original emphasis)
Thus, the novel is an emanation into the privateesp of institutional culture—a police
emissary in the drawing room and, perforce, ingéyche. This destroys at base both the
realist and the modernist positions: there is rforaamous space for the novel to
withdraw to, as the modernists imagine, nor isnbeel a trustworthy, disinterested guide
to social truth, as the realists argue. The mewggehrase “a drill in the rhythms” tells us
that the novel is essentially disciplinary, an dg#rthe state, and of the state’s coercive
arm at that. A critic who wishes to be radical,onshes to be a “bad subject,” will of
necessity be the enemy of the novel. This is, lessedo say, a complete reversal of the
hopeful position associated with Lukacs’s and Bekbitappraisal of realist

representation and Barthes’s and Bersani’s hopaaddernist form.

To come nearer the present, Nancy Armstrong hely lexpanded both Miller’s

2L Of the too-little acknowledged slippage betweeartestic” and “artistic” autonomy that underwritée t
continuity of nineteenth-century realism with twietit-century modernism and that is moreover mediate
by fin-de-siécleAestheticism, | will have far more to say in cteptl.2 and I1.2.
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thesis and her own earlier oneDesire and Domestic Fictiofto be discussed in detail in

chapter I1.1) to offer a conspective account of lpgone fiction from the eighteenth
century to the present. hlow Novels Thinkshe writes, “the history of the novel and the
history of the modern subject are, quite literatlge and the same” (3). Armstrong takes
as her starting point the Althusserean thesisthi®asubject is constituted through
language, and that “bad subjects” are those thdesbthe discourses that would
subjectivize them to a particular social order. Aimstrong’s book, the novel begins in
the eighteenth century as an account of such Hadcds—Defoe’s adventuresome
heroes and heroines are her main example—befowariieg far more disciplinary as the
nineteenth century wore on, creating in its protagfs and, implicitly, in its readers well-
behaved citizens of the liberal state. Armstroogybically summarizes the issue with
Victorian examples:
As it slowly but surely exiles or kills off thoséaracters who dare to exist
in alternative living arrangement¥ane Eyrauniversalizes a radically
restricted notion of kinship based on the marriedpte and their
biological offspring. In this respect, the novelen$ a prolepsis of the
formal development of nineteenth-century Britistti@in itself. After
Austen, the exemplary protagonist rarely growsaipecome a member of
civil society. The Dickensian hero, for exampletegs a household that
displaces any semblance of the complex and fraamtial world he has
successfully negotiated. At this point, the limitat the novel has set on
his happiness miraculously vanish, along with e that such happiness
is an exception to the social rule. It is by meainthis move, when
repeated countless times over, that one classlisbiadh its own ethnic
practices as the national norm and ensured thaiodection in future
generations. (144)
The British novel, then, becomes pro-family, pradgeois, and pro-nation as the class

that produced it goes from being an upstart undgnddhe manner of plucky Moll

Flanders to a conformist parvenu like priggish Japee. Similarly to Miller, Armstrong
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exposes the impostures of realism while also deciognrmodernism’s assumption that

the text can be free of extrinsic social constraifite novel, agains the police.

Armstrong does suggest a way out of this impasset is not the one advocated
by Barthes, Bersani, and de Man, namely, the magtedtaployment of self-conscious
literary form to undermine the ideological functiohliterature. Instead, Armstrong
upholds the Gothic as a bearer of what Bersareddtesire,” or all those forms of life
and modes of affect excluded from the normativémes realism: “Where such a novel
asJane Eyreallowed the family to eclipse civil society as gynbolic means of
resolving social contradictionBraculaturns the tables and allows a radically inclusive
community to render the family obsolete, along wité liberal individual” (150). Contra
Barthes et al., it is the radically heterogeneargent of the Gothic genre, rather than the
self-critical form of Aestheticism or modernismattallow desire to speak unconstrained
by the disciplinary and normalizing force of realis On this account, modernism, with
its journey ever further into the psyche, can aeplicate the ideology of realism, while
the Gothic destroys realism’s fantasy of the automas individuaf? The realist and
modernist novels are again domestic drill-sergeausnts of various policing forces,
and we are better off siding with their villainommgdwomen and vampires and monsters
in the name of countering the norms the novel ugghol

In short, Miller, Armstrong, and their peers deyetbe post-structuralist critique
of realism into a devastating criticism of the nloit court including the fictions of

modernism, which rely, as much as does realisnth@motion of aesthetic autonomy

22 As my analysis of Wilde will prove, | wholly agregth Armstrong on the heretofore-neglected
importance of the late-Victorian Gothic to the bigtof the novel, but in my view it is the mediatur
realism’s transition to modernism rather than thpasite of these modes.
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from the public sphere. The novel is less a tmgkbrm, according to this way of seeing

things, than a curtailment of thinking. But why s on these theories and not others? It
is not that such conceptions as Armstrong’s andelWil dominate novetriticism at
large; in fact, it might even be the case thattiagority of individual studies of particular
novels today are basically unrelated to these el@mpxercises in the hermeneutics of
suspicion. But | would argue that they have tredoers visibility in noveltheory

Consider the landmark anthologiie Novelreleased in 2006 to wide acclaim in
the popular press as well as in scholarly jourf@ists encyclopedic ambitionsThe
Novels contents are undeniably diverse in their thecaktind ideological approaches, as
is its very editorial board (which includes, fostance, the Nobel laureate Mario Vargas
Llosa, a neoconservative humanist to whom Manxist gost-structural theory would be
anathema). Neverthele§de Novelis presided over by Franco Moretti, the current
maven of novel-studies. Moretti is a scholar whasev of fiction, and of art at large, is,
if anything, far darker than that of Armstrong oillet. He has made a career of
countering the always-tempting notion that art @sauptive and insurgent force, asking
instead if works of art resign, pacify, and misdireur energies, rendering us inert in the
face of brutal reality. Nowhere is this more pofully stated than in his early essay,
“The Soul and the Harpy”: “Literature is the ‘midderm’ par excellence, and its
‘educational’, ‘realistic’ function consists preeig in training us without our being aware
of it for an unending task of mediation and comatitn” (40). Again we find literature—
and not just the novel—charged with an essentiasexvatism. For Moretti, art is the

answer to the question that has perennially beel@vddical politics: why do most people
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most of the timenot revolf even or especially those most victimized by whetsystem

is currently in power? Moretti answers that thstletic reconciles us to “reality”—
really the facade of the powers that be—by effgctirclosure that models theodus
vivendion which power thrives. The many possible rejenrsdo Moretti, all to the effect
that literature stages the rebellion of what poeaer never systematize, come quickly to
mind—one can list them metonymically: Adorno, BakhCixous, Derrida, and on down
the alphabet to Zizek, and this is without mentigrihe vicissitudes of Romanticism
from Blake to Breton—but let us at least grant Miotée correlation he seeks to explain:
when literature thrives, most people do not reaiy when people do revolt, literature
and sometimes its creators are often enough ghettorch, as the history of the
twentieth century amply attests.
Moretti accuses modernism in particular of quiesegentrancing us with a
“spell of indecision,” a skepticism of narrativedahistory, to which conceptual pairing
mass literature, he suggests, might be a bettdegui
Novels, of course, can stop stories but not histang the forms with
which we picture historical movement to ourselvesa@aucial for the
fashioning of our identity. Once avant-garde litera abandoned plot, the
void was inevitably filled by a parallel system—rmdiserature—which,
just as inevitably, has acquired an ever increasteyance. The appeal of
mass literature is that ‘it tells stories’, and aleneed stories: if instead of
Buddenbrooksve getThe Carpetbaggershen Harold Robbins it is.
(“Spell of Indecision” 32-3)
In other words, the most prominent name in novetliss today remains committed to a
congeries of ideas beginning with the late workaacs and coming to fruition in the

post-Barthes criticism of the last three decaddss matrix of ideas essentially holds

that the novel's primary mission is to narrate stcs self-conception. Whereas for
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Lukacs, this narration was one of progress, folldter critics it was rather one of

seductive dissimulation: Moretti’s titular imagetbe (male) soul ensorcelled and carried
away by the (female) harpy encapsulates his ands#omg’s and Miller's approach to
the seductions of aesthetic foffh As for the modernist novel, on the terms of pnése
theory, it can only be either what Lukacs saidasw-a fall from progressive grace—or
what the later critics imply it is—the same oldatical state apparatus called realism
dressed in a rather elaborate disguise.

The wager of this study is that such novel-theay, in my view, mistaken its
own genealogy. | particularly want to engage tepsical tradition of novel-theory
because | hope to substantiate the claim thatitsposture of suspicion toward
subjectivity is first articulated in and by the mbwf Aestheticism, which will become the
modernist novel proper. How, after all, can csitso astutely observe the operations of
ideology if they do not claim some distance frosmmdemands, just as Pater and Wilde did
when they declared art autonomous from social dairvly argument about the
Aestheticist novel as thinking form can be sumneatias follows: by declaring its
distance from apparatuses of state, church, anklatdéine novel under Aestheticism
claims for itself a privileged vantage from whichgroduce critical knowledge about
these institutions using its own procedures raien relying tautologically on those of
the hegemonic forces it contests. Furthermordeireloping those procedures, it reflects

critically upon them too, becoming a recursive farheriticism that examines its own

% The cultural and psychological origins of Morettéxtraordinarily gendered image—the rational male
mind in thrall to deceptive female wiles—are confyanesively theorized by Joyce AnPortrait of the

Artist as a Young Maras | will amply demonstrate in chapter 1.3 beldWoretti’'s current stance against
close reading may stem from a resistance to astpxttential to closely read its reader, as | pregbat
Joyce might read Moretti.
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entanglement in the relations it criticizes. Besmaaf this reflexivity, autonomous

literature may be complicit with ideology but caever be fully identical to it. In short,
the modern novel looks more like the kinds of balgential theory written by critics
such as Miller and Armstrong than one would guess freading their works.

In pursuing this theme—it could be called “ThetBiof Critical Theory from the
Spirit of Aestheticism”™—I will first turn to OscaWilde. While not primarily known as a
novelist, Wilde provides a key innovation in thevabform with The Picture of Dorian
Gray. This narrative deploys the Gothic trope of thehanted portrait to immobilize
what would, in traditional hands, have been thengpwus hero’8ildungsroman By so
arresting the progressive temporality of BielungsromanWilde enables the novel to
investigate the subjectivity of its protagonistisynchronic, topographic way, thus
inviting the reader to similarly examine his or logn subjective constitution. Along the
way, | will closely read some of Wilde’s own powdrtheories, putting them in dialogue
with thinkers from Hegel to Paul de Man, to showatttihe ostensibly cheerful Aesthete
was in fact anxious about his work’s abandonmenhefovel's traditional commitment
to historical development. From Wilde | move onltyce, whos@ Portrait of the Artist
as a Young ManmadicalizedDorian Grays abandonment of progressive temporality by
presenting a subject—who is also an authorial gates—literally constituted by the
textual discourses of his milieu. The text carsthat be read unless the reader becomes
a critic of the social text, which shifts the bund# criticism from the novelist to the
reader. | will in connection with my reading ofyde’s novel also closely read a number

of Joycean critics in the interests of finding engail evidence for how the novel solicits
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a meta-textual response from its readers. Themgtets should show that the

autonomous novel, far from abandoning the socedpéens realism’s critical perspective
on the social order. Similarly, the modern novelss itself to be not a policeman
hailing the subject into a docile state of beingf, father a fellow citizen inviting the
reader to join in a conversation about the statoofety with an eye toward ameliorating
it. To recur to my epigraph from Schlegel, the ermdnovel provides a series of mirrors
for both author and reader, implicating each imtuever letting us take our eye off the

subject of our subjection.
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[.2. Almost Modern Romance: Oscar Wilde’'s Aesthetist Antinomies

“I am afraid you don’t quite see the moral of thery,” remarked the Linnet.
“The what?” screamed the Water-rat.
“The moral.”
“Do you mean to say that the story has a moral?”
“Certainly,” said the Linnet.
—Wilde, “The Devoted Friend”

...if he could not answer his own problems, he d¢atilleast put problems forth, and what more shauid
artist do?
—Wilde, “The Critic as Artist”

| begin, in defiance of chronology, with Oscar é¢ilbecause his works—both of
criticism and of fiction—eloquently and thorouglgse the questions that the other
novelists in this study sought to answer. In tiiflde remains the most famously,
fascinatingly ambiguous of literary icons: “Saingcar, the Irish outsider, the queer
martyr, the spiritual Oscar, the subversive Os@aar the canonical, Oscar the
imposter, the one and only original, the pastichplagiarist, or postmodernist’—so
Lawrence Danson catalogues the mounting contradg®vident in Wilde’s life and
work (1). The particular Wildean contradictiontticancerns this chapter is between the
aesthetic—which | follow Walter Pater in defining the sensible and perceptible
dimension of experience—and its beyond, whethacalhpolitical, or metaphysical.
This division will be called by many names throughthe chapter as it appears in
different guises: fact/truth, appearance/essemnge/referent, stasis/historicity,
content/form, art/meaning. In terms of Wilde’s weuand its significance for the
Aestheticist genealogy of the modernist novel,gfablem manifests itself this way:
Wilde’s criticism, largely through a seductive pregsive-historicist rhetoric, effects the
recuperation of the Aesthetic by ethics and pdibg arguing that sensible and

perceptible appearances incarnate essential tiarthise critical intellect to apprehend;
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but Wilde’s 1891 novellhe Picture of Dorian Graydoesnot tell this story but instead

narrates, via a plot heavy with Gothic mystiguegamingly irrecoverable and
pragmatically disastrous cleavage between artraia. t Since progressive historicism is
the critical rhetoric of the nineteenth-cent@iydungsromaras of Wilde’s Aestheticist
criticism, it should come as a surprise that histAeticistBildungsromarabandons such
a strategy. Knowing what Wilde puts in place ¢éddogical temporality will allow us to
grasp his influence on subsequent writers’ condtictiticism in their fiction. It will

also provide an answer to the question of why pestilae most famous and influential
AestheticisBildungsromarshould rely so heavily on Gothic fantasy whenhwegiits
predecessors (such arius the Epicureannor its successors (e.@ Portrait of the
Artist as a Young Mgrdeploy such tropes.

The Picture of Dorian Grajamously weaves another of its precursors into its
fictional texture: Joris-Karl Huysmansis Rebourf 1884%* Huysmans’s novel, a
founding text of British and French Aestheticismanforms to the structure of no
established novelistic genre. Like the naturamtels of its immediate literary milieu, it
is a relatively static character study rather thatraightforward or even an ironic
Bildungsromanwith Zola and Maupassant, Huysmans follows therdeard spiral of a
character doomed by determinations of hereditycmtmstance. Buh Reboursalso
anticipates the modernist novel in its almost esiglel concern with the movement of

consciousness, as well as in its proto-Joyceamapttt include all the arts within its

% See EllmannQscar Wilde252-3 and 311 for the importance of Huysmans'stiodVilde. Raby notes
that in the originaLippincott'stypescript the poisonous book was callede“Secret de Raoplar Catulle
Sarrazin’ and it would seem that Wilde at one sfalganed to create an imaginary book” (75). BabR
goes on to say, Wilde settled on using an unname# bearing unmistakable resemblance to Huysmans's.
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cyclopedic ambit. Alongside PateNsarius the Epicureanit may be considered a hinge

text between Late Victorian styles of Aestheticidafuralism and Decadence and
modernism proper.

A Reboursno doubt inadvertently, supplies a kind of alléga pre-history of the
novel useful for placingporian Grayin context. Huysmans narrates a phase in thefife
Duc Jean des Esseintes, the gaunt, feminized amdsikenic terminus of an aristocratic
line that began with medieval knights but has,H®ylbgic of “degeneration,” decayed
into a frail and inbred androgyry. Indeed, the only family member that des Esseintes
resembles, according to the novel’s opening suofg¢lge family portrait gallery, is “the
mignon of Princes,” a distant ancestor with an “aubus look of the eyes, at once
languid and energetic in expression” (2). In bagig with this genealogy, Huysmans
charts the descent and consequent character rnyobbinils protagonist, but also of the
kind of novel he helps to inaugurate. With itggors in the knightly tales of quest
romance, the European novel first demystifies raseanDon Quixote then abandons it
altogether in the Enlightenment with the inventaond, later, hegemony of domestic
realist fiction, which sought to extend the tenfdalings of the inner life into a cold

market society® While the novel overturns romance by introduadbgectivity—

% “Degeneration” is Max Nordau’s term for the physigical and cultural decline of European civilizati
from the “healthy” heights of symmetry, order, bade, and progress to the effeminacy and decaddnce o
post-Baudelaire art and artists. Like Huysmangdso follows the racialist science of his time—
Degeneratiofs dedicatee is Cesare Lombroso—in indexing moealide by physical appearance.

% The concept that became a commonplace in the siighyic poetry with Harold Bloom and his feminist
revisers could apply with equal accuracy to theahdtre internalization of quest romanc®n this theory,
the outward journey of the courtly lover becomepbet’s journey through his own subjectivity in quief
truth, love, or freedom; a feminist counter-traatiticalls this teleology into question while takihgs a

given of masculinist poetics. For a set of vefffedent scholarly approaches that neverthelessytéstthe
novel’s development out of ancient and medievalance, see Frye chapter 2, Deleuze and Guattari 173-
174, Jameson'$he Political Unconscioushapter 4, and Doodyassim



46
Quixote’s giants are objectively windmills—it alemphasizes the force of subjectivity

to intervene in reality—Quixote nevertheless charipe windmills, with serious
consequences. The novel testifies to the impoetafhthe inner world even as it embeds
it in real externalities, and it tends to gender division between subject and object. A
mode as much the creation of men (Richardson, Raus®ickens) as of women
(Austen, the Brontés, Eliot), the domestic repres#rat phase of the novel’s history in
which, to quote Huysmans'’s account of the des Bes®idegeneration, “the progressive
effemination of the men had gone on continuousiynfbad to worse” (1).

Elaine Showalter’s account bh-de-sieclditerary history clarifies the
consequences of this effemination. She argueghbateath of George Eliot in 1880
marked a cultural change in the form of the now¢any male novelists, such as Wells,
Stevenson, Kipling, Stoker, Doyle, and Conrad, wisto throw off the dead hand of
female-identified domestic realism. Accordinglyey resurrected the genre of quest
romance in order to appeal to new literate puldind to a political atmosphere colored
by the imperialist cult of masculinity—hence, threergence of popular genres, such as
the imperial romance, science fiction, and detedfistion?’ The domestic sensibility
that they wished to overthrow, argues Nancy Arnmgjras a literary mode that creates
for its characters an inner life cognate to the &grhearth, a female-dominated sphere of
private feeling and experience from which to sunantest, efface and redeem the

public world where men openly jostle for povi&r.

2’ See Showalter chapter 5.
% Armstrong,Desire and Domestic Fictiochapter 4 discusses domestic realism as dissietlialitics in
the English novel. Chapter 3 of Armstrong’s latecountHow Novels Thinkoffers a study of romantic
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The context that Showalter and Armstrong provide herevise our standard

account of the other dominant literary movemertheflate nineteenth century,
Aestheticism. The Aesthetes separated the puttiers from culture, which Pater
defined as a commitment to sensation, perceptimhitze distinction to be won from
their connoisseurship. Wilde’s notorious declamis paradigmatic: “All art is quite
useless” Complete Work&7)2° Such amoralism at first appears to flout theoathi
norms to which mainstream Victorian novelists, ewaes as far apart as Dickens and
Eliot, would have adhered. Seen from a differergi@ however, Wilde’s declaration of
artistic freedom may represent an extension, rdti@r an overcoming, of the
domestic/sentimental project. Pater, Wilde, afgtoAestheticist writers of tHen de
siecleresist the drift back to quest romance and itdeéeny toward fables of unfettered
masculinity®® The novel of Aestheticism creates an inner wofldensation and
perception in opposition to the social, but not @ua solely anti-social tendency. The
Aestheticization of interiority, and its consequdatemphasis of useful action, defies the

re-masculinization of letters that came at the @nithe nineteenth century. As Regenia

individualism as it gives way to social concord aedformism in the transition from eighteenth- to
nineteenth-century novels.

2 Unless otherwise indicated, all citations from déilcome from th€omplete WorksThe Picture of
Dorian Grayhas a complicated textual history: it appearest fis an 1890 novella serialized in
Lippincott’'smagazine, before appearing as a novel in 189fnaAuscript and a typescript are both extant,
and the latter has recently been published by HdmiJaiversity Press (2010). | will quote for th@st

part from the 1891 novel version, but | will dissusoth the novella and the revised typescript bdtow
evidence of Wilde’s changing sense of his project.

%0 See Showalter chapter 4, though, for an accouNesf Women's writing as a female response to
George Eliot's domestic wake. New Woman novelistd more in common with the naturalists than with
either the Aesthetes or the male romancers in thigie to expose gender injustice and plead foatgre
equality. One New Woman response to the ideafsestheticism, taking the form of a historical drdima
monologue, can be found in Amy Levy’s poem “Xangpgp The speaker, Socrates’s much-maligned wife,
refuses the domestic-sentimental tears of her semvamen, while excoriating her husband and his
Hellenic circle of idealist philosophers for thaiisogyny. To balance the sexism of Aestheticism,
however, we should not neglect the unmistakabledpirabia in Levy’s satire on the Greek philosopher’s
youthful cohort of male admirers.
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Gagnier argues, Aestheticism responds to a crisiéatorian masculinity, wherein the

Aesthetic dandy “showed the [respectable] gentlemwlaat he had sacrificed:
eccentricity, beauty, camaraderie, a natural amaty” (98). By destabilizing the
masculine role expected of a Victorian gentlemhea,Aesthetes preserve in another form
values that had earlier rested with the authodoaifestic fiction.
On the other hand, Wilde’s Aestheticism has a rareatimension of its own.
The Picture of Dorian Grayefuses the realism of the domestic novel ancaust
promotes its subjectivism through the Gothic dewtBorian Gray's magical portrait,
which prevents Dorian himself from developing, like well-rounded heroes and
heroines of the nineteenth-century novel, who chasjthey grow. Other Aestheticist
writers, such as Huysmans and Pater, emphasizecsiviiy without mediating it
through the Gothic. Yet Wilde's romance remairesriost well-known and popular of
Aestheticist novels, and the one likeliest to besidered alongside its relatively non-
romantic successors by Joyce or Woolf. Wilde usided that this option was available
to him, as his narrator’s description of Huysmansisamed book attestsTine Picture
of Dorian Gray
It was a novel without a plot and with only one i@wer, being, indeed,
simply a psychological study of a certain youngds$tan who spent his life
trying to realize in the nineteenth century all gfaessions and modes of
thought that belonged to every century except s, @nd to sum up, as it
were, in himself the various moods through whiahworld-spirit had
ever passed, loving for their mere artificialitp$ie renunciations that men
have unwisely called virtue, as much as those ahtebellions that wise
men still call sin. The style in which it was weitt was that curious
jewelled style, vivid and obscure at once, fulbojot and of archaisms, of
technical expressions and of elaborate paraphrdsds;haracterizes the

work of some of the finest artists of the Frendhagd of Symbolistes.
There were in it metaphors as monstrous as oremdsas subtle in



colour. The life of the senses was described indhas of mystical *
philosophy. One hardly knew at times whether ons rgading the
spiritual ecstasies of some mediaeval saint ontbebid confessions of a
modern sinner. It was a poisonous book. (96)
Wilde’s description of Huysmans'’s style doublesf@etty as a characterization of his
own: both authors use a lyrical, metaphor-richi-aminetic prose that seems to evoke a
self-sufficient dreamworld rather than the grialities emphasized by the realists and
naturalists. This still leaves the question of Whiyde uses Huysmans’s (or Pater’s)
style but not their simply psychological content—that is, he succeeds in innovating
modernist subjectivity through the use of Gothiatéesy. Terry Castle, in her study of
how both the fantastical as a distinct literary madd modern psychoanalysis develop in
reaction to modernity, provides a potent hint: “Timeblem with displacing the
supernatural ‘back’ into the realm of psychologythat it remains precisely that: only a
displacement. The unearthliness, the charismajekastatingqqoumenorof the
supernatural is conserved. One cannot speak iartheit seems to me, of a ‘decline in
magic’ in post-Enlightenment Western culture, godyhaps its relocation within the new
empire of subjectivity itself” (qtd. in Nelson vij. The increasing exploration of psychic
interiority, which reaches its simultaneous apaggesychoanalysis and the modernist
novel, is in other words a quest for what escapesthematics of modern culture’s
investment in the regular, the observable, andt¢nable. Thus, the domestic novel, its

near-relation the reali®ildungsromanand its seeming challengers—the Gothic

romance, Aestheticist subjectivist fiction, and mdst stream-of-consciousness

31| have been unable to locate the original soufd@astle’s quotation; Nelson cites no specific texgo
with her attribution (perhaps it was an item ofgmeral correspondence). In any case, this passagess
as an apt digest of Castle’s important bdble Female Thermometer: }%€entury Culture and the
Invention of the Uncanny
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fiction—all have a common investment in an aesthetinwardness. By the end of this

chapter, the continuity among these modes will bexolear as it is establishedTihe
Picture of Dorian Gray

Before arriving there, however, it is necessargxplore Wilde’s sense of what
Aestheticism means, for his arguments on the tiogids criticism gives little hint that he
seeks any common ground with either domestic meabisits Gothic adversary. For one
thing, any attempt to mount an argument for thdinaity of domestic and Aestheticist
fiction will meet considerable resistance aroursriflated questions of gender and
ethics. Domestic fiction promoted values gendéeeahle from a cultural standpoint
understood as female, whereas Aestheticist fictiten seems not to restrict the feminine
to a separate sphere of culture, but instead tshanfrom the cultural realm altogether,
naturalizing it as biological facticity with all dfie baleful suggestions of decay and
mortality that biological cycles necessarily entdut the feminine, in the novels of
Dickens and Stowe or the poems of Barrett Brownstgpd for the ethical itself:
domestic values, emanating into the public sphrema the hearth and signified through
the tears of social suffering’s witnesses, amelétiae oppressive conditions of industrial
capitalism, urban poverty, and even chattel slavéijgcting the feminine from the
sphere of culture to that of nature, male Aesthigte=yo their society’s extant ethical
lexicon.

Rita Felski, for one, constru@®rian Gray, and its chief anteceder,Rebours
as irredeemably misogynist. Responding to argusngntilar to Regenia Gagnier’s,

namely that Wilde’s refusal of masculinity fictiamounts to a solidarity with women
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against patriarchal strictures, Felski concludes tto assume male identification with

the feminine isnecessarilysubversive of patriarchal privilege may be to asstioo

much” (93). One must grant Felski’'s point: theseertainly no mistaking Huysmans for
a feminist, given his novel’s reliance on the trgbéhevagina dentatafemale nature’s
devouring maw, which always defeats the culturplragions of marf?> Wilde’s case, |
would argue, however, is a more complex one, aitidihinates the continuities, as well
as the discontinuities, that obtain from the seetital to the Aesthetic novel.

Take the example of Dorian Gray’s fiancée, theesstiSybil Vane, who
eventually commits suicide after being spurned byi@h. For Felski, Sybil’s role is
simply to demonstrate that (female) nature is iofeio (male) art: “Dorian Gray and
Henry Wotton’s textualization of the actress Syfahe takes the form of reducing her to
a collection of dramatic performances, as serigsles acknowledged to be more real
than the performer herself’ (110). In other wor8gbil, the woman willing to give up
her love for Dorian, should matter more to us tBghil, the artist extinguishing her own
personality in the performance of her role. Felskie reproduces the logic subtending

the Protestant middle-class practices that Wildamaé¢o subvert, and in preferring Sybil

%2 Huysmans uses the misogynist trope to ironizelamgpoon the supposed aesthetic autonomy of Des
Esseintes. The affective culmination of the naveémonstration that Des Esseintes enjoys a sgverel
circumscribed liberty comes with the dream thatobatles chapter eight. After having devoted theptdra
to his quest for ever-rarer breeds of flower tgrgs purely objectified spectacle, Des Esseiraks ihto

a terrifying dream. A woman, florally perfumed,ems her arms to him in her reverie, but the Aegthet
dream becomes natural nightmare: “with an irrddistijesture she seized and held him, and hagg#nd wi
horror, he saw the savage Nidularium blossom uhdemeagre thighs, with its sword blades gaping in
blood-red hollows” (93). The dream shows the falfyDes Esseintes’s attempts to neutralize natyre b
turning natural objects into aesthetic curios. tetsupposed “naturalist” demystification of Aegtt
autonomy here relies on a set of cultural protoadisreby man (sic) cannot escape an oppressiveiglée
nature. To press the argument further, the dreaagé of the serrated vagina should be understotteas
logic that organizes all of Des Esseintes’s falisf aesthetic splendor to natural degradation, fitoen
harrowing toothache that concludes the chapterioagpreciation of perfume to the disorder of tbevbls
that brings an end to his experiment in Aesthattomomy. The gender politics Biorian Grayare thus
far less clear than in Huysmans’s novel.
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the wife to Sybil the actress, arguably managepéak less for the agency of a woman

artist than Gray or Wotton d3. When Sybil gives up her art for Dorian, she dexda“l
have grown sick of shadows,” alluding to Plato’seay way of Tennyson’s “Lady of
Shallot” (71). Tennyson’s imprisoned Lady, fordegortray life as she sees itin a
mirror that reflects the daily life passing by thiemndow behind her, eventually decides—
impelled, like Sybil, by desire for a man—to escapelife of passing shadows and
experience instead real passion and desire in @&[0athat is Tennyson’s allegory for
the techno-scientific and political power of midetorian Britain. Like the domestic
woman, the Lady—artist and keeper of affects ergeitom the public world—is
remanded to the inner room of a technocratic, phedtic civilization and, as Tennyson’s
poem narrates, she cannot exist in the world ofgg@md knowledge. That even so
conservative a poet as Tennyson figures the amtMictorian society as essentially a
woman should suggest that Wilde, from a much hetage in the same history of
scientism and empire, is not merely looking doworufybil. But Wilde is also less
ambivalent than Tennyson—he never, for instancelddoave written “Locksley Hall,”

Tennyson’s hymn to masculine, muscular, and expliEiuropean “progress* Wilde

% For corroboration from a female witness that Aesttism encouraged modes of women’s power
different from, and often an affront to, those wutdpy Victorian domesticity and twentieth-centuryghm
feminism alike, see Vernon Lee’s tale “Amour Durét’it, the male narrator—a Polish scholar of the
Renaissance schooled in German historicism oradiantsojourn—becomes an ecstatically willing cagpti
to the spirit of a murderous fifteenth-century trésatic woman. Lee’s story, redolent of authodesire,
offers the spectacle of its ghostly anti-heroirexatic and political force as a delectation torbethern
reader suffering from the enervations of modernity.

34« ocksley Hall,” interestingly enough, was the daite Tennyson poem of Wilde’s mother, the feminist
and Irish nationalist poet who styled herself Spesa(see Wright 33). Despite Wilde’s devotioni® h
mother, this small fact implies the large gap betwtheir values and between the epochs they typifie
Wife to a pioneering man of science and a natishaloman of letters in Whitman'’s expansive American
mold, Lady Wilde belonged to that earlier momenRofmantic post-Enlightenment that includes such
figures as Wollstonecraft, Shelley, and Emersonyioom there was not yet any existential conflict
between political, scientific, and artistic progredncreasing materialism and scientism, growiags
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instead strives to expose as contingent and lignitie Victorian domestic ideology of

love and marriage, but he does so by insistingnercompeting claims—even or
especially for women—of Aesthetic affect. That Bylmuld have been better off as an
artist than as Dorian’s lover intimates not Wildeissogyny, but his openness to female
achievement in the arts.

Wilde’s depiction of Sybil's family and their thesial milieu will clarify the
point. While the novel might seem to suggest thataesthetic, considered as a
commitment to sensation and perception abovesadiffectively an aristocratic preserve,
a reading of Wilde’s portrayal of the Vanes suggestherwise. Before undertaking such
an analysis, however, a defense of thinking admManes at all may be necessary.
After all, extrinsic considerations likely compell&Vilde to add them to his story: the
early version of the novel publishedliippincott'smagazine in 1890, as well as the
redacted typescript on which it was based, excl@espter 5, which focuses on the
theatrical family. No part of Wilde’s original dgg, the Vanes were included to expand
the narrative to novel-length for standalone putian. The recent vogue for including
theLippincott'stext, as Norton does in their critical edition,for publishing the
unexpurgated version of the prgpincott'stypescript, as Harvard University Press has
done in two separate editions in 2010 and 2012s laina lingering sense among critics
and readers that the Vane family and their milieudetachable and perhaps even
offensive encrustations ddorian Grays queer body.

Following the lead of Lee Edelman, who argues ‘tregiroductive futurism” and

struggle, and the shrinking role of the arts arg arfew of the factors that made such a union issjiide
by the end of the century and led to the separati@mt from society that characterizes Aestheticas
against Romanticism, “The Lady of Shallot” as agafihocksley Hall,” and Oscar as against Lady Wilde
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its attendant concern with the figure of the cllthe basis of homophobia, we might

lament that Wilde felt the need to lavish yet mattention on biological families, as if
there were not enough novels concerned with theexistence alreadyy. Walter Pater
would seem inclined to agree with Edelman. Inreigew ofDorian Gray, he considers
what he called “the interlude of Jim Vane” to bigkly extraneous to the novel’s other
concerns and simply a set piece wherein Wilde cdaldonstrate his facility at a more
traditional kind of gritty realism (“A Novel by MiOscar Wilde” 264§° For Pater, the
deterministic complications of biology and classmaeo ruin the Aesthetic atmosphere,
which should be one of free imaginative play ammtgnsities and beauties. And for
Edelman, despite his disavowals, this aesthetioswsa programmatic politics—an
opposition to those ideologies of natural deteramnthat creative and scholarly work is
duty-bound to resist in the name of the construatatide-naturalized. Wilde, by
including the Vanes, would seem to have falterelisrotherwise vanguard position in
the resistance. To recall only the most memorphtsage in Edelman’s attack on repro-
futurity, should we not wish Wilde to have saidvi€torian sentimental biologism
simply this: “Fuck the social order and the Chitdivhose name we’re collectively
terrorized; fuck Annie; fuck the waif frotes Mis fuck the poor, innocent kid on the

Net; fuck Laws both with capité and with small; fuck the whole network of Symboli

3| want to thank my colleagues at the 2012 Oscad&\énd His Circle seminar, held at UCLA’s William
Andrews Clark Memorial Library, for forcefully rargy this important objection to Wilde’s inclusiofthe
Vanes, which | had not previously considered.

% See Riquelme 492-7 for the sub-rosa hostility atePs review to Wilde’s novel. Riquelme seems to
take Wilde’s side in the dispute, construing Pataritation withDorian Graylargely as an Englishman’s
fear of his insurgent Irish ex-disciple. While &atloes patronizingly ethnicize Wilde in the revjdus
complaint that Wilde misunderstands Aestheticisnslighting its moral element is more just than
Riquelme allows. For Pater, as | will show in cteapl.2, understood Aestheticism as a humanigt; an
oppressive credo; thus, his irritation at the marabiguities of Wilde’s novel is understandable.
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relations and the future that serves as its prege(man 29)% Another reading of

Chapter 5 is possible, however. What if, instefactimforcing the familial, Wilde’s
portrayal of the Vanes offers his most thorougkeatpn of realism? In effect, apdce
Pater, Wilde demonstrates that even a seeming safkem a Hardy or Gissing novel
regards the world in an aesthetic light and is gulgect to aesthetic depiction. If we
take Edelman’s preferred Anglo-Saxon imperativedonnote an interference with
boundaries, an unsettling of certainties, a dantrgduction of the sexual and the
artificial, then perhaps Wilde’s portrayal of trenfily represent®orian Grays ultimate
instance of “fucking” the Victorian novel.

The scene of the Vanes’ introduction features rain#ilde’s obvious stand-in
figures (Hallward, Wotton, Gray): it is the firdtapter we spend alone with the Vane
family, a transition point in the plot wherein timsouciant dialogues among the well-to-
do of the opening chapters move into the seedmrans that mark Dorian’s slow
corruption. While Sybil Vane exalts in her passior Dorian, her mother counsels her
against distractions from her economically necgsaating. Wilde’s narrator, defending
the non-instrumentality of Sybil’s erotic transpa®ndescends to Mrs. Vane thusly:
“Thin-lipped wisdom spoke at [Sybil] from the wochair, hinted at prudence, quoted
from the book of cowardice whose author apes tineenaf common sense” (55). The

narrator conflates money-minded calculation witlesentful resistance to opening

37 Edelman’s need to go on denouncing nineteenthearlg-twentieth-century figures of sentimentality
(Annie, the waif from_es Mi9 in the name of twenty-first century queer opgositlity attests to the
continuing centrality of sentiment to modernisnigpic taken up in my chapters on Pater and Woelé S
also chapter 2 of Edelman’s book for his anti-geatital against-the-grain readings of Dickems'’s
Christmas Carobnd Eliot'sSilas Marnerfor more in this vein. Pater, it should be saiffiers a queer
universalist vision wholly at odds with Edelman’s-efgpto-Catholic one centered on the Madonna and
child, asMarius the Epicureamlemonstrates.
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oneself up to passion. Mrs. Vane seems to bepitenee of middle-class morality as she

submits all action, even the erotic and the actisti the pragmatic test of worldly utility.
Regenia Gagnier claims that Wilde excludes the haidthss from his novel, focusing
only on the aristocracy and the underclass, buVtres, as working artists, are properly
speaking petit-bourgeois. Accordingly, the ignoynir visible economic striving may
fall on them, since their economic situation is ppecarious to allow them to affect the
indifference toward necessity displayed by thetacistic artist. Through Mrs. Vane,
Wilde satirizes the received “wisdom” that, accaglio physiognomical lore, the
matriarch’s passionlessly thin lips embody.

If the novel had stopped with such a satire, howeteould be little more than
the deliberately outrageous and class-condesceddngurse of a writer attempting to
transform art into an aristocratic privilege. BMilde’s narrator opens another window
on Mrs. Vane’s character when she contemplatesheswuarrel with Sybil looks to her
son: “Mrs. Vane fixed her eyes on him, and inteadiher smile. She mentally elevated
her son to the dignity of an audience. She fek shat theableauwas interesting” (56).
The old woman, like Lord Henry Wotton or Basil Hedird or Wilde himself,
aestheticizes her own experiences, holding themmatntal distance in order to evaluate
their capacity for sensation and perception, ta@pp their worth as objects of beauty
and affective investment. “Thin-lipped wisdom, daifne Victorian utilitarianism it
bolsters, here shows itself equal to Aestheticismésmidate. Mrs. Vane is not “woman”
as domestic ideology imagined this figure. Shesduos selflessly uphold erotic rectitude

a la Fanny Price or Jane Eyre, nor does she vditams on her way through a marriage
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plot in the style of Esther Summerson. Inste&e, & dandy carefully crafting his

appearance for maximum effect, she undertakescalat¢d performance of herself.
Flagrantly artificial, she allows neither “the n&li nor any morality that would make
nature its basis to determine her actions. Inwlag, Wilde’s depiction of the maternal
figure trespasses on prior ideas about domestigtyas much as his languorously erotic
scenes between Gray and Wottdn.

We might, however, expect Wilde to be lenient im $atire toward Mrs. Vane, as
she is herself an artist, even if a venal one. \Bilde confounds expectations further by
extending aesthetic consciousness to characteramhoot artists themselves. To leave
the Vane family for a moment, another character miooe might more troublingly
incarnate crass materialism is the “hideous Jewd mianages the theater where the
Vanes perform (47). While his portrayal is ceryaiictated by anti-Semitic stereotype
(i.e., the figure of “the Jew” as crassly, grotesdgunaterial), he too is commended for
aesthetic sensibility when he wins even Lord Henapproval for his willingness to lose
money by presenting Shakespeare’s great dramaynksSgreat acting to the
unappreciative masses: Lord Henry “insisted on istggfthe manager] by the hand, and
assuring him that he was proud to meet a man wtalisaovered a real genius and gone
bankrupt over a poet” (68). Wilde here troubles stereotype to which he otherwise
seems susceptible by making the Jewish figure Nlke Vane, transcend material

considerations in favor of aesthetics. The pamtat that this moment in the novel

3 |t might be objected that Mrs. Vane, being an umied actress, is hardly an obvious avatar of ddimes
femininity as Victorian patriarchy understood This is true enough, but Mrs. Vane still represdéinés
figure of the maternal, i.e., the traditional supsor of private affect, and her Aestheticism asimas her
social marginality testifies to Wilde’s ability tmagine women'’s existence outside of the Victogander
system.
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avoids reproducing anti-Semitism—it plainly doe$-rbut rather that Aestheticism is

the textual element least amenable to assimildtyoan ideology of restrictive cultural
idealism that would seek to expel the foreign bfsdyn its domain. The Jewish
manager’'s commitment to the shared project of digsating heightened sensation and
perception effectively admits him to the novel’sroaunion of saints, as Lord Henry
judges.

Sybil’s brother, Jim, furnishes another exampl&\ide’s Aestheticist
universalism. As with Mrs. Vane and the Jewish agan, Wilde’s narrator makes a
number of snobbish and demeaning observations diooutintroducing the character,
the narrator observes that he “was thick-set afrégand his hands and feet were large
and somewhat clumsy in movement. He was not styfiored as his sister,” and when
he walks out with Sybil, the narrator ventriloquszée thoughts of the passers-by: “He
was like a common gardener walking with a rose”, &#). In the surrealism of the latter
description, Wilde’s anti-realist Aestheticism—~issire to produce rich beauty rather
than to reflect dire reality—comes close to camgethe narrator’s snobbery in a way
that anticipates his depiction of Jim more gengrallhe image of Sybil as an ambulatory
rose on the Euston sidewalk has a humorous, netesgjue whimsy, as of caricature,
fable, or the nonsense verse of Wilde’'s contempesde.g., Lear, Carroll), that makes
manifestly absurd, and hence plainly constructeel jmplications about breeding and

commonness that lurk in the horticultural compari$oJim seems to share the narrator's

39 CompareThe Importance of Being Earnest which the sententious Miss Prism and the stodg
Reverend Chasuble are always taking each otheitaphers literally and then having to clarify the
rhetorical mechanisms through which they genemdtektruth: “CHASUBLE: Were | fortunate enough to
be Miss Prism’s student, | would hang upon her. lidISS PRISMglares) | spoke metaphorically. My
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initial assessment of his own character as redglotm-aesthetic. Wilde’s narrator

describes the young man’s impatience for his méhestrionics: “She would be sure to
make a scene, and he detested scenes of every(Bibid” This is, according to his own
self-understanding, a bluff, plain-speaking man Wwhe nothing to do with beauty or
spectacle. But Wilde contradicts Jim’'s testimanyadvance. When Jim flies into a
theatrical rage rife with dramatics on hearing al®ybil’s well-to-do fiancée, “He
jumped up and seized her roughly by the arm. ‘Shmwto me. Which is he? Point him
out. | must see him!" he exclaimed,” after whickthpnic display of machismo Sybil
reproves him: “Oh, don't be so serious, Jim. Yoeilkke one of the heroes of those silly
melodramas Mother used to be so fond of acting(@l). Whether he wants to
acknowledge it or not, Jim shares fully as mucthadanguid, wealthy immoralist Henry
Wotton in aestheticizing his experience. His owrnonsense masculine self is an
artificial construct performed for an audience—affterd persona. With this portrayal,
Wilde adduces an unacknowledged Aestheticism dbdise of all social experience.

By introducing the philistine mother, the déclassxho, and the anti-Semitic
caricature, Wilde conducts a kind of cultural fistatk to demonstrate that his
Aestheticist creed is a universal anthropologydamentally characterizing the lives of
those whom the artist/aristocrat would least expébaving relevance to the world of
art. Wilde argues that Aestheticism is an inhepgaperty of humanity, a concept that
may exclude other ways of being, but does not ebechny particular class of person.

Faithful to his political polemics, the anarcho4isdist Wilde envisions a democracy of

metaphor was drawn from bees. [...] MISS PRISMu@women are green. (DR. CHASUBEErts) |
spoke horticulturally. My metaphor was drawn fromits” (Complete Work877, 380).
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fine feeling, not so dissimilar from those of tlemgmental novelists, who were

convinced that the diffusion of a certain kind &feat could redeem a flawed sociéfy.
Wilde’s difference form the sentimental radicalewever, inheres in his valorization of
Aesthetic sensibility as the human capacity magpeasible for political reform.
Amanda Anderson explains the distinction by conitmggwo views of art upheld by
Wilde:
According to the first view, human nature is infely malleable, because
it is not ‘nature’ at all; according to the secone\w, by contrast, the
bedrock of human nature is unchanging, and thesdnseparate realm of
art is the site of freedom. In expressing the sdaoew, Wilde positions
himself against the moral claims of realists likeoBe Eliot or Elizabeth
Gaskell, who believed that careful delineationhait fellow humans
would prompt feelings of understanding, sympatimyg gellowship. (156)
What Anderson misses here, however, is the pareditre second view as she expresses
it: if art is always and everywhere a site of freedfrom unchanging human nature, then
the art-making capacity is itself an unchangingoprty of human nature, which is to say
that, for Wilde,the malleability of human nature is a feature oirtain nature itself

Therefore, there is no real difference betweerattieessentialist view that human nature

does not exist and the essentialist argument thragh nature can be challenged or

“OWilde’s great fairy tale “The Happy Prince” offeasmore explicit—indeed, almost flatly allegorical—
narrative statement of Aestheticism’s brand of sentimentalisnmanqué The statue of the prince,
gilded and admired in the city square, is powertestop the suffering he sees everywhere in tlis,po
suffering that is described in the highly Dickemsiarms of starving orphans and overworked seasssse
Like art in a mercantile and utilitarian societiyetprince gives aesthetic pleasure, but cannotgehtire
world for the better. Only when he enlists the @fiéh swallow to spread the wealth constituted iy h
jeweled eyes and gold integument to the populaes tie help the citizens he oversees. The swallow,
though, delayed through winter on his errand ofaqastice, dies of cold, as if to suggest that #iffective
ministrations of art are too fragile to survive paseason. At the story’s end, the city autresipull

down the prince’s now-unadorned statue and quawer which of themselves should replace him as a
monument. Only God and His angels appreciate tinegoand the swallow, and take them to Paradise at
the story’s end: art and artists, we are givermigeustand, long to relieve the material sorrows and
privations of society, but their real existence ispiritual one, ever thwarted by human authority a
hostile nature.
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evaded by humanity’s innate Aesthetic sense. hseguence, Wilde’s difference from

sentimental realists, such as Eliot and Gaskedl,dgference over which element of
human nature—its capacity for empathy or its cagdor beauty—should be understood
as the source of political transformation, but aalifference over whether or not political
transformation is desirable and possibile.

As an early dandy character, Prince Paul, obsemélde’s political drama
Vera; or the Nihilists“in good democracy, every man should be an amiatd (698-9).
The only revolution worth supporting would be ohattdisseminated the privilege of the
elite to all, and the chief privilege of the eliteWilde’s work is the privilege to remake
the world according to the dictates of bedlityThe contrast would be a Ruskinian or
Tolstoyan puritanical version of radicalism, or wkidélde’s most famous German
counterpart and contemporary called a politiceessentimentin which the aesthetic
enjoyments prized by the elite were disparagedlexgtimate and accordingly forbidden
to all. Only by universally distributing aesthetieauty could utopia—understood as the
cessation of inequality and its consequent ideokdgionflicts—be achieved. Thus,
beauty itself, even in inegalitarian conditionginrates the coming utopia. The aesthete

Wilde here anticipates the Marxist Fredric Jamewdg identifies the utopian kernel of

*1 Underlying even this difference between the seetial and the aesthetic reformists is another ghare
conviction—namely, that both the empathic and #tlzetic capacities have their root in sensat®ee
Adam Smith’sTheory of Moral Sentimenter one influential early articulation of this pnése, and
chapters 1-3 of Eagletonfdeology of the Aesthetfor a general, if skeptical, historical account.

“2 Despite the hostility of scientific Marxism both Aestheticism and to anarchism, the early Romantic
Marx of the 1844 manuscripts strikes a proto-Witdeate in his elaboration of essential/anti-essénti
human nature: “An animal forms only in accordandt the standard and the need of the species tohwhi
it belongs, whilst man knows how to produce in adaace with the standard of every species, and &now
how to apply everywhere the inherent standardemtiject. Man therefore also forms objects in
accordance with the laws of beauty” (n. pag.). BagletonHeathcliff and the Great Hungehapter 8 for
an incisive comparison of Wilde and Marx, thougle ¢imat scants the prescient subtlety of Wilde'sliicitp
judgment against orthodox socialism’s reliance orporate bodies, always potentially hostile toréleto
perpetuate itself.
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otherwise inegalitarian fictions—as Te Political Unconscioysvherein Conrad’s

fiction is “[s]een as Utopia and ideology all atceft—but | insist on an important
distinction (257). For Jameson, the utopian, b&ings view a Marxist affective
horizon, is always a desire foollectiveself-transcendence. Wilde, however, like the
authors treated in this project, consistently peyes the individual over the collective.
Following Vicki Mahaffey, | place Wilde in a lineagf anarchist radicalism that
extends from the Romantic poets to contemporanyrisis: “Like Deleuze and Guattari
after him (and like Blake and Shelley before hifi}jlde] addresses social and
psychological constraints in tandem; what he puwsu¢he name of individualism is an
(impossible) degree of self-determination in whilcé self is free to develop its
uniqueness unmarred by external circumstances” éifefn67). The Marxist critic
would regard the individual's desire for liberatisithout a revolutionary (read: violent)
transformation in the collective to be false conssness, exemplary of capitalist
alienation and reification. But anarchist and widlialist writers, including Pater, Wilde,
Joyce, and Woolf, tend to locate utopia in a prespace of consciousness and desire
and to regard violent collective coercion as adgaession upon that space—that is, a
threat to the utopia already present. If JamesahWilde seem to start from a similar
place of longing for a richer way of life, and bt draw theoretical inspiration from
Hegel, they come to very different conclusions dathmy to effect the changes they wish
to see. As Elizabeth Carolyn Miller explains, Wiklaritings join a larger late-
nineteenth century movement to understand sociaisnndividualism as mutually

constitutive:
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Disputes about Wilde’s politics and the politicsagfstheticism stem partly
from the functionally different categories at wanknineteenth-century
radical politics, and attention to this context neds us that for Wilde,
“socialism” and “individualism” were not mutuallykelusive. At the time
Wilde was writing, Marxist socialism was beginnitagtake root in
Britain, but so were the ideas of anarchist satslike Peter Kropotkin,
another Russian exile whom Wilde deeply admirea dimarchists, rather
than advocating socialism based on a powerful abnéd state,
envisioned a society of small, cooperative, comsiucollectives,
opera)zgng from the principles of free choice antuatary association.
(88-9

With its own radical hopes informed by theoriskelJameson, Foucault and
Bourdieu, who share despite their differences aroat overwhelming sense of the
shaping power of institutions, contemporary criinitends to emphasize Wilde’s relative
aloofness toward the constitution of his pleasaresinterests by prevailing social
forces** An excessive emphasis on institutional power, é®w, can become a self-
sustaining paranoia about power’s omnipotence.d&&lcountervailing conviction that
the individual’s capacity for Aestheticist re-crieatof the materials of social life can
offer an important corrective to the excesses ohsociological determinism. This
hopefulness about Aestheticism’s capacity to ti@nsfthepolis, a prophetic optimism

most famously found in Wilde’s “The Soul of Man WndSocialism,” is most visible in

*3 Miller's essay is forthcoming in a volume entitidlde Discoveriesedited by Joseph Bristow, but it is
as-yet unpublished; | quote from her manuscript.

*4 See Guy and Small®@scar Wilde's Professiofor perhaps the most influential critique of Wilde an
aesthetic capitalist whose socialist politics amdarbad faith. For a more recent and still more
antagonistic account of Wildean politics, see Giie’s “The Will to Power iThe Picture of Dorian
Gray.”” Gillespie argues that the point of Aestheticisnthe unleashing of the individual will, which he
links to emergent fascist ideology; he advocategéa of Dorian as more closely resembling a fascis
than a sensualist” (104). To align Wilde with bisracter, though, Gillespie tends to ignore thitecal
light that Dorian’s anti-social destructivenesaglsi on the occasional elitism of Wilde’s other ings.
Wilde in many respects could not be further froscfam—consider, for instance, his cosmopolitan and
anti-militarist belief, expressed in “The Critic Agtist,” that Aestheticism would “annihilate race-
prejudices, by insisting upon the unity of the hamand in the variety of its forms,” and so “give the
peace that springs from understanding” (1153). fiéemn proto-fascism, these are proleptically anseist
attitudes. Chapter 11.2 below considers more esitexty the relation between Aestheticism and ttaehn
politics.
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Dorian Gray precisely when that novel leaves the drawing roantsstudios of the elite

and ventures among the populace. Instead of daragsy the novel’s politics by
directing their energies toward the familial or #oial, such excursions rather queer the
familial and the social by showing them to be carded by the same Aestheticist
consciousness enjoyed by the elite characters.

Amanda Anderson correctly notes that irony is teg to Wilde’s hope for social
reform, and she is also correct to contrast Wildeamy with the post-modern irony of
thinkers such as Paul de Man and Judith Butlenwfarm the ironic is endlessly
destabilizing to all essentials and hierarchigsWilde’s criticism, the trope of irony is
the motor of progress toward the Aestheticist wapiwhich all share the capacities of
Lord Henry Wotton to cut up the world with an epigr. “The Decay of Lying,” for
instance, begins with Wilde’s spokesman, Viviamatiating to Cyril, the text’s straight-
man, against nature as a resource for art or tioUgtnat Art really reveals to us is
Nature’s lack of design, her curious crudities, édraordinary monotony, her absolutely
unfinished condition. Nature has good intentiarig;ourse, but, as Aristotle once said,
she cannot carry them out” (1071). Nature is momoiis because it lacks the capacity to
change consciously, according to intention—heneditle of Wilde’s volume of
criticism, Intentions Escaping monotony requires self-consciousnes®ly self-
consciousness allows the subject to behold itsedfraobject and thus to alter itself
deliberately. Post-Darwinian nature, on the otteerd, is the product of pure and
purposeless chance, the interaction of blind fonsesvated not by thought but simply

by the desire for self-perpetuation. The humanestls ability to lie, then, is the
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guarantee of its ability to change meaningfullyr Wilde, irony serves as the

equivalent, at the level of literary form, of lyifrg social intercourse. Vivian’'s
endorsement of lying casts doubt on all his wondan instance of the famous Cretan liar
paradox: how do we know that Vivian is not lyingevhhe endorses lying? The text
thickens its irony by embedding Vivian’s views itext-within-a-text—a draft of a
periodical essay that he reads to Cyril—that alts ento question the finality of his
thesis.

It is tempting to read these ironies as endlesstardefore, as endlessly self-
defeating, to see in them Wilde’s radical skepticebout meaning and reference and
thus to conclude that meaning perpetually eluddis Wwoter and reader and effectively
cancels the distinction between them. Another epnof irony, however, was available
to Wilde as a student of the Socratic method ar@efnan Idealis® In this mode,
irony is not endlessly negating but endlessly pobea: the final turn of the interpretive
screw in “The Decay of Lying” is that its perforntanof its own unreliability confirms
its thesis about the necessity of ironic distamcelfe production of new knowledge, new
sensations, and new dialogue. Irony does not tiafeaning but generates it in

abundance. Agata Bielik-Robson, who challengesittterstanding of irony as

“5 That Wilde drew on German Idealism, and espectaéigel, for his own philosophy is emphasized by a
number of commentators (see, e.g., Wright and Daylintroduction). Philip E. Smith 1l and Michael
Helfand’s edition of Wilde’s Oxford notebooks i€ancise guide to the influence of Hegel and hiso@kf
followers (who supplemented Darwin with Hegel bylindj teleology to evolution) upon the undergraduate
Wilde; see especially Smith and Helfand 17-27. d&/8 Hegelianism is relevant here because Hegel
vociferously mocks the irony-as-permanent-paralyasiition that Amanda Anderson associates with-post
modernism but that Hegel (like Paul de Man aftem)Hinds in the German Romantics. See Hegel's
Introductory Lectures on Aesthetifts his lengthy, amusing denunciation of “the sdiexd Irony” which

leads artists to regard “every possible thing fasjere dead creature, to which the free creatomviy
himself to be wholly unattached, feels himself mway bound, seeing that he can annihilate it dsase
create it” (70, 72). Hegel's critique of indeterate irony anticipates Wilde’s anxiety that Aesitist
distance, like ironic distance, may make the aésthe much destroyer as creator.
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perpetual self-negation, explains the productiapiroach in her defense of Harold

Bloom (a self-avowed practitioner of Wildean ciigim): “The ‘negative capability'—to
use Keats’s famous expression—of irony is thuscuivalent of original sin in the
domain of culture: it triggers expulsion from thergdise of perfect, definite cultural
forms and simple identifications into the deserinafividuation, a process which is
propelled by a wish to return to the cultural ptaey but only on one’s own individual
terms” (2). Irony functions as the text’s spurttoown individuation: by both invoking
truth, as transmitted by culture, and questioninigrough a recursive form, the text
generates new and unexpected meanings, which @éhat;, in turn, to take its place
alongside the works of the past. Identical toabsthetic in its capacity to differentiate
the subject from nature, irony is fundamentallygressive, its story a human comedy
that ends with mind triumphant over its inert codte

Just as Wilde’s Aestheticism joins his thoughthe traditions of sentimental
radicalism, so too does his aesthetic irony wegtogect to earlier traditions in the
novel. The progressive view of irony Wilde elaliegin his criticism is at one with the
mode of theBildungsroman The protagonists of these novels of formaticowgmto
their social position through learning that theg arrong about the most crucial aspects
of their lives—about whether or not Mr. Darcy ig@d man, Miss Havisham a
benefactress, Reverend Casaubon a suitable mat&loretti writes in his study of the
Bildungsroman“lrony’s most typical feature is its ability toop time, to question what
has already been decided, or to reexamine alreadpéd events in a different light”

(The Way of the Worlii21). Through reflecting on why and where thegktthe wrong
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road,Bildungsromarprotagonists achieve distance upon their own liwdgch allows

them to shape their futures consciously toward rapggopriate ends. Given that Wilde-
as-critic and the dominant novelistic traditiorntloé nineteenth century share a
progressive and teleological conception of irohgnt, the most important thing to say
aboutThe Picture of Dorian Grajys that it declines to beBildungsromareven though it
operates ibildungs most characteristic literary form and is writiepan author whose
non-fictional assertions indicate that he beliemgsrogress.Dorian Grayliterally,

rather than figuratively, stops time, and withtdgps the hero’s moral growth.

With all of the foregoing evidence about the utopéad progressive potential of
Aestheticism in mind, we can return to Sybil Vamel avonder what, if not authorial
misogyny, is responsible for her death given that ss an artist, should embody the
energies of the Aesthetic. One simple answer nbghtand to an exterg—that Sybil
is undone by the enemies of Aestheticism: convaatimorality, patriarchal ideology,
heterosexist protocols. That Sybil dies a maxdyhéstheticism exposes less its sexist
underbelly than Wilde’s own sense of how convergti@nti-aesthetic expectations of
love and romance stultify female potential. Acdéogdto Lord Henry Wotton, Sybil dies
by swallowing “something by mistake, some dreattiiig they use at theatres. | don’t
know what it was, but it had either prussic aciavbite lead in it” (79). Sybil, that is,
appears to have killed herself by consuming fa@et pa costume dyes. Unable to live
out the “real” desires prescribed by the ideolofjgnarriage after Dorian rejects her for
abandoning her art, and unable to pursue the desiVtale in the throes of passion, she

makes herself into an embodiment of the contraahdbiy poisoning herself with her own
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mask—by making art itself the instrument of hertdend her death a symbol of life’s

inability to live up to art. However, such a raaglreveals a more far-reaching objection
to Aestheticism than Felski’'s censure of its sexigfithe enemies of Aestheticism can
succeed so easily in their campaigns against tist simply by making physical and
emotional desire run contrary to the demands otlaenh perhaps something is wrong
with the theory in the first place. Sybil’'s deatiows art to be indigestible,
unincorporable, and fundamentadliscorporate it cannot co-exist with the affects of the
body. Itis here that the Greek pun on “utopia”stntome to the fore: the Aesthetic
paradise is surely a good place, but it is notointrast to Wilde’s oft-quoted wish, a
place on the map. No one can live there.

To understand Wilde’s own ambivalence about Aegtiseidealism, especially
as it is embodied in the novel form, we will hagdurn from Sybil to another cautionary
figure, Dorian himself. For the artist Basil Hadlvd, who paints the fateful portrait,
Dorian is “a new personality” for art, one who qaint the way toward “harmony
between soul and body” since “[w]e in our madnesstseparated the two, and have
invented a realism that is vulgar, an ideality ikatoid” (23, 24). Dorian, with the
Hellenically pederastic sensuality of his outwaedisty indicating a moral perfection
within, performs the delicate suture between mak@articulars and abstract universals
that has been the goal of western thought sinde.PBuch a suture is what Paul de Man
calls “aesthetic ideology”: the rhetorical deploymhef the aesthetic to authorize a false

universality by effacing irresolvable antinomf&sAs de Man argues in his late readings

6 Among the relevant Kantian passageStisique of Judgmeni§28: “Sublimity, therefore, does not reside
in any of the things of nature, but only in our omind, in so far as we may become conscious of our
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of Kant, if this ideology, which can only ever beoked rhetorically, fails, as it inevitably

will, then the aesthetic will remain an affair @nsation and perception, the subject’s
immediate apprehension of phenomena—precisely Ratr would later valorize in the
Conclusion tdrhe Renaissancand what Wilde would acclaim in the Prefac®twian
Gray. Aestheticism’s idealism, in Wilde as in the pKsintian Romantics that de Man
scorns, is merely compensatory, a supplement athpgsis hiding the conceptual void at
the heart of sensible experience. On this accooete never was anything to Sybil or to
Dorian but their desire and their desirabilityparidation too narrow to build an ethics or
a politics on. The aesthetic judgment with whiokl negard the object (Sybil’s
performance, Dorian’s face) requires us to sewtiailly without taking account of the
totality to which it belongs, as severed from anypgwse or use. Historicist thinkers—
such as Hegel or the Hegelian Wilddmtentionsor the writers of nineteenth-century
Bildungsromane-trust history to bind objects into a totality eporal development.
The most renowned twentieth-century historicisicof the novel was Georg
Lukacs. In his early pre-Marxist phase, when sydwn testimony he was, like Wilde, a
“romantic anti-capitalist,” Lukacs wrote that termality and irony existed in a
dialectical, developmental relation within the npwe that the ideals corroded by irony

were redeemed by time: “Time brings order intodhaos of men’s lives and gives it the

superiority over nature within, and thus also av&ture without us (as exerting influence upon u$)gr

his part, de Man argues that Kantian imaginatiomctvsacrifices itself to reason in order to brafgput
the union of sensual particular with conceptualarsal, is a rhetorical trope: a tragic heroin@rilMoi
supplements de Man’s charge that that imaginas@nsacrificial female figure in the Kantian
architectonic. According to Moi, in idealist aestibs such as Kant's, “women incarnate human séyual
In order to lift them above the mere animal stagetry and painting need to idealize them far more
intensively than they do men,” thus leading todbenmon nineteenth-century topos of women sacriicin
their lives (animal nature) in defense of their tlofideal humanity) (Moi 80). Moi 70-81 gives angeal
treatment of nineteenth-century aesthetic ideasge'nder ideology.
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semblance of a spontaneously flowering, organiity&rffTheory of the Novell25).

Aestheticism grants the subject enough ironic digdrom his sensations to understand
and thereby to alter them within the continuousastr of time. Historicism makes it
possible to convert experience into narrative. i-Argtoricist thinkers such as de Man
regard this conversion of material into meaninguly ever provisional, contingent, and,
at worst, opportunistic. De Man chides Lukacshog point, observing disdainfully that
temporality for the historicist thinker naturalizbe constructed nature of all writing and
art made visible by irony: “It seems that the oigesm which Lukacs had eliminated
from the novel when he made irony its guiding dtnced principle, has reentered the
picture in the guise of time. Time in this essatsas a substitute for the organic
continuity which Lukacs seems unable to do withdu®eorg Lukacs’s ‘Theory of the

Novel” 58) The local questioBorian Grayposes, then, is whether or not Sybil’s
suicide and Dorian’s decline suggest Aestheticisntapacity to generate progressive
meaning—suggest, that is, that the novel givestastoricist testimony against the
historicist literary theory that Wilde was writigmost simultaneously with it. The
broader question that Wilde’s novel, along with thkacs/de Man quarrel, raises is
whether or not the novel of Aestheticism will treoren what had for two centuries been
a largely historicist aesthetic mode into an agtdricist one.

Of course, it is possible to re@rian Grayas aBildungsromanwvhose ironies
merely raise a higher bar for teleological mearnglear, rather than barring such

meaning entirely. Gregory Castle, for one, intetipborian Grayas a revisionist

Bildungsromandisplaying by negation the failure of an autheagsthetic education,
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one that would presumably align with Wilde’s moréhodoxly Hegelian criticism by

uniting particular to abstraéf. For Castle, the failures of the characters tgmss offer,

in effect, a counter-example that the reader can thverse to get to the progressive
truth. But in so arguing, Castle has to ignoeeghilosophical point of the novel’s
Gothic conceit that Dorian becomes evil when hpstging. Wilde deploys the Gothic
to destroy, or more precisely, denaturethe Bildungsromanr-that is, Wilde uses the
Gothic trope of the aging painting to strip tempityathe Bildungsromais needful

binding agent, from the experience of the protagforilaureen O’Connor shows that the
novel’s Gothic invocation of supernatural stasis &golitical dimension because it
alludes to the Celtic mythological tropeTif na nOg or Ireland as the land of eternal
youth: “The atemporality of ir na nOg like the implied stasis of Oriental culture amt a
collaborates with Wilde’s consistent advocacy aftemplation over action, imagination
over reality, an ironic fulfillment of the sterepigy of the lazy Celt so antithetical to
manly Victorian ideals of duty and industry” (O’Qumor 468). This is to say that Wilde’s
Gothic inflection of Aestheticism is an anti-colah{and, as O’Connor makes clear
elsewhere in her essay, queer and feminist) foseoboon Aestheticism’s assimilation to
English middle-class imperial norms of seamles®hisl progress through production
via exploitation. Wilde uses the anti-colonial Giotto subject Aestheticism to a
reductio ad absurdurby showing that the remove from which the aestheje beholds
reality is beyond good and evil. Consequentlyteghg no reliable map back to the utopia
of communal feeling that the Aesthetic was suppasexdfect in its historicist (and thus

on this theory implicitly imperialist) guise. Thidis rebellious political gesture has only

" See Castle chapter 3.
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dire consequences in the narrative, however, stggasauthorial and textual

ambivalence that cannot be summarized simply dqablresistancé®

The novel hints from the start that it will not tedling the hero’s tale of growth
and progress. Castle remarks that Wilde placesmahasis on Dorian’s childhood and
parentage, as a typidadildungsromarmight. While it is true that the novel does not
provide a Dickensian level of detail on the subject are told—through the medium of
Lord Henry Wotton’s investigations—about the ciratances of Dorian’s birth, and
Wilde also gives enough clues to indicate its ratee to his later degradation. Lord
Henry’s uncle, Lord Fermor, reveals in Chaptera orian’s aristocratic mother made
a misalliance with a common soldier, Dorian’s fath€he soldier was later killed in a
duel, the responsibility for which plausible runadtributes to Dorian’s revenge-seeking
grandfather. After this, Dorian’s mother dies @&l In short, illicit desire and the
transgression of organicist hierarchies of casbelypce Dorian: the breakdown of order is
his birthright. When Lord Henry hears this stdrg,calls it “an almost modern
romance”—an eruption into the Victorian presenthaf passion that once sent courtly
adventurers on adulterous quests (39). Deleuz&anattari, locating the medieval
romancer Chrétien de Troyes and his errant, lomdtarghts at the origin of the novel,
argue that, “The novel has always been definedheyatlventure of lost characters who

no longer know their name, what they are looking éo what they are doing, amnesiacs,

8 0’Connor acknowledges Wilde’s ambivalence andhattes it to his liminal social position as member
of the Anglo-Irish elite who “see reflected in fh myth] their own shadowy, purgatorial in-betwesss)
neither quite English nor quite Irish” (468). Foore on the novel’'s complex relation to Irish idntsee
Eagleton Heathcliff Castle; and Wright, all of whom read the nov@&wathic elements as evidence of
colonial sensibility. Upchurch 23-4 gives a detdihccount of howorian Grayrepeats and revises the
Tir na nOglegend; he also makes a number of other links detvthe novel and elements of Celtic myth,
some more compelling than others.
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ataxics, catatonics” (173). Dorian is such a lesb, orphaned by the violent

preservation of the social order and its interditsi on desire. In this way, Wilde’s hero
begins from a kind of social no-place—but that doesmean that he will end up in one.
It is, after all, a folk-tale tradition much old#éran the novel, or even than the medieval
romance Lord Henry evokes, that the hero’s taldeselopment begins in his natal
obscurity and ruination.

The narrative trajectory of these violent beginsingowever, intimateBorian
Gray's skepticism toward the redemptory Aestheticistdricism of Wilde’s other
writings. Much later in the novel, Dorian hides ppiortrait in the attic where he’d taken
refuge as a boy from his stern grandfather, thedemer of his subaltern father. But the
ironies of his evasions redound on him: first, haps the portrait in “a large, purple satin
coverlet heavily embroidered with gold, a splengiece of late seventeenth-century
Venetian work that his grandfather had found imavent near Bologna,” which he
imagines having been a pall for the dead (92)otlher words, he covers the picture in
loot that represents the privilege his grandfatioerght to defend, thus allying himself
with dead/murderous tradition. Moreover, Doriasoalvishes to veil the portrait, since
its aging will bring “the wrinkled throat, the cgoldlue-veined hands, the twisted body,
that he remembered in the grandfather who had @stern to him in his boyhood”
(94). The portrait will wear the signs that extdize the evil of the grandfather, hence
Dorian imagines that he will be free. The novehad point associates temporality—
supposedly the stuff of progress and developmenth-iological decay and social

regression. The grandson will turn into the gratiadr through no will of his own, but
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simply by the ticking of the clock. The Gothicpeof Dorian’s non-aging promises on

the other hand to work like irony in Moretti's foutation: by stopping the clock, it will
offer Dorian the opportunity to become somethirfgeotand better than his grandfather
was. But this is not to be. Dorian becomes aeai young lives and the murderer of
Hallward, effectively transforming into his murdesograndfather precisely by
transgressing social codes in the name of bealhg. stopping of the clock is what
Aestheticism promises to its adherents in the naihp®sitive change once the clock
starts again, but the novel shows the promiseaobie through. If the trope of the
aging portrait in Wilde’s novel is identical to tlrepe of aesthetic irony in Wilde’s
criticism, then the results differ by genre: iroorticism promised progress, but ironic
fiction proffers nothing but stasis—a boy becomamgold man without aging a day—or
regress—a nineteenth-century youth repeating alsths of thencien régime

The Picture of Dorian Grgyin sum, offers Aestheticism as an instance oftwha
Adorno and Horkheimer will later call, in their ovamti-historicist treatise, the dialectic
of Enlightenment. In seeking to master naturegatavert experience into meaning, the
subject in Adorno and Horkheimer adopts an aesiagtg distance from it, just as
Dorian tries to escape his grandfather by distaphimself from his aristocratic,
organicist ideology. The distance, however, dgstadl human hierarchies and
ultimately delivers the subject back to nature bifydng nature’s dictates as an
omniscient calculus, naturalizing social and suibjeqroductions. As in Paul de Man,
progressive utopianism, whether Aestheticist otisental, Hegelian or Wildean, is the

means by which humanity becomes enslaved to itenibal impostures about its
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intrinsically non-meaningful experiences. Thinkimgcan evade the tyranny his

grandfather represents by doing whatever he wBisan becomes the tyrant, as
Adorno and Horkheimer see humanity’s scientificd@nsions first effecting an escape
from nature, and then re-enthralling humanity ttureiin the form of the radically
leveling administration of all life, justified asm&wledge about the way things are.

The sixteenth chapter of the novel, which narrBtesan’s journey to the opium
den, represents the nadir of his corruption in seofithe scenes Wilde presents. It gives
particular evidence that, for this novel, this ganee of perception from purpose is the
essence of a damaged life. As Dorian looks owestreets from his cab window, he sees
“fantastic shadows...silhouetted against some latipiiid. He watched them
curiously. They moved like monstrous marionetéeg] made gestures like live things.
He hated them,” and he concludes, “Ugliness waotte reality” (135). People moved
by bodily affects become things, however mobilseemingly alive. Their materiality,
unelaborated by the shaping spirit of the critlastorical imagination or even the
poet/artist’'s beautifying semblance, horrifies Rorbecause it evokes life as a
discontinuous gallery of obscenely animated objeckst T. S. Eliot—ostensibly a
staunch anti-Wildean writer—will call “a heap ofolken images” imThe Waste Land
Later, in the opium den itself, Dorian sees “[ajaked smile, like a Malay crease,
[writhe] across the face of one of the women” (13 perceives faces themselves as
existing in autonomous parts with lives of theirpwand the “Malay crease” hints too at
a juxtaposition of two cultures on one face, alarip the more overt hint of violence

that comes from superimposing a sword over a siadéf, the latter were the gash caused
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by the former. The romance represented by his penerisalliance here becomes, in a

racist formulation, a monstrous and disfiguringeegenation. Dorian’s parents had the
value of love to replace the values of hierarchythe opium den, where the goal is not
love but hedonism, nothing adds up, not even bothethe Dorian who is all surfaée.
Language itself will fail if appearance and esseareeso dissevered. Paul de
Man’s analysis of Kant again provides a useful néakethe corruption of Dorian
Gray>® When the apperception of objects fails to co@ésto organic unity through
Kant’'s proposed sacrifice of imagination to reado@,Man argues that language itself
will shift from a tropological to a performative me: “To the dismemberment of the
body corresponds a dismemberment of language, asingeproducing tropes are
replaced by the fragmentation of sentences andgitopns into discrete words, or the

fragmentation of words into syllables or finallytrs” (Aesthetic Ideolog$9). While

*9 Queer thematics make themselves felt in the teitesces, at times editorially-imposed, about jusat
Dorian was doing in those absent scenes that seéad to disgrace for his young male companiddse
might argue that the collapse of all normativityiist of all for Wilde a longed-for collapse of
heteronormativity. For Eve Kosofsky Sedgwick, ba bther hand)orian Grayis a kind of anti-queer
text in its construction of homosexuality as statentity: the Hellenidifferencethat organized same-sex
relations—the man-boy paradigm of pederasty—qgivag for Wilde to the Narcissistic topos of Dorian
and his portrait, providing the homosexual withbaservative self-identification (s&pistemology of the
Closetchapter 3). Jeff Nunokawa also links Aestheticesplicitly to sexuality: for him, Wilde’s entire
project is the distanciation of desire so thatit be beheld rather than experienced (see chaptéiadn
closest to Nunokawa here: Aestheticism as portray&dilde’s novel does not liberate desire so maslit
frees its contemplation from the ethical, a freedbat is at best morally inert and at worst desivac
This may lead some commenters to mistake Wildééarcault, as Nunokawa suggests; the evidence,
however, indicates that Wilde’s personal view afisasex relations—as shown, for instance, in hisingu
courtroom defense of the love that dare not spsakaime—was orthodoxly Hellenic and Platonic in its
spiritualism and intellectualism, rather than hagviither a scientistically essentialist focus oceniity or a
proto-Foucauldian emphasis on bodies and pleastmemmbracing Aestheticism, Wilde was giving up
Plato’s ladder of intellectualized love just asgase up the novel’s social missioBorian Grayis explicit
on this point: loving Dorian leads Hallward notttath or wisdom, but to his own doom.

0 perhaps it goes without saying, but let me hdretantly note that Paul de Man in some semas
Dorian Gray in that he enjoyed worldly success &his misdeeds moldered in concealment until &fter
death. This no doubt lends special poignancy tMde’s profound understanding of the appearance/
essence problem. And while de Man’s astringeetdity theory forbids such biographical speculations
Wilde’s novel, with its several stand-ins for tredabrity author, suggests the ultimate futilitysefparating
the work from the life.
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Wilde does not travel all the way down the avantdggath to a radical textual

materialism, as such later writers as Stein andelayll, his famously paradoxical
apercus, strewn almost haphazardly throughoutakelrand often in conflict with each
other, indeed show language as fragmented andraiected, unable to bind up the
disparate strains of moral, intellectual and selnsxgaerience narrated: “For in art there is
no such thing as universal truth,” writes Wildé“Tine Truth of Masks,” “A Truth in art

is one whose contradictory is also true” (1173)ild&/here anticipates de Man’s critique
of Kantian aesthetics in showing the failure of Wedding of abstract to particular, and
his novel decisively severs Dorian Gray’s outwgrdesarance from his inner state, as if
to state, in almost crudely didactic terms, thatdlsthetic will not give us a meaningful
narrative with a utopic telos.

Wilde thus differs from de Man and his deconstretind post-structuralist
generational cohort by refusing to read this seveg as a liberation from all coercive
totalities: when the magical properties of his pattenable Dorian to become a walking
instance of “aesthetic ideology’—a false appeararic@nsual beauty wed to moral
perfection—chaos, up to and including murder, es3t& he Truth of Masks” is an
almost lawyerly brief on behalf of historicism’sa@ssity to art. Setting himself against
theater critics who claim that historical correctm@ costuming and set design holds no

relevance to the staging of Shakespeare’s playisle/grovides example after example of

*1 For an excellent post-structuralist accounDofian Gray, see Mahaffey’s reading, in which the novel
becomes a Lacanian/Deleuzean parable about noigging on desire: because Basil Hallward represses h
own same-sex passion, he produces Dorian throwgpdhrait as a similarly binary-bifurcated being,
capable of shallow respectability and deep evil,ibcapable of understanding himself legitimatedyaa
desiring-machine. Mahaffey's interpretation is zlamy, but | argue that Wilde was more circumspect—
and, typically for his time, Platonic—than she altoabout the consequences of surrendering to sillede
See Mahaffey 81-86.



78
the importance of temporally-precise material a@tio the Shakespearean imagination.

But the author of “The Decay of Lying” has no irstrin antiquarianism for its own
sake®® He builds his case on the example of Renaissarntisés, who used the items and
facts excavated by historians “as motives for tlglpction of a new art, which was to be
not beautiful merely, but also strange. [...] Arclogly...was a means by which they
could touch the dry dust of antiquity into the vergath and beauty of life” (1162).
History here serves the ends of art, which not cabalogues the facts and things of the
past (the antiquarian’s duty), but recovers thedingstorical truth they contingently
manifest. Given this, it should come as no suepttieit Wilde immediately follows his
famous apothegm on art as contradiction, which pteedy seems to anticipate the
postmodernistlifféranceof the signifier, with a proleptically anti-postehern/Hegelian
demand that art-criticism resolve in theory thetramfictions that art reveals in practfe.
“Truth is independent of facts always,” Wilde irtsiswhich entails a belief that
appearance (fact) must be always be subsumed asslence (truth) in art (1166). Wilde
further declares that “it is only in art-criticis@nd through it, that we can realise Hegel’s
system of contraries. The truths of metaphysiegtee truths of masks” (117%).1n

other words, art displays contradiction, while @iticism gives an account of how

2The Decay of Lying” argues that art should nopgeeality—as do the fictions of the realist nosdi
and painters Wilde denounces—but rather createieomamous realm of beauty for life to copy so as to
make itself more pleasing.

>3 “The Truth of Masks” hints at what Wilde might feathought of postmodern aesthetics when he
denounces stagings of Shakespeare that combirg fdves different cultures and periods as turnirtg ar
into a “chaos of costume, the fancy Dress-Balth&entire ruin of all picturesque and dramatieetff
(1169). Had he lived to see the twentieth-centiieatrical and cinematic vogue for Shakespearessay
in fascist Italy, capitalist boardrooms, antebellplantations, apocalyptic moonscapes, etc., hedvoul
probably have been revolted.

**In his lectures on aesthetics, Hegel exalts pbjiby for its ability to extrude rationally and dissively
the metaphysical truths buried in the sensuoussfesgworks. Moreover, the philosopher’s historica
attainment of such understanding means for Hegelath's function has been superseded by philosophy
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apparent contradictions can be resolved througgteehstate of consciousness able to

perceive the total process to which the contraahatibelong. The “masks” of the essay’s
title are not depth-free signifiers at differenfiddy on the slippery surface of reference,
but rather the transitory appearances in whichamsal history must garb itself to be
intelligible to human thought.

Wilde displaces the universalizing remit from aritt-criticism, but this move
leaves him unable to carry out the business datisih, even of his unorthodox type,
within a work of art itself. Criticism makes fioti a dead letter. If the novel as practiced
by his realist/domestic forerunners disseminatédegin the name of universal access to
truths about the psyche, Wilde’s fictions make nchsclaim: Dorian becomes a kind of
cipher, as Wotton himself is, while Sybil’s prefiece of the inner life of feeling to the
outer life of beauty leads her not to redeemindisamt but to suicide. By the terms of
Wilde’s own art-theory, the necessary historicestse belongs only to criticism; thus,
any art he produces is doomed to failure, jufd@san Grayfails to generate a
temporality of progress. As Wilde demotes art er@materiafor the historico-critical
philosopher, it condemns his own artistic produtdito the vassalage of appearance, a
set of conflicting surface-effects awaiting thesdking eye of the critic to detect their
essential unity. In this derogation of the priviegalm of feeling and according elevation
of critical intellect, we may find a truer instangEWilde’s masculinist bias against his
female and female-identified forerunners. Thisslom cleaves his novel affectively in

two, its ostensible moralizing at odds with thengtaur of the corruption it presents.

%5 For the novel’s initial scandalous reception anidte/s response thereto, see Gagriiylls of the
Marketplace56-63 and “Reviews and Reactions” in the Nortoiti€2d Edition of Dorian Gray (345-75).
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The novel’'s form enacts the disconnection it nagabeauty and truth gesture toward

each other across a chasm only the absent crinw&imow to bridge—namely, with a
rhetoric of temporality.

Wilde goes even further than these philosophicedgi@xes. In his most
comprehensive theoretical manifesto, even critidiself fails to do anything other than
repeat the artwork as aesthetic sensation. “The@s Artist” makes the problem of
criticism especially visible as the text’s form ¢@dicts its content. In this dialogue
between the earnest Victorian Ernest and the irAeithete Gilbert, Wilde uses Gilbert
as a mouthpiece for his thesis that criticism @esior to art:

The antithesis between [art and criticism] is efyiarbitrary. Without the
critical faculty, there is no artistic creationadl; worthy of the name. You
spoke a little while ago of that fine spirit of ¢b@ and delicate instinct of
selection by which the artist realises life for asd gives to it a
momentary perfection. Well, that spirit of choitleat subtle tact of
omission, is really the critical faculty in oneitdf most characteristic
moods, and no one who does not possess this tfdmadty can create
anything at all in art. Arnold's definition of In&ure as a criticism of life
was not very felicitous in form, but it showed h&eenly he recognised
the importance of the critical element in all creatvork. (1118)
On this account, only bad art—which Gilbert elserehgefines as motivated by
feeling—is without the critical faculty. The mdiect of the artist’s deliberate selection
and arrangement of his or her materials meansthéting artwork is a considered
response to some aspect of life. Wilde here ingdke Greek etymon of “criticism”

(krinein, to decide) which concerns judgment and choicgjodd artist chooses what to

represent, and in so choosing judges life. Btielevel of its form, rather than of its

In sum, most critics took the novel to be unwhotespbut could name no precise code it had transedes
Wilde replied by insisting on his consistent mgratpose—that is, his intention to portray as calans
the divorce of the aesthetic from the ethical—hatdase fails to convince fully, given his seemagd
perhaps duplicitous) incognizance of the decadfs lsensually rich appeal as his novel renders it
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abstractable argument, “The Critic as Artist” dégfd the antinomies of this doctrine.

In the dialogue, Ernest objects several times tbe@is thesis about the power of
criticism, and Gilbert replies with what we wouldwn call performative language: that is,
his replies not only discursively rebut Ernest &#lsb embody the contention they
enunciate. For example, Gilbert states that atiggerior to life, and Ernest skeptically
guestions this. Gilbert then answers with the elarof Dante, seemingly for no better
reason than that tHaivine Comedyappens to be on his bookshelf. He then prodeeds
recreate in the most lyrically beautiful langualge éntire plot of Dante’s poem rather
than arguing about it in any way:

We can say to ourselves, ‘To-morrow, at dawn, wadl stalk with grave
Virgil through the valley of the shadow of deatéid lo! the dawn finds
us in the obscure wood, and the Mantuan standsibgide. We pass
through the gate of the legend fatal to hope, aitll pity or with joy
behold the horror of another world. (1132)
Gilbert remarkably goes on in this vein for almibste closely-printed pages in Wilde’s
Complete Workdimning the horror of Dante’s world in his own wis, suspending
argument in favor of criticism conceived as phenoohegical re-creation of the art
object in compliance with his own earlier assertioat “criticism of the highest
kind...treats the work of art simply as a startpagnt for a new creation” (1127). And
while this is certainly splendid prose—proving byample that criticism can equal
imaginative writing in its eloquence—an objectiaed come to mind: Dante designed
the artistic experience of his poem to communieatery definite set of ethical, political,

and cosmic truths, to explain, indeed, no less thartruth about God’s creation. In fact,

the nonchalance of Gilbert’'s choice of Dante shdnddead as a feint, for he almost
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certainly selects Dante to exemplify aesthetidgaisin as a provocation; the Florentine

poet is perhaps the most famous example in Eurdgeaature of an author who wrote
to communicate the ultimate truth about the unwerfo take pleasure in the intricacies
of his vision for the sensations tBévine Comedyrovides—those of walking in
impossible landscapes, seeing sublime scenes,ngesetills that fascinate—defers as
irrelevant or impertinent the question of whethenot Dante’s vision isrue, as the
medieval poet thought it to be at the allegoricadral, and anagogical levels of
interpretatiorr® Wilde collapses artist into critic by making ew&e critic mute about
metaphysical, ethical and political judgments.

The critic, argues Gilbert, becomes valuable oahhis subjectivity: “[Criticism]
is the only civilised form of autobiography, asl@als not with the events, but with the
thoughts of one's life; not with life’s physicalcatents of deed or circumstance, but with
the spiritual moods and imaginative passions oftived” (1125). The key words of this
famous sentence atigoughts(as opposed to ideas) amsodsandpassiongas opposed
to beliefs and convictions). The critic, no lelsart the artist, is a figure of sensation and
perception, and thus his commitments, no lessttihase of the artist, are irrelevant.
Here we find a justification for the critical commumace of Wilde-the-postmodernist
invoked by Amanda Anderson and Lawrence DansoneabtWhe Critic as Artist,” in

elevating the critical persona but derogating audhdruth-claims, is a foundational text

%% See Jamesoithe Political Unconsciou#3-4 for an explication of the Dantean interpretschema and
for an instance of their reappropriation by the arodhistoricist critic—i.e., Jameson himself. Jaore
effectively preserves allegorical, moral, and angcal extrapolation from the literal level of thext by
replacing God with the history of class strugglehasliteral’s ultimate referent. While Wilde—atnes as
Hegelian a thinker as Jameson—sometimes propaseslar move, as we have seen at the conclusion to
“The Truth of Masks,” in “The Critic as Artist” heeclines a hermeneutics of the text in favor oématics

(to borrow Susan Sontag’s resonant conclusionféaoraus essay that starts with a Wildean epigraph).
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for the postmodern identity politics that dissolbedief into subject-position. The

critic/artist’s importance depends upon who hehaisrather than what he or she
knows®’ Walter Benn Michaels, a fierce contemporary ciifi such attitudes, makes
plain their consequences. In explicating the enmtigéVildean argument that “the
meaning of a text—or of any work of art—is the exxgrece we have of it,” Michaels
notes that this claim “requires us to give up theaiof meaning. For our beliefs are
necessarily either true or false, which is justag that having a belief about something
involves disagreeing with anyone who has a diffebatief about the same thing” (116-
7). Since Wilde’s spokesman Gilbert asks us todis the question of whether or not
we agree with Dante’s convictions so that we carelaaricher personal experience of the
Dantean text, he effectively dismisses the criteabtruth from criticism. That this
gesture has become so foundational in the wakesitgiructuralism (which, to
summarize crudely, views “truth” as a contingeméelf of semiosis), its boldness in the
historical context should not be overlooked. Witderturns the entirety of the critical
tradition from Plato to Pater and anticipates, whee does not actually influence, the
dominant theoretical tendencies of the late twémentury.

We might more modestly claim that Gilbert's antitaghysical, anti-
epistemological approach to Dante does no moreubafully supply a plausible answer

to a genuine practical question: why should the enodeader attend to older literary

" That Wilde, despite the forbidding complexitieshig own subject-position, has become a figuretudad
modern identity politics—the gay martyr, the Irigbel—is thus perhaps not a coincidence. Sinfield
remains the classic guide to the anachronism irebim identifying Wilde with the later paradigm ‘tifie
homosexual,” while O’Connor and Kiberd discuss Witdfraught national liminality as part of the unba
Anglo-Irish Protestant upper-bourgeois elite, aifgged minority and thus a complicated bearer of
resistance politics in nineteenth- and early-twethtcentury Ireland.
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works whose models of reality have been invalidégdcientific investigation and

sociopolitical transformation? By replying that sleould go on reading Dante (or
Homer or the Greek tragedians, all similarly trdatethe dialogue) for the irreplaceable
sensations they provide, Wilde/Gilbert is beingmare than pragmatic and populist. He
champions the common reader against the scholdishyissing as irrelevant the
historical supersession of the ideologies theseeahand medieval artists espoused.
Though few educated modern readers can possiligviedahat the universe is organized
as Homer or Dante present it, translations contiou® published and readers go on
reading, probably dismissing the poets’ explicgs®s while finding their poems valuable
for the affects they provide, just as Gilbert clainBut this admittedly practical argument
about past art exacts a price from the presentattassumes advancehe aesthetic
irrelevance of metaphysics, ethics, politics, atieeptruth-claims, and so bars from
contemporary art the sources of authority that Hoonéante, not to say Dickens or
Eliot, claimed for themselves. Ernest intuitsthi the dialogue’s conclusion when he
declares that Gilbert is “an antinomian”—one, tisatvho recognizes no law (115%).
Nevertheless, the antinomiarnitic can at least revel in the productions of everyasg
enjoy every artistic sensation; thgist, on the other hand, remains condemned to
produce mute objects whose testimony it requiresthic to extrude. In a sense, all
artists become dead artists, consigned to a mdassgast even in the present. Thus,
Wilde’s most thorough critical statement is hisskeaptimistic about the intrinsic worth

of the art object—and his closestTtbe Picture of Dorian Gray

*8 Wilde’s emphasis on antinomianism is taken frorrePsiThe Renaissance will therefore explore the
concept at greater length in chapter I1.2.
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Seen in such a light, Aestheticism—uwhich, in itsgressive utopian dimension,

belongs equally to the lower-class Jim and the upfass Lord Henry, to the female
Sybil and the male Dorian—reveals itself as thedafor art’s dystopic failure to produce
a coherent and lived ethical and political naretias well as the concomitant failure of
any extant coherent morality to satisfy our artisteeds. “You never say a moral thing,

and you never do a wrong thing,” as the painteltwtad early chides Lord Henry
Wotton, who also exhibits a fissure between hisasdinner state and his outward
actions (20). Aestheticismamesa contradiction rather than concealing one: it mok
attempt to resolve within its form the contradiotat presents, while still clinging to the
hope that those contradictions may be resolvednmesstate of universal knowledge yet
to be realized. Jeff Nunokawa writes, “At leasttbg lights of a contemporary
sensibility concerned to exposed what passes taralgroclivities as cultural
constructions invented and imposed by the discsufss claim only to reveal them, the
reprobate hero of Wilde’s novel could hardly be encooperative” (90). The novel’s
obsessive concern with “influence,” Nunokawa goescoshow, foregrounds the
constitution of subjectivity by exterior forcesputhdemonstrating the arbitrary
construction of psyche and language. Wilde’'s nexploses all values as artificial, yet
refuses to replace them with a coherently “essémihical system signaled as such
within the text, all while insisting upon the nes#g of the universal as the province of
the critic, rather than the novelist—and displayimghis novel’s plot, the ethical disaster

of Dorian’s construction-through-discourse.

The formal implication of this aesthetic theory Wilde’s novel is simply that it
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cannot succeed as a novel on that genre’s formmastelf Wilde carries on the

sentimental/domestic project of enclosing a pritace of distanciated sensation from
which to assess and renovate society, he also shewsowerlessness of this space to
evoke and thus to effect the totality of his cudtuArt requires criticism to complete it,
which is to say that it requires an external sowfdatelligence to create a meaningful
whole out of sensation. For the lack of this edi¢ authority, Sybil Vane dies: she
could neither live with her mask nor without it.et-hame implies not only that she is a
vain or futile oracle, but a weathervane as wél alerts us to the cultural wind
sweeping away the old novel. In the fragmentiniguce of the 1890s, amid all the
liberations and dominations of the dialectic ofigiilenment’s double-sided logic, the
novel, and its governing presence, the female argexperiences a kind of death.
Dorian’s own death drives the point home. As @astimments, we might be tempted
the read the novel’s conclusion as a restoratiomhafleness of the type that we see in
other late-nineteenth-century fictions—for instarioghe defeat of Dracula or the
triumphant deductions of Sherlock Holmes—but ttadityeof Dorian’s corpse actually
continues the text’'s theme of fragmentary non-me@niEven after death, identity
continues to slip into nonidentity, to rest finailysome inert thing, an attenuated sign, a
dead man’s jewelry” (Castle 158). Aestheticismigdce of art from life produces the
novel’s final image: a body sans soul or meaningfuabornly material sign with no
spiritual referent—fact without truth.

But Dorian is not the novel’s primary artist-figureor is he the most obvious

candidate for Wilde’s surrogate in the difficultgmiations of art and life. Gagnier
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comments, “Contrary to Wilde’s famous formula—'Badallward is what I think | am:

Lord Henry is what the world thinks of me: Doriahat | would like to be—in other
ages perhaps'—he really was Sybil Vane, the achar @ould play any part” (98). |
agree that Wilde’s nearest analogue in the teRyisl, but Sybil in the end could not
play anypart, hence her suicide, and we should recogoz¢hiat there was one part
Wilde could not play: the novelist. This accouiuisthe supposed artistic flaws in
Wilde’s own uneven book, which veers from the stip@t suspense and over-the-top
melodrama of the potboiler, as when Gray blackntaggormer friend Alan Campbell to
destroy the murdered body of Hallward, to the protmdernist textualized stasis of the
eleventh chapter, which Wilde, anticipating the memof such avant-garde novelists as
William S. Burroughs or Kathy Acker, mostly plagiad from museum catalogu®s.

The novel’s Gothic horror comes from its cleavageneen art and ethics, its
inadequacies the evidence of its genre’s seemipgrannuation.The Picture of Dorian
Gray, seen in this light, is less a novel than a playfaetic, and frightening lament for
the novel, an extension of Dickens’s or Eliot’s dstic project doubling as a sometimes
deliberately half-hearted elegy over that projebie inner world that the earlier writers
had imagined could reform society now appearstaifamputated from society, unable
to do anything but enjoy itself in pleasures thagn never be quite sure are not wicked.
Wilde, of course, never wrote a novel again. Hadoot go on, much like Beckett's
narrator of over half a century hence who confrdratéater moment in the same

dialectical dilemma. But unlike Beckett’s narratdfilde did not go on.

%9 Raby explains Wilde’s borrowings: “[Dorian’s] imests are described by Wilde in an astonishing
sequence of economical transcriptions, drawingaokb he had recently reviewed, or on sources like t
South Kensington Museum Handbooks for PreciouseSton Textile Fabrics” (75).
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Nevertheless, he left his successors several oiubg labyrinth of modern

novel-writing. WhileThe Picture of Dorian Grayunlike the other narratives considered
in this project, is not a notably inward novel—tigtit does not spend much time
elaborating the thoughts and sensations of itsachers—a study of the evolution of the
text shows that the bulk of Wilde’s revisions teadiard providing psychic interiority for
the characters, especially for Dorian Gray. Fetance, Wilde’s handwritten
emendations to the typescript on which the 18@@incott’s edition of the novel was
based, held at the William Andrews Clark Memoriddriary, evinces Wilde’s concern to
deepen Dorian’s inwardness, often through the Gfee indirect discourse. Before
Dorian learns of Sibyl’s suicide, he reflects onet¥ter or not he should reconsider his
decision not to marry her. Wilde’s additions te tigped passage add free indirect
discourse—"Or was there some other, more terrégdson?” the narrative asks of the
portrait's changes in a mimesis of Dorian’s owniang ignorance—and also represent
Dorian’s subjective experience of time passing iarpor of ethical confusion: “Three
o’clock struck, and four; and half-past four, betdid not stir. He was trying to gather
up the scarcest threads of life, and to weave ihé&wra pattern; to find his way through
the sanguine labyrinth of passions, through whiehvas wandering. He did not know
what to do, or what to think” (99). These passabeth appended to the typescript, show
an authorial investment in more fully, roundedlgdaoncretely displaying Dorian’s
subjective and inward experience to the reader.

A long interpolation along the same lines occurgmvbBorian investigates his

portrait after hearing of Sibyl's suicide. In theginal typescript, Dorian “wondered and
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hoped that some day he would see the change tpking before his very eyes,” and

then a new paragraph begins, “He felt that the rmérhad come for making his choice”
(113). However, Wilde revises this passage byragldn extensive new paragraph
between those sentences, which begins, in freeectdityle, “Poor Sybildic]! What a
romance it had all been! She had often mimickeatfden the stage, and at last Death
himself had touched her... How had she played tresidful scene? Had she cursed
him, as she died? No; she had died for love of lama Love would always be a
sacrament to him now” (113). The interpolated pgesone of the longest added by
Wilde to the typescript aside from a three-pagekment to Chapter 9 (what would
become Chapter 11 in the 1891 version), goes detil Dorian’s feelings toward Sibyl
and the emotions and memories they provoke in Mvide, in revising even the earliest
instantiation of the tale, took care to limn théjeativity of the protagonist and to
present Dorian’s psyche as object and problenhioreéader.

That Wilde turns to free indirect discourse as #&hoe for psychologizing his
Gothic Aestheticist romance explains whgrian Grayremains such a stimulatingly
problematic text. Its Aestheticism licenses itrtix residual and emergent conventions in
its assault on the dominant cultGPeTo wit: if, in deploying Gothic stasis againseth
developmental reali®ildungsromarto disrupt teleological historiography, the novel
stages a return of the repressed with a colonfigdation, it nevertheless looks forward to
high modernist technique by centering narrativéh@nsocially-constructed interiority of

a central figure who is also an authorial surrogatehe beginning of this chapter, |

9| borrow the residual-dominant-emergent paradidcuttural analysis from Williamsylarxism and
Literature 121-7.
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suggested that Wilde posed the question—how tewot/els in the absence of coherent

historical narratives?—that other authors wouldixsers The answer they give is
interiority. They make the consciousness of themtral characters the sole concern of
the text and then invite the reader to explorethiimetic map of the modern psyche so as
to locate him- or herself in the ungrounded spacesodernity. As Wilde’s revisions
show, the literary technique corresponding to gjmal is free indirect discourse. But this
is only one element of Wilde’s heterogeneous texitlay no means the most privileged
one. Franco Moretti observes that free indirestalirse is the signal literary device of
bourgeois, sober, industrious realism, the forrfoptimistic conservat[ism]” or what he
follows Diderot and Auerbach in callirsgriousnessdefined as a generic affect “more or
less halfway between comedy and tragedy” (“Ser(@esstury” 397, 369). As a
comedian, tragedian, melodramatist, and romandtérsexual and colonial agendas at
odds with the bourgeois century that Moretti ext@slde was obviously not interested

in using free indirect discourse to serve the exidealism. Moretti sets nineteenth-
century seriousness and its version of free intdsbde against “the mass appeal of what

in English is called ‘romance’”—precisely what &g novel also enlists, in addition to
free indirect style, in its challenge to realis@@% Wilde leaves to later writers, Joyce
and Woolf chief among them, the task of forgingeavmovel by intensifying and thus
turning against itself the nineteenth-century’destf bourgeois sobriety. Wilde, for his
part, anticipates this future but does not rust intthe past is for him too valuable a

repository of aesthetic challenges.

Pater pursues the psychologistic aim of moderiohanore consistently than
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Wilde in Marius the Epicureanthus making his novel the clearer forerunnehto t

modernist narratives of Joyce and Woolf. Patewewer, lacks Wilde’s strong sense of
the ethical and political possibilities that thesteete gives up by abandoning
historicism. Marius the Epicurean is a more os lesroic figure in his eponymous
narrative, and, while Joyce’s Stephen Dedalus andl¥g Clarissa Dalloway do much
to alienate the reader, they nevertheless incafoates of aesthetic responsiveness that
readers are invited to emulate. Only Wilde, thiotlte figure of Dorian Gray, has the
needful temerity to suggest that the aestheti@gmiist, a creature of sensation and
perception amputated from the received narratiV€haistianity and the Enlightenment,
might be a wholly monstrous figure, a Nietzschelmmdbe beast ravening through the
metropolis unshackled by slave morality. Wildekesticism givesThe Picture of

Dorian Grayits curious air of being at once the most radacal the most conservative
novel studied here, its nimbus, like its authoo’sa paradoxical queer saintliness, or of
what Declan Kiberd calls Tory Anarchism. It anaceliy calls every value into question
while insinuating, in Tory fashion, that a life aformed by traditional values might not
be worth living after all.

Inspired by the novel’s abrogation of all developia narratives, | conclude this
chapter by finding'he Picture of Dorian Grag end—both conclusion and telos—in its
beginning. For the long, languorous, and sensdessription that opens the novel is
more than mere scene-setting and has aims andsefitber than mimesis. A counter-
example that Wilde would have known (and perhagsm@ludes to, though no critic has

suggested it that | am aware of) is Balzac’s ex¢draitcount, many pages long, of a
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boarding-house’s interior in the opening pageksePere Goriot In keeping with that

novel’s subtitle—"All Is True"—Balzac’s elaboratéage-dressing serves as a certificate
of authenticity for the subsequent realist nareatirhe Balzacian narrator effectively
communicates the following to the reader via hédelate depictions of furniture: you
can trust what | tell you about Parisian societyawuse it is as solidly precise and well-
observed as my descriptions of these chairs asditiéboard. Balzac’'s opening
description is mimetic, referential, external. Wéls opening description has other
priorities, priorities it will pass on to later nelists as hints toward an answer to the
guestions provoked by the romance’s severancepdaapnce from essence, sign from
referent. Here are the first two paragraph$tod Picture of Dorian Grajn their

entirety:

The studio was filled with the rich odour of rosasd when the
light summer wind stirred amidst the trees of thedgn, there came
through the open door the heavy scent of the ldathe more delicate
perfume of the pink-flowering thorn.

From the corner of the divan of Persian saddle-bagshich he
was lying, smoking, as was his custom, innumereigjarettes, Lord
Henry Wotton could just catch the gleam of the lyesseet and honey-
coloured blossoms of a laburnum, whose tremuloasdbres seemed
hardly able to bear the burden of a beauty so flixmas theirs; and now
and then the fantastic shadows of birds in fligjktefd across the long
tussore-silk curtains that were stretched in fafrthe huge window,
producing a kind of momentary Japanese effectnaaking him think of
those pallid, jade-faced painters of Tokio whootlgh the medium of an
art that is necessarily immobile, seek to conveysénse of swiftness and
motion. The sullen murmur of the bees shouldeagy tway through the
long unmown grass, or circling with monotonousstesnce round the
dusty gilt horns of the straggling woodbine, seenoechake the stillness
more oppressive. The dim roar of London was lilkeeliburdon note of a
distant organ. (18)

The novel immediately suspends us in a realm whdtare and nature
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intermingle: a place of human intelligence and tajacstudio), but one permeated by

floral effluvia. The etymon of the first sentenesubject (“studio,” deriving from the
Latin studiun) evokes the hallmark of modernist literacy: theviieerature will demand
not only reading bustudy Yet the student/artist’s labors will be rewardbyca wealth of
sensations (“the rich odour”) elicited by the flavieat Wilde’s beloved Hellenes saw as
a sign of eros and used in the worship of goddg$sies Aphrodite) and that Christians
since the medieval period associate with the Viiary (Hutton 136). Careful aesthetic
study, then, will unite eros and purity, sensatod spirit, artifice and eternity. The
garden outside the studio is portentous with Batland Miltonic warning, however.

The lilac is similar to the rose in its religiougraficance: it symbolizes both “youthful
innocence” (if white) and “the first motions of lg¥(if purple) in the Victorian language
of flowers and was associated in Mediterraneans@ianity with Easter (“Language of
Flowers” n. pag.). But the heaviness of its odakes the burden of traveling the
straight road. This weighty Easter-flower is thiere quickly upstaged by the
attractively aesthetic (“still more delicate”) seak this garden, which comes in the form
of a floral pun. “Pink-flowering thorn” would seeta refer to the hawthorn, a plant in
theRosascea&amily, hence kin to the erotic/mystic rose. BVilde’s foreshortening of
“hawthorn” to “thorn” points to the threat that wsafor the artist/student who would
pluck the rose—intimates, in other words, thatgbest for a mystic union of sense and
spirit, fact and truth, appearance and essencefailaylhe Aesthete as modern Christ
will meet his crucifixion, as had his short-livestérunners among the Romantic poets,

e.g., the Shelley of “Ode to the West Wind”: “llfapon the thorns of life! | bleed!”
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(1.54, Greenblatt 1744). Furthermore, the femidiaad queer bearer of late-Victorian

inwardness, symbolized by the involutions of theverbially vulvic rose, may fall

before the phallic thorn of imperial masculinityhe Rosascea&amily also includes

plants bearing edible fruits, including the appkes fact extends the opening paragraph’s
Christian allusions to the dangers the sensuahtifds®® And if we want to indulge a
taste for over-interpretation, we might even sea iaference to the hawthorn a
declaration of generic allegiance via an allusmthe surname of Nathaniel Hawthorne,
the nineteenth-century novelist who, in the Pretacehe House of the Seven Gables
most famously defines and defends romance agaaksm (and whose son, Julian, gave
The Picture of Dorian Gragne of its few sympathetic contemporary reviews).

If the novel’s first paragraph tells the readajuinted with flower-symbolism
what the narrative will be about, the second paglyteaches us how to read it. Its
opening sentence is a 120-word-long path throudgaat six discrete clauses, for one
thing, and its grammatical subject is moreover ngoent: Wilde is clearly enjoining us
not to rush as we read his text. The syntax igetteeimpede us, even if we do want to
hurry: the subject appears after a dependent cthasexplains his (in)action through a
baroquely delaying appositive phrase (“smokingyas his wont, innumerable
cigarettes”) that nearly parodies the decadenisstdd atinate prose.

In keeping with privileged stasis, our subjectmsaristocrat with the ability to

produce nothing but mental states even as he @resumes luxury goods whose

®1King’s study of botanical symbolism in the Englisbivel, as it pertains to the sexual maturation of
heroines, is relevant here. King introduEesian Grayas a homoerotic counterexample, wherein the
young male rather than the young female is “in bidoKing does not address the novel's opening,sat
performs close readings of the flower symbolisrtater chapters. These support my case that Wilde's
deployment of flower imagery is carefully patterregd] allusive. See King 215-220.
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manufacture depends upon a worldwide network ofabee labor practices—Wilde,

recall, had toured the American South where heesgad some sympathy for the
defeated Confederaé§. The global supports of the aesthetic lifestylees to artistic as
well as to field labor, hence Lord Henry’s Pergiiwran, his silk curtains, and his
Japanese frame of mind. But just as the noveknhimg paragraph weds nature to culture
and sensation to spirituality, so too does thiagaph unite East to West, Japan to
Europe: those painters of Tokyo that Lord Henryesrhers have similar artistic goals to
those underlying the novel we now read. For wioais@he Picture of Dorian Gray
attempt to accomplish if not themobilizationof the novel, the conversion of this most
mobile genre into one of stasis, indeed, into enfof portraiture? Only then, once the
novel is stripped of its progressive temporalign dts use to suggest movement count as
an artistic gesture. That this is an insight baed from the East hints that, while Europe
may exploit its exterior, it also relies on it rastly for material labor but for its very
thoughts, which is to say that Japan, Wilde’'s w@xample of an artist-nation in “The
Decay of Lying,” may not be exterior to Europe lhbat rather constitutive of its

modern identity.

To return, however illusorily, from political ge@phy back to natural, consider
the laburnum trees, whose gleam Lord Henry justhest. Lord Henry’s mere glimpse
implies that aesthetic experience is always a maftsomething tantalizingly withheld,
of some half-unknown object of desire. Accordinghe laburnum’s mention in this text

is freighted with Paterian allusion. Its beautyfiamelike” but also a heavy “burden.”

%2 Ellmann reports, “When [Wilde] went to stay a riglith Jefferson Davis, he made out an analogy
between the Southern Confederacy and the Irist; led gone forth to battle and fallen, and thenspit
of self-rule made them akinOscar Wildel97).
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This contradictory image of solidified fire linkawtk to Pater’s “hard, gemlike flame,”

The Renaissantzfamous key image for the paradox of art as teteBux, the aesthetic
object as a given moment, suspended, held up $pection and appreciation—just the
idea that Lord Henry Wotton will go on to attributeJapanese painting by the end of
this sentence, further unifying Western and EastestheticsTThe Renaissancz36).

While the passage’s Eastern allusions conjure opalics, the honeyed odor of the
laburnum may give readers attuned to queer cryppiiges anemoire involuntairef
sexual politics. In his essay on the pioneerightgienth-century German classicist
Winckelmann, Pater alludes to the Biblical storyJlohathan, beloved companion of King
David. Jonathan and David were seen in the nindtezentury as an ancient instance of
male homoeroticism; for instance, the mid-Victoratist Simeon Solomon, some of
whose paintings Wilde owned, treated the subjeanii856 sequence of teasingly sexual
drawings. Inthe Bible passage Pater referedoggthan is sentenced to death by his
father, King Saul, after he eats honey in defiavfc8aul’'s wartime edict that the army
would not eat until their enemy was defeated. tharaexclaims in consequence, “I did
but taste a little honey with the end of the roat tlvas in mine hand, and, lo, | must die”
(King James Biblel Samuel 14: 43). Pater quotes this sentent&iimckelmann” to
ventriloquize the typical artist’s response to “iShan asceticism,” which “discredit[s]

the slightest touch of sense” and “has from timgn@ provoked into strong emphasis
the contrast or antagonism to itself, of the adisfie, with its inevitable sensuousness”
(222). This is to say that the smell of honey pgesdits taste, and its taste is inextricably

linked in the Aestheticist context to an understagaf art as sensuous, sexual,



97
homoerotic, and under threat from a dominant celairpunitively narrow norms. The

novel’s first paragraph alludes to a wished-fortyinf sensuality and godliness, but the
references to honey, replete with dissident setyyaleclare in a very quiet mode of
subtextual and subcultural defiance that this nexy be forced to take the “evil” side of
sense if the godly declare that the sensualists$ die.§>

However, this novel concerns the antinomies oftAetscism rather than its
glories. What the long first sentence of this peaiph gives, the second takes away. The
monotonous, sullen, laborious bees circling thedte (i.e., honeysuckle) probably
find their way into this passage most proximallynr Keats’s “To Autumn,” where they
are last seen living in the pitiable delusion thregrm days will never cease / For summer
has o’er-brimmed their clammy cells” (Il. 10-11,g@nblatt 1868). Keats’s bees are
already overfull and sticky with sensuousness ghytt but Wilde’s bees, living out the
dialectic of Enlightenment, reconvert pleasure batk labor and nature back into
culture by their resemblance to the insectoid adlsupposedly human London in their
unrelenting pursuit of nectar. Both urban humans @astoral bees operate mindlessly,
generating an oppressive irritation of sound timatihhe urban case, recalls the
burdensome “bourdon note” heard in the churchegevasceticism reigns. Here, the
taste of honeysuckle is not art’s fulfillment, ligtoppressive reduction to pure sense:
unctuously unconscious facticity, matter withouhdhi As inDorian Grayat large, so in
this passage, Wilde always juxtaposes Aesthetisigmomise with its dangers.

If in a severe synecdoche | had to select one Word this opening passage to

8 wilde alludes early in his career to this samefat/Biblical passage in a punning sonnet abaut th
division in his soul between classical restraird esmantic excess, “Hélas!”: “Lo, with a little rdd did
but touch the honey of romance— / And must | losew’s inheritance?"Gomplete Work864)
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stand in for all the rest, that word would be “trdous.” Wilde uses the adjective to

characterize the branches under the weight ofaikerhum leaves’ honeyed, flaming
beauty, and we might therefore see it as a aprigésa for the narrative architecture of
the novel straining to accommodate the non-naeanergies of the aesthetic.
“Tremulous” means only that a body is shaking, diués no semantic content to those
tremors: they might be caused by desire, pleapaig, fear, or awe before the sacred.
“Tremulous” indicates the perils and possibilit®pure sensation—of the aesthetic.
Reducing this text to “tremulous” would ultimatddg a mistake, though, because
it cannot be read—nor can it have been written—edypiure affect. Consider the
extensive allusions elaborated in my analysis abwvBater and the Bible, to Keats and
Shelley, to Greek myth and Christian traditionJépanese painting and American
literature, to horticulture and etymology. TheBesaons are not the random scatterings
of an Oxford education; they make up a dense nétabcultural reference that allows
the educated reader to understand from paragraphséem merely descriptive the
themes, the generic context, and the sexual pobifithe novel. For the most part, prior
novelistic prose in English cannot be parsed is Way. | cannot pause to prove it here,
but my sense is that no paragraph of Austen orddislor Hardy will yield on analysis
such an allusive freighif. This manner of densely learned writing had presip been
reserved for poetry; Milton, Pope, and Keats, fstance, will each reward this style of

almost philological reading. But writing fictionplose that is thick with symbol and

% George Eliot is perhaps a Victorian exceptionen most carefully-wrought passages (see Dorothea
Brooke’s visionarily unpleasant honeymoon in Romliddlemarch for instance). Joseph Conrad,
Henry James, and Pater are of course working alemgame lines at the same time, however, and the
work of Flaubert furnishes an important non-Anglopé model of prose-as-poetry (there is Melvill®, to
but his mature proto-modernist work is not knowthatend of the nineteenth century).
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allusion will be a technique adopted by major twethtcentury writers, including not

only Joyce and Woolf, whose Aestheticist inheriahtreat below, but also a long list
encompassing both sides of the Atlantic and extenhito the twenty-first century:
Dorothy Richardson, William Faulkner, Jean Toonkerd Madox Ford, Katherine
Mansfield, Nella Larsen, E. M. Forster, Djuna Ba,ndaclolm Lowry, Ralph Ellison,
Toni Morrison, and many more. What is the effdciuch writing, and why does it come
to the fore in the novel of Aestheticism? One @ffe to make readerly activity an
undeniable constituent of the text’'s meaning. Whalading by definition requires
readers, writing that refuses overt modes of riieibsuasion even as it demands word-
level decoding to establish its themes foregrowuth the process of reading and the
role and the qualifications of the reader. Wildbp sought a mass audience as well as
the approval of Gide and Mallarmé, writes at theseuof this transformation in elite
producers’ approach to writing fictiom he Picture of Dorian Grays accordingly not
nearly as demanding as the novels that will foljogt a decade or so hence (eldne
Wings of the DovéPointed RoofsA Portrait of the Artist as a Young ManHalf-
potboiler, half-avant-garde, it keeps a foot inwWwld of popular romance.

Before leaving Wilde’s novel for the more straifgimvard modernism of Joyce,
though, | want to conclude by insisting that themamce elements @orian Grayare
crucial to its role in the literary transition tvesam-of-consciousness fiction. | noted at
the outset of this chapter Elaine Showalter’s catime thatfin-de-siéclenovelists turned
to romance to re-masculinize fiction as domestoidgy waned in the context of

imperialism, urbanization, new media, etc. Aestisn in a crucial regard resists this
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process by preserving, in the aesthetic subjeetptivate realm that domestic ideology

had segregated from the public world. If the roo®as struck out on adventures in the
“wilds” of the city or of the empire, then the deste literally stays at home, as
Huysmans’s Des Esseintes does, and there hasgediimoments of feeling and desire.
Why then isThe Picture of Dorian Gragunlike A Reboursunlike even the historical
novelMarius the Epicureanfull of folkloric and Gothic elements that woudéem more

at home in Stoker or Stevenson? The answer: @sigeehistory must be stopped for the
modernist subject to emerge.

Consider thaGreat Expectationgreats half a lifetime in half the number of pages
thatUlyssesdevotes to one day—yet both are novels of comnferfdoyce’s flights of
surrealist fancy notwithstanding), which is to slagt both maintain a realism of content
if not of form. Place the less securely canonida Picture of Dorian Grapetween
those two undisputed monuments, and its role asdbcatalyst becomes obvious: its
Bildungsromardestroying deployment of Gothic mystique freepitstagonist from the
drama of development and transforms his subjegtixdm an organism in time to a
structure in plac& Here is the importance of Wilde's Chapter 11,chhéntirely
suspends the narrative to explore at length th&tiarenjoyments of Dorian, to the entire

project of The Picture of Dorian Gray When the protagonist is arrested in time, Ihe t

% | intend the three named works to be understoadeienyms for the larger trend in Anglo fiction of
Gothic tropes mediating the shift from progresdlidactic external narration to static interactimternal
description. Other triads could obviously be sitiistd (e.g.Jane Eyre- The Turn of the ScrewPointed
Roofsor Far from the Madding Crowe Strange Case of Dr Jekyll and Mr Hyd@he Good Soldigr In
each case, the intermediate romance text dirrde siéclanakes an unresolved conflict in the Victorian
text explicit, which problem the modernist textiheeats as a socially-constituted psychologicatena
Relatedly, see Showalter chapter 1 for the pasalietween Aestheticist-Decadent romantic Gothic
novellas and emerging psychoanalysis as both deglthe brief “case study” form to reveal the praofde
latent in the progressive organic temporality & ttomestic triple-decker.
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aesthetic moment hymned by PateTre Renaissancéhe reader is free to explore what

he nowis rather than the process of his becoming. Wildéshhesabotof romance into
the realist clockwork and thus allows us to inspleetmechanism of the modern subject
for ourselves. “Inspect the mechanism,” rathes litte Formalists’ injunction to “lay
bare the device,” might in fact be one of moderrgssmottoes. The hidden pedagogy of
Wilde’s novel is a lesson on how to construe thx¢ &8 a locus rather than a process—
what is in process is thus not the charactersiauté¢aders. Wildean counter-romance
shows the adventure-writer that sending middlesctaaders to the East End or the Far
East may prove less exotic than sending them r@dabyrinth of their own subjectivity.
Aestheticist romance preserves the inwardness atadwby domestic fiction, and in turn
enables the experimentalists of modernism to recane revise it.

In terms of critical method, re-emphasizing romasaaportance to modernism
may demand the restitution of theories developpéaally for the reading of non-realist
texts that make subjectivity manifest. As a casgaint: taking off along one of Gilles
Deleuze’s least-traveled “lines of flight,” KrisrRiunfashionably argues that literary and
cultural critics should reanimate the psychoanalg$iCarl Jung in our continuing
attempts to explore the intransigently strangetteies of fictional discourse. Pint's
explanation of several Jungian concepts indeedgsreuggestive for understandihige
Picture of Dorian Grayand its legacy for the modern novel. The mostiatudea is that
of thetemenosor the magic circle in which theophanies mightwc“Thetemenos
established a space for gods who would not betatdppear without (or outside) the

borders of thisemenosOne could even say that they can only exist sxafithe
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creation of such eemenosas their existence is only an appearance, a aonwuh, an

image without an original. Their manifestation de holy ground of theemenoss their
only reality” (51). Basil Hallward’s studio is olmusly such a place, but more
importantly, so is the passage describing it, dasséis with allusions to religion, myth,
and literature. Pint argues that we should undedsainy text as a charged ground of
images, a space for the reader to traverse, wiai@ug mental states can be encountered
and conversed witff. But this critical approach is hardly a capituatio fixed essences,
as one imagines the most distinguished materiabgel-theorists from Lukacs to
Armstrong objecting. For as Pint goes on to olesethve source of the images one
encounters in the textual gardeiidiumis culture, not nature. Jung says that
encountering these cultural images requires “adthagination,” the reader’s
collaboration with the text in interpreting it. frPielaborates: “By stimulating this ‘active
imagination’, it becomes possible to discover anehéually break the unconscious spell
of these powerful cultural images. In a continualgess of self-experimentation and self-
transformation one can actualize other variantkiwithe potential field of these images”
(53). In other words, the text-#smenosalls on the active participation of the reader in
granting content to its images. Readers who agtiswlated cannot help but critically
evaluate these images, since they are also engatjesl process of generating them. On
this account, the artist who, like Wilde and his@ssors, has abandoned temporality in

the name of subjectivity creates a place full df-baoked cultural simulacra that are

% Pint is of course carrying on Gilles Deleuze’sgmic against Freud and Lacan, who saw languagdeeas t
underlying structure of mind. Deleuze recommena®s a corrective, because Jung emphasizeh¢hat t
mind is more like a landscape than like a langudgmguage, a system, restricts the subject’'s memwm
whereas a landscape can be explored more freely.
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reconstructed, thus better understood and therafteeable, by the reader. The artist

opens a space for cultural criticism, but the antkeenters that space as the critic.

As John Paul Riquelme tells uhe Picture of Dorian Gragescribes this
process of creating a critical space even as itesait out: “The collaborative act of
creating the painting brings into being somethipgaaently new, original, and masterful,
that turns out to be not only beautiful but alsavadtic and terrifyingly at odds with the
public values of the society that applauds its bkdwappearance. That collaborative act
parallels and engages with our own act of read{d§2). Wilde’s textual fantasy allows
the text-as-subjective-landscape to come into biginige form of Dorian’s portrait, a
culturally-constituted image of subjectivity. Bitilde does not emphasize through his
own formal innovations the emergence of subjegtifritm fantastical atemporality
anywhere but in Chapter 11. It falls to Joyce, agh@/ilde’s followers, to apprehend
this new model of novel-writing as portrait bettiean the Aestheticist generation did.
Joyce removes the mediation of the Gothic and eseamtextualemenoghat is nothing
less than his hero’s mind, filled with destructordtural images. Joyce requires the
reader to grasp and criticize these images if #reyto understand his text at all, as Wilde
did not, and so | turn next # Portrait of the Artist as a Young Mao understand the

novel’s development as form of critical social thht
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[.3. Always Meeting Ourselves: James Joyce’s Hailg of the Critic

He wanted to say that literature was above politics
—Joyce, “The Dead”

He found in the world without as actual what wasiis world within as possible. Maeterlinck saifs:
Socrates leave his house today he will find the sagited on his doorstep. If Judas go forth toriighto
Judas his steps will tenévery life is many days, day after day. We wadiuigh ourselves, meeting
robbers, ghosts, giants, old men, young men, wivielaws, brothers-in-love. But always meeting
ourselves.

—Joyce Ulysses

The problem Aestheticism bequeaths to later nagakshow to rejoin art and
criticism if each is not to lead an incomplete liflee former lost amid sensuous
particulars and the latter too abstract to be eeieto life as it is experienced. James
Joyce, whose works are steeped in allusions to@Niitd Pater, is the writer who most
explicitly took up this problem as it applied touetistic thinking. In a 1909 article on
Wilde that he wrote for the Triestine newspalb&icolo della SeraJoyce demonstrates
his grasp of the essence of Wilde’s fraught achiearg. Joyce’s short piece of
workmanlike journalism on Wilde, written during tten-year process of composiAg
Portrait of the Artist as a Young Mais for the most part painfully condescending. It
reduces Wilde to “the logical and inevitable pradofcthe Anglo-Saxon college and
university system, a system of seclusion and sgteew speculates eugenically on “the
epileptic cast of [Wilde’s] nervous system” (130)Even so, Joyce rightly concludes
that Wilde’s work was a “polyphonic variation orettelationship between art and nature,

rather than a revelation of his psyche,” whicloisay that Joyce comprehends the

" The piece’s occasion is a Triestine performancstafuss’Salomébased on Wilde’s Symbolist drama.
Joyce’s perhaps surprisigig haut en baposture toward Wilde could be explained as saltgmtiveness:
the latter sexually-dissident cosmopolite Aesthigés to avoid a too-close public association \iliti
earlier one, perhaps for fear of incurring a simfitgge. On the other hand, considerations of aiaksgion

in the Irish context may be the explanation, agdtnnwardly-mobile petit-bourgeois Catholic takes
discursive revenge on the privileged Protestant begrof the professional/colonial elite.
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difficulty and sophistication of the questions Wlsl work raises for the novelist,

ostensibly committed to mimesis (151).

That Joyce sees the importTie Picture of Dorian Grdg generic innovations is
shown when he incisively quotes Wilde’s own defeoiskeis novel: “Oscar Wilde’s self-
defence in th&cots Observeshould be accepted as legitimate by any bencmpéitial
judges. Each man writes his own sin iBrian Gray(Wilde’s most celebrated novel).
What Dorian Gray’s sin was no one says and no oog&. He who discovers it has
committed it” (151). This might at first seem likething more than a simple quip meant
to vindicate Wilde from charges laid by those witn@n as now, moralize over others’
transgressions to conceal their own. But it atfuericodes a nuanced understanding of
what Wilde’s destruction of the realist novel afnfgoral progress and explicit social
criticism portends for the twentieth-century novelach reader, Joyce implies, now
becomes a writer of the text in the act of intetipgeit. This shifts the burden of
criticism, whether moral or political, onto the des, who becomes a critic of society in
the act of reconstructing the text of society asanifests itself in the form of a novel.
Furthermore, the identity of author and protagomiste ensured by the protagonist’s
intellectual and moral growth over the course efphogressive narrative to the stature of
the author, now shifts to an identity of protagoaisd reader. Readers investigate a
psyche made, like their own, of cultural discouraed thus come to understand their
own subjective constitution. Whoever would undangtDorian Gray must understand
him- or herself first. It is no longer, Joyce rgoes, the author’s business to tell

readers directly where their critical energies $tigo.
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James Joyce’'A Portrait of the Artist as a Young Maakes this dissociation

between author and text as its problematic asriates the life of Stephen Dedalus from
infancy to the cusp of adulthood. The main quesithoJoyce criticism, after all, has been
about Joyce’s attitude toward Stephen: is he atib€the young man or not? That is,
can we identify a stable critical position that deyakes on the character of whom he
spends the entire novel limning the subjectivitd aharting the development? Wayne
Booth offers an early summation of the problerntive Rhetoric of Fiction Inviting us

to imagine ourselves into the mind of a trickstéovattempts to come up with a work of
fiction that would wholly confound its critic, Bdoivokes the difficulties oA Portrait:
“Let us then write a book that will look like thethor’s autobiography... Let us then
call for the reader’s precise judgment on a veapetate set of opinions and actions in
which the hero is sometimes right, sometimes dijghitong, and sometimes absurdly
astray” (324). Following this, Booth offers a folse summary of critical opinion from
the first quarter century of Joyce criticism. Rceably, critics split into two camps: those
who take the conclusion of the novel to be anmfitive depiction of Stephen’s maturity
and those who instead see the novel as consistemtig toward Stephen from beginning
to end. It would be easy enough to write a simglanmary of the half century since
Booth. Even as critical concerns have moved om fnamanism, New Criticism, and
myth-criticism to post-structuralism, feminism, pegpanalysis, and post-colonialism,

recent scholars continue to take their stand fagainst Stephefi. Given this, it is

% The most influential anti-Stephen statement caiitle ienner’s “ThePortrait in Perspective,” in which
the critic argues that Stephen remains captivesipuaiously idealizing Romantic view even at theelts
conclusion: “And it is quite plain from the finahapter of théPortrait that we are not to accept the mode
of Stephen’s ‘freedom’ as the ‘message’ of the B¢@ublin’'s Joycel32). Ellmann, on the other hand,
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chastening to read Booth fifty years later as henbpmocks the notion that the question

can be decided by “re-readiRgrtrait one more time” (330). His own conclusion seems
like a cutting of the Gordian knot: he argues thatce strove for full objectivity without
realizing that doing so obviated the possibility@dders’ divining his moral intention.

In short, the novel is undecidable because itscausnaive.

But Booth'’s question is only a subset of the mégsue that has divided Joyce
criticism from its institutional beginning: thereeathose who think that Joyce’s textual
innovation—telling the storgnddemanding the story’s critique, as | will explain
below—renders his novels negative works, capable afirevealing the gaps and
fissures of social reality, and those who thinkwasely that his refusal to supply his
own social critique makes his works uniquely powkaigents of cultural construction.
Fundamentally, these are debates about what J&jieeéds to be the scope of the
ambitions proper to the novel and the effects tmmfmight achieve. Is he another
Wilde, writing “The Happy Prince” to indicate thidle artist in a commodified society is
alone with God in perceiving a utopia that canaomgker be made manifest? Or has he
instead reinvented the powers of the novel on mems—rfound, that is, the new critical

vision that can fill out the novel of Aestheticeitonomy and inwardness with the same

read the novel more positively, seeing in it “thestgtion of a soul”James Joyc296). The negative view
of Stephen has largely won out in criticism, gitkat Stephen’s idealism, correctly identified byniker,
brings in its train all the ideological anathematgost-structuralism, including essentialism,igfit, and
sexism. See my account of Henke and Sheffieldvb&o the relevant feminist debate. Among more
recent critics, Brivic’s psychoanalytic approacllayce Through Lacan and Ziziskmore forgiving,
emphasizing the development of Stephen’s creativeeps through language as the novel goes on. Post-
colonial critics, too, have read Stephen sympathbyi: Said and Cheng understand him to be conuitio
by colonialism, while Deane, also insisting on ¢haracter’s constraint by colonialism and capitajis
nevertheless notes th&drtrait is the first novel in the English language in whicpassion for thinking is
fully presented... Stephen is remarkable becausedpiacity for thought is crucial, not an incidental
feature of his personality” (76).
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critical force that earlier realisms possessed?

For instance, Joyce appears in Richard Ellmanmdriaark 1959 biography as a
liberal humanist, concerned to promote the thouglcency of Leopold Bloom in an
Ireland overrun by coarse bullies and authoritametitutions. The novel for Ellmann’s
Joyce has the power to create positive effectsutiirahe inculcation in individual
readers of a certain moral and aesthetic dispositiere associated with individualist
Bloom and his clever kindness. This is an updatedteenth-century appraisal of the
novel’s powers: if the form no longer requires gpal insight to organize it, it
nevertheless promotes social virtues to the pdildes may seem a superseded
humanism, but in our own time Declan Kiberd’s pesienial reading obJlysses
resembles Ellmann’s in its optimism. For Kiberdyde is a literary nation-builder, “an
artist who spoke for a newly-liberated peopleiventing Ireland327). What Kiberd
calls the “mythic realism” obllyssesnakes the novel an anti-imperial modern epic that
aspires to nothing less than a progressive natginagion of Ireland, a less xenophobic,
less sexist nation than the more aristocratic @sdrdialispatria imagined by the likes
of Yeats or de Valera, but a nation achieved irtimginonetheless. Kiberd’'s sense of
novelistic power asks us to imagine modern fictiiters as present-day bards,
constructing with their narratives the social wdhdt its readers (and even co-habitant
non-readers) will live in. Finally, feminist/psyaainalytic criticism also gives us Joyce as
all-powerful novelist: see, for instance, ShellyMBr's recentJoyce Through Lacan and
Zizek in which Joyce anticipates the powerful theodethe psychoanalysts and

consequently deconstructs gender and national toleave the way for Third-World and
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women'’s liberation.

An entirely different Joyce can be found in the¢icism of Ellmann’s
contemporary, Hugh Kenner. Kenner’'s Joyce, lik&TEliot’s in his Ulysses Order,
and Myth,” neo-classically construes fiction asiaon held up to a sick society.
Ulysseson this view, is a textual machine that maniféisésspiritual emptiness of
mechanized culture. Its main characters are liet®s sinners, caught for eternity in
the posture of their offense: Stephen the ineffddtiealist, too fixated on the neo-
Platonic beyond to achieve necessary understamdlitng present; Bloom the soulless
sensualist, his Lockean mind a blank slate for cenemto colonize with cliché; and
finally Molly, a specimen of pure female carnaktyymind’s end, who, in Kenner’s
words, holds “authority over this animal kingdomtlo¢ dead” Dublin’s Joyce 262).
Kenner's is a modernist Joypar excellenceauthor of a gargantuailaste Landhe
brokenness of whose textual form is intended tormdiue lost wholeness of pre-modern
Christendom. The susceptibility to misogyny ant-&emitism of Kenner’s anti-Bloom
thesis has not prevented it from finding echoedamxist Joyce criticisnt® Franco
Moretti, for instance, also gives us a wholly neggtanti-capitalist Joyce. Moretti reads
Ulyssesas a dystopia the text of which is a “clearande”dar the ruins of liberal
humanism in the aftermath of twentieth century taisim’s transition to an imperial

system that turns the Western metropole into awoesist dreamland out of touch with

% Kenner, to be fair, recanted in a 1987 prefac iew edition oDublin’s Joyce acknowledging that he
had scanted Joyce’s positive portrayal of the Blesamd misread key elements of the novel due to
insufficient context.
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tradition and reality (“The Long Good-Bye” 206) The modernist novel for Moretti as

for Kenner can do nothing to ameliorate the condiit portrays. Feminist critique too
offers a more negative Joyce—as in, for instangké Kristeva or Colin MacCabe—a
liberating anti-author along psychoanalytic lines. texts give voice to infinite desire
and to an identification with the feminine, whicashbeen excluded from the symbolic
order. To do so, however, he must refuse the siiooegime of sense, thus producing
écritureembodying the excluded remainder of phallogocenliscourse.

As M. Keith Booker notes, Joyce’s writing more thhat of most other figures,
even the comparably canonical or comparably mosdgrisi closely bound up with the
critical discourses devoted to it in ways the authade himself responsible for:

The close complicity between Joyce’s writing arsdcititicism comes
about partially because much of his work is sadift that new readers
tend to turn to published explication in searchelp...In addition,
Joyce...was intensely aware of the important rolé ¢chicism would

play in the reception of his work, and often se¢misave designed his
texts as gold mines for enterprising critics. [.[H]is texts are generated
in a very real way in the process of reading rathan being produced as
finished artifacts in the process of writing” (3, 4

Booker emphasizes two facts that will be centrahiothesis abouA Portrait of the

Artist as a Young ManFirst, the text was deliberately constructetiéainreadable

0 Jameson’s view dfllyssesin “Modernism and Imperialism” makes an interegtaontrast with Moretti.
He shares Moretti’'s basically Leninist/Lukécsiaitigue of modernism as imperial-stage reificatibng
only as it applies to metropolitan noveldlyssesas a putatively peripheral text, escapes cersrause
backward turn-of-the-century Dublin offered Joyc¢hentic pre-capitalist lifeways as material. Jsaome
thus historicizes what will become Kiberd’s vielwetnovel can serve as a national epic, but onlgrbef
capitalism arrives in full in the nation. Joyce&df-conception was a cosmopolitan one—he saw liirase
a European and took the challenge of the Cathdiier€h far more seriously than that of England. sThi
challenges Kiberd and Jameson’s emphasis on tlenre the conceptual key to unlock the Joycean tex
Indeed, Joyce's attack on English imperialism aighInationalism come down to the same claim: lao¢h
provincial. The Church, on the other hand, lives up torisersalist name, and is thus the worthier
antagonist, or, indeed, rival, and certainly theaganist emphasized throughduPortrait. See Lernout
for a historical and empirical account of Joycetsrldly and European anti-clericalism.
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without some level of critical activity, even if lgron the part of the reader whom Joyce

expected to work at interpretation. Second, Jeyewed his work as a collaboration
with critics, leaving the reader room to come t® & her own conclusions in many cases
(though not all, as we will see) about the textsamings. In this way, Joyce turns the
novel’s divorce from the social to his advantagebbing so inscrutably autonomous, he
commands attention. Booker’s account solves tdigiof the quarrelling critics who
cannot decide how much power Joyce believes theematbvel to possess: the critics
themselvegnactJoyce’s social authority as critic by themselvesstructing cultural
criticism out of the linguistic and psychic matésibe has assembled for them. In other
words, the novelist in Joyce’s model surrendeM/iiole’s dictum on the superiority of
criticism, and, in so doing, renders his art adl thore central to a culture in need of
criticism. For this reason, my reading of Joyc# eften take the form of a reading of
his critics, since | apprehend in them plannedetmrstituents of his texts.

Before proceeding, some explanation for my chofcé& Bortrait of the Artist as
Young Maras proof-text for this thesis may be in order.e tebates | have sketched
above—and examples could, of course, be multig@ekahfinitum—tend to takeéJlysses
as their centerpiece, understandably enough gitsesomprehensive social canvas, its
massive influence on twentieth-century literatameg its sense of providing a summative
conclusion to the earlier book3ublinersandA Portrait—to which it is, in effect, a
sequel. My analysis of Joyce’s novelistic preoatigns, however, will focus oA
Portrait for three reasonsA Portrait, for one thing, restricts itself entirely to Steprs

point of view and adopts no meta-language that dvtpllce” either the protagonist or
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what he observés. In this way, the novel prepares the way for J®yo®re radical

experiments in removing the author that one sed®iisecond half dfilyssesand in
Finnegans Wakewvherein language seems to generate itself ialhsence of a subject.
Examining this techniquab ovowill have implications for its meaning in its more
intense later avatars. My second reason for fagusn the earlier novel, similarly,
comes from the fact, already recognized by critlkes Kenner and Henke, that grasping
Joyce’s attitude toward Stephen Dedalus is thecpnglition for assessing his attitude
toward Leopold and Molly Bloom. To understaAdPortraitis, in a sense, to understand
Ulysses Finally, as a novel explicitly about an artisshows Joyce’s sense of art’s
possibilities as manifested in and through the fofrthe novel, a topic that will recur at
the end of my analysis.

To take up my first point, the novel’s very titleopides an entry point to the
guestions it raises about the aesthetic. Wheradisrerealist novels, from Richardson to
Hardy, had called themselves “histories,” thus easjating the linear temporality of
human development, Joyce follows Patergginary Portrait3, Wilde (The Picture of
Dorian Gray) and Henry Jamegd (e Portrait of a Ladyin associating the kind of novel
he wants to write not with narrative history butiwstatic visual art. A portrait captures
its subject at one moment in time, whereas a hjigtacks its subject as it changes. To
make the novel a portrait, therefore, is to renterotionless. As we saw with Wilde,

this robs the novel of its traditional power to raadthical sense and the political

"L For the importance of the term “meta-languageldgce criticism, see MacCatiRevolution of the Word
chapter 2, wherein Joyce’s impersonal storytelimamously contrasted with George Eliot’s discugsi
narration. | differ from MacCabe in viewing Joyseéfusal of authorial commentary not as generating
radical indeterminacy, but as producing a new kihdocial knowledge instead. It is thus differamt
degree rather than kind from the realism that ptedet.
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interventions that depend on it: with no fictionprbgressive teleology, the novel

becomes non-ethical. As Dorian grows dissoluterandderous in his arrested steady-
state, the portrait in his attic de-evolves in atggque parody of the kind of ethical
development that, say, George Eliot was interestedor Wilde, the evacuation of the
novel’s traditional content led to a conflict irrfio. As Dorian fails to develop, the
narrative stalls, most famously in the elaboratelgost boringly discursive Chapter 11,
itself plagiarized as if to embody the stagnatiod eorruption it brings to our attention.
An apparent aporia, early recognized by Hugh Kemmérs essay “The Cubist
Portrait,” here makes itself knowms Portrait's overall structure—tracking Stephen from
infancy to post-adolescence—implies a historiaigt teleological view of human
development, while its title refuses history andelepment altogether. Indeed, the
title’s ambiguities do not end there. The novel gortrait, notthe portrait, which seems
a clear enough confession of the provisionalitglbtliscourse, and perhaps an implicit
judgment on Wilde and James for their hubris iechg the definite article. On the
other hand, the novel &portrait ofthe artist, a phrase with two possible meanings.
Traditionally in the visual arts, the definite alti before “artist” indicates the portrait’s
reflexivity: it portrays its own maker. Joycd®®rtrait, then, is a self-portrait. But the
article may suggest a still wider definitivenessnay apply to all artists, in which case
the novel portrays not an individual but a typej arobably an archetype rather than a
mere social or historical type, given the abseri@ng historical delimitation on the term
“artist.” The title concludes, though, with a @ifént kind of temporal limit: “as a young

man.” “As” presents both age and gender as maelif artistic identity; this at least
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answers one question about the novel's emphase®lyahat it concerns artistic

identity as primary in relation to those of agegender. The return of the indefinite
article reinforces both the contingency of age gewder and the necessity of artistic
identity. Joyce will offela particular portrait o& particular young man, but the portrait’s
object will betheartist, particularly Joyce but potentially allicers going back to
Daedelus. This, as we have seen with Wilde anidsed again in the later writers, is
typical of Aestheticist modernism’s mixture of luigtism with essentialism. They view
essential traits—usually subjectivity itself, alongh its physical scaffolding—as subject
to historical flux. The subjectivity of the artishen, will be constantly before us as in a
portrait, while the portrait will, like Dorian’s,rgw older along with its sitter. The
privilege of literature over painting is to be diasnic and synchronic at once. In any
case, Joyce here quietly solicits a first integiet from the reader: his ambiguity about
whether or not “the artist” refers only to himseifalso to an archetypal artist-figure
remands the decision to the audience.

The novel’s first sentence provides an even cleaxample of what the novel
does to its readersStephen HerA Portrait's early version, dramatizes its characters in
literary critical debate; this gives way in thettexater iteration to a technique for
foregrounding criticism that is at once more subtid more insistent: “Once upon a time
and a very good time it was there was a moocow rgmown along the road and this
moocow that was coming down along the road metansi little boy named baby
tuckoo....” (5, ellipses in original). Before we deany further, this metatextual opening

forces us at once to recognize the novel as afficperhaps as a fairy tale or fable—a
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fiction, in short, with a moral. In a double gestuloyce alerts us that his story may have

a moral while warning us to be on our guard agadestg moralized, a form of aesthetic
distance that we may call “having one’s cake ariohgat too,” though Gayatri
Chakravorty Spivak put it more eloquently when kteeled its deconstructive variant as
“a persistent critique of what one cannot ‘not’ WgB800). What we cannot not want in
Joyce’s book are fables and fairy tales, narratikas simultaneously enchant us out of
reality with their utopian distance from the prdsefonce upon a time’—and order
reality with their ideological validation of thaame present through the deployment of
mystifying, ethnocentric, blood-and-soil imagergr the story of Baby Tuckoo, which
Joyce really both heard and retold as a childaigersion of the tale of the mythical cow
(itself a version of ‘silk of the kine’, one of timames of Ireland) that took children away
from ordinary life to an island fairy world whentteey were eventually safely returned,”
the novel’s annotator Jeri Johnson informs us (22%)e fable of Baby Tuckoo, told to
Stephen by his nationalist father, is a patriartalal of thepatria, just the sort of thing
that biographically-aware readers will know Joyaéave mocked and despised.

Joyce at once tells the story and draws our atternti itasa story—especially
with that self-satisfied “and a very good time @s¥ that marks the discourse as a
conservative mythologization of the past. As Jameasbserves of Conrad, Joyce here
gives us utopia and ideology at once—but wittingihereas Jameson assumed Conrad
to be subject unknowingly to his epoch’s unconseikinowledge of its own determinate
contradictionsolitical Unconsciougshapter 5). Joyce, however, does not quite play

both roles, Conradnd Jameson, storytell@ndcritic. Unlike T. S. Eliot, he did not
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annotate his own early works, nor did he writedvis life story; rather as Booker states,

he summons his critics forth with calculated sutitoas from the text. Nothing in the
novel tells us that “Baby Tuckoo” is a genuineyaale figure connected with the “silk
of the kine” tradition or that Joyce personallyaeded that type of politicized fable as
contemptible. Joyce does rprformcriticism—instead, he calls it into being.

A personal anecdote may bluntly clarify this poiki¥hen | was in twelfth-grade
English,A Portrait was required reading. Our teacher distributedesopf the novel one
spring afternoon, and we began to browse througlbtioks as we received them. A few
people read the opening sentence and stared ab#satin confusion; a murmur went
around the room, until one student impertinentlgi@xned to the teacher, “What the
hell?” This frustrated student’s cry is the sowfidhe critic answering his or her
interpellation. By refusing to make an ordinarytsd sense— the first line of
Middlemarch after all, does not invite baffled profanities—yde’s writing demands that
someone come down along the road and make seitsdmfa calculated maneuver,
Joyce dangles meaning before our eyes and thes Iséefz, gambling that this will
provoke the critic to take a step forward. Cr#rai of course, has stampeded in response
over the past half-century, scouring not only J&s/texts but every text that comes to
hand for the politicized fables lurking between lihes. Sentences like the one that

opensA Portrait veritably taught the twentieth-century radicaticrhow to read?

2 One question that presents itself here is, Whgd®yThat is to say, he was not, as my other ctsapte
attest, the only writer of this period working tawahe goal of readerly agency, and he was preceded
some of his methods by others who remain largeung, Dorothy Richardson chief among them. Yet it
was Joyce who became, proverbially, the most-studieglophone author after Shakespeare, while
Richardson is not even currently in print excepb@portunistic reprint editions. This questiornipart
beyond the scope of the present essay becausesweais not to be found within the Joycean tdxhas

to do with institutional pressures of gender biad political misperception. The neo-classical tiging
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All of the preceding interpretation happens befoeceven consider the source of

the sentence in Stephen’s own consciousness, howé&te entire novel is focalized
through Stephen, as the earlgephen Heronanuscript, in switching to other characters’
perspectives and to authorial commentary, was hbis technique, or body of
techniques, partially borrowed from Patdviarius but also from Continental innovators
such as Flaubert, leads to the modernist differ@ntiee novel: following narratologist
Seymour Chatman, | will label Joyce’s fundamenti@tegy “covert narration.’A

Portrait extends Aestheticism’s ambivalent renovation efribvel form by covertly
narrating the story of its young protagonist, SepBbedalus, a lower-middle-class,
Catholic Dubliner with artistic aspirations who#fe nd circumstances closely match
those of his creator. Covert narration eschewsiheteenth-century novel’s discursive,
intrusive third-person narrator by making overdhgrerson narratorial language in the

tone, diction, and rhythm of the novelistic chaeastinternal monologue: “In covert

modernists from Pound to Kenner, for one thing,construed Joyce as one of their own—though it must
be said that the one-time socialist artist, with latter-day mission to be all things to all peoplid little to
disabuse them of their misprision (this in conttaghe “out” feminist-socialist Richardson). Asg neo-
classical movement and its related ideologicalents (New Criticism) did so much to institutionaliz
literary study in the early twentieth centuitycanonized Joyce, and not his peers, on termslithaiot

begin to be challenged until Ellmann’s 1959 biogmapevealed that Joyce was, however ambivalently, a
man of the left. But Ellmann’s revision, and théek ones that would come from MacCabe, Henke, §hen
et al., who demonstrated Joyce's truer kinship lgitfist forms of cultural critique, were challersg®
Joyce’s misappropriation and not his centrality—hmuld they be, given that these insurgent critical
movements based their own authority on that of 8@gs, to be frank, do I)? Thus Joyce retained his
advantage after gaining it on something like fgisEmises, an opportunity that Richardson did nmyen
As to why Richardson in particular is still unheladi, even after almost a half century of great féshi
success in restoring previously marginalized womvgters to critical attention, | cannot answer yull
without examining her own texts in depth, but llypilovide one brief suggestion. In contrast ndydo
Joyce, but also markedly to Woolf, Richardson tematsto operate in the mode of unremitting allusion
While Pointed Roofsloes refer back to Charlotte Bronté and it andegbent volumes chart Miriam’s
reading discursively, Joyce and Woolf are allusiva manifold way, and often to more canonical
writers—witness both authors’ endless agon withk8epeare. This mobilization of critique through
tradition, a “reformist” gesture, if you will, th@mphasizes tradition by querying it, obviously tveome
way toward domesticating Joyce’s and Woolf's experits (and in this they were joined by Eliot and
Pound). Richardson’s relative neglect of this aspémodernism perhaps led in turn to modernism’s
subsequent neglect of her.
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narration we hear a voice speaking of events, ckeng and setting, but its owner

remains hidden in the discoursive shadows. Urihkeenonnarrated’ story, the covertly
narrated one can express a character’s speechugttts in indirect form” (Chatman
197). This technique converts the entire text diegetical plane with no presumed
position from which an independent authorial subgetld speak directly to the social.
The novel becomes a recursive object that fulikstheticism’s difficult injunction to

the modernist novelist: to transform a traditiopabcial artform into an autonomous
artwork. For the remainder of this essay, | wielicovert narration” as an umbrella
term to cover several different rhetorical stragsgilt includes “focalization” or
“restricted viewpoint,” in which a third-person nator reports only on what one
character thinks and observes. | also include \Wougih Kenner famously labeled “the
Uncle Charles principle,” in which the third-persaarrator borrows the kind of language
he or she uses from the character being discussedennerJoyce’s Voiceshapter 2).
Finally, and in defiance of most narratology, loailsclude “free indirect discourse” and
“stream of consciousness” narration, in which theat's language unmoors itself
entirely from its basis in third person narratiomptesent its characters’ own unmediated
internal monologue for extended sentences. Iel@katman’s term “covert narration”
more loosely than he and other narratologists watilld because | do not want to
sacrifice to the letter of over-specificity the réipof its deployment; the purpose of covert
narration and its panoply of techniques is to @@ahimbus of uncertainty about where
the inner life of the character’s language endsthaduter life of the narrator’s social,

rhetorical writing practice begins. The uncertaitself interpellates the reader as critic.
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To attempt to pin the technique down in each cateprecise taxonomies is to be

paradoxically imprecise about the destabilizingeffit is meant to have on readers.
Joyce allows the reader the independent latitudeeigh Stephen Dedalus’s ideas
and sensations against their worldly dramatizatidrile also forming a judgment on the
figure of the artist himself Far from turning away from the political, Joycetvel
makes the political a matter of the autonomous Aedgt text’'s formal constitution by
forcing the reader to criticize the central chaggstconsciousness as it is constituted by
the social order of language itself. By turningand toward his character’s psyche and
by foregrounding the linguistic organization of teet itself and its origin in the artist’s
(classed, gendered) subject position, Joyce tramsfthe novel into an object of
criticism rather than its subject: fiction now ftagtly invites readers to examine its own
enunciation as a constituent of the broader sdieial, or, to put it another way, it
becomes a tool with which to criticize social ingiions like sexuality, religion, and
nationalism through their literary mediation indinstic canons and codes. Moreover,
the autonomous novel of covert narration does ppeal directly to its readers’ feelings,
as had Victorian fiction, but rather allows thedeato reflect on the linguistic and
cultural mediations through which the feelingsha tharacters—and of the artist—are

produced, thus creating affects that combine fgekiith critical thought. Rather than

8 Ramazani, tracing Flaubert's use of free inditistourse (a subset of covert narration), insist&
close relation with irony: “it is in the free indict mode that romantic irony [i.e., reminding read# the
text’s artifice] best objectifies the dissonancéN®en meaning and experience” (130). WHilPortrait
certainly dramatizes this dissonance—the worlciswhat Stephen wishes it to be—I demure from eglli
Joyce’s texts especially ironic in any but the bliest sense, Paul de Man’s “permanent parabasityeor
text’s consistent slippage from reference, beimgttoadest sense (see “The Rhetoric of Temporhality?
a narrower sense of meaning the opposite of wisatys A Portrait cannot, as a self-bounded unit, be
called ironic, since it requires the reader to pitigw far its “saying” or even its narration coctfi with its
meaning. | will say more of free indirect discaaiis chapter 11.3 below, as it Mrs. Dalloways dominant
mode.
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furnishing art as social and historical legislatitmcite Percy Bysshe Shelley’s famous

“Defence of Poetry,” the modernist novelist, empoedeby Aestheticism’s decoupling of
social interventionism from art, becomes by defaukflexive critic of modern
subjectivity and modern artistry. Novelists tramai the displacement of their art from
its former social centrality into a new form of piglal understanding; the modernist
novel becomes, as Wilde himself prophesied foarm)la fundamentally critical
enterprise. Contra Wilde, though, the audiendéerathan the artists, become critics.
We can now re-examine the opening clause in tlin éigcovert narration: “Once
upon a time and a very good time it was a moocawecdown along the road...” (5).
The political fable the novel enjoins us to examif@ecisely by not examining it
itself—is now revealed to come not from nowherd,fbam somewhere in particular.
“His father told him that story: he had a hairydahe looked at him through a glass: he
was Baby Tuckoo” (5). The novel, dispensing with tiacritical marking of dialogue,
delivers the story of Baby Tuckoo through two imediaries: first, Mr. Dedalus, then
the filtration of Mr. Dedalus’s story through Stepts internal response, which includes
his identification with the story’s protagonist. Hat comes to the fore here is not story
itself, but story’s production through subjectivityo see the contrast, think of how prior
novels—nby Dickens, for instance—did their cognitwerk. At the beginning of his
career, Dickens encourages his readers to idemtifythe travails of Oliver Twist by
presenting him as a basis of vulnerable normativity ordinary (read: inherently
middle-class) little boy under threat, Oliver draoes sympathy to his person as he

suffers under the various legal and extra-legalhmeg of cruel grotesqueries from the
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workhouse to the underworld. Later in his carBeckens adopted a more sophisticated

technique. IrGreat Expectationshe begins by encouraging reader identificatioth wi
Pip, until he reveals toward the novel’'s conclugimat success and materialism have
corrupted the protagonist and made him disloy#hése he should have loved and
trusted. Even here, though, Dickens can only asidentification and then either
validate or frustrate it. Joyce, however, dranestizeader identification itself even as he
hints at the political purport of the story Steplmears and shows Stephen, under his
father’s eye, identifying with the monocular objeity of the storyteller and thus
becoming constituted as a subject by the narratsetf. Making such overtly recursive
demands on the reader necessitates the writer’'satidrawal to a critical distance on
the social field he describes, a distance unthilgkaithout Aestheticism’s severance of
art from the immediate test of ethical and politmammitment. Wilde, though, was
content to rest in the ambiguities the severaneated, less because he was a failed
novelist (though we might say that he was) tharabse of his interest in public
provocation and paradox for their own sakes. H$gored technique was not covert
narration, but dialogue interspersed with des@ipteven in his novels and criticism, he
remained a dramatist, an artist of public speeldyce seizes the opportunity to invent a
subjectivizing novelistic practice suited to thement—but as we will see, this too has
its affinities with drama.

A Portrait's very narrative structure immediately suggestslitference from
Dorian Gray. A Portrait refuses the stasis that Wilde borrowed from Huysnand

boasts a far more complex structure: its five obiapdscillate in a wave motion, each
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rising from a nadir in Stephen’s development tdimax in which he believes himself to

have achieved some form of fulfilment or enlighteant. In terms of the novel’s
thematics, its up-and-down narrative movement doefhappen synchronically, but
rather diachronically: Stephen’s attainment atdbieclusion of one chapter pales by the
following chapter, as the young man develops nesdseelative to the stages of his
biological maturation and social initiation. Fastance, the first chapter rises to a
memorably lyrical conclusion in the aftermath ajtéiyear-old Stephen’s triumph over
the pandybat-wielding Father Dolan, who had purddhien unjustly. Chapter 2 begins
with an adolescent Stephen who undergoes thesfirahgs of sexual desire even as his
father’s profligacy results in his family’s socehd economic decline. From the
perspective of these erotic and class concerngatporal punishments threatened by the
school authorities look distinctly less menacinggt Stephen’s troubles in Chapter 2
recapitulate those of Chapter 1. whether it isetiglt-year-old’s fear of a punitive
beating at school or a fourteen-year-old’s innerflact between sexual desire and
spiritual purity, the novel’s dominant theme maksslf known, namely, the tortured
relation of the body’s desires and limitationshie tmind’s aspirationsA Portrait charts
the form this relation takes at successive momierttse life of Stephen, its torments
arising in new shapes as the young man’s biologsratial, institutional, or intellectual
situation develops.

Rather like the Hegelian dialectic, the novel shewsry successful synthesis to

produce a new contradiction as history unfdldé.this were all, however, it would be

" On the evidence offered by his biographer Ellmaayce does not appear to have read Hegel, but he
certainly read the dialectical criticism of Wildgrivic identifies another source in Blake, one dfose
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little different from a traditionaBildungsromanthe hero or heroine of which learns in

stages the means to prosper in bourgeois society,Raide and PrejudiceJane Eyre
Oliver Twist and even, though more complexly and ambivaleMlgdlemarch ButA
Portrait, ending as it does on a suspended note, amiti¢badlusive chaos of Stephen’s
diary entries, more properly belongs to the gefftb@late or faileBildungsromanas
Franco Moretti points out: like the novels of FlauhHardy, and Conrad beforeAt,
Portrait declines to narrate a linear development towalfdlfoent.” It leaves us instead
with a sense that Stephen’s concluding perorasia@very bit as limited and in need of
later remediation as the perorations that wentreafo Joyce even seems to complicate
Stephen’s identification with Deadalus the artifiagnen, in the novel’s last line, Stephen
invokes Daedelus not only as his precursor, btiisagather: “Old father, old artificer,
stand me now and ever in good stead” (213). Ifdeass is his father, then that makes
him Icarus—destined to fall from the heights of hisb As for standing him in stead, this
phrase recalls Stephen’s constant search for isyabitoughout the novel, a search
always defeated by the unavoidability of changs.h& embarked ddlysses Joyce

himself testified to his confidant, Frank Budgdmtt“Stephen no longer interests me...

“Proverbs of Hell” encapsulates dialectical logM!ithout contraries there is no progression” (gid.
Brivic 49).

S Castle’s is the most comprehensive account ofrtbeernisBildungsromanencompassing not only
Wilde and Joyce, but also Hardy, Lawrence, and Wadlis overall view of this genre sees it as both
negating through irony the dehumanizations of imsggntal life while “advanc[ing] new solutions taeth
problems of identity and society” (253). Morettiteorough account of the entire gerifege Way of the
World, argues in Marxist fashion that tBddungsromarclosely tracks the historical fortunes of the
bourgeoisie, from a triumphal early stage, corresigg to the revolutionary period, in which the des
and heroines insert themselves into society, titterlate stage—homologous with imperial-era
contradictions of capitalism leading to World Warwhere the formative process fails. Booker proside
suggestive analysis of the difference betweerBilthingsromarin Goethe and Joyce, understanding the
differences as ones of emphasis and milieu raktzr being historically determined in Moretti's serfsee
Booker chapter 5). My own understanding is closes€lastle’s: Joyce’s call to the reader to cigchis
narrative of development complicates any reading Bbrtrait as a simple failure-to-develop story.
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He has a shape that can’t be changed” (105).

Joyce’s novel goes further than earlier late-stage-called failed examples of
theBildungsroman These books make their critical stand agairestthture that crushes
their protagonists’ aspirations a matter of plotmagh as anything else. Simply to
recount the main narrative line is to understamdr ttrushing irony—Frederic Moreau
wishes to succeed in Parisian society and to loreMrnoux but ends up disappointed
and nostalgic; Jude Fawley wants to become a schothfind true love with Sue
Bridehead but loses everything he has and then ldied Jim tries to make good on the
quixotic imaginings of his youth by going to sed discovers his own moral limitations
before perishing at the hands of a brigand in af#@post of the empire. The storyAf
Portrait is more mundane and ambiguous. To recount ting isteven to suggest
Stephen’s success on his own terms: he escapesyatiurch, and family, which is
what he had wanted to do from the time he wennteeausity. Joyce calls the
Bildungsromarinto question by forcing its readers to scrutimoé the events it narrates,
but the terms in which its protagonist understahdsn. We might in fact say that the
novel becomes the readeBddungsromaras much as the protagonist’'s. This
necessitates a writing practice more thoroughlyceomed with limning the protagonist’s
consciousness than the earlier novelists had ateshfthough, to be fair, Flaubert comes
close and is obviously Joyce’s main influence is Hrea). If earlier novelists had used
their plots to negate their characters’ desiregcd@njoins the readers themselves to
provide the negation, not least by crafting a ptat stalls not at level of temporality—as

Dorian’s does when he does not age—but at the iestdad of thematics. The novel
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recapitulates its major themes through a seri¢gyered images and motifs—water,

birds, roses, blindness, ivory and gold, and tle¢artical figure of chiasmus. As time
goes on, each theme recurs as if to index Steplklenalopment through successive
stages of maturity, even as in each stage hetfagsogress by meeting old impediments
in new guises.

Take, for instance, the novel’'s simplest motif: théasmus?® It appears in the
first short section when infant Stephen, after hg\dommitted an unstated transgression
probably related either to his bedwetting habibisrbudding desire for Betty Byrne,
hides under the table while his aunt, suggestivalled “Dante” in the narrative’s
mimesis of how a small child would say “auntie,featens that eagles will pull out the
boy’s eyes if he does not apologize. Stephen tieks:

Pull out his eyes,

Apologise,

Apologise,

Pull out his eyes.

Apologise,

Pull out his eyes,

Pull out his eyes,

Apologise(6, original italics)
Chiasmus here stands for a Dantean neatness ahpoent: sin leads simply to
retribution. The mirrored repetitions mime in laage the paralysis of theocratic
Ireland, whose governing Church refuses the messiokthe body and its desires.
Chiasmus is thus the aesthetic form correspondinie spiritual authoritarianism

Stephen will later wish to contest. But Joyce sdrews how such authoritarianism

captures the subject—precisely through aestheBogn under threat of familial

8 See Kenner's “Introduction” t& Portrait for a concise treatment of this topic.
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punishment, the young man lulls himself with theyednythms of religious judgment. If

Stephen later finds himself unable to evade chiasmuis art and dualism in his
spirituality, the novel shows us why: they have @woary deep into the texture of his
subjective being because they were introducednodai early. As with the fable, Joyce’s
use of free indirect discourse or covert narratewen to display the repetitive thought
patterns of an infant—a relatively new subjectBEaropean literature, going back only as
far as perhaps Blake’s “Infant Joy” and “Infant ev"—allows him both to display the
linguistic constitution of his protagonist and emuire the reader to make sense of it.
Joyce’s invitation to critique is structural aslvas linguistic, as the novel’s

images recur again and again. Chiasmus next appéen the text gives us another
poem. Stephen, now a boy or eight or so, sitd@igdwes Wood School and
contemplates an identifying verse his classmatennii®n in his textbook:

Stephen Dedalus is my name,

And Ireland is my nation.

Clongowes is my dwellingplace

And heaven my expectatig¢h2, original italics)
While Stephen (and Joyce) will later reject thedddgy of this narrative’s content, which
unproblematically links nation and religion to theividual, his interest here is in form:
“He read the verses backwards but then they werpowiry” (12). In other words,
Stephen learns by this exercise that reversakigfigient to produce poetry. Poetry
requires, if not a divine teleology, then at lesmihe escape from the merely given, some
forward motion. The next page extends Stephersgmiation to public questions: “He

wondered if they were arguing at home about [P§rn€hat was called politics. There

were two sides in it...” (13). Irish politics, witts swing between Dante’s religious and
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Mr. Dedalus’s secular nationalism, is also chiasavith the nation at its center. A

matter of argumentation and reversal, it showdfitsterior to poetry, which can get
beyond the deadlock of essentialized political fpmrss. Joyce shows Stephen engaged in
the reading process he expects the reader alsaltrgo: the close study of how
language works leads on to insights about how paed social life beyond the paralysis
of theocracy, empire, and a resistant nationalfsh dnly mimics the worst qualities of
what it opposes.

Stephen often forget what he learns in one corgXte encounters later
situations, however, and the menace of chiasmikitg does not leave him as he ages.
In Chapter 3, for instance, his teenage conveisi@n extremely conservative variant of
his faith, which wins him through Father Arnallenigthy threats to his youthful
congregants of the many punishments of hell, régipes on a more sophisticated
theological plane the transgression-retribution eh@arly inculcated in him by Dante.
(In this sense, his aunt Dante and the infernal paate are spiritually identical.)
Chapter 4, though, looks as if it offers Stepheves out of such spiritual stultification.
Stephen’s aesthetic epiphany of the bird-girl anghingle—described in the languid
tones of Pater obha Giaconda—appears to indicate his embrace of the irreducilndd
of physical reality which the Church, in its relessly punitive focus on the soul,
condemns. The passage concludes this way: “Hembegs as a bird’s soft and slight,
slight and soft as the breast of some darkplumadged. But her long fair hair was
girlish: and girlish, and touched with the wondénmmrtal beauty, her face” (144). “Soft

and slight, slight and soft,” “her...hair was girlisind girlish...her face”: despite the
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intervention of a clause here and there, this a@istbpiphany of physical splendor

remains caught in the easy reversals and duali$etsasmus. Indeed, we might read
this as another spiritual transgression (“Heav&y! cried Stephen’s soul, in an
outburst of profane joy”) to be quickly coupled tme punishment of the material as
chapter 5 opens with images of “[t]he yellow dripgi of his mother’s grease jar, that
had been “scooped out like a boghole” and remimahsdfi the punitive “turfcoloured
water” of Clongowes (144, 146). Stephen swings dipendulum between spiritualized
matter and matter-befouled spirit.

The final chapter emphasizes his stasis one hastwhen he composes his
villanelle, now depicting women as whorish temptessinstead of pure seabirds. While
the poem offers a more sophisticated instance evihan the simple chiasmus of the
eagle rhyme or the couplets scrawled in the ba)tbbok, its form reintroduces the
motif of repetition within a pre-given structur&he poem’s form, its verses predictably
recurring at pre-determined intervals, make as @sats content the unvarying dualism
with which Stephen approaches reality, especiallyity in the form of women. Brivic
construes the villanelle as “a feminist poem ttadiisacupon women to give up the lures of
sexual mythology” (28). On the evidence of thempadone, such an interpretation is
arguable, though its flagrant and unquestionindajepent of thebelle dame sans merci
trope makes it unlikely:You have set man’s heart ablaze / And you haveytvadwill of
him,” Stephen writes, invoking the Romantic and Decadi®pe of the devouring, fatal
woman seen above in Huysmans (188, original italidsyce’s covert narration,

however, gives us not only the language that Stepheduces—the poem—but also the
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language of his consciousness that enables himotlupe it; in the Lacanian vocabulary

that Brivic favors, Joyce’s text introduces intadance the symbolic order, or the Big
Other, as it constitutes Stephen’s subjectivithe Tiovel encourages us to read the
language and images that Stephen’s culture in@ddathim as he goes about artistic
creation. Readers are prepared to answer thigelgrthe earlier appearance in the
novel of themes of bodily sin and pure and impuoenanhood, as exemplified
respectively by the Virgin Mary Stephen worshipd #me prostitutes he frequents.

As Stephen lay in bed composing his verses whéarding of his erstwhile
beloved, E. C., we read the following: “On all sddistorted reflections of her image
started from his memory: the flowergirl... the kitolgel... a girl who had laughed... a
girl he had glanced at” (185). All women are refiens of E. C.: there are no women,
understood as a population of diverse individualg,only one Woman, one image, a
Platoniceidosof which the Catholic Marys—Virgin Mother and Wiedvlagdalene—are
the types.” Moreover, Stephen reflects that, while a man bindeed, a woman sins by
virtue of being woman: “A sense of her innocencereapbhim almost to pity her, an
innocence he had never understood till he had dorttee knowledge of it through sin,

an innocence which she too had not understood wh#awvas innocent or before the

""Yoshida’s fascinating study @f Portrait through Jung’s four stages of eroticism—whereimma
worships in Platonically ascending order earthy,Eveividual Helen, spiritual Mary, and cosmic
Sophia—reveals some of the cultural materials Jayaedrawing on in his depiction of male sexual
subjectivity beyond those of the Catholic patrigrciBy the end of the book, Yoshida abandons Jang i
favor of Lacan and French feminism, arguing thatfrmer is too neatly essentialist even in hisiargnts
for sexual liberalism and that Joyce’s novel pagsdiungian idealizations. Given that Lacanian
psychoanalysis angcriture feminineéhave their sources in Joyce’s fictions (see Séleftthapter 1 for
this), Yoshida ends up producing a Joycean critmfuling rather than the reverse. Yoshida’'s study
nevertheless illuminates the sexual politic\d?ortrait compellingly, and suggests that myth criticism,
now largely thought to be outmoded, may still h&hiags to teach students of Joyce and modernisth (as
suggested previously of Wilde in chapter 1.2).
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strange humiliation of her nature had come upoh (i&7). Readers will recall that

Stephen “sinned” in chapter 2 when he indulgedsbigial desire with prostitutes. We
might expect this to form a contrast, if the quasis one of innocence vs. experience,
with E. C., who has presumably not done the egentadexual deed, but in fact Stephen
understands her too to have entered into sin troungergoing “the strange humiliation
of her nature,” a phrase that almost certainlyreefe menses. In other words, Stephen
sees women’s menstruation as being equivalent tosnsexual activity, both equally
sinful and shameful as they drag the pure soul dotenthe bodily mire. These are not
thoughts one would expect to inform the compositba feminist poem, no matter the
definition of feminism in question, and it is theixtrinsic testimony that allows the
reader to understand the villanelle not as femufistourse, but as standard male-
Decadent misogyny of the kind analyzed above indmgussion of Huysmans. As
Suzette Henke writes in what is perhaps the clasatement of the thesis that Stephen is
a misogynist: “The formal, highly wrought versesStéphen’s poem reveal his perpetual
obsession with the terrifying eroticism of the fded...] As poet-priest, he
transubstantiates the eternal feminine into a disehed muse that, once out of nature,
ceases to threaten” (81).

Henke’s critique, however, implies that Joyce’s akeovert narration also
rescues Brivic’s application of the feminist lab@khe poem. On its own, the poem
reproduces standard misogyny, but within the oVstalcture of the novel, it may be
understood as potentially feminist. By giving he text not only of the poem, but also of

Stephen’s subjectivity and the materials that casegt, Joyce invites the reader to
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investigate critically the relation between the e calls upon the reader to become a

literary critic of Stephen’s text and his own, gatentially a feminist critic. According
to Henke, Joycexposesnisogyny rather than propounding it. The textzation of
subjectivity makes readers over into active intetgns of Joyce’s fictions, and
consequently active interpreters of the societyselanguage Joyce places upon the
page. The necessity of interpretation, thoughs dwet necessarily pre-determine any
particular conclusion. Elisabeth Sheffield, fostence, mounts a critique of Henke
meant to show that Joyce’s supposed feminist pa@iti Stephen’s fear of desire
actually rests on the age-old trope of woman-asemi¥@oman and her biological and
cultural attributes are deployed as tropes usel@soribe the creative powers of the male
artist” (60). On Sheffield’s account, it hardly tieas if Joyce shows Stephen’s dualism
about women to be artistically limited; what is ionfant is the reduction of women to
mirrors for the psyche of the male creator.

It is beyond the scope of the present work to desidavor of these
interpretations; | am more interested in analyZiog/ the novel invites this divergence of
views. In the debate among Brivic, Henke, and f&#df Joyce’s texts become a
staging-ground for contests over first principl@&sivic’s Lacanian psychoanalysis,
Henke’s commitment técriture feminineand Sheffield’s more empiricist and
individualist brand of Anglo-American feminism cannltimately be reconciled, and
they lead their proponents to vastly different dosions about the text. What commands
attention from the perspective of my thesis isvifag in which Joyce, though the use of

covert narration, makes these different interpi@tatavailable to readers of different
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ideological persuasions. Of course, the same nhiglsiaid of any narrative without a

narrator given in the text as objective: a firstgo® novel, perhaps, or a dramatic
monologue—what Chatman calls the nonnarrated tut.the Joycean difference
centers on the access he provides to his centmahcter’s subjectivity, including what
that character might not be able to say for himskiike the contemporary movement of
psychoanalysis, Joyce’s novel aims to analyze titensciousness and remediate its
workings by bringing them to light.

Such a Joycean tactic is most obvious where it mesgtmbles Freud’s practice:
in the investigation of sexual desire. BuPortrait does not confine its examination of
subjectivity to the sexual domain, nor does it sgeeily allow critics to say anything
they want. To take another example, this time ftbennovel’s national politics, Joyce’s
covert narration directly reports Stephen’s thoaghtan anticipation of stream-of-
consciousness style when the young man reflectseprovenance—erroneously
supposed to be Irish—of the word “tundish,” whible university’'s English dean does
not understand: “The language we are thinkingssoeffore it is mine. [...] | have not
made or accepted its words. My voice holds thebagt My soul frets in the shadow of
his language” (159). This is a famous passageequwy Edward W. Said, for one, in his
broad studyCulture and Imperialismas well as by Vincent J. Cheng in his renowned
account of Joyce’s racial politics, as if it welne tauthor’s implicitly pro-nationalist final
word on the subject (Said 223-4, Cheng 89But the end of the novel troubles such a

reading: Stephen writes in his diary, “I lookedifitlish’] up and find it English and good

8 Cheng’s overall account, however, is particulaidh and subtle Joyce, Race, and Empiagpproaches
Joyce’s novels as texts meant to construct a coslitep nation, sovereign but hospitable to internal
difference and external influence. In this, Chesraalysis is substantially similar to that of Kitis.
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old blunt English too. Damn the dean of studies lais funnel! What did he come here

for to teach us his own language or to learn mnfites? §ic)” (212). Joyce is here
mocking any concept of return to an original largpiaheur-spracheof theVolk, as the
Celtic Revivalists recommend, by dramatizing thed@mness and uncertainty of
linguistic origins. The final question Stephensskith its unconventional punctuation
and consequently tangled syntax, shows langualge émdemically improper,
wandering, and creative; individual speakers aed ttircumstantial usages make
language, not racial or national notions of praprighip (“his” vs. “mine”). This passage
encourages critical readers to go back to Stephertsalized consciousness (“My soul
frets...”) to behold not justified nationalist indigtion, but rather the kind of
essentializing self-pity and paralyzed sense dfidehtity that may lead a colonial
subject to become a nationalist prig. In any evéoyce has spent the entire novel
showing that none of Stephen’s words is his owatgra: his consciousness is a text
woven of his culture’s symbolic materials, from Raicism to Decadence. This
example demonstrates that Joyce does not deasoluab indeterminacy: the novel’s
structure guides the reader, the later passagkitbgags how to read the earlier one, and
thus a pro-nationalist reading of the first “turidipassage is not supported by the textual
evidence. The novel does not licemsy interpretation ireverycase.

Joyce has his themes and polemics, as any autksr dbat matters for the
purposes of this study are the means he uses tmuooivate them to readers, or rather, to
ask the readers to communicate them on their dwmeach instance, he makes Stephen’s

religious, political, and sexual dualismextualmatter. Readers must read the language
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of Stephen’s thoughts and his writings and deal¢Hemselves what they ultimately

portend. Joyce gives textual clues as to his @&a of the villanelle’s quality or
Stephen’s nationalist reflection, but delivers netamtextual judgment as the intrusive
narrator of earlier fiction might have. Again,iffdr from earlier critics in not seeing
Joyce’s text as a proto-postmodernist picturéaiture, i. e., the limitless proliferation

of a multi-signifying textuality. To cite Colin M&abe’s influential view as an instance,
the entire novel enacts the production of subjégtitself through discourse: “The
discourses in question are those of Catholicismretidnalism, of aesthetics and the
artist, discourses which produce the ‘I’ that etidstext and immediately starts it again”
(68). Joyce’s textualism on this account doegtipaliwork in exposing ideologies that
would present themselves as natural instead of hiynecanstructed and thus alterable.
But the insistence of critics on textuality faitssdistinguish the text of covert narration
and its offshoots (not only Joyce’s, but that aiuHert, James, Chekhov, Mansfield,
Woolf) from an older tradition that it may superéity resemble, which is what Chatman
calls the “nonnarrated” story, and which | wouldl tae rhetorical tradition of fiction,
including faux-memoirs (from Defoe to Charlotte Bt@), epistolary novels (from
Richardson onward), and novels constructed fronuch@nts (from Mary Shelley to
Bram Stoker). Each of these narratorial typesgiarends writing as such, precisely by
attributing their texts to known writers. They faore nearly provide a means to
investigate the social circulation of discoursegwse of writing’s innate publicity; to this
extent, they belong to a critical tradition of riwt, i.e., a tradition whose paramount

goal is the persuasion of an audience, and whoserfal goal is the self-aware
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presentation of fictional characters’ attemptsdgesrsuade.

Practitioners of covert narration, conversely, @ppgeabandon rhetoric.Contra
Lukacs, for whom modernism brought in the reigmamhpant subjectivism, Joyce retains
the objective stance of third-person nineteenthitogmarration, which, unlike the
rhetorical tradition, naturalizes its text-prodoctias the spontaneous emanation of
worldly truth. Joyce sinks his own writerly agerfay more deeply into his text than,
say, George Eliot ever did by making his novel sécome entirely from the inside of
his central charactér. But the goal is the same as Eliot's—to produassd&nowledge
in the absence of a discernible social agent. piaduction of social knowledge about
the subject differs from the rhetorical traditioechuse it claims to go beneath the
rhetoric’s publicity in order to produce unmediatatess to the inner lives of the
characters it describes, an Aestheticist maneuwsease it radically autonomizes art by
ostensibly ignoring the social function of the stitbut also a domestic/realist strategy for
disseminating truths about the psyche.

Accordingly, criticism has read this self-conceatinef the author, in realist or
modernist style, as bad faith—artists denying theervention even as they make it and
so mystifying art’s role in social reproductionees for instance, Daniel Cottom’s
excoriation of George Eliot for seeming to produoéversal psychological knowledge of
her characters in his stu®pcial FiguresNancy Armstrong’s dismantling of domestic

fiction’s pretensions to truth-production about teelf,” or Lukacs’s aforementioned

9 Again, | wish to emphasize the continuity of tlieeteenth- and twentieth-century fiction. Aestbistin
transforms domestic realism’s knowledge of the psyiato an immanent textual practice. This puts
Victorian and modernist novels on the same side, at odds wéhkthtorical tradition that typified the
eighteenth and early nineteenth centuries.
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assault on modernist writers for abandoning thetred responsibility by embracing

expressionism in “The Ideology of ModernismA’ Portrait itself anticipates this charge
in the scene wherein Stephen expounds his aestielibsophy that drama is the highest
art. Stephen contrasts drama with epic—which, llaorian novels, have Chatman’s
“overt narrator,” and are thus midway between s&igr and audience—and lyric—
whose narrator, like Chatman’s “nonnarrated” tegpgaks from a simply personal,
subjective viewpoint. In drama, on the other hdmtie personality of the artist...finally
refines itself out of existence, impersonaliseslffso to speak. [...] The artist, like the
God of the creation, remains within or behind oydrel or above his handiwork,
invisible, refined out of existence, indifferenarmg his fingernails” (180-1). In other
words, like Chatman’s covert narrator, the authibhdvaws and simply presents his
creation for the audience to scrutinize. As Vividgller observes, “Stephen’s ideal
author penetrates the form of his creation so cetapl that he disappears. By perfecting
the art of sublimation, he explodes the romantitmof unmediated self-expression”
(60). This anti-romantic demystification is theli@al side of the autonomous aesthetic |
have examined: it paradoxically removes itself fiommediate social intelligibility or
practicality in order to demonstrate that the scibjeand the artistic subject no less—is
little more than a tissue of social discourse. tlermore, Stephen’s remark immediately
invites its own scrutiny, as the young man conttsdhimself: the God of the creation, at
least in the Thomist sense of the infinite, perfaad physically unlimited deity that
Stephen would have learned about from the Jeslaies not have fingernails. This may

seem a trivial or trivializing remark, but in fatis consonant with Joyce’s insistence
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throughout his work that his characters have aedlafined by their bodily needs and

functions. Stephen unwittingly undercuts his owalyafearing idealism, showing that
dramatic art comes not from God but from a humanghe
The question of the politics of Joyce’s writing giiae does not resolve itself so

quickly. Heller continues: “[Joyce] may be abdeuse his life as poetic material but he
cannot exhaust its mysteries; indeed, the veryga®of turning memories into
metaphors suggests that its riddles are insoly6lg). Joyce’s production of
insolubility—as in the critical indecision over $teen’s attitude toward women or
nationalism—have led to the charge, not restritbeibtalitarianapparatchikdike Karl
Radek, of an enervating ahistoricism and relativigderek Attridge attempts to respond
to the most sophisticated version of this accusam®it appears in Fredric Jameson’s
Lukacsian fear that Joyce’s texts swerve from therhatic Real of history-as-class-
conflict by showing reality to be entirely mediatiough languag®. Attridge contends
that Joyce’s indeterminate textualism

does not constitute any kind of claim about thestexice or non-existence,

or the true nature of, the Real; what it does diersonstrate a few facets

of the immense power of language (and the systémsltoral

signification with which it works) to create an inegsion of access to that

inaccessible Real while at the same time drawitepton to the literary

and linguistic processes through which this effeeichieved. (81)

Post-structuralist Attridge’s defense of Joyce yoeetedly returns us to the kernel of

8 See Williams'sReading Joyce Politicallghapter 2 for an excellent survey of Joyce ctitirom the
Left, encompassing everyone from Radek and Lul@bésaretti and Jameson. Williams emphasizes the
polarization between readings of Joyce as decadantionary that prevailed in Marxist criticisminche
1930s to the 1960s, and understandings of his éesxtevolutionarpverturnings of reason and tradition
that came to the fore in the 1970s under the infleeof psychoanalysis, feminism, structuralism, post-
structuralism. | argue here for a Joyce neithactienary nor revolutionary, but reformist andicat

There is not a direct enough route between Joyegtsal innovations and collective political praetito
justify calling his novels revolutionary in anytigilbut a metaphorical sense; neither, though, arédoks
so politically inert as to deaden the reader tacaddpeculations or even actions.
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truth expressed by Joyce’s harshest critics: ddAnistotelian Booth, Marxist Lukacs,

and avant-garde Bersani (whose critique will betgddelow), each from his different
philosophical and political perspective, agree flmgice’s problem is an excess of
mimesis? He so thoroughly evokes reality in laggdaincluding the linguistic reality
of the human psyche—that readers do not know vehdb twith such a surplus of
information. | have argued above that this damg$iarplus of meaning draws criticism
forth, and | think Attridge in persuasive in hisxtention that this call for scrutiny
assumes the existence of the real (if not of Jamesxplicitly Marxist “Real”)—but one
guestion remains: what of the status of art itself?

The status of art in Joyce’s novel may best beagared indirectly, by appealing
less to its overt thematizations than to its markeithe discourse itself. As Attridge
says, Joyce both uses the linguistic tools of misp@ghile inviting readers to recognize
the tools themselves as he does so. This obsemvapiplies equally well to those
passages that seem to deliver not only truth ditydaut also beauty to the reader.
Consider, for instance, the end of Chapter 1, ircwigouthful Stephen goes out to the
sporting ground at Clongowes, reveling in his tqamover the priest who had unjustly
struck him with the pandybat:

The fellows were practising long shies and bowlotzgs and slow twisters.
In the soft gray silence he could hear the bumpghkeballs: and from here
and from there through the quiet air the soundhefdricketbats: pick,
pack, pock, puck: like drops of water in a fountltiing softly in the
brimming bowl. (49)

This passage calls on the reader-critic’'s cognioeer to be sure: its water imagery

recalls the watery manifestations of Stephen’sidoathat have occurred so far in the
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novel, from his ambivalent feelings toward his ouvme to his horror of the filthy

Clongowes boghole. Whenever Stephen thinks oholegter, he is on his spiritual
upswing, and the next chapter swiftly pulls himkbédown into the muck when we read a
few pages later of “liquid dung” at a cowfarm tllastroys Stephen’s pastoral illusions
(53). Moreover, the passage’s very form, soundiokimg sense in a paratactic rhythm,
indicates progress in Stephen’s poetic developnienitas temporarily gotten beyond the
punitive chiasmus of “Pull out his eyes / Apolodiseachieve a sensuous contemplation
of reality that does not hold it hostage to pra¥fed categories.

But it does the passage an injustice to fail teenistinvitation to a non-thematic
appreciation as a piece of writing. Joyce deploternal rhyme (there/air), a beguiling
interplay of anapests and iambs (and from HEREfeomd THERE through the QUIlet
AIR), and a pleasingly consonant onomatopoeia (gekk, pock, puck) to create prose
that provides the poetfcissonof sheer sound offered by such lyrical masteisesss,
Tennyson, and Hopkins. His art here fulfills thesgheticist criteria of beautifying
reality and giving readers pleasurable sensatiéisof the passage’s thematic elements
that | have listed above, however, also operatbignprose: one cannot read it without
guestioning its role in Stephen’s life. In othewrds, readers who encounter it within the
structural matrix of the novel are called upon lcp it in their overall account of
Stephen’s subjective development, even as theyeape its beauty. More than
scrutineers of aesthetic theory, as readers bedomreg Stephen’s discourse in Chapter

5, they here become critics of art even in its riestation as beauty, forced to be aware
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of its origin in @ human subjectivity conditioneg time and culturé&?

Covert narration may thus be read as the relativebpercive presentation of
knowledge that could not be aesthetically arrangehy other way, and with which
readers may do as they will, even at the libertgahg wrong. If one is persuaded that
there are truths about one’s own subjective cargiit through the social field of
language that one could not oneself express djyracthnguage—and most radical
critics, with Marx’s “ideology,” Freud’s “unconsais,” and Foucault’s “discourse” in
mind, are by definition so persuaded—then a litedmvice like covert narration can be a
useful tool for the investigation of subject-formoat using the thought-experiments that
are fictional characters. Rather than seeing d@lifist mystification, we might regard it
instead as a democratizing pedagogical tool, sficaty withholding information in
order to induce the audience to think through ttublem on its ow#? Finally, if | may
make a crude observation in the midst of this tiiécal discussion, the author’'s name on
the title page should be enough to remind readbatsthe text does not in fact come from
nowhere, but only pretends to, just as Stephengefinails remindhim that artworks are
made by men and women rather than by God. Physahlies have a way of insisting

upon themselves without any help from artists.

8 Joyce’s invitation to scrutinize the artwork leddsrris to see Joyce as avant-garde in the sense tfie
term by Burger, who differentiates modernism frdma avant-garde thusly: “The European avant-garde
movements can be defined as an attack on the sthawsin bourgeois society. What is negatedoisam
earlier form of art (a style) but art as an ingtito that is unassociated with the life praxis anh(Burger
49). | do not think that Joyce’s novel, or any @lpean be avant-garde in this sense; Joyce ddesmdo
destroy the novel, as, say, Duchamp aimed to degttbery art with his stunt urinal, but rathermtake
readers critical consumers of novels and co-praduzietheir meaning. Even if H&daimed to destroy
the novel, he failed spectacularly, producing neviht took their place next to those of the otdadition
as required reading and inspiration for futureidict For this reason, | differ with Norris, seeihgyce in
the reformist line of the modernists rather thamntvolutionary corps of the vanguard. See N@+Ts

8 The pedagogical situation is also structured bygraelations, of course, and may therefore itself
criticized for elitism.
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To be fair, though, the Joycean text does in fanta a transcendence of the

subject who wrote it through its critical analysfshow writing operates to constitute
subjectivity. MacCabe, after a theoretical discws®f how “texts [play] an important
part in forming class positions,” notes that, “Téédeas go back a long way and surface
within literature itself long before they make thappearance in criticism. | would
argue—and here at least | think | would find mamggreement with me—that they find
their most compelling exposition in the work of tineh writer James Joyce” (“A
Defense of Criticism” 2). Indeed, Joyce’s textgihimost clearly be seen as a
dramatization of the now-canonical Althusserearmantof subject-formation, an
account meant to explain how texts create, ratreer mimetically reflect, social
positions, whether of class, gender, race, prajessitc. For Althusser, the individual
becomes organized as a subject to ideology wheedhay a material discourse and
persists as a subject when he or she enacts tlaésrihat materialize ideology. This is
precisely what happens to Stephen, over and own.agie becomes a subject of Irish
nationalism, of Catholicism, of Aestheticism, asleaf these discourses, incarnated in
materials from speech to sermons to printed téetis him as their recipient, and he in
turn performs the ritualized actions (attending Mawgriting poems, etc.) that embody
these ideologies. As Althusser notes in a sentdratgeads like a summary Af

Portrait, “where only a single subject (such and such dividual) is concerned, the
existence of the ideas of his belief is materiahisthis ideas are his material actions
inserted into material practices governed by matenituals which are themselves

defined by the material ideological apparatus framich derive the ideas of that
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subject (n. pag., original emphasis). This image of shédject’s constitution and

persistence through the materiality of languagelesson taught by the novel. The
reader cannot make the text legible without traStephen’s subject-formation, which
brings to light the process of subject-formatioteage.

Joyce effectively says to his readers what Althusags to his own: “In order to
grasp what follows, it is essential to realize thaith he who is writing these lines and the
reader who reads them are themselves subjectsharedore ideological subjects (a
tautological proposition), i.e. that the author émel reader of these lines both live
‘spontaneously’ or ‘naturally’ in ideology” (n. pgg The goal of this artistic procedure |
take to be the same as the goal of Althusser'sré¢iieal procedure: the partial freeing of
the subject from his or her own subjectificationstigh-ideological-discourses via the
attainment of self-consciousness or reflexivitylléwing Marxist tradition, Althusser
calls this attainment “science”: “the author, iremods he writes the lines of a discourse
which claims to be scientific, is completely absasa ‘subject’ from ‘his’ scientific
discourse (for all scientific discourse is by défon a subject-less discourse, there is no
‘Subject of science’ except in an ideology of sciexi (n. pag.). But | call it
Aestheticism: the revision of the novel away froamtgipation in discourses to a meta-
level at which discourses are investigated thraeghniques that are, if not fully
objective, at least designed to testify to thetnaif their own objectivity. It is this
version of Aestheticism that serves as the pedagbthye modernist novel.

The concept of pedagogy brings a further problemitad, however. Anyone

who has taught Joyce’s texts—or who can remembm=rgtiering them as a student—
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knows that reading them is not exactly an unmixedgure. They are what they are

reputed to bedifficult. Quoting Lacan on the writerJguissanceof Finnegans Wake

Tom McCarthy and Simon Critchley note, “It is theesr pressure of this presence that
suffocates and oppresses the readé&irmiegans Wakbecause, as is well known,
Lacanian jouissance is not pleasure but suffeangxcitation or excess that is too much
for the organism to bear. En-Joyce-ment, or whatdaalls ‘joyicity’, is not enjoyable”
(n. pag.). Whild=innegans Wake more complex thaA Portrait by many orders of
magnitude, the difference is one of degree ratham kind: in each instance, Joyce guides
readers, but does not tell them what to think.sTdricesthem—and | use the verb
advisedly, in order to swerve from Barthes’s infitial soixante-huitardanguage of
reader-liberation—to assemble from the textual nelteon offer their own thoughts
about the subjects so textualized—in the cage Bbrtrait, art and Catholicism, empire
and sexuality, nationalism and gender. In compglieaders to become critics, Joyce
puts readers taork, rather than to the “play” that was the watchwofrgost-modern
aesthetic§® In this, we behold yet another continuity betwagreteenth- and twentieth-
century fiction: both uphold labor as a producevaie. While Gagnier, Moretti and
Wicke have emphasized Aestheticist and modernisingras homologous with the shift
from production to consumption in capitalist ecomsnl would rather read Wilde and
Joyce as strenuously resisting this shift in celtuBy throwing the critical task onto the

reader, the writers aim to ensure that reagevducethe text even as they consum&it.

8 See Moretti's “The Long Good-Byellyssesand the End of Liberal Capitalism” and Wicke’s ‘$dr
Dalloway Goes to Market” for modernism-as-consusari

8 Here is validation of Tratner, Wicke, and Kiberdigument that the political economy implied by
modernist fictions is collectivist and social demaic or Keynesian, with its mix of production and
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As Lois Cucullu shows in her study of modernistertise, Joyce’s call for

criticism of his autonomous text—in effect, hisueggment that readers generate the
social judgments that would have been wholly irdéta earlier texts in the realist
mode—provides the pre-condition for the installataf literature as educational
discipline and cultural capital later in the twertti century’®> Joyce disciplines readers as
critics through his own withdrawal from social judgnt, thus providing what Wilde
could not in his own novel: a fictional discourkattsupplies a narrative of temporal
development—which Wilde avoided through the Gothope of Dorian’s perpetual
youth—even as it nevertheless requires readersdorbe critics in order to complete the
text’s ethical and political meaning. In this way, Aestheticist text becomes amoral
rather than immoral, and does not foreclose on hpmrssibilities. For Joyce, Wilde was
wrong: the artist does not have to be a criticrtodgoforth cognitively compelling work; it
is rather the reader who must perform the labarititism in order to garner the
cognitive treasures of the text.

To have said all of the foregoing about Wilde aogcé’s novels is not to have
said all, though, or even necessarily to have waiak is pragmatically most important;
this necessitates my turn to a different facetubbaomous fiction in the second section
of my study. As cognitively difficult as Joyce’stions are, they undeniabtio give a
certain affective pleasure, and not only at thellef the beautifully-composed sentence.

After all, each sixteenth of June—Bloomsday—is lbedéed as secular holiday in major

consumption and its emphasis on labor as both pta@uforce and the target of consumption. If Wild
Joyce, and Woolf are cultural anarchists, theyeamnomic socialists, as one might deduce from Wlde
“Soul of Man Under Socialism.”

8 See Cucullu chapter 5.
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cities throughout the world. Readers go to puhsseums, universities, and conference

halls to hear Joyce’s work read aloud and to cateldnis characters’ peregrinations.
Leopold Bloom’s house in Dublin—7 Eccles St.—reesivegular visitors, as does the
Martello tower where Stephen lives at the beginmhglysses It is not uncommon for
Joyce’s readers to identify with his charactemiggles: in my own undergraduate
seminar on Joyce, a forty-year-old male student threlergoing a divorce spoke
movingly of his empathy for Bloom, while a non-titawhal female student with grown
children joked about her fellow-feeling with Mollgince both were sexually-free women
in a conservative men’s world. BAtPortrait also enables identification in this way: to
return for a moment to the personal, | myself gignas a young man with artistic and
intellectual ambitions in a provincial Catholic reil, and | know for a fact that | was not
the only such person dreamily scrawlimon servianinto his school notebook8. Such
identifications are so common that they provoked Bersani to censure Joyce as
insufficiently avant-garde in his compellingly icalastic essay “Againdilysses:
Has any fictional character ever been so compldtebyvn [as Bloom]?
Warm- hearted, commonsensical, and appealinglynatitain politics and
religion; a loving son, father and even husbanlli ofuenterprising (if
unrealized and impractical) commercial schemeghsii but not
unappealingly pretentious intellectually; horny duitdguilty sexually...
Bloom is eminently appealing and eminently ordind?p4)
Despite the fact that Stephen is both less likahtkless ordinary than Bloom, Bersani’s

complaint could also be appliedAoPortrait, whose protagonist is similarly presented in

exhaustive detail, complete with foibles—jejune oudisie hubris, erotic troubles,

8 Here one might also think of how later twentietmtury male writers from marginal or oppressed
communities, such as the Jewish- or African-Amerj@dso allude to Stephen Dedalus as the precafsor
their own autobiographical heroes, as in Ralprs&fisinvisible Manor Philip Roth’sThe Ghost Writer
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economic decline, thwarted ambition—with which maesgders can identify, even as

they are called upon to question their own iderdiion by Joyce’s exposure of the social
discourses that underlie these character tras.BErsani, this mimesis counts as a
reactionary gesture, coming as it does after Fldisb@lentless irony toward his

principle characters, and being contemporaneous lvaitvrence’s more thorough
overthrow of his characters’ rational faculty bgithunconscious and bodily forces.
Bersani even supports my claim that the domesticrandernist novels are in continuity
when he compares Joyce to Austen, and Joyce ssholdaneites, implicitly denigrating
the writerly practice of creating characters staseugh to win reader affection and
identification. Here we see the same topos witichvthis section began in its
examination of Wilde: late-twentieth-century avgarde theory replaces late-nineteenth-
century quest romance as the tough and rigorougorsay manly, style of writing that
merely gossipy domestic realist novels and Aestlsttmodernist novels of
consciousness cannot match due to the latter'sienadism and theoretical weakness.

In this chapter, | have bowed somewhat to the efemietruth in such critiques as
Bersani’s (and Booth’s and Lukacs’s, as discusbede) by de-emphasizing affect in
favor of cognition; | have, in effect, tried to sfeup for the intellectual rigors, and even
disciplinary rigors, of this literary mode thatdlcthe autonomous novel. Wilde and
Joyce write a type of novel that withdraws fromiabadvocacy or rhetorical modalities
of rational persuasion in favor of the inner lifBut instead of celebrating this inner life
uncritically, the novel, through its withdrawal,doenes an even more powerful form of

social analysis, precisely by enjoining the redadesupply the overt political and ethical
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critique that earlier novels contained at the lefahe discursive sentence. In this way,

the reader, frustrated by Dorian’s lack of develepinstudies thén-de-sieclechasm
between aesthetics and ethics that thwarts hislmgaraith; similarly, Joyce’s readers,
given nothing to go on but the tissues of discaithat comprise Stephen’s
consciousness, must reverse-engineer the poltigglort of those discourses and then
reconnect their politics to the young man Stephegomes. Thus, my first move in
establishing the Aestheticist/modernist novel &sra of critique privileges the cognitive
power of these forms, even at the expense of niglean affective dimension so
powerful that, in Joyce’s case, it continues t@iresan annual festival all over the world.
Having established this cognitive power here, | tifn in the next section to affect in
Wilde and Joyce’s precursor Pater and successoffy#oo novelist/theorists who turn
the critical power of autonomous form onto the sablg feelings far more than to his or
her cognition. The withdrawal of the novel fromeolvengagement in political struggle
turns the form toward the psyche—not in simplisetebration, but in a spirit of critical
interest. Their faith is that a change in the pated collective world must begin with an

alteration of the inner and individual subject.
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PART Il

Critical Emotion: The Spirit of Love

[I.1. The Novel as Feeling Form

What then is this sentimental? It is that whiclpegls to us, where feeling prevails, and to be switea
sensual but a spiritual feeling. The source and s all these emotions is love, and the spiritoee must
hover everywhere invisibly visible in romantic pget

—Friedrich Schlegel, “Letter about the Novel”

In the previous section, | contested those critcsvhom Aestheticism’s
influence on the novel leaves the form unable téopen the kind of social criticism that
characterized the age of realism. By reading the-eritical Bildungsromane of Wilde
and Joyce—Fhe Picture of Dorian GragndA Portrait of the Artist as a Young Ma+
showed that Aestheticism’s declining to submit a@we art to the court of public appeal
turned the novel inward, toward its own proceduwfeseaning-making and truth-
production. Wilde’s novel enacts the form’s ethioas when severed from historical
development when the text’'s Gothic plot stripgpitstagonist of temporal growth and
maturation. Joyce'Bortrait radicalizes Wilde’s troubled amoralism by takihe t
Aesthetically asocial opportunity of writing thetiea novel from inside the head of the
central character, while retaining the classicisealovel’s objective, third-person
perspective. In this way, Joyce makes the readsati@of his artist-hero’s subjectivity
as it is woven from the public languages and dissgsithat reader and writer share.
While Wilde alerts readers to autonomous art’sqstuphical and ethical contradictions,
Joyce remands the novel’s critical power to reatt@mselves, who examine their own

textual subjectivization by encountering that o thriter's surrogate. The autonomous
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novel, then, does not quit the field of social atign and political critique, as theorists

like Lukacs, Jameson, Blrger, and others have elargther, the novel becomes an
incitement to literary criticism, wherein the sdai@ay be criticized as a text—that is, as
a weave of subject-forming discourses.

To make such claims for the Aestheticist novebisiake explicit in a changed
theoretical context what had been implicit in tpelagies for modernism made in the era
of High Theory. When Roland Barthes extols theitevty” text for being an open
network of signifiers, each of which could be agprated and operated by readers
themselves, or when Gilles Deleuze and Félix Grigitaise novels for describing a
deterritorializing line of flight from settled arderarchical forms of thought, they
suggest that those novels that eschew a lineargfoted order of narrative discourses,
and a rhetoric overtly addressed to a middle-aleading public, are in effect more
critical, indeed, more critically realistic, thametnovels of high humanism preferred by
moralists like Leavis and Marxists like Lukacs.wiuld not have occurred to the
canonical theorists d& pensée '6&o assert a continuity between the realist somakl
as such and the modernist novels that overtursegsgumptions. In the present critical
climate, however, when historicist and sociologiwaldels are hegemonic, along with an
ethico-aesthetic pluralism that scorns the globadizlaims of modernism, it is necessary
to re-articulate a defense of the autonomous nevitiguistic turn” in terms intelligible
to scholars who have rediscovered the politicalgroand artistic merit dncle Tom’s
Cabin

To invoke Stowe’s paradigmatic sentimental nokelyever, is to remind
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ourselves of the limits of a purely cognitive arduistic approach to fiction. Novelists

wish to move readers’ emotions: as Stowe provogastithat she hopes will lead to
reformist actions, so Wilde incites both disgud &tillation to make readers question
Aestheticism’s philosophical lacunae, while Joyoates wry laughter at the pretensions
of Stephen Dedalus, pretensions the reader mag.sBamth sensationalism and humor
animated the reformism of the Victorian novel intens as diverse as Mary Elizabeth
Braddon and Thomas Hardy, but sentimentalism a@delated concept of sympathy
were most central to novelists’ claims that théiogen literary form had special critical
force in society.

In Dickens’sGreat Expectationdor instance, Pip moralizes thusly: “Heaven
knows we need never be ashamed of our tears,dgrdte rain upon the blinding dust of
earth, overlying our hard hearts” (160). Pip’destaent could serve as a summation of a
hundred years’ faith in the artistic mobilizatiohadfects classed under the names of
sensibility, sentiment or sympathy. From the Eighteenth century on, one of the major
ideological projects of the newly hegemonic bourgjee—a project coextensive with the
major developments in narrative fiction and lyraepry—was the promotion of an
aesthetic meant to provoke tearful pity for théfenirigs of others. From Sterne and
Mackenzie to Barrett Browning and Stowe, sentimermea—defined broadly as the
solicitation of readerly tears through the porttafdictional pain, sorrow or privation—
not only provided an aesthetic principle for novaetsl poems, but also subtended the
middle-class approach to political activism anaref. The sentimental subject, whether

writer, reader or fictional observer, would be mbve relieve the real-world sufferings
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of those whom the fictional object of sentimentresgnted’

To take an influential example, in her 1856 ess@ye‘Natural History of German
Life,” George Eliot insists on sympathy as the kewciple of all art. She promotes the
recognition of this fact as a basis for the reniovatf the social novel, which she accuses
in its Dickensian manifestation of an overly extdized, thus unsympathetic, distortion
of the lives of the peopl@&:
...our social novels profess to represent the peaplbey are, and the
unreality of their representations is a grave eVihe greatest benefit we
owe to the artist, whether painter, poet, or n@tgeis the extension of our
sympathies. Appeals founded on generalizationsstattbtics require a
sympathy ready-made, a moral sentiment alreadgtinity; but a picture

of human life such as a great artist can give,rsap even the trivial and
the selfish into that attention to what is apastrirthemselves, which may

87 offer two instances of sentimental form in theateenth-century novel, first from Charles Dickens
Hard Timesand second Harriet Beecher Stoweigcle Tom’s Cabin In the former, the Coketown laborer
Stephen Blackpool, who has fallen down a mineshadh attempt to escape a false charge of bank
robbery, expires after having cleared his name wtidenarrator’s vaguely religious effusion; “Thars

had shown him where to find the God of the pood #mough humility, and sorrow, and forgiveness, he
had gone to his Redeemer’s rest” (204). Not oolysithe narrator provoke tearful affect through the
mobilization of readymade religious discourses,thatentire episode exonerates through Blackpool's
humility and forgiveness the social system that hrasffect, murdered him. Along similar lines, idat
Beecher Stowe’s misguided but ultimately enlighteBenator Bird is moved to anti-slavery action unde
the influence of a sentimental spectacle—that efitured escaped slave Eliza and her child—asasgadf
the tearful response to the spectacle’s other gd& “The woman did not sob nor weep. She had tgone
a place where tears are dry; but every one aroandvs, in some way characteristic of themselves,
showing signs of hearty sympathy. [...] Our senatas a statesman, and of course could not be expecte
to cry, like other mortals; and so he turned hiskita the company, and looked out of the windovd an
seemed particularly busy in clearing his throat wiyng his spectacle-glasses, occasionally blowhisg
nose in a manner that was calculated to exciteidosphad any one been in a state to observeaitil
(1989 edition 82). The narrator forebears to desamasculine weeping, but the notion that sympathe
spectacles are a sufficient goad to ethical adtothe remediation of suffering comes through athb
cases. Similarly, in both cases, sympathy coverglivision of mutually antagonistic social intésgs
bringing together oppressor and oppressed, mastiesexvant, thus validating in large part the aotofi
sentiment as a mystification of political strugtiat | am about to summarize. Still, however, Bit&'s
mockery of Mrs. Jellyby and her “telescopic philmopy” in Bleak Housgas well as Stowe’s sensitivity to
the complexity of emotion, as shown by her alloveabove that pain can pass the point of tears;ateli
that a language of rupture or of absolute discaityrbetween the Victorian and the modernist novel
would be inappropriate; points of comparison ad wftontrast can be found.

8 | will return to Eliot's essay in the chapter Ib&cause Woolf’s critique of Arnold Bennett recajgites
Eliot’s critique of Dickens to a remarkable degegel suggests an ongoing dialectic in the novel—tbate
predates the modernists and in which Aesthetictsamiepisode—between external description and
depictions of consciousness.
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be called the raw material of moral sentiment.0j11

Eliot here suggests that a society complex enooigleduire statistical abstraction as its
form of self-analysis also perforce requires insare means of stimulating fellow-
feeling. Such art will then impel the citizen &t an the otherwise inert knowledge
generated by fact-based appeals to remediation.

Eliot’s plea for sympathy evokes the nineteenthi@gncommonplace of “art’s
replacement of religion,” where the latter term meenaot a body of metaphysical
propositions but rather a thick form of socialityretbody of the church, say—linked by
charity. Even more relevantly to Eliot’s fictiorshe elects novelistic sympathy as a
replacement not only for religion, but for tgemeinschafof the rural commune, which
supposedly joined master and man in bonds of mokiajation structured by natural
rhythms. This community was quite literally brokem, as she dramatizes in
Middlemarch by secular forms of knowledge—everything from exmental medicine
to rail transport to advanced philology—emanatirogT the metropole. With these
forms of social organization, the church and thrgaarc community, dissolved by the
exigencies of modern production and consumptioitpgdphers like Smith and Hume,
and novelists like Sterne, Dickens, and Eliot, fouth artistic sympathy as a new motive
for social amelioration in the absence of a metajayly-supported concept afjapeor
a soil-based organicist and reciprocal social ni¢na

After its high period (1750-1870), sentiment felld aesthetic desuetude and
political disrepute. Though sentimental literataomtinued to be produced in the popular

press, it ceased to enjoy aesthetic and politicalidance as the public poetry and novels
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of the Victorian period gave way both to aesthetiteand modernism as well as to new

popular genres. Various and sometimes opposearict pressures discredited
sentiment in the eyes of modernist writers andena#s: popular Darwinism de-
emphasized the role of individual subjects in histd processes; scientific racism,
consolidated imperialism and the eugenics moverfioeatiosed the extension of fellow-
feeling to whole masses of humanity; insurgent gsoof the exploited and oppressed
(e.g., New Women, the working class) made bourgeibysseem otiose and
condescending; ideologies of world revolution, wiagbvernment and/or pacifism reviled
the philanthropic ideals and liberal nationalisrmwtach sentiment had appealed; and
new approaches in philosophy and psychology—trasknetonyms, of Nietzsche and
Freud—exposed the flaws in theories of moral agbi@mised upon self-present
subjects.

Late twentieth-century scholars have followedrtiadernists in taking pains to
expose the ideological and cultural work done btiseent. Ann Douglas, for one, avers
that a sentimentalized public sphere, degradedrimtienal appeals that obfuscate the
material conditions of social reality, is the resaflmiddle-class woman’s confinement to
the domestic. Women'’s sentimental rebellion offétle in the way of valid social
critique because its attempt to colonize publicseday private feeling discourages a
fundamental understanding of society that woula giximacy to class struggle and
political confrontation—an understanding foundestdt partially, for instance, in the
work of Douglas’s protagonists, Margaret Fuller &efman Melville (note that the

latter is often cited as a major precursor toditgmmodernism). Nancy Armstrong, in
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Desire and Domestic Fictigrargues along similar lines that the middle class,

attempting to win hegemony in Britain over firsetaristocracy and then the proletariat
asserted that it struggled because it had accessrie pre-political, extra-cultural
knowledge about the individual’s psychology, emagi@and rights. The aristocrat
wanted to rule because he wanted power, so thg gbas, while the bourgeois wanted to
rule because he wanted freedom. In order to didaimits own self-interest, the middle
class elevates the individual’'s interior and itsickeas ultimate ground of social reality.
Armstrong contends that once middle-class womemeglcontrol over that sphere by
becoming superintendents of the home and its @llamissary, the novel, then they
attained great social power indeed. Middle-classmen (and men such as Richardson or
Dickens, who in effect “wrote as women,” or, pudtih more skeptically, expropriated

the female standpoint) secure this hegemony lathebugh the composition of novels
that create the psychic interiors and desiresttiggt will go on to control. Eve Kosofsky
Sedgwick, writing with reference to Stern&sSentimental Journefgcuses not on
domestic woman but on sentiment’s new paradignma#io: a proto-bourgeois

intellectual (a clergyman in Sterne, underscorin® anheritance of religion’s social
functions) whose self-ironized investment in seetitrallows him to dominate his
servants while asserting his rights against aniatsan the changing social circumstances
of early modernity and capitalism. Sedgwick poitgddbels this mingling of the

candidly dominant with the self-parodically ingemsas “imperialism with a baby face”
(67).

Finally, Lauren Berlant has carried forth the a#itimental banner into the
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present. In her study of “the unfinished busirgfssentimentality,” Berlant revisits

Harriet Beecher Stowe’s 1852 protest noldicle Tom’s Cabin Berlant wants to
understand sentimentality as a form, rather thamrasre set of conventional scenes and
images: “As when a refrigerator is opened by agelraingry for something other than
food, the turn to sentimental rhetoric at momeffitsogial anxiety constitutes a generic
wish for an unconflicted world, one where structumaquities, not emotions and
intimacies, are epiphenomenal” (20-1). The senttadethen, is a form that enacts a
repetition: it sutures the individual to the nattbnough an access of collective feeling
that arrests both critical knowledge and non-sesnital feeling (anger above all) at the
social violence that creates the suffering or dpamwerment of sentiment’s objects, be
they the poor, the enslaved, the young, etc. A&rimstrong, the sentimental here serves
the class that benefits from concealing their rdpation of inequality. But Berlant

leaves an opening in her argument when she sughesthe sentimental is a form that
tames genuine and legitimate feelings of empatlayidentification that might prove
disruptive to the social order: “The possibilitytiihrough the identification with alterity
you will never be the same remains the radicakthaed the great promise of this
affective aesthetic” (47). That sentimental adstbere promising is more than their
prior critics had allowed, and Berlant’s exampleadéxt that makes good sentiment’s
promise is particularly relevant to my argumenor Berlant holds up Toni Morrison’s
Belovedas a revision df/ncle Tom’s Cabirthat preserves the aesthetics of intense affect
in the face of injustice while not forcing theséeafs to congeal into an idealist fantasy of

reconciliation that leaves the social structurplace. Instead, it allows its heroine,



156
Sethe, a “performance of affect without an emotamepisode of intensified awareness...

to occupy a place of corporeal self-knowledge titaties us” (67). Sentiment may be
redeemed through an aesthetic deployment of camscedlection upon intense bodily
affect without the mediation of sentiment’s traglital ideological accompaniments. This
is precisely the revision of sentiment made avélhly Aestheticist innovations in the
novel, exemplified by Pater and Woolf. For thiagen, it is significant that Berlant
selects as her example of neo-sentimental affeatgéhetics a novel marked by these
very innovationsBeloveds main narrative device is free indirect discoliiead written
by an author especially expert in the traditiors$ctibe (as is well-known, Toni
Morrison wrote an M. A. thesis on William Faulkraerd Virginia Woolf). While she
joins in the attack on sentiment, then, Berland ##aves a path clear to the
countervailing defense of sentiment, on which | foaus.

Contemporary with the late flowering of anti-sergimtal thought, a new
celebration of the sentimental aesthetic arosestihdluentially, Jane Tompkins almost
single-handedly restored the aforementiob@dle Tom’s Cabiro the canon by making
a persuasive case for the novel’s authority (indeadren Berlant’s renewed criticism of
Stowe is couched as a response to Tomkins). Taomgkiticipates Nancy Armstrong’s
thesis on the nineteenth-century centrality of dstimevoman, but, instead of adopting
Armstrong’s hermeneutic of suspicion, she cretiésdpiritual authority, sincere
motivation, and potential political power of novaisended to remake the culture over in
the image of the love-centered hearth. Insistimgl@mestic fiction’s emancipatory

universalist ambition, Tompkins writes, “The entégp of sentimental fiction...is
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anything but domestic, in the sense of being lichttepurely personal concerns. Its

mission, on the contrary, is global and its intexédentical with the interests of the
[human] race” (14657

More recently, Brigid Lowe takes on the anti-semimhtheorists directly,
especially challenging the Foucauldian/Althussereadels of ideology critique that
began in the 1980s and continues to flourish irehtiveory, in the work not only of
Armstrong, but also of D. A. Miller, Daniel Cottormerry Eagleton and others. Lowe
insists that these critics’ deprecation of sympdtbth relies on and obscures their own
disengagement from practical politics, given thalightenment and Victorian notions of
sympathy focused on the radical connection, orastienomy, of individuals across
social boundaries at the level of feeling. Theoldgy critics in Lowe’s account evacuate
the positive content of the ideological terms allyuaeing contested by sentimental
novelists, regarding them instead as no more thaskaifor power. Ironically, this move
has the effect of subtracting political awarenesmfcriticism, since the critic’s starting-
point is a decontextualized presentism. Lowe krHrgues that this paradoxically
depoliticizing character of politicized critiqueests from the contemporary critics’
evasion of Marxism’s theoretical collapse as ardgne for modernity. She proposes in
lieu of Marxism or its latter-day supplements aivalof sentimental and sympathetic

writing for its ability to engage readers at onatanally, emotionally, and physically in

8 Tompkins’ defense dfincle Tom’s Cabirhas proved influential in the broader world ofdes, which is
probably why Berlant felt the need to respond air¢ctly. In 1996, novelist Jane Smiley publisized
popular encomium to Stowe’s novelktarper’s, also hinging her thesis on the good of recoveaimg
occluded female tradition of artistic power and #&mh. Henry Louis Gates, Jr., published a new
annotated edition of the novel in 2006, and hisohtiction too fends off modernist attacks on
sentimentality—most notably from James Baldwin, 81947 polemical essay “Everybody’s Protest
Novel” helped to bring Stowe’s book, and sentimkfition more generally, into disrepute.
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the project of extending community to those explbiby the capitalist order.

Suzanne Clark updates Tompkins’s and Lowe’s hisabarguments about the
Victorian novel to the modernist period in whasisl the only study wholly devoted to
modernist literature and sentimentality. Like Tdamg, Clark laments modernist and
post-modernist disregard for sentimental aesthaticspolitics. She also points out a
cultural narrative that helps to explain how | cagard canonical aesthetes like Pater and
Woolf as sentimental when they, like their succes8muglas and Armstrong, would
have understood their own works as protests agtiadiaseless provocation of emotion
in the service of political propaganda. Clark itfs what she refers to as “the ongoing
construction and denial of the sentimental” (18ach cultural movement from the
Romantics forward, she shows, has regarded itepesdors as shallowly emotive and
affectively sensationalistic:

For example, romanticism arose as an oppositideninized
sentimentality and its accompanying natural suhlifBat modernism
constituted itself by conflating the romantic witte sentimental and the
popular. The private discourse of feeling andghklic community of
women, guardians of feeling, are, under modernixti) sentimental.
And postmodernism, apparently, is conflating modanwith sentimental
humanism... (19)
The logic of the argument underlying such judgmenight be expressed as, “My
predecessor’s work expresses and provokes unwedrantotion, while my work
expresses and provokes rationally-motivated emgtiBue to the ever-receding horizon
of the non-sentimental, which Clark follows Juliggfeva in attributing to the subject’s

abjection of the maternal body and its death-halioteporeality, the canonical

modernists may now appear to be sentimental theeselAs Clark implies, recent
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critics of modernism have treated modernist writhis way, seeing in their works a

delusional belief in art’s transformative power garable in its naiveté to Stowe’s
conviction that society should be renovated fromdbmestic kitchen outward. | will be
arguing, on the other hand, that if nineteenth«agrgentimentalism is worthy of
defense, so too is that of the modernists.

Tompkins, Clark and Lowe are at one in holding eracsm responsible for
sentimentalism’s decline, especially in its Aesttist claims for artistic autonomy. We
have seen above Clark’s account of modernism’sgdgi@n of any emotive communal
address, while Tompkins similarly summarizes thegguatice against sentimental fiction
as deriving from “a modernist point of view, whitdnds to classify work that affects
people’s lives, or tries to, as merely sensationgropagandistic,” and Lowe throughout
her book lays the blame on modernist-inspired posicturalist theory (Tompkins xi). In
the section that follows, | will argue that, begmmwith Pater’s theory and fiction and
coming to fruition in Woolf's middle-period novelsyodernism does not so much simply
expel or abject the sentimental but attempts, wattying degrees of success, to make it
newly relevant to a culture increasingly metro@olind stratified, thus hostile to the
universalist ambitions harbored by mid-nineteerghtary novelists who felt they had a
unified public to address as the protagonist cdaative of civic reform.

If the first section of this project demonstratkd ways in which the novels of
Wilde and Joyce informed the “linguistic turn” iiterary and cultural studies by inviting
the critique of representation and narrative latefified by the post-structuralist

generation, this section will argue similarly foetAestheticist genealogy of what is now
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being called the contemporary “affective turn.”e@ory J. Seigworth and Melissa

Gregg, in their introduction tbheAffect Theory Readgidentify the beginning of this
turn in 1995, with the publication of two essayslafn Frank and Eve Kosofsky
Sedgwick’s “Shame in the Cybernetic Fold” and Bidassumi’s “The Autonomy of
Affect” (5). Since these foundational texts, agy&erth and Gregg document in their
valuable survey, there has been an outpouring df wo affect in the arts and
humanities as well as in the social and naturanags, encompassing everything from
medicine to performance art. The scope of thi$ mesement toward affect in
intellectual life is too large to be explored fuitythis brief introduction to my readings
of Pater and Woolf, so | will focus my remarks bonge aspects of the affective turn that
bear closely on the theory of the novel, especesdlyt intersects with the history of
sentimentality as | have sketched it above.

If sentimentalism in the novel drew its inspiratioom the eighteenth-century
thought of Smith and others, affect theory seekslder source in the early modern
ontology of Spinoza, for whom affect was a key gatg. To summarize briefly,
Spinoza’s innovation, in higthics,was to found a new conception of God, a rigorously
monist one that identifies God with the whole ofuna, and thus does away with the
supernaturalism of all theologies premised upoivigidn between God and nature.
Spinoza’s God is not to be identified with mind tloe human image, or any other kind of
free agent existing above and beyond the matendbw The anthropology entailed by
this monist ontology suggests that neither PlatapicCartesian dualism exist: if God is

one infinite substance containing the entire ursgethen human beings are also, in
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Spinoza’s technical vocabulary, combinatory modekie substance—the modes,

specifically, of extension and thought. Moreowas Steven Nadler notes, “there is no
causal interaction between the mind and the baalBginoza, which is to say that human
actions in the world are not caused purely by ntemtar intention (n. pag.). This is
where Spinoza becomes relevant for contemporaegtfheory, especially as it
challenges theories of psychology or society preth@an the priority of language or
cognition. If there is no mind/body dualism, thtee western philosophical tradition’s
focus on reason and mind should be regarded asrtanteed, and other sources of
experience and activity—the physical, the emotierstiould be given their due. Nadler
aptly summarizes Spinoza’s complex approach tactffe

Our affects are divided into actions and passi@/isen the cause of an
event lies in our own nature—more particularly, kaowledge or
adequate ideas—then it is a case of the mind ac@inghe other hand,
when something happens in us the cause of whisloliéside of our
nature, then we are passive and being acted umrally what takes
place, both when we are acting and when we areylasted upon, is some
change in our mental or physical capacities, wipittiéa calls “an
increase or decrease in our power of acting” @un“power to persevere
in being”. All beings are naturally endowed witlceua power or striving.
This conatus a kind of existential inertia, constitutes thesence” of any
being. “Each thing, as far as it can by its own powstrives to persevere
in its being.” An affect jusis any change in this power, for better or for
worse. Affects that are actions are changes inpibwger that have their
source (or “adequate cause”) in our nature aloifiegta that are passions
are those changes in this power that originateaeitsf us. (n. pag.,
original emphasis)

“Affect,” as an alteration in our mode of persigtiwithin the one substance, becomes a
crucial topic for analysis of human behavior. latesorists will adopt this emphasis on
affect without necessarily taking on Spinoza’s i&oic advocacy of the subject’s

regulation of passion through knowledge.
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Louis Althusser, for one, revised the Marxist theof ideology in accordance

with Spinoza’s monism, wryly noting that “the acatisn of being in ideology only
applies to others, never to oneself (unless oneai$y a Spinozist or a Marxist, which, in
this matter, is to be exactly the same thing)'p@g.). Ideology has no outside because,
as inThe Ethicsit consists not of thoughts alone but of practjad activities carried out
by the entire person allowing it to persist ingtgial being, affected by both passions
from outside and actions from within. Althusserame for “action” in this case was
“science,” or the recognition of the affective fesampinging on the subject—an analog
of Spinoza’s adequate causes. Gilles Deleuze élid Guattari offer in their works a
more delirious adoption of Spinozist affect, inamgting it into their theory of the war-
machine, “a non-subjectified machine assemblage matintrinsic properties, only
situational ones,” which comes to replace categasfendividual or collective

intentional agency (Deleuze and Guattari 353).sé&s and groups become rhizomatic
(i.e., horizontal, de-centered) combines of pelicapnd sensation, destroying and
recreating all systems of sense and organizatidhesissubstance is modalized by the
various affects offered by experierile.

As Gregg and Seigworth tell us, Brian Massumndtator of Deleuze and
Guattari, is one of the main innovators of the @ffe turn in his “Autonomy of Affect”
(collected in 2002’'®arables of the Virtudl Drawing primarily on Spinoza, as well as
on Deleuze, Bergson, and Benjamin, Massumi ardqwasctiltural studies based on

semiotics has lead to an untenably extreme socratouctionism that has re-inscribed

% Much more of Deleuze and Guattari will be saighapter 11.2 below; as they were devotees of Woolf
and inspired brs. Dalloway | consider them in relation to it.
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the human agent as the originator of reality. theowords, analytic techniques devised

to de-center “man” have centered him all the meealily as the maker of culture in a
new idealism that consigns the body and natureuit® mealms inaccessible to critique.
Massumi goes on to object that these post-strdiguca “linguistic turn” theories are
conservative because hermetic, impermeable toanfles from outside the closed
structure of culture, and therefore unable to mteali account for change:
Approaches to the image in its relation to languargeincomplete if they
operate only on the semantic or semiotic level, dn@v that level is
defined (linguistically, logically, narratologicgllideologically, or all of
these in combination, as a Symbolic). What theg,|psecisely, is the
expressiorevent—in favor of structure. Much could be gained by
integrating the dimension of intensity into culiuttzeory. The stakes are
the new. For structure is the place where nothugy bappens, that
explanatory heaven in which all eventual permutetiare prefigured in a
self-consistent set of invariant generative ru@g)’*
In place of these semiotic approaches, Massumigsexpthat we understand the subject
as a complex structured by affective resonancesdaet intentional and autonomic
responses to stimuli characterized as mucimtgnsityas by qualification (a term akin to
something like “signification” in Massumi’s arguntgri‘’For the present purposes,
intensity will be equated with affect” (27). Thisncept of the subject, in which each
instance of pre-conscious affect gives rise torplgs of possibility that Massumi calls
the “virtual,” entails that we allow fquotential that is, for the subject’s capacity to act in
unforeseen ways based on the relays between affaotbvement and response.

Massumi introduces complications into his arguntleat pertain to my

understanding of sentiment’s relation to affech tBe one hand, his insistence on

L This closure to the new is arguably where Wildé doyce left us, as | explained in Part |, eachirfgav
suspended temporality in the name of synchronigestilse/linguistic portraiture. Joyce escapes this
deadlock inUlysseshy mobilizing affect through language, as will &atnd Woolf.



164
privileging intensity over signification or narra#i allows us to return to scenes of

novelistic sentiment with a refreshed understantiag) they both represent and transmit
a genuine affective experience, capable of burtiingugh their ideological context to
disclose a Real of affliction and response: “Inignwould seem to be associated with
nonlinear processes: resonation and feedback wharhentarily suspend the linear
progress of the narrative present from past ta&it(26). Instances of sentiment in
novels can be seen, in this light, to begin incife eruptions. However, Massumi is
quick to reassure us that he is not promoting ain@onalism, and that his idea of the
autonomy of affect is, like Wilde’s autonomy of,dreavily circumscribed. Affect, in
short, becomes emotion—it is converted into nareaéind meaning grounded in the
individual and is thus re-captured by its social aolitical context: “Emotion is qualified
intensity, the conventional, consensual point sémtion of intensity into semantically
and semiotically formed progressions, into nariasilsle action-reaction circuits, into
function and meaning” (28). At this point, Masswan be seen to meet the anti-
sentimentalists: the affective surge in the scdrsetiment is re-processed into emotion
in service of the story (or alibi) that the cultatdarge wants to tell.

This baleful capture of pre-conscious affect bydbeial consensus can be
transcended through critique. Drawing on Spindassumi notes that affect also allows
for critique, because “it is only when the idedtw# affection is doubled by adea of the
idea of the affectiothat it attains the level of conscious reflecti¢B81, original
emphasis). This means that affect’'s conversiamenmtotion/sentiment—a socially-

programmed response—can itself become an objeeflettion. This, for Massumi, is
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the emergence of theind, which means that the mind is a machine not fpturang

affects but for apprehending, criticizing, and poialy revising their capture. Such a
dynamic interaction between being-affected and éog-active is what Walter Pater
means by his Aestheticism when he advises his reaidethe Conclusion tdhe
Renaissancdo attend to (i.e., to become conscious of) tivast privileged moments of
sensation. | take this echo of Aestheticism tonoee or less obvious, however, overtly
signaled by Massumi when he labels affect “autongsyica word inescapably
reminiscent of debates over art for art’'s saket NBassumi’s emphasis on affect and
intensity also makes available a far more surpgisavision of the literary history of
Aestheticism, one that leads directly to the impmased but inward portrayal of Pater’s
protagonist as witness to crueltyMarius the EpicureanAestheticism enables a return
to and a radicalization of the sentimental toposugh new deployments of narrative
prose focused on the interaction among affect, mmoand reflection in the subject. An
analysis oMarius the Epicureainformed by Massumi’s affective thesis will be the
centerpiece of the chapter on Pater below, whargue that the Aesthetic presentation
of interiority transforms the ideology of sentimamtio a new universal materialist ethic
based on the common capacity for pain shared tseatient beings. By portraying his
protagonist as affected by the pain of others,rRatés upon readers to attend to their
own affect and remediate the cruelty of their owaisties.

In the last decade, Teresa Brennan has offerechtisé provocative extension of
the affective turn inaugurated by Massumi and athend the one that will open the way

from Pater to Woolf. ImMhe Transmission of Affe@rennan theorizes that affect is
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literally transpersonal, not just pre-personal as®imi had argued. Brennan’s

argument, premised as much as the physiology abpi@nes as on the philosophy of
the subject, is that “the emotions or affects a# person, and the enhancing or
depressing energies these affects entail, can iatbeanother” (3). Defining affect as
“the physiological shift accompanying a judgmei@rennan holds that affects form prior
to thoughts, that, moreover, “affects may, at lgasbme instances, find thoughts that
suit them, not the other way around,” and, finalhat “[t{jhoughts, indeed, appear more
individual or personal than affects” (5, 7). Thancept effectively collectivizes affect,
so that it may create group-subjects, rather thanipdividual ones. Such a revision of
affect theory leads from the cognitive novel-patsraf Wilde and Joyce and the
affective novel-portrait of Pater to the affecteresemble piece dfirs. Dalloway which
broadens the post-Aestheticist novel to encompassgint points of subjectivity
experiencing shared moments of feeling. Bus. Dallowaypoints beyond current
affect-theory and its materialist bias, becausecites the source of collective affect in a
transpersonal spirit incompletely incarnated inlthenan world and visible only in
emotive moments of being. Where Woolf is faititfuthe novelistic tradition, however,
is in her singling out of sentimental scenes asclehfor this spiritual-affective
upwelling. This move anchors her fiction to a bassocial critique from which to assail
the English status quo of 1923 with her insurgeetaphysics. The novel’'s labor of

criticism, then, from sentiment to affect, is nefirished.
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[1.2. Isolated in the Slaughterhouse: Walter Pates Neo-Sentimental Aestheticism

For there is a certain grief in things as they areman as he has come to be, as he certainlyéy, and
above those griefs of circumstance which are ireasure removable—some inexplicable shortcoming, or
misadventure, on the part of nature itself—deaifd ald age as it must needs be, and that watclung f
their approach, which makes every stage of life éikdying over and over again. Almost all death is
painful, and in every thing that comes to an endueh of death, and therefore of wretched coldisésgek
home to one, of remorse, of loss and parting, tfaged attachments. Given faultless men and women,
given a perfect state of society which should hravaeed to practise on men’s susceptibilities fhoivn
selfish ends, adding one turn more to the whetdefjreat rack for its own interest or amusemeere
would still be this evil in the world, of a certaiecessary sorrow and desolation, felt, just inpamion to
the moral, or nervous perfection men have attatoed\nd what we need in the world, over against, tisa
a certain permanent and general power of compassiommanity’s standing force of self-pity—as an
elementary ingredient of our social atmospherggfare to live in it at all.

—PaterMarius the Epicurean

For influential early twentieth-century criticsgardless of their ideology, Walter
Pater was a mere aesthete who promoted a decadeefdgy of “art for art’s sake” that
left aesthetics fatally cut off from ethics andipc$. As | showed below, Wilde himself
may have been the first important critic to sorptet Pater’s philosophy through his
dramatization of its dire consequence3 e Picture of Dorian GrayT. S. Eliot in turn
blames Pater for radicalizing Matthew Arnold’s efftio set up Culture in the true place
of Religion, and to leave Religion to be laid wdsyethe anarchy of feeling,” a malicious
neglect effected by Pater’'s emphasis on emotiorsandation over reasoned faith (387).
For Eliot, Pater’s Aestheticism augurs the desioaodf tradition and the liberation of
desire; the poet-critic claims that Pater’s ingiseeon art for its own sake actually
confuses art and life by leveling both to the plahaffect. Hence, Pater “propagated
some confusion between art and life which is nodbNyhirresponsible for some untidy
lives” (Eliot 392). This homophobic insinuationcalh Pater’s relation to Wilde, whose
“untidy” life is almost certainly the one intendathderscores Eliot's sense that Pater was
a dangerous radical whose theories would leadote@kdown of order. In the middle of

the twentieth century, the anti-Aestheticist théoe critique comes from the left, in the
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form of Raymond Williams’s attack on PaterGulture and Society 1780-19%8 a

derivative late Romantic whose style is nothingoystifying “gauze”™—a metaphor that
associates Pater at once with femininity and dgk(ili79). According to Williams, we
find in Pater’s aesthetics the “reduction of a vehptocess [of situated perception],
characterized by its movements and its interactitna fragmentary, isolated product—
Pater’s image of the contemplating being” (180)illie¥ns understands Aestheticism,
then, as an instance of reification, or the mysttysubstitution of supposedly settled
concepts (the aesthetic, the work of art, the otesefor a dialectical social process, the
dynamic interaction of subject, object, and prodhobugh historical time and political
mediation. Whereas Eliot blames Pater for destigyie unity of an organic society,
Williams holds him responsible for undoing the unad theory and praxis.

Matthew Potolsky, rehearsing the canonical antePatitiques of Eliot,
Williams, and several more writers, notes that eoigorary modes of scholarship,
especially those influenced by gender and queeryhbave overturned these views and
come to see Pater’s writings as effectual politieatk. The new Pater scholarship
“demonstrates [that] Pater is not merelyeafactoreactionary, but a sexual dissident and
erotic theorist” (18672 Potolsky’s important essay on Pater’s utopiaionisf affective
community joins this trend in scholarship on Aesitliem, showing that “Pater tries to
outline the possibility of communal affiliation keakon literary and aesthetic judgment”
(187). While my argument is consonant with Potglskl argue in the following chapter
that the question of aesthetic form and tradittemselves bear on our understanding of

Pater’'s complicated politics. While Potolsky drawsch of his evidence from Pater’s

%2 For influential queer revisions of Pater scholgrsbee Dellamora, Dowling, and Love.
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unfinished noveGaston de Latoyrhe makes little of ias a novel-he ignores, in other

words, Pater’s choice to promote a communal arettfie politics through a literary
form whose conventions were developed, as themistentiment have long argued, to
disseminate just such emotions.

In his neglect of Pater’s fiction qua fiction, Pigtgy is not alone. Critics rarely
treat Pater as an important figure in the histdrthe modern novel, even though his
influence on several major novelists, most notadddyry James, Marcel Proust, James
Joyce and Virginia Woolf, has long been recogniZe®&egarding him instead as the last
of the Victorian sages, whose prose theorizing thetsone for twentieth-century
formalism, critics have traditionally seen Pateviark as an English domestication of
European philosophical radicalism or else as wraabld Bloom calls a “hinge” between
Romantic and modernist poetry—between, to use Blomin examples, the sensuous
humanism of John Keats and the lush skepticism alffate Stevens (“The Place of
Pater” 34). J. Hillis Miller traces Pater’s influee through several streams of twentieth-
century American and European literature, frommfzglernist poetics of Pound and Eliot
to the deconstructive criticism of Derrida and danylbut, though he mentions Joyce and
Proust as “Pater’s progeny,” Miller makes no memtid the importance of Pater’s formal
innovations in the novel or their effect on latetibn (76). Such a critical focus on

criticism and poetry initially makes sense: mosPafer’s writing was in the genre of

% Perhaps the best way to substantiate this contemtbuld be to list influential theoretical andthiscal
accounts of the modern or modernist novel from WwiRater is entirely absent or in which he is refega
to a footnote or a passing mention: Bakhtifife Dialogic ImaginationAuerbach’sMimesis Lukacs'’s
The Historical NovelBooth’sTheRhetoric of FictionJameson'he Political UnconscioysMiller’'s The
Novel and the PoligeArmstrong’sDesire and Domestic FictioiMoretti’s The Way of the World
Sedgwick’sEpistemology of the Closetnd Doody’sThe True Story of the Novel.
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literary and art criticism, and his relentless focun individual subjectivity comports well

with the modern, post-Wordsworthian lyric’s emplsasn inwardness. Pater’'s most
recent biographer, Denis Donoghue, typifies thiscad current when he first notes that
“Pater is a shade or trace in virtually any wrid&any significance from Hopkins and
Wilde to Ashbery” but later goes on to dismiss ¢keem that Pater had any serious
interest in the novelistic tradition: “[clomparisowith Scott, Balzac, Stendhal, and
Tolstoi, or even with lesser historical noveligise beside whatever poiktarius has” (6,
189). Donoghue’s implicit claim thdarius is a minor and possibly pointless fiction
seems questionable when we recall that Pater'sceoipleted novel influenced Wilde,
Joyce, Woolf, and other key modernist fiction wistas much as or more than Pater’s
critical texts influenced any twentieth-century p8e This information should make
clear the need to reckon with the Aesthete as nmodlevelist.

Before proceeding tMarius, a revised account of Pater’s theoretical
development will be necessary if the writer's brafidestheticism is to be rescued from
the common criticism that it is merely aloof—or wer Benjamin Morgan summarizes
the anti-Aestheticist charge in its strongest fowhich he identifies with the tradition of

the Frankfurt School, from Walter Benjamin’s attackAestheticism as inherently

% See Ellmann’©scarWilde for Pater’s personal, as well as literary, infloemn his student.
Donoghue’s biography of Pater treats at length ldames’s extensive and perhaps anxiously back-
handed commentary on Pater’s writings, as doegdRrar’s study of James and British Aestheticism (see
Donoghue chapter 2 and Freedman chapter 3). Theriance of Pater to Joyce can be seen simply by
reading the fourth chapter AfPortrait of the Artist as a Young Mawhich parodies Pater’s style to
indicate its pervasive influence on young Stephwhteence on young Joyce. Similarly, Woolf herself
attests to the importance Mffarius the Epicurearfior her at the fraught time of her father’s deiather
memoir “Old Bloomsbury” (se®oments of Beind82). As for Proust, Eells notes that he wrdtkelon
Pater and was dismissive in what he wrote, subatitig Pater to his beloved Ruskin, but Eells gaetoo
show the stylistic and thematic resemblances betwlemwriters: “The affinities between Pater’s and
Proust’s works are numerous and are sometimesse that Proust appears to be citing Pater’s very
words” (96-7). With the possible exception of Flatt, Pater is the one novelistic precursor theseh
diverse writers share in common as a decisive énfte.
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“fascist” to Peter Burger’'s dismissal kdrt pour I'art as the last resort of bourgeois

individualists (Morgan 732-3). Morgan countersgmynting out the complications in
Pater’s thought, asserting that the writer “holtie [autonomy of art] only as a
provisional possibility” (733). But Pater’s owrritings, especially the most notorious,
tell a story less amenable to the “provisionalitygsis. His most famous work in his
lifetime and todayThe Renaissance: Studies in Art and Pqetegms in its infamous
Conclusion to argue for the complete amoralismathlartand experience, an amoralism
that leaves Pater open to the Benjaminian accumsafiproto-fascist indifference to the
claims of history”> However, passages in the essays collect&@tiénrRenaissandeame
the Conclusion by showing that Pater’'s Aestheticgsitails an aesthetic politics far
closer to the one sketched above in my outlineenfisiental thought—in short, an
almost salvific theory of art as the model for dinel incitement to a reformed society.
TheRenaissance concluding invocation of “art for art’'s sake’l@als us to
understand what art’s “sake” or purpose is: thedi¥e enlargement of individual and
collective life in the name of beauty (239). Ithsis significant that Pater’s English
translation of the tautological French phrase dlfiexan the century—art pour I'art—to
“art for art’s sake” definitively implies that dnasa purpose and invites the reader to ask

what that purpose is. The Conclusion taken as@entortrays human life as a

% pater'sRenaissanckas a tumultuous textual history. Originally psbéd in 1873 aStudies in the
History of the Renaissancthe purportedly hedonistic and irreligious Costhn prompted an outcry from
academia and the press. Pater, chastened byahdadcdeleted the Conclusion for the second editio
Furthermore, realizing the justice of Emilia Pattis criticism that the book was mis-named, asuithor
had no interest in history as such, he altereditlleeto The Renaissance: Studies in Art and Paefrize
third edition of 1877 restored the Conclusion beptthe second edition’s title. Moreover, Pateised a
number of passages up until the publication oflhirel edition. In what follows, | quote from a
republication of the sixth edition of 1901, itsbHsed on the third edition, which again represeatsr’'s
final intention for the text. None of my argumedepend on passages significantly revised between t
first and third editions. For a full account oétpublication history, see Donoghue chapter 11.
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suspended death sentence (“Well! weamedemnésas Victor Hugo says: we are all

under a sentence of death but with a sort of initefreprieve”) and its supporting
guotations come not from the aesthetes and decadenmight expect, such as Poe or
Gautier, but from two of the moshgagéwriters in French—Rousseau and Hugo (238).
In making the condemned criminal and social outttesparadigm of human existence,
the Conclusion promotes art as a reprieve fromthnsl a counter to social suffering.
The individual essays dfhe Renaissangarovide expanded arguments for art as
a social force. For instance, here is how Patscrilees the artistic appeal of Sandro
Botticelli’s frescoes:
So just what Dante scorns as unworthy alike of Beand hell, Botticelli
accepts, that middle world in which men take ne sidgreat conflicts,
and decide no great causes, and make great refdigalbus sets for
himself the limits within which art, undisturbed Bgly moral ambition,
does its most sincere and surest work. His intesegtither in the
untempered goodness of Angelico’s saints, nor titerapered evil of
Orcagna’s Inferno; but with men and women, in tiheixed and uncertain
condition, always attractive, clothed sometimepagsion with a
character of loveliness and energy, but saddengetpelly by the
shadow upon them of the great things from whicly gteink. His
morality is all sympathy; and it is this sympatbhgnveying into his work
somewhat more than is usual of the true compleafdrumanity, which
makes him, visionary as he is, so forcible a reg5-6)°
The key abstractions of this paragraph seem tdicowfith one another. The first
sentence, beginning with classicist Pater’s sigeatatinate hypotaxis and its surplus of

complicating and delaying subordinate clauses,sgivay in the final clauses to a

parataxis with a concluding surprise: Botticelfisople “takeno side” and “decid@o

%It is beyond the scope of this project to adjutiche scholarly viability of Pater’s accounts loé many
historical figures and periods his works treatr fy purposes, | approach Pater’s historical waiks
rhetorical structures; my analyses will priorittbe attitudes and affects they promote rather tharones
they purport to reflect.
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great causes,” we read, and from this rhythm oftieg, we might expect that, because

they shun the very category of greatness, theyavalsb makeo great refusals. Pater’s
final clause tells us, to the contrary, that in theydo make great refusals—presumably,
the refusal of political engagement itself. Theatence’s startling lapse in grammatical
parallelism points to the paradox of a politicabbgics: the political agency of spurning
political agency. The next sentence gives thearapbrary reader another jolt: on the
one hand, Pater writes that art should be withmdral ambition.” He here sounds like
Jane Tompkins’s modernists, looking down on senttaiditerature as so much pulpit-
pounding or agitprop. Then, however, Pater widtesrt’s “sincerest and surest work,”
“work” being Jane Tompkins’s own word for what eggd art does as it transforms
culture. Finally, the end of the passage revokeslaim that art should be without
moral ambition and instead names both the morafifyropriate to art’s work and that
morality’s attendant aesthetgympathyandrealism

One does not expect an aesthete to advocate efttterse George Eliot-like
values, and Pater certainly does not endorse timeRliot's terms. But he does retain
Eliot’'s concepts and much of her basic theory: last,&n “The Natural History of
German Life,” disparages Dickens for the brutakexality of his descriptions, so Pater
implicitly criticizes Dante, Angelico, and Orcagfta a superficial interest in grand
action, which neglects the inner lives and everyetayppromises of the ordinary people
who are most affected by religion, politics, andratity. The antidote to these medieval

and modern forms of abstraction is sympathy fohtigiot and Patet! As we saw,

It is useful to remember thitiddlemarch(1871-2) andStudies in the History of the Renaissa(it&73)
were first published within about one year of eattier, even though the conventions of literary
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George Eliot’s ambition for her version of sympathgs to unite the classes and bind the

nation up into the kind of holistic society that tthurch and the village once provided
before they were vitiated by industrial capitalisfater’s work harbors no such liberal-
nationalist hope since it usually treats temporaiig geographically distant settings and
evidences no particular concern for England agiamaut his ultimate goal was
substantially similar to Eliot’s.

What work does Pater expect sympathy—and its caresely realistic appraisal
of people’s actual lives—to do? An earlier essayhe Renaissanc&Two Early French
Stories,” provides a suggestion:

One of the strongest characteristics of that oatbc# the reason and the
imagination, of that assertion of the liberty oé theart, in the middle age,
which | have termed a medieval Renaissance, wasiisomianism, its
spirit of rebellion and revolt against the moratlaaligious ideas of the
time. In their search after the pleasures of timseg and the imagination,
in their care for beauty, in their worship of thedly, people were impelled
beyond the bounds of the Christian ideal; and tloge became
sometimes a strange idolatry, a strange rivaliaeiig(24)
“Antinomianism,” a theological term, refers to leslers’ sole reliance on the inner
light—part and parcel of God—to guide them, whialeds their rebellious indifference
towardnomos or merely human laws and institutions. In Pategcular and incipiently

gueer terms, an antinomian relies not only on godjyulses from within what Pater

calls “the heart” and “the imagination,” but alsorh the material desiring impulses of

periodization tend to treat the two books as belantp different epochs, with Eliot’s novel serviag the
summation of domestic realism and Pater’s critieatk inaugurating a new set of proto-modernist
priorities and interests (a critical trope probabdy in stone by Yeats’'s famous placement of thedMadsa
excerpt fromrhe Renaissancat the beginning of hi®xford Book of Modern VerkeEliot, for her part,
would have concurred with this presumption, sirfoe Ikgarded’ he Renaissanc®s “quite poisonous in its
false principles and criticism and false conceptibtife” (qtd. in Dellamora 18).



175
the body?® Following Romantic predecessors like Shelley Affdtman, and putting a

melioristic spin on Darwin, Pater proposes thatlitheration of “natural” desire will
restore a wholeness to life absent from the regfyitealist doctrines of religious
dogmatism. To such dogmas, Pater opposes hid feirgion” of Hellenism, or the
ancient Greek worship of beauty. As his pointeappgopriation of the word “religion”
suggests, antinomianism in Pater’s account willl leat to social anarchy, but to
strengthened community, just as the essay on Béiticplies that an artist’s rejection of
the political sphere produces a more critical aalistic art. He writes that, “within the
enchanted region of the Renaissance....there ar@etgarties, no exclusions: all
breathes of that unity of culture in which ‘whatgeethings are comely’ are reconciled,
for the elevation and adorning of our spirits” (26- In this dialectical thought, greater
individualism conduces to greater communitarianiasnall individuals, by following

their own natural sympathies toward the beautdtéate a society inclusive of all the

% pater’'s defense of same-sex desire is all buiaijsl The Renaissangearticularly in “Two Early

French Stories.” He discusses Chaucer, for instanderms that anticipate the theory of homodocia
desire between men with a common female love objeot knows not whether the love of both Palamon
and Arcite for Emelya, or of those two for eacheuths the chiefer subject of timight's Tale (8).
Similarly, the essay goes on to extol the pass@fi@ndships of men, “faithful unto death,” whibh sees
as another vehicle for the unity of culture (8jateé?’s utopiaof mutually desiring men, much likR&/ilde’s
after him, may lead critics to perceive a greadeological division than exists between the Aedtists

and the Victorian sentimental realists who precdtiedh. Those realists, after all, centered thiééctve
utopias on heterosexual companionate marriagetafidgeside setting, while, as Sedgwick argueg, lat
Victorian sentimentality shifts its privileged loefrom domestic woman to agonistic man in tandeth wi
the literary-historical move from realism to romar(seeEpistemologychapter 3). Even as the social
content changes, though, the political form of kinig remains the same: the sentimental subjectiepo

of sympathy can unfix the bonds of a cruel and sglgiety that forces innocents to suffer. Whitgtee
that the shift from heterosexual domesticity toceas (if disavowed) queer desire is a very impdrtare, |
nevertheless want to claim importance fordbatinuitiesbetween Victorian and modernist approaches to
cultural politics. Observing these continuitiedlailow us both to demystify untenable Aestheticiad
modernist claims to absolute novelty and to formae competent evaluation of Victorian aesthetics,
which may look in the end less alien or outmodethtthe modernists and their theoretical successors
claim.
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manifold forms of beauty that may exst.

Sympathy in Pater, as in George Eliot, promisdset thepolis, riven as it is by
competing systems whose proponents threaten tosieni@m by external force on what
ought to be an organic community of fellow-feelingatania Rosenfeld summarizes the
ethico-political implications of Pater’'s seemingipolitical interest in the aesthetically
particular for its own, non-universalized sake: ¢Ban aestheticism implies an
ethics...that eschews the untouchability mandatechisie, homophobia, or precious
(Ruskinian) attitudes toward the art object. Pategsponsiveness to art, and to the
artists whose spirits he strives to imagine andaaybis tactile, fleshly, physical rather
than metaphysical” (355). Rosenfeld here arguaisRhter’s theory of art requires a
sympathetic subject, capable of receiving and ehtenfellow-feeling to the aesthetic
object. Regenia Gagnier, coming at Pater fromrg @dferent critical position than
Rosenfeld’s, also captures this ethical dimensidpaber’s thought when she rejects an
ostensibly tempting identification of Pater’'s Aestihism with the neo-classical advocacy
of consumerism dominating economic thought at titead the nineteenth century.
Gagnier shows instead that underlying Pater’s seglgnconsumerist individualism is a
“romantic aesthetic reminiscent of Marx or Ruskiindt “entails a shift from
methodological individualism to concern for sociadifare, the relation between
individual interests and the interest of the comityif The Insatiability of Human Wants
57). That Pater emphasizes intersubjective synmathas well as affective responses to

art objects will be shown by my readingMérius the Epicureas update of novelistic

% This argument has lately been revived in theorbarry’sOn Beauty and Being Jysthich contends
that the love of beauty will lead to a redistribet(i.e., socialist) politics by way of the indival’s desire
to disseminate beauty as widely as possible.
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sentimental ethics.

Pater’s paradoxical antinomian communitarian utoigia is not as absolute or as
untroubled as it seems in the early and delibergtelvocativeRenaissanceln his later
criticism, Pater details his own sense of the Aetstlst antinomies that so bedeviled
Wilde and that later led critics as different asST Eliot and Raymond Williams to
associate autonomous aesthetics with dangerogpamsibility. Readers familiar with
his biography will know that Pater was throughoistltie deeply attracted to “the
Christian ideal” as well as to the “rival religiont sensuous paganism: in his youth he
seriously considered ordination, while in his kasars he returned to regular church
attendance—albeit from “an aesthetic impulse: tended service for the ritual, not the
doctrine” (Donoghue 28, 99). Moreover, Pater'sagpon of sensuality to idealism,
Hellenism to Christianity, may seem ahistorical amgbtifying, but Pater is not a
theoretical naif by current standards.

Redirecting our gaze from the beginning to the efnlais career will lead us to his
rich sense of Aestheticism’s historical problemaitid its relation to ethics, politics, and
religion. The last non-fiction book Pater publidhe his lifetime, 1893'#lato and
Platonism opens with a defense of a historicist and mdistri@pproach to cultural
studies as thorough as any modern scholar coull Water’s late statement on critical
method is worth quoting at length, given its segtyirstraightforward denial of art’s
autonomy. Pater espouses

the historic method, which bids us replace the rifoet or the system, we
are busy with, or such an ancient monument of phpbic thought ashe

Republi¢ as far as possible in the group of conditiontglliectual, social,
material, amid which it was actually produced, & would really
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understand it. That ages have their genius asasdlie individual; that in
every age there is a peculiar ensemble of conditrdmich determines a
common character in every product of that ageusirtess and art, in
fashion and speculation, in religion and mannersyén's very faces; that
nothing man has projected from himself is realkgliigible except at its
own date, and from its proper point of view in tiever-resting “secular
process”; the solidarity of philosophy, of the itgetual life, with
common or general history; that what it behoovesstiudent of
philosophic systems to cultivate is the “histoenise”: by force of these
convictions many a normal, or at first sight abnakmphase of speculation
has found a reasonable meaning for us. As thegahatwisted pine-tree,
which would be a freak of nature on an English lawrseen, if we
replace it, in thought, amid the contending foraEthe Alpine torrent that
actually shaped its growth, to have been the creatinecessity, of the
logic of certain facts; so, beliefs the most fatitashe “communism” of
Plato, for instance, have their natural propriehew duly correlated with
those facts, those conditions round about therwhidéh they are in truth a
part. (10-11)

In other words, every work of the human imaginanaunst be considered as the product
of a historical process and as an aggregate of logoos historical elements rather than
as an organic whole given form by a purely indiddgenius. Consequently, there can
be no such thing as an apolitical work of art; ewemks that steadfastly refuse to admit
the political into themselves will, like the tramepted pine-tree of Pater’s concluding
simile, bear on their very surfaces the impregh@fcommon historical forces that
shaped them, irrespective of their author’s intamdi As in Joyce’s fictions, we see here
the theses and methods of post-modern demystditatinuce If Pater had earlier
praised those aesthetes who avoided political dedsand made “great refusals,” he
here exposes all such refusals as illusory; alpfe@nd all their works, are subject to
historical forces as unavoidable as weather.

Pater attributes the modern origin of this hist@rimethod in criticism to the

philosophy of Hegel and the science of Darwin, lrtdentifies its earliest manifestation
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in the thought of Heraclitus, the pre-Socratic pbdpher who argued that underlying all

seemingly solid things—objects, subjects, or cotgepvas a fiery flux, a cyclic birth
and rebirth of matter in a blaze of temporatfty.Plato and Platonisnaccordingly
appears at first to be a Heraclitean, anti-esdesttiand liberal demystification or de-
naturalization of Plato. Pater portrays the Athaemhilosopher as a conservative prophet
of order, desiring to fix the world’s natural fluxthin his Theory of Forms and
promulgating Spartan authoritarianism as his metsiph’ corresponding politics. But
the Plato who emerges in Pater’s study graduatlys@an the contours of the study’s
author. Like the novels that feature Dorian G&tgphen Dedalus, Clarissa Dalloway or,
indeed, Marius the Epicurean as their protagonidtgp and Platonisnis a critical
anatomy of an authorial surrogate. For Pater exadigtdemonstrates that nothing other
than Aestheticism itself—the affective and sensunosement of the subject toward the
beautiful objects of its desire—is the source @it®s essentialism and authoritarianism.
The idealist philosophy of Pater’s Plato starta aensuous attraction to the things of the
world and ends in the intellectual and politicdbefto fix them at their most beautiful,
even by the symbolic violence of coercive sociality

Pater goes so far as to attribute Plato’s notortemsoriousness, his stringent
restrictions on the arts ibhe Republicto the philosopher’s desire to purify the aesthet

sense of the citizenry and to create the perfégtasi unified artistic object—indeed, as a

10 5ee Shuter chapter 3 for an extended treatmépatef’s Heraclitean tendencies. In brief, Shutgues
that it is the later, supposedly more conserveRiater who adopts the philosophy of flux and notyas
might expect, the younger liberal authorfTtife RenaissanceConsequently, Shuter claims that Pater’s late
works appear more skeptical and less dogmaticrénaived wisdom about the thinker’s late-life rightd
drift would indicate. My demonstration of Patertantinued allegiance to the historicist method iticism

as late a®lato and Platonisnis congruent with Shuter’s thesis.
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well-wrought urn, classically proportioned and Ingkad, meant to survive the centuries

unmarred by history’s wind and rain. ComparingahePlato advocates not with the
Renaissance’s antinomian naturalism, but rathdr thigé sternly idealizing churches of
the Middle Ages, Pater writes, “The rigid logictbkir charm controls our taste, as logic
proper binds the intelligence: we would have sometbf that quality, if we might, for
ourselves, in what we do or make; feel, undemiisience, very diffident of our own
loose, or gaudy, or literally insignificant, dectooas” (280). The “literally insignificant”
is the meaningless, that which does not signifychSdecorations, by failing to
communicate essential truths, can only distracptreon forced to confront them every
day and thus disrupt the balance of elements tlh#h Baw as psychic health.
Aestheticism—the attraction to sensuous beauty—hesats opposite, moralized
idealism, when its beautiful objects are identifieith the ultimate or highest good.
Plato’s proposition that we reform decoration byginyg it of any elements that
do not conduce to the end of harmony in the huroahtakes a sinister turn in the next
sentence when Pater identifies the classical agst®ethe motivation for Platonic
authoritarianism, as well as its means of ideolalfyaeproducing loyal citizens:
“Abide,’ [the Platonist] says to youth, ‘in thepéaces, and the like of them, and
mechanically, irresistibly, the soul of them withpregnate yours. With whatever beside
is in congruity with them in the order of hearingdasight, they will tell...upon your very
countenance, your walk and gestures, in the camdeoncatenation of your inmost
thoughts™ (280-1). The Platonist-aesthete in Paigccount dreams of enforcing artistic

order through the coercive institutions of theestaurthermore, this Platonic artist’s
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attitude toward the audience—or, in the ideal publica the citizenry—is frankly

disciplinary: the aesthetic state deploys its facti®rms to produce a certain type of
subject. To appreciate the audacity of Paterts/BdPlato, one might imagine that
Wilde, rather than taking to the democratic lecfplegform, took up arms instead and
attempted to found a police state to enforce higdddeautiful doctrines—which
themselves called, like Pater’s reified “Middle Agefor an aesthetic economy and
coherence in home decor, in opposition to mid-\fieto variety and abundance.

The subsequent history of modernism relieves usawing to strive too hard to
imagine such a scenario. Wilde’s practice, ifeatry element of his theory, remained
democratic, but aesthetic Platonists in late-Paitggunchly elitist sense would soon be
emerging throughout Europe and the U.S., thinkdrs fg@ared and despised the early
twentieth century’s multitude of social upheavalsd who in turn promoted one version
or another of the aesthetic state as a mechanisorder’s restoration. Avant-garde
groups, such as the Futurists, are the most obewamples—think of F. T. Marinetti’'s
exaltation of cleansing warfare and streamlinedhmesry, as well as his desired techno-
utopia of machinically-regulated change meant pdace the amorphous corruptions of
nature, the flesh, and the feminized and racialinedses’* Walter Benjamin had such
authoritarian vanguardism in mind when he iderdiffestheticism with fascism. But
interwar figures associated with more orthodox ajartarian positions in the political
field shared an aesthetic hostility to social dissras well as a desire to purify it through
the agency of the state. In his essay “Eliot, lask@nd the Politics of Modernism,”

Michael North complicates any easy left/right oaattgarde/modernist distinctions when

101 5ee Marinetti’'s “The Foundation and Manifesto afufism.”
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it comes to aesthetic authoritarianism by compafing. Eliot with Georg Lukacs.

North finds that “this reactionary modernist ani ttonservative revolutionary shared,
for at least a few years, a single position that tmath modernist and anti-modern,
revolutionary and conservative” (170). FollowingKkacs’s own later self-assessment,
North labels this position “romantic anti-capitatisand traces the many affiliations
between Eliot and Lukacs as they raged againstétib@aomic and political
fragmentation of modern civilization,” hoping tgotace its individualism and disunity
with classical aesthetic forms and hierarchicaitigal governance, whether overseen by
Eliot’s royalist monarchy or by Lukacs’s Leninisrpy (173). North even shows Eliot
and Lukacs on common ground in their shared assggshthe novel as a form, which
both regard as a fragmentary record of modern atiem whose highest historical task is
to reveal by corrosive irony the inadequacy ofgihesent and, in so doing, to
demonstrate the need for epic forms of the futiiae ¢an bind culture together again.
North’s lucid comparison of the far left and faght positions brings us to the end
of Plato and Platonismin which Pater, erstwhile celebrant of the Resaise’s incipient
liberalism, uses the historicist critical methodttls the intellectual fruit of that
liberalism to think his way into sympathy with tH#essed rage for order” that typifies
the Middle Ages in the imaginations of romantici-aatpitalists from the Pre-Raphaelites
through Pound and Elidt? Plato and Platonisnthus gives us Pater’s career in
miniature, from its early defense of historical togency and materialist explanation to

a late preference for the ordered forms of the Kilan faith—what Pater’s younger

192 The quoted phrase comes from Wallace Stevens's fd#a of Order at Key West,” where it stands for
the poet’s vain but inevitable desire to give fdmexperience.
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contemporary G. K. Chesterton was to label in bigsytar Catholic apologetics “the

romance of orthodoxy,” by which he meant the adwenits retention of balance between
reason and emotion, desire and restraint, mercyustide, through believing in and
striving toward the transcendent ground of being-etivhr the Platonic Forms or the
Thomist God. The aesthetic preference for orde@rthhodoxy may lead to a dangerous
temptation: the aesthete may attempt to reverseesiga society from his preferred
artistic forms. Adapting a famous Adornian phrabeut mass culture’s desublimating
properties, we might say that Pater anticipatesemotbtalitarianism and understands it
as “Aestheticism in reverseé> If Aestheticism, particularly iThe Renaissancés a
liberatory force, producing the social unity-thrbudiversity that results from each
person following his or her individual (but nevestliss common-to-all) natural desire,
then Aestheticism iRlato and Platonisnbecomes the source of all political coercion, as
the Aesthete insists that the enfiais be subject to hipoiesisin its color and shape, as
well as in the very dispositions of its inhabitatffs

In a powerful essay that | take to be exemplarthef‘hermeneutics of suspicion

1931 his essay “How to Look at Television,” Adornays that “much television material” represents
“psychoanalysis in reverse,” since it valorizesbey behaviors and mental states that psychoasalys
would regard as pathological regressions to eatkselopmental stages (174).

1% 1mportant theories of the avant-garde from the tatentieth century echo this Paterian thesis.g8is,
most notably, emphasizes the avant-garde’s desliguidate art and its autonomy by generalizing it
throughout the whole of society—that is, by makihgpolis itself the greatest work of art. Groys’s study
of Stalinist aesthetics generalizes Birger’s thiesthe art of totalitarianism at large. Groysmis that
socialist realism in Stalin’s USSR is not, as imomonly assumed, the enemy of the avant-garde thérmra
its successor in the agency of remaking societyrdét Stalin the dream of the avant-garde was in fac
fulfilled and the life of society was organizedmonolithic artistic forms, though of course notghdhat
the avant-garde itself had favored” (9). Groysisecould likely be applied to other twentieth-aent
totalitarian states in their transition from théeiwar avant-garde to various forms of epic negsitasm.
Pater, who could not, of course, foresee theselalewvents from the purview of the late nineteenth
century, nevertheless perceives the longstandimdgetecy in European aesthetics to which they beldig.
identifies the origins of this tendency in the pkidphy of Plato and ambivalently sympathizes with his
criticism even as he vociferously attacks it infigon.
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often applied both to Aestheticism and sentimesitaliDaniel Cottom proposes the idea

that a certain hatred of humanity, typified by thanifestos of Marinetti and the
philosophy of Nietzsche, may be necessary to djsigh art from life. Cottom does not
make this argument to excuse Marinetti’s fascismdeéed, he bluntly refers to
Marinetti’s life as “stupid and despicable”—butdrpose as naive the Benjaminian or
broadly leftist hope that a properly politicized eould ever be redeemed from art’s
essential contiguity with oppression (97). Identi§ the aesthetic as endemically
dangerous to the social, Cottom thus ends whete Bials:
The contortions that so many critics have goneutjindo separate
futurism from its fascist associations—from thethleonventions to
which it was so devoted from the beginning—are theles evidence of
the misanthropy people desire, and find, in artwisfail to recognize
whenever we yearn for an art indistinguishable fiidey art is most
human when its constitutive antagonism to humagtys unrecognized.
(97)
This implies that the only way to avoid totalitariaesthetics is to avoid aesthetics,
because art as such is an enemy of humanity; gntgflasing the autonomy of the
aesthetic can the critic skirt the danger thapasis in its will-to-power over common
life. In arguing this point, Cottom takes his maimong a distinguished company of
critics for whom Pater’s, or any other, humanistriat of autonomous art is more
dangerous than the straightforwardly authoritagasthetics of Nietzsche or the avant-
garde, because more unwitting. Pater himself gaties this critique iPlato and
Platonism showing that Aestheticist anarchy may lead itsigens into life-hating

tyranny.

Even at his most nostalgic for Platonic or medierder, however, Pater never



185
takes his aesthetic illiberalism as far as thahefavant-garde’s in the direction of

misanthropic elitism. It is impossible to imagthe antiquarian don endorsing
Marinetti’s call to level whole cities or Wyndhanewis’s advice to suffragettes: “IF
YOU DESTROY A GREAT WORK OF ART you are destroyiagyreater soul than if
you annihilated a whole district of LondorBI(AST152, Lewis’s caps). For Pater, who
had an “expressivist” aesthetic anthropology, aS.AMicGrath notes, great works of art
were the products of exceptional human souls, densd both as individual artists and as
historical and cultural aggregates; McGrath putkig way: “Style for Pater was the
external expression of an inner vision” (95). HeRater’'s scholarly method: his studies
are ofartistsrather than of single works, and generally incladeexplication of the
entire social context that were the artists’ cdndi of possibility. Thus, to murder
human beings or destroy societies in the nametpdsuMarinetti and Lewis insouciantly
recommend, would be for Pater to destroy the vasysbof art. To study Pater’'s
scholarship is to recognize that the Aestheticienpfomoted not avoids anti-humanist
formalism, but is actually hostile to it, sincevaotks on Pater’s account are holistic
emanations of social tendencies and the individwhls incarnate thertf?

Pater’s expressivist anthropology makes his adopifahe novel a less
surprising artistic choice than it might otherwssem. While his non-fiction writing,

taken as a whole, never resolves the contradicbhetween the emancipatory and

195 As Gagnier notes, “most subsequent readers of Retened his formalism and ignored his ethicEig
Insatiability of Human Want88). The confusion of Aestheticism with mere fatism in the Anglophone
context becomes paradigmatically elitist in therttieth century. Pater’s portrait of Plato shows hi
awareness of and temptation toward these elemehts aesthetitheory, but his residual social
utopianism prevents his ever capitulating wholhatdi-democratic sentiments. It is thus a mistéke,
would argue, to read the elitist twentieth-centcayeer of formalist Aestheticism back into Patentsre
circumspect work.
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oppressive dimensions of an Aestheticist approadifet the traditional literary form in

which to examine individuals as social actors amtliatorical aggregates is less the
critical essay or the intellectual history than tioel—a dialogical representation of
multitudinous discourses and, consequently, a widawvas for Pater’s speculations than
his comparatively univocal essays. As Laurel Brakiges, the novel “represents a
release for Pater from the exclusive demands odligmurse of history to those of
fiction and the imagination. It offers narrativedaformal opportunities for the writer of
larger scope, and the potential to match the fomuoaiplexity with that of content”

(229). More than this, however, the novel is aatare form, which is to say that it adds
to Aestheticism the conceptual element that Wildstihmissed in it—the element of
temporality. If Aestheticism becomes elitism andretotalitarianism when it tries to fix
the Heraclitean flow of history into eternal form&ater’s paradoxically “hard, gemlike
flame” comes to mind—then the novel’s formal comm@nt to historicity rather than to
eternity provides a democratizing therapy for thestietic critic and an answer to the
argument running from Plato to Cottom that art dedsaa stern refusal of human
solidarity (The Renaissanc&36). Reading the novel as a critique of essksttend
idealist thought discloses Pater’'s greatest endwaeof sympathy and sentiment as the
justifications for Aestheticism and as the eventgdiition to the problem of social

suffering®® In other words, Aestheticism in motion—or, to fitanother way, in

19 |ike other historicist thinkers of his era, Patéten expresses belief in linear historical progres
suggested by his invocationato and Platonisnof the “secular process,” a concept deriving from
Hegel's immanent Absolute coming through historgétf-consciousness (10; see McGrath 95 and Shuter
63-77 for Pater's Hegelianism). On the other handi|l show that passages Marius indicate intimations

of a conviction that material and secular progstsswys wreckage and disaster in its wake. THhigniged

at already in the section quoted above from “TwdyHarench Stories,” in which Pater laments that th

turn to dogmatic theology in the Reformation wipess the utopian revival of pagan sensuousnessiseen
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history—becomes sentimentalism. The novel isitkeary homeland of sentimental

ideology, as the scholars cited in the first sectibthis chapter attest. Thus, it is in one
way unsurprising that Pater’s novel contains histneatended reflections on sympathy
and sentimentality as potentially redemptive emtim unequal societies. Yilarius
offers an unexpected example of such novelistiecgbns, given its incipient
modernism at the level of its stylist interioritif. we should be watchful for traces of the
ostensibly occluded sentimental ideology in th&édits of modernism, as Suzanne Clark
claims, then where better to look but in a novebséunorthodox stylization of its
protagonists “ideas and sensations” would proviefiiwential for the canonical figures of
early twentieth-century modernist fiction?

Marius the Epicureanlike Pater’s short stories, is an “imaginary paitt” This
is a genre of historical fiction—named, though amdvented, by Pater—that attempts
to evoke an epoch through the extensive depictiame of its exemplary (invented)
personages. The imaginary portrait, then, is cowotis with Pater’s scholarly or critical
writing, which isolates the features of key histatimoments through the study of
exceptional individuals who actually existed, sash_eonardo or Botticelli. As |
observed of literary portraiture in my reading oyde, a novel-portrait can be seen as a
contradiction in terms, given that the novel siB@eWalter Scott is traditionally
considered the literary genre most committed ttohigty—that is, to time understood
not simply as random sequence, but as a causativarof development leading

comprehensibly to the present. If the major netieligenres of the nineteenth century

the late Middle Ages. Like his Victorian precursam social and artistic criticism (Ruskin, Morris,
Arnold), Pater did not believe that gains in matieniealth or social complexity necessarily entailed
civilizational betterment.
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are the historical novel and tB#dungsromanthen the former treats collective

development and the latter the development of divittual. The novel-portraits of
Joyce and Wilde arrest this generic function, asawe, by emphasizing their
protagonist’'s synchronic subjectivity; through VWélsl textual fantasy, Dorian Gray
literally does not develop, while Joyce’s Stephed&lus grows older but not wiser,
repeating his mistakes at higher and higher levietomplexity while moving toward no
telos of maturation. Pater’'s 1885 novel—the estrlstudied in this project—is more
traditional: we follow the titular second-centungellectual from birth to death and from
ideological confusion and uncertainty to an equat@nbrace of Christianit’ Marius
thus conforms structurally to the traditional deyghental narrative of the
Bildungsromanalbeit to what Franco Moretti calls the genrdae” form in which the
hero ultimately meets disappointment in his quessbcial integration (this given that
Marius never really reconciles himself to late-Ronsaciety, as he turns away from its
dominant ideologies while failing to embrace nasc&hmristianity in a full or committed
way).

Where Pater most innovates witariusis in his staunch commitment to the
interiority of his protagonist, an innovative gestin the historical novel. Georg Lukacs
provides the most influential theory of this niregteh-century genre, and his observations

will clarify the modernist difference in Paté¥® According to Lukacs, the historical

197 Even Pater’s short imaginary portraits follow aditionalbildungsromarpattern, tracking characters
like Watteau in “A Prince of Court Painters” or tleonymous hero of “Sebastian van Storck” from fout
to maturity and then to death. One notable exoaps “The Child in the House,” Pater’'s imaginaslf
portrait, a forerunner to Joyce’s own, which foauea childhood in an attempt to isolate the soofce
Aestheticist sensibility in the childhood dwellin§Pater’s surrogate, Florian Deleal.
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novel’s main task is “not the re-telling of greatbrical events, but the poetic awakening

of the people who figured in those eventdistorical Novel42). The historical novel
communicates the affective and cognitive dimensiotine past’s dialectical progression
toward the present by portraying typical or repnésiive fictional examples of ordinary
people caught up in economic, social, and politiGaisitions. The successful historical
novelist will be attracted to imagined ordinary idwers instead of real-life grand
figures, says Lukacs, because the former “expegiéme smallest oscillations in [the
broad living basis of historical events] as immeéalidisturbances of their individual
lives,” thus making them more sensitive registérshange (43-43% The historical
novel—which finds its exemplar, for Lukacs, in tferementioned work of Scott—
promotes historicity by detailing the intellectaald affective experiences of common
people as they both create and endure “transfoom&tf history” (49). In this way, the
historical novel is a democratic art form that fty$ the past close to us and allows us to
experience its real and true being,” the authgniatondition for which is a similar
intimacy with the contending social forces thaththe present (53).

For Lukacs, the great period of the historical ngeaks in the early nineteenth

century and then declines with the bourgeois dlaasinvented it. After the 1848

198 Eor a comprehensive literary-historical accourMafius's place among the nineteenth century’s many
historical novels of late antiquity, see Dahl, wl@snclusion supports my own: while Pater’s novel
“points backward” to more traditional historicalvads, it also represents “an experiment, a new rdiefEa
a movement toward the modern psychological noaldiepends on metaphor and the growth of
psychological sensibility rather than on outwarticae (24).

199 None of this analysis should suggest that Lukéesisling of Scott ought to be taken on without
question. The theorist strenuously rejects thosies; for instance, who see in Scott’s novelsvhkies of
“the English merchants and colonizers of contemyoEaglish imperialism” (48). But an extended
reading ofWaverleywould show that Scott's narrative mode is charéd by an anthropological tone
toward both the literal past and the “pastnesgrefmodern societies and traditions. This tonestants
the modern novelist as subject of a knowledge-primdunarrative apparatus that turns all superseded
social forms into objects of analytical subjection.
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revolutions, in which the bourgeoisie put down firgt wave of working-class rebellion,

novelists like Flaubert write what Lukacs consid#ggesadent historical fictions, borne out
of an escapist desire to experience the past esne ®f difference-for-its-own-sake (as
“simply negation of the present”) and manifestingradly cynical interest in violence
(e.g., “Flaubert’s substitution of atrocities arrdthalities for the real summits of social
life”) endemic to an enervated and decaying sadéss that has turned, out of
desperation, to “cowardly, compromising, and everemreactionary liberalism” (232,
239, 237). In this course of his denunciationhef proto-modernist historical novel, with
its interior focus and skepticism about teleolobfdatorical narratives, Lukacs refers
very briefly toMarius the Epicureams an instance of the “deadening preponderance of
antiquarianism” which “can...take a refined, preciousanced and decorative form,
from both a scholarly and stylistic point of vieag in Walter PaterMarius the
Epicurean” a novel wherein “an over-refined emotional expece is coupled with an
over-stylized background (245, 246). Lukacs dadsetaborate, but by “over-stylized
background,” he probably has in mind Pater's emigh@sthe extreme cruelty of the late
Roman empire (to be discussed in detail below)|evimver-refined emotional
experiences” refers to the novel’s relentless cmmfient to what its subtitle calls
Marius’s “sensations and ideas.”

Marius anticipates—and no doubt influenced—Joyd&dstrait in its structure:
four sections narrate the protagonist’s intellelctunal spiritual development. The novel’s
action is mostly internal, confined to Marius’s tighits and feelings; historical events

and other characters are filtered entirely throbighsensibility and discussed as they
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affect his thought processes. Pater does notreserfdirect discourse: he describes

Marius’s sensations and ideas using an externattztdric similar to that of the realist
novel, and he even occasionally digresses intd4{@rson omniscient historical
explanations or explicitly late-Victorian refleati® on his own present concerns. Even
so, he does not explore the interiority of any albtar other than Marius. Stylistically,
then, we might say that the novel is midway betwéetorian realism and modernist
stream-of-consciousness, adopting the contenteolatiter in the manner of the former.
Even the novel’s textual heterogeneity is motivdtedhe Russian Formalist sense of the
term) by the hero’s experiences: Pater includespatated texts either read, written, or
enacted by Marius. These include Marius’s ownyditire tale of “Cupid and Psyche,”
which he reads in ApulieusGolden Assand a dialogue of Lucian’s at the fictive
“original” of which Marius happens to be preseAt the end of each of the novel’s main
divisions, Marius reaches a plateau of understanittiat is shown to be incomplete by
the wider frame provided by the next part (or,hia tase of the final section, by the
novel’s inconclusive ending and the hero’s ambigualigious affiliation at the time of
his death). Part the First takes Marius from hitgdbood in the countryside, where he
enjoys a Wordsworthian communion with nature, fhist experiences of Eros and
literature in the city when he falls under the swéyhe beautiful and ambitious poet
Flavian. By Part the Second, Flavian has diedadye, and Marius becomes
amanuensis to the philosophical emperor Marcus|Austehe last chapter of this section
ends with Marius recoiling from Aurelius’s Stoicifg@sophy since it seems to provide a

warrant for the extreme violence of the arenaPant the Third, Marius explores various
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second-century philosophies, from Stoicism to Cgireism, before having a spiritual

experience in the countryside that leads him tddtik that a universal spirit operates
behind all of nature. Finally, Part the Fourtinigs Marius to the brink of Christian
conversion, but he never makes the overt commitnesen as he dies of fever while
being held prisoner as a suspected Christian acmhisnemorated by the early Church as
a martyr.

As my précis suggestblarius is not quite the synchronic, fatalistic fantasiatt
Lukécs accuses Flaubert’s “decadent” fictions afigpé™® Pater does portray a
representative fictional character who encounteaadgr historical figures as supporting
characters, fulfilling Lukacs’s history-from-belositerion. The novel’s narrative voice,
like Scott’s, remains discursively controlled amtbwledgeable as well, guiding the
reader through the details of second-century Rommeweeping an emphasis on
historical change and development. Pater, moreowees not foreground the alterity of
the Roman past, but rather its similarities todvi;m era—hence even the early
reviewers’ sure sense that the novel was autohibggal as much as it was historical—
but neither does he emphasize, as Scott and Lukaasl prefer, the continuity between

past and present! Instead, Pater presents late-Victorian Englaral mpetition of

110 pater’s biographer Donoghue, though from a diffeigeological standpoint than that of Luk&cs, also
disparages all of Pater’s historical fiction. Dghae makes no theoretical statement, but seentseon t
evidence of the text to belong to the Bloom/Rodyp of neo-Romantic humanist pragmatism. He thus
duly emphasizes Pater’s skepticism over his higr, commenting, “He didn’t want to feel respotesib
for the depiction of an age, a historical configina, a particular moment in the emergence of @asoc
formation” (196). As | will show, | dissent fromdDoghue here and takéarius the Epicureano be an
extended meditation on the emergence of socialdtoms.

H11gee Levey 11-12 for an account of three earlyeresi—those of William Sharp, John Miller Gray, and
Mrs. Humphrey Ward—all of whom took the novel todportrait of the author. Levey points out that,
“Each of these three reviewers received from Pataurteous letter of thanks. To none did he deahur
the suggestions of autobiographyMiarius...” (12).
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second-century Rome, as when, late in the novedtdtes outright, “That age and our

own have much in common” (181). But Pater doesmaltes this claim to invoke a
fatalistic cyclical interpretation of history, asrse of his contemporaries—e.g.,
Nietzsche or Yeats—might; as my analysis of Patesis-fiction showed, his writings
evince a Hegelian believe in historical progregle very first sentence Marius refers
to massive historical change: “As, in the triumpiCaristianity, the old religion lingered
latest in the country, and died out at last aglagianism—the religion of the villagers,
before the advance of the Christian Church, saniearlier century, it was in places
remote from town-life that the older and purer ferai paganism itself had survived the
longest” (37). According to this vision of histogvery moment is a time of organic
movement, in which ideologies and social formatiaresgrowing and decaying.

The Victorian era’s relation to late antiquity hretnovel can then be seen as
something like the relation betwebtarius's successive chapters: the same conflicts are
repeated in the later at higher levels of compyjeaitd detail than they held in the earlier
epoch. Pater’s vision of cultural evolution isdeBarwinian in its teleology: the novel
represents Christianity as a genuine solutioneécstitial problems of late antiquity, or, in
other words, as moral and political progress ratihan as the random change that the
theory of evolution identifies as characteristidifedf. But this should not lead us to
suspect thatlarius reflects Pater’s own increasing Christian devatidoward the
novel’s conclusion a different view suggests itgdien Marius thinks of the Christian
Mass as representing “not so much new matter asvaspirit, moulding, informing, with

a new intention, many observances not witnessethéofirst time to-day” (249). In
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Pater’s gradualist vision, the “matter” of humdi liemains constant, but ideological and

social developments (“spirit”) shape it for thetbet

Carolyn Williams summarizes Pater’s dialectical moet aptly: “he describes a
diachronic process as successive self-divisionsinvihe ‘same’ thing, departures from a
source that are also returns to and recreatioit$ (@0). The “thing” from which history
departs is physical human life and its epiphenom@esires and tastes, as we sawle
Renaissangebut it is endlessly shaped and re-shaped thrandtby its temporal,
superstructural developments. If this historigatisis what'’s truly important in
emerging systems of belief and social organizatioer, something like the “Christian
spirit,” rather than the specifically theologicaletaphysical, and political propositions of
early Christianity or its official legatees in tBatholic and Anglican communions, will
be needed to reform the decaying British empireclo&e examination of the terms in
which Pater figures both the decadence of Romelangrogressive character of
Christianity will show that Pater does not havei§tfanity itself in mind for his
redemptivdin-de-siecledeology; instead, he endorses the spirit reptegen antiquity
by Christianity, which can be found in nineteenémitiry England in the novelistic
qualities of sympathy and sentiment. In shortePmplicitly espouses the
dissemination of sentiment as the late-Victorianiegjent of early Christianity’s late-
antique cultural revolution. Moreover, in his egflions on the protagonist’s titular
Epicureanism, he also appoints an Aestheticistagmpr to reality—a focus on pre-
conceptual sensual experience—as the best meg@nsmbting sentiment.

If we consider the novel’s beginning and endingetbgr before analyzing the
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middle sections, its overall ideological purportllwecome clear. The first two chapters

of the novel present a maternal domestic idyll dbsed with a tenderness, detail, and
lyricism that exceeds even similar celebrationStowe, Gaskell, or Dickens. Young
Marius, we read, is born in the countryside to fiagrparents during the reign of the
Antonines. While Marius’s family initially pursuéle affected gentlemarfarming” of
the Roman aristocracy, they soon take up agriaitisra “serious business,” and
Marius’s resulting contact with productive farm éatshad brought him, at least,
intimately near to those elementary conditionsgfef b reverence for which, the great
Roman poet [Virgil]...held to be the ground of priimé& Roman religion, as of primitive
morals” (44, original italics). The initial badisr Marius’s later emotional and
intellectual development is a natural piety gerestdty intimate contact with the natural
world, supplemented by an emphasis on the moral gbproductive labor. Lest we
miss the nineteenth-century tradition in which ehdsscriptions take their place, the
narrator himself drops the name of Wordsworth byimhim a back-handed
compliment: “The old-fashioned, partly Puritanicegwhe power of which Wordsworth
noted and valued so highly in a northern peasah#g,its counterpart in the feeling of
the Roman lad” (38). Pater associates this pasipbringing as a product of “the
earlier and simpler patriarchal religion” of thalian countryside (37).

The novel is not long in lingering nostalgicallyesthis patriarchal and
puritanical culture; what we might initially takerfa Romantic nature utopia, Pater
considerably complicates with the first of the nitssenany descriptions of cruelty to

animals in the name of pre-Christian religion aature-loving philosophy. During the
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Ambarvalia (glossed by Levey as a “rural festival fpurification of the countryside”),

the youthful Marius becomes distracted by “a carfaiy at the bottom of his heart, and
almost on his lips, for the sacrificial victims atheir looks of terror, rising almost to
disgust at the central act of the sacrifice its€300, 40). Note the emotional narrative
this sentence charts: an observer beholds suffandgs implicitly moved by fellow-
feeling—moved, that is, by his own knowledge of wih#s to feel terror and his ability
to project that onto other sentient creatures—tipthie objects of his gaze. But this pity
is not inert: it gives rise (throughme) to a further emotion, namely, disgust at the aoci
and political institutions—here, religion—that aottze and carry out the infliction of
suffering. As Marius observes further, with a g refuses to idealize the peasantry
even as it derogates the priests, his own pityrasts with the affect of “some then
present” who “certainly displayed a frank curiositythe spectacle thus permitted them
on religious grounds” (40). The crowd, that issdates at scenes of cruelty with
consciences cleansed by ideological pretextsinipéies a further consequence of
sympathy and sentiment, which is that they empdia@se who feel them, rather than
those who simply think in abstract terms, to seetuth ideology’s ruses to the
exploitation underlying society. While Marius’sriact with nature has induced this
capacity for sympathy in him, the “patriarchal ggin” that rules the countryside is no
locus for its expression. The novel soon findslkernative ethical center for its
investment in sympathy in the figure of Marius’stinr.

As the narrative goes on, Marius’s father diesayealeath, as if to suggest the

exhaustion of the values he embodies. Marius’seradhen endures a long and
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lachrymose widowhood consecrated to the memorlgehtisband, and her son thus

becomes influenced by a counter-patriarchal andpamitanical set of affects, associated
with the maternal and the domestic: “Marius thengerr, even thus early, came to think
of women'’s tears, of women’s hands to lay one $b, ia death as in the sleep of
childhood, as a sort of natural want” (47). Theafiword of this passage, hovering
between its archaic meaning of “lack” and its modsgnse of “desire,” implies a
wistfulness or nostalgia toward the sentimentalamet! as a social value. It is natural
both to lack and to desire domestic values in ddwwhose dominant ideologies and
practices are insensitive to the feelings of petkéMarius and his mother, feelings that
include sympathy for the suffering and grief foe thead. Pater checks the naturalizing
and sexist drift of this passage, which would séemeduce his mother to her
metonymized body (hands and tears), when he shHwatsstnot only from his mother’s
corpusthat Marius derives his own sentimentality, bonirher cultural appurtenances as
well: “Helping her with her white and purple wooésd caring for her musical
instruments, he won, as if from the handling offstiings, an urbane and feminine
refinement” (47). In other words, domesticity isudture—a matter not only of tears and
hands, but also of clothing and music—and an “vebamore than a pastoral culture at
that. Marius thus explicitly associates his mathsentimentality not with the
countryside but with the refinements of civilizég+-an urban/social (we might say
“novelistic”) supplement to the lyrical, poetic aéts inculcated by the productive

country where the “patriarchal religion” reigns (38 Marius’s early sympathy for the

12 As we saw in chapter 1.2 below, Aestheticism oftesiuced woman to nature, most paradigmatically in
Huysmans'sA Rebours Pater was capable of writing in this mode—seeafoexample his most famous
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sacrificial victims here develops, under the infloe of his tearful mother’s urbane

affect, into “a sympathy for all creatures [..9nsething of an almost religious veneration
for life as such” (47, 48). What had been durimg $acrifice an inchoate set of
sympathies for the animals and antipathies foretigious authorities now begins to
coalesce into a more formalized ethical prograselfipotentially capable of being
institutionalized as religious practice.

This possibility of a counter-religion fully emegyat the novel’s conclusion, to
which | now turn to show how sentimentality’s histal fulfillment for late-antique
culture turns out to be Christianity. Pater caiesily represents Christianity in terms of
the traditionally Victorian domestic/sentiment&l/hen Marius visits the house of the
Christian woman Cecilia, “one dominant thought @aged upon him, the thought of
chaste women and their children—of all the variafisctions of family life under its
most natural conditions, yet developed, as if inode imitation of some sublime new
type of it, into large controlling passions” (228)he narrator goes on to note that the
“sublime new type” being imitated in Christian dastieity is “theHoly Family’ (229).
Christianity, then, introduces into the ancient M@ new mythos centered on the image
of Madonna and child (note the implicit MariolatsiyPater, who was, like many in his
generation, long attracted to Catholicist?).This sublime picture, like the stern

architecture of Sparta describedAlato and Platonismproduces new dispositions and

single piece of prose, the description of Mona liisdhe Renaissanats an eternal vampire, an instance of
woman-as-consuming-nature, a trope analyzed exglgsn Huyssen chapter 3 and Felski chapter 3.
Marius, however, takes almost the opposite approache ferninized in this novel is to be civilized, not
naturalized.

13 5ee Hanson chapter 3 for a sensitive accounttef’BMariolatry: “Pater has accomplished something
rarely glimpsed in literature: while Christianitpditraditionally presumed an association with ttemal
Word, Pater has chosen instead an affective Maniana faith inflected by homoerotic desire and mmetie
identification” (203).
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social habits in those who look upon it, whichumtleads to new institutions for the

dissemination of the desired affect, in this casatiment.

Pater’s pointed use of the word “sublime” to desern image of mother and
child emphasizes the radicalism of Christianityhesnovel represents it. The eighteenth
and nineteenth centuries’ most notable philosopaiedspoets of sublimity—Burke,

Kant, Shelley—reserve the term for natural or casgnandeur and privileged a
strenuous human response, whether the rational' srimgimph in thought over the
body’s vulnerability in Kant or the individual’sfeft to merge with the onrushing wind
of cosmic history in Shelley’s poems. This idedha sublime was famously read as
masculinist irresponsibility and dangerous idealsnsuch novelists of the Romantic era
as Mary Shelley and Jane Austen. Shelley’s ViEtankenstein pursues the world-
making power of the sublime-seeking idealist imagon to its tragic conclusion in his
creation of a cruel and monstrous parody of thalfamhile Austen’sPersuasiorgently
disciplines the Promethean inclinations of its ppéttoxicated supporting characters by
subjecting them to the domestic logic of the maeiplot and the homely subjectivity of
the prosy heroine, Anne Ellidt* Pater's novel at the end of the nineteenth cgntur
mounts the same critique as those of Shelley arafefwat the beginning. To drive the
point home, Pater’s narrator, in one of his widegrag historical reflections, castigates

later periods of Christian theology and historyttoeir puritanism—*“sour, falsely anti-

4 Mellor's is the classic reading in this vein ofélay’s novel (see chapter 4, significantly titled
“Promethean Politics”). AustenRersuasionon the other hand, hardly requires exegesigsdmroine,
standing in for the author, explicitly warns awanpther character, Benwick, from Romantic poetrye thu
its disordering intensity: “she ventured to hopedttenot always read only poetry, and to say, st
thought it was the misfortune of poetry to be seidsafely enjoyed by those who enjoyed it completely
and that the strong feelings which alone couldhest it truly were the very feelings which oughtdste it
but sparingly” (85).



200
mundane, ever with an air of ascetic affectationl, @ bigoted distaste in particular for all

the peculiar graces of womanhood” (242). Pateoepp two historical forces here, both
within and without Christianity: one a pitiless mabnist idealism and the other a
sensuous, sympathetic materialism associated eitlale “graces,” a word whose
overtones of both learned deportment and personahtentation further associate
femininity in Pater’'s novel, against the Aesthetigrain, with culture rather than nature.
But Pater argues for a domestic appropriation efsthiblime rather than its mere
derogation.
Christianity’s commitment to the material worlds Ihcarnational logic, is able to
divinize humanity and thus make its processes @ivtjr, socialization, and development
themselves objects of sublime contemplation andieiments to pious imitation. Erich
Auerbach makes this case in his classic study offgan realism when he shows how
the Christian story breaks the high/low style doisof the ancient Mediterranean by
conferring the tragic dignity of Christ’s sacrifio@ everyday human lives: the disciple
Peter, as represented in the Gospel of Mark,
is the image of man in the highest and deepestra tragic sense. Of
course this mingling of styles...was graphically &adshly dramatized
through God’s incarnation in a human being of thmhlest social station,
through his existence on earth amid humble everpaayple and
conditions, and through his Passion, which, judgedarthly standards,
was ignominious; and it naturally came to have—awof the wide
diffusion and strong effect of that literature &tdr ages—a most decisive
bearing upon man’s conception of the tragic andstli#ime. (41)

Pater’s revision of this Christian topos, comingiimuch later age, depends on the

gender ideology of the late nineteenth century elé @& on Aestheticism’s sexual

secularity. If the novel’'s opening chapters pdwegdroblem of how to synthesize
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Marius’s all-encompassing pity, learned at his raothknee, with an often cruel social

life characterized as patriarchal, then Christiaapipears to be the historical solution due
to its emphasis on those values Pater associatieshei feminine. Dellamora makes an
ostensibly opposed argument in his essay on Patest@hile student, the Jesuit priest
and queer poet Hopkins, but his reading of an assthed Catholicism illuminates
Pater’s position: “In turning to Catholicism, Hopkiwas able to find a theology that
emphasized the worthiness of the redeemed humay) imotliding its genitality,
especially as evident in certain visual represanmtatof Christ in medieval and
Renaissance art” (51-2). According to Dellamorbpdy-centered Christian iconography
offers the late-Victorian queer artist/believeiirmwdtaneous secular validation and
spiritual sublimation of his desire for the adomedle body. As we’ve seen in
consideringThe Renaissang®ater’s early erotic vision is a Romantic ond trenkly
follows Shelley and Whitman by allowing sexual deso unfold as secular redemption
by constituting a utopian community of passionatéual attachment. In mid-career,
though, Pater turns not to the homoerotic figuréhefbeautiful young man but rather to
the domestic image of Madonna and Child when haegiso emphasize the agapic,
rather than the erotic, dimension of Aestheticiemfurns, that is, to the image that
Victorian culture had traditionally charged withethffect of compassion and the politics
of reform, even as he revises this “chaste” figate one that inculcates “large
controlling passions.” Unlike Hopkins, whose oration obviated any need for him to
suture his transcendental commitments to his immtashesires along the necessarily

political axis of immanence itself, Pater subldiedily affect and spiritual asceticism
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into the image of a divinized woman on the modelbich culture may be humanized.

Pater’s defense of the domestic/sentimental isleddly his Aestheticist revision of
Christian Mariolatry into a secular politics of cpassion-*

Were we to read this conclusion as Pater’s simi@dashistorical endorsement of
Christianity as a universal panac®irius the Epicureanvould not only appear to be an
exercise in nostalgic antiquarianism and an ungaing response to the intellectual
challenges posed by the century of Hegel and Daitwwould also contradict Pater’s
non-fictional insistence, early and late, that Hegel Darwin were indeed his masters
and historicism his critical and artistic methodriiing now to the novel’s central
chapters, and especially to its negative portraf/darcus Aurelius and the gladiatorial
contests and religious extremisms that he oversekslemonstrate Pater’s traditionally
novelistic investment in sympathy, as well as bigsion of the genre’s means of
promoting such emotion. After the death of Masuséloved poet Flavian, who had
promised to generate a new poetry to revive Laia Bving language, Marius comes to
Rome itself where he enters the service of theldgbphical emperor” Aurelius. Chapter
XIl introduces Aurelius as a pragmatist partisaplofosophical and political
moderation. Like the youthful Marius, Aurelius’alues proceed from the old patriarchal

religion, to the extent that the emperor himsedirak “descent from Numa,” the founder

15 While it is worth criticizing the gendered formtitas of Pater's neo-sentimental Mariolatry, its
recuperable kernel—when lifted from the husk ofesafe-spheres ideology—is the aesthetic poterttial o
an empathic politics. The recent return to Chaistheology in Marxist theory, led by Slavoj Zizek,
supports my case by writing Mary out of the stomjirely and by adducing an exceedingly idealisti€hr
whose corpus, far from a potential locus of bodifgct, queer or otherwise, is only “the vanishing
mediator/medium through whose death the human canitynitself ‘passes into’ the new spiritual
stage”(Zizek 51). Zizek’s staunch refusal of the sentitaé(andhis consequent celebration of violence)
is predicated upon his refusal of the flesh itseden through the prism offered by this theory, the
Aestheticized Holy Family presentedMarius appears as a still-relevant, if problematic, resedor an
affective politics.
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of Roman paganism; but unlike Marius, Aurelius’g@aism remains untempered by the

worldly and domestic sentiments (143). From tha@emt pagan wisdom, Aurelius
derives his sense of being “between Chance withkmesggnation, and a Providence
with boundless possibilities and hope,” which lehis “to make his use of the flower,
when the fruit perhaps was useless or poisonoudk?, (144). Aurelius’s Stoicism thus
blends an admission of the gaps in human knowledtean abiding faith that
“Providence” will ensure the rightness of everyi@tt for this reason, pragmatic
compromise with the unjust or the corrupt may stitid toward positive ends. Thus,
Aurelius will use a plant’s flower even if its ftus poisonous, a metaphor that, in a novel
about Christianity, unavoidably recalls Christ'sitrary admonition to look past the
superficial when evaluating a prophet: “Ye shalbkrthem by their fruits,” he chides
(King James BibleMatthew 7: 16).

Given Aurelius’s pragmatism, wherein even unethéeions or unsavory
characters can conduce toward the social good, iglet take him for the novel’s true
allegorical figure for the resolutely amoral neasdical economics that Regenia Gagnier
identifies at the root of late-Victorian culturgVhat seems to argue against such a
reading of Aurelius is his asceticisif. He endorses, in the narrator’s words, “a saerific
of the body to the soul,” and exhibits “the ascetide which lurks under all Platonism,
resultant from its opposition of the seen to theaam, as falsehood to truth—the imperial
Stoic, like his true descendant, the hermit ofrthédle age, was ready, in no friendly

humor, to mock, there in its narrow bed, the compbiEh had made so much of itself in

1% The Modern Library seems to agree with the econarading: their latest edition of Aurelius’s
Meditationsis generically labeled on its back cover as béthitbsophy” and “Business” for the guidance
of booksellers and -buyers.
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life” (143, 147). Reading this passage throughiherpretive lens provided both by the

novel’s conclusion and by Pater’s non-fiction wigs, we encounter again the topos of
Platonism’s authoritarian medieval character, dstitity to the needs and desires of the
body, and its proto-totalitarian pride in its ideahemes to order tip®lis around
philosophical wisdom known only to the elite adegitthe “unseen.” This is a
worldview Pater consistently considers masculiarst life-denying and to which he
explicitly opposes his and Marius’s Aestheticismthe valorization of material
perception without determination by any idealizialps: “Marius could but contrast all
that with his own Cyrenaic [i.e., Epicurean] eagss) just then, to taste and see and
touch” (147). Aestheticism, figured as its anciemtinterpart Epicureanism, represents a
desire “to taste and see and touch”—verbs whichrBatarrator here employs
intransitively, thus open to any object. Aesthstits desire is for experience withaut
priori restriction or fear of otherness. Against itetatevelopment as formalism,
memorably denounced by Pierre Bourdieu as the apsik of an illusorily autonomous
eye cut off from the social and physical worldshe body and its administration,
Marius’s Epicureanism engages more senses thansili@ and entails aesthetics other
than the specular, encompassing what can be tastetbuched’’ In other words, this

version of aestheticism prizes radical connect@ithe most basic level of the body’s

17 see Bourdieu’s “The Historical Genesis of a Puesthetic” inThe Field of Cultural Productian
Having invoked Bourdieu in the context of Patedaténic preoccupations, | cannot fail to recall the
sociologist’'s somewhat chilling defense of his camti-aesthetic stance: “the sociologist—close ia th
respect to the philosopher according to Plato—stapghosed to ‘the friend of beautiful spectacle$ an
voices’ that the writer also is: the ‘reality’ thia tracks cannot be reduced to the immediateadatee
sensory experience in which it is revealed; he aiotgo offer (in)sight, or feeling, but to consttu
systems of intelligible relations capable of mak&emse of sentient datal{e Rules of Arkviii). In other
words, the social scientist in modernity takes drv@m the philosopher-king in antiquity, dispellitige
enchantments of language wielded by poets and stspitho would, under the cover of sensual beauty,
aggrandize themselves at the expense of the imialaterth behind material relations.
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surface, to the rest of the world. Aurelius’s Siin, on the other hand, holds the body

in manifest contempt and mocks its fragility. Patsists on this with near-didacticism
when he devotes page after page to Aurelius’s $p@estately archaic language, on the
contemptibly transitory and worthless charactenwhan life, before noting that “[t]he
discourse ended almost in darkness...that night wirégan, the hardest that had been
known for a lifetime,” as if the emperor’s haugktyorn for life had produced the
physical effect of life’'s cessation under a paltlafkness and ice (153).

Almost all commentators on Pater’s novel note itsgportrayal of Aurelius
serves as a disguised polemic against Matthew Arwadhose essay lauding the Stoic
emperor as “perhaps the most beautiful figure stdny” was published in book form in
1865, when Pater was a student (Arnold 224). Atndte Pater, notes the similarity of
second-century Rome to nineteenth-century EnglgAdirelius] lived and acted in a
state of society modern by its essential charaties| in an epoch akin to our own”),
presents Aurelius as the final flower of pagan tiftdun its humble submission to nature,
and associates that thought and its expressiontetpoetry of Wordsworth (Aurelius’s
“observation of nature [has] a delicate penetrattosympathetic tenderness, worthy of
Wordsworth”) (224, 233). Unlike Pater, Arnold aeguhat Aurelius should be taken as a
model intellectual for a period of doubt, for “tleoages most especially that walk by
sight, not by faith, and yet have no open visid&Z#{). In Arnold’s view, the modern
bourgeois elite needs Stoic self-control and rafi@bmission to nature’s invisible hand
as a replacement for the religious faith that ddierdiscovery, empiricist epistemology,

and secular philosophy renders untenable. Insémse, we may indeed read Aurelius in
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both Arnold and Pater’s accounts as a figure fargeois authority—and, indeed, the

Flaubert-admiring Pater gives the allegorical gamway when he has Marius observe
that the emperor’'s home life was one of “mediog¢titypugh of a mediocrity for once
really golden” (163). The vocabulary of mediocnigcalls Flaubert's Homais, to take
only the nineteenth century’s most famous exampigs:redolent of a social analysis that
denies bourgeois rationality’s capacity for proghgcany rich or rewarding artistic forms.
In Flaubert and related writers like Baudelaire aletzsche, however, this critique never
goes beyond an aristocratic or reactionary contéanghe good burgher’s practical
mean-mindedness and its presumed political cogoltlemocracy. Pater, in wedding
Aestheticism to sympathy, proposes the more egalit@onclusion that an aesthetic
approach to reality has the potential to createader, rather than a narrower,
community of feeling.

Arnold quotes as exemplary those maxims of Aurdiuderein he reproaches
himself for failing to maintain rational control bfs emotions at all times: “What have |
now in this part of me which they call the rulingneiple, and whose soul have | now?—
that of a child, or of a young man, or of a weakwam, or of a tyrant, or of one of the
lower animals in the service of man, or of a wihbt?"” (qtd. in Arnold 236). In
adducing tyranny as a product of emotive weakmegelius draws on the ancient
political theory that a tyrant was a man ruled ppetitive passions and who, therefore,
battened on the state and its citizens, anothéoriRtaphilosophy finding its echo in
modern theories that derogate emotive aestheticighe name of political rationality.

Aside from the tyrant, however, all of Aurelius'ger figures of sentimental weakness—
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male child, male youth, woman, animal—are figuratePworks to defend iMarius the

Epicureanfrom Aurelius’s Stoic indifference to sufferind\gainst Arnold, Pater reads
Aurelius’s ideology of pragmatic compromise witluistice and strict rational self-
control as complicit in their own form of tyranny.

At the mid-point of the novel comes a chapter whatter title, “Manly
Amusement,” emphasizes through sarcasm the dirgynusing nature of the suffering it
depicts, and it further indicts the model of mastty that leads to such horror. In this
chapter, Marius’s Aesthetic sentimentalism findsappogee as he watches with rising
disgust the slaughters in the Roman arena, superag a cold Aurelius. The chapter
begins in an entirely different mood, with the pisenof formalist relish: Marius,
thinking back on his poet friend Flavian, imagitiest he would have an aestheticized
“appetite for every detail of the entertainmenttls as its colors, which, when detached
from the social and material facts of which theg properties, include “certain great red
patches”—which is to say, the blood of animals thititbe spilled (166, 167). Pater here
warns that the formalist eye may abstract awayesuif and its attendant realities—
turning blood, which is biological in its origin @rsocial in its disposition, into
meaningless redness. That the narrator assothageanger with the dead poet Flavian,
who desired to attain political power through his enplies an abstracting, de-
politicizing formalism as the outcome of art’s indation with constituted authority (a
thoroughly anarchic stance one word for which ggim, “antinomianism”). Marius,
though, comes to the arena after having spentuiitieFlavian’s replacement in his

affections, the Christian soldier Cornelius, whatains from the garish public spectacles
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of the late empire. Marius’s sympathetic imagioatallows him to experience his own

sensations and perceptions through the eyes aitingates; thus, Cornelius acts as his
“outwardly embodied conscience,” an economical wighrasing the Enlightenment
theory that humans are morally guided by theirighid feel in mind what other bodies
feel (165). With the abstemious Cornelius, rathan the ambitious Flavian, acting as
his second set of eyes, Marius beholds mere biytalthe arena, and the narrator’s
miming of his consciousness adopts a verbal ragisi@racteristic of mid-Victorian
sentimental appeal.

Of the spectacle, the narrator comments: “Therelavbe real wild and domestic
creatures, all of rare species, and a real slaugkia so happy an occasion, it was hoped,
the elder emperor might even concede a point, divihg criminal fall into the jaws of
the wild beasts” (167). The twice-repeated “r@asists on the referential materiality of
all objects of contemplation, while the word “happs/a sarcastic pun—on the one hand,
it implies that the occasion is a fortunate or cimgeone even as the narrator’s
foregrounding of the real animals and the livingnenal who will be slaughtered enjoins
the reader to ask for whom it is so fortunate;t@ndther hand, “happy” suggests, by way
of its relation to “hap” and “happenstance,” tHastslaughter is the arbitrary product of
contingency, the outcome of variable volition, dnds not inevitable. Such sarcasm, in
which horrible suffering finds itself juxtaposedtiwvihe satisfaction and complacency of
those complicit in it, was the hallmark of Dickesistyle, and Pater here employs it to

politicize the slaughter he describés.

18 Many instances of such Dickensian sarcasm coufstd@uced, wherein he juxtaposes the indifference
or privileged ignorance of upper-class charactetis the sufferings of those social inferiors thzs tlass
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Politically speaking, Aurelius—and the traditionmfilosophical elitism running

from Plato to Arnold that he represents—is thedtaj the sentimental radicalism Pater
voices through Marius’s consciousness. But Paparist is emphaticallyot that

Aurelius is a cruel tyrant, a bloody Nero burnirepple alive for his pleasure. He allows
that Aurelius is comparatively liberal, a figureesflightenment who “provided that nets
should be spread under the dancers on the tiglet-eoy buttons for the swords of the
gladiators” (169). The Stoic emperor is, in shanteformer of the polity. His reformist
method, however, in keeping with his philosophteabitus of bodiless cognition, is
powerless to rid the polity of cruelty becausetigpertrophy of cognition itself is
complicit in social violence both spontaneous ardditutionalized: “For the most part,
indeed, the Emperor averted his eyes from [thegbliau]...but he had seemed, after all,
indifferent. He was revolving, perhaps, the oldiSparadox of thémperceptibility of
pain: which might serve as an excuse, should thosegsgvapular humours ever again
turn against men and women” (169). Aurelius’s tagteyes mark both his sensitive
inability to appreciate cruel spectacles and hte gkivilege to ignore the violence

produced by the institutions he supervises. Is double movement of ideology, cruelty

system itself has brought about. One interverdgtoexample fronBleak Housewill indicate the general
tone. In chapter 16 of the novel, the aristocratidy Dedlock ventures from her country home to the
London slum, Tom-All-Alone’s, in search of Jo, anfedess boy acquainted with her former lover and the
father of the novel’s heroine. The third-persorratar, following the Lady in quest of the pauper,
expatiates with angrily ironic rhetorical questighat parody the ignorance of those who see ncataus
relations between the conditions of the class&ghat connexion can there be, between the place in
Lincolnshire, the house in town, the Mercury in glany and the whereabouts of Jo the outlaw with the
broom, who had that distant ray of light upon hitmew he swept the churchyard-step? What connexion
can there have been between many people in thenenale histories of this world, who, from opposite
sides of great gulfs, have, nevertheless, beenawgigusly brought together!” (193). As in Pater’s
description of the arena, the narrator of the naself steps forth to cajole the audience intautiitt about
the social relations they live out. The differenakegourse, is that Dickens’s exteriorized narmativ
apparatus—in short, the plot—will objectively linttme “connexion” itself; Pater, after identifyingeth
connection, traces its subjective effect on thellettual observer and explores his consequent
responsibility.
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is considered the unique property of the lowers#asvho spectate in the arena, even as

the elites ultimately responsible for both the graie and its justifications deny their own
agency by claiming, first, to be averse to the d&fed and, second, to be merely
following public taste in their allowance of it.

But even non-philosophical rulers are capable isféliasion; what makes the
antique philosopher-king (and the modern Arnoldiatiural bourgeois he allegorizes)
different is the Stoic paradox of pain’s impercbiity. This notion is paradoxical
because pain is by definition perceptible—a maifesensation. The Stoic philosopher
attempts to liberate himself from all sensationd affiects of the body in order to attain a
purified rationality, a bodiless white communiortihe Logos. Pain, on this view, is a
less a sensation than an illusion created by tdg'd@resumptuous arrogation of the
psyche’s attentions. If the body fundamentallysdoet matter, then Stoicism is right to
recommend that one should be indifferent to p&ifhat Pater makes visible in the
passage quoted, however, is that is all too easyrf@mperor to argue that pain does not
matter when he is not the one having it inflictgemi him by the apparatus of the state.
Stoic indifference then becomes nothing more thmateacuse” for whatever brutality
social groups were going to inflict on each oth&s such, Stoicism and its philosophical
offshoots, rather than Marius’s sensuous Epicussam@ind its modern Aestheticist
instantiation, is the true ideology of quietestoauamy in its cruel denial of the body’s
needs. As the narrator states of Marius, “Heagtlehe humble follower of the bodily
eye, was aware of a crisis in life...the issues ofttvine must by no means compromise

or confuse; of the antagonisms of which the ‘widarcus Aurelius was unaware” (170).
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Implicitly, then, knowledge begins with the bodggperception of sensible reality and

from there reaches a moral understanding. Therdeano bodiless reason or ethics—
these functions have a substrate of sensationrantian, however disavowed, and an
Epicurean or Aestheticist humility in allowing thremediate apperception of sensible
things not to coalesce immediately into concepdeaérminations will in the end

generate a richer and more truthful concept wheonaept comes, as it inevitably will.
Aestheticism here emerges as a full-blooded hurharedo which guarantees the secular
sanctity of life based on the irreducibility of @éagentient being’s sensibility.

So far, | have myself proceeded conceptually, iragRater’s overt theorizing of
the “crisis in life” that Marius perceives. Butwaloes the problem enact itself at the
level of literary form? Often enough, Pater meredgays—that is, he writes his own
theorizing to accompany the narration in the tradibf many a nineteenth-century
novelist from Scott to Eliot. The end of the arehapter, particularly, is marked by a
moralizing narratorial loquacity, chiefly in thergiee of forestalling any bigoted self-
congratulation on the part of the English middlassl reader, whom Pater suspects of
wishing to regard the arena as a relic of antiquieatin barbarism rather than as an
allegory for oppression in general. At the endhef chapter, Pater recommends that
when we read about historical atrocities (he alsations the slave trade and religious
persecutions), we should ask ourselves what “mgyésent to our minds such as might
have furnished us, living in another age, and énrthdst of those legal crimes, with
plausible excuses for them” (170). In other woRister again uses the narrative

occasion of animal cruelty to plead for a critiqpiédeology, where the latter word is
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considered as a name for all the conceptual rusesysgated by exploiters and

oppressors to justify the suffering they inflict the disprivileged.

Earlier in the chapter, Pater is clear enough aimwatt modern cultural form he
doesnot believe will serve for this critique: “For the lgshows of the amphitheatre
were, so to speak, the novel-reading of the ageur@rmt help provided for sluggish
imaginations, in regard, for instance, to grislgidents, such as might happen to one’s
self; but with every facility for comfortable insgt@n” (168). Remarkably, Pater names
the novel as the modern version of the Roman aré#aat links the two is a kind of
masochistic vicariousness whereby an enervategacgljolts itself awake with
imagined agonies, which pains are themselves miadsyrable by the relief of their
purely notional character. The novel presumabbyegents an advance over the arena
since in the former case nobody really has to suffget the audience’s benumbed
attention. Nevertheless, both institutions pronzoteilgate version of the Stoic elitism
for which a distanced mentation is everything acttia sensation nothing.

Pater’s disparagement of the novel form withindws) novel is so unoriginal,
however, as to be almost a generic requiremerdmFm2ervantes mocking romance to
Sterne poking fun at teleological storytelling,frdAusten sending up the Gothic to
Flaubert derogating Emma Bovary’s romantic tasiaed,on through the modernist
revolutions of Joyce, Woolf, and Lawrence to theayngevisionist novels (by Achebe,
Rhys, Coetzee, Rushdie and more) of postcolonialisennovel has throughout its
history insisted on its own perpetual modernitydeyouncing all prior narrative

conventions as artistically, ethically, and poltlg inadequate. When novelists make
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this gesture, they generally do so to nominateiihe of novel they are then writing as

the legitimate exercise of the fictional mode. L&sirel Brake writes, “Pater’s novels
functioned as his position papers on fiction, ilatien to both the current debates on the
art of fiction as well as to his antecedents amdtthdition of novel discourse” (229). We
can therefore assume that Pater means us to usmaeitss own novel as resisting the
process of vicarious sado-masochism that he sesbén examples of the genre, even as
he too depicts scenes of great suffering and grustith those observed by his hero and,
finally, those suffered by him. The question iss®auently not one of content, but of
form. How does Pater deploy form to create fictidmose ethical purport squares with
its conceptual apparatus of materialist aesthaties the foundation of social awareness
and reform?

Early in the novel, Pater’s narrator theorizes alicerary form at length in
explicating the ideas of Marius’s friend, mentardamplicit love-object, the poet
Flavian, who develops a literary style that Pabels “Euphuism”—after John Lyly’s
extravagantly stylized 1578 noveuphues: The Anatomy of Wiaand which he
compares to the styles of the Elizabethan writadsthe French Romantics. In an essay
comparing the aesthetics of Pater and Joyce, Breexjalains Pater’s revisionist
adoption of Lyly’s style: “The dual force of Apules's mixed style provides the model
for Pater's Euphuism. It does not directly refethi® senses of the term following John
Lyly’'s Euphues: The Anatomy of Wihat is, to ‘periphrastic or “high-flown” languag
but instead stands for a continuing principle iarkture in which vulgar speech is

applied to an encrusted literary language as a snegpurify expression” (154-55).
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Euphuism arises when the language of literary atedleéctual production grows

increasingly remote from the vernacular, thus bengrstiff and artificial. The Euphuist
attempts to reform literary language by double psscof conservation and revolution: on
the one hand, the poet will reconnect with the ofdam of the language, before it
decayed into elite mannerism, while on the othedhae will infuse his texts with the
energy of the living language as spoken in theettrétheproletariateof speech” (89).
Even a quick perusal of the textMfrius, however, will show that common speech
makes no appearance. This, in fact, is the suukdics’s charge against Pater and his
historical-novelist contemporaries—that they twratfrozen and stylized image of the
past only to retreat from the street-level redit¢ a present they find threatening.
Pater’s novel adopts more fully the other optioplitsm presents, which is the
reanimation of older forms of the language. Theaathge of the historical novel
becomes, on this reading, that it can keep alitberpresent forms and styles that may
otherwise seem too elevated a register in whiakeseribe the contemporary. Mikhail
Bakhtin, a theorist not known for endorsing eithptiquarianism or any variant of the
high style, himself saw this as a legitimately dgat aspiration for novelists: he notes
that the writer may “[fight] for the renovation ah antiquated literary language, in the
interests of those strata of the national langulgehave remained (to a greater or lesser
degree) outside the centralizing and unifying iefloe of the artistic and ideological
norm established by the dominant literary langud@€7). Thus, the kind of
antiquarianism of style that Lukacs deploreMarius here takes its place among the

dialogic potentialities of the form surveyed by Bak. Pater’s florid, many-clausal
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sentences, with their slow and halting movemerugh long historical vistas and inner

sensations, challenge the positivist fixations faftainalistic and scientistic or else
vernacular naturalism in vogue in fictional prosetighout the 1880s and '90s (think of
Zola and Maupassant in France, Gissing and Kiphrigritain, and Twain and Crane in
the U. S.). By reanimating the Latinate strat&oglish, Pater finds a form in which to
evoke the movement of the mind as it processesnitssensations and ideas.

Such a desire to recapture verbal and ideologleatents of the past, however,
calls into question the larger concept of histdnpexiodization itself, which Pater
realizes when he addresses critics of the Euphuysit who ask, “Cannot those who
have a thing to say, say it directly? Why not inepde and broad, like the old writers of
Greece?” (91). This question represents an untenaiversalism that regards all
periods, styles, and genres as essentially the, saitheno real difference of purpose or
context between Homer’s oral epic, Flavian’s writtmem, and Pater’s printed novel.
The narrator responds in historicist fashion bystirsg that “intellectual conditions”
changed too extensively between Homer and Flaviatiaw for the latter poet simply to
write like the earlier one, as if the make-up & #udience, conditions of delivery, and
epistemic background made no difference (92). @tihe same time, a doubt intrudes:
“Would not future generations, looking back upois thinder the power of the
enchanted-distance fallacy, find it ideal to viéwgontrast with its own languor...? Had
Homer, even, appeared unreal and affected in l@s@ftight, to some of the people of
his own age...?” (92). With these questions, theatar rejects a facile version of

historicism in either its progressivist or declimsodes. Our approach to the past, he



216
suggests, is always structured by our own distémoce it, which allows it to appear

smoother and less conflicted than our own perM#hat is really universal and
transhistorical, this passage suggests, is not shimeerical unity or value of the arts, but
rather the facts of social variety and epistemaalgnediation themselves. Even
Homer—the supposedly primordial bard—must, likegbeond-century Euphuist or the
nineteenth-century Aesthete, devise a languagenititle broader social field of

linguistic practices for the ordering of a chaatality (recall here Pater’s devotion to
Heraclitus, the philosopher of flux). This problé@mariably faces all verbal artists and
thus constitutes the universal aspect of the liyeeaterprise. But because the specific
conditions of language and society that each weiteounters will differ with time and
place, literary works are themselves historf¢l.

Pater’s novelistic insistence on interiority harals its justification. If the
modern novel represents Stoic philosophy in itsfigtation of human suffering, then a
novel will best respond to that cultural circumsiaiy writing in a mode that restores
suffering to its proper historical dimension ag tivhich is produced in social
circumstances and which therefore calls for pa@lltredress. As we saw in a reading of
the novel’s opening pages, Pater depicts this kagiareness as the consequence of

sympathy: because Marius is capable of imaginingtwhimal sacrifice-victims feel, he

19 The implicit theory of literature underlying Pagereflections on the problem of belatedness and
tradition thus resembles Bakhtin’s ideas far mbemtthose of Lukéacs. For Bakhtin, all works aérigtture
intervene in a conflicted social reality linguistily sedimented at any given time in the variossdurses,
from academic jargon to street slang, that compmisgety’s self-representation. According to Bakht
some genres, such as the epic or the lyric poamd,tteevade the challenge of ideological conflidha
linguistic level by employing an elevated or adiil language, while the novel (a Euphuistic geore,
Pater’s account) incorporates within itself theieas social discourses and their battle for heggm@&@ee
Bakhtin's “From the Pre-History of Novelistic Disase” and “Discourse in the Novel” for elaboratiaris
this theory.
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is capable of feeling that their plight is as moélan injustice as it would be if it

happened to him. The novel’s focus on animal ¢yueldicalizes this concept of
sympathy by removing intelligence as a criterionrights; Pater, in short, undoes
Victorian scientism’s version of the teleologicabin of being that progresses upward
from animality to civilization, thus relegating Ino&animals and those human populations
associated in European racist and culturalist mgek with animals to the disposable
status of what Giorgio Agamben would call “bare lif The novel refuses such vertical
teleologies, instead arraying all creatures altveghiorizontal axis of their capacity to
feel. If Marcus Aurelius is, as the narrator comtseMarius’s “inferior now and for
ever on the question of righteousness” due to timgeeor’s supervision of the arena, it is
because Aurelius Platonically refuses to admiwhiserable equality with all sentient
life (170).

On the evidence of a passage cancelled betwedmghand second editions of
Marius, Pater came to be even more assured that theyartf cruelty in fiction had to
rely on the representation of a feeling consciossné.ate in the novel, the two-part
Chapter 20 contrasts pagan with Christian sod&l lAt the conclusion of an elite
Roman social gathering in honor of an aristocrnatiet, the host’s son grows angry at his
pet cat, shuts the animal in an oven, and forgetslease it. Pater had originally
described the grim conclusion (I here quote ValancBooks’ reprint of the first
edition): “And it was with a really natural laudioy once, that, on opening the oven, [the
host’s son] caught sight of the animal’s grotesgpgearance, as it lay there, half-burnt,

just within the red-hot iron door” (216). Pater&sason for deleting this passage has not
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been recorded. Perhaps he thought the satirecoentiotional enervation of the Roman

aristocracy was too broad in its portrayal of a rhenof this class as only able to laugh
naturally—as opposed to laughing as a game ofsstaivthen beholding a tortured
creature. More importantly, though, the flat, affess sentence that describes the
animal’s suffering is not anchored to Marius’s @gtions or their emotional
modification by the terrible scene he beholdsothmer words, presenting the suffering of
the animal without the mediation of a feeling sebjeirns the scene into a shocking
spectacle for the reader, just as it is for thepgkeator of the violence against the cat.
Such benumbed reportage of violence perpetuategetiyanability to feel to which Pater
ascribes the violence.

Marius the Epicureaithus lavishes upon sentience all the resourcdseahost
elevated English that 1885 has to offer. Its his&b purview licenses the stylistic
glorification of Marius’s feeling itself—a feelinig turn capable of extending itself even
to animal life—as the proper object of a style tt@tfers high literary distinction. Such
a stylistic elevation promotes a porous inwardrassthe ground of political remediation.
Pater carves out such a huge space inside thadodlvnot to isolate him or her; the
Robinsonade of consciousness that modernism is afteused of creating makes no
appearance iMarius, a novel that instead depicts its hero as so teeei the feelings
of others that he takes on the sensibilities ofyemge he loves (his mother, Flavian,
Cornelius) and sympathizes so strongly with evenatimal victims of his society that
he rebels against its dominant ideologies.

This stylistic sanctification of universal sympatmakesMarius the most utopian
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of all the novels studied here. But it does cangasignificant lacuna when it fails to

show exactly how such sympathy may be perpetuatsddiety through institutions
capable of winning the individual’'s allegiance. showed above, Pater depicts the
beginnings of Christianity’s cultural triumph anld@allegorizes Christianity as the late-
antique counterpart to nineteenth-century sentiraadtits novelistic argument against
idealism and the sublime. Pater’s hero-surrodaie/ever, never takes the step of
officially joining the Christian Church. He conseid it, and he effectually becomes part
of the family of the Christian Cecilia—even to fh@nt of contemplating a marriage to
her, which is eventually undertaken by his frieratri@lius. But as Pater’s implicitly
gueer novel refuses the heterosexual marriagegado does it resist the subsumption
of its hero’s sympathetic sensibility into the egirg institution that would otherwise
appear to be its historical repository. This peoblis reflected in the arena scene, when
the narrator describes Marius as being the onlggrein the amphitheatre to reject the
gruesome spectacle and consequently feeling “swliat the great slaughter-house”
(169). In this sense the problem of individualigyasserts itself at not the social but
rather the political level. What is the moderniundual, especially the intellectual or
artist, equipped with sensitivity, to do about sdfering he cannot help but feel if his
individuality—that is, his autonomy from institutis—is the very ground of his
sensitivity? Pater suggests one answer when Ma@sured with a group of outlawed
Christians, exchanges his freedom for that of ars@nd dies a martyr, even though he
himself was not a Christian: “and martyrdom,” tlevel concludes, “as the church

always said, [is] a kind of sacrament with plengrgce” (297). In other words, Marius
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has taken an honorary sacrament and receivedalutitson through God’s grace. But, as

Clyde de L. Ryals notes, this conflicts with therator's own conviction that Marius
“was, as we know, no hero, no heroic martyr—hae@@adno right to be” (291).
According to Ryals, “Marius remains essentiallysggive spectator,” even though the
other Christians consider him a full member of¢harch in death (126). Ryals reads
this as a proto-postmodern aporia, the novel’syertdn of a constitutively ironic lack of
closure. | would read it more strongly, and maoréne with Pater's Hegelianism, as a
portrayal of the historical process taking its s@uin the absence of individual agency.
As Marius lay dying, he hopes that “this world’digktful shows, as the scattered
fragments of a poetry, till then but half understpmight be taken up into the text of a
lost epic, recovered at last” (294). This suggdssthe unfolding story of human
development encompasses Marius whether he speotadets or does nothing at all.
Carolyn Williams glosses this aspect of the noweh$sociating it with traditional
realism’s focus on ordinary men and women who typdcial change: “Pater takes the
premise of realism to its extreme...by delineatingralsters whose rarefied sensitivity
indicates that great forces are passing through thé whose very sensitivity at the
same time renders them passive” (181).

It is not, therefore, Pater's Aestheticism thaadsthis hero’s passivity, but his
historicist supplement to the aesthetic privilegifighe passing moment. The sensitive

intellectual may feel isolated, but in fact the dérof history are at his baé® Shuter

120 thus differ from Love’s treatment of Pater afigaire whose seemingly apolitical stance is astild&o
the marginalization his sexual identity broughtatbdl read withdrawal in his work not as a refusél
politics but rather as a politics of refusal and Bethis shrinking politics a specifically queesponse to
the experience of social exclusion” (58). Whilenh sympathetic to Love’s broader argument thaicerit
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puts it aptly: “Only when expectation has been gsetl and retrospection is possible can

we recognize Pater’s characteristic narrative idi@id). Such an idiom arrogates the
aestheticism of the observing subject’'s sensatmasprogressive unfolding of totality,
graspable only in retrospection. The novel's agstilsm relies, then, on the reader’s
critical-historical imagination to provide the ordence provided by the more
interventionist narrators of the realist mode, @ot§ Dickens, Eliot, and others. Pater’s
progressivist thinking is the most conventionales$f his work with respect to its
context, and it will be largely abandoned by latestheticist and modernist writers,
starting with Wilde, who, as we saw, strips evemBHdungsromarof its progressive
temporality.

What remains of use to the modernist imaginatidPater's Aestheticist creation,
in the form of a novelistic character, of an indiwal inwardness that is not like private
property, but like a grotto or inlet into which abycial sensations may flow, and out of

which the angry desire to reform the polity mayess Such an image of the self is what

should be less quick to stigmatize non-activisttipall stances ade factoconservative ones, | would apply
her own caution against an overly binary victimglag Pater himself. Love observes, “As importastta
is to be aware of the real differences between idant’ and ‘marginal’ modernisms it is also impat&o
remember how difficult it can be, in any given casetell the difference,” a difficulty she uses/de to
exemplify, since Joyce was a straight white malgglanial subject, a sexual fetishist, a religioeisegade,
an artistic elitist, a downwardly-mobile and ofiedigent member of the lower middle class, a caceini
author, and more, a complex of identity ascriptitirag fails to tell us if Joyce is “dominant” or &arginal”
since he clearly partakes of both categories (34)for Pater, his own writings straightforwardigsame
the problematic of the privileged observer: he sa&kestance inside the elite and at the same tiae at
intellectual and emotional distance from it, a fiosicrisply allegorized by Marius’s role as amamsie to
the Emperor. As Bourdieu has explained, the ie¢tlial elite within modernity, of which Pater was
certainly a member, belongs to “the dominated foacof the dominant class.” This is not at alteny

the importance of Pater’s social victimization ih@nmophobic society—and, | hope | have shown, dte|
critical reception was certainly tainted by a hoimoipia that probably explains his unjustly diminidhe
stature today. Nevertheless, on the evidencesaivtiting itself, he was willing to argue for th&tues of
the marginal from an avowed position of centraliBater’s other works notwithstandindarius the
Epicureanis a novel about a privileged figure learningderitify with society’s victims, rather than about
one who comes to recognize himself as one of thicsens.
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emerges fronMarius the Epicureanand it is this image that Virginia Woolf will ldvate

from Pater’s Latinate hypotaxis and Roman settimd)@ut in motion on the ultramodern
London street along the paratactical stream of@onsness, with this important
difference: for Woolf, these sensations proceechfrot from the body, but from its

spiritual other.
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[1.3. Alive in Each Other: Virginia Woolf's Holy S pirit

This late age of the world’s experience had bretham all, all men and women, a well of tears.
—Woolf, Mrs. Dalloway

It held, foolish as the idea was, something ofdwen in it, this country sky, this sky above Wesitein
—Woolf, Mrs. Dalloway

Considered in terms of the assumptions of conteargditerary theory, Virginia
Woolf is the most heterodox figure studied heréisTnight seem to be an absurd
statement, since WoolfA Room of One’s Owis one of the founding texts of feminist
theory, found in all relevant anthologies, jushas essays “Mr. Bennett and Mrs.
Brown” and “Modern Fiction” continue to govern thesthetics of fictional production
and reception. Yet in her feminist polemic, Waaoiagines authorship as a transcendent,
androgynous state, explicitly on the model of tleerfantic notion of autonomous genius,
while the essays on fiction bluntly declare thaterialism is death?* From the
persistence of Marxism and the emergence of caognsitience to the prevalent and
ongoing attempts to model humanistic scholarshigherquantitative methods of the
natural and social sciences, no doctrine is mogemenic in current literary studies than
the materialist belief that imaginative producti@me governed by economic, political,

social, and/or biological circumstance—and thisdéal corollary, that authors have very

12 5ee chapter 6 @ Room of One’s Owiin which Woolf cites Coleridge’s theory of thedmogynous
imagination: “It is fatal for a woman to lay theakt stress on any grievance; to plead even witlcguany
cause; in any way to speak consciously as a wokaahfatal is no figure of speech; for anything weit
with that conscious bias is doomed to death. Isesdo be fertilized. Brilliant and effective, pafu and
masterly, as it may appear for a day or two, ittither at nightfall; it cannot grow in the mindé
others. Some collaboration has to take place imtimel between the woman and the man before thaf art
creation can be accomplished. Some marriage ofsifgschas to be consummated” (104). Woolf's
feminism and socialism serve the traditional Aetitigd end of protecting this imagination from the
constraints of the socio-political world so thatiay attain inward integrity; she is not interested
politicizing the imagination by her materialistiattm but precisely imdepoliticizingit. To be fair,
Woolf's position seems to have changed by the tiiEhree Guineasbut her works of the 1920s, which
are my concern here, remain her most influential.
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limited agency against the overdetermining forddamguage, history, embodiment, or

ideology. What appears to be natural is only calfland what appears to be true is only
rhetoric: so goes the refrain of the contemporaiticcwho axiomatically denies that any
truth transcending human institutions can be foandchaginative texts.

That Woolf favored instead a Romantic and almopematuralist view of
aesthetic authority renders her, when read withoetonceptions (or, indeed, a
paternalistic condescension) derived from post-$9@entity politics, a more disruptive
figure than her novelistic peers in modernism, eafolthom at least partially anticipated
contemporary theory by locating the sources ofat&hetic in the material substrates of
the body (Pater), history (Wilde), or language €&y At first glance, it also renders her
irrelevant to my thesis, since the sort of secatdicism Pater, Wilde, and Joyce hoped
their texts would accomplish also tended to refusespiritual, either by imagining it as
inherently beyond humanity’s cognitive reach (athim Platonists Pater and Wilde) or as
a ruse of power (as in the fiercely anti-cleriaayck)*?> For Woolf, on the other hand,
fantasia is more the rule than the exception@r&ndois sometimes thought to be.
Consider the archetypal colonial-exotic pilgrimtegress offhe Voyage Outhe
telepathic characters that populktes. Dalloways panpsychic London; the disguised
Gothicism ofTo the Lighthousewith its visionary heroine and its decayed hduesented

by the revenants of Lesley and Julia Stephen aeanttlike seacoast presided over by

122 Meisel remains the most extensive treatment of Néodebts to Pater. However, he tends to emphkasiz
a sense shared by both writers as language assaiaha¢source with a “textual unconscious” fulltcdits

to be mobilized by the Aesthete writer. | am mioterested here in the difference between them:IWoo
takes Pater’s starting point—the artist unbounadmyos in a world of flux—but from there progresses

an ecstatic visionary mode of mobile spirit thatePavould have found foreign, associating its pesEmi

with Plato’s conservative idealism.
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the god Poseidon; or the placeless reveridhefWavests disembodied voices

momentarily coalescing and dispersing out of anol #some primordial flux. Unlike
Wilde’s Gothic parabl®orian Gray, where the supernatural merely allegorizes an
ethical dilemma, a generic crisis, and a sociatpelogical attitude, Woolf's novels take
as their literal premise some transpersonal, imnahiggency of the psyche, and they
authorize their own stature with reference to thinar's knowledge of such transcendent
truths. Wilde did not really believe that a pamgticould contain a soul but found in the
fantastic idea a compelling philosophical emblemilte other handvirs. Dalloway
presents, as non-allegorical and everyday mateter Walsh and Clarissa Dalloway
reading each other’s minds while some sort of imed@arth-spirit in the form of a
beggar wails a love song near Hyde Park. In de@iaf traditional Woolf criticism, with
its emphasis on the production of gender or thelatges of imperialism and capitalism,
the contemporary scholar might wonder what all bi@s to do with earthly politics at alll.
“I have an idea that | will invent a new name foy books to supplant ‘novel.” A new ---
------ by Virginia Woolf. But what?” Woolf famouglinquires ofTo the Lighthous@

her diary, and then later, “I doubt that | shakewrite another novel after O[rlando]. |
shall invent a new name for them,” intuiting that kkhosen form was in some sense not
the novel at all, was too invested in subjectiaity transcendence, consciousness and

spirit (Diary 3: 34, 176)%

1231t should be said that there have been considestf Woolf and religion in recent years. See for
instance Lewis’s analysis of churchgoing in Wooffition, wherein Woolf is shown to lament the
church’s modern status “as absent center andilitsdao unite the community,” or, conversely, Lagks
insistence that Woolf was a staunch NietzschearCintstian non-believer who “is one of the firet t
articulate clearly and consistently the consequen€atheism on subjectivity” (Lewis 686; Lacke463.
But my concern here is not with Woolf's religiomnsidered as the organized social practice of human
orientation toward the divine. Rather, | am insteel in the prior question of the ontology of Wtéxts:
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Yet Woolf’'s novels are among the most influentiatre early twentieth century,

and despite their author’s by-now well-known pahfilimitations, one can verify
empirically that her influence transcends the bauoitclass, gender, genre, nation, race,
ideology, and language: witness the testimony ohsudiverse company of Woolf-
lovers as Jorge Luis Borges, Gabriel Garcia-MargGéarice Lispector, Ursula K. Le
Guin, Toni Morrison, Cynthia Ozick, Gabriel JosipmyMargaret Atwood, and Zadie
Smith. Woolf’s fictional mode has even becomeaadard today. If you pick up any
new literary novel—of the type that seems to makeldor the U. S.’s National Book
Award or the U. K.’s Man Booker Prize—you are likéb encounter pages of lyrically
emotive free indirect discourse narrating a noedinseries of privileged moments in the
lives of ordinary, albeit themselves rather prigée, individuals, usually in an urban or
suburban setting, generally accompanied by thdesabunsubtle promotion of a mildly
self-contradicting left-liberal politics and a vaaiy genteel-agnostic invocation of the
numinous-* This is a somewhat cruel reduction, but | thinkdequately suggests that
Mrs. Dallowayis virtually the paradigm of the modern art novat,more than the
esoteric specialist’s haven thatlf/sses whose most radical innovations are confined to
the literary/theoretical avant-garde or else haewead laterally into cinema or the art

world. Woolf remains the keyovelistictouchstone of Anglo modernism. To understand

what do they say not about the human act of affigydr denying divinity, but about the nature and
purpose of the universe itself? While | take Wdolbe far less invested than are Pater, Wilde Jayde
in adopting, revising, or attacking the traditiotralpes and personae of Christianity, | will albow that
she is even more concerned than they are to aticalnew, visionary ontology not anchored to adtgre
faith community. To this extent, she is much thestambitious writer treated in this project.

124 5ee zadie Smith’s widely-disseminated 2008 es$ayo“Paths for the Novel,” which decries the
hegemony of what she calls “lyrical realism” in temporary literary fiction today. While Smith doest
mention Woolf, the features of lyrical realism tlsae notes correspond to Woolf's mid-'20s domestic
novels.
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the novel today is to understahtis. Dalloway and without grasping its spiritualist

theory of subjectivity and the mode of social cigim it enables we will not be able to
account for the possibilities and pitfalls of madéterary fiction.

The key toMrs. Dalloways spiritualism isaffect especially in its interaction with
sentiment. As we saw in Pater, Aestheticism’squiopf freeing the novel from extrinsic
ideological determination nevertheless allows dioord role for sentimental feeling.
Marius the Epicurean, while the sole locus of eoroth his eponymous novel,
nevertheless experiences tearful sympathy at tbetage of suffering, even extending
this sympathy beyond the boundary of the humareasitmesses the torture of animals.
But Pater’s novel tends teport these feelings discursively, leaving them withia t
realm of nineteenth-century sentimentality. Wooli,the other hand, performs—rather
than discoursing about—the interaction of affeat aentiment. For the purposes of this
essay, | have synthesized definitions of terms fvanious writers from Spinoza to
Teresa Brennan on the topic of feellAg.“Affect” refers to pre-individual sensations in
the subject in response to external stimuli, asdswech, they are ethically neutral;
“sentiment” marks a set of affects provoked by ectqcle of suffering that can—in
certain cultural contexts, namely, those that fgge the individual—constitute the
observer of suffering into an individual agent dalpaof ethical action on behalf of his or
her pitiable object; finally, “emotion” and “feelifi indicate how any affect is
experienced by an individual. In general, | julitgrary language and structure to

produce affects in the reader, which, dependinthenreader’s individual, social and

125 The texts | primarily draw from here are Spind2eleuze and Guattari, Massumi, Teresa Brennan, and
Uhlimann.
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political circumstances, may or may not coaleste ¢ertain emotions. But Woolf's

most influential novels—those of the mid-1920s,eesqlly Mrs. Dalloway—deliberately
manipulate their own production of affect evenkasy/tmount an implicit argument for
affect’s potential to replace sentiment as the hgwentral contribution to the
remediation of social suffering.

A close reading of Woolf's manifesto of modernistibn, “Mr. Bennett and Mrs.
Brown,” will demonstrate her often-unrecognized coitment to sentiment as a fictional
mode and hint at the foundation of the non-matistiahtology thaMrs. Dallowaywill
both depict and enact. Woolf's essay is well-kn@sra sharp, even mocking criticism
of Arnold Bennett and his Edwardian generationeailist novelists, but it is important to
recognize that Woolf does not reject realism otitrign hisTheory of the Avant-Garge
Peter Burger defines two different types of crigga “[d]Jogmatic criticism” that
establishes its truth on the basis of its objaatButh and so remains external to its
object, and an “immanent,” dialectical criticisnt fghich “the contradictions in the
criticized theory are not indications of insuffistantellectual rigor on the part of the
author, but an indication of an unsolved problerome that has remained hidden.
Dialectical criticism thus stands in a relatiordefpendency to the criticized theory” (liv).
In other words, immanent critique does not rejeettheory it criticizes altogether, but
rather establishes via an analysis of contradidtiercriticized theory’s inability to fulfill
itself on its own terms, terms whose truth—or trwithin the history that conditions
them—the dialectician acknowledges. |invoke imardrcritique here because it is

necessary first to recognize that the famous agstimanifesto Woolf wrote just before
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undertaking her experimental novel, “Mr. Bennetd &rs. Brown,” critiques its own

object immanently. In contrast to the widely-helda that Woolf saw her own fictional
innovations as a radical rupture or break withghst, her most celebrated statement of
aesthetic intent represents her project as thdaawent, if not the fulfillment, of
eighteenth- and nineteenth-century realism’s a@meants in psychological portraiture
and sentimental social criticism. Woolf censuresEdwardian generation of Wells,
Galsworthy, and Bennett not for their realism, fauttheir betrayal of realism, their
curdling of realism’s affective holism into whateskaw as a mere mechanical positivism.
Furthermore, she figures sentimental affect a&the@ardians’ gravest neglect—
Edwardian realisnackssentiment, and it is this lacuna that Woolf's mmodst
innovations will correct.

What might lead readers to imagine that Woolf stagéhoroughgoing revolt is
the essay’s most famous single sentence: “And neWll hazard a second assertion,
which is more disputable perhaps, to the effedtithar about December, 1910, human

character changed” (4213° Of course, this sentence, with its multiple hedi¢faazard,”

“disputable,” “to the effect,” “in or about”) is hndamous per se, but only its final clause.
That “human character changed” suggests that WWatiéved in the ultimate
malleability of human nature—that she was, in dffagood anti-essentialist social

constructionist, our contemporary. The remaindéhe essay, though, not only belies

126 | quote the final version of the text, reprintei‘€haracter in Fiction” in Woolf'€ollected Essays
from the 1924 version published in t@eterion. This is an expansion of Woolf’s original lectutiir.
Bennett and Mrs. Brown,” delivered to the Cambrittgzetics on 18 May 1924, and was published
multiple times—as a pamphlet, as part of a HogRrtss essay series, and inewv York Times-under
its original title, which, due to its familiaritys how | will refer to it. See 436-7 of WoolfGollected
Essays Volume lfior a complete publication history; the informatigiven here is a summary thereof.
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this interpretation of Woolf’'s statement, but ratebeows that she intends precisely the

opposite. For what does Woolf mean by “human datar¥? She borrows the term from
her polemical adversary, Arnold Bennett, only tdefine it so that his commitment to it
makes him appear shallow and reductive: “I beligna all novels, that is to say, deal
with character, and that it is to express characthiat the form of the novel, so clumsy,
verbose, and undramatic, so rich, elastic, ane ahas been evolved. To express
character, | have said; but you will at once rdftbat the very widest interpretation can
be put upon those words” (425). Woolf then dentanss the wide interpretation of
“character” by imagining how an English, a Frenahd a Russian novelist would write
of her imagined train co-passenger, Mrs. Brown.quick parodic sketches that draw on
stereotyped national styles of characterization—ettwentric English, the rational
French, the soulful Russians—Woolf indicates tlthigtacter” is a superficial feature of
human personality, only as profound as hackneyeuiejokes.

To digress briefly so as to situate Woolf's modsmmin a broader intellectual
history, | want to note that the complaint of “NBennett and Mrs. Brown” is an
impressively durable one in modernity. As Chapitérbelow details, George Eliot, in
1856, rebukes Charles Dickens in similar term$és¢ used by Woolf against Bennett.
At the turn of the twenty-first century, James Waepeats the charge against materialist
superficialism, this time applied to Salman Rushdlgomas Pynchon, Zadie Smith,
David Foster Wallace, and others in his widelyugfitial essay, “Hysterical Realism.”
All three polemicists—Eliot, Woolf, Wood—share ancern that the consciousness of

the individual will be suppressed by determinigtieories of human nature generated by
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new technologies, from nineteenth-century staggtictwentieth-century train travel to

the twenty-first-century Internét’ Like Eliot censuring Dickens for his aggregate
imagination and Woolf upbraiding Bennett for higistogical mimesis, James Wood
reads contemporary novels—which he claims are pwefluenced by the example of
Dickens, in a neat historical circularity that meitsius to 1856—as over-emphasizing
extrinsic, mechanistic connections among modermpledabat leaves their inner lives out
of account:
Alas, since the characters in these novels aresadlyy alive, not fully
human, their connectedness can only be insistethdeed, the reader
begins to think that it is being insisted on prelsidecause they do not
really exist. Life is never experienced with suderid intensity of
connectedness. After all, h&lother people, actually: real humans
disaggregate more often than they congregate.&e thovels find
themselves in the paradoxical position of enfor@agnections that are
finally conceptual rather than human. (182, orijgraphasis)
Wood follows Woolf in arguing that the represerdatof “life"—some principle of inner
vitality that neither author can define—is the et fiction. Shirking this crucial task of
interior mimesis, though, is a political and ethicestake as well as an aesthetic one for
these writers. A novelist who cannot representamtiness forfeits the novel’s
opportunity to forge new social connections rathan simply reporting on those that

exist already. Materialists, on this theory, rawdithe boundaries they observe, whether

large-scale divisions of race, class, and genaaheosmaller, more particular barriers

12 Many more examples could be produced of whatlltaal“inner life” school of modern fiction writing
from Henry James’s Prefaces to Willa Cather’s adegof the “novedlemeublg from James Baldwin’s
repudiation of political protest fiction to the istence in Philip Roth’s late work that the essewfoeriting
is the attempt to know others. Woolf is far froloree among Anglophone novelists of the twentieth
century in her insistence upon novelistic subjéistivDorrit Cohn hypothesizes a cyclical historfytioe
novel in which periods of exterior character porédaare followed by interior mimesis, as Sterndofebk
Defoe, Eliot follows Dickens, Woolf follows Benngéind Wood follows Rushdie: “One could probably
argue for a theory of cyclical (or spiral) returittee genre to its inward matrix whenever its chsees get
hyper-active, its world too cluttered, its oriefattoo veristic” (qtd. in Laurence 25).
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that may exist between any two individuals. Nowelting that is overly impressed with

its command of “the facts” in effeoctproduceghose facts, regardless of whether its
authors believe themselves to be in favor of saeffmrm and transformation (as
Dickens, Bennett, and Rushdie manifestly were aeyl a'he wager of what we might
call the “inner life” school of fiction-writing ishat social transformation can only come
from below the level of institutions, including threstitution of language, when the
interior affect of one individual becomes availatdeone or more others. But this wager
entails a certain essentialism—a belief that sonménmal substance pre-exists all
institutions and representations, what Wood abaseduphemized as “the humaf®”

An implicit theory of the human is central to tihigvelistic humanism.

Woolf makes clear her allegiance to this humarsseatialism when she later
names the proper quarry of fiction not as “humaaratter,” but rather “human nature”:
“There she sits in the corner of the carriage—tiaatiage which is travelling, not from
Richmond to Waterloo, but from one age of Englitdgrature to the next, for Mrs. Brown
is eternal, Mrs. Brown is human nature, Mrs. Brasianges only on the surface, it is the
novelists who get in and out” (430). When one eggnges to anothesharacter
changes along with it; but humaatureremains unchanged beneath the veneer of
historical rupture. Woolf's statement about Decemi®10, then, is not an avant-garde
declaration, but a parody of one: it is a hypexbalarning to writers not to be distracted

by the year-to-year minutiae of alterations in eleter's mere wardrobe when in fact they

128\Woo0d’s claims notwithstanding, it is not necesganthe believer in an underlying substance tdaiso
and valorize the human, as chapter 1.2 made tigahowing Pater’s extension of empathy to allisemt
life. Mrs. Dallowaywill go even further than this, beyond the aninsated beyond the material, when it
introduces the beggar woman’s song. But Woolfesatiwe practice is in this respect more radicah ther
theorizing, as “Mr. Bennett and Mrs. Brown” speakdy of human nature.
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should aspire to touch the flesh of human natgedfit Woolf understands the Edwardian

realists, with their utopian aspirations typifieg Wells’s futurist prophesying, to
constitute the true avant-garde; by contrast, sbelgims a restoration.

What does Woolf wish to restore? Consider thatcsimests Bennett on his
chosen ground: she allows that “Mr. Bennett isqxty right” to think “only if the
characters are real does a novel have any charsee\a¥ing” (426). This challenges not
Bennett’s premise that novels should be realibtit,instead Bennett’s definition of
reality itself. Because Woolf believes in an “e@r...human nature” that changes “only
on the surface,” the Edwardian “materialist” wri€WWoolf's term of abuse in the later
essay “Modern Fiction”) spends his words on supesfi clothing, housing, income,
furniture, town. For Woolf, however, the essenteharacter is to be found in the
interior. She shares Bennett's program—creatia@ist fictional characters—while
observing the contradiction in his means of futidj it: character depends on the inner
life for its fictional reality, while Bennett andleer “materialists” join forces with the
extrinsic threats to the psyche by a fragmentingenat/potentially emancipating—
modernity*?°
To offer a counter-example to the deficiencies ehBett’s materialist theory and

novelistic practice, Woolf lists seven classic newbat, to her mind, succeed in creating

great charactersWar and Peacevanity Fair, Tristram ShandyMadame BovaryPride

129\Woolf could not be further from modernists suchFkmibert or Pound in this respect: she does mwhsc
the public as a cliché-ridden herd, but rather askadges that the writer must communicate witmit o
common ground “by putting before [the reader] sdnimgt which he recognizes, which therefore stimdate
his imagination, and makes him willing to co-operat the far more difficult business of intimacy3().
Modernity’s challenge to the novelist, however tdteng it may be for the cook or the middle-clagsmwan
she serves, is that it presents a difficulty indgmg the gulf between the hostess and her unkrmvest

on the one hand, the writer and his unknown readehe other” (431).
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and Prejudice, The Mayor of Casterbridge, Ville{#26). The first striking thing about

this list is its heterogeneity: Woolf does not e to place the autonomouaisject d’art
Madame Bovaryn the same category with the national épiar and Peacewhile the
textually recursive humorist Sterne finds himséhgside with the somberly, bitterly,
and earnestly ironic Hardy. Clearly, then, noipatar style is at issue in Woolf's
argument—which is in keeping with her own careerglaeployment of stylistic variety,
from realism The Voyage Oyto stream-of-consciousneddr§. Dalloway) to fantasy
(Orlando) to dramatic prose poet(fhe Wavesto political rhetoric Three Guinegs

What, then, unites the items on Woolf’s list if rspygle? All of them have domestic life
for their content (if, as in Thackeray and Tolsttaposed with broader histories) and
all may be described as works either allied toaragitic upon the mode of sentimental
realism. All seven of these disparate texts fausommon life and everyday feeling,
whether made heroic, as in Tolstoy, or ironic,raSterne. For this reason, we can take
domestic life as Woolf’'s minimum criterion for tipertrayal of characters in novels;
novels must be about the quotidian first and foremé&urthermore, she sees prior
eighteenth- and nineteenth-century novels notfasian to the productions of her era, but
instead as superior to those modern novels whigh hat, in her view, sufficiently kept
pace with what social, technological, and politickénge have and have not done to the
inner lives of everyday people, rather than sintpgir extrinsic circumstances. None of
the writers on Woolf’s list can be accused of igngmpolitical and social developments;
even Austen, who is often said to neglect politegely because her texts do not secrete

the name of Napoleon, gives a striking picturehef¢thanges in class and gender
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relations among the Regency English gentry. Tfard)Noolf, the question is not one of

refusing to write about the social and the politidais rather that the novel is the form
best poised to depict how history moves inward, itdvansforms consciousness. The
Edwardian realists are Woolf's emblem of an intgnm of insensibility in the history
of the novel; dazzled by statistics and gadgelry tare numb to feeling, which is the
novel’ssine qua non Woolf appropriates modern authority not by raptidg tradition,
as the avant-garde might, but rather by claimirag bier own practice is the legitimate
legatee of tradition—in this case, the traditiomoiting prose narratives about the
everyday feelings of common people.

Woolf stakes a further claim to eighteenth- andeteéenth-century traditions. As
we have seen, she is interested not in characterdbure, and what constitutes human
nature for Woolf is affect, the internal movemehteling toward or away from the
object world. The novel’s affective repertoiretop/Noolf’s time centered around
sentiment; its central scene featured a sorrowgiaasympathizer. “Mr. Bennett and
Mrs. Brown” places as much weight on the authqurasleged observer of suffering—
here, in the form of Mrs. Brown'’s tears—as Stern®ickens would have:

There was something pinched about her—a look désnf, of
apprehension, and, in addition, she was extrenmedlls|...] It was plain,
from Mrs. Brown's silence, from the uneasy affaypnith which Mr.
Smith spoke, that he had some power over her wiechas exerting
disagreeably. [...] Mrs. Brown took out her litildaite handerchief and
began to dab her eyes. She was crying. But sheaveligtening quite
composedly to what he was saying, and he wentlkimga a little louder,
a little angrily, as if he had seen her cry oftefolbe; as if it were a painful

habit. (423, 424)

We have here a scene, apparently, of social vigétian. Mrs. Brown is being cruelly
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mistreated by her companion, as her bodily efflavgignals to her privileged observer.

Her observer, in turn, responds with the exercisympathetic imagination, inwardly
elaborating on the meaning of the scene, judgiedthily to be hostile and insensitive
and taking careful note of the victim’s vulneratyili In Woolf's charge that Bennett is
indifferent to the essence of Mrs. Brown'’s pligly the implication that his novels are
not sentimenta¢nough that is, that they do not properly impress ugwirtreader the
needful sympathy for the suffering beheld everywhersociety—in train cars, for
instance. Intimacy between writer and reader, stmpbetween observing author and
suffering heroine—these are the solutions Woolegds a problem with Bennett’s
realism made visible to her by her co-passengd&ssure tears. Moreover, the suffering
object of Woolf’s pity, Mrs. Brown, is no less gtire than “the spirit we live by, life
itself,” while Bennett’'s materialistic “tools aredth” (436, 430).

But Woolf does not imagine that the self-styleddem novelist can revive
sentimental style on its former terms. As a read@&terne, whose novels emphasized
the irony of the sentimental observer’s power diierobject of his worldly pity, Woolf
carefully evades—or, better, represents her obsguirrogate’s evasion of—the pitfall
represented by condescending to Mrs. Brown, oftcoimg the suffering object as
entirely appropriated by the pitying subject’s gag®r one thing, Mrs. Brown is not the
paragon of goodness that the sentimentally suffeaine often supposed to be, as with
perishing children in the poetry of Wordsworth loe hovels of Dickens: “Ah, poor
people,” said Mrs. Brown, a trifle condescendingWy grandmother had a maid who

came when she was fifteen and stayed till she vggye (this was said with a kind of
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hurt and aggressive pride to impress us both pejh&23). This line of dialogue serves

two functions in Woolf's narrative. First, it ebtshes that the subject/object structure of
sentimental perception is porous on both sidese shtial victim, herself weeping and
the potential incitement of weeping in others, agmpathizes with those she
understands to constitute a victim class belowolaer, in this case, domestic servants.
This suggests, in contrast to the sociologicalysisisupposedly favored by the
Edwardians, the granularity of power relationsriagtice, anticipating Foucault’s
influential dictum that “Power is everywhere...besa it comes from everywhere” (93).
Woolf's parenthetical remark further discloses plogential root of pity in pride,
aggression, and a sense of privilege affronteds. Brown'’s ability to sigh over the
plight of the domestic is based on her social athgaover this person, an advantage she
retainsthrough the assertion of sympathy itselfen faced with a social superior (Mr.
Smith, the male bully). Mrs. Brown, knowing thaess Mr. Smith’s object, holds onto
her own sense of subjecthood by objectifying theelstic servant in turn. But this act,
as represented by Woolf, redounds upon its autAéter all, does not Mrs. Woolf,
feeling herself rendered a mute object by the mggfgaze of Mr. Bennett, transform
herself by the act of writing into a subject by stacting Mrs. Brown as an object, who
then, objectified by Mr. Smith, objectifies the destic servant—as in fact, we may be
reminded, Mrs. Woolf rather haughtily did earlierthe essay (“In life one can see the
change, if | may use a homely illustration, in &maracter of one's cook”) (422)? The
bearer of sentiment is at once observer and obdeaggressor and victim.

If it is the case that emotion in fiction is inegably entangled with power
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relations, then why should the novelist bothereigt the schematic realism of the

Edwardians? After all, even if it is unsubtle ongparison with the modernists’
Nietzschean echoes and Foucauldian foreshadowiagbminution of individual affect
in favor of collective determinism neverthelessddfa political clarity unavoidably
blurred by the mingled tears of subject and oltjeat we find in Woolf. Woolf's overt
answer to this question—that, if affect is not esggmted, “life” escapes—is unsatisfying
given her inability to define “life.” More tellingand more suggestive of what “life”
means, is her covert answer. Eventually, Mr. Sthei#lves the train and Woolf is faced
with Mrs. Brown alone: “She sat in her corner opfgery clean, very small, rather
gueer, and suffering intensely. The impressionmshde was overwhelming. It came
pouring out like a draught, like a smell of burriiiig24-5). Until the final clause of the
second sentence, we might expect more tears, mgoid,|to flow “like a draught” from
Mrs. Brown’s overwhelmed eyes. But this time, sloenatic extrusion of the psyche is
not water bufire—or at least the olfactory evidence that sometgrigurning within.
Compare Woolf’s later figuration of repressed séxigsire inMrs. Dalloway “a match
burning in a crocus; an inner meaning almost exyads(31). The suffering woman
with smoke pouring from her eyes: a surreal rewiarg image of the sentimental topos,
one with feminist implications (the smoldering angéthe disempowered woman),
gueer implications (the subject’s unspoken butaanéld desire, even, in the burning
flower image, her genital engorgement), and, necggsinderlying these, a call for a
revised aesthetic practice that can evoke, witheifiting by labeling, those experiences

that are both too particular (Mrs. Brown’s condesien to her grandmother’s maid) and
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too general (the affective motions of the humanypéa be caught within the nation/class

schemata of Bennett et’af

A scene of sentiment—Mrs. Woolf compassionating.Nr&@wn—both
effloresces and ignites (recalling the crocus-bdlamae) as one character undergoes the
complex passion—sorrow, desire, resentment, angearather. To vary my metaphor,
Woolf uses sentiment as a Trojan horse, smuggtivghiole classes of affects—and, by
extension, classes of person—excluded in prioiste@presentations, which act of
rebellion she nevertheless dialectically aversetohie fulfilment of those
representations’ intrinsic telos: the mimesis alarsal nature. It is one thing, though, to
assert that this is what novels should do in aayedsut how is one to make a novel enact
this transformation? To answer, we must turn taWefiction and return to the
guestion we opened with, not just of affect buspiituality.

Mrs. Dalloways eponymous heroine has a long pre-history in \R&ohbreer, for
she appears, alongside her husband, as a suppdranacter in Woolf’s first novelhe
Voyage Out Importantly for my thesis, the first glimpse weagtch of Mrs. Dalloway in
that novel satirically allies her with the tradiiof sentiment in English fictionThe
Voyage Oupresents Clarissa as a complacent, conservatiugereof the English ruling
class, an anti-suffragist smugly surveying the e@s with imperial self-righteousness

and moreover given to making elaborately fatuonsar&s reminiscent of Wilde’'s Lady

1301t should be said here that a number of critiogehersuasively come to Bennett's defense, inctudin
Hynes; KennerA Sinking Islandand Carey. Hynes and Carey emphasize Benneittisrtated ability to
portray subjectivity as richly as Woolf, Forster L@awrence; Kenner extols Bennett for his unsung
experimental methods of novelistic construction hisduncomplacent literary awareness of how
technology affects media, which Kenner accuses mBkinury as a whole of neglecting due to its prialgg
isolation.
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Bracknell (e.g., “What I find so tiresome about Hea is that there are no flowers in it”)

(45). The Dalloways enter the novel when they jomtitular journey of the novel’s
heroine, Rachel Vinrace, a sheltered ingénue tgrNiew Woman, on a ship bound for
South America. As part of the older woman’s ediveadesign upon the younger,
Clarissa gives Rachel her diary to read. The diacgunts the earlier legs of the
Dalloways’ journey, and in it Rachel finds Clarissahe posture of the sentimental
traveler, that eighteenth-century fictional arcipety**

[In Portugal] Clarissa inspected the royal staldes] took several

shapshots showing men now exiled and windows nakes. Among

other things she photographed Fielding's grave)etridose a small bird

which some ruffian had trapped, “because one hatdsnk of anything

in a cage where English people lie buried,” theydstated. (42)
Thus in a Catholic/Iberian country, redolent foe gelf-satisfied English tourist of
“papist” theocracy and inquisitorial tortures, @$ar licenses her sense of
national/imperial ideological superiority over th@uthern European “ruffians” by freeing
their captive birds. Woolf anticipates later twetit-century critics of sentiment by
showing it to be, in Sedgwick’s words, “imperialismth a baby face”Between Men
67).

The allusion to Fielding, famous mocker of SamuehBrdson’s emotive

epistolary novels, alerts the canny reader to thegnce of canonical eighteenth-century
anti-sentiment satire in this passage, but | wawntgie that it is also a slight misdirection.

The true citation in this passage is not of Figjdan Richardson but of Laurence Sterne,

author of a noted scene in which a sensitive temveles to free a birtf? In Sterne’sA

131 For a general treatment of this figure in the &ghth-century, see Todd.
132\Woolf, albeit later in her career, also cites S¢eas a specific influence on her work in the Rieta
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Sentimental Journey through France and Itdhe protagonist Yorick light-heartedly

imagines that if he runs out of money on his joyrie could live a pleasant life at the
expense of the French state in the Bastille. %agdurther reflecting that the Bastille, if
stripped of the accoutrements of a prison (towessé, barricaded doors), would feel less
oppressive to those confined within it, when hesseeaged starling crying that it cannot
get out:

The bird flew to the place where | was attemptirgydeliverance,
and thrusting his head through the trellis, prebssdboreast against it, as if
impatient.—I fear, poor creature! said I, | canget thee at liberty.—
“No,” said the starling—"I can’t get out—I can’t geut,” said the
starling.

| vow | never had my affections more tenderly awadde or do |
remember an incident in my life, where the disgdagpirits, to which my
reason had been a bubble, were so suddenly calfirtehMechanical as
the notes were, yet so true in tune to nature Weg chanted, that in one
moment they overthrew all my systematic reasonupys the Bastille;
and | heavily walk’'d up-stairs, unsaying every wordd said in going
down them. (69)

The point of this passage is to chide, howeverlgethe intellectual culture-worker
(Yorick, like Sterne, is a cleric/writer) for a kirof feckless sociological idealism. The
writer can imagine, in theory, that the mind iseigr to experience and that reality can

be so rationalized that prisons lose their ternal that slavery might be welcomed by the

Orlando, and she composes an essay on SteBerisimental JourneySeeOrlando5 andThe Second
Common Readdd8-75. In the latter piece, Woolf astutely natésentiment’s double-edged nature, “Thus
in A Sentimental Journaye are never allowed to forget that Sterne is aelathings sensitive,
sympathetic, humane; that above all things he ptize decencies, the simplicities of the humanthéad
directly a writer sets out to prove himself thistlwat our suspicions are aroused. For the littteaestress he
lays on the quality he desires us to see in himrsams it and over-paints it, so that instead ofdur, we
get farce, and instead of sentiment, sentimentafigye, instead of being convinced of the tendexoés
Sterne’s heart—which ifiristram Shandyvas never in question—we begin to doubt it” (7Sge
Laurence 30 for Sterne as a “forerunner of Woal€e also Fernald for Woolf's complex, ambivalent
relationship to the literary and intellectual discges of eighteenth-century England, especially her
reservations about the public-sphere tradition agecnline intellectual debate whose lacunae thdadgo
of sentiment was partially intended to fill.



242
enslaved. But the sentimental journey leads tollssion between the writer's

imagination and the brute facts: airily discoursaigput imprisonment, Yorick meets a
real prisoner—in this case, the starling—and thetemal upheaval provoked by
beholding another sentient being’s hardship ca¥sesk to realize that his mere
thoughts about imprisonment are an irresponsibdiécabion of his responsibility to act to
remediate suffering—a responsibility to which ressmentalism recalls him by
constituting him as an ethical agéfit. Out of this conversion from rational idealism to
sentimental empiricism, Sterne forges a mobileatiebf subjectivity full of emotive
outbursts and quick changes in mood that constitkied of proto-stream-of-
consciousness; this rhetoric dramatizes the coiredd affect into sentiment as the
subject becomes an individuaf.

By the time ofThe Voyage Outafter the Sepoy rebellion and the scramble for
Africa and the Boer War, in the midst of the Gra&ar—the sentimental traveler, in the
guise of Clarissa Dalloway, appears, at least tmt@tiectual of the left like Woolf, as a
ridiculously transparent veil thrown over an impéwill to power. The earlier portrayal

of Clarissa invites the question, then, of why Wablould return with sympathy to this

133 Translator Massumi explains the sentiment/affédgsibn in A Thousand Plateaysvhich is close to the
one I've observed in this essay. “Sentiment” ipersonal feeling,” that is, a feeling located \iitthe
person, whereas “affect” is, as Spinoza undersiipdlde ability to “affect and be affected,” or tiadergo
changes in the sensorium from one state to antithemay express themselves in physical and/orahent
modes (xvi)

134 The afterlife of Sterne’s starling episode is aaetcording. The starling’s cry is later quoted\iigria
Bertram in Austen’$ansfield Parkwhere it typifies that character's amoral fligigss in contrast to the
uncomplaining fidelity of the pious heroine, Farifryce (see Austen 71). The caged starling appears
later modernist novel, namely, Nabokolzglita, where the educated narrator puts the starlingisisvin
his illicit beloved’s mouth in a parodically selftgng poem; this is another instance, like thaCtdirissa

in The Voyage Outvhere sentimentality is attributed to a predatbo deploys it to conceal the violence
of his or her actions (see Nabokov 255-7). Thuesmight use Sterne’s starling to chart the dealine
sentimentalism, from an eighteenth-century progvessnode at the forefront of emergent liberalisnato
twentieth-century object of mockery by those whgarre it not as emancipatory but rather, to echo a
Marxian phrase, as a flower on the chain of opjwass
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figure of imperial sentimentality in her mature wand whether this return signals a

change in attitude toward the politics of sentimeévits. Dallowayis the novel in which
Woolf attempts a resolution to Bennett’s contradit$ as explained in “Mr. Bennett and
Mrs. Brown,” and accordingly “life"—the privilegegrm of that essay—makes an
appearance in the novel, not incarnated in anycpdat body (such as Mrs. Brown) but
rather as the goal of the protagonist’s party-thngvambitions, as it is Woolf's approved
goal of novelistic ambition. Woolf has not onlywigted Clarissa with a more merciful
eye, but has deputized her former object of sasrher aesthetic surrogate.

We read that, “[S]ince her people were courtiersean the time of the Georges,
she, too, was going that very night to kindle dhaninate; to give her party” (5). That
is, descended from what we might call the aestludigs of the old aristocracy, soon to
be replaced in the twentieth century by that ctdgsrofessionals typified in this novel in
negative mode by Holmes and Bradshaw and in pedigtms by Elizabeth Dalloway,
Clarissa construes herself as an artist, a culamicer, one whose social duty is the
creation of aesthetic experiences. (“Kindle ahdninate” should evoke the Aestheticist
gem-like flame for the Pater-steeped Woolf.) AddriSsa’s qualification for the job is
the same as Woolf's major criterion for the nouelisler only gift was knowing people
almost by instinct,” i.e., she, like the novelista good judge of character (8) But over
half the length of the novel is devoted to follogithis aesthetic wife of a Conservative
M. P., from Westminster to Bond Street and backragea consumerist traipse across
the very center of London’s field of political pomweTlhat power is sent up in the novel’s

depiction of an unknown V.I.P. whose motorcadeelsayged in modern traffic and the
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spectacle of whose procession gets upstaged byyamisng airplane that advertises a

brand of toffee above London, as well as in thedas figures of Lady Bruton and Hugh
Whitbread, well-fed indigenes of high society immain their privilege. The sign of the
damage caused by political power is also glimpedtie shell-shocked provincial petit-
bourgeois Septimus Warren Smith, who lost his gdaitthe aspiring parvenu’s fantasy
of “an England that consisted almost entirely @f ptays of Shakespeare and [lecturer on
poetry] Miss Isabel Pole in a green dress walking square,” and who is menaced unto
death by the respectable Dr. Bradshaw, a domestination of colonialism in his
assault on the mind’s integrity (84). Neverthelélss novel's relatively tight adherence
to free indirect discourse and its single-day sgttffers little in the way of the Victorian
or Edwardian novel’'s cross-class panorama andddterscenes of pitiable suffering in
the lower orders. Clarissa’s artistry notwithstaggdmuch of “life” in that term’s
simplest sense gets left out of this book.

By the novel’s mid-point, the lack of what Georgklags and Fredric Jameson
would call social totality and what Sterne and [@ick would see as social responsibility
has begun to disturb Clarissa herself after helpdmug leaves for a committee meeting
about an offshore genocide whose victims she caaweot identify: “Hunted out of
existence, maimed, frozen, the victims of crueftgl anjustice (she had heard Richard say
so over and over again)—no, she could feel notfonthe Albanians, or was it the
Armenians? but she loved her roses (didn’t that tleé Armenians?)” (117). By
contrast with “Mr. Bennett and Mrs. Brown,” in whi&Voolf had upbraided Bennett for

his lack of sympathetic imagination, the sympathetiagination—and, most
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importantly, its stimulation through a moralizingdaincantatory rhetoric—here utterly

fails Clarissa. The Dickensian peroration on Arraarsuffering that she has learned by
rote cannot dislodge the Wildean roses from theetef her attention: the failure is as
much one of literary form as it is an ethical lapSeAt work in this passage is a self-
consciousness, on the part of author and protagaifithe essential problem faced by
English artists in the era of high imperialism.edic Jameson describes the dilemma,
with reference to E. M. Forster:
...if ‘infinity’ (and ‘imperialism’) is bad or negate in Forster, its
perception, as bodily and poetic process, is ngdothat, but rather a
positive achievement and an enlargement of ourcsiems: so that the
beauty of the new figure seems oddly unrelatetie¢asbcial and historical
judgment which is its content. (“Modernism and briplism” 58)
In other words, precisely the dislocations that enlde Armenian (or, indeed, Indian or
African) plight impossible to think in the metropohlso result, by way of a metropolitan
consumer capitalism dependent for labor, capitdiraw material on an unthinkable
elsewhere, in the aestheticizing eye that conadirits objects into gorgeous
singularities. Jameson translates into discursiagments what Woolf dramatizes in
Clarissa’s reverie—and it would be mistaken tokhimat Woolf stands aloof from

Clarissa as she criticizes her. Woolf’s criticiefrClarissa is in part a self-criticism, an

immanent critique from within a fraction of theing class:*® As Alex Zwerdling notes,

135 Woolf's skepticism about rhetoric is very diffetdrom, say, Pound’s. The modernist poet assoiate
rhetoric with Milton and Wordsworth—that is, witbwolutionary poetry, republican ideals and Protasta
individualism—as against his (and T. S. Eliot's¢f@rred authoritarian Dante, who supposedly digsolv
rhetoric into proto-Poundian images (see Pound/Adolf remains in the tradition of democratic godds
all of its gross hypocrisies and failures and iitespf her own resistance to Milton, to her not a
revolutionary poet but an exemplary patriarch;then from externalized rhetoric to immanent affect
(discussed below) criticizes in order to improve ttadition that she joins.

136 A self-criticism via an authorial surrogate of #iad we have encountered before in Pater's Marius,
Wilde’s Dorian, and Joyce’s Stephen.
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“Woolf’s picture of Clarissa Dalloway’s world is atply critical, but as we will see it

cannot be called an indictment, because it delibréooks at its object from the inside”
(120).

Soon after her failure to feel with or for the Agmans, Clarissa muses, “Well,
how was she going to defend herself?” and comestealty to the conclusion that,
“What she liked was simply life;” the only way fber to connect the disparate denizens
of a modernity that denies and scatters life isufgh her party-giving: “and she felt if
only they could be brought together; so she didhind it was an offering; to combine, to
create; but to whom?” (118, 119). The echoes obMoown critical writing (the
exaltation of a vague “life”) and the traditionalvelistic language of drawing unlikely
connections across the boundaries of the city aidithat Woolf understands Clarissa not
as her opposite number, an ill-educated housewafding her time and her expropriated
wealth on society parties, but rather as a ficlisnarogate who represents aesthetic
creation in all its critical force and structurahitation. Woolf, however, relocates the
artist-figure from the writer’s fraught cultural gidon (as author/intellectual) in the
dominated fraction of the dominant class to Cla’sposition in the dominant fraction
of the dominant class itself. Of course, rosestdwip the Armenians, and neither do
novels, Woolf seems to be arguing—but the novelistipulse, the impulse to imagine
connection and self-implication that is at the robtheoretical culture, is the only thing
that will help anyone in the end. Jameson is abt&iticize Woolf immanently partly
because Woolf endeavored to criticize her own vionkanently in a raising of the

novelistic to a level of skeptical self-awarenessaker, if present at all, in prior
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sentimental realism.

What separates novelistic discourse from suchlyptineoretical discourse as
Jameson’s, however, is emotion, . Dallowayis nothing if not an emotional novel
and an argument for emotion in theoretical cultukgain to cite Zwerdling: “Perhaps
Woolf saw a necessary connection in unstable timeéseen traditional political power
and the absence of empathy and moral imaginatiti2d)( That Clarissa even attempts
to sympathize with the plight of others disting@sther from the pedagogy of power in
her own society, as evidenced by Septimus’s irglidi feel emotion as a result of his
military training. But even as Clarissa becomearavof her sympathetic imagination’s
limits when she defends her parties to herselffithee in the novel she most reviles
and, in spite of her incipient humanism, goes atling), suffers in another part of the
city. 13" Doris Kilman, forced out of her teaching positidue to wartime prejudice
against those of German heritage, mourning a wad-teother, tutoring Elizabeth
Dalloway in the role of Mr. Dalloway’s charity casesperately in love with her pupil
and clinging to a compensatory religious conversmantally excoriates Clarissa: “She
had been merely condescending. She came fromdkeworthless of all classes—the
rich, with a smattering of culture” (120). While&Cissa internally rhapsodizes about the
inability of love or religion to explain the mysiens and essential privacy of her

neighbor’s soul in Westminster, Kilman in the Ariayd Navy stores attempts to explain

137 _est we suspect that Woolf named Kilman in acawitth Clarissa’s judgment upon Doris as the
murderer of the human spirit, the novel carefullgkes clear that “Kilman” is a translation into the
language of the culture that mistreats Doris odm@ that has no such connotations in its origireh@n
(seeDalloway 120). Clarissa’s assurance that Kilman is akdlely completes the process of English
attempts to efface Doris as a person rather tham &mposed identity. In this way, she is kin far@sa
(“Mrs. Dalloway,” after all, the imposed social itéy that ironically furnishes a title to this nehabout
the subjectivity behind the social) in a way th&rSsa cannot admit.
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to Elizabeth Dalloway that, “There were other psiot view,” while crying inwardly,

“But no one knew the agony!” (127, 126). To obssiivat the novel, in giving voice to
Kilman’s point of view and her agony, includes wlidarissa cannot—in effect, gives
the party that boundaries of class, ethnicity, gerahd experience prevent her from
giving or even contemplating—does not go far enangéxplaining the novel’'s approach
to theorizing its own limitations and how they midfe overcome. This conception of
fiction as pluralistic and democratic in matter slo®t explain the difference in manner
between Woolf and her dialogic Victorian precursors

The seriousness of this apparent loss in holistadysis and fictional presentation
should not be underrated. Theorists of the nowshf¥ictoria’s time to postmodernism,
from George Eliot to Fredric Jameson, have praisedorm for its rare capacity to think
two thoughts at once: 1. the collective, historieald social determinants that constitute
the individual’s field of action and constraint;tBe inner world of the subject which,
while perhaps socially-produced in the last instame only ever experienced individually
through affective apperception. Woolf, on the ottend, proposes a superior third and
culminating dimension to fictional prose, a furtiseblation of the individual/collective
dialectic: the conversion of the objective (i.kird-person) narrative plane to a vehicle
for the affect of the represented subject via inerect discourse or stream of
consciousness. This is not Woolf's innovation atldhhas nineteenth-century precursors
in Austen and Pater and James, while her modgreesss, such as Dorothy Richardson,
Katherine Mansfield, E. M. Forster, and D. H. Lamge, were working to a similar end.

But in Woolf's novels of the mid-1920s, she codifithis aesthetic maneuver by carrying



249
it out more radically at the level of form than Li@nce and Forster (who retained an

attachment to the eighteenth- and nineteenth-cgmiterventionist narrator) and more
marketably at the level of content than Mansfigld &ichardson (who often favored
recondite protagonists in minor circumstances nwlkenegative affect in comparison
with the generally exuberant, high-living Woolfiaaroines, Mrs. Dalloway and Mrs.
Ramsay)-*® Anthony Uhlmann explains how the fictional preg@rks in Woolf:
...we are offered subjective and objective undeditays at once: we are
allowed tobe an alien mode while grasping the causes that Ibhiaig
mode about. Yet this is not done through cleaich relations; rather,
the logic of sensation developed in art requirgssdhat lead to thought in
the effort to bridge the gap. In doing this, hoeetheyimply a
unity...which allows an overview that promises aderstanding of an
interrelation of viewpoints around a set of eve(itg, original emphases)
By “sensation,” Uhlmann refers to the receptiorthmy subject of experience, which
subject’s sensation then may be recreated for d¢iineugh the process of combining the
materials of art (language for the writer, color tiee painter, etc}*® Woolf's ambition

is to generate a processual text that enacts sem$at and in the reader, who then may

investigate the sources and effects of these sensat

138 \Woolf's attention to these differences betweerséémnd her contemporaries is acute. Of Forstes,
writes, “Mr Forster has been apt to pervade hikbdi&e a careful hostess who is anxious to intosd o
explain, to warn her guests of a step here, ohaght there,” noting his own allegiance to the
interventionist role of the narrator on the old raboff the novel (“The Novels of E. M. Forster” 112pn
the other hand, she observes of Dorothy Richardsdré Tunnethat “We have to consider the quality of
[protagonist] Miriam Henderson'’s consciousnessfoleeconcluding that this consciousness is tooipass
too interested in what Woolf regards as trivialVésolf witheringly declares of Richardson’s hergine
“The consciousness of Miriam takes the reflectiba dentist’s room to perfection” (“Dorothy
Richardson” 190). Her fictional aim, thereforetasrepresent consciousness without Forster’s tendm®
hold readers’ hands or Richardson’s liability taetl them in minutiae.

139 _ater in his treatise, he elaborates, borrowingfiSpinoza, Leibniz, and Deleuze: “Sensation ineslv
perception, both making it possible and callinigtio being: what we perceive is what announce# itse
our perceptions through sensation” (83). Sensatimrefore, is not unmediated experience, butipegc
the biological/cultural matrix that mediates expade in the subject, which then may be reproduced,
mimicked, or narrated in signs (language, plasti, anusic, et al.).
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The modernist difference in Woolf's fiction is framdirect discoursé?®® Almost

the entirety oMrs. Dallowayis narrated as if from within its characters’ gsgs, often

to the point of dispensing with any markers of autd narration rather than first-person
thought-transcription (stream of consciousné&s)This shift in viewpoint from the
traditional narrating authorial voice to the chaeag€’ psychic interiors converts the
novel’s surface to a plane of pure diegesis: thieat@ goes underground into “the caves
behind [her] characters,” as Woolf notes in hernyd{@: 213). Free indirect discourse
was famously assailed, along with other modereigtniques, by Georg Lukacs as the
elevation of a paradoxically “abstract particuldrithat never connects immediate
experience or sensation (that to which free indlidescourse supposedly gives access) to
the totality it embodies and typifies (“ldeologyMibdernism” 207). Jameson’s own
assessment of modernist style as an exaltatioeansfagion and perception meant to
redeem the reified life lived in the heart of erepiioes not stray too far from Lukacs’s
censure. Woolf continues in her diary, howevehéTdea is that the caves shall
connect, and each comes to daylight in the presentent” (2: 213). She regards the
technique not as the final radicalization of indivalism, in which each person bathes in
his or her own unique stream of feeling, but ratieea socializing device for bringing to
light (i.e., to consciousness) the interior thatteperson shares. Contra Lukacs and

Jameson, Woolf argues that effective criticism nexguthe particularity of individual

140 5ee chapter 1.3 for a fuller history of the seamditerature on free indirect discourse, stredm o
consciousness, and related. The upshot is the tthevices, for which narratology has a symptorathyic
bewildering diversity of names, generate an intetipe gap—exemplified by the Beckettian/Foucauldian
guestion, “Who’s speaking?”"—into which the readersinventure. Thus, | do not aim at narratological
precision in trying to determine, say, where fredirect discourse ends and stream of consciousness
begins, but rather am more concerned to explaintivage ambiguities exist and what is their effect.

1L There are several narratorial intrusions in theshchowever, and they will be discussed below.



251
feeling to be expressed if each person is to bea@wmage of his or her connection to

every other.

The transcendent deity who tended to narrate @dest@ovel in Victorian or
Edwardian styles provoked emotion in the readesigrnally recounting a scene of
suffering in which either the reader or a fictiostnd-in for the reader empathized along
an imagined sight-line with a suffering object tkation (even Pater, as we saw above,
did not wander far from this form despite his otimerovations).The externalized
narrative apparatus pre-processes affect intorsenti—that is, it converts the subject’s
sensations into the individual’s feelings—by begngrwith the narrator’s “objective”
observations. The guiding narrator presents hinasethe knowing creator of the reality
he evokes, making him—and often his privileged abrs—the master of any affects
that threaten a sense of individual stability. @reappearing narrator of free indirect
novels is an immanent deity like Spinoza’s: i.eundied substance whose seemingly
individual modes are but aspects of itséf.

Modernist style in Woolf, then, aims at closureviEtn “the social (grasped in
moral terms) and the aesthetic” (Jameson, “Moderh&9). What Jameson sees as the
mystification of metropolitan complicity in the dpftative imperialism that underwrites
its denizens’ new sensoria and new art, Gilles iEdeand Félix Guattari would read in

more liberating terms. They argue that any actistiscientific division of form from

142 The comparison of narrators to gods was suggéstee by Joyce’s ironic fictional double Stephen
Dedalus and his unattributed citation of Flaubfertywvhom the author should be not Spinoza’s immanen
deity, present in the entirety of a creation teatat its work but substance, but ratheleas abscondus
who creates a world and then retreats to a posfuralifference (see chapter 1.3 above). Insofar a
Flaubert and Joyce wrote in free indirect styleytmisconceived the narratological theology ofrthei
practice.
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content is a statist move by an idealizing intelteat wants to master all possible matter.

Partisans of a “nomadic” immanentism that rejegksdiogical dialectics, they write,
“Thus matter, in nomad science, is never prepanedfzerefore homogenized matter, but
is essentially laden with singularities (which ciitage a form of content). And neither is
expression formal; it is inseparable from pertirteaits” (369). Free indirect discourse
attempts to do away with the settled narrative egipa of a prior realism, which
processes all content into prepared form, withva narrative technology that expresses
singularities and pertinent traits (the subjecyiat the characters) with means that do not
pre-decide the shapes those traits must take. \Wbkuze and Guattari later write that a
“sentiment-affect affinity marks the right time fagvolutions and popular wars,” they
provide a clue to the similarity and the differemetween Woolf’'s modernism and
sentimental realism (403). In both cases, affagitrbecome sentiment for political
action to occur, but sentimental realism, as a ftivat homogenizes its matter and
conceals the movement of affect, neutralizes tdeahpotential of the affects’
becoming-sentimental. In Woolf's modernism, onaliger hand, the form-destabilizing,
matter-affirming nomadism of the expression of ipertt traits may issue in an
insurgency that the settled forms foreclose, asl lsivow below in my reading of
Woolfean affect as mobile between minds and aaedations of class and gender.

How does this affective/objective novelistic preetdiffer, though, from that of
Joyce, as described above in chapter 1.3? Ta guhply, Joyce de-emphasizes the
reader’s experience of affect in favor of cognitidfiis texts require substantial de-

coding before the emotion underlying them can beroanicated to the reader. Like a
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musical score, their affect is apparent only irfgrenance, once the reader has learned

how to play. When the Joycean texts’ sense iseredt—by learning through reading
and re-readingJlysseshat Bloom is constantly aware of Molly’s infidigliduring his
peregrinations, for instance—the affect they trahsan be very powerful. But feeling
is attendant in Joyce upon language: one hastio {ea particular idiolects of his
characters’ inner lives before those lives’ affexza be registered by their audience.
(Recall the immediately confusing first paragraphiten in a babytalk fabulist register,
of A Portrait of the Artist as a Young Madiscussed at length above.) Woolf, by
contrast, consistently underemphasizes the idioleetich individual character in favor
of representing their emotions; she tends not toth@ police in different voices,” to cite
T. S. Eliot’s Dickensian ambition, but rather irfifeient shades of feeling. Woolf's free-
indirect stylings when the narrator switches raplibtween perspectives as Clarissa
reunites with Peter Walsh provide an example:

“I often wish I'd got on better with your fathertye said.

“But he never liked anyone who—our friends,” saldri3sa, and
she could have bitten her tongue for thus remin&etgr that he had
wanted to marry her.

Of course | did, thought Peter, it almost brokemagrt too, he
thought; and was overcome with his own grief, whnage like a moon
looked at from a terrace, ghastly beautiful witihtifrom the sunken day.
(41)

We find much the same lexical register and syntabated to both characters, even the
same order of general cliché (“bitten her tongdlertbke my heart”). This would be
unthinkable for Joyce, who grants each characteohher own unique idiom, as if every

subject were a country with its own language. Wgndes her characters their individual

repertoire of feeling and image, as seen when Retalges his taste for romantic kitsch
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with his inner reverie about the moon of his grimft she does not particularize the

speech she uses to represent their inner lives rélatively unmarked use of language
enables the unprecedented motility of her narratbich enters different characters’
minds from one sentence to another. Joyce’s wark®spond to the so-called
“linguistic turn” in imagining subjects to be coitsted by discourse. Woolf, by contrast,
anticipates the “affective turn,” in which subjearg seen, following Spinoza/Deleuze
rather than Nietzsche/Foucault, as functions effeldification of their substance.
Furthermore, as Teresa Brennan states, “the trasgmiof affect, conceptually,
presupposes a horizontal line of transmissionlittieeof the heart” (75). This emotive
line, whose relation to sentiment Brennan'’s lyrighatasing captures well, is the one that
Woolf's novel charts between her disparate charaeteross the teeming city, and
perhaps accounts for the absence of that cityemating and desolating features as
portrayed by other modernists without Woolf's r@atto sentiment (compare, for
instance, the more or less dystopic visions of lomndffered from 1900 to 1940 by
Conrad’sThe Secret AgenEliot’s The Waste Landind Bowen’sThe Death of the

Heart).

Woolf's turn to affect importantly entails a difesrce in ontology as well as
aesthetics. In the passage quoted above, Clahiséa (not speaks) about Peter’s long-
ago desire to marry her, and Peter replies (inwardit outwardly), “Of course | did.” In
short, these two characters are literally ableetmreach other’s minds, to conduct a
psychic dialogue beneath their physical one. tbigelopment is not anticipated in

Woolf's overt theory of fiction, which remains wegltito realism rather than to the
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science fiction that characteriziss. Dallowayin this moment. And not only the

moment of Peter and Clarissa’s meeting: many passaghe novel enlarge affect into a
transpersonal and transhistorical spiritual foled mobilizes material agents in its
unfolding. These Spinozist metaphysics may sednerabstract terms to put to Woolf's
social satire, but in fact they explain otherwisezling features of the text, features that
suggest a spirit within and between both subjeatsabjects, joining them, when the
moment of affect is upon them, to a tenuous thaagtatic communionMrs. Dalloway
insists upon a non-realist connection among atth&racters that harks back, if not to
Spinoza himself (whom Woolf seems not to have rgheh at least to the monism of
Woolf's Romantic precursors, such as WordswdtthSeptimus’s paranoid vision of
“this gradual drawing together of everything to @eatre before his eyes” is borne out
but also redeemed by the recurrent imagery, lodatadrariety of characters from the
sinisterly fatuous Lady Bruton to Richard and (dsai to Peter, of a “thin thread” or “a
single spider’s thread” or, in Doris’s case, “tleywentrails of her body” connecting the
principle figures to each other as they move atbneugh the city (15, 109, 111, 129).
Septimus, like Clarissa and like Woolf, is alscaatist figure, one whose message

in his many writings and drawings is “Universal éothe meaning of the world” (144).

1431 am thinking, for instance, of the apprehensibamimmanent nature-spirit at which the speaker of
“Lines Written a Few Miles above Tintern Abbey”iggs:

A presence that disturbs me with the joy

Of elevated thoughts; a sense sublime

Of something far more deeply interfused,

Whose dwelling is the light of setting suns

And the round ocean and the living air,

And the blue sky, and in the mind of man;

A motion and a spirit, that impels

All thinking things, all objects of all thght,

And rolls through all things. (Il. 94-10@reenblatt 1493-4)
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As Septimus shares both artistic surrogacy andiarvof love with Clarissa (“they loved

life,” she inwardly enthuses of her co-pedestriamshe London sidewalk), we can
assume this message is endorsed by the novel biraBut Septimus’s shell shock,
singling him out as a target for what Deleuze andt@ri would call the royal science of
Doctors Holmes and Bradshaw, forces him to stagasaamgency of his own with his
suicide (144). Neither his wife, who seems to us@ad after his death why he had done
it (“So that was Dr. Holmes”), nor Clarissa, whesgises Bradshaw as “obscurely
evil...extremely polite to women, but capable of saneat outrage,” judges Septimus’s
act to be especially mysterious or contemptible’ (1480)'** Septimus’s madness,
therefore, represents not a faultiness of visiore-téxt endorses his holistic perception
that everything is connected. What leads Septiminss death is rather the abuse,
manipulation, and truncation of human connectedréssthe nationalism that leads to
war and empire, by the coercion of the inner lépresented by the psychiatric
profession, by the social conventions that isala¢eheterosexual couple in marriage and
cut them off from community or other forms of loaed desire.

The lesson of Septimus’s paranoia and his suieidé,of Kilman’s agonizing

sense that her love for Elizabeth disembowelsdret,indeed of the Great War itself, is

144 Clarissa’s image of Bradshaw outraging women égussychological practice in terms of rape. Nancy
Armstrong, in her critique of Freud and his professas a masculinist counter-attack against thafem
power won by domestic woman in the eighteenth aneteenth centuries, uses the same figure for
psychoanalytical interpretive practices. Armstraognterpoises Freud to Woolf, as a female artist
wishing to retain the cultural authority of femia@ affect and expression. My reading is in linthwi
Armstrong’s insofar as the continued survival a&f tomestic novel’s centrality in one form or anotiseat
issue, but | think she underrates the extent te¢fvhiale modernists such as Joyce and Lawrence agre,
she allows of male Victorians such as Dickensff@ct “writing as women.” IndeedVirs. Dalloways
motifs of Septimus as sexually passive and lateqiber (e.g., his melancholia over the death of his
comrade Evans) indicate that to preach the messfdgmiversal love™—what Armstrong derogates, ie th
tradition of Ann Douglas, as a subjectivizing swefrom “real” politics (or the undisguised confluft
interests)—is to be feminized wherever politicsash, considered as the open and aggressive céotest
power, is gendered male.
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that the thread of human connectistthin. Mrs. Dallowaydoes not advocate a simple-

minded meliorism for which things are getting be#ted better, more and more
connected, all the time. If that were true, thdswriSsa would not so struggle to
comprehend the suffering of the Armenians, nor @ahe sinister physicians Holmes
and Bradshaw prey on their patients. There isrecipte of evil inMrs. Dalloway and it

is worth identifying to get a better handle on phieciple of good that Woolf, through

the very form of her text, counterposes to it. Tilaenes Woolf gives this evil in a famous
passage of authorial outrage are Proportion andé&sion:

Worshipping proportion, Sir William not only prospéd himself
but made England prosper, secluded her lunatidsadie childbirth,
penalised despair, made it impossible for the uoffiropagate their views
until they, too, shared his sense of proportion...

But Proportion has a sister, less smiling, morenfdable, a
Goddess even now engaged—in the heat and sanddiaf the mud and
swamp of Africa, the purlieus of London...in daghdown shrines,
smashing idols, and setting up in their place lar stern countenance.
(97)

Proportion is, by the terms used in this chapteti;afective: it suspends the
modifications of the human substance and prevéets from their proper issuance in
feeling or action. Proportion checks women'’s rejpiadive freedom, censors speech and
writing, and applies a punitive juridical modelttmse affects it deems inappropriate.
Woolf's careful observation that proportion penetizlespair suggests the value of
negative affect: as when Clarissa feels rejuvenayeBeptimus’s self-deliverance from
the men of proportion, negative affect, takingcibsirse, can spark, even between

individuals, a heightened sense of feeling andgmiaen—as well as of political

judgment, as when Clarissa instantly recognizesrtteenature of Bradshaw (*Yet—what
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she felt was, one wouldn't like Sir William to seee unhappy. No; not that man”)

(178)*° Conversion is proportion applied by force: irstuise, it checks not only
individual but also collective and communal affetgstroying cultures and traditions,
leveling world culture to its mathematical antitesic ideal. Thus, Woolf anticipates
Deleuze and Guattari in analyzing racism and ingtiem as the construction and
enforcement of one affective and aesthetic standandhich she, like the theorists,
counterposes aesthetic affétt.

The process whereby Clarissa comes to feel witif@n8eptimus provides the
counterpoint to the ideology of Proportion anceitdorcement in Coercion. After being
told of Septimus’s death by Bradshaw’s wife, singt fieels fury at the spoiling of her
well-ordered party by such terrible news, but thenselfish anger gives way to
something else:

He had killed himsel—but how? Always her body wimwough it first,
when she was told, suddenly, of an accident; hessiflamed, her body
burnt. He had thrown himself from a window. Upltiashed the
ground; through him, blundering, bruising, went thsty spikes. There he
lay with a thud, thud, thud, in his brain, and tleesuffocation of

blackness. So she saw it. (179)

But Clarissa does not see it, because it wouldrip®ssible to “see” a sound in someone

145 On the political value of negative emotion, pdigiaxplored through a reading Mrs. Dalloway see
Ahmed chapter 2, where she valorizes the unhappioiehe political radical, the “feminist killjoyvho
becomes aware of suffering, as Mrs. Dalloway dolesnashe hears of Septimus’s death, and so is faéoced
attend to “the suffering that persists when lifedrmaes chatter” (75).

146 See Deleuze and Guattari chapter 7 for how raisdmsed upon the deviation of faces from a white
standard; this chapter also contains a relatedatéfin on the novel as the literary form most hedt the
constitution of stable, rooted identities suchhasé that underpin racist and imperialist ideaisn@

Woolf throughoutA Thousand Plateausnd inviting readers to take “Virginia Woolf's vkathrough the
crowd, among the taxis,” Deleuze and Guattariet@continuity in the novel from Chrétien de Trotes
Beckett, from Yvain to Molloy, and consequentiyigge not theBildungsromanthat genre with which
Hegelians from Pater and Wilde to Jameson and Maret obsessed, but rather the picaresque, ofwhic
they offerMrs. Dallowayas an example (263; see also 173-4).
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else’s brain. Instead, she feels it after the, fastan affective modification undergone by

her body in defiance of her conscious, individuadation at having to think such a thing.
Emotion arises from empathy rather than sympatmsijrig-with rather than feeling-for,
and the enabling device is free indirect discourBeis passage begins with Woolf's
semiosis of Clarissa’s own thoughts and sensafgigealed by the interjection, “but
how?”), then moves surprisingly into a second-osglezam of consciousness: within the
narrator’s semiosis of Clarissa’s thoughts we fidrissa’s semiosis of Septimus’s
thoughts as she experiences them (“thud, thud;th@larissa becomes a nomad
novelist in this moment when affect runs away vi@ling. This scene inverts Clarissa’s
earlier failure to empathize with the Armeniangrth an externalized rhetoric that
pictured suffering paled before the somatic aftectf the body by the present rose,
while here Septimus’s matter expresses itself abegrto the singularity of its suffering
in Clarissa’s own affections, bringing to conscioesss in an affect-sentiment affinity her
connection to a suffering exterior to herself. Aanfield provides a lucid explanation
of how the use of free indirect discourse in Wanlibvels solves the problems posed by
Descartes’sogito, namely, that theogitds “I think” should be replaced by the
progressive tense (“am thinking”) if it is to guatee the subject’s present existence and
that its “I” begs the question of who is thinkingihe reviseatogito of free indirect
discourse, with its shifting use of deictic terrftse(” “she,” “now,” “this,” “that”)
organized around multiple centers of subjectivaigGording to Banfield, “finds an
endpoint to scepticism in a neutral, impersonajexilvity” and therefore orients itself

toward “a world in some sense external to the S&i73)1*" This is just what happens

147 A crucial footnote in Banfield’s highly technicessay on theogitointimates its otherwise unspoken
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when Clarissa momentarily assumes the role of divelis narrator, herself deploying

free indirect discourse to assume, however bridligcogito of Septimus so that he lives
again within her consciousne's.

If the nomadism of Clarissa’s second-order strednonsciousness raises to her
awareness the supposedly proscribed agony of thaized (Septimus, recall, is
metaphorically victimized by Bradshaw’s imperialssion of “Proportion” and
“Conversion”), then her final response to her beiograffected by Septimus’s death
redraws the boundary between aestheticizing subjetsuffering object. This boundary
does little in the end to remove the older re@l@ster between suffering object and
moralizing subject—and, indeed, leaves open th&tsilan case that modernism
excludes and oppresses more efficaciously thasrétdecessor as it destroys the potential

for subjective ethical action in a coherent sosmiere on the part of the witness (99-

political goals, which | take to be similar to Wbsl Banfield observes that Nietzsche first popiaked the
admittedly justifiable skepticism of Georg Lichtem about theogito as agential subject, a skepticism
then taken on around the time of the Dreyfus affgiright-wing thinkers such as Maurice Barres to
discredit the subject in the name of tlatk “Lichtenberg is made to counter Cartesian uniaésm with a
collective, national, or racial unconscious. Al&inkielkraut comments on the same passage [oEBaIr
text]: ‘Barrés peut ainsi exhorter ses compatriates détourner des grand mots d’éternel ou deums)j
et..., a la place de “je pense,” laise la possébdie direEs denkt in mir‘ca pense en moi” (Alain
Finkielkraut,La défaite de la penséParis: Gallimard, 1989], 65)” (Banfield 141, arigl ellipses). Thus,
thecogitomust be rescued if any universal system of eikits be defended against the ideologies of
racism, imperialism, and genocide. Only if thecawsimous subject can be shown to exist can he/dfee/it
protected from the violence of what Woolf will ldli€onversion,” or the subject’s arrogation to atee
collective projects of normalization or extermiwaiti Banfield argues that Woolf and other novelisteh
as D. H. Lawrence and Maurice Blanchot, provide thiarantee of theogitatur through their deployment
of impersonal subjective narration.

148t is here that Woolf's difference from Spinozisracomes clear, as my invocation of togitoimplies.
Woolf, as will be shown at the conclusion of thésay, is not consistently a monist, but ratheradistu
who sees the human interaction with the underlgingstance of nature to be inconstant, however much
they are motivated by affect rather than by meomatiShe has more in common with the neo-Platooism
Shelley’s “Hymn to Intellectual Beauty,” therefotban with a strict monism of the type Spinoza or
Deleuze advocate. As McNeillie writes, arguingiagiaan overhasty identification of Woolf with
Bloomsbury thinkers like G. E. Moore, “Plato, itsh@ be said, was the philosopher Woolf read faremo
enthusiastically and extensively than she ever kadre or any other philosopher,” and he also nhegs
influence specifically by “Shelley’s poetry (hisrg®n of Platonism)” (13).
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100). Clarissa’s reverie on the death of Septiowludes this way: “She felt somehow

very like him—the young man who had killed himse#he felt glad that he had done
it... He made her feel the beauty, made her feefuh&(182). In one sense, we might
read this as radical empathy giving way to the ggesappropriation: Septimus’s death
and the global suffering it metonymizes become nodects of metropolitan
consumption, choice, because rare, delectatiomsthi® basis, the novel’s final one-
paragraph sentence fragment, from the colonial adtmator Peter Walsh’s enamored
perspective, ingeniously deploys free indirect disse’s grammatical transposition of
present (sensation, perception) into past (retigf@enarration) to consign Clarissa,
decisively if wishfully, to history: “For there sheas' (190, my emphasis). Clarissa
stands in the end for a senescent imperial aesitrativhose terms will have to be
renewed by the novelist for whom she serves asygfdle suffering she only
sporadically conceptualizes can be made legibletlaunglactionable to an increasingly
metropolitan, hence nomadic audience. But anatfagrto take “He made her feel the
beauty, made her feel the fun” is to understamg @ transfer of affect, a cross-person
transmission, to use Brennan'’s term, of the visipa@prehension that all things connect
despite the appearance of disunity fostered bydleecions of the world’s rationalizers.
This is why Woolf specifically upbraids Bradshaw feenalizing despair: despair, too,
may ignite the inner life. In this sense, Septimuaeath has not be a vain one—he has
carried forth the baton of aesthetic illuminatiordgassed it on to Clarissa, who may
then pass it in her turn, in which case “therewshs” is a sentence offered not as

condemnation but as eledy.

149 See Hite for a summary of critical views on Clsai's reaction to the suicide and for a brilliarigiomal
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To wit: Mrs. Dallowaydoes offer one pertinent glimpse of a potentiair

beyond aestheticized empire in Elizabeth Dalloveaypung woman who baffles her
mother with her urban mobility and her attractiorcertain suffering others (her dog,
Miss Kilman). Unlike Clarissa’s confinement to taebit of London’s political power-
field, Elizabeth’s peregrinations take her furtirerm home, to the bustling Strand, where
she dreams of being a doctor or other professiofi#ading a non-leisure based life
devoted to activity in service to a broader publitie freedom she feels on the public
bus (on top of which she projects herself intoftitare “like the figurehead of a ship”)
and the dreams of social labor that it inspirelseanevoke a metropolitan subjectivity
whose flexible city wandering and expanded modensibilities need not necessarily
foreclose on a civic humanism that can grasp tineaggng totalities to which it belongs
(132). Elizabeth reminds us that Enlightenmeniédedtic liberates even as it dominates.
There remains the matter of Elizabeth’s racialaati

Was it that some Mongol had been wrecked off ttestof Norfolk (as

Mrs. Hillberry said), had mixed with the Dallowagdies, perhaps, a

hundred years ago? For the Dalloways, in generak fair-haired; blue-

eyed; Elizabeth, on the contrary, was dark; hach€de eyes in a pale

face; an Oriental mystery... (119-120)
This passage certainly joins Septimus’s metonymigrgzation as another Orientalist
appropriation of colonial subjectivity for the béimef imperialism’s privileged class.

However troublingly, Elizabeth’s “Oriental” eyesvegtheless intimate both the novelist

and the hostess’s ambivalent awareness that a hétiee may not be an exclusively

reading, congruent to my own general sense of hodemnist fiction works, that the scene as writen i
rendered deliberately opaque through Woolf's rdftsase what Hite calls “tonal cues,” thus throgihe
whole moral burden of evaluating Clarissa, in alt hopelessly mingled empathy and callousnesden t
reader. Hite refers to Woolf's novels as “tondlylanths” in which we must get lost if we are to
understand the complexity of ethical and politipadblems (254).
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European one, and her mythical manifestation ofiheshyear-old blood remind us that

the horde serves ik Thousand Plateauss a historical exemplar of the nomadic war
machine whose vagabond art and science offer epetocy practices that the imperial
state would rather interditt?

Mrs. Dallowayis still more daring in its metaphysical thantspolitical
speculations. Throughout the novel, Woolf enlaithesscope of her representation to
encompass subjects greater than the individualen the social collectiv€® Unlike,
say, Conrad or James, Woolf refuses to confinertadile narration simply to individual
points of view. As we have seen, this means sHahink nothing of switching between
perspectives in a scene (as with Peter and Claassato an oracular authorial voice (as
when the narrator denounces Proportion and CororgrsiAs Patricia Ondek Laurence
states in her study of Woolf’'s “Narration of Intanity,” “distinctions like speech and
thought or narration and dialogue—which are incstatiele in a novelist like Jane
Austen—disappear in Virginia Woolf” (20). But thasl-encompassing aspect of Woolf's
novelistic language takes us beyond the narratidruiman interiority, fotMrs.

Dalloways narrator knows things that no human being caswkand consequently

claims a visionary authority traditionally more ako that of the nineteenth-century poet

%0 see Seshagiri’s chapter on WoolRace and the Modernist Imaginatitimat addresses the Orientalist
discourse that contextualizes the racing of Elitalaed Lily Briscoe iriTo the Lighthouse

1 saloman perceptively identifies Woolf's narratbgapansiveness as the effect of her interestdn th
essay, rather than the novel, as the privilegeddlity form of modernism. Saloman criticiZdss.
Dallowayfor being “immediately limited by the fact thatciannot attempt to break narrative structure, or to
challenge the conventions of mimesis, charactet, alpove all, authorial persona without drawing
attention to its formal project,” whereas thesetutgs with mimesis anidlentity are endemic to the essay,
which renders the essay as a form immediately abteta modernism in a way the novel is not (33).
Saloman therefore shares my sense of Woolf's aésth®ject but views it as more fully realizedhar
essays rather than her novels. Moreover, Salomggestively links Woolf to a precursor essayistpRa
Waldo Emerson—another Romantic believer in the ensial spirit underlying the movements of all matter
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(e.g., the Shelley d?rometheus Unbounar the Tennyson dh Memoriam A. H. H.

rather than the novelist, who still construed hanherself as an historian. In this
connection, joining Woolf to the Romantics, Rob&ier persuasively glossédrs.
Dallowayas an “urban pastoral,” in which “urban experiencan provide the sense of
invigoration, harmony with one’s surroundings, amdapturing aesthetic revelation that
is traditionally associated with the green worlgastoral” (105). He usefully goes on to
contrast Mrs. Dalloway’s exuberance with the bitess of Flaubert’'Sentimental
Educationby emphasizing precisely Woolf’'s spiritualized semmf communion as against
Flaubert’s naturalist determinism and isolatiom The Sentimental Educatipn
consciousness is in most respects acted upon blusive and multifarious urban reality
constantly in motion. IIMrs. Dalloway consciousness puts all these things together”
(107). While I agree, | would nevertheless ardua is not the consciousness of this or
that character that “puts all these things toggithoert the narrator’s supra-individual,
trans-personal consciousness, the embodiment sfasute modified by affect.

The novel manifests this Romantic spirituality s treatment of immaterial
connections among the characters. Fearful of desathe novel opens, Clarissa consoles
herself by believing that

somehow in the streets of London, on the ebb awd d@if things, here,
there, she survived, Peter survived, lived in esbler, she being part, she
was positive, of the trees at home; of the houseethugly, rambling all to
bits and pieces as it was; part of people she badrrmet; being laid out
like a mist between the people she knew best, ¥ted lher on their
branches as she had seen the trees lift the mist, dpread ever so far,

her life, herself. (9)

At first glance, this lengthy ungrammatical sentgrfaithful to Clarissa’s mental
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wandering, makes a somewhat trivial, perhaps elaityalinous, claim: that individuals

live on after death in the minds and memories o$¢who knew them. But read more
closely, Clarissa’s reflections disclose a frangesnaturalism. She is part not only of
Peter Walsh, who can consciously remember hemlbatof the trees and the house,
which are not conscious at aif That trees bear the life principle is perhaps why
Septimus declares that “Men must not cut down fteesnother instance of near
telepathy in the novel, as the former soldier appeapick up on Clarissa’s thoughts like
a radio signal (24). This is a more radical digpeging of the human, defined as the
agential subject, than we observed above in Pgtestests against animal cruelty. The
part of her that “somehow” survives is not the kimig part or the social part, not “Mrs.
Dalloway,” but some spirit, something akin to migts with “life” or “the spirit we live

by” in Woolf's essay, this survival cannot be sffied and, while this may frustrate the
systematizing intellect or come off as so much ievad propose that we take it seriously
as a component of Woolf’s affective politics and tieory of fiction: the numinous,
unnamable, transpersonal, and transhistoricaltsgimprinciple that her mobile text
attempts to materialize iscarrectiveto the coercions of stabilizing ideologies like
nation, race, gender, and sexuality.

Woolf evokes a mysterious life spirit that undesltbe heterogeneity of human

152|n this vein, Brown counter-intuitively claims Wibdor his “thing theory,” a new “materialist
phenomenology that does not bracket history, big Bethhow, in history (how, in one cultural
formation), human subjects and material objectstitmte one another” (5, original emphasis). While
Brown allows that Woolf's readers are “far more tbaaied by the life of the subject, the fate of
individuality, and the vicissitudes of conscioushasher fiction,” he explores how her early stt®plid
Objects” addresses “the way attention to the substaf iron, for instance, can provide access to a
‘primeval history’ that is no longer anthropoceatr{4, 9). Brown’s attention to the neglected extr
subjective in Woolf's work is congruent with my owsut | supplement it with an acknowledgement that
Woolfian phenomenology is not primarily materiglishich is to say that her attention to material
discloses the ontological, rather than historicdlyermined, force that underlies the phenomenal.
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needs, desires, and practices, a force not capbking codified in language and

inadmissible to materialist analysis, but one whieh prose nevertheless attempts to
mobilize as a political intervention. That herdaage remains vague is in fact crucial to
its polemical intent: tmamethe affective drive her prose enacts would, et@&mwere
possible, open it to manipulation by the men ofpprtion. As Deleuze and Guattari
note, “in order to designate something exactlyxaneexpressions are utterly
unavoidable. Not at all because it is a necesstapy, or because one can only advance
by approximations: anexactitude is in no way arragmation; on the contrary, it is the
exact passage of that which is underway” (20). W&wocabulary of vagueness—Ilife,
the spirit, somehow, mist, etc.—captures, by wagtgiology, thevagaryof the force
her text is meant to incarnate.

Overlooking this mystical, anti-materialist strahaffective politics in Woolf is
to misunderstand her position. Jane Marcus prdwatg and famously compares Woolf
to Lenin and Trotsky, but on the evidence of hetapleysical speculations, Woolf
cannot simply be arrogated to the tradition of malist critique’®® The ideals animating
her radical politics do not, by her account, artivdaer from within the social. Marcus is
on surer ground when, later in her essay, she tloé¢3Voolf was influenced by her
aunt, the Quaker theologian Caroline Emelia Steplfatording to Alison M. Lewis,
Woolf possessed copies of Stephen’s work in hereilibrary and wrote of her
admiringly, “All her life she has been listeningitmer voices, and talking with spirits”

(gtd. in Lewis n. pag.). For Lewis, Woolf's priggied “moments of being,” depicted in

133 see Marcus 146 and her later essay, “The Nieeghafn,” which traces the influence of Stephen’s
theology on Woolf and calls for a critical reckogiwith the “mysticism” of “Saint Virginia” (12).
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the epiphanic movements of affect beyond the kalfMirs. Dalloways Londoners

undergo, are akin to the mysticism promoted by I8tafs theology of the inner light that
is part and parcel of God: “These moments of réw@iashow a mystical unity to the
greater whole, which brings us to the closest thivag Virginia Woolf may have had to a
creed” (Lewis n. pag.). This “mystical unity” isd force underlying the social unity
Woolf's fiction prophesies, where divisions of dagender, and empire may be
superseded in the supra-rational apprehensiorittietvhole world is a work of art”

(gtd. in Lewis;Moments of Bein@2). Anthony Uhimann, viewing the same topic
through the lens of baroque metaphysics rather @haaker theology, similarly observes,
“The moment of being Woolf describes is a momemiwt and intense sensation. It is
intense because it involves the folding within ofg@potential. All life, or at least a clue
to its meaning, is condensed into a moment, is wélin that moment. In writing one
seeks to recapture such a moment or to approxitmatetense sensations it produces, by
other means” (113). Thus, the itinerary for nostédi practice charted in “Mr. Bennett
and Mrs. Brown” here finds its telos: the movemaaffect in the presence of others—
what an earlier literary tradition valorized asts@ent—produces sensations that lead
individual subjects outside themselves to a comomumiith all life, an experience,
however rare, that streams back into concrete ls@abty to produce heretofore-
unexpected affinities, like Clarissa’s for SeptimoisElizabeth’s for the workers of the
Strand, or Septimus’s for the very trees. Aestisti’s license of the novel to turn
inward permits a doubling back from the psyche to\he social that could not be

accomplished by the extrinsic and all-too-ratios@ial criticism of the novel as Woolf
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found it at the beginning of her career.

None of the foregoing should be taken as a whidesadorsement of Woolf's
mystic politics, however. Woolf's ambitious undeing does occasionally founder on
precisely those social contradictions that matetiatitique was devised to analyze and
remedy. Mrs. Dallowayoffers us one direct look at this force that pxests society,
identity, institution, and meaning. It occurs whegter Walsh encounters what we later
learn is a female beggar but who initially appearhe text as just “a frail quivering
sound, a voice bubbling up without direction, vigdaeginning or end’—in other words,
a voice like the novel's own, beginningmedia resand seeming to progress without the
traditional birth-to-marriage/death emplotmentiofibn (78). The narrative goes on to
describe “the voice of no age or sex, the voicaroéncient spring spouting from the
earth,” issuing from a figure that looks not huntan like “a wind-beaten tree for ever
barren of leaves which lets the wind run up andmds/branches singing” (79).

Existing “[tlhrough all ages,” the figure’s mouth ‘ia mere hole in the earth, muddy too,
matted with root fibres and tangled grasses,” sbelav“still be there in ten million

years, remembering how once she had walked in N#8;°80). A number of themes
importantly are drawn together in this image. LKes. Brown, the singing woman has
existed for eternity—in short, she is “human nafuttee pre-social, pre-individual
infrastructure of affect beneath all revolutionsriere character. She is figured as a tree,
which is an important symbol of the life-princigte the novel's hero-doubles, Clarissa
and Septimus. The singer is also metaphoricaliy@ynous: at once “a tall, quivering

shape” but also a “hole,” she evokes both phalid aulvic imagery and thus stands for
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the self-contained transcendence and synthescaty’'s gendered polarities

epitomized for Woolf in the androgynous artist (80). Before gender, before identity,
before sex, before plot, before consciousnessbafate language (for her song is
marked by “an absence of all human meaning”), ihges is the affective life force, pure
movement of the spirit, briefly incarnate as azeiti of London and as a novelistic
character, therinciple underlying all other persons in Woolf's ontologi®j.

Yet by specifying this force of pure affect inigure of whom we may predicate
age and sex and class, Woolf has fallen into #yg she otherwise astutely recognizes in
the figure of Bradshaw. For, as John Carey comglaf the passage about the singing
beggar, “By converting her into a peasant or sygg&sant, timeless, immemorial, mixed
up with the soil and tree roots, Woolf deprives\wenan of the distasteful social reality
which she would possess as a member of the maisg dskmoney. The peasant
disappears in a primitive cosmetic haze” (37). egalaims that Woolf’'s spiritual
investment in this case mystifies the social, fugra historically-produced condition of
inequality—why, after all, should there be beggansooming 1920s London?—into
timeless myth. While this is in one way falsete spirit, if you will, of Woolf’s fiction,
which is invested precisely in unsettling socidkedminants, in another way it must be
said that the novel invites this critique, as dtds Bennett and Mrs. Brown,” by
incarnating the force of affect in specific soahhracters who are also of a lower class
than that of Woolf or of her characters or evehafreaders (e.g., John Carey). By
collapsing the novel’s affective plane allegorigafito one of its modes, in this case a

character who is a social type, Woolf reterritori@$ the social field rather than
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deterritorializing it: she regenerates and repredube class and gender determinants

that the affective motility of the novel is elsewdat pains to contest!

Nevertheless, the singing beggar makes visiblatfiteetive politics of novelistic
form that Woolf developed out of her concern wigmtsment in “Mr. Bennett and Mr.
Brown.” Convinced that materialist modes of chagtihe social were destructive of the
feeling necessary to remediate social sufferingpfast re-invents the eighteenth- and
nineteenth-century sentimental topos of the priyakkobserver and his or her pained
object of compassion. Akhe Voyage Owdnd her essay on Sterne make clear, however,
Woolf also endorsed the argument that sentimentaii® often served to legitimate and
even to aggrandize the privilege of the observer tive sufferer. In consequence, Woolf
develops an affective form that, instead of diseetg narrating scenes of sentiment or
inciting sentiment in the reader through hortatdmtoric, instead suffuses the entire
textual plane with the affects of its charactersvalt as of the narrator and the scenes he
or she observes. Woolf's later metaphor for thexpss will be “saturation”: “Why
admit anything to literature that is not poetry—valyich | mean saturatedDfary 3: 209-
10)? The material in which Woolf’s text is to kegated is the emotion out of which it
flows at every moment. This all-circulating, atlaking emotion, Woolf reveals in her
depiction of the beggar and in her constant metapbioconnection among disparate

characters and temporalities, comes from a preak@piritual force that happens to

154 Bakhtin suggests the underlying logic of Woolf'sstake when, in “Forms of Time and of the
Chronotope in the Novel,” he disparages the nowelistegory of “the everyday” which Woolf seems to
rely on here and in “Mr. Bennett and Mrs. BrowriBveryday life,” Bakhtin notes, “is the nether wabyl
the grave, where the sun does not shine, where th&io starry firmament” (128). In other wordhe'
everyday” is a reification of biological time, undod as gross facticity and as dissevered fratotical
time and the temporality of progress and develogm&/oolf collapses “the starry firmament"—i.e.gth
universal movement of affect—onto a grotesque &gqfrthe everyday, which evacuates the latter of
historical content and prematurely assigns the éoranpositive material basis.
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incarnate itself in objects and people and novélse realization of this force that her

novel undertakes both transmits particular affezthe reader and makes the reader
aware of the “spirit we live by’ as manifested viitiothers. While this is far from the
essentially conceptual social criticism undertakgWilde and Joyce, and an almost
unrecognizable development of Pater’'s Aesthetarigiiment for materialist sentiment, it
is Woolf's ambitious conception of what the modstmovel can accomplish as a

critiqgue of social life, obeyed to the letter byay’s writers, but still singular in spirit.
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