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PREFACE

WONDER if it’s obvious, reading Between Men now, what reckless

pleasure went into its writing: The Osborne computer (“portable™ at
thirty-five pounds), whose tiny screen evoked the undefrostable wind-
shield of a Volkswagen Beetle; the waxy takeout cartons of double-cooked
pork that, far into the night, nourished me in my lit-up cell in the hum-
ming beehive of the Bunting Institute. My mantra was “I could be bag-
ging groceries”—inexplicably cheering at a time when jobs were scarce,
feminist criticism the most embattled of enterprises, and tenure nowhere
on the horizon. I felt confident of nothing, nothing at all, but there was
not a day when it didn’t seem an adventure and privilege to be writing
this particular book.

Between Men intended two main interventions. The most immediate
audience I had in mind was other feminist scholars. I started work on
the book at a moment when feminist scholarship seemed like a single
project: lirtle enough of it was being done then that it seemed possible,
as well as urgent, to undertake feminist restructuring of a whole range
of disciplines according to a relatively small number of powerful axioms.
As a deconstructive and very writerly close reader, I was surprised, exul-
tant, grateful to be lifted into the whirlwind of that moment of activist
grand theory. I was, as well, acutely responsive to the empowering uto-
pian intimations and the sustaining day-to-day excitements of working
with communities of women thinkers. At the same time, like many other
feminists, I also wanted—needed—feminist scholarship to be different.
In particular, I found oppressive the hygienic way in which a variety of
different institutional, conceptual, political, ethical, and emotional con-
tingencies promised (threatened?) to line up together so neatly in the
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development of a feminocentric field of women’s studies in which the
subjects, paradigms, and political thrust of research, as well as the re-
searchers themselves, might all be indentified with the female. Participat-
ing in each of these contingencies, I still needed to keep faith, as best I
could, with an obstinate intuition that the loose ends and crossed ends
of identity are more fecund than the places where identity, desire, analy-
sis, and need can all be aligned and centered.

I intended Between Men very pointedly as a complicating, antisepara-
ist, and antihomophobic contribution to a feminist movement with which,
nonetheless, [ identified fairly unproblematically. Not that I think the
transferential poetics of identification and address are ever simple; thev
aren’t. But the undertows and opacities that perturbed the address of this
book to a variety of women readers seemed, at the time, less weird than
its phantasmic relation to a potential readership of gay men.

Michael Lynch, a long-time pioneer of gay studies whom I met a few
years later, told me his first response to Between Men was “this woman
has a lot of ideas about a lot of things, but she doesn’t know much about
gay men!” He was so right. During the writing of Between Men, 1 was
very involved with lesbian-inflected feminist culture and critique, but I
actually knew only one openly gay man. From the 1990s vantage of an
elaborated and activist gay/lesbian studies scene in academia, a vocal and
visible national gay/lesbian movement, and (for me and many other women
and men of various dissident sexualities) an emerging, highly productive
queer community whose explicit basis is the criss-crossing of the lines of
identification and desire among genders, races, and sexual definitions, it’s
hard to remember what that distant country felt like. Rereading the book
now, I’'m brought up short, often, with dismay at the thinness of the
experience on which many of its analyses and generalizations are based.
Yet ’m also relieved, and proud, that its main motives and imperatives
still seem so recognizable.

A growing gay and lesbian studies movement already existed in Amer-
tcan academia at the time (a look back at the Gay Studies Newsletter,
under Lynch’s editorship, shows how active, as well as how precarious it
was); an intensely vital gay liberation culture was also being created
in any number of urban spaces. So I don’t know how to account for
the dependence of this book on much more distant traditions of gav
thought, mostly British or European: the work of Jeffrey Weeks, Guv
Hocquenghem, Paul Hoch, Mario Micli, Alan Bray. Already published
in books and translated into if not written in English, these texts appear
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. Between Men as canonical or established secondary sources by authors
=20 might—for any sense Between Men gives of their contemporaneity—
~:ve been dead for a century. They function in the book as objects of an
=most theologically speculative meditation, rather than as evidence of
-~es and communities actually, presently inhabited. That there was some-
—ing (in this sense) irrepressibly provincial about the young author of
=215 book is manifest. But will it make sense if I describe that provincial-
.7~ as not only a measure of her distance from the scenes of gay male
crzanvity, whose utopian invocation tacitly motivates the book, but also
= ground of her passionate, queer, and fairly uncanny identification with

The more than Balzacian founding narrative of a certain modern iden-
== for Euro-American gay men, after all, vibrates along a chord that
sretches from provincial origins to metropolitan destinies. As each indi-
~1dual story begins in the isolation of queer childhood, we compulsorily
and excruciatingly misrecognize ourselves in the available mirror of the
zromized, procreative, so-called heterosexual pre- or ex-urban nuclear family
of origin, whose bruisingly inappropriate interpellations may wound us—
those resilient or lucky enough to survive them—into life, life of a differ-
ent kind. The site of that second and belated life, those newly constituted
and denaturalized “families,” those tardy, wondering chances at trans-
formed and transforming self- and other-recognition, is the metropolis.
But a metropolis continually recruited and reconstituted by having folded
nto it the incredulous energies of the provincial. Or—I might better
sav—the provincial energies of incredulity itself.

There’s a way in which the author of this book seems not quite to
have been able to believe in the reality of the gay male communities
toward whose readership the book so palpably yearns. The yearning makes
the incredulity. It makes, too, however, the force of a bond with at least
some readers equally incredulous (in that distant moment) at the encoun-
ter with the book’s own intimate, desiring, direct address, emanating
from an unaccustomed and, to some degree, unspecified place on the
map of cultural authority, of gender/sexuality, of disciplinarity.

Obsessions are the most durable form of intellectual capital. So per-
haps it’s folly to second-guess them, even though it seems patent that the
intellectual enablements of this obsessionally motivated project were also
interlined with profound blockages. Blockage and frozenness have seemed
to characterize its address, in particular, to many of the women queer
readers whose incredulous desire it has also solicited. In fact Between Men
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has evoked rage (perhaps among other responses) on a continuing basis
from many readers. For that matter, virtually all the readers who have
forcefully used it have drawn, I believe, on a hardly less heterogeneous
and conflictual spectrum of responses to it. The proliferation, the re-
markable creativity of so much subsequent work in the field may say
something—I hope it does—for the direct or oblique energizing powers
of an unconventional literary intervention like Between Men. But it has
vastly more to say for the inveterate, gorgeous generativity, the specula-
tive generosity, the daring, the permeability, and the activism that have
long been lodged in the multiple histories of queer reading.

November 1992
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INTRODUCTION

i. Homosocial Desire

HE subject of this book is a relatively short, recent, and accessible

passage of English culture, chiefly as embodied in the mid-cight-
eenth- to mid-nineteenth-century novel. The attraction of the period to
theorists of many disciplines is obvious: condensed, sclf-reflective, and
widely mmfluential change in economic, ideological, and gender arrange-
ments. I will be arguing that concomitant changes in the structure of
the continuum of male “homosoaal desire” were tightly, often causally
bound up with the other more visible changes; that the emerging pattern
of male friendship, mentorship, entitlement, rivalry, and hetero- and ho-
mosexuality was in an intimate and shifting relation to class; and that no
clement of that pattern can be understood outside of its relation to women
and the gender system as a wholc.

“Male homosocial desire™ the phrase in the title of this study is intended
to mark both discriminations and paradoxes. “Homosocial destre,” to be-
gin with, 1s a kind of oxymoron. “Homosocial™ is a word occasionally
used in history and the social sciences, where it describes social bonds
between persons of the same sex; it is a neologism, obviously formed by
analogy with “homosexual,” and just as obviously meant to be distin-
guished from “homosexual.” In fact, it is applicd to such activities as “male
bonding,” which may, as in our society, be characterized by intense hom-
ophobia, fear and hatred of homosexuality.! To draw the “homosocial”
back into the orbit of “desire,” of the potentially erotic, then, is to hy-
pothesize the potential unbrokenness of a continuum between homoso-
cial and homosexual—a continuum whose visibility, for men, in our so-
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ciety, 1s radically disrupted. It will become clear, in the course of my
argument, that my hypothesis of the unbrokenness of this continuum is
not a genetic onc—I do not mean to discuss genital homosexual desire as
“at the root of” other forms of male homosociality—but rather a strategy
for making generalizations about, and marking historical differences in,
the structure of men's relations with other men. “Male homosocial desire”
is the name this book will give to the entire continuum.

I have chosen the word “desire” rather than “love” to mark the erotic
emphasis because, in literary critical and related discourse, “love” is more
casily used ro namce a particular emotion, and “desire” to name a struc-
ture; in this study, a scries of arguments about the structural permuta-
tions of social impulses fuels the critical dialectic. For the most part, I
will be using “desire” in a way analogous to the psychoanalytic usc of
“libido”—not for a particular aftective state or emotion, but for the af-
fective or social force, the glue, even when its manifestation is hostility
or hatred or something less emotively charged, that shapes an important
relationship. How far this force is properly sexual (what, historically, it
means for something to be “sexual”) will be an active question,

The utle is specific about male homosocial desire partly in order to ac-
knowledge from the beginning (and stress the seriousncss of) a limita-
tton of my subject; but there is a more positive and substantial reason, as
well. It is one of the main projects of this study to explore the ways in
which the shapes of sexuality, and what counts as sexuality, both depend
on and affect historical power relationships.? A corollary is that in a so-
ciety where men and women differ in their access to power, there will be
important gender differences, as well, in the structure and constitution ot
sexuality.

For instance, the diacritical opposition between the “homosocial” and
the “homoscxual” seems to be much less thorough and dichotomous for
wonien, in our society, than for men. At this particular historical mo-
ment, an intelligible continuum of aims, emotions, and valuations links
lesbianism with the other forms of women'’s attention to women: the bonc
of mother and daughter, for instance, the bond of sister and sister, wom-
en’s friendship, “networking,” and the active struggles of feminism.? The
continuum is crisscrossed with deep discontinuities—with much home-
phobia, with conflicts of race and class—but its intelligibility scems nov
a matter of simple common sense. However agonistic the politics, how-
ever conflicted the feclings, it scems at this moment to make an obviou:
kind of sense to say that women in our society who love women, wome:
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o teach, study, nurture, suckle, write about, march for, vote for, give
“Ds to, or otherwise promote the interests of other women, arc pursuing
congruent and closely related activities. Thus the adjective “homosocial”
z» applied to women’s bonds (by, for example, historian Carroll Smith-
Rosenberg)* need not be pointedly dichotomized as against “homosex-
2al™; it can intelligibly denominate the entire continuum.

The apparent simplicity—the unity—of the continuum between “wornen
.oving women” and “women promoting the interests of women,” extend-
:ng over the erotic, social, familial, economic, and political realms, would
~ot be so striking if it were not in strong contrast to the arrangement
:mong males. When Ronald Reagan and Jesse Helms get down to seri-
sus logrolling on “family policy,” they are men promoting men’s inter-
ests. (In fact, they embody Heidi Hartmann’s definition of patriarchy:
“relations between men, which have a material base, and which, though
ierarchical, establish or create interdependence and solidarity among men
Z1at enable them to dominate women.”) Is their bond in any way con-
zruent with the bond of a loving gay malc couple? Reagan and Helms
would say no—disgustedly. Most gay couples would say no—disgust-
adlv. But why not? Doesn’t the continuum between “men-loving-men”
and “men-promoting-the-interests-of-men” have the same intuitive force
that it has for women?

Quite the contrary: much of the most useful recent writing about pa-
triarchal structures suggests that “obligatory heterosexuality™ is built into
male-dominated kinship systems, or that homophobia is a necessary con-
sequence of such patriarchal institutions as heterosexual marriage.® Cleatly,
however convenient it might be to group together all the bonds that link
males to males, and by which males enhance the status of males—usefully
svmmetrical as it would be, that grouping mects with a prohibitive struc-
tural obstacle. From the vantage point of our own socicty, at any rate, it
has apparently been impossible to imagine a form of patriarchy that was
not homophobic. Gayle Rubin writes, for instance, “The suppression of
the homosexual component of human sexuality, and by corollary, the
oppression of homosexuals, is . . . a product of the same system whose
rules and relations oppress women.””

The historical manifestations of this patriarchal oppression of homo-
sexuals have been savage and nearly endless. Louis Crompton makes a
derailed case for describing the history as genocidal.® Our own socicety is
brutally homophobic; and the homophobia directed against both males
and females is not arbitrary or gratuitous, but tightly knit into the texture
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of family, gender, age, class, and race relations. Our society could not
ceasc to be homophobic and have its economic and political structures
remain unchanged.

Nevertheless, it has yet to bc demonstrated that, because most patriar-
chies structurally include homophobia, therefore patriarchy structurally
vequives homophobia. K. J. Dover’s recent study, Greek Homosexuality, seems
to give a strong counterexample in classical Greece. Male homoscxuality,
according to Dover’s evidence, was a widespread, licit, and very influen-
tial part of the culturc. Highly structured along lines of class, and within
the citizen class along lines of age, the pursuit of the adolcscent boy by
the older man was described by stereotypes that we associate with ro-
mantic heteroscxual love (conquest, surrender, the “cruel fair,” the ab-
sence of desire in the love object), with the passive part going to the bov.
At the same time, however, because the boy was destined in turn to grow
into manhood, the assignment of roles was not pcrmancm.‘) Thus the love
relationship, while temporarily oppressive to the object, had a stronglv
educational function; Dover quotes Pausanias in Plato’s Symposium as saying
“that it would be right for him [the boy] to perform any service for one
who improves him in mind and character.” !0 Along with its erotic com-
ponent, then, this was a bond of mentorship; the boys were apprentices
in the ways and virtues of Athenian citizenship, whosc privileges they in-
herited. These privileges included the power to command the labor of
slaves of both sexes, and of women of any class including their own.
“Women and slaves belonged and lived together,” Hannah Arendt writes.
The system of sharp class and gender subordination was a necessary par:
of what the male culture valued most in itself: “Contempt for laboring
originally [arose] out of a passionate striving for frecedom from necessic
and a no less passionate impatience with every effort that left no trace.
no monument, no great work worthy to remembrance™;!! so the cor-
temptible labor was left to women and slaves.

The example of the Greeks demonstrates, I think, that while heterose:.-
uality is necessary for the maintenance of any patriarchy, homophobi..
against males at any rate, is not. In fact, for the Grecks, the continuuz:
between “men loving men” and “men promoting the interests of mer”
appears to have been quite seamless. It is as if, in our terms, there wer.
no perceived discontinuity berween the male bonds at the Continenc:.
Baths and the male bonds at the Bohemian Grove'? or in the board roc:
or Senate cloakroom.

It is clear, then, that there is an asymmetry in our present society be-
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aween, on the one hand, the relatively continuous relation of female
Homosocial and homosexual bonds, and, on the other hand, the radically
discontinuous relation of male homosocial and homosexual bonds. The
example of the Greeks (and of other, tribal cultures, such as the New
Guinea “Sambia” studied by G. H. Herdt) shows, in addition, that the
structure of homosocial continuums is culturally contingent, not an in-
nate feature of either “maleness” or “femaleness.” Indeed, closely ticd
though it obviously is to questions of male vs. female power, the expla-
nation will require a more cxact mode of historical categorization than
~patriarchy,” as well, since patriarchal power structures (in Hartmann’s
sensc) characterize both Athenian and American societies. Nevertheless,
we may take as an explicit axiom that the historically differential shapes
ot male and female homosociality—much as they themselves may vary over
ume—will always be articulations and mechanisms of the enduring in-
zquality of power between women and men.

Why should the different shapes of the homosocial continuum be an
interesting question? Why should it be a lizerary question? Its importance
tor the practical politics of the gay movement as a minority rights move-
ment is already obvious from the recent history of strategic and philo-
sophical difterences between lesbians and gay men. In addition, it is the-
oretically interesting partly as a way of approaching a larger question of
~sexual politics™ Whart does it mean—what difference does it make—when
a social or political relationship 1s sexualized? If the relation of homoso-
cial to homosexual bonds is so shifty, then what theorctical framework
do we have for drawing any links between sexual and power relation-
ships?

ii.. Sexual Politics and Sexual Meaning

This question, in a variety of forms, is being posed importantly by and
for the different gender-politics movements right now. Feminist along with
gay male theorists, for instance, are disagreeing actively about how direct
the relation is between power domination and sexual sadomasochism. Start
with two arresting images: the naked, beefy motorcyclist on the front cover,
or the shockingly battered nude male corpse on the back cover, of the
recent so-called “Polysexuality” issue of Semiotext(e) (4, no. 1 [1981])—
which, for all the women in it, ought to have been called the semisex-
uality issue of Polytext. It seemed to be a purpose of that issue to insist,
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and possibly not only for reasons of radical-chic titillation, that the vio-
lence imaged in sadomasochism is not mainly theatrical, but is fully con-
tinuous with violence in the real world. Women Against Pornography
and the framers of the 1980 NOW Resolution on Lcesbian and Gay Righes
share the same view, but without the celebratory glamor: to them too it
secms intuitively clear that to sexualize violence or an image of violence
is simply to extend, unchanged, its reach and force.'® But, as other fem-
inist writers have reminded us, another view is possible. For example: is
a woman’s masochistic sexual fantasy rcally only an internalization and
endorsement, if not a cause, of her more general powcrlessness and sense
of worthlessness? Or may not the sexval drama stand in some more oblique,
or even oppositional, relation to her political experience of oppression? '*

The debate in the gay male community and ¢lsewhere over “man-boy
love” asks a cognate question: can an adult’s sexual relationship with a
child be simply a continuous part of a more general relationship of edu-
cation and nurturance? Or must the inclusion of sex qualitatively alter the
relationship, for instance in the direction of exploitiveness? In this case,
the same NOW communiqué that had assumed an unbroken continuity
between sexualized violence and real, social violence, came to the oppo-
site conclusion on pedophilia: that the injection of the scxual charge wonld
alter (would corrupt) the very substance of the relationship. Thus, in
moving from the question of sadomasochism to the question ot pedo-
philia, the “permissive” argument and the “puritanical” argument have
essentially exchanged their assumprions about how the sexual relates to
the social.

So the answer to the question “what difference does the inclusion of
sex make” to a social or political relationship, is—it varies: just as, for
different groups in different political circumstances, homosexual activity
can be either supportive of or oppositional to homosocial bonding. From
this and the other examples I have mentioned, it is clear that there is not
some ahistorical Szoff of sexuality, some scxual charge that can be simply
added to a social rclationship to “scxualize” it in a constant and predict-
able direction, or that splits off from it unchanged. Nor does it make scnse
to assume that the sexualized form epitomizes or simply condenses a broader
relationship. (As, for instance, Kathleen Barry, in Female Sexual Slavery.
places the Marquis de Sade at the very center of all forms of female
oppression, including traditional genital mutilation, incest, and the eco-
nomic as well as the sexual exploitation of prostitutes. )

Instead, an examination of the relation of sexual desire to political power
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must move along two axes. First, of course, it needs to make use of what-
ever forms of analysis are most potent for describing historically variable
power asymmetries, such as those of class and race, as well as gendcr. But
in conjunction with that, an analysis of representation itself is necessary.
Only the model of representation will let us do justice to the (broad but
not infinite or random) range of ways in which sexuality functions as a
significr for power relations. The importance of the rhetorical model in
this case is not to make the problems of scxuality or of violence or
oppression sound less immediare and urgent; it is to help us analyze and
use the really very disparate intuitions of political immediacy that come
to us from the sexual realm.

For instance, a dazzling recent article by Catherine MacKinnon, at-
tempting to go carefully over and clear ourt the grounds of disagreement
between different streams of feminist thought, arrives at the following
summary of the centrality of sexuality per se for every issue of gender:

Each element of the female gender stereotype is revealed as, in fact, sexual.
Vulnerability means the appearance/reality of casy sexual access; passivity means
receptivity and disabled resistance. . . ; softness means pregnability by
something hard. . . . Woman’s infantilization evokes pedophilia; fixation on
dismembered body parts . . . evokes fetishism; idolization of vapidity, nec-
rophilia. Narcissism insures that woman identifics with that image of hersclf
that man holds up. . . . Masochism means that pleasure in violation be-
comes her sensuality.

And MacKinnon sums up this part of her argument: “Socially, female-
ness means femininity, which means attractiveness to men, which means
sexual attractiveness, which means sexual availability on male terms.”!®

There’s a whole lot of “mean™-ing going on. MacKinnon manages to
make every manifestation of sexuality mean the same thing, by making
every instance of “meaning”™ mean something different. A trait can “mean”
as an clement in a semiotic system such as ftashion (“softness means
pregnability”); or anaclitically, it can “mcan” its complementary opposite
(“Woman’s infantilization evokes pedophilia™); or across time, it can “mean”
the consequence that it enforces (“Narcissism insures that woman iden-
afics. . . . Masochism means that plcasure in violation becomes her sen-
suality”). MacKinnon concludes, “What defines woman as such is what
turns men on.” But what defines “defines™ That every node of sexual
experience 1s in some signifying relation to the whole fabric of gender
oppression, and vice versa, is true and important, but insufficiently exact
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to be of analytic use on specific political issues. The danger lics, of course,
in the illusion that we do know from such a totalistic analysts where to
look for our sexuality and how to protect it from cxpropriation when we
find it.

On the other hand, one value of MacKinnon’s piece was as a contri-
bution to the increasing deftness with which, over the last twenty years,
the question has been posed, “Who or what is the subject of the sexuality
we (as women) enact?” It has been posed in terms more or less antic or
frontal, phallic or gyno-, angry or frantic—in short, perhaps, Anglic or
Franco-. But in different terms it is this same question that has animated
the complaint of the American “sex object” of the 1960s, the claim since
the 7os for “women’s control of our own bodics,” and the recently 1m-
ported “critique of the subject” as it is used by French feminists.

Let me take an example from the great ideological blockbuster of white
bourgeois feminism, its apothcosis, the fictional work that has most res-
onantly thematized for successive gencrations of American women the
constraints of the “feminine” role, the obstacles to and the ravenous ur-
gency of female ambition, the importance of the economic motive, the
compulsivencss and destructiveness of romantic love, and (what Mac-
Kinnon would underline) the centrality and the total alienation of female
sexuality. Of course, I am referring to Gone with the Wind. As Mac-
Kinnon’s paradigm would predict, in the life of Scarlett O’Hara, it is ex-
pressly clear that to be born female is to be defined entirely in relation to
the role of “lady,” a role that does take its shape and meaning from a
sexuality of which she is not the subject but the object. For Scarlett, to
survive as a woman docs mean learning to see sexuality, male power
domination, and her traditional gender role as all mcaning the same dan-
gerous thing. To absent herself silently from cach of them alike, and learn
to manipulate them from behind this screen as objects or pure signifiers.
as men do, is the numbing but effective lesson of her life.

However, it is only a white bourgeois feminism that this view apoth-
cosizes. As in onc of those trick rooms where water appears to run uphill
and little children look taller than their parents, it is only when viewed
from one fixed vantage in any society that sexuality, gender roles, and
power domination can scem to line up in this perfect chain of echoic
meaning. From an even slightly more ec-centric or disesmpowered per-
spective, the displacements and discontinuities of the signifying chain come
to seem increasingly definitive. For instance, if it is true in this novel thar
all the women characters exist in some meaning-ful relation to the role ot
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“ladv,” the signifying relation grows more tortuous—though at the same
ime, in the novel’s white bourgeois view, more totally determining—as
-he women’s social and racial distance from that role grows. Melanic is a
woman as she is a lady; Scarlett is a woman as she is required to be and
sretends to be a lady; but Belle Watling, the Adanta prostitute, is a woman
2ot in relation to her own role of “lady,” which is exiguous, but only
negatively, in a compensatory and at the same time parodic relation to
Melanie’s and Scarlett’s. And as for Mammy, her mind and life, in this
“1ew, are totally in thrall to the idcal of the “lady,” but in a relation that
axcludes herself entirely: she is the template, the support, the entorce-
ment, of Scarlett’s “lady” role, to the degree that her personal femaleness
‘oses any meaning whatever that is not in relation to Scarlett’s role. Whose
mother is Mammy?

At the precise intersection of domination and sexuality is the issue of
rape. Gone with the Wind—both book and movie—leaves in the memory
1 most graphic image of rape:

As the negro came running to the buggy, his black face rwisted in a leering

grin, she fired point-blank at him. . . . The negro was beside her, so close

that she could smell the rank odor of him as he tried to drag her over the
buggy side. With her own free hand she fought madly, clawing at his face,
and then she felt his big hand at her throat and, with a ripping noise, her
basque was torn open from breast to waist. Then the black hand fumbled

berween her breasts, and terror and revulsion such as she had never known
came over her and she screamed like an insanc woman.'¢

In the wake of this attack, the entire machinery by which “rape™ is sig-
nified in this culture rolls into action. Scarlett’s menfolk and their friends
in the Ku Klux Klan sct out after dark to kill the assailants and “wipc out
that whole Shantytown settlement,” with the predictable carnage on both
sides. The question of how much Scarlett is to blame for the deaths of
the white men 1s widely mooted, with Belle Watling speaking for the “lady”
role—"She caused it all, prancin’ bout Atlanta by herself, enticin’ niggers
and trash”—and Rhett Butler, as so often, speaking from the central vi-
sion of the novel’s bourgeois feminism, assuring her that her desperate
sense of guilt is purely superstitious (chs. 46, 47). In preparation for this
central incident, the novel had cven raised the issue of the legal trearment
of rape victims (ch. 42). And the cffect of that carlier case, the classic
effect of rape, had already been to abridge Scarlett’s own mobility and,
hence, personal and cconomic power: it was to expedite her business that
she had needed to ride by Shantytown in the first place.
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The attack on Scarlett, in short, fully means rape, both fo ey and to all
the forces in her culture that produce and circulate powerful meanings.
It makes no difference at all that one constituent ¢lement of rape is miss-
ing; but the missing constituent is simply sex. The attack on Scarlett had
been for money; the black hands had fumbled between the white breasts
because the man had been told that was where she kept her money; Scar-
lett knew that; there is no mention of any other motive; but it docs not
matter in the lcast, the absent sexuality lcaves no gap in the character’s,
the novel's, or the society’s discourse of rape.

Nevertheless, Gone with the Wind is not a novel that omits enforced
sexuality. We are shown one actual rape in fairly graphic detail; but when
it is white hands that scrabble on white skin, its ideological name is “blisstul
marriage.” “[Rhett] had humbled her, used her brutally through a wild
mad night and she had gloried in it” (ch. s4). The sexual predations of
white men on Black women are also a presence in the novel, but the issue
of force vs. consent is ncver raised there; the whit= male alicnation of a
Black woman’s sexuality is shaped diffcrently from the alienation of the
white woman’s, to the degree that rape ceases to be a meaningful term at
all. And if forcible sex cver did occur between a Black male and female
character in this world, the scxual event itself would have no signifying
power, since Black sexuality “means” here only as a grammatic transfor-
mation of a sentence whose true implicit subject and object are white.

We have in this protofeminist novel, then, in this ideological micro-
cosm, a symbolic cconomy in which both the meaning of rape and rape
itself are insistently circulated. Because of the racial fracture of the soci-
ety, however, rape and its meaning circulate in precisely opposite divections.
It 1s an extreme case; the racial fracture is, in America, more sharply di-
chotomized than others cxcept perhaps for gender. Still, other symbolic
fractures such as class (and by fractures I mean the hnes along which
quantitative differentials of power may in a given society be read as qual-
itative differentials with some other name) are abundant and actively dis-
ruptive in every social constitution. The signifying relation of sex to power.
of sexual alicnation to political oppression, is not the most stable, but
precisely the most volatile of social nodes, under this pressure.

Thus, it is of serious political importance that our tools for examining
the signifying relation be subtle and discriminate ones, and that our lit-
crary knowledge of the most crabbed or oblique paths of meaning nos
be oversimplified in the face of panic-inducing images of real violence.
especially the violence of, around, and to sexuality. To assume that sex
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signifies power in a flat, unvarying relation of metaphor or synecdoche
will always entail a blindness, not to the rhetorical and pyrotechnic, but
to such historical categories as class and race. Before we can fully achieve
and use our intuitive grasp of the leverage that sexual relations seem to
offer on the relations of oppression, we need more—more different, more
complicated, more diachromcally apt, more off-centered—more daring and
prehensile applications of our present understanding of what it may mean
tor one thing to signify another.

iii. Sex or History?

It will be clear by this point that the centrality of sexual questions in
this study is important to its methodological ambitions, as well. I am going,
t0 be recurring to the subject of sex as an especially charged leverage-
point, or point for the exchange of meanings, between gender and class
iand in many societies, race), the sets of categories by which we ordinar-
ilv try to describe the divisions of human labor. And methodologically, I
want to situate these readings as a contribution to a dialectic within femn-
inist theory between more and less historicizing views of the oppression
of women.

In a rough way, we can label the extremes on this theoretical spectrum
“Marxist feminism” for the most historicizing analysis, “radical femin-
ism” for the least. Of course, “radical feminism” is so called not because
it occupies the farthest “left” space on a conventional political map, but
because it takes gender itself, gender alone, to be the most radical divi-
sion of human experience, and a relatively unchanging one.

For the purposes of the present argument, in addition, and for reasons
that I will explain more fully later, I am going to be assimilating “French”
feminism—deconstructive and/or Lacanian-oriented feminism—to the
radical-feminist end of this spectrum. “French” and “radical” feminism differ
on very many very important issues, such as how much respect they give
to the brute fact that evervone gets categorized as either female or male;
but they are alike in seeing all human culture, language, and life as struc-
tured in the first place—structured radically, transhistorically, and essen-
tially similarly, however coarsely or finely—by a drama of gender difter-
ence. (Chapter 1 discusses more fully the particular terms by which this
structuralist motive will be represented in the present study.) French-
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feminist and radical-feminist prose tend to share the same vatic, and perhaps
imperialistic, uses of the present tense. In a sense, the polemical energy
behind my arguments will be a desire, through the rhetorically volatile
subject of sex, to recruit the representational finesse of deconstructive
feminism in the service of a more historically discriminate mode of analv-
sis.

The choice of sexuality as a thematic emphasis of this study makes salient
and problematical a division of thematic emphasis between Marxist-fem-
inist and radical-feminist theory as they are now practiced. Specifically.
Marxist feminism, the study of the deep interconnections between on the
one hand historical and economic change, and on the other hand the vi-
cissitudes of gender division, has typically proceeded in the absence of =
theory of sexuality and without much interest in the meaning or experi-
ence of sexuality. Or more accurately, it has held implicitly to a view o
female sexuality as something that is essentially of a picce with reproduc-
tion, and hence appropriately studied with the tools of demography; or
elsc essentially of a piece with a simple, prescriptive hegemonic ideolog.
and hence appropriately studied through intellectual or legal history. Wher:
important advances have been made by Marxist-feminist-oriented re-
search into sexuality, it has been in arcas that were already explicitly dis-
tinguished as deviant by the society’s legal discourse: signally, homosex-
uality for men and prostitution for women. Marxist feminism has bec:
of little help in unpacking the historical meanings of women’s experien.:
of heterosexuality, or even, until it becomes legally and medically visib.:
in this century, of lesbianism.!”

Radical feminism, on the other hand, in the many different forms I a
classing under that head, has been relatively successful in placing sexua -
ity in a prominent and interrogative position, one that often allows scor:
for the decentered and the contradictory. Kathleen Barry’s Female Sexi:.:
Slavery, Susan Gritfin’s Pornography and Silence, Gilbert and Gubar’s 7o
Madwoman in the Attic, Jane Gallop’s The Daughter’s Seduction, and A--
drea Dworkin’s Pornography: Men Possessing Women make up an exceec-
ingly heterogencous group of texts in many respects—in style, in u--
gency, in explicit feminist identification, in French or American affiliatior.
in “brow”-elevation level. They have in common, however, a view th::
sexuality is centrally problematical in the formation of women’s exper:-
ence. And in more or less sophisticated formulations, the subject as we..
as the ultimate object of female heterosexuality within what is called p:-
triarchal culture are seen as male. Whether in literal interpersonal term:
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or in internalized psychological and linguistic terms, this approach priv-
“eges sexuality and often sees it within the context of the structure that
Zévi-Strauss analyzes as “the male traffic in women.”

This family of approaches has, however, shared with other forms of
swructuralism a difficulty in dealing with the diachronic. It is the essence
of structures viewed as such to reproduce themselves; and histonical change
om this point of view appears as something outside of structure and
“~reatening—or worse, #ot threatening—to it, rather than in a formative
:nd dialectical relation with it. History tends thus to be either invisible
=r viewed in an impoverishingly glaring and contrastive light.'® Implic-
-Zv or explicitly, radical feminism tends to deny that the meaning of gen-
Zer or sexuality has ever significantly changed; and more damagingly, it
22n make future change appear impossible, or necessarily apocalyptic, even
“hough desirable. Alternatively, it can radically oversimplify the prereq-
zisites for significant change. In addition, history even in the residual,
snchronic form of class or racial difference and conflict becomes invisi-
~le or excessively coarsened and dichotomized in the universalizing struc-
—aralist view.

As feminist readers, then, we seem poised for the moment between
-zading sex and reading history, at a choice that appears (though, it must
~¢. wrongly) to be between the synchronic and the diachronic. We know
—hat it must be wrongly viewed in this way, not only because in the ab-
szract the synchronic and the diachronic must ultimately be considered in
-¢lation to one another, but because specifically in the disciplines we are
considering they are so mutually inscribed: the narrative of Marxist his-
orv Is so graphic, and the schematics of structuralist sexuality so narra-
ave.

I will be trying in this study to activate and use some of the potential
congruences of the two approaches. Part of the underpinning of this at-
zempt will be a continuing meditation on ways in which the category ide-
sogv can be used as part of an analysis of sexuality. The two categories
seem comparable in several important ways: each mediates between the
material and the representational, for instance; ideology, like sexuality as
we have discussed it, both epitomizes and itself influences broader social
relations of power; and each, I shall be arguing, mediates similarly be-
wween diachronic, narrative structures of social experience and syn-
<hronic, graphic ones. If commonsense suggests that we can roughly group
nistoricizing, “Marxist” feminism with the diachronic and the narrative,
and “radical,” structuralist, deconstructive, and “French” feminisms with
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the synchronic and the graphic, then the methodological promise of these
two mediating categories will be understandable.

In The German Ideology, Marx suggests that the function of ideology is
to conceal contradictions in the status quo by, for instance, recasting them
into a diachronic narrative of origins. Corresponding to that function,
one important structure of ideology is an idcalizing appeal to the out-
dated values of an earlicr system, in defense of a later system that in prac-
tice undermines the material basis of those values.!?

For instance, Juliet Mitchell analyzes the importance of the family in
ideologically justifying the shift to capitalism, in these terms:

The peasant masses of feudal socicty had individual private property; their
ideal was simply more of it. Capitalist society seemed to offer more because
it stressed the dez of individual private property in a new context {or in a
context of new ideas). Thus it offered individualism (an old value) plus the
apparently new means for its greater realization—freedom and cquality (val-
ucs that arc conspicuously absent from feudalism). However, the only place
where this ideal could be given an apparently concrete base was in the main-
tenance of an old institution: the family. Thus the family changed from being
the economic basis of individual private property under feudalism to being
the focal point of the #dea of individual private property under a system that
banished such an economic form from its central mode of production—cap-
ttalism. . . . The working class work socially in production for the private
property of a few capitalists i the hope of individual private property for
themselves and their familics.?

The phrase “A man’s home is his castle” offers a nicely condensed ex-
ample of ideological construction in this sense. It reaches back to an emp-
tied-out image of mastery and integration under feudalism in order t
propel the male wage-worker forward to further feats of alienared labo:.
in the service of a now atomized and embattled, but all the more inter-
sively idealized home. The man who has this home is a different persor
from the lord who has a castle; and the forms of property implied in d<
two possessives (his [mortgaged] home/ his [inherited] castle) are not on:
different but, as Mitchell points out, mutually contradicrory. The contr:-
diction is assuaged and filled in by transferring the lord’s political ar:
economic control over the envivons of his castle to an image of the f:-
ther’s personal control over the inmates of his house. The ideological to:-
mulation thus permits a criss-crossing of agency, temporality, and space
It is important that ideology in this sense, even when its form is flar-
declarative (“A man’s home is his castle™), ts always at least implicitly na--
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-ative, and that, in order for the reweaving of ideology to be truly invis-
:sle. the narrative is necessarily chiasmic in structure: that is, that the subject
»f the beginning of the narrative is different from the subject at the end,
:nd that the two subjects cross each other in a rhetorical figure that con-
zeals their discontinuity.

It is also important that the sutures of contradiction in these ideolog-

.22l narratives become most visible under the disassembling cye of an al-
-zmative narrative, ideological as that narrative may itself be. In addition,
—~¢ diachronic opening-out of contradictions within the status quo, even
hen the project of that diachronic recasting is to conceal those very
snrradictions, can have just the opposite effect of making them newly
“sible, offering a new leverage for critique. For these reasons, distin-
zuishing between the construction and the critique of ideological narra-
—wve is not always even a theoretical possibility, even with relatively flat
zaxts; with the fat rich texts we are taking for examples in this project,
=2 such attempt will be made.

Sexuality, like ideology, depends on the mutual redefinition and occlu-
::on of synchronic and diachronic formulations. The developmental fact
-~at. as Frcud among others has shown, even the naming of sexuality as
:zch is always retroactive in relation to most of the sensations and emo-
=ons that constitute it,2! is Aistorically important. What counis as the sex-
2z} 1s, as we shall see, variable and itself political. The exact, contingent
:cace of indeterminacy—the place of shifting over time—of the mutual
~>undaries between the political and the sexual is, in fact, the most fertile
:cace of ideological formation. This is true because ideological forma-
—on, like sexuality, depends on retroactive change in the naming or label-
:ag of the subject.??

The two sides, the political and the erotic, necessarily obscure and mis-
~zpresent each other—but in ways that offer important and shifting af-
“ardances to all parties in historical gender and class struggle.

iv. What This Book Does

The difficult but potentially productive tension between historical and
sucturalist forms of feminism, in the theoretical grounding of this book,
;s echoed by a tension in the book between historical and more properly
.terary organization, methodologies, and emphases. Necessarily because
27 my particular aptitudes and training, if for no better reason, the his-
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torical argument almost throughout is embodied in and guided by the
readings of the literary texts. For better and for worse, the large historical
narrative has an off-centering effect on the discrete readings, as the in-
troversive techniques of literary analysis have in turn on the historical ar-
gument. The resulting structure represents a continuing negotiation
between the book’s historicizing and dehistoricizing motives. The two ways
in which T have described to myself the purpose of this book express 2
similar tension: first, to make it casier for readers to focus intelligently on
male homosocial bonds throughout the heterosexual European erotic ethos:
bur secondly, to usc the subject of sexuality to show the usefulness o:
certain Marxist-feminist historical categories for literary criticism, whers
they have so far had relatively little impact.

Chapter 1 of the book, “Gender Asymmetry and Erotic Triangles,” lo-
cates the book’s focus on male homosocial desire within the structure
context of triangular, heterosexual desire. René Girard, Freud, and Lévi-
Strauss, especially as he is interpreted by Gayle Rubin, offer the basic
paradigm of “male traffic in women” that will underlie the cntire book
In the next thrce chapters a historically deracinated reading of Shake-
speare’s Sonnets, a partially historical reading of Wycherley’s The Couni:-
Wife, and a reading of Sterne’s A Sentimental Journey in relation to th:
incxtricable gender, class, and national anxietics of mid-eighteenth-cez-
tury English men both establish some persistent paradigms for discu:-
sion, and begin to locate them specifically in the terms of modern E--
gland.

Chapters s and 6, on homophobia and the Romantic Gothic, discu:-
the paranoid Gothic tradition in the novel as an exploration of the changim =
meaning and importance of homophobia in England during and after t--
cighteenth century. A reading of James Hogg's Confessions of a Justir: -
Sinner treats homophobia not most immediately as an oppression of k-
mosexual men, but as a tool for manipulating the entire spectrum of mz =
bonds, and hence the gender systcm as a whole.

Chapters 7 and 8 focus on more “mainstrcam,” public Victorian ide -
logical fictions, and on the fate of the women who are caught up in mz:
homosocial exchange. This section treats three Victorian texts, histori—
or mock-historical, that claim to offer accounts of changes in wome: =
relation to male bonds: Tennyson’s The Princess, Thackeray’s Henrv Z -
mond, and Eliot’s Adam Bede; it approaches most explicitly the dittere=-
explanatory claims of structuralist and historical approaches to sex =2
gender.
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Chapters ¢ and 10, on Dickens’ Victorian Gothic, show how Dickens’
“ast two novels delineate the interactions of homophobia with nine-
=eenth-century class and racial as well as gender division.

Finally, a Coda, “Toward the Twentieth Century: English Readers of
Whitman,” uses an account of some influential English (mis-)under-
standings of Whitman’s poetry, to sketch in the links between mid-Vic-
-orian English sexual politics and the familiar modern Anglo-American
-andscape of male homosexuality, heterosexuality, and homophobia as (we
-hink) we know them.

The choices I have made of texts through which to embody the argu-
=ient of the book are specifically #or meant to begin to delineate a sepa-
-ate male-homosocial literary canon. In fact, it will be essential to my ar-
zument to claim that the European canon as it exists is already such a
zanon, and most so when it is most heterosexual. In this sense, it would
~erhaps be easiest to describe this book (as will be done more explicitly
. chapter 1) as a recasting of, and a refocusing on, René Girard’s trian-
zular schematization of the existing European canon in Deceit, Desive, and
~ie Novel. In fact, I have simply chosen texts at pleasure from within or
zlongside the English canon that represented particularly interesting in-
serpretive problems, or particularly symptomatic historical and ideologi-
22l nodes, for understanding the politics of male homosociality.

I hope it is obvious by this point that I mean to situate this book in a
Zialectically usable, rather than an authoritative, relation to the rapidly
Zeveloping discourse of feminist theory. Of course, the readings and
‘aterpretations are as careful in their own terms as I have known how to
~1ake them; bur at the same time I am aware of having privileged certain
zrresting (and hence achronic) or potentially generalizable formulations,
1 the hope of making interpretations like these dialectically available to
-eaders of other texts, as well. The formal models I have had in mind for
“is book are two very different books, Girard’s Deceit, Desive, and the
Norel and Dorothy Dinnerstein’s The Mermaid and the Minotaur: not in
Tnis instance because of an agreement with the substance of their argu-
ments, but because cach in a relatively short studv with an apparently
:diosvncratic focus nevertheless conveys a complex of ideas forcefully
znough—even, repetitiously enough—to make it 2 usable part of any
rzader’s repertoire of approaches to her or his personal experience and
“ature reading. From that position in the repertoire each can be—must
ce—criticized and changed. To take such a position has been my ambi-
zion for this book. Among the directions of critique and alteration that
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seem to me most called for, but which I have been unable so far to in-
corporate properly in the argument itself, are the following:

First, the violence done by my historicizing narrative to the literarv
rcadings proper shows perhaps most glaringly in the overriding of dis-
tinctions and structural considerations of genre. And in general, the number
and the differentness of the many different mechanisms of mediation be-
twecn history and text—mechanisms with names like, for instance, “lit-
erary convention,” “literary history”—nced to be reasserted in newly
applicable formulations.

At the same time, the violences done to a historical argument by em-
bodying it in a series of readings of works of literature are probably ever
more numerous and damaging. Aside from issucs of ideological conden-
sation and displacement that will be discussed in chapters 7 and 8, the
form of violence most obvious to me is simply the himitation of my ar-
gument o the “book-writing classes”—a group that is distinctive in morc
than merely socioeconomic terms, but importantly in those terms as wel.

Next, the isolation, not to mention the absolute subordination, ¢
womern, in the structural paradigm on which this study is based (see chapte-
1 for more on this) is a distortion that necessarily fails to do justice t:
women’s own powers, bonds, and struggles.?* The absence of lesbianisz:
from the book was an carly and, I think, necessary decision, since nv
argument is structured around the distinctive relation of the male he-
mosocial spectrum to the transmission of unequally distributed pove-
Nevertheless, the exclusively heterosexual perspective of the book’s atrer-
tion to women is seriously impoverishing in itself, and also an index . -
the larger distortion. The reading of Henry Esmond is the only onc th::
explicitly considers the bond of woman with woman in the context -
male homosocial exchange; but much better analyses are necded of -
relations between female-homosocial and male-homosocial structures.

The book’s almost exclusive focus on male authors is, T think, similar
justificd for this early stage of this particular inquiry; but it has a simi 2>
effect of impoverishing our sense of women’s own cultural resources -
resistance, adaptation, revision, and survival. My reluctance to dist:-
guish between “ideologizing” and “de-ideologizing” narratives may he -
had, paradoxically, a similar effect of presenting the “canonical” cultur—
discourse in an excessively protean and inescapable (because internc..
contradictory) form. In additon, the relation between the traffic-in-wors.
paradigm used here and hypotheses, such as Dinnerstein’s, Chodorow -
and Kristeva’s in Powers of Horror, of a primary fear in men and worr. -
of the maternal power of women, is yet to be analyzed.
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Again, the lack of entirely usable paradigms, at this early moment in
zmunist theory, for the complicated relations among violence, scxual vio-
.z1ce, and the sadomasochistic sexualization of violence,?* has led me in
=is book to a perhaps inappropriately gentle emphasis on modes of gen-
Zzr oppression that could be (more or less metaphorically) described in
220NOMIC terms.

At the same time, the erotic and individualistic bias of literature itself,
:=d the relative ease—not to mention the genuine pleasure—of using
“zminist theoretical paradigms to write about eros and sex, have led to a
-:.ative decmphasis of the many, crucially important male homosocial bonds
=zt are less glamorous to talk about—such as the institutional, bureau-
zaic, and military.
rinally, and I think most importantly, the focus of this study on spe-
~=callv English social structures, combined with the hegemonic claim for
-zniversality” that has historically been implicit in the entire discourse of
Z=ropean social and psychological analysis, leave the relation of my dis-
~zssion to non-European cultures and people entirely unspecified, and at
c-asent, perhaps, to some extent unspecifiable. A running subtext of
::mparisons between English sexual ideology and some ideologies of
American racism is not a token attempt to conceal that gap in the book’s
::wverage, but an attempt to make clear to other American readers some
.7 the points of reference in white America that I have used in thinking
:>out English ideology. Perhaps what one can most appropriately ask of
-z:ders who find this book’s formulations useful is simply to remember
—wzt, Important as it is that they be criticized at every step of even Eu-
-:pean applications, any attempt to treat them as cross-cultural or (far
—ore) as universal ought to involve the most searching and particular
2malvsis.

As a woman and a feminist writing (in part) about male homosexual-
7. I feel I must be especially explicit about the political groundings, as-
:zmptions, and ambitions of this study in that regard, as well. My inten-
= =0 throughout has been to conduct an antthomophobic as well as feminist
~zuiry. However, most of the (little) published analysis up to now of
==z relation between women and male homosexuality has been at a lower
.zvel of sophistication and care than either feminist or gay male analysis
-:narately. In the absence of workable formulations about the male hom-
-social spectrum, this literature has, with only a few recent exceptions,
+20scribed to one of two assumptions: either that gay men and all women
:zare a “natural,” transhistorical alliance and an essential identity of in-
zrests (e.g., in breaking down gender stereotypes);© or else that male
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homosexuality is an epitome, a personification, an cffect, or perhaps a
primary cause of woman-hating.?” I do not believe either of these as-
sumptions to be true. Especially because this study discusses a contin-
uum, a potential structural congruence, and a (shifting) relation of meaning
between male homosexual relationships and the male patriarchal relations
by which women are oppressed, it is important to emphasize that I am
not assuming or arguing either that patriarchal power is primarily or nec-
essarily homosexual (as distinct from homosocial), or that male homosex-
ual desire has a primary or necessary relationship to misogyny. Either o
those arguments would be homophobic and, I belicve, inaccurate. I will.
however, be arguing that homophobia directed by men against men 1:
misogynistic, and perhaps transhustorically so. (By “misogynistic” I mear.
not only that it is oppressive of the so-called feminine in men, but that i:
is oppressive of women.) The greatest potential for misinterpretation lie:
here. Because “homosexuality” and “homophobia” are, in any of the:-
avatars, historical constructions, because thcy are likely to concern them:-
sclves intensely with cach other and to assume interlocking or mirrorinz
shapes, because the theater of their struggle is likely to be intrapsychic c-
intra-institutional as well as public, it is not always casy (somectimes bare.

possible) to distinguish them from each other. Thus, for instance, Frcuc':
study of Dr. Schreber shows clearly that the repression of homosexual desi+:
in a man who by any commonsense standard was hcterosexual, occ:-
sioned paranoid psychosis; the psychoanalytic use that has been made -
this perception, however, has been, not against homophobia and its sct.:-
zogenic force, but against homosexuality—against homoscxuals—on zc-
count of an association between “homosexuality” and mental illness.~
Similar confusions have marked discussions of the relation between “h:-
mosexuality” and fascism. As the historically constructed nature of “h--
mosexuality” as an institution becomes more fully understood, it shou. -
become possible to understand these distinctions in a more exact and le:-
prejudicious theoretical context.

Thus, profound and intuitable as the bonds between feminism and 2--
tthomophobia often are in our society, the two forces are not the sar:
As the alliance between them is not automatic or transhistorical, it w:_
be most fruitful if it is analytic and unpresuming. To shed light on <=
grounds and implications of that alliance, as well as, through these issuz:.
on formative literary texts, is an aim of the readings that follow.



CHAPTER ONE

Gender Asymmetry and
Erotic Triangles

HE graphic schema on which I am going to be drawing most heav-

ily in the readings that follow is the triangle. The triangle is useful
=5 a figure by which the “commonsense™ of our intellectual tradition
<chematizes crotic relations, and because it allows us to condense into a
~xtaposition with that folk-perception several somewhat different streams
-7 recent thought.

René Girard’s carly book, Deceit, Desire, and the Novel, was itself some-
-sing of a schematization of the folk-wisdom of erotic triangles. Through
-eadings ot major European fictions, Girard traced a calculus of power
tnat was structured by the relation of rivalry between the two active
iembers of an erotic triangle. What is most interesting for our purposcs
-2 his study is its insistence that, in any crotic rivalry, the bond that links
==e two rivals is as intense and potent as the bond that links cither of the
—wals to the beloved: that the bonds of “rivalry” and “love,” difterently
:: they are experienced, are equally powerful and in many scnses equiv-
=ent. For instance, Girard finds many cxamples in which the choice of
e beloved is determined in the first place, not by the qualities of the
~eloved, but by the beloved’s already being the choice of the person who
~as been chosen as a rival. In fact, Girard seems to sce the bond between
=vals in an erotic triangle as being even stronger, more heavily determi-
~ant of actions and choices, than anything in the bond between cither of
e lovers and the beloved. And within the male-centered novelistic tra-
Zimon of European high culture, the triangles Girard traces are most often
shose int which two males are rtvals for a female; 1t is the bond between
males that he most assiduously uncovers.
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The index to Girard’s book gives only two citations for “homosexual-
ity” per se, and it is onc of the strengths of his formulation not to depend
on how homosexuality as an entity was perceived or cxperienced—in-
dced, on what was or was not considered sexual—at any given historical
moment. As a matter of fact, the symmetry of his formulation always de-
pends on suppressing the subjective, historically determined account of which
feelings are or are not part of the body of “sexuality.” The transhistorica!
clarity gained by this organizing move naturally has a cost, however. Psv-
choanalysis, the recent work of Foucault, and feminist historical scholar-
ship all suggest that the place of drawing the boundary between the sex-
unal and the not-sexual, like the place of drawing the boundary betweer
the realms of the two genders, is variable, but is #ot arbitrary. That is (=
the example of Gone with the Wind suggests), the placement of the
boundaries in a particular society atfects not mercly the definitions of those
terms themsclves—sexual/nonscxual, masculine/femininc—but also th:
apportionment of forms of power that arc not obviously sexual. Thes:
include control over the means of production and reproduction of goodis.
persons, and meanings. So that Girard’s account, which thinks it is de-
scribing a dialectic of power abstracted from either the male/female c-
the sexual/nonsexual dichotomics, is leaving out of consideration catc-
gories that in fact preside over the distribution of power in every knov.~
society. And because the distribution of power according to these dich:-
tomices is not and possibly cannot be symmetrical, the hidden symmetrz-
that Girard’s triangle helps us discover will always in turn discover h::-
den obliquities. At the same time, e¢ven to bear in mind the lurking po:-
sibility of the Girardian symmetry is to be possessed of a graphic tool =: -
historical measure. It will make it easier for us to perceive and discuss ==z
mutual inscription in these texts of male homosocial and heterosocial c:+
sire, and the resistances to them.

Girard’s argument is of course heavily dependent, not only on a br -
liant intuition for taking scriously the reccived wisdom of sexual folkle -]
but also on a schematization from Freud: the Ocdipal triangle, the <7
ation of the yvoung child that is attempting to situate itself with resc:
to a powerful father and a beloved mother. Freud’s discussions of ==
ctiology of “homosexuality™ (which current rescarch seems to be rerc:-
ing questionable as a sct of gencralizations about personal historics -
“homosexuals™)? suggest homo- and heterosexual outcomes in adul:: -
be the result of a complicated play of desire for and identification = 3
the parent of cach gender: the child routes its desirc/identification thre .
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che mother to arrive at a role like the father’s, or vice versa. Richard Klein
summarizes this argument as follows:

In the normal development of the little boy’s progress towards heterosex-
uality, he must pass, as Freud says with increasing insistence in latc essays
like “Terminable and Interminable Analysis,” through the stage of the “pos-
itve” Oedipus, a homocrotic identification with his father, a position of ef-
teminized subordination to the father, as a condition of finding a model for
his own heterosexual role. Conversely, in this theory, the development of the
male homosexual requires the postulation of the father’s absence or distance
and an abnormally strong identification by the child with the mother, in which
the child takes the place of the father. There results from this scheme a sur-
vrising neutralization of polarities: heterosexuality in the male . . . presup-
noses a homosexual phase as the condition of its normal possibility: homo-

~6\'uality obversely, requires that the child experience a powerful heterosexual
‘dentification.?

I havé mentioned that Girard’s reading presents itself as one whose
smmetry is undisturbed by such differences as gender; although the tri-
z=gles that most shape his view tend, in the European tradition, to in-
- alve bonds of “rivalry” between males “over” a woman, in his view any
-:1ation of rivalry is structured by the same play of emulation and iden-
=ccation, whether the entities occupying the corners of the triangle be
~zroes, heroines, gods, books, or whatever. In describing the Oedipal
Zrzma, Freud notoriously tended to place a male in the generic position
-2 ~child” and treat the case of the female as being more or less the same,
-~urtatis mutandis”; at any rate, as Freud is interpreted by conventional
~merican psychoanalysis, the enormous difference in the degree and kind
-7 temale and male power enters psychoanalytic view, when at all, as a
-zsult rather than as an active determinant of familial and intrapsychic
—uctures of development. Thus, both Girard and Freud (or at least the
=reud of this interpretive tradition) treat the erotic triangle as symmet-
= z2]—in the sense that its structure would be relatively unaffected by the
~ower difference that would be introduced by a change in the gender of
‘=2 of the participants.

In addition, the asymmetry I spoke of in section 1 of the Introduc-
= »n—the radically disrupted continuum, in our society, between sexual
:~d nonsexual male bonds, as against the relatively smooth and palpable
conunuum of female homosocial desire—might be expected to alter the
s—ucture of erotic triangles in ways that depended on gender, and for
- zich neither Freud nor Girard would ofter an account. Both Freud and
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Girard, in other words, treat erotic triangles under the Platonic light that
perceives no discontinuity in the homosocial continuum—none, at ans
rate, that makes much difference—even in modern Western society. There
is a kind of bravery about the proceeding of each in this respect, but =
historical blindness, as well.

Recent rereadings and reinterpretations of Freud have gone much far-
ther in taking into account the asymmetries of gender. In France, recer:
psychoanalytic discourse impelled by Jacques Lacan identifies power, lar.-
guage, and the Law itself with the phallus and the “namec of the father.”
It goes without saying that such a discourse has the potential for settinz
in motion both femmist and virulently misogynistic analyses; it does. :-
any rate, offer tools, though not (so far) historically sensitive ones, fc:
describing the mechanisms of patriarchal power in terms that are at onc:
intrapsychic (Oedipal conflict) and public (language and the Law
Moreover, by distinguishing (however incompletely) the phallus, the |-
cus of power, from the actual anatomical penis,® Lacan’s account creazs:
a space in which anatomic sex and cultural gender may be distinguish<=
from one another and in which the different paths of men’s relations -
male power might be cxplored (e.g. in terms of class). In addition, it suz-
gests ways of talking about the relation between the individual male a7 -
the cultural institutions of masculine domination that fall usefully unc::
the rubric of representation.

A further contribution of Lacanian psychoanalysis that will be imp -
tant for our investigation is the subtlety with which it articulates the s:>-
pery relation—already adumbrated in Freud—between desire and id:y
tification. The schematic elegance with which Richard Klein, in the pass:=
I have quoted, is able to summarize the feminizing potential of desire - ¢
a woman and the masculinizing potential of subordination to a man, o 3
at least something to a Lacanian grinding of the lenses through wi:
Freud is being viewed. In Lacan and those who have learned from L7
an elaborate meditation on introjection and incorporation forms the -~
between the apparently dissimilar processes of desire and identificaric -

Recent American feminist work by Dorothy Dinnerstein and Na~ g
Chodorow also revises Freud in the direction of greater attention to £:7]
der/power difference. Coppélia Kahn summarizes the common then:: |
their argument (which she applies to Shakespeare) as follows:

Most children, male or female, in Shakespeare’s time, Freud’s, or ours. =
not only borne but raised by women. And thus arises a crucial ditteres::
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aerween the gicl’s developing sense of identity and the boy’s. For though she
tollows the same sequence of symbiotic union, separation and individuation,
dentification, and object love as the boy, her temininity arises in relation to
1 person of the same sex, while his masculinity arises in relation to a person
of the opposite sex. Her femininity is reinforced by her original symbiotic union
-with her mother and by the identification with her that must precede iden-
arv, while his masculinity is threatened by the same union and the same
:dentification. While the boy’s sense of szlf begins in union with the femi-
nine, his sense of masculinity anises against it.*

[t should be clear, then, from what has gone before, on the one hand
=~at there are many and thorough asymmetries between the sexual con-
—auums of women and men, between female and male sexuality and
= >mosociality, and most pointedly between homosocial and heterosocial
- dect choices for males; and on the other hand that the status of women,
2=d the whole question of arrangements between genders, is deeply and
~escapably inscribed in the structure even of relationships that seem to
siclude women—even in male homosocial/lhomosexual relationships. Heidi
Zartmann’s definition of patriarchy in terms of “relationships between
—en” (see Introduction 1), in making the power relationships between
~z2n and women appear to be dependent on the power relationships be-
wween men and men, suggests that large-scale social structures are con-
muent with the male-male-female crotic triangles described most force-
“ziv by Girard and articulated most thoughtfully by others. We can go
~orther than that, to say that in any male-dominated society, there is a
<ecial relationship between male homosocial (including homosexual) de-
<re and the structures for maintaining and transmitting patriarchal power:
: relationship founded on an inherent and potentially active structural
zongruence. For historical reasons, this special relationship may take the
->mm of ideological homophobia, ideological homosexuality, or some highly
sonflicted bur intensively structured combination of the two. (Lesbian-
:sm also must always be in a special relation to patriarchy, but on difter-
:21 {[sometimes opposite] grounds and working through difterent mech-
Z71SmS. )

Perhaps the most powerful recent argument through (and against) a
~aditional discipline that bears on these issues has occurred within an-
“ropology. Based on readings and critiques of Lévi-Strauss and Engels,
=1 addition to Freud and Lacan, Gayle Rubin has argued in an influential
=ssav that patriarchal heterosexuality can best be discussed in terms of one
or another form of the traffic in women: it is the use of women as ex-
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changeable, perhaps symbolic, property for the primary purpose of ce-
menting the bonds of men with men. For example, Lévi-Strauss writes,
“The total relationship of exchange which constitutes marriage is not es-
tablished between a man and a woman, but between two groups of men.
and the woman figures only as one of the objects in the exchange, not as
one of the partners.”® Thus, like Freud’s “heterosexual” in Richard Klein’s
account, Lévi-Strauss’s normative man uses a woman as a “conduit of a
relationship” in which the true partner is 2 man.® Rejecting Lévi-Strauss’s
celebratory treatment of this relegation of women, Rubin offers, instead.
an array of tools for specifying and analyzing it.

Luce Irigaray has used the Lévi-Straussian description of the traffic i
women to make a resounding though expensive leap of register in her
discussion of the relation of hetcrosexual to male homosocial bonds. Ir.
the reflections translated into English as “When the Goods Get To-
gether,” she concludes: “[Male] homosexuality is the law that regulates
the sociocultural order. Heterosexuality amounts to the assignment of role:
in the economy.”” To begin to describe this relation as having the asym-
metry of (to put it roughly) parole to langue is wonderfully pregnant; 1=
her use of it here is not a historically responsive one, still it has potentiz
for increasing our ability to register historical difference.

The expensiveness of Irigaray’s vision of male homosexuality is, oddl.
in a sacrifice of sex itself: the male “homosexuality” discussed here turr:
out to represent anything bur actual sex betcen men, which—although ::
is also, importantly, called “homosexuality”—has something like the sar:
invariable, tabooed status for her larger, “real” “homosexuality” that 1--
cest has in principle for Lévi-Straussian kinship in general. Even Iriga:-
ay’s supple machinery of meaning has the effect of transfixing, then su--
limating, the quicksilver of sex itself.

The loss of the diachronic in a formulation like Irigaray’s is, again, mcs-
significant, as well. Recent anthropology, as well as historical work o
Foucault, Sheila Rowbotham, Jeffrey Weeks, Alan Bray, K. J. Dover, Jor=
Boswell, David Fernbach, and others, suggests that among the things th:=
have changed radically in Western culture over the centuries, and var
across cultures, about men’s genital activity with men are its frequenc .
its exclusivity, its class associations, its relation to the dominant cultu-s.
its ethical status, the degree to which it is seen as defining nongeniz—
aspects of the lives of those who practice it, and, perhaps most radica_ .
its association with femininity or masculinity in socicties where gender ::
a profound determinant of power. The virility of the homosexual oric~+
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tation of male desire scemed as self-evident to the ancient Spartans, and
perhaps to Whitman, as its effeminacy seems in contemporary popular
culture. The importance of women (not merely of “the feminine,” but of
actual women as well) in the etiology and the continuing experience of
male homosexuality seems to be historically volatile (across time, across
class) to a similar degree. Tts changes are inextricable from the changing
shapes of the institutions by which gender and class inequality are struc-
tured.

Thus, Lacan, Chodorow and Dinnerstein, Rubin, Irigaray, and others,
making critiques from within their multiple traditions, offer analytical tools
for treating the crotic triangle not as an ahistorical, Platonic form, a deadly
symmetry from which the historical accidents of gender, language, class,
and power detract, but as a sensitive register precisely for delincating re-
‘ationships of power and meaning, and for making graphically intelligible
the play of desire and identification by which individuals negotiate with
their societies for empowerment.



CHAPTER TWO

Swan in Love: The Example of
Shakespeare’s Sonnets

“A man is not feminized because he s inverted but because he is in love.”
Barthes!

O illustrate the suppleness and organizing power of the triangu_:-
schema, even within a dehistoricizing context, I would like to low -
briefly at Shakespcare’s Sonnets. They are one of the two nonnovelisz:
texts that will frame this study (Leaves of Grass is the other), and T v--
attracted to them for similar rcasons: both texts have figured importar:
in the formation of a specifically homosexual (not just homosocial) m- :
intertextuality. Whitman—visiting Whitman, liking Whitman, giving &=
of “Whitman”—was of course a Victorian homosexual shibboleth, -3
much more than that, a step in the consciousness and self-formatior.
many members of that new Victorian class, the bourgeois homosext:-. ]
Shakespeare’s Sonnets, similarly, have been a kind of floating decima.
male homosexual discourse; Wilde, Gide, Auden, Pasolini, and others =.- ;
contributed to the way we understand them, while critics writing f
outside that tradition have been forced by the Sonnets, as by few oz-4
pre-189s texts, to confront its issues, speak its name, and at least for: -
late their working assumptions on the subject.
The Sonnets are different from Leaves of Grass in that their popu. o
zation, never mind their popularization as homosexual documents. 2
not occur until centuries had detached them from their original sc.
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erotic, and narrative contexts. The tradition of the Sonnets 1s the tradi-
don of reading them plucked from history and, indeed, trom factual
grounding. There are all the notorious mysteries ot whether they are a
sequence, when they were written, to whom and to how many people
addressed, how autobiographical, how conventional, why published, ctc.,
ete. To most readers of the sequence, this decontextualization has seemed
o provide a license for interpreting the Sonnets as a relatively continu-
ous crotic narrative played out, cconomically, by the smallest number of
characters—in this case four, the poet, a fair vouth, a rival poet, and a
dark lady. I am going to take this reductive interpretive tradition (which
sepresents the way I read the Sonnets, in fact) as a license m turn for
using the Sonnets to illustrate, in a simplified because synchronic and
shistorical form, what I take to be some of the patterns traced by male
~omosocial desire. Marx’s warning about the “developed, or stunted, or
caricatured form ete.” in which historically decontextualized abstractions
are apt to appear should be prominently posted at the entrance.?

The Sonncts make good illustrative material because both the svmme-
v oof the sexual triangle and the asymmetry ot gender assignment are
startlingly crisp in them. The Girardian point that the speaker cares as
mwch about the fair vouth as about the dark lady tor whom, in the last
-“roup of sonnets, they are rivals, 1s Shakespeare’s point, and no critic 1s

-kelv to be more obsessive about the orderliness of the symmetry than
che poet is himselt.

That thou hast her, it 1s not all my grief,

And ver it may be said I loved her dearly;

That she hath thee is of my wailing chicf,

A loss in love that touches me more nearly.
Loving offenders, thus I will excuse ve:

Thou dost love her, because thou know'st I love her,
And for my sake ev’n so doth she abuse me,
Suffring my friend for my sake to approve her.
It T lose thcc my loss is mv love’s gain,

And losing her, my friend hath found that loss;
Both find cach other, and I lose both twain,

And both for my sake lay on me this cross. . . .}

Ir is casy to sce from such a sonnet how a critic like Murrav Krieger could
msist that the sex of the beloved is irrelevant to the meaning of the Son-
nets—at least of sonnets 1—126 (the ones usually thought to be addressed
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to a man). “In view of the chaste character of the nco-Platonic love
[Shakespeare| spcaks of . . . I must maintain that, whatever the truth,
my case would not be altered by it.”® Sonnct 42 is not strikingly neo-
Platonic or even platonic, but even here the rhetorical effacement of “ac-
cidental” differcnces between lovers, between loves, in the service of a
wishful recuperative ideal of symmetry and balance, is remarkably thor-
ough.

Another, more famous example of the structural imperative in the Son-
nets 1s more revealing about the interplay of this crystalline symmetry with
the destabilizing force of gender difference.

Two loves I have of comfort and despair,
Which like two spirits do suggest me still;
The better angel is a man right fair,
The worser spirit a woman coloured ill.
To win me soon to hell, my female evil
Tempteth my better angel from my side,
And would corrupt my saint to be a devil,
Wooing his purity with her foul pride.
And whether that my angel be turn’d fiend
Suspect I may, yet not directly tell,
But being both from me both to cach friend,
I guess one angel in another’s hell.
Yet this shall I ne’er know, but live in doubt,
Tl my bad angel fire my good one out. (i44)

This sonnet creates and operates within a table of pairings that arc syn-
tactically arranged to be scen as alwavs equal or exactly opposite:

love #1 love #2
comfort despair
better WOrsCr
MAN WOMAN
right fair coloured il
angel evil

saint devil

purity foul pride
angel fiend

from mc #1 from me #2

friend #1 friend #2.
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The dominant syntactic structure, then, is highly symmetrical. Even within
the list above, however, which is taken from the sonnet’s first ninc lines,
and more strongly in the last five lines, semantic differences eddy about
and finally wash over the sonnet’s syntactic formality. By the end, even
the syntactic symmetry is gone: the female has mastered three active verbs,
while the male has only one, passive verb; and more importantly, the fe-
male has an attribute (a “hell”) to which it is not syntactically clear whether
che male has a counterpart.

Semantically, of course, the unequal valuations of male and female are
Slisteringly clear. Aside from the stark opposition of values (simply, good
3. evil), there is a related asymmetry of powers and energies. The female
:: the character who desires and acts; the male, at most, potentially re-
sists. There is also the suggestion of a one-way route from point to point
on this triangle: angels may turn fiend, but there is no suggestion that
Jends may turn angel. The entire plot seems to depend on the initiative
>t one of the two supposedly corresponding spirits.

The question of “hell,” again, is very slippery. In line five, where it first
»curs, we arrive at it prepared for a tableau of a Herculean choice: two
sourits, one at each hand, luring the speaker—to hell? to heaven? But 1t
=& just here that the poem’s promise of symmetry starts to derail. (1) There
= no mention of heaven, no active wooing by the better angel. (This sends
25 back to note thar “comfort™ is, after all, a rather oblique and undyn-
zmic role for a “better angel” in this tableau.) (2) More disruptively, the
"~’OISer spirit is too sly, or too umpatient, to engage the better angel in a
~rute, symmetrical tug-of-war over the speaker, deciding instead to su-
~om the good angel first. For the rest of the poem she ignores the poet
zrogether. And in fact, the shape of the poem after line five presents an
-mportantly rearranged tableau: the better angel in the central, Herculean
soot, flanked by the worser spirit soliciting at one side and the poet,
Zzmbstruck but hoping for the best, at the other. Presumably the elided
Zral tableau that the worser spirit is supposed to have in mind would be
sonclusively asymmetrical: good angel turned to a fiend, and both of them
—zgging at the poet from the same side, certain of overpowering him. On
=2 other hand, everyone seems to have forgotten by line 14 that that was
=er the point. The coolness with which the possibility of a “heaven” for
e poet (and, indeed, the question of the poet’s destiny at all, even the
zzntrality of the poet) is made to evaporate from the poem is rather
~reathtaking; surely that, more than particular suspicions about the two
:irits, makes the poem so disconcerted and moving.
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Bv line 12, the question about the symmetry of “hell” is not whether
the good angel has a heaven to compcte with the fiend’s hell, but whether
or not the good angel himsclf has a hell: after the symmetrical symme-
tries of the preceding line, “I guess one angel in another’s hell” could be
indeterminate. Of course, the determination might be semantic, depend-
ing on whether one reads “hell” generally as the torment of erotic ob-
session (which could pertain to either) or pointedly as vagina (which must
pertain to the worser spirit). The final line certainly settles the question
of whose hell is being discussed, and at least mclines the question of how
to interpret “hell” in the direction of the vagina, as well.

It we now stop abstracting the issues of this sonnct into “symmetry”
and “asvmmetry,” what do we find? A distribution of traits between a
man and a2 woman in which the woman finds grouped with her female-
ness an overwhelmingly, eschatologically negative moral valuation, a mo-
nopoly on initiative, desire, and power, and a strain of syntax and word
choice suggesting that she is the container and others are the thing con-
tained. The connection between the ncgative moral valuation and the
negative (concave) spacc is not surprising as a treatment of femaleness:
neither is the connection between negative male valuation and active fe-
male desire; but that “hell’s” hunger, implicit and undescribed, should be
the only active force in a domain that includes, besides the woman, two
men, scems distinctive and from a post-Romantic vantage surprising.
(Barthes for instance, in his useful compendium of reccived ideas, asso-
ciates woman with absence but it is on account of her passivity: “Womarn
1s faithful (she waits), man is fickle (he sails away, he cruises). It 1s Womar.
who gives shape to abscnce, elaborates its fiction, for she has time to dc
$0.7¢ It would be anachronistic to associate the Dark Lady with that par-
ticular, otiose, bourgcois Eternal Feminine.)

The male who is paired with/against this female has, at the most, on:
trait (if “fair” means beautiful here and not just not “coloured™), and n:
energy. Even to be “tempted” or “corrupted” does not seem to be a dv-
namic, internal process for him, as far as this sonnet shows; he seems t-
be stolidly, unitarily, purely either angel or fiend, in hell or out of hell.

The third member of the triangle, the second male, syntactically ur-
paired, the first person, has something in common with each of the ot--
ers. Like the worser spirit, he is actually the subject of active verbs, 2
locus rather than merely the object of happenings. On the other han..
the verbs are not pery active—verbs not even of knowing, but of n::
knowing. Conscious, sclf-divided, and even to some degree sharing a ¢z
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sz with “my female evil,” the narrator is nevertheless more closely iden-
—Zed (as passive, as object, as male) with “my saint.”

The basic configuration here, then, includes a stylized female who
“Zrctions as a subject of action but not of thought; a stylized male who
“znctions as pure object; and a less stylized male speaker who functions
=+ 1 subject of thought but not of action. Uncommonsensical as it may
== this conformation is very characteristic of the Sonnets as a whole, and
: recurrent in the plays. What interests me here is not the devastating
—oroughness with which the Sonnets record and thematize misogyny and
= nephobia, but rather the ways in which that plays off against the range
-7 male bonds and the speaker’s programmatic assertions of symmetry.

Really, tn the Sonnets, we are dealing with awo possible strong sym-
~zries. The one T have been discussing in Sonnet 144, and to which we
:zall return, is the asserted and subverted symmetry between the fair youth
:=d the dark lady as objects of the speaker’s desire. This symmetry is most
T -eefully presented in the sonnets that are directly about the triangular

ve among the three of them, but 1t is also suggested by comparisons
~enween early sonnets addressed to the youth alone and later sonnets ad-
zressed to the lady. The other symmetry, which is writ so large in the
~xnnets as to be almost invisible, is between the first group, where the
:ocaker is pleading with the fair youth to put an end to his celibacy and
:nter the heterosexual order, and the last group, where the speaker is
-.unged into torment by the fair youth’s heterosexual involvement with
222 speaker’s mistress. To what extent does the final configuration of
~aet'vouth/lady supply an echoing answer, even if a cruelly ironic or ac-
~zrate one, to the demands the poet makes of the fair youth in the first
z7oup of sonnets?

Part of the difficulty of superimposing the heterosexuality that the poet
escribes for the youth in the early sonnets onto the heterosexuality by
~ich the youth and the lady torment the poet in the last sonnets is that
2¢ first group of sonnets is notable for the almost complete absence of
~wention of women; women are merely the vehicles by which men breed
~ore men, for the gratification of other men:

Make thee another self for love of me,
That beauty still may live in thine or thee. (10)

“Vomen arc introduced into these early sonnets mostly as suggesting pos-
sible obstacles, which are then discounted:



34 Swan in Love: The Example of Shakespeare’s Sonne

For where is she so fair whose uneared womb
Disdains the tillage of thy husbandry? (3)

Is it for fear to wet a widow’s eye

That thou consun’st thyself in single life?

Ah, if thou issueless shalt hap to die,

The world will wail thee like a makeless wife. (9)

On the whole, the project of instilling in the fair youth a socialize:
heterosexual identity is conducted firmly under the aspect of male rel:
tionships and solicitations. If any one attitude toward women is pr:
sumed in the youth, it is indifference, or perhaps active repulsion, suggeste
in Sonnet 8:

If the true concord of well tuned sounds,

By unions marricd, do offend thine ear

They do but sweetly chide thee, who con-
founds

In singleness the parts that thou shouldst bear.

(“Thou single wilt prove none,” the poem concludes, prefiguring -
“none” and “nothing” of Sonnet 136, and meaning essenually the sz
thing as the brutal highschool-boy axiom, “Use it or lose it.”) Neir=:
desire for women nor even mastery seems to be an explicit issuc; wha:
at stake is preserving the continuity of an existing dominant culture.
The argumentative trajectory of these early sonnets is via the herz-:
scxual, the manly, toward the homosocial, or men. Actual women are -
far from the center of consciousness that even to be womanlike, 77 7+
tion to men, 18 not very dangerous. Sonnet 20, which begins famousl+

A woman’s face, with nature’s own hand painted
Hast thou, the master mistress of my passion—

seems 1n the context of those earlier poems to be part of the heterc::
ualizing campaign. You can have women and still kecp loving me. =
speaker seems to say:

Mine be thy love, and thy love’s use their treasure.

Even the speaker’s apparent disclaimer of any active, genital sexual 1=z
est in the youth, in this sonnet, suggests a light-hearted equivocation. =
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Sov’s penis is “one thing to my purpose nothing”; but here again as else-
where in the Sonnets, “nothing” denotes, among other things, female
zenitals. (I do not make this point in order to assert that the Sonnets say
chat there was a genital sexual relationship between these men; to the best
of my understanding, the sexual context of that period is too far irrecov-
zrable for us to be able ro disentangle boasts, confesstons, undertones,
avertones, jokes, the unthinkable, the taken-for-granted, the unmention-
able-but-often-done-anyway, etc.) What can be said is that the speaker in
zhis sonnet can, for one reason or another, aftord to be relaxed and ur-
~ane (in what may not have been intended to be a public text) on the
subject of sexual interchangeability of males and females—as long as he
;s addressing a male. And this closencss between malces, to which a reader
~om outside the culture finds it difficult to perceive the boundaries, seems
=0 occur unproblematically within a suasive context of heterosexual so-
sialization.

My persistence in referring to the fair youth sonnets as heterosexual
mav require more explanation. If all this is heterosexual, the common-
:ensical reader may ask, then what on earth does it take to be homosex-
zal? One thing that it takes is a cultural context that defines the homosexual
:5 against the heterosexual. My point is obviously not to deny or de-em-
chasize the love between men in the Sonnets, the intense and often gen-
:z2llv oriented language that describes that love, or even the possibility
2nat the love described may have been genitally acted out. Nor do I mean
> argue that the bond between the speaker and his male beloved is less
srong, less central, or, certainly, less valued ethically than the bond with
e desired female. However, I am saying that within the world sketched
= these sonncts, there is not an equal opposition or a choice posited be-
Taeen two such institutions as homosexuality (under whatever name) and
~zterosexuality. The Sonnets present a male-male love that, like the love
-7 the Greeks, is set firmly within a structure of institutionalized social
sclations that are carried out via women: marriage, name, famly, lovalty
2> progenitors and to posterity, all depend on the youth’s making a par-
zcular use of women that is not, in the abstract, scen as opposing, de-
=ving, or detracting from his bond to the speaker.

When we turn from the heterosexuality of the early poems to that of
==¢ final poems, on the other hand, we find threat and chaos. The most
:>vious difference is that this is a heterosexuality that includes women.
Jrecisely, it includes 2 woman; how difterent this world would look
rough a frame that encompassed relations among women is moot in
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this intensively focused series.) As we saw in “Two loves I have,” to sa
that a woman is present is not to say that her point of view is expressec.
that we are mn a position to know anything about her, or that she is :
subject of consciousness; although she is a subject of action. (It is casv ©

fail to perccive how little the Sonnets present the lady—and, for that matter.
the youth—as characters, and that failure of readerly perspective occur:
for a particular reason: since the ninetcenth century it has been easiest :

read the Sonncts as a novel, but the novel had made the claim that 1=
main characters were knowable. Thus Oscar Wilde feels free to extend b
authoritative insight into the speaker, toward the lady, as well, as if the

were knowable in the same way: for instance he is confident that Richar -
Burbage “was not the sort of man who would have fascinated™ her.” -
remained, probably, for novel-readers cducated by Proust, to recover t-.
radical partiality of desiring vision (different from the mere play of poir:-
of-view, as in James) that had seemed natural to prenovelistic readers -
the Sonnets-as-lyric.) The dark lady is, for the most part, perceptible or.

as a pair of eves and a vagina, but cven in such a fragmentary form <=
disrupts that carlier vision of heterosexuality in which it had denoted mair

a broad avenuc of patrimonial continuity among malces. The irruption ©
an actual female onto the scene coincides with the disappearance of == -
children, miniature fathers, who were to have been the object of the sc -
ual union in the carly sonnets; and it also coincides with the end ot =-:
rhetoric urging the youth to keep the paternal roof in good repair.

The heterosexuality that succeeded in eclipsing women was also, as - =
have seen, relatively unthreatened by the feminization of one man in -.-
lation to another. To be feminized or suffer gender confusion withi 1
framework that includes a woman is, however, dire; and, as we shall :._]
any crotic involvement with an actual woman threatens to be UI'UT,:"j
ning. Lust itsclf (mcaning, in this context, desire for women) is a = -
chine for depriving males of sclf-identity (Sonnet 129).

The inclusion of a woman alters not only hetcrosexual but specific:
homosocial relations, as well. The speaker’s early relationship with the -7
youth is like his later relationship with the dark lady in that he can ¢

subject into relation with other males, but that relantion may confirr: 1
subvert the position of the subject.

Even concerning the dark lady, the response to sharing sexual terriz
with other men may be unexpectedly, if briefly, exhilarated. Tt is a = 2]
of participating in a supraindividual male power over women, and of b
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close to more fully entitled males. Two consecutive sonnets make an es-
secially important example of the mechanisms of and internal threats to
zhis exhilaration.

Whoever hath her wish, thou hast thy will,

And will to boot, and will in overplus;

More than enough am I that vex thee still,

To thy sweet will making addition thus.

Wile thou, whose will is large and spacious,

Not once vouchsafe to hide my will in thine?

Shall will in others scem right gracious,

And in my will no fair acceptance shine?

The sea, all water, yet receives rain still,

And in abundance addeth to his store;

So thou being rich in will add to thy will

One will of mine, to make thy large will more.
Let no unkind, no fair bescechers kill;
Think all but onc, and me in that onc will.

If thy soul check thee that I come so near,

Swear to thy blind soul that I was thy will,

And will thy soul knows is admitted there;

Thus far for love my love-suit sweet fulfil.

Will will fulfill the treasure of thy love,

Ay fill ic full with wills, and my will onc.

In things of great receipt with case we prove,

Among a number one is reckoned none.

Then in the number ler me pass untold,

Though in thy stor¢’s account I one must be,

For nothing hold me, so it pleasc thee hold

That nothing me, a something sweet to thee.
Make but my name thy love, and love that still,
And then thou lov’st me, for my name is Will. (135,136)

The cutcly boyish speaker in these sonnets (“More than enough am I that
vex thee still”) seems to feel that more is merrier; it 1s funny, even as it
is very insulting, to court someone on the basis simply that she will not
know you are there. (It is insulting even aside from the attribution of
promiscuity, insulting through an image that some women might also
find appealing: female sexuality as a great sociable melting-pot, accom-
modating without fuss the creatures it has admitted through sheer inat-
tention.) Whereas in “Two loves I have” (and characteristically in the
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Sonncts) it seems that sexual plcasure is something that belongs only to
women, in these obscene and pleasurable sonnets it seems oddly that no
one is in a position to feel anything very sexual, at least until the last four
lines of 136: the men, or their “wills,” scem to be reduced to the scale of
homunculi, almost plankton, in a warm but unobservant sea. What are
the pleasures that our “Will” promises himself? To hide, or more plca-
surably, to be hidden, a delight of toddlerhood; but more importantly
and adultly, the pleasure of giving his name (Will) to a woman (or part
of a woman); the pleasure of being mistaken for a man or men who have
some proprietary rights in the woman; perhaps the pleasure of being
mistaken for a younger and more energetic male; and in general, the
pleasure of amalgamation, not in the first place with the receptive woman
but with the other men received (“Think all but onc, and me in that one
will”). Here 1s a man who is serious about rolling 2/l his strength and al:
his sweetness up into one ball.

My point is of course again not that we are here in the presence or
homosexuality (which would be anachronistic) but rather (risking anach-
ronism) that we are in the presence of male heterosexual desire, in the
form of a desire to consolidate partnership with authoritative males ir:
and through the bodies of females.

But the path of heterosexual desire 1s never simple. In the short mo-
ment of playful exhilaration dangers are invoked that will not be blan-
dished away at line 14. The sonnet after these two is one of the mos:
wretchedly bitter of the series, though tied to the happier ones by strong
thematic links. How can we trace the potential for disaster and the disas-
ter’s nascent form in the “will” sonnets?

It is too unexplanatory to say thar jealousy is lying in wait. Perhaps =
rhetorical sidestep would be more helpful. Notice, among the pleasures
of 135~136, the satisfaction of naming genitals, the odd carcer of these ob-
scene periphrases. Stephen Booth gives evidence that these syllables wers
used by other writers with the same meanings (as what was not), but i
the case of “will” (for instance) no erudition is necessary. The nonsensicz
iteration (14 “will”s in Sonnet 135) tells the whole story: it has to poir:
to a double entendre, and doublc cntendre, by definition, can mcan on!+
one thing. Bur this double entendre means too many things; it is the nams
of at least one, probably two, and possibly three of the men involved: :-
1s an auxiliary verb with the future tense; it 1s a common noun meanirs
(roughly) desire; it means penis; it means vagina. Its gender bearings arc.
far from neutral, but wildly and, as it turns out, dangerously scattered.
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What seems most striking in the poem’s treatment of “will” is the ex-
tension of the word (as, really, its main meaning) to the female genitals,
considering that its first meaning on this particular stage must have been
as a male name, the poet’s own and perhaps his beloved’s. Why should
he do this? The genital names in 136 are also shifty in gender. Booth glosses
“nothing” in Sonnet 20, “(1) worthless; (2) no-thing, a non-thing. ‘Noth-
ing’ and ‘naught’ were popular cant terms for ‘vulva’ (perhaps because of
the shape of a zero)” (p. 164). The speaker, momentarily sanguine enough
to be renunciatory, is willing (for privileges) to be “reckoned none”—
“For nothing hold me,” as long as you hold me, “hold/ That nothing me,
a something sweet to thee.” This last nothing, the one that is to be held
“to thee,” seems most distinctly to be a penis; in fact these are the only
lines in the two sonnets that sound like actual genital sensation, as op-
posed to the gargantuan, distracted catholicity of the dark lady’s “will.”
But the speaker’s sensate “nothing” is only barely not a female organ or
no-thing. The dark lady’s pleasure in holding him is finally meant to be
masked, not by her pleasure in some other Will, but by her pleasurc in
holding her own genitals—“For nothing hold me.” Similarly in the cou-
plet, “love” takes its place in the chain of names for ambisexual genitals.
“Make but my name thy love,” the poet instructs, and specifies which
name: Will, the vagina/penis. (If he had focused on his other name, the
gender ambiguities would have been over-balanced.) “And love that sull/
And then thou lovst me . . . .

To attribute masturbatory pleasure to the woman is unusual in these
poems—unusually benign and empathetic, I would say. What is not un-
usual is the rhythm in which, plunging into heterosexual adventure with
an eye to confirming his identification with other men, the speaker finds
himself unexpectedly entrapped in, not quite an identification, but a con-
fusion of identities with the woman, instead. The moment when sexual
pleasure, as opposed to bravado and joky insult, enters the poem is the
moment when the speaker risks being held for “nothing”; when, as he
gives his name to the woman’s “love,” the name itself is feminized. The
very next sonnet begins with a furious adjuration:

Thou blind fool love, what dost thou to mine eyes,
That they behold and see not what they see?
They know what beauty is, see where it lies,
Yet what the best is take the worst to be.
(137, emphasis mine)
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Leslie Fiedler, discussing some closely related issues in Shakespeare’s
poctry, makes a wonderfully apt use of Ovid’s treatment of Hermaphrod-
itus, a man in flight from women who, plunging into a pool, is trans-
formed into a half-man half-woman. His curse:

. . . O father and mother, grant me this!
May every onc hereafter, who comes diving
Into this pool, emerge half man, made weaker
By the touch of this evil water!®

In the Sonnets, the pool in which this transformation takes place is the
female Hell. Only women have the power to make men less than men
within this world. At the same time, to be fully a man requires having
obtained the instrumental use of a woman, having #isked transformation
by her.

To have contact with other men through a rivalry for a male beloved
has structural similarities to the rivalries for the dark lady, but it is less
radically thrcatening. Just as it is possible for the “large and spacious”
lady to think all her lovers “but one, and me in that one,” so the fair
youth, too, is a place where the elité meet. “All love’s loving parts,” the
“trophies of my lovers gone,” live “hung,” “buried,” “hidden” in the fair
youth;

Their images T loved T view in thee,
And thou, all they, hast all the all of me. (31)

The value of the youth is increased by his power to attract and con-
centrate the love of other men; it is attractive, not incriminating, for a
man to possess a “lovely gaze where cvery eye doth dwell” (5). The hat-
ing lines about the dark lady in 137, in the catastrophic denoucment after
the “Will” sonnets, are a damned and damning echo of that bland “lovely
gaze where every eyc doth dwell,” however:

If eyes corrupt by over-partial looks

Be anchored in the bay where all men ride,

Why of eyes’ falschood hast thou forged hooks,
Whereto the judgement of my heart is tied?

Why should my heart think thar a several plot,

Which my heart knows the wide world’s common place?
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“The bay wherc all men ride” of course is the dysphoric transformation
of the spermatic community of 135 (“The sea, all water, yet receives rain
still,/ And in abundance addeth to his store;/ So thou, being rich in ‘Wil
.. .7). A humbler, less hysterical scamanship is applied to the youth and
hus relation to the rival poet.

. . since your worth, wide as the ocean is,
The humble as the proudest sail doth bear,
My saucy bark, inferior far to his,

On your broad main doth wilfully appear.
Your shallowest help will hold me up afloat,
Whilst he upon your soundless deep doth ride;
Or, being wracked, I am a worthless boat,

He of tall building and of goodly pride. (80)

It would be quite wrong to say that the speaker never expresses jeal-
ousy over the fair youth (in the pre-dark-lady sonnets) to correspond to
the jealousy he expresses over the dark lady. As the example of the be-
loved-as-ocean metaphor suggests, the thematic and so to speak gencric
parallels between the two loves are fairly complete. Corresponding occa-
sions for celebration, disquiet, accusation, self-torment, epic simile, and
so forth, occur in the two relationships, a correspondence that is knotted
into a threatening unity in the final triangle. But the affective, structural,
and stylistic differences in treatment are, for the most part, only barely
not enough to conceal the thematic correspondences. '

Let me take as an examplc—Dbecause it is especially interesting on gen-
der grounds—the question of self-division and self-identity in the youth
and the lady. To the extent that the Sonnets say anything “factual” about
this, they say that both the youth and the lady have the ability to deceive
the speaker, and that he at least sometimes suspects each of them of doing
so. Neverthcless, the Sonnets’ poetic goes to almost any length to treat
the youth as a moral monolith; while the very definition of the lady seems
to be doubleness and deceit. What changges, in order to compose such
different pictures around essentially similar elements, is the position—the
self-definition—of the speaker.

In the sonnets addressed to the fair youth, there is plenty of disso-
nance, doubleness, and self-division, but it is all described as located out-
side the youth himself, and whencver possible, within the speaker. The
relation of the youth’s deceits to himself is that of clouds—at most,
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eclipses—to the sun; but their effect on the speaker is to divide him against
himself in the very effort to understand and excuse the supposedly sim-
pler, pastoral youth,

Authorizing thy trespass with compare,

Myself corrupting salving thy amuiss,

Excusing thy sins more than thy sins are;

For to thy sensual fault I bring in sense—

Thy adverse party is thy advocare—

And ’gainst myself a lawful plea commence. (35)

So shall those blots that do with me remain,
Without thy help by me be borne alone. (36)

Against that time [when you cease to love me] do I ensconce me here
Within the knowledge of mine own desert,

And this my hand against myself uprear

To guard the lawful reasons on thy part— (49)

When thou shalt be disposed to set me light,

And place my merit in the eye of scorn,

Upon thy side against myself I’ll fight,

And prove thee virtuous, though thou art forsworn. (88)

Say that thou didst forsake me for some fault,
And I will comment upon that offense.
Speak of my lameness, and I straight will halt. . . . (89)

Incapable of more, replete with you,
My most true mind thus maketh m’eyne untrue. (113)

The youth’s very indivisibleness can seem sinister: if he were to betray
the speaker, it would be impossible to detect,

For there can live no hatred in thine eye,

Therefore in that I cannot know thy change.

In many’s looks, the false heart’s history

Is writ in moods and frowns and wrinkles strange;

But heav’n in thy creation did decree,

That in thy face sweet love should ever dwell,

Whate’er thy thoughts or thy heart’s workings be,

Thy looks should nothing thence but sweetness tell. (93)

The notorious difficulties of Sonnet 94, “They that have pow’r to hurt.
and will do none,” are at least partly traceable to this interplay between
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the (apparent) monolithicness of the youth and the self-divisive effect he
has on the man who loves him. When the youth does change, an impe-
rious and punitive external agent—Time—is called into play to effect the
alteration.

All this is very different from the speaker’s treatment of the dark lady,
but it is oddly familiar as # style of addressing—ot objectifying—women.
The Sonnets present fair youth-as-ingenue, as the prerational, premoral,
essentially prehuman creature that it is not possible to resist, to under-
stand, or to blame. Like Marilyn Monroc, the youth makes the man
viewing him feel old, vitiated, and responsible, cven as the man luxuriates
in the presence (the almost promise) of youth and self-possession. The
cognitive division of labor set by the spcaker is pertectly clear: you are
sensuality, I am sense; you are animal case and sweetness and authentic-
ity, I am adult guilt and self-subversion and ambivalence. The corollary
of this division of labor is that you can do anything to me—reject me,
torment me, exhaust me, make me crazy—anything cxcept surprisc me.
For there is a strong anticipatory self-protectiveness in the speaker’s atti-
tude to the youth (anything you can do to me, I can do worse) that is
onc of the strongest links with the lovers in Proust, and one of the things
that most prevents the fair youth from becoming visible in his own right.
The speaker’s best (at any rate, most characteristic) cxpression of love is
a forestalling of disloyalty, or of a regret which there is no evidence that
the youth proffers:

No longer mourn for me when I am dead

Than you shall hear the surly sullen bell . . .
Nay, it you read this line, remember not

The hand that writ it, for I love you so

That I in your sweet thoughts would be forgot,
It thinking on mec then should make you woe. (71)

After my death, dear love, forget me quite. . . . (72)
No more be grieved at that which thou hast done. . . . (35)
Take all my loves, my love, yea take them all. . . . (40)

That god forbid, that made me first your slave,
I should in thought control your times of pleasurc. . . . (s8)

The youth’s changes, disloyalties, qualms, self-divisions, arriéres-pensées, are
so comprehensively anticipated and personified by his admirer—in order
to preserve the image of the beloved as simple and single-hearted to a
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degree that, the speaker knows, no onc can be—that the image of the
youth himself is flattened and all but effaced. Readers’ intuitive guesses
about the youth swing wide: one reader’s Alcibiades is another’s Lord
Alfred Douglas.

To say that the speaker treats the youth, rhetorically, as a dumb blonde.
is not to say that the youth is effeminized in the sonnets. To the con-
trary, it is to emphasize how historically contingent even the most influ-
entially oppressive images of women are: Marilyn Monroe, Hetty Sorrel.
Bella Wilfer, even Milon’s Eve are not part of Shakespeare’s repertoire
of damaging or exalting temale portraits. (If anything, the fair vouth.
“woman’s face” and all, 1s presented as exaggeratedly phallic—unitary,
straightforward, unreflective, pink, and dense.) The youth has his wom-
anlike features, but in the Gestalt of the Sonnets, he is a very touchstone
of maleness: he represents the masculine as pure object. In fact, to the
degree that selt-division is scen as always displaced from him to take up
residence in the speaker, it is the speaker who is, in this context, rendered
more feminine.

For contagious self-division seems to be the definition of femininity in
the Sonnets—or, more succinctly, “false plague,” meaning plague of
falsencss. The extraordinarily dilative insistence on the “paradox” of 2
woman who is dark being pereeived as fazr (an otherwise not very telling
pun that is the crux of at least ten of the dark lady sonnets) indicates that.
in some way not so facilely expressed, to be a woman is already to be
oxymoron militant, and to love or desire a woman is to be sphit with the
same chisel.

My thoughts and my discourse as madmen’s are,

At random from the truth vainly expressed:
For I have sworn thee fair, and thought thee bright,
Who art as black as hell, as dark as night. (147)

The implicit homology fair:dark::fair:foul, the association of foulness wit:
contagious illness on the one hand, and of darkness with hell and wit
temale genitals on the other, lead to a clustering together of the woman's
dark coloring, the “falseness™ of its being perceived as fair, her sexuc.
promiscuity (one kind of contagion of falseness), and the speaker’s alien-
ation from himself (another kind of contagion of falseness).

The speaker’s psychic strategy in his relationship with the fair vout:
had been to voluntarily absorb the shock of any sclf-division in the vouth.



Swan in Love: The Examplc of Shakespeare’s Sonnets 45

for the youth to be “fair” meant to be unified and staric, ar the expense
of the person in whose eyes he was “fair.” The relationship with the dark
lady is not all that different; but in this case the self-division is scen as
originally lodged in her, and as communicated to the speaker in a manner
over which he can exert no control. The speaker’s exercises in anticipa-
tory forgivencss, the forestalling of betrayal by self-betrayal, are not ap-
plicable to the woman as they had been to the man; instead, the speaker
is hystericized, reduced to the voice of his resistance and his hating sub-
mission to her.

One useful way of putting the difference between the male-male bond
and the male-female bond secems to be that the tensions implicit in the
male-male bond are spatially conceived (vou are this way, I am that way)
and hence imagined as stable; while the tensions of the male-female bond
arc temporally conceived (as you are, so shall I be) and hence obviously
volatile. Thus, to be self-divided in loving the fair youth feels like being
stoical, while to be self-divided in loving the dark lady fecls like becom-
ing ruined. Differently put, for a man to undergo even a humiliating change
in the coursc of a relationship with a man still feels like preserving or
participating in a sum of malc power, while for a man to undergo any
change in the course of a relationship with a woman feels like a radical
degeneration of substance.

This difference also helps describe the impression of sexlessness that
persists in the relation of speaker to fair youth, even in the face of any
amount of naughtiness, genital allusion, minute personal attention, frus-
tration, and just plain love. Sexuality itself seems to be defined in the
Sonnets, not primarily in terms of any of those things, but as a principle
of irreversible change, as the diachronic itself,

A bliss in proot, and proved, a very woe,
Before, a joy proposed, behind, a dream (129)

in opposition to love, the “ever-fixed mark” (1n6). (Thus the mutilating,
ravenous male figure, Time, in the fair youth sonnets, may be on the side
of what will later turn out to be (female) sexuality—but is to be opposed
by the institutions of marriage and family, as well as by poetry.) We have
seen that in the most direct description of the supposedly symmetrical
triangle, in Sonnet 144, both action and sexuality are exclusively fcmale
prerogatives, but both happen only through altering men, through tak-
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ing them on the one-way journey from angel to fiend, from heaven (or,
in some other versions, via heaven) to hell.

From this point, several different theoretical strategies might take over.
Most readily, the genital allegory suggested above for the transfer of power
between males and females could be made more explicit and complex,
and, I think profitably, could be extended in the direction of the implicit
and extremely volatile image of the tamily, of childhood and motherhood
and perhaps most interestingly of fatherhood, that lurks among the Son-
nets.

An cven more interesting line of discussion, however, and one that would
help give the question of family some specificity and grounding, would
require us to pluralize and specify the notion of power, which I have had
to treat so far as reified and cven quantitative, It is here that one most
wishes the Sonnets were a novel, that readers have most treated it as a
novel, and that we are, instead, going to bring the Sonnets’ preoccupa-
tions to bear on real novels. Not to know whether the youth’s “power to
hurt” represents the nobleman’s power of patronage, or the actor’s power
over the playwright, even though each could be embodied in a bond of
love; not to know how far “that beautcous roof . . . Which to repair
should be thy chief desire” (10) represents the youth’s stewardship of a
pre-established house and name, or his narcissistic adventurism with an
individualistic capital of looks and virility; not to know in what senscs
the pervasive language of law, of capital and usury, of food and need,
may really have been knitting together these relationships; not to know
in the specificity of a class, a gender, a historical moment, what a person
dares who breaks her “bed-vow” (152) or endangers who “rob[s] others’
beds’ revenues of their rents” (142); not to know how pivotally sardonic
the underlying taunt may be when a given man asks a given woman,

What need’st thou wound with cunning when thy might
Is more than my o’erpressed defence can bide? (139)

—not, in short, to have even a primer to the language of worldliness in
this work except insofar as it is purely self-reflexive—what we lose in these
great blanks is not “the man Shakespeare,” or his age, but much of the
texture, the proportions, the syntax, the rhetoric, of 2 mercurial and ob-
sessive meditation on sexual politics. Moreover, our reading across the
great blanks drives us to wider misprision—specifically, to universalizing
and essentializing, in defense against our age’s and class’s anxieties, cer-
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tain of the few particulars that happen powerfully to remain from the dis-
course of a different age and class (e.g., the genital allegory). Gender and
genitals we have always with us; but “family,” “sexuality,” “
“feminine,” “power,” “career,” “privacy,” “desire,” the meanings and sub--
stance of gender and genitals, are embodied in times and institutions, lit-
erature among them.

At the same time, the following are among the tentative generaliza-
tions offered by this deracinated reading of the Sonnets to the more fi-
liated, novelistic readings ahead:

An erotic triangle 1s likely to be experienced in terms of an explicit or
implicit assertion of symmetry between genders and berween homo- and
hetero-social or -sexual bonds.

That symmetry will be factitious or distorted both because of the raw
difterences in the amount and kinds of male and female power, and be-
cause in the discourse of most cultures, beneath a rhetoric of “opposites”
and “counterparts” and “complementarity,” one gender is treated as a
marginalized subset rather than as an equal alternative to the other. As a
corollary, bonds between members of the same sex will not be directly
comparable with bonds to members of the other sex (and same-sex bonds
between men will have different meanings and bearings from same-sex
bonds between women). Male homosexual bonds may have a subsumed
and marginalized relation to male heterosexuality similar to the relation
of femaleness to maleness, but different because carried out within an al-
ready dominantly male-homosocial sphere.

The assertion of symmetry will be made possible by a suppression of
ctfectual gender differences or by a translation of them into factitiously
comparable spatial and/or temporal rhetorical figures; the “comparable”
figures will bear the mark of their asymmetrical origins but not in a way
that will permit them to be retranslated into an intelligible version of their
original condition.

The figure of a person who can be “halfway between” male and female
will recur as an important topos for the fiction of gender symmetry, but
in a form that finally reveals the tendentiousness of the assertion of sym-
metry. This has been a sticking point in even some very acute and daring
criticism of the Sonnets; the rhetorical and political juggernaut toward
symmetry has led, for instance, Wilde, Wyndham Lewis, and G. Wilson
Knight to privilege the feminized male as a shaman, as the observer be-
yond gender: “Poetry is itself a bisexual awareness, or action™; “In any
ordinary love-affair the male finds completion in the female. Here a com-

»

masculine,”
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pleted unit, for at choice moments the poet attains to such a state, sees
its soul-state reflected in a physical embodiment of its own unity [the fair
youth]; and from that unique experience flower our supreme pieces.”®

Finally, as I suggested in the Introduction, while genital sexuality is a
good place to look for a concentration of language about power relation-
ships, the relation of that language—and, in fact, of sexuality itself—to
other power relationships is one of meaning, and hence intensively struc-
tured, highly contingent and variable, and often cryptic. Even the strength
and shape of the bond by which “the sexual” is connected to the genital
changes as extragenital bonds and forms of power change, and in turn
the nature of that bond affects their distribution.



CHAPTER THREE

The Country Wife:
Anatomies of Male Homosocial Desire

HAKESPEARE’S Sonnets seem to offer a single, discursive, deeply
felt narrative of the dangers and vicissitudes of one male homosocial
adventure. It includes a woman, but perhaps optionally: among the many
uncertainties surrounding these historically deracinated lyrics is our ig-
norance of the range of shapes taken in Shakespeare’s time and circle by
nonheterosexually-routed malc erotic relationships.! A text from the next
century, William Wycherley’s Restoration comedy The Country Wife,
supplements the Sonnets: not by filling in the gaps in our knowledge of
exclusively male relationships (a task begun by Alan Bray and others, us-
ing other sixteenth- and seventeenth-century texts), but in the opposite
way, by examining a comprehensive range of responses to a social situa-
tion in which the routing of homosocial desire through women is clearly
presented as compulsory. The play seems to offer a circulating library of
different, vivid prototypes for this relationship, and I will use the next
few pages to give darker outline to these prototypes so that we can use
them as objects of reference throughout our readings of later texts, as
well.

The given of The Country Wife is that cuckoldry is the main social en-
gine of the aristocratic society depicted. “To cuckold” is by definition a
sexual act, performed on a man, by another man. Its central position means
that the play emphasizes heterosexual love chiefly as a strategy of homo-
social desire. In the title of his study, David Vieth acutely calls the play
an “anatomy of masculinity”;? specifying further, I will discuss it as an
analysis of several different paths by which men may attempt to arrive at
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satisfying relationships with other men. What I mean to show, of course,
is that the men’s heterosexual relationships in the play have as their rai-
son d’€tre an ultimate bonding between men; and that this bonding, if
successfully achicved, is not detrimental to “masculinity” but definitive of
it.

The bond of cuckoldry differs from at least some social conformations
of homosexuality in being #ecessarily hierarchical in structure, with an
“active” participant who is clearly in the ascendancy over the “passive”
one. Most characteristically, the difference of power occurs in the form
of a difference of knowledge: the cuckold is not even supposed to know
that he is in such a relationship. Thus, cuckoldry inscribes and institu-
tionalizes what is only contingently a feature of male homosexual bonds—
an impoverishment of horizontal or mutual ties in favor of an asymmet-
rical relation of cognitive transcendence. The most common image for a
cuckolding relationship in The Conntry Wife 1s of one man cheating an-
other at cards.

Obviously, “to cuckold” differs additionally from more directly sexual
male homosocial bonds in that it requires a woman. And as Shake-
speare’s Sonnets showed, the male path through heterosexuality to ho-
mosocial satisfaction 1s a slippery and threatened one—although for most
men, in at least most cultures, compulsory. To women, in addition, the
heterosexual detour of male homosocial desire is potentially damaging al-
most regardless of whether it succeeds, although perhaps damaging in
various ways depending on its “success.”

The programmatic emphasis on cuckoldry in The Country Wife means
that the triangular transactton between men of the possession of a woman—
a transaction whose structuring presence in other texts it sometimes re-
quires some inferential work to detect—is simply the most patent subject.
The status of the women in this transaction is determiningly a problem
in the play: not their status in the general political sense, but their status
within the particular ambiguity of being at the same time objects of sym-
bolic exchange and also, at least potentially, users of symbols and subjects
in themselves. As Lévi-Strauss puts it, “woman could never become just
a sign and nothing more, since even in a man’s world she is still a person,
and since insofar as she is defined as a sign she must be recognized as a
generator of signs.”® The play teaches that women are in important senses
property, but—as in the Sonnets—property of a labile and dangerous sort.
As in the Sonnets, too, there is something contagious about the ambi-
guities of femininity. To misunderstand the kind of property women are
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or the kind of transaction in which alone their value is realizable means,
for a man, to endanger his own position as a subject in the relationship
of exchange: to be permanently feminized or objectified in relation to other
men. On the other hand, success in making this transaction requires a
willingness and ability to temporarily risk, or assume, a feminized status.
Only the man who can proceed through that stage, while remaining in
cognitive control of the symbolic system that presides over sexual ex-
change, will be successful in achieving a relation of mastery to other men.

Sparlash and Pinchwife are the characters in the play who embody most
clearly the cautionary comedy of those who misunderstand the rules of
this symbolic circulation. They are complementary characters: each has
the page from the rule-book that the other one is missing, and cach thinks
that his page is the whole rule-book.

Sparkish’s distinctive humor is his puppyish eagerness to be a wit, a
spark, one of the boys; the transparency of his desire makes it unachiev-
able, but the play does not consistently undercut the value of what he
desires. Sparkish understands correctly that, in the total scheme of things,
men’s bonds with women are meant to be in a subordinate, complemen-
tary, and instrumental relation to bonds with other men. Dorilant, who
speaks for the play’s worldly system, explains, “A mistress should be like
a little country retreat near the town, not to dwell in constantly, but only
for a night and away, to taste the town better when a man returns.”*
Sparkish likes the same gustatory metaphor: “It may be I love to have
rivals in a wife,” since “loving alone is as dull as eating alone” (IILii}.

But, Harry, what, have T a rival in my wife already? Bur with all my heart,
for he may be of usc to me hereafter; for though my hunger is now my sauce,
and I can fall on heartily without, but the time will come when a rival will
be as good sauce for a married man to a wife as an orange to veal. (IV.iii)

Sparkish’s behavior when he introduces his friend Harcourt to his fiancée
Alithea makes clear that his strongest motive is really not even to use
Harcourt as a sweetener for the marriage, but to use his wife, and Har-
court’s approval of her, as an intensifier of his homosocial bond with
Harcourt and the wits. He instructs Alithea, “Him you must bid wel-
come cver to what you and T have,” while the anxious questions are re-
served for Harcourt’s verdict: “Do you approve my choice?” “Tell me, 1
say, Harcourt, how dost thou like her?” “Prithee, Frank, dost think my
wifc that shall be there a fine person?” Finally—“Go, go with her into a
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corner, and try if she has wit; talk to her anything; she’s bashful before
me.” Thrusting friend and wife together is part of Sparkish’s wishful sense
of “what we wits do for one another.” Pinchwife puts it more sourly and
accurately: “Be a pander to your own wife, bring men to her, lct ’cm
make love before your face, thrust em into a corner together, then leave
’em in private!” (IL.1)

Sparkish says to Harcourt, “T’ll be divorced from her sooner than from
thee” (I11.11), and this is an accuratc summary of his priorities. He imag-
incs that a proper deployment (which he interprets as a lavish one) of his
beautiful fiancée will help him secure not only a bond with but a certain
mastery over the men he most admires. He does not fail to perceive Har-
court’s desire for Alithea, but he is too quick and explicit in supposing
that Harcourt’s desire turns the man who is, after all, his own beau idéal.
into “an humble, menial friend,” whom he can fascinate and master with
his valuable property. “It may be I have a pleasure in’t, as I have to show
fine clothes at a playhouse the first day, and count money before poor
rogucs” (IILi1), he says, would-be-condescendingly. He takes no pleasure
in Alithea for her own sake. Walking with his men friends and glimpsing
her, he tries to hide, worried that she will interrupt their manly com-
munion and his later attendance on the King at Whitchall. And losing
her, at the end of the play, he makes cxplicit,

I never had any passion for you till now, tor now I hate you. *Tis true [
might have married your portion, as other men of parts of the town do
sometimes, and so vour servant; and to show my unconcernedness, 'l come
to your wedding, and resign vou with as much joy as I would a stale wench
to a new cully; nav, with as much jov as I would after the first nighe, if I
had been married to you. (V.ii1)

Even in this final situation which is

according to the programmatic ar-
rangement of the plot—supposed to show Sparkish as finally “jealous,” iz
is still only for his reputation among men as a particular kind of man that
he is jealous: “Could you find out no easy country fool to abuse? nonc
but me, a gentleman of wit and pleasure about the town? But it was vour
pride to be too hard for a man of parts, unworthy false woman!” (V.iii .
So the best recuperation he can manage—and it may seem to him quite
adequate—is the assertion that he has simply acted like “other men o
parts of the town,” and the fantasy that he is still passing Alithca on from
(male) hand to hand, like the used currency she is.

In treating Alithea as currency that has no inherent value, bur takes or:
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valuc only in circulation among meen, Sparkish seems to have access to
half of the truth. After all, Pinchwife, his foil, becomes far more ridicu-
lous, and in addition frighteningly violent, through his fasfure to sce that
a stable relation to a woman is impossible in the context of male trans-
active circulation. Sparkish is disastrously candid about the purely mstru-
mental, symbolic valuc that Alithca has for him; Pinchwife, on the other
hand, is torced to psychotic extremes of concealment in his unsuccesstul
attempt to withdraw his wife from circulation, to fix her value in herself
and keep it for his own private use.

By Pinchwife as much as by Sparkish, the system of male tratfic in
women is treated as a given; the two men are only making different choices
of relation to it. The primacy of the male-homosocial category “cuckold”
determines every shred of Pinchwife’s behavior as a husband—so much
thar his unworldly wife learns both to want to cuckold him and how to
go about doing so, purely from his phantasmic and obsessional harping
on the subject. His fetishization of women’s value makes him as unable
to perceive intrinsic value in a woman as docs Sparkish’s too-ready spec-
ulation in their transactive liquidity. “What is wit in a wifc good for, but
to make a man a cuckold?” (I.i). Pinchwife also joins Sparkish in describ-
ing women as potentially nauseating food that is to be made palatable
only by triangular mystifications: “a woman masked, like a covered dish,
gives a man curiosity and appetite, when, it may be, uncovered, "twould
turn his stomach™ (I1Li). The ditterence is that the seeming omnipotence
of this triangular structure terrifies Pinchwife, while Sparkish over-re-
lishes it.

Pinchwite speaks on the subject of cuckoldry and debauchery with the
authority of experience, as well, having been “a whoremaster,” “one that
knew the town so much, and women so well.” But, Horner asks him,

was not the way you were in better? Is not keeping better than mar-
riage?

PINCHWIFE: A pox on’t! The jades would jilt me; I could never keep a
whore to mysclf.

HORNER: So, then you only married to keep a whore to vourself. (I.i)

As this exchange makes clear, Pinchwite has felt undermined by the very
flow of women as exchangeable property among men. Only an arrested
and individualized version of this relation of collective ownership prom-
ises to assuage his jumpy, projective terror of male encroachment.
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Like the dealers in gold and silver who claim that the value of cash is
merely assigned by “economists,” whilc the value of precious metals is
inalienable, Pinchwife imagines that he can pick one element out of the
larger stream of exchange and stamp it forever with the value that is reallv.
however, lent to it only by its position in that stream. “Our sisters anc
daughters,” he says, “like usurers’ money, are safest when put out; bu:
our wives, like their writings, never safe but in our closets under lock anc
key” (V.i1). As this remark also suggests, the ambiguously referential sta-
tus of women, currency, and the written word are all alike intolerable e
Pinchwite. Forcing his wife to write a letter dismissing Horner, he threatens
her, in a shocking and crucial image: “Write as I bid you, or I will write
‘whore’” with this penknife in your face” (IV.i1). Wishing to physically marx
this particular piece of currency as inalienably his own—which is o say.
as with the cxample of gold and silver, wishing to locate its value in it
inhcrent physical nature and possession, rather than in its position withiz
a larger, symbolic economy—his only recourse, the one he threatens here.
inevitably betrays him in two ways. First, it would physically spoil ths
very object whose physical possession he claims is valuable. And second.
the imprint he threatens to make is the very one that names her public
and circulable character, his own worst fear.

Again, when Pinchwife has finished dictating his wife’s letter to Hor-
ner, having repressed her every expressive impulse (“Her style, I find, woulc
be very soft”)—“Come,” he orders her, “wrap it up now, whilst I go ferc™.
wax and a candle; and write on the backside, ‘For Mr. Horner.” ” So=
and impressible as wax, endorsed “whore” on the obverse and “For M-
Horner” on the backside, Pinchwife’s little parcel of desire goes promprt-
off to its destination, but containing exactly the opposite message froz
the one intended, since his wife, “now he has taught me to write letters.”
has substituted an affectionate one of her own. (“There’s my letter goir.z
to Mr. Horner, since he’ll needs have me send letters to folks.”) The svs-
tems of symbolic exchange in this world have the property that everv o
tempt to stabilize them in terms of either private or collective ownershic.
either the materiality or the transparency of the objects exchanged, eithe-
the heterosexual or the homosocial aim of desire, brings the counterva:-
ing, denicd term instantly, uncontrollably, and as it were vengefully in::
play, orienting the entire symbolic system suddenly around the denie:
term itself, and transferring its value to the now feminized (cuckolded
person of the would-be manipulator of signs.

While Sparkish and Pinchwife make complementary mistakes in m:-
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nipulating the symbolic economy as it relates to women, Horner has the
whole rule book at his disposal. He holds on at the right moments and
lets go at the right moments; he values women just enough but not too
much; he moves back and forth acrobatically and effortlessly between a
privatizing and a circulative relation to the female commodity. Given that
the object of man’s existence is to cuckold men, Horner is a master. As
in Shakespeare’s Sonnets, the fiction of male androgyny—of a symmet-
rical relation between men and women in which one person (a man) could
place himself “halfway between” the two genders in order to view, and
enjoy, them equally—is an important thematic possibility for this play,
and for Horner within it. Also as in the Sonnets, though, male “andro-
gyny” actually functions, instead, as a mask for a more efficient manipu-
lation of women’s asymmetrically marginal, subsumed, and objectified
status.

At first glance, or in Horner’s own rhetoric, his strategy of pretending
to be sexually impotent, “as bad as a eunuch” (L.i), in order to make his
sexual escapades easier and safer for himself and the women involved, seems
to offer a critique of and an escape from the circuit of male homosocial
desire. Horner claims that he, unlike the men around him, is actually in-
terested in women, rather than in the opinions of other men:

Vain fops but court, and dress, and keep a pother,
To pass for women’s men with one another;

But he who aims by women to be priz'd,

First by the men, you sec, must be despis’d. (V.iv)

Certainly, Horner is withering on the subject of male friendship, even as
it is represented by the attractive Harcourt and Dorilant, never mind the
unappetizing Sparkish. He tries scornfully to egg Harcourt and Dorilant
on into increasingly extravagant and misogynistic declarations about male
bonding:

HORNER: Women serve but to keep 2 man from better company; though
I can’t enjoy them, I shall you the more. Good fellowship and
friendship are lasting, rational, and manly pleasures.

HARCOURT: [Mistresses are like books. If you pore upon them too much,
they doze you and make you unfit for company; but if used dis-
creetly, you are the fitter for conversation by ’em.
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HORNER: [ tell you, ’tis as hard to be a good fellow, a good friend, and
a lover of women, as ’tis to be a good fellow, a good friend, and a
lover of money. You cannot follow both, then choose your side. Wine
gives you liberty, love takes it away.

DORILANT: Gad, he’s in the right on’t.

HORNER: Come, for my part I will have only those glorious, manly plea-
sures of being very drunk and very slovenly. (1.i)

Horner represents himself, and is perceived by some women, not only
as excepting himself from the male homosocial circuit, but as making a
sacrifice of his (homosocially defined) masculinity, in favor of the plea-
sure of women. Lady Fidget, for instance, wonders at him:

But, poor gentleman, could you be so generous, so truly a man of honor, as
for the sakes of us women of honor, to cause yourself to be reported no
man? No man! And to suffer yourself the greatest shame that could fail upon
a man, that none might fall upon us women by your conversation? (I1.i)

Nevertheless, the play makes clear in many ways that, far from ren-
ouncing or subordinating the male-homosocial destination of desire,
Horner has actually elevated it to a newly transcendent status. If he gives
up the friendship and admiration of other men, it is only in order to come
into a more intimate and secret relation to them—a relation over which
his cognitive mastery is so complete that they will not cven know that
such a bond exists. Horner’s very name, to begin with, makes cxplicit
that the act of cuckolding a man, rather than of enjoying a woman, is his
first concern. His pursuit of Margery Pinchwife begins, not when he first
admires her beauty, but when he first learns that she is Pinchwife’s jeal-
ously guarded bride. Most pointedly, the ending of the play makes clear
that a stable, nontriangular relationship with the hotly pursued woman
is the last thing in the world Horner wants. Margery Pinchwife’s naive
assumption that because he wants to cuckold her husband, he must
therefore want ker, threatens the very basis of his carefully constructed
strategy; and to protect that, to keep himself in circulation on the terms
he has chosen, Horner unhesitatingly packs her off back to her violent
and repressive husband. When she seems to threaten to be candid about
her fondness for Horner, he grumbles, “Well, a silly mistress is like a weak
place, soon got, soon lost, a man has scarce time for plunder” (V.iv); but
it is his desire, not hers, that makes their affair a transient one. “Next to
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the pleasure of making a new mistress,” he says, “is that of being rid of
an old one” (L.1).

Sparkish and Pinchwife are finally feminized or immobilized by their
denial or repression of the schism in women’s status within the male-
homosocial erotic economy. Horner’s more successful strategy, on the other
hand, 1s not to decny, fcprcss, or project but to voluntarily embody and
hence control that schism. Because he is willing, not to undergo, but
himself to represent “castration,” and because he takes on himself the role
of passive and circulable commodity—because in one register he with-
draws from the role of nival to that of object—he is able in another reg-
ister to achieve an unrivaled power as an active subject. Only because he
is a man, however, does his renunciation actually increase his mobility
and power. These women are sometimes “free” to act out the contradic-
tions of their status; as well, but, as we shall see, they never achieve the
cognitive leverage, the mastery of their whole range of choices, that Hor-
ner’s pseudofeminized masculinity allows him to achieve.

I have already suggested how Horner’s supposedly castrated status lets
him act out one aspect of the schism in women’s status, between being
ostensibly the objects of men’s heterosexual desire and being more func-
tionally the conduits of their homosocial desire toward other men. Hor-
ner is able to pretend, mockingly and opportunistically, to his men friends
that he now can value only homosocial bonds; in relation to Sir Jasper
Fidget, for instance, he consents to be treated as domestic property, es-
sentially as 2 woman. He does this, however, actually in order to be
brought near the women: at the same time as men mistakenly see him as
entirely homosocial, he can convince the women that he alone among
men is entirely heterosexual, more interested in them than in their hus-
bands’ opinion of him. In fact, however, his motivation 7, as we have
scen, homosocial, only at a higher than usual level of cognitive manipu-
lativencss. Horner embodies the counterposed homosocial/heterosexual
forces in women’s erotic fates, but because he is a man and therefore an
active subject of male homosocial desire—and because he alone realizes
that men’s homosocial and heterosexual desires need not be opposites but
may be entirely complicit—he 1s able to use the apparent contradictions
to his advantage against both men and women.

Similarly, Horner both acts out and exploits the schism between the
private and public aspects of women’s status as objects of possession and
exchange. One manifestation of this, as we suggested in relation to Mar-
gery Pinchwife, is the apparently contradictory illusions of materiality and
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immateriality of the (symbolic) object of exchange. Horner carries out a
brilliant parody of that tension in the famous “china” scene, where “china”
arbitrarily becomes a signifier for the suddenly reified sex act: instead of
sharing gestures, touches, and cutaneous sensations, the characters find
themselves competing absurdly for quantities of a finite, material com-

modity. ‘

MRS. SQUEAMISH: O Lord, I’ll have some china too. Good Mr. Horner,
don’t think to give other people china, and me none; come in with
me too.

HORNER: Upon my honor, I have none left now.

MRS. SQUEAMISH: Nay, nay, I have known you deny your china before
now, but you shan’t put me off so. Come.

HORNER: This lady had the last there.

LADY FIDGET: Yes, indeed, madam, to my certain knowledge he has no
more left.

MRS. SQUEAMISH: Oh, but it may be he may have some you could not
find.

LADY FIDGET: What, d’ye think if he had had any left, I would not have
had it too? For we women of quality never think we have china
enough.

HORNER: Do not take it ill, I cannot make china for you all, but I will
have a roll-wagon for you too, another time. (IV.iii)

This scene shows Horner hapless, his sexual potency—great as it may be—
publicly objectified, quantified, and judged, as women’s bodies are. On
the other hand, by submitting to and even furthering the objectifying,
feminizing momentum of this scene, Hormner as usual establishes ever more
firmly his own secret control over the terms of the discourse.

LADY FIDGET (to Horner, aside): What do you mean by that promise?
HORNER (apart to Lady Fidget): Alas, she has an innocent, litcral under-
standing. (IV.iii)

Horner’s command of the broader schism in women’s exchange status,
between public circulation and privatization, is similarly participatory and
deft. As he explains to Lady Fidger, the “secret” fact of his potency will
function the better—the more secretly—the more widcly he makes it known
in action, since
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rather than [other women] shall prejudice your honor, Pl prejudice theirs;
and to serve you, I'll lie with ’em all, make the secret their own, and then
theyll keep it. . . . [T]he devil take me if censorious women are to be si-
lenced in any other way. (IV.1i1)

For Horner to circulate this “knowledge” means to circulate his own body,
womanlike, as common property creating the illusion of private prop-
erty. What is not womanlike is the control he is thus enabled to maintain
over the terms of his sexual itinerary.

Horner’s ploy is successful because, as I suggested, it allows him to
split his erotic/political relations between two “registers.” These registers
are differentiated in more than one possible way. The most conventional
way to describe the gap is between appearance and reality, or sign and
signified.® In fact, the thematics and vocabulary of the play do make this
gap a clamant subject. Again, however, we nced to find a way of differ-
entiating Horner’s activist, volatilizing, and highly manipulative use of
this gap from the more static uses of it available to the women. The play
ranges its women carefully but simply along a continuum from truthful
to mendacious. Alithea is exactly defined by her exact truthfulness, and
the Fidget/Squeamish women by their exact (and often self-defeating)
adherence to a system of hypocrisy about which they are very candid:

LADY FIDGET: Our virtue is like the statesman’s rcligion, the Quaker’s
word, the gamester’s oath, and the great man’s honor: but to cheat
those that trust us.

MRS. SQUEAMISH: And that demureness, coyness, and modesty that you
see in our faces in the boxes at plays, is as much a sign of a kind
woman as a vizard-mask in the pit. (V.iv.)

Margery Pinchwifc moves in the course of the play from a truthful ex-
treme of simplicity and literal-mindedness to an equally simple mendac-
ity. Each of these women, while keeping her words and her actions in a
difterent rclation to each other, nevertheless accepts that their relation will
be a given and univocal one. The “signs” of marriage and “honor,” too,
fall within this schema: the Fidget/Squeamish women arc as compulsive
and consistent in belying their social bonds as Alithea is in honoring hers;
they are finally equally helpless to do anything but ratify (albeit by de-
nial) the structures that define their social existence. (It is worth noting,
0o, that Alithea’s truthfulness, which has at least a potential for subvert-
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ing the system by which homosocial masquerades as heterosexual desire,
is in fact permissible because her love relationship, with Harcourt, is the
lcast triangular in the play: this in turn because she is, exceptionally, an
orphan with (apparently) money of her own, and therefore compara-
tively free of patriarchal ownership. Her relatively nontriangular love is
one of those cul-de-sacs in Wycherley’s drama, a sclf-enclosed bubble that
secems to have floated in from another genre, that features even more
problematically in The Plain Dealer.)

Horner, on the other hand, unlike thc women, from the start places
himself in a commandingly, because knowingly, off-centered relation to
the truth of representation. It is off-centered because it is different to men
and women, but also because it involves the endurance and manipulation
of a potentially painful temporal lag: “If I can but abuse the husbands,”
he says in a wittily and importantly off-balance formulation, “T’ll soon
disabuse the wives” (I.i). Becausc of his ability to submit to, gain mo-
mentum from, and thus expropriate the irrepressible and divisive power
of gender representation, Horer constructs for himself an intelligible two-
phase narrative of feminization followed by (rather than contradicted by)
masculine recuperation.

Let me end with a few words about the exchange value in The Country
Wife of wit, the commodity that comes closest to thematizing the generic
status of the play itself. To begin with a biographical snippet, John Den-
nis rcported in a letter

that the Correspondence between Mr. Wacherley and the foresaid Lady [Bar-
bara Villicrs, Duchess of Cleveland, who had also been the mistress of Charles
IT for a number of years previously] was the Occasion of bringing Mr. Wy-
chevley into favour with George Duke of Buckingham, who was passionately
in Love with that Lady, who was ill treated by her, and who belicved Mr.
Wacherley his happy Rival. After the duke had long sollicited her without
obtaining any thing, whether the relation between them shock’d her, for she
was his Cousin-Germain, or whether she apprehended that an Intrigue with
a Person of his Rank and Character, a Person upon whom the eyes of all
Men were fix’d, must of Necessity in a little time come to the King's Ears,
whatever was the cause, she refus’d to admit of his Visits so long, that at last
Indignation, Rage and Disdain took Place of his Love, and he resolvd to
ruin her. When he had takn this Resolution, he had her so narrowly watch’d
by his Spies, that he soon came to the Knowledge of thosc whom he had
reason to believe his Rivals. And after he knew them, he never fail’d to name
them aloud, in order to expose the Lady, to all those who frequented him,
and among others he us’d to name Mr. Wycherley. As soon as it came to the
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Knowledge of the latter, who had all his Expectations from the Court, he
apprehended the Consequence of such a Report, if it should reach the King.
He applied himself therefore to Wilmor Lovrd Rochester and to Sir Charles Sedley,
and entreated them to remonstrate to the Duke of Buckingham the Mischief
which he was about to do to one who had not the Honour to be known to
him, and who had never offcnded him. Upon their opening the Matter to
the Duke, he cry’'d out immediately, that be did not blame Wycherley, he only
nccus’d his Cousin. Ay, but, they replv’d, by vendring him suspected of such an
Intrigue, you are about to ruine him, that is, vour Grace is about to yuine a Man
with whose Conversation you would be pleas’d above all things. Upon this Occa-
sion they said so much of the shining Qualitics of Mr. Wycherley, and of the
Charms of the Conversation, that the Duke, who was as much in love with
Wit, as he was with his Kinswoman, was tmpatient till he was brought to
sup with him, which was in two or three Nights. After Supper Mr. Wacher-
ley, who was then in the Height of his Vigor both of Body and Mind, thought
himselt oblig’d to exert himsclf, and the Duke was charm’d to that degree,
that he ¢ry’d out in a Transport, By & my Cousin is in the vight of it;
and from that very Moment made a Friend of a Man whom he believ’d his
happy Rival.

“It was but shortly after,” Wycherley's biographer tells, “that Buck-
mgham arranged for Wycherley to become Captain Licutenant of the
Company of Foot of which he was himself Captain.”®

This anecdote confirms Freud’s contention in Jokes and their Relation
to the Unconscions that wit is an important mechanism for moving from
an ostensible heterosexual object of desire to a true homosocial one.” What
is also interesting in Wycherley’s case—both in this biographical example
and, more importantly, in the play—is the special position of wit as a
token of class membership or mobility, expecially as these are associated
with sexual status. In The Country Wife, to be a wit, a gamester (at the
expense of “rooks” or “bubbles”), a spendthrift, and a cuckolder, are all
associated with aristocratic gentlemen of the town. Lack of wit, con-
versely, goes with being a cuckold and with the urban bourgeoisic or the
insufficiently urban gentry. Sir Jasper Fidget, for instance, the baronet
who has gone into business in the City, is no wit, but “this grave man
of business” (I.i), and hence 2 ready-made cuckold: his wite remarks,

Who for his business from his wife will run,
Takes the best care to have his business done. (1L.i)

It is Sir Jasper’s insistent, ostentatious, bourgeoislike acquisitiveness that
impels him to attach Horner to his household in the first place: he loves
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to call Horner “my cunuch” (IILii), and explains to his wife, “a lady should
have a supernumerary gentleman-usher, as a supernumerary coach-horse,
lest sometimes you should be forced to stay at home” (IL1).

Sparkish though wealthy is witless and untitled: hence he loves a Lord
and “a wit to me is the greatest title in the world” (I.1). We have already
seen how this affectation makes hun vulnerable to cuckoldry; Horner says,
“he is to be bubbled of his mistress, as of his money, the common mis-
tress, by keeping him company” (I1Lii). Pinchwife calls him “the flower
of the true town fops, such as spend their estates before they come to
’em, and are cuckolds before they’re married.”

The dour Pinchwife, as usual, contrasts Sparkish’s cconomic and sexual
liquidity with his own conservatism, here seen as land-based: “But let me,”
he continues, “go look to my own frechold,” meaning Margery (ILi). An
aristocrat like Sir Jasper, Pinchwife becomes déclassé in the opposite way,
in the play’s urban-centered view—by retreating to his rural base and to
a countrified fear of cash expenditure. He congratulates himself on hav-
ing a country wife, who, though not wealthy, is “as rich as if she brought
me twenty thousand pound out of this town; for she’ll be as sure not to
spend her modecrate portion as a London baggage would be to spend hers,
let it be what it would” (Li). Both he and Sparkish consider wit and sex-
ual possession exchangeable, though at different rates: “You may laugh
at me, but you shall never lic with my wife,” Pinchwife rumbles, while
Sparkish feels just the opposite.

SPARKISH: Why, d’ye think I’ll seem to be jealous, like a country bump-
kin?
PINCHWIFE: No, rather be a cuckold, like a credulous cit. (IL1)

To be a wit and a cuckolder, then, is to be ncither bumpkin nor cit, but
a young, aristocratic man-about-town whose only visible rclation to money
is the playful (though predatory) one of gambling. Dorilant opines that
“we they call spendthrifts” are indeed the only people who can be called
wealthy, “who lay out [our] money upon daily new purchases of plea-
sure” (1.1).

The hidden, or uprooted, relation between these urbane yet noncom-
mercial young men and their landed economic and political base is al-
ready rather precarious and slippery in capitalist Restoration England. (This
may be why gambling is the economic image that capturcs their fancy.)
One consequence of their sublimation of that relation—the sublimation
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that is signified in this play by “wit”—is that a share of the prestige that
belongs to their economic and political position can also be achieved by
men who cultivate the signifier “wit” even in the absence of its economic
and political grounding.

The man who wishes to achieve his social position in this way, how-
ever, must follow a discipline of transcendent renunciation as well as of
ambition. As the examples of Pinchwife and Sir Jasper show, to appear
to be concerned about material accumulation or conservation is fatal to
the “wit” even of wealthy aristocrats. The man who, like Wycherley,
without great wealth or unambiguous status sets out to live &y his wits,
and off the “wits,” needs a strategy and skills that are rather like Hor-
ner’s. Deferring and sublimating his material need, disguising his ambi-
tion through various forms of apparent feminization, being able to en-
vision only a manipulative rather than a mutual relationship with the real
“wits,” such a figure, by giving a voice and body to real or apparent con-
tradictions in the status of those he envies, may succeed in cleaving a path
for himself to the ascendancy or even the material goods he desires. That
such a career is dangerous and fails more often than it succeeds is clear
from Wycherley’s own life.

Some sexual bearings of this strategy are suggested in Wycherley’s “bul-
let doux dedicatory” to The Plain Dealer. Dedicating the play to Mother
Bennet, a London procuress, in a shower of equivoques, Wycherley de-
scribes her profession as analogous to that of the playwright-satirist:

you have been a constant scourge to the old lecher, and often a terror 1o the
young. You have made concupiscence its own punishment, and extinguished
lust with lust, like blowing up of houses to stop the fire.?

Similarly, the prologue to The Country Wife, which Wycherley puts into
the mouth of the man who plays Horner, compares the vulnerability of
playwrights with the sexual availability of actresses, since both arc be-
trayed by the actors, handed over to the base appetites of the audience:

But we, the actors, humbly will submit,
Now, and at any time, to a full pit;

Nay, often we anticipate your rage,

And murder poets for you on our stage.

We set no guards upon our tiring-room,
Bur when with flying colors there you come,
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We patiently, you sce, give up to you
Our poets, virgins, nay, our matrons too. (p. 6)

The mixture here of the playwright’s thematized dependency on actors
with his invisible control over “their” language—really, it is he who hands
them over to the andience—is cast in even more clearly sexual terms in
the “Epilogue, Spoken by Mrs. Knep [Lady Fidget].” Speaking as an ac-
tress and hence, inferentially, as a woman who is for sale on the sexual
market, she taunts the men in the audience for talking big for the sake of
homosocial prestige, but being unable to deliver in bed.

In fine, you essenc’d boys, both old and young,
Who would be thought so eager, brisk, and strong,
Yet do the ladies, not their husbands, wrong;

The world, which to no man his due will give,

You by experience know you can deceive,

And men may still believe you vigorous,

But then we women-—there’s no coz'ning us. (p. 142)

The play itself, like Horner, seems with this ending to identify itself with
the cause of women’s plcasure, at the expense of appearances directed at
other men. The playwright himself seems to have undergone a metamor-
phosis. Prologue and Epilogue are the places where the artifice of the
drama—multiple bodies uttering as their own the words, and expressing
or misexpressing the intentions, of the playwright—is both underlined
and mediated; and the playwright here has gone from being embodied
as a man, a trans-actor in women, to being embodied as a woman, the
corrosive object transacted.

Once again, however, the context of the play’s ending—in which Hor-
ner, to protect his own terms of negotiability, sends Margery Pinchwifc
back to her abusive husband—combines with the larger context of Res-
toration theater-going, to make the apparent female identification of the
“Epilogue” seem merely a move in a larger male-homosocial strategy. The
very presence of female bodies on the stage at this period, speaking
“women” ’s lines, was novel and remarkable enough to make an espe-
cially salient echo with the play’s thematization of women’s matersality or
transparency as objects of exchange. That is, the presumption goes un-
challenged in the play that women go on the stage to market their bodies
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to men, as much as to embody the conceptions of male playwrights; even
more, women in the audience, with the one exception of Alithea, are shown
as being there for display and rental »ather than as specrators.

Even insofar as it represents a woman’s voice, “Mrs. Knep” ’s Epilogue
1s a protest within this system rather than against it: “Mrs. Knep” merely
makes a direct claim for the artifactual pleasures thar are supposed to be
a byproduct for women of the male-acted, male-prestige-enhancing the-
atrical traffic in whores and mistresses. Like “Molly Bloom” and many
other female embodiments of men’s voices, “Mrs. Knep” still speaks a sexual
language that can embody only one message: variations on “yes.” To re-
ceive the pleasure that she is claiming, would sweeten her position in the
transactive sexual economy, but not change it: she is not trying to extend
her vocabulary to “no.” Even viewed as a strategy for prying apart the
image and power of the patriarchal phallus from the frailties of the falli-
ble individual penis (see chapter 1), the Epilogue offers no new social af-
fordances to the female speaker: her relegation within the transactive
cconomy is tied unambiguously to the phallus, however labile may be the
career of the individual man within the space defined by penis and phal-
lus.

In fact, the authorial male figure that consents to be embodied in this
female voice and presence has much more to gain from “Mrs. Knep”’s
tirade than “she” does. The hidden understanding of how men’s hetero-
sexual activity is both motivated and, potentially, sapped by its true hom-
osocial object gives leverage to the ambitious, active man as it does not
to the only peripherally existent woman. Once having undergone the ap-
parent eclipse of taking on a female persona (as when Wycherley pleaded
indirectly with the Duke of Buckingham not to “ruine” him), and hence
gained command of the actual path of male desire (“that the Duke .
was as much in love with Wit, as he was with his Kinswoman™), the sa-
tirist from his secret vantage can then more durably feminize his male
object in relation to himself (“and the Duke was charm’d to that degree,
that he cry’d out in a Transport, By G———my cousin is in the vight of
).

In the next chapter, we will see this class and gender strategy more
densely psychologized, and described in relation to a more denscly pop-
ulated social world, in Sterne’s Sentimental Journey. In chapters s and 6,
discussing the paranoiac Gothic novel, we will deal more explicitly with
the ways in which the range of male homosocial bonds may have been
fractured by homophobia or structured in relation to an emergent male
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homosexual role. For the purposes of this section, however, it is enough
in that connection to re-stress three things in The Country Wife: the com-
pulsory and double-edged involvement of women in all the male homo-
social bonds, the absence of direct genital contact between men, and the
cognitively hierarchical, authoritarian, “transcendent” nature of the ho-
mosocial bond signalized by cuckoldry. The homosociality of this world
seems embodied fully in its heterosexuality; and its shape is not that of
brotherhood, but of extreme, compulsory, and intensely volatile mastery
and subordinarion.



CHAPTER FOUR

A Sentimental Journey:
Sexualism and the Citizen of the World

HE reading in this chapter, like those in the next two, records the
emergence in something close to modern terms of the social artic-
ulations of male homosocial desire. What is most foreign to the twen-
tieth-century American reader, in A Sentimental Journey, is the relatively
crisp and differentiated treatment of class. What is most familiar to us,
and also newest in the period under discussion, is the automatic availa-
bility and salicnce, for the description of many different power transac-
tions, of the image of the family—the family as psychoanalysis conceives
it, comprising one parent of each gender and, as subject, a single, male
child. The fantasy polarities of omnipotence and utter powerlessness, of
castration and phallic investiture, of maternal nurturance and depriva-
tion, form in A Sentimental Journey and in the Gothic, as in more recent
thought, the ground onto which other power transactions are mapped.
Within this warm space of pathos and the personal, however—a space
whose new distinctness and freightedness are described by Eli Zaretsky
and others as a kind of complementary artifact of developing capitalism*—
we can trace modern versions of Horner’s cold-blooded, manipulative erotic
strategy as it moves into more psychologized and gemiitlich-sounding in-
carnations. Although novels likc A Sentimental Journey and the Gothic
spread a glamor of familial pathos over a complicated male strategy for
homosocial empowerment, they are also intricately, even appealingly can-
did about the worldly ties and meanings of their narrators’ project. Like
psychoanalysis itself: imperialism with a baby face.
A conventional charge against psychoanalytic-like views of the family
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has been that they are bound by the perspective of the European bour-
geoisie and do not cxtend their view beyond it. Part of my contention in
the readings in this chaprer and the next two, however, will be that this
modern narrative of the male-homosocial subject was first and most n-
fluenually elaborated as part of a broad and very specific reading of class:
that the clarity and breadth of class differentiation in these novels is most
important to the emerging family narrative. To say that this narrative has
(or originally had) a strong, conscious content about class is not exactly
to celebrate it, however. The class awareness, acute and crucial as it is, &
not only bourgeois-centered, but based on an aggressive pastoralization
of working people, and an expropriation of the aristocracy, too, for the
cognitive needs of clements of the middle class. In short, the struggle to
control the newly potent terms? of the male-homosocial spectrum de-
pended on mobilizing a new narrative of the “private,” bourgeois fam-
ily—a narrative that was socially powerful because it scemed itself able to
make descriptive sensc of relations across class.

—They order, said I, this matter betzer in France—
—You have been in France? said my gentleman, turning quick upon me
with the most civil triumph in the world.?

When Laurence Sterne’s Yorick sets his head toward Dover, he docs
it, like Gloucester in King Lear, as an unexamined response to the un-
meant suggestion of others.* It is easy to see why the mysterious flows
of the important people in his world might impel the blind and helpless
Duke toward a goal that is not originally his; but the dandaic gentleman
who ups with his portmanteau at a glance of civil triumph from his ser-
vant is a more modern type who merits a more sociological attention.
Perhaps we are in the world of Wodehouse, with a gentleman’s gentle-
man who happens, like Jeeves, to be the embodiment of all the prescrip-
tive and opportunistic shrewdness necessary to maintain his master’s caste-
mark ingenuousness . . . but it is impossible to tell; the servant utters
his five words, glances his glance, and disappears from the novel. The
prestige that has lent force to his misprision (his sncer?) scems to belong
not to a particular personality but to a position, a function (or lack of it),
a bond betwceen gentleman and gentleman’s gentleman that, throughout
this novel, makes up in affective and class significance what it lacks in
utilitarian sensc. Yorick’s bond to another valer is the most sustained and
onc of the fondest in the novel; and for most of the novel, the bond is
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articulated through various forms of the conquest and exchange of women.

The underlying terms of Yorick’s involvement with his French valer,
LaFleur, are conventional in a way that the degree of his involvement is
not. An unquestioning paternalism—an assumption that his own welfare
1s also LaFleur’s; that LaFleur’s urgent, personal desire to be of service
both goes with the terms of employment and at the same time testifies
to a special, personal rapport between them; that LaFleur’s cares and in-
volvements can be nothing but a miniaturized, comic version of his own—
lies behind the condescension of the recurrent epithets, “honest” and “poor”
LaFleur. LaFleur, like all the peasants Yorick encounters across the Channel,
1s scen as childlike—unqualified for any serious work, but ready for mu-
sic, dance, and frolic at any hour of the day. Like the peasantry in gen-
eral, LaFleur has a natural, untutored talent for music, and a natural joy-
ousness of temper. On the other hand, he must, like a child, be protected
from worry: when Yorick thinks he may be sent to the Bastille for lack
of a passport,

I could not find in my heart to torture LaFleur’s with a serious look upon
the subject of my embarrassment, which was the rcason I . . . treated it so
cavalierly: and to shew him how light it lay upon my mind, I dropt the sub-
ject entirely; and whilst he waited upon me at supper, talked to him with
morce than usual gaiery abourt Paris, and of the opera comique. . . . As soon
as the honest creature had taken away, and gone down to sup himself, I then
began to think a little seriously abour my situation.

In short, LaFleur is ruefully acknowledged to be an encumbrance, though
a cheering one—a child himself, in relation to whom Yorick can seem a
merely attractively childlike adult. Yorick is unusual in acknowledging how
fluctuous and uncertain his own grasp on “adult” responsibilities is. He
is entirely conventional, though, in assigning LaFlcur an u#nchangingly
childlike relation to them. The resulting imbalance is structured like the
gender roles in The Country Wife: Yorick, like Horner, has a free and po-
tentially manipulative choice of roles, which is displayed as both attrac-
tive and somchow renunciatory in relation to the more rigid role assign-
ments of others. Working people in Sternc, like the women in Wycherley,
are offered no such flexibility, however. A difference is that Horner’s per-
sonal control—even his compulsiveness about it—is visible to the play’s
audience, while the manipulative potential of Yorick’s position, even when
he exerts and profits by it, is presented to the rcader as well as to the
other characters as a form of vulnerability and helplessness.
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Yorick’s articulateness about the way he thinks of LaFleur—his need
to describe and justify, under the guise of celebrating, the particular shape
of the bond between them—is, like the very degree of his emotional in-
vestment in LaFleur, a sign not of a stable, hereditary, traditional, pater-
nalistic bond to a servant, but of an anxious and ideologically threatened
onc. Or more precisely: rather than being a sign of a traditional bond, it
is an explicit, ideologizing narrative afout such a bond, and hence sug-
gests Yorick’s belated and anxious relation to the carlier, stabler relation-
ship. As we discussed in section iii of the Introduction, one useful view
of ideology is precisely as a narrative that makes explicit, in idealizing and
apparently contemporancous terms, the outdared or obsolescent values of
an earlier system, in the service of a newer system that in practice under-
mines the basis of those values. Thus, Yorick not only is not used to, but
is acutely anxious about, this master-servant bond whose “naturalncss”
he is so busy in justifying. For instance, when LaFleur asks for a day oft
“pour faive le galant vis-a-vis de sm maitvesse,” Yorick is highly discom-
moded (“Now it was the very thing I intended to do myselt™); appealing
to his own feelings, his reservoir of received idcas, however, he finds there
a modern, capitalist version of Nature and the social contract that ac-
tually undermines his ability to exact service from his own servant:

—the sons and daughters of service part with Liberty, but not with Nature,
in their contracts; they are flesh and blood, and have their little vanities and
wishes in the midst of the house of bondage, as well as their task-masters—
no doubt they have set their sclf-denials at a price—and their expectations
are so unreasonable, that I would often disappoint them, but thar their con-
dition puts it so much in my power to do it.

Bebold—Behold, I am thy servant—disarms me at once of the power of a
master— (pp. 124)

No wonder it is necessary for Yorick, as it had not been for the em-
ployers of personal servants in The Country Wife, to make explicit to him-
self the countervailing, “natural” grounds that make 1t appropriate for one
person to surtender liberty to another—and to couch them, not in the
crudely rationalistic, potentially egalitarian modern terms of economic
power and want, but in the reassuringly backward-looking ones of qua-
sifamilial obligation. If LaFleur is like a child, he belongs (not to, but)
with someone who is a little like an adult: his employer.

The respect in which LaFleur is more or other than a child is, again,
nothing new in the annals of paternalism: it is the sexual. For a servant
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to have the assignment of sexual knowing and acting-out in relation to a
more refined, inhibited, or inexperienced master is a usual topos. Again,
all that is perhaps unusual here are the emotional intensity and the dense,
novelistic texture and specificity with which this part of the servant-mas-
ter bond is rendered and rationalized. The free crossing, too, between
propria-persona conquests and triangulated conquests between the two
men is a bit dizzying. La Fleur is seen as busy otk in making his own
conquests—which are always effortless and multiple, and most often aimed
at the servants of the women in whom Yorick is interested, ad majovem
Yorick gloviam—and in prospecting and courting on behalf of his master.
For instance, “the officious zeal of a well-meaning creature for my hon-
our”—La Fleur’s puppyish eagerness to show Yorick in his best light to
an artistocratic woman, a potential patroness (or lover?)—creates a situ-
ation where Yorick needs to produce an instant billet-doux to her. Yorick
finds himself pen-tied, but— No problem: LaFleur, having created the
opportunistic space, then fills it by offering with “a thousand apologies
for the liberty he was going to take . . . a letter in his pocket wrote by
a drummer in his regiment to a corporal’s wife, which, he durst say, would
suit the occasion.” “I had a mind to let the poor fellow have his humour
” (69), Yorick says, and reads the tawdry document:

It was but changing the corporal into the Count—and saying nothing about
mounting guard on Wednesday—and the letter was neither right or wrong—
so to gratify the poor fellow, who stood trembling for my honour, his own,
and the honour of his letter,—I took the cream gently off it, and whipping
it up in my own way—I sealed it up and sent him with it 10 Madame de¢
L##*x—_ (p. 70)

With this characteristically insouciant move, Yorick is playing the peas-
ant man and the aristocratic woman off against one another through a
powerful set of “fanciful” identifications. Without releasing LaFleur from
his infantilized role of “poor” incompetent, Yorick is nevertheless at the
same time submitting to his erotic advisement, making LaFleur his men-
tor/father in a complicit relation to the capture of the desired woman. By
involving LaFleur in the plot, not bracketing his lower-class associations
but emphasizing and insisting on them, Yorick is also implicitly reduc-
ing—even insulting—Madame de L#*#*, of whom he has till now bcen
rather frightened. Toward LaFleur, then, Yorick’s bourgeois and male-
homosocial needs lead him to adopt a pastoral, split view: LaFleur can
be cast as both feckless, dependent child and sexually expert fa-
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ther/advisor. (Neither of these can be mistaken for an equal; the pastor-
alizing split might be compared to the one in white Southern ideology
between Negro viewed as child and Negro viewed as Mammy.) The mas-
culine complicities built into this split relationship then permit Yorick to
make double use of Madame de L#x*: Yorick’s bond to her is a guaran-
tee of his night to condescend to “poor” LaFleur, but the as it were locker-
room, specifically lower-class-attributed nature of his confidential bond
with LaFleur, and their ability to relegate Mme de L#** between them
through “universal” male wisdom about how to deal with women, lets
Yorick place her, too, firmly in the category of those whom he deserves
to master.

This incident is only one example of Yorick’s facility for creating in-
stant, supportive, apparently egalitarian “families” around himself by his
deftness in playing gender and class attribution off against one another.
How thoroughly gender divides the pie of class—how thoroughly class
divides the pie of gender—our hero is aware, and the new male type he
personifies is a deft broker of these differences. Not the least deft of his
strategies, as we have suggested, is the casting of a veil of nostalgic pa-
thos, linked to the traffic in women within an idealized “classless” nuclear
family, over his power negotiations with men.® Rather than read Yorick
psychoanalytically, that is, I would like to read him as pionecring in the
ideological use of male “androgyny” and of ostensibly universal psycho-
analytic perceptions to express and assuage the specific homosocial anx-
ieties of the male middle-class intellectual.

What features of the social landscape in A Sentimental Journey facilitate
Yorick’s manipulations? To begin with, class difference, although one of
the main dimensions along which the social landscape is mapped, is de-
scribed in particularly stylized terms. I am not referring here merely to
the pastoralization of the servant/peasant class, but to the absence of any
working class (especially of men) except tor servants and peasants. Ser-
vants are personally responsible to, and in the paternalistic care of, per-
sons of Yorick’s class or higher; while peasants, in the novel’s pastoral,
distant view, are easily perceived as decorative, animating projections on
a distant prospect of the picturesque. Each group is viewed in a way that
makes it singularly susceptible to being read through a fantasy of the per-
sonal, a fantasy of the middle-class male person. Women of the working
classes are even more available for this imaginative expropriation: if not
personal servants, they are vendors of personal linen, or of gloves, or pre-
cisely of sexual services. Thus, far from presenting a cross-grained world
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of work that might occasionally frustrate, be indifferent to, or even fun-
damentally oppose the desires of the leisured gentleman, the novel edits
and amends the working classes in the image of the gentleman and his
desires. Similarly, the powers of the aristocracy and even of royalty do
not, in this novel, seem either to arise from or to result in intcrests that
are fundamentally different from those of the middle-class intellectual. The
difference between Yorick and his aristocratic patrons is causcless, a given,
a difference as vast as species difference but as easily sublimated as mer-
cury. It is pure mystiquc; any material differences are expressive of the
true difference but not causally involved with it. Accordingly, familial-
style techniques of ingratiation, personal submission, swagger, sweetness,
seductiveness—techniques that are purely individualistic, based on no ex-
plicit perception of class or group interest—are the appropriate ones for
dealing upward across class difterence, as well.

The fact that A Sentimental Journey is, by definition, a novel of travel,
is probably important in permitting it to present such a wishful, seduc-
tive, impoverished social map with such an influential degree of convic-
tion. For an Englishman (or in our century, an American) to travel for
pleasure—especially to poor areas or countries—is to requisition whole
societies in the service of fantasy needs. This is perhaps especially true of
sexual fantasy. A present-day traveler I know reports that among the En-
glish-language tee-shirts that are popular in Japan (e.g., “Let’s Sports Fu-
riously All Day and Sweat”), by far the most common is one that says
simply “SEXUALISM.” This insinuating usc of a literary reification of
sexual desire, in the service of mobility and cosmopolitanism, is closc to
the strategy that appears in Sterne.

In our discussion of Wycherley, we isolated “wit” as a seventeenth-cen-
tury name for the circulable social solvent, the sign that both represented
political power in the male-homosocial framework, and could through
sublimation (through shedding its relation as sign to a material signified)
come to be a supposedly classless commodity in its own right. In Sterne,
“wit” continues to be a name for that solvent. For instance, Yorick finally
equips himself with a passport by (inadvertently) convincing a complete
stranger, the Count de B##+x, that he is the Yorick, the one in Hamlet:
“Un bomme qui vit . . . ne seva jomais dangerveux.—Had it been for any-
one but the king’s jester, added the Count, I could not have got it these
two hours” (p. n1). In addition to wit, however, sex itself, sexual desire,
in this late-eighteenth-century psychological novel, takes on the same
representational volatility, the same readiness to represent every form of
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mobility and claim to power. Where in The Country Wife sex, however
commodified and circulable, was still implicit in only one kind of situa-
tion—that of cuckoldry—in A Sentimental Journey every touch, every re-
lationship, every exchange, seems to beg to be translated into sexual lan-
guage—into the language of blood engorgement, of pulsing dilation, of
the sexual fungibility of women. The predictability of this translation is,
needless to say, one of the things that makes the novel sound so “psy-
choanalytic.”

In the first few paragraphs of the novel, some important terms of Yor-
ick’s class/gender strategy are set. The whirlwind sown by his English ser-
vant’s remark lands him in France by the middle of the second para-
graph, but he is arrested there—not by the King of France, but by a fantasy
about the King of France: he recollects the Droits d’anbaine, by which the
property of foreigners who die in France is seized by the King, and he
feels helpless and bereft, then reproachful (“Ungenerous! . . . Sire, it is
not well done; and much does it grieve me. . . .”), then, after his dinner,
generous, forgiving, disinterested, transcendent, finally blissful—“Now,
was I a king of France, cried I—what a moment for an orphan to have
begged his father’s portmanteau of me!”

Yorick is alone during these paragraphs, but his expansiveness conjures
up for him, not only a King of France to be reproached, forgiven, and
finally displaced, but also, instrumentally, a fernale presence, that comes
to him in order to facilitate, define, divert, and absorb the excitement
aroused in him by the train of his homosocial/economic/nationalistic re-
flections. The excitement, characteristically for him, takes the physical form
of an intensely heightened sensation of blood circulating in veins, which,
beginning with thoughts of the King’s lineage (“The Bourbon is by no
means a cruel race . . . there is a mildness in their blood™), is then com-
pared to a flush from drinking wine—a comparison that is rejected—then
interpreted as a flush of disinterestedness and superiority to money con-
siderations, and only then extended, inexplicitly, in the direction of sex-
ual excitement:

When man 1s at peace with man, how much lighter than a feather is the
heaviest of metals in his hand! he pulls out his purse, and holding it airily
and uncompressed, looks round him, as if he sought for an object to share
it with.—In doing this, I felt every vessel in my frame dilate—the arteries
beat all chearily together, and every power which sustained life, performed
it with so little fricrion, that *twould have confounded the most physical pre-
creuse In France: with all her matenalism, she could scarce have called me a
machine—
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I'm confident, said I to mysclt, I should have overset her creed.

The accession of that idea, carried nature, at that time, as high as she could
go—1T was at peace with the world before, and this finished the teaty with
myself—

—Now, was T a king of France. . . . (p. 28)

The route from male orphan to male king, for Yorick, is to pull out his
purse and imagine giving away money and overcoming a woman; and, if
necessary, the phantom woman will arise unbidden at the “uncompres-
sion” of the purse. The initial imaginative transaction in property and cash
between males has, “as if’ he sought for an object to share it with,” been
circulated through an aristocratic woman’s absorbed interest in the mo-
tions of the traveler’s blood.

This small, inner drama, once established as Yorick’s imaginative prop-
erty, is then played out in larger, literal, intersubjective terms for the next
sixteen short chapters. The first thing we learn is that, absent the image
of woman, Yorick’s relation to his money is a much less urbanc one. Ap-
proached directly by a distinguished-looking Franciscan monk, Yorick is
overcome by a fit of money anxiety: not only does he refuse the monk,
against all his principle and sentiment (“I was bewitched”), but he re-
proaches him for his mendicancy. The grounds of his reproach are that
there arc already “great claims” on the world’s small stock of charity, and
that priority ought to be given to the, so to speak, truly ncedy; that “the
unfortunate of our own country, surcly, have the first rights™; and that
the Franciscan’s order is not active in works of mercy, but “have no other
plan in life, bur to get through it in sloth and ignorance, for the love of
God” (pp. 30-31).

These puritanical, nationalistic, constricted sentiments represent a re-
pressed Yorick of whom the manifest, expressive Yorick is deeply ashamed.
In contrast to the dilative style he prefers, he has “put my purse into my
pocket—buttoned it up—set myself a little more up on my centre” (p.
29). His first impulse is to blame another imaginary woman, the moon,
for “the ¢bbs and flows of our humours™:

In many a case I should be more highly satisfied, to have it said by the world,
“T had had an affair with the moon, in which there was neither sin nor shame,”
than have it pass altogether as my own act and deed, wherein there was so
much of both. (p. 29)

An immediate result of Yorick’s desire to exculpate himself for his un-
generous behavior is yet another female personification. He secks out the
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landlord of the inn and begins to talk himsclf into making a very bad
bargain for a chaise; and though the profit of the bad bargain will be
cntirely to the landlord, Yorick describes the transaction as a chivalrous
act on behalf of a vehicle seen as female: “Much indeed was not to be
said for [the chaise]—but something might—and when a few words will
rescue misery out of her distress, I hate the man who can be a churl of
them” (p. 37). The landlord, he insists, must take the same generous view
of the matter. But in fact the small transaction via {fantasied) female dis-
tress cnds sausfactorily, not in a resolution about the chaise, but in a ta-
bleau of the two men, the landlord affirming Yorick as “a man of hon-
our, and . . . un homme desprit” (p. 38).

The scene wherein male rivals unite, refreshed in mutual support and
definition, over the ruined carcase of a woman, will occur seriously again
and again in the novels to be discussed, but it is cheering to have it ap-
pear first in the sketchy and parodic form that Sterne assigns it here. Like
the imaginary overthrow of the imaginary physical precieuse, the spectacle
of the ruin of a woman—apparently almost regardless of what counts as
“ruin,” or what counts as “woman”—is just the right lubricant for an ad-
justment of differentials of power between landlord and tenant, master
and servant, tradesman and customer, or even king and subject.

It is not, in fact, just any female figure who can perform this role, how-
ever. Imaginary women can; “female” wheeled vehicles can; madwomen,

peasant women, the moon, working-class women, prostitutes, all, as we
shall see, equally can. But at this point in the nove! a flesh-and-blood
woman appears, an aristocrat, and it begins to become clear that another
structural division as pivotal as that of gender is at work: that certain di-
visions of class have an extraordinary power of differentiation, and that
the structural force of the particle “de” in a name is as strong as, and
changes the meaning of, the structural force of gender difterence.

The presence of the aristocratic woman who is announced at this point
in the text is alrcady retroactive; as an unannounced presence she has, we
are told, alrcady been at work in silently shaping Yorick’s consciousness
and actions:

When 1 told the reader that I did not care to get out of the Desobligeant,
because I saw the monk in close conference with a lady just arrived at the
inn—I told him the truth; but 1 did not tell him the whole truth; for T was
full as much restrained by the appearance and figure of the lady he was talk-
ing to. Suspicion crossed my bram, and said, he was telling her what had
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passed [Yorick’s refusal of money to the monk]: something jarred upon it
within me—I wished him at his convent. (p. 40)

All that Yorick has noticed or inferred of this lady so far is that she “was
of a better order of beings,” but this social placcment has already been
enough to project into the thin air about him a three-dimensional family
romance, in which any man may be his father, any powerful woman his
mother, as soon as they are seen in an intercourse that could be fantasied
to have himself as its subject. The primal scene imagined here would have
as its cuphoric version the child creeping to its parents’ bedroom door at
night, and the parents overhcard, not at sex, but in whispered conversa-
tion: “Did you hear the cute thing little Yorick said today?” Its dysphoric
version is the present one, where the father has the child’s badness to
report; but even in this painful version, the child is spared the conscious-
ness that his parents have any business or pleasurc to transact whose sub-
ject is not himself.

In the event, Yorick’s placement in the center of this imagined family
is an occasion of exquisite pleasure and success. By the time the lady is
explicitly introduced into the narrative, Yorick has already hold of her
hand, and under this empowering aegis, he finally brings his intercourse
with the monk to the desired, legitimating conclusion. A choir of Yor-
ick’s self-accusation and monk’s and lady’s praise and reassurance of him—
“I knew not that contention could be rendered so sweet and pleasurable
a thing to the nerves as I then felt it” (p. 44)—culminates in the cere-
monious exchange, between the two men, of their snuff-boxes. That this
is or has been an Ocdipal drama of masculine constitution through fem-
inization is explicit in the two paragraphs that usher the monk out of the
novel: Yorick has kept the monk’s snuffbox always with him, he says, in
order to regulate his own spirit through “the courteous spirit of its owner,”
the monk who had “upon some military services ill requited, and meeting
at the same time with a disappointment in the tenderest of passions, .
abandoned the sword and the sex together” (p. 44). On Father Lorenzo’s
death, visiting his grave, Yorick himself succeeds to the monk’s strategy
of frecdom through renunciation: “I burst into a flood of tears—but I
am as weak as a woman; and I beg the world not to smile, but to pity
me” (p. 45).

However tully Yorick goes in for renunciation, though, he never lets
go of the thematics—the “universal” currency—of sexual desire. In fact,
as in the psychoanalytic allegory, the idea of reunciation makes sense only
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in a space of the highcst ambient sexual charge; no other form of re-
nunciation seems imaginable. The aristocratic severitics of Madame de L+
are expressed by a withdrawal of touch (“I was mortified with the loss of
her hand, and the manner in which I had lost it carried neither oil nor
wine to the wound: I never felt the pain of a sheepish inferiority so mi-
serably in my life” [p. 42]); her leniencics come with the returning touch.
and Yorick’s education in the bovarystic techniques of social mobility is
an education in handholding:

The pulsations of the arteries along my fingers pressing across hers, told her
what was passing within me: she looked down—a silence of some moments
followed.

I fear, n this interval, I must have made some slight efforts towards a closer
compression of her hand, from a subtle sensation I felt in the palm of my
own—not as if she was going to withdraw hers—but, as if she thought about
it—and I had infallibly lost it a second time, had not instinct more than reca-
son directed me to the last resource in these dangers—to hold it [oosely, and
in a manner as if [ was cvery moment going to release it, of myself . . . and
in the mean time I set mysclf to consider how I should undo the ill impres-
sons which the poor monk’s story, in case he had told it her, must have planted
in her breast against me. (pp. 42—43)

Yorick’s dealings with women who are below him in class are, if anv-
thing, only the more one-sidedly sexualized. Since only an aristocratic
woman seems able to express reproach, severity, or sexual refusal, the onlv
question between Yorick and lower-class women appears to be whether
ke will succumb to temptation. At moments when he is not inclined to
do so, he is pruriently, insistently, insultingly moralistic, unable to look
at a pretty face without conjuring up an imaginary man, “some faithless
shepherd” (p. 90), to violate its innocence: the coin he gives a fille de
chambre “was a small tribute, I told her, which I could not avoid paying
to virtue, and would not be mistaken in the person I had been rendering
it to for the world—but I see innocence, my dear, in your face—and foul
befal the man who ever lays a snarc in its way!” (p. o1). Yorick justifies
his interference in ber private life by thinking of her as an (unspecified:
member of the family. “I felt the conviction of consanguinity so strongly.
that T could not help turning half round to look in her face, and see if I
could trace out anything in it of a family likeness—Tut! said I, are we
not all relations?” (p. 92).

The conviction of consanguinity is no obstacle—perhaps, indeed, a
stimulant, a necessary spark to the atmosphere—when Yorick next sccs
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the fille de chambre. They wind up tumbling about on the bed together,
the climax (if any) of their contact obscured by a chapter break (“—and
then— 7). In the recitative with which the narrative voice resumes after
the break (“Yes—and then—7), it becomes clear that however warmly
Yorick had appeared to be concerned about the fille de chambre’s charac-
ter in his earlier fantasies about the “faithless shepherd,” the fille de chambre
herself—always nameless, like all the working women in the book—is really
present only as a kind of character exercise for Yorick’s soul.

If nature has so wove her web of kindness, that some threads of love and
desire are entangled with the picce, must the whole web be rent in drawing
them out?>—Whip me such stoics, great governor of nature! said I to my-
self—Whercver thy providence shall place me for the trials of my virtue—
whatever is my danger—whatever is my situation—Iet me feel the movements
which risc out of it, and which belong to me as a man, and if I govern them
as a good one, I will trust the issues to thy justice—for thou hast made us,
and not we ourselves. (p. 118; emphasis mine)

The integrity of the fille de chambre, so fervently moralized by Yorick and
so vividly thematized by his play with her little satin purse, has much less
to do with any attribution of psychological processes to her than with
Yorick’s fantasy opposition-to/identification-with a fantasied male be-
trayer and 2 fantasied paternal “governor of nature.” As for the woman
herself, she is, like all the working women here, imagined at will as both
pastorally innocent, and at the same time sexually “always all ready.”

To anyone who has an appreciation of the astonishing plangency and
clasticity of the narrative voice and form in A Sentimental Journey, expli-
cations like the ones above will sound plonking, churlish, literal-minded,
irrelevant to the special pleasures of this book. In fact, it is one of the
distinctions of the book—and one of its main ideological techniques, as
well—that to say anything about it is necessarily to plonk; so protean, so
mercurial are its tones and generic choices that the critic finds it more
than usually impossible to paraphrase, to isolate “representative”
dents, or to make assumptions about a “normative” readerly response.

What makes it worth plonking ahead with this book—not leaving it
untouched as an article of aesthetic appreciation, of sheer seductive vir-
tuosity—is, I think, that the techniques by which ir disarms analysis are
themselves in the very closest relation to its sexual-political meaning. The
creation of a warm, pseudo-egalitarian space of familial pathos, for in-
stance, is not the work merely of the novel’s thematics: the insinuating

cl-
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nervous interruptive style tugs the reader into a complex, mirrorlike play
of identifications in her or his very effort to lend continuity to the suc-
cessive sentences. An apparently trivial matter of punctuation, the lack of
any system to signal the frequent change of speakers, is, I think, partic-
ularly important. Appearing to open up the narrative as it were demo-
cratically to the permeation of different voices from the society, it also
assimilates those voices to elements of Yorick’s consciousness—and, at the
same time, gives the same kind of “reality” to his fantasy-interlocutors,
his fantasy foils, his slightest mental projections, that it gives to the peo-
ple around him. The project of mapping a large-scale sociology of class
and gender onto a private narrative of individual development within the
family becomes easier—becomes invisible, a matter of course—through
such techniques, which render the intersubjective transparent to the
intrapsychic.

The claim for universality made by Yorick’s plural, inviting narrative
voice is not exactly belied by the precision with which the novel shows
him to be a male, unpropertied English valetudinarian intellectual of middle
age. Instead, the claim seems to be that only the person so specified can
achieve a universal consciousness. Perhaps, also, as we have seen in Wy-
cherley, it is the unpropertied intellectual male who has the most to gain
during this century from the literary assertion of any “universal” value.
At any rate, like Horner’s power, Yorick’s is presented in the form of
noncommutative equations of “identification” and “desire” that are spec-
ified by both gender and class: he is mobile, encompassing, universal;
others are fixed, static, limited. That these are forms of power Horner
conceals from others; Yorick, through the image of the family, mystifies
it to himself.

In a sense, the lambency of Yorick’s eros makes it especially difficult to
isolate homosocial elements as distinct from heterosexual ones. Again.
however, this perceptual difficulty—this transparency of the subject—is
not a sign only of a particular author’s skill, but also of a newly emerging
“universal” literary consensus based on the normative figure of the pseudo-
androgynous, sexually highly valent male intellectual within the context
of an increasingly erotized and family-dominated public discourse.

I suggested earlier that Yorick’s insistent explanations of the “natural-
ness” of the servant-master relation gave support in backward-looking.
ideological terms to a relation that was really more modern and less sta-
ble than the rationalizations would suggest. Similarly, the centrality ot
the image of the family in A Sensimental Journey coincides with a loss in
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the material stability of the families themselves. The image of the family
that is most explicitly valorized is the reactionary one of the patriarchal
peasant family, consisting of “an old grey-hcaded man and his wife, with
five or six sons and sons-in-law, and their several wives, and a joyous gc-
nealogy out of ’em” (p. 142). Indeed, poverty, deference, and joy are the
trademarks of this generic peasant family, as of all the peasants Yorick
sees in his harvest-time Continental journey, “a journey through each step
of which music beats time to Labour, and all her children are rejoicing as
they carry in their clusters” (pp. 136—37). The pcasant family we see in
most detail merely literalizes this image: the old patriarch “all his Lfe long
. . . had made it a rule, after supper was over, to call out his family to
dance and rejoice; believing, he said, that a cheerful and contented mind
was the best sort of thanks to heaven that an illiterate peasant could
pay—"; the man presiding on the “vielle,” while “[h]is wife sung now and
then a little to the tune—then intermitted—and joined her old man again
as their children and grandchildren danced before them” (pp. 143—44).

The idyllic, the idealized and scenic, family described in this passage
seems to recede when Yorick’s own life and concerns loom larger in the
novel, however. This image of the family is not dissipated then—in fact,
it is far more powerful—but it is, so to speak, diffused. In place of the
clear, literal generational layers of grandparents, children, and grandchil-
dren, Yorick uses rhe charged image of the patriarchal family as a ready
and cnabling, but unspecifiable, image of “consanguinity” to legitimate
his sexual exploitation of the fille de chambre. Similarly, in his fantasies
about the mad, betrayed peasant Maria, Yorick does not distinguish be-
tween the relations of mistress and of daughter:

affliction had touch’d her looks with something that was scarce earthly—still
she was feminine—and so much was there about her of all that the heart
wishes, or the eye looks for in woman, that could the traces ever be worn
out of her brain, and those of Eliza’s out of mine, she should #not only eat of
my bread and drink of my own cup, but Maria should lay in my bosom, and
be unto me as a daughter. (p. 140)

We have discussed how influentially and at the same time shiftingly the
image of the family presides over the view of class presented in this novel,
especially as class and gender concerns intersect through Oedipal and male-
homosocial narratives. What remains to be made explicit is perhaps chiefly
the simple absence from the novel of any shred of a literal family for Yor-
ick. As in modern Europcan thought on the larger scale, the ideological
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force of the concept of “the family” strengthens as the jurisdiction and
the private material basis of the family itself become weaker and more
internally contradictory, under the atomizing effects of early capitalism.
That the blossoming—or at least, the broadcast pollination—of a lam-
bent and abstractible consciousness of “sexuality” itself, was also concom-
mitant with the ideological sublation of the family, is one of the points
of Foucault’s History of Sexuality.

In the readings in the next two chapters, a term will be reintroduced
that has been latent or missing in A Sentimental Journey—indeed in all
three of these premodern works where the detour of male homosocial
desire through the woman is simply assumed as the obligatory norm,
however risky. That term is “homophobia.” In the English Gothic novel,
the possibility—the attraction, the danger—of simply dropping the fe-
male middle term becomes an explicit, indeed an obsessional literary sub-
ject. With it comes a much more tightly organized, openly proscriptive
approach to sexuality and homosocial bonding. The move toward the
farnilial location of this drama, implicit in Sterne, is literalized in the Gothic.
At the same time, the Gothic holds on to the eighteenth-century novel-
istic interest in relations across classes as well as genders; it experiments
further with the mutual mapping of class and family, but experiments with
other readings of class relations as well.



CHAPTER FIVE

Toward the Gothic:
Terrorism and Homosexual Panic

HE century and a half after The Country Wife seems to have been a

crucial one for the crystallization in modern terms of the male hom-
osocial spectrum. In Homosexuality in Renaissance England, the most so-
phisticated work so far in prenineteenth-century gay male historiogra-
phy, Alan Bray dates two related, important developments at around the
time of the Restoration: first, the emergence of a distinct gay male sub-
culture; second and more importantly for our purposes here, the formu-
lation of a homophobic 1deology in terms that were secular and descrip-
tive cnough to seem to offer the English public a usable set of cognitive
categories tor their day-to-day experience. In Bray’s account, the oppres-
sion of male homosexuality before the late seventeenth century occurred
primarily 1n anathematic theological terms that, absolutc and apocalyptic
as they were, were difficult for people to apply to the acts they ordinarily
performed and perceived. Only after the last quarter of the seventeenth
century does he find evidence of (what he calls) legal “pogroms” against
whole groups of men, based on their recognized homosexual identity.

It is not that homosexuality was more fiercely disapproved of. There is no
evidence whatsoever of any absolute incrcasc in hostility to homoscxuality.
.. . The change is not absolute but rather in the extent to which people
actually came up against thar hostility; and the reason for the change is not
in the hostility but in its object. There was now a continuing culture to be
fixed on and an extension of the area in which homosexuality could be ex-
pressed and therefore recognised; clothes, gestures, language, particular
buildings and particular public places—all could be identified as having spe-
cifically homosexual connotations.!
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Although the actual number of men caught up in the “pogroms” was
small compared to the number of men who were probably involved in
the new homoscxual subculture, Bray describes the legal persecutions as
having a disproportionate cffect, chilling yet consolidating, on the emer-
gent homosexual identity. The institutional locus of this identity he places
in the “molly houses,” taverns and places for socializing for gay men. Al-
though the legal “pogroms” had a terroristic intent and effect against the
houscs, Bray also tries to account for the long stretches during which the
houses were allowed to remain open and relatively unmolested.

Eftectively, they were tolerated, although in a tense and hostile atmosphere;
and that accords iil with the violence and downright savagery of the periodic
pogroms. For all the protestations to the contrary, one cannot avoid the
conclusion that they served a function wider than the needs of those who
took refuge in them: that society, however ambivalent its attitudes, had an
interest in them. . . . [T]hey served, in cftect, a dual purpose, for they must
have restricted the spread of homosexuality ac the same time as they sccured
its presence. To take on a new identity of this kind was a formidable pros-
pect; for some altogether too much. If homosexuality had implications as
broad as this, then for many it was not to be. Is the hostile but tangible
toleration then so surprising? For the same reason that for some the molly
houses provided a solution and a means of escape, for others they effectively
closed the door: too much was involved. They thus served the needs of per-
securor and persecured alike.?

Although Bray sees that the socicty’s (limited and marginalizing) tol-
erance of the molly houses is as important a theoretical question as its
(sporadic) persecution of them, his argument is, I think, circamscribed
by an implicit assumption that male homosexuality and the European so-
cial order arc incompatible in essence: that it the regulation of male ho-
moscxuality proceeded through the sclectivity of terrorism rather than
through genocide, that was because the numbers of men involved were
simply too great, and because the persecutions tended themselves to so-
lidify the homosexual culture they were aimed at eradicating.

[The molly houses] were not difficult to find; and they were vulnerable. Why
then be content with containment? Why not pull them up by the roots and
have done with them once and for all? Thar plausible chain of thought was
the clement of instability, and the result was an uneasy balance between two
contradictory responses. It was at just this point that the Socictics for the
Reformation of Manners had their place; their role was to tip the balance,
when they were able, from containment to the pogrom and genocide. Yet
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ultimately it was a hopeless task. There are times when, if your right hand
does offend vou, it 1s not possible to cue it off. This was one of these; for
the molly houses were not a finite entity within socicty that could be cut
out: they were a function of society itself. And so when the bloodletting was
over, the pressuves that had produced the molly bouses in the first place began their
work agatn; and once more they appearcd and gained a precarious stabilicy
until another attempt was made to suppress them. Not only did the inter-
mittent persecutions ultimately fail in their objective; ironically they added
steasn to the vevy pressuves which were to vecreate the molly houses after the overt
persecutions had ceased, for it was just such manifest and unavoidable ani-
mus that made the molly houses so pressing a necessity.®* [Emphasis mine)

Brav claims to be describing how the molly houses and the cmerging male
homosexual culrure “were a function of society itself.” In effect, though,
e is describing them in hydraulic terms as alien and inimical “pressures”
on the society, or at most as its mere gaseous byproducts, whose impact
zhe society in its own, conscrvative interests must by definition minimize
as much as possible—whether through eradication {(impracticable),
suppression (counterproductive), or channclization (relatively eftective).
Bray’s argument at this point is not only less supple than it might be but
also somewhat circular, since the “pressures” in Bray’s account can only
come from a somehow already-constituted homosexual entity, whether
social or intrapsychic, while it is just the formation of thar entity that he
is concerned to describe. He scems to recognize and deprecate this cir-
cularity, but his conceptual model does not quite let him dismantle it. In
what senses are the molly houses “a function of society itself”?

Bray’s argument at this point is similar to an argument Jetfrey Weeks
elaborates from Mary Mclntosh: that the modern “homosexual role”

has two eftects: it first helps to provide a clear-cut threshold between per-
missible and impermissible behaviour; and secondly, it helps to segregate those
labelled as “deviants” from others, and thus contains and limits their behav-
iour pattern.*

Our discussion so far of the importance of male homosocial desire—the
spectrum of male bonds that includes but 1s not limited to the “homo-
sexual”—offers, I think, the beginnings of a rather different and more fully
dialectical answer to Bray’s important question about how the “molly
houses” do perform a function for society as a whole. For while male
genital homosexuality may or may not be “a funcrion of socicty itself™—
that is to say, a necessary, noncontingent element in the structure of so-
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cial continuity and exchange—it should be clear that the larger category
of male homosocial desire does have that signal importance.

Obviously, it i1s crucial to every aspect of social structure within the
exchange-of-women framework that heavily freighted bonds between men
exist, as the backbone of social form or forms. At the same time, a con-
sequence of this structure is that any ideological purchase on the male
homosocial spectrum—a (perhaps necessarily arbitrary) set of discrimi-
nations for defining, controlling, and manipulating these male bonds—
will be a disproportionately powerful instrument of social control. The
importance—an importance—of the category “homosexual,” T am sug-
gesting, comes not necessarily from its regulatory relation to a nascent or
already-constituted minority of homoscxual people or desires, but from
its potential for giving whoever wields it a structuring definitional lever-
age over the whole range of male bonds that shape the social constitu-
tion.

That said, let me back up a little to clarify. Onc of the liabilities that
goes with Bray’s inadvertent reification of “the homosexual” as an al-
ready-constituted entity is a set of premature assumptions about the in-
terest that “society” or “the status quo™ has in suppressing or controlling
it. Thus, even prior to a reification of “the homosexual” there goes a nec-
essary reification of “society” as against it/him. This has a disturbingly
functionalist effect on Bray’s argument. The molly houses, he says, “scrved
the nceds of persecutor and persecuted alike™; but since by “persecutor”
he evidently does not mean the Socictics for the Prevention of Vice, it is
not clear what he can mean, except for some tautologically founded en-
tity that comprises the-interests-that-are-served-by-the-containment-of-
homosexuality. It is clear, however, that we are meant to read this entity
as coextensive with “the powers that be,” “the status quo,” or some sim-
ilarly static and totalizing description of the social constitution. And how
could such an entity, described in such a way, not have seme purposes
that could be served by the containment of male homosexuality?

The pull toward functionalist tautology is probably inevitable in his-
tory written from the point of view of oppressed groups—not least in the
present study. We can, however, at least specify, for the formulation above,
that the power of cognitively dividing and hence manipulating the male
homosocial specerum must itself always be understood to be an object of
struggle, not something that resides passively in a reified “status quo.”
Within any “status quo,” even among the more privileged constituents of
it, a competition of interests will lcad to competing models and formu-
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lations of ideologically important social nodes. And while the conse-
quences of the entire process can therefore not be what any single inter-
est “had in mind,” the resultant space of power—perhaps even the vacuum
of power—then powerfully invites appropriation by interests that are
themselves consequently reshaped by their inclusion of it.

Thus, to describe a repressive recuperation of new social or technolog-
ical developments does not require a conspiracy theory, a fantasy of om-
niscience or omnipotence about a particular party or interest. Neither,
though, does it require an equally totalizing refusal to consider the sep-
arate interests of separate constituencies. Bray follows Foucault in, as it
were, anthropomorphizing as a single organism the entire body of soci-
ety (excluding, in Bray’s case, the objects of homophobic oppression), as
an alternative to the vulgar plural anthropomorphizations of conspiracy
theory. Foucault, perhaps unlike Bray, realizes that the functionalist tau-
rologies of explanation are not 1o be opened out through this strategy,
and so to a large extent simply suspends the category of “explanation.”
Bray rightly declines to follow Foucault in such an expensive move; but
by acceding to a premature and narrowed-down view of the scope of the
social effects of homophobia, he perpetuates rather than dismantles the
not-very-explanatory opposition of “society” as against “the homosex-
ual.”

In fact, once the secularization of terms that Bray incisively traces be-
gan to make “the homosexual” available as a descriptive category of lived
experience, what had happened was not only that the terms of a newly
effective minority oppression had been set, but that a new and immensely
potent tool had become available for the manipulation of every form of
power that was refracted through the gender system—that is, in Euro-
pean society, of virtually every form of power. Not being the creation of
any one agency In the society, this tool—the ability to set proscriptive
and descriptive limits to the forms of male homosocial desire—became
the object of competition among those who wished to wield it, as well
as an implement of oppression against those whose practices it at a given
time proscribed. What modern European-style homophobia delineates is
thus a space, and perhaps a mechanism, of domination, rather than the
agency or motivation or political thrust of that domination. So far as it
1s possible to do so without minimizing the specificity and gravity of Eu-
ropean homosexual oppression and identity, it is analytically important
to remember that the domination offered by this strategy is not only over
a minority population, but over the bonds that structure all social form.
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If we sce homophobia as a mechanism for regulating the behavior of
the many by the specific oppression of a few, then we are in a better po-
sition to consider the question set by Bray. How, he asks, given a viru-
lently homophobic public ideology, are we to account for the many epi-
sodes of calm, for the relative continuity, actually enjoyed by most of the
molly houses most of the time? Or to extend the question to a broader
one about modern European-style homophobia: what does it mean—
whom may it benefit—when the oppression of homosexual men has a
marginal, terroristic, synecdochic structure rather than a wholesale, gen-
ocidal, literalizing one?

In linking the descriptions “terroristic” and “synecdochic” here, I am
describing a relation of part to whole that is, constitutively, unstable and
unascertainable. The terrorism of the lynch mob would not have been a
potent weapon if the Black Americans claiming their rights and freedoms
had known, not only that some proportion of them would be murdered,
but which ones. The genocidal “solution” was never possible in the
American South because the struggle was, precisely, over the control of
labor power: only the specifically disproportionate effect of terrorism, made
possible by the randomness of the violence, gave the needed leverage
without destroying the body on which it was to work.

European society may or may not have actually “needed” for there to
be homosexual men. What it did need—or, to put it less functionalisti-
cally, what its constituent interests found many ways to usc—was a dis-
proportionate leverage over the channels of bonding between all pairs of
men. To maintain such a disproportionate leverage, however, requires that
shows of power be unpredictable and in an unstable relation to the “crime”
that is ostensibly being regulated. (For example, even though rape was
the pretext for the lynchings of Black men in the American South, fewer
than a third of the men lynched were even accused of rape. And this gap
between the rationalization of terrorist acts and their actual execution was
not an obstacle to, but an important part of, their efficacy as terrorism.)

For the elaboration of secular power over male bonds, then, it made
sense that the molly-house persecutions be pogromlike in nature, that the
distinctly homosexual man not know whether or not to expect to be an
object of legalized violence. But a subtler, answering strategy was also
called for, complementary to this one, to consolidate control over the bonds
of men who were not part of the distinctly homosexual subculture. Not
only must homosexual men be unable to ascertain whether they are to be
the objects of “random” homophobic violence, but no man must be able
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to ascertain that he is not (that his bonds are not) homosexual. In this
way, a relatively small exertion of physical or legal compulsion potentially
rules great reaches of behavior and filiation.

The repeated verb “must” in the last paragraph flirts in a now-familiar
fashion with the functionalism we just discussed. (It is a more forceful
form of the shadowy, ominous “It is no accident. . . .”) Again, though,
what we are describing is a space or mechanism of potential power; to
activate it does require 2 manipulation of the pincers movement sketched
in the last paragraph; this activation has been performed or attempted
repeatedly in different interests in the last three centurics of Europecan
and American culture; and, ideological processes being as past-dependent
and structurally conservative as they are (sec Introduction iii), the result
has been a structural residue of terrorist potential, of blackmailability, of
Western maleness through the leverage of homophobia.

So-called “homosexual panic” is the most private, psychologized form
in which many twentieth-century western men experience their vulnera-
bility to the social pressure of homophobic blackmail; even for them,
however, that is only one path of control, complementary to public sanc-
tions through the institutions described by Foucault and others as defin-
ing and regulating the amorphous territory of “the sexual.” (As we have
seen, and will discuss further in chapter 8, the exact amorphousness of
the body of “the sexual” is where its political power resides, in a sexually
repressive modern context.)

From this point of view, another phenomenon that begins to make sense
in a new way is the tendency toward important correspondences and
similarities between the most sanctioned forms of male-homosocial
bonding, and the most reprobated expressions of male homosexual soci-
ality. To put it in twentieth-century American terms, the fact that what
goes on at football games, in fraternities, at the Bohemian Grove, and at
climactic moments in war novels can look, with only a shght shift of op-
tic, quite startlingly “homosexual,” is not most importantly an expression
of the psychic origin of these institutions in a repressed or sublimated
homosexual genitality.® Instead, it is the coming to visibility of the nor-
mally implicit terms of a coercive double bind.® (It might be compared
to the double bind surrounding rape that imprisons American women:
to dress and behave “attractively,” i.e., as prescribed, is always also to be
“asking for it.”) For a man to be a man’s man is separated only by an
invisible, carefully blurred, always-already-crossed line from being “inter-
ested in men.” Those terms, those congruences are by now endemic and
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perhaps ineradicable in our culture. The question of who is to be free to
define, manipulate, and profit from the resultant double bind is no less a
site of struggle today than in the eighteenth century, however.

It is perhaps a truism by now that a major thrust of the male gay
movement throughout its history has been, not so much to redefine “the
homosexual,” but to assume or resume some control over the uses and
consequences of historically residual definitions. (Consider, for instance,
the controversial position of drag, of camp, of outrageousness, in gav
politics since Stonewall.”) The struggle within “conservative” politics—
say, within the Republican party, between its “moral majority” and cap-
italist constituencies—over how, how pointedly, and for what ends to ex-
ploit the residual shapes of American homophobia and homosociality is
equally agonistic, but less public.

The present study is concerned, not distinctively with homosexual ex-
perience, but with the shape of the entire male homosocial spectrum, and
its effects on women. Historiographers of male homosexuality are, as we
have seen, already exploring the nature, development, and effects of the
active persecutions directed against institutions and members of the emer-
gent subculture; our own emphasis will be on the mechanisms, the ide-
ological tentacles into their own lives, by which nonhomosexual-identi-
fied men were subject to control through homophobic blackmailability.

This chapter and the next will discuss the Gothic novel as an important
locus for the working-out of some of the terms by which nineteenth- and
twentieth-century European culture has used homophobia to divide and
manipulate the male-homosocial spectrum. To view the Gothic in this light
is to some extent consistent with the “commonsense” of modern critictsm
of the Gothic, which typically views it as an exploration of “the per-
verse.” When I began to read Gothic novels, as an undergraduate, it was
because they had an alluring reputation for decadence. Decadence is a
notably shifty idea,® but clearly its allure to the middle-class adolescent
lies in its promise of initiatory shortcuts to the secret truths of adult-
hood. The secrets of sexuality are represented by practices (most explic-
itly, incest and rape) that run counter to the official version. In a close
relation with these, the secrets of class are represented in decadent liter-
ature by clements of the bourgeoisic that can dissociate themselves from
the productive modes of their class and, by lcarning to articulate an out-
dated version of aristocratic values, can seem to offer some critique of—
some ready leverage on—the bourgeois official culture.

Even beyvond the allure of decadence to the naive and ambitious reader.
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though, the Gothic makes a teasing proffer of insight into important his-
torical questions. Within the historical frame of the Industrial Revolu-
tion, the Gothic is preoccupied with dramatizing versions of the mutual
reappraisal of the middle and upper classes. The ties of the Gothic novel
to an emergent female authorship and readership have been a constant
for two centuries, and there has been a history of useful critical attempts
to look to the Gothic for explorations of the position of women 1n rela-
tion to the changing shapes of patriarchal domination.” A less obvious
point has to do with the reputation for “decadence™: the Gothic was the
first novelistic form in England to have close, rclatively visible links to
male homosexuality, at a time when styles of homosexuality, and even its
visibility and distinctness, were markers of division and tension between
classes as much as between genders.

Notoriously, as well, the Gothic seems to offer a privileged view of
individual and family psychology. Certain fcatures of the Ocdipal family
are insistently foregrounded there: absolutes of license and prohibition,
for instance; a preoccupation with possibilities of incest; a fascinated
proscription of sexual activity; an atmosphere dominated by the threat of
violence between generations. Even the reader who does not accept the
Oedipal family as a transhistorical given can learn a lot from the Gothic
about the terms and conditions under which it came to be enforced as a
norm for bourgeois society. Indeed, traces of the Gothic are ubiquitous
in Freud’s writing, and not only in literary studies like “The ‘Uncanny’ ”
or “Delusion and Dream”; it is not surprising, though maybe circular,
that psychoanalysis should be used as a tool for explicating these texts
that provided many of its structuring metaphors.

Particularly relevant for the Gothic novel is the perception Freud ar-
rived at in the case of Dr. Schreber: that paranoia is the psychosis that
makes graphic the mechanisms of homophobia. In our argument about
the Gothic in the next chapter, we will not take Freud’s analysis on faith,
but examine its grounds and workings closely in a single novel. To begin
with, however, it is true that the limited group of fictions that represent
the “classic” carly Gothic contains a large subgroup—Caleb Williams,
Frankenstein, Confessions of a Justified Sinner, probably Melmoth, possibly
The Italian—whose plots might be mapped almost point for point onto
the case of Dr. Schreber: most saliently, each is about one or more males
who not only is persecuted by, but considers himself transparent to and
often under the compulsion of, another male. If we follow Freud in hy-
pothesizing that such a sense of persecution represents the fearful, phan-
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tasmic rejection by recasting of an original homosexual (or even merely
homosocial) desire, then it would make sense to think of this group of
novels as embodying strongly homophobic mechanisms. (This is not to
say that either the authors [as distinct from the characters], or the overall
cultural effects of the novels, were necessarily homophobic, but merely
that through these novels a tradition of homophobic thematics was a force
in the development of the Gothic.)

At the same time, for a group of authors (Walpole, Beckford, Lewis)
of other classic early Gothic novels, not novels of paranoia in this rigid
sense, a case can be made about cach that he was in some significant sensc
homosexual—Beckford notoriously, Lewis probably, Walpole iffily.
Beckford was hounded out of England in 1785 over charges involving a
younger man, and had other more readily verifiable passions for young
men as well. Different writers about “Monk” Lewis attach different de-
grees of belief to reports (such as Byron’s) that Lewis had “male-loves™
Louis F. Peck, a careful, conservative biographer, seems to find Byron's
account plausible although “impossible to confirm or disprove,” and clse-
where in the biography includes apparently supporting evidence without
comment. About Walpole, his archivist Wilmarth Lewis simply con-
cludes that no “proof™ of “‘overt behavior’ ” “has come to light.”! A
stigma, sometimes an honorific one, of “decadence” and “obliquity” that
settled over the genre owed much more to these three figures than to the
other five, at any rate. The Gothic novel crystallized for English audi-
ences the terms of a dialectic between male homosexuality and homopho-
bia, in which homophobia appeared thematically in paranoid plots. Not
until the late-Victorian Gothic did a comparable body of homosexual
thematics emerge clearly, however. In earlier Gothic fiction, the associa-
tions with male homosexuality were grounded most visibly in the lives of
a few authors, and only rather sketchily in their works.

One of the concerns of Bray’s Homosexuaiity in Renaissance England is
to dispute the stereotype—conveyed by historians such as Lawrence Stone!!
as well as by popular literature—linking English male homosexuality, or
at any ratc the emergence of a male homosexual subculture, to the aris-
tocracy. On Bray’s evidence, the molly houses were frequented by a strik-
mngly wide social spectrum of Englishmen. On the other hand, it seems
to be true that the line between the aristocracy and the bourgeoisic, prac-
tically undermined and yet ideologically hypostasized as it was at the end
of the eighteenth century, was an important faultline for, among other
things, the apportionment of knowledge and perceptions about the shape
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of the male homosocial spectrum. For example, the conservative uscs of
visibility and inwvisibility difter strikingly across class lines: of Walpole,
whose life was staggeringly well-documented, we cannot tell how far he
was homosexual, because of the close protective coloration given by the
aristocratic milicu. Of Beckford we know on the whole much less, but
his homosexuality was a public scandal

a scandal created, and periodi-
cally revived, to keep his newly rich family from a peerage!

At the same time, creators of wdeological meanings for the bourgeoisic
were, as we saw in the last chapter, busily constructing a view of the so-
cial world in which the English class system was shaped like an Ocdipal
family, with the aristocracy acting the role of parents whose fate it was
to be both overthrown and subsumed. An important, recurrent, wishful
gesture of this ideological construction was the feminization of the aris-
tocracy as a whole, by which not only aristocratic women (as in Sterne),
but the abstract image of the entire class, came to be scen as cthereal,
decorative, and otiose in relation to the vigorous and productive values
of the nuddle class. (As I will discuss in chapters 7 and 8, this mapping
of the “teminine” onto the “aristocratic™ represented a distinctive mo-
ment in the ideology of femininity, as well; it is important to keep em-
phasizing, in this discussion of the mutual mapping of gender and class
ideologices, that the meanings of the gender and familial terms are as his-
torically contingent as those of the class terms.)

If we look at the history of distinctively homosexual roles in England,
we find that something recognizably related to one modern stercotvpe of
male homosexuality has existed since at least the seventeenth century

at
least for aristocrats. The cluster of associations about this role (the King
James Version?) include efteminacy, connoisseurship, high religion, and
an interest in Catholic Europe—all links to the Gothic. (It this culture is
distinct from, or only partially overlaps with, the homosexual culture as-
sociated by Brav with the molly houses, that may be accounted tor by
the English focus of his inquiry; mobility and interationalism being among
the things that most readily distinguished the English aristocracy from
their compatriots.) This stercotype is not very ditterent, of course, from
a more broadly applicable aristocratic stereotype, at least as viewed by the
bourgeoisic. The stylistic links between Lord Alfred Douglas and a het-
crosexual Regency rake would have been much stronger than those be-
tween Douglas and nineteenth-century nuddle-class homosexuals like the
Housmans, or Edward Carpenter, who, relatively untouched by this aris-
tocratic tradition, turned toward a homosexual role that would empha-
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size the virile over the cffeminate, the classical over the continental. (See
chapter 9 and the Coda for more on the class stratification of late-Vic-
torian styles of male homosexuality.)

It was part of the strange fate of the early Gothic that the genre as a
whole, conflicted as it was, came in the nineteenth century to seem a
crystallization of the aristocratic homosexual role, even as the aristocracy
was losing its normative force in English society more generally. And by
the turn of the twentieth century, after the trials of Oscar Wilde, the
“aristocratic” role had become the dominant one available for homosex-
ual men of both the upper and middle classes. Among the other conse-
quences of this shift was probably the political isolation of gay men until
the 1960s, at the same time as there scems to have been considerable, tacit.
and in many respects conscrvative male homosexual influence over En-
glish high culture.'? The structural importance of this shift for the cmer-
gent middle-class homophobic culture of “male bonding,” as well as on
women and the perception of women, was thorough and richly compli-
cated.

One of the most distinctive of Gothic tropes, the “unspcakable,” had a
sympromatic role in this scrics of shifts. Sexuality between men had.
throughout the Judaeo-Christian tradition, been famous among those who
knew about it at all preciscly for having no name—“unspeakable,” “un-
" “not to be named among Christian men,” are among the
terms recorded by Louis Crompton.'* Of course, its very namelessncss.
its scerecy, was a form of social control. Many critics of the Gothic men-
tion, and I have discussed at length elsewhere,!* the defining pervasive-
ness in Gothic novels of language about the unspeakable. In the para-
noiac novel Melmoth, for instance, when Melmoth the persecutor finally
wears down his victims into somcthing like receptivencss, he then tells
them what he wants from them; but this information is never clearly
communicated to the reader. The manuscripts crumble at this point or
are “wholly illegible,” the speaker is strangled by the unutterable word.
or the proposition is preterited as “one so full of horror and impiety, that.
even to listen to it, is scarce less a crime than to comply with ic!”13

The trope of the “unspeakable™ here scems to have a double function.
Its more obvious referent is a Faustian pact, for Melmoth practices “tha:
[namcless] art, which is held in just abomination by all *who name the
name of Christ.” "¢ The other half of the double meaning—the sexua
half—cxcluded the exoteric portion of Maturin’s audience (possibly in-
cluding Maturin himsclf?). Certainly, however, it mcant something t¢

mentionable,
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Maturin’s great-nephew, Oscar Wilde. Seventy years later, forced to leave
England after his disgrace and imprisonment for homosexual offenses,
Wilde was to change his name to Melmoth.

But although in the Romantic period the Gothic unspeakable was a
near-impenetrable shibboleth for a particular conjunction of class and male
sexuality, its role had changed markedly by the turn of the twentieth cen-
tury. Partly through Wilde’s own voluntary and involuntary influence (“I
am the Love that dare not speak its name”), what had been a shibboleth
became a byword. What had been the style of homosexuality attributed
to the aristocracy, and to some degrece its accompanying style of homo-
phobia, now washed through the middle classes, with, as I have said,
complicated political effects. The Gothic, too, changed: homosexual im-
plications in Melmoth or Vathek had been esoteric; parts of Dorian Gray
were, or were used as, a handbook of gay style and behavior.

A story, Gothic in its own right, from Beverley Nichols’ twentieth-cen-
tury autobiography, Father Figure, will illustrate the particular comic, ed-
ucative, and terrorizing potential that the Gothic novel and the “unspeak-
able” had realized by the first decades of this century. Nichols’ middle-
class parents had a higher-class male friend who rouged, acted effemi-
nate, and would to a knowing observer have seemed from the first glance
to be telegraphing his homosexuality. The eclder Nicholses, rcactionary but
unworldly, saw none of this. They were simply delighted that their friend
took such a keen interest in their young son. One night, though, Bever-
ley’s father'came into the boy’s room drunk and found him with a copy
of Dorian Gray—a present from the friend. The father nearly choked. He
hurled the book at his son. He spat on it over and over, frothing art the
mouth. Finally he began ripping the book to shreds—with his teeth.

Beverly was terrified and puzzled: why was his father so angry? The
father couldn’t believe he didn’t know, but finally the boy’s obvious puz-
zlement convinced him. “What did Wilde do?” The father couldn’t utter
the words that would explain it. Instead, he stole into the bedroom again
at daybrcak, and left a slip of paper on which he had written down, he
said, the man’s crime. As his father left, Beverley, now delirious with an-
ticipation, tiptoed across the room to where the paper lay.

On it was written: “ILLUM CRIMEN HORRIBILE QUOD NON NOMI-
NANDUM EST.” Y7

It is hard to imagine today that a Gothic novel and a Gothic trope
could have such a pivotal and mystifying force. For the Nichols circle,
the Gothic acted as an electrified barrier between generations, between
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classes, between sexual choices; for the middle-class reader today it is
something to pass up at the supermarket. In the following discussion of
Hogg’s Confessions, and in the discussions in chapters 9 and 10 of Dick-
ens’ later, Victorian Gothic, I will make some suggestions about the source
and meaning of the leverage on class and gender relations offered by these
new presentations of homophobia in the late eighteenth century.



CHAPTER SIX

Murder Incorporated:
Confessions of a Justified Sinner

“Is it as potent as it used to be?”
“What do you speak of, deary?”
“What should I speak of, but what I have in my mouth?”
—Dickens, Edwin Drood?

AMES Hogg’s Private Memoivs and Confessions of a Justified Sinner is
a late (1824), and perhaps only arguably, Gothic novel: to classify it
as Gothic one has to admit the native (Scottish) scene and vernacular re-
ligion into what had been signalized, so far, chiefly as a genre about
Catholic Europe. Caleb Williams and Wuthering Heights, however, nei-
ther depending on the overseas picturesque, precede and follow it into
the current Gothic canon. Reasons for considering it Gothic are that it is
ambiguously supernatural, that it is lurid, that it is “psychological” (i.e.,
literalizes and externalizes, for instance as murder or demonic tempta-
tion, conflicts that are usually secn as internal), that 1ts action seems to
be motivated by religious absolutes, and, most importantly, that it richly
thematizes male paranoia. Precisely because the novel has such a (not strictly
Gothic) grounding in the native and the vernacular, because the charac-
ters are racy and textural and the class conflicts exact and anxious, it is a
good place to look at some articulations of male paranoia, to test the
conjunctions of desire and persecution with gender and empowerment.
Like many Gothic novels, this one begins by sceming to offer neatly
demarcated pairs of doubles, whose relationships degencrate under the
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power pressures of the novel into something less graphic and more insid-
ious.” The novel famously offers two distinct narratives of almost the same
events; there are two distinct paranoid-style persecutions of one man by
another; one character is able to turn into a physical double of other
characters; and so forth. But there is also a pairing of opposites, broth-
ers—a less Gothic device—that provides the overtly moral and social en-
gine of the book, and lays out a schema of values by which the Gothic
code is, at lcast provisionally, supposed to be read. But just as in our
reading of Sonnet 144, where the semantic, ezhical presentation of gender
opposites undermined and contaminated the supposedly symmetrical, syn-
tactic presentation of structuval counterparts, so it is in this novel.

The two brothers in the novel may or may not have the same facher:
their social and familial coordinates are widely different. According to the
“Editor’s Narrative” that constitutes almost the first half of the book, their
mother is a Glasgow woman, “sole heiress and reputed daughter of a Baillie
Ordce”? (“Baillie” is roughly equivalent to “Alderman”), and “the most
severe and gloomy of all bigots to the principles of the Reformation” (p.
4). “She had imbibed her ideas from the doctrines of one flaming pre-
destinarian divine alone”™—one Robert Wringhim, who goes with her to
perform the ceremony when, as a young woman, she is sent off to the
country to marry a rich, much older landowner, George Colwan, laird ot
Dalcastle. The marriage is unhappy—“The laird was what his country
neighbours called *a droll, careless chap,” with a very limited proportion
of the fear of God in his heart, and very nearly as little of the fear of
man” (p. 4)—and in the face of his wife’s persistent sexual refusal, the
laird cstablishes her and later her spiritual guide i a separate set of rooms
in the top part of his mansion-house.

The pairing of contrasted values implicit in this marriage, of the landed
gentry with the urban bourgeoisic, becomes even more acute and discor-
dant in the next generation. The paternity of each son is mysterious or.
more than onc narrative level: there is an open conjecture, meant to amount
to an assumption, that the younger son is Robert Wringhim’s, but every-
one in the novel including the “editor” assumes that the elder son is the
laird’s, even though the “Editor’s Narrative” offers no significant reasons
for differentiating the circumstances in which the two were conceived.
Nevertheless, each boy 1s more or less firmly assigned to one camp. The
older one is named “George™ after the laird, takes his surname unprob-
lematically, and is brought up in the lower half of the house with the
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laird. But the second son is not acknowledged by his mother’s husband,
and finally “Mr. Wringhim, out of pity and kindness, took the lady her-
self as sponsor for the boy, and baptized him by the name of Robert
Wringhim—that being the noted divine’s own name” (p. 18).

Thus, without any very secure “genetic” basis, the boys are assigned to
class milieux that the novel presents as starkly contrasting; and in a pos-
sible triumph of nurture over nature, each one seems ideally suited to his
assignment. The narrator describes George in the terms that, in the Vic-
torian novel, will come ever more overtly to denominate the British racial
ideal. He is “a generous and kind-hearted youth; always ready to oblige,
and hardly ever dissatisfied with anybody” (p. 18); much slower than his
brother in “scholastic acquirements,” George is “greatly his superior in
personal prowess, form, feature, and all that constitutes gentility in the
department and appearance” (p. 19).“ Young Robert Wringhim, on the
other hand, “was an acute boy . . . had ardent and unquenchable pas-
sions, and, withal, a sternness of demcanour from which other boys shrunk.
He was the best grammarian, the best reader, writer, and accountant in
the various classes that he attended, and was fond of writing essays on
controverted points of theology” (p. 19). His mother’s religiosity is re-
doubled in Robert. The editor’s favorite word for him is “demure™ “His
lips were primmed so close that his mouth was hardly discernible. .
His presence acted as a mildew on all social intercourse or enjoyment
he is a physical coward and, according to his own account, a compulsive
liar.

.5
b}

In many ways the terms in which class and religion intersect here are
familiar from as far back as Twelfth Night, via Hudibras. Rather than be-
gin with young Robert’s sociological and characterological placing, how-
ever, I would like to start with an apparently less descriptive comparison:
between this dour young Calvinist and Sparkish, the wealthy, puppyish
voung would-be man about town in The Country Wife. In our discussion
of Sparkish in chapter 3, we emphasized his misunderstanding—at least,
his fatally partial understanding—of the circuit of male transactions in
women. Understanding correctly (in the terms of the play’s world) that
the ultimate function of women is to be conduits of homosocial desire
between men, Sparkish makes the mistake of underestimating the invest-
ment that must be made in the fiction of desiring women; and his insuf-
ficiently mediated desire to enter into relation with the men he admires
results in Aés being feminized, in turn, in relation to them.
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Young Wringhim is like Sparkish—Ilike an extreme of Sparkish—in his
explicit devaluation of women. For Wringhim, this devaluation has a re-
ligious mecaning: “In particular,” he says in his own account of his life,

1 brought mysclf to despise, if not to abhor, the beauty of women, looking
on it as the greatest snare to which mankind are subjected, and though voung
men and maidens, and even old women (my mother among the rest), taxed
me with being an unnatural wretch, 1 gloried in my acquisition; and, to this
dav, am thankful for having escaped the most dangerous of all snares. (p.
103)

When we move—temporarily—from Wringhim’s overt, “unnatural”
devaluation of women to his unmediated bonding with men, we arce
moving, into the most convoluted and conflicted realm in the novel. To
begin with, the two distinct parts of the novel—the Editor’s Narrative
and Wringhim’s “Confessions” proper—although covering the same events
from two different perspectives, acrually describe two quite different male-
homosocial bonds. The centerpiece of the Editor’s narrative is the in-
tense, persecutory relationship between young Robert and his brother
George—culminating in Robert’s murder of George. The centerpicce of
Robert’s own narrative of these cvents, however, 1s his even more in-
tense, persecuted relationship with a male character whom the narrator
has hardly cven mentioned—one Gil-Martin, apparently the Devil him-
self. Each of the two narratives, that is, scems to give an account of a
rclationship thar might fir fairly readily into the set of psychosocial cate-
gorics we have been dealing with so far; burt to fit them rogether as ac-
counts of the same events is complicated.

To begin with Robert’s rclation to his brother George is to begin in
the (ex post facto) familiar world of Dostoevsky.® When the two young
men come together—apparently for the first time—in young adulthood,
during a particularly inflammable political moment in Edinburgh, Rob-
ert’s strategy toward his dashing, popular, athletic brother is a madden-
ingly literal version of the “feminine” one that we would today call pas-
sive-aggressive. When George and his entourage are at tennis, and “the
prowess and agility of the young squire drew forth the loudest plaudits
of approval tfrom his associates,” Robert “came and stood closc beside
him all the time that the game lasted, always now and then putting in 2
cutting remark by way of mockery.” Throughout the game, Robert
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stood so near [George] that he several times impeded him in his rapid evo-
lutions, and of course got himself shoved aside in no very ceremonious way.
Instead of making him keep his distance, these rude shocks and pushes, ac-
companied sometimes with hasty curses, only made him cling closer to this
king of the game. . . . [T]he next day, and every succeeding one, the same
devilish-looking youth attended him as consrantly as his shadow. (p. 21)

Nothing can be done to shake Robert’s attendance on the young gentle-
men’s game: asked to keep out of the range of the ball] “ ‘Is there any
law or enactment that can compel me to do s02” ™ he asks, “biting his lip
with scorn.” “With a face as demure as death,” he

scemed determined to keep his ground. He pretended to be following the
ball with his cyes; but every moment they were glancing aside at George.
Onc of the competitors chanced to say rashly, in the moment of exulration,
‘that’s 2 d——d fine blow, George!” On which the intruder took up the word,
as characteristic of the competitors, and repeated it every stroke that was given.
(p. 22)

Things get worse. Robert precipitates a tussle with George, in which
he is himself bloodicd, and makes himsclf

an object to all of the uttermost disgust. The blood flowing tfrom his mouth
and nose he took no pains to stem, neither did he so much as wipe it away;
so that it spread over all his cheeks, and breast, even off at his toes. In that
state did he take up his station in the middle of the competirors; and he did
not now keep his place, but ran about, impeding everyone who attempred
to make at the ball. They loaded him with execrations, but it availed noth-
ing; he seemed courting persccution and buffetings, keeping steadfastly to
his old joke of damination, and marring the game so completely that in spite
of every effort on the part of the players, he forced them to stop their game
and give it up. (pp. 23~24)

However one may read the affect in Robert’s “malignant™ (p. 21)
glances—and it does seem worlds removed from Sparkish’s ingenuous
admiration for “the wits”—it 1s nevertheless clear that, like Sparkish, Robert
is submitting to feminization in order to get close to—really, get under
the skin of—a more powerful and prestigious man of higher class. The
bloody nose, especially, is an emblem of a specifically female powerless-
ness: as Janer Todd points out, it occurs in cighteenth-century novels at
moments of sexual threat against women.” In a later tussle Robert’s nose
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“again gushed out blood, a system of defence which seemed as natural to
him as that resorted to by the race of stinkards” (p. 412), and he again
refuses to wash the blood off. Clearly, the tools for advancement he per-
ceives himsclf as posscssing are those belonging to the castrated, to the
visibly and even disgustingly powerless. His strength is that of having
nothing to lose in the way of prestige: he can be a bad sport, kick his
brother when he’s down, make an obstructionist stand on the letter of
the law—make a pure guerrilla nuisance of himself—through the em-
powerment of sheer abjection. His very physical presence is flaccid and
unresistant: his brother can seize him “by the mouth and nose with his
left hand so strenuously that he sank his fingers into his cheeks” (p. 41),
and when his dead body is dug up in the Epilogue, “All the limbs, from
the loins to the toes, seemed perfect and entire, but they could not bear
handling. Before we got them returned again into the grave they were all
shaken to pieces, except the thighs, which continued to retain a kind of
flabby torm™ (p. 227). In his abjection, Robert cannot desire women
enough to be able to desire men through them; instead, identifying hat-
ingly with them he hatingly throws himself at the man who seems to be
at the fountainhead of male prestige. The uncanny “pursuit” of George
by Robert that is the subject of the Editor’s Narrative offers a portrait of
male homosocial desire as murderous ressentiment. It is closcr—more
shared, more familial, less mediated—than the pristinely stratified ascend-
ancy of cuckoldry in The Country Wife, but also far more violent and re-
pressive. The newly virulent, newly personalized element, as we have
suggested, is homophobia.

For George, as for his brother Robert, bonds with men are the orga-
nizing fact of his social life: he is often scen, and always seen as success-
ful, in groups of young, aristocratic men. Unlike Robert, however, George
relates to his male acquaintance as a man, because he has the knack of
triangulating his homosocial desire through women. This need be done
only in the most perfunctory way. For instance, George on his way to
church meets a friend “who was bound to the Greyfriars to see his sweet-
hcart, as he said: ‘and if you will go with me, Colwan,’ said he, ‘I will let
you sce her too, and then you will be just as far forward as I am’” (p.
35). Or carousing with his friends, he and they “adjourn to a bagnio for
the remainder of the night” (p. 48).

In his happy and confident (however minimal) wielding of women as
mediators of male transacticns, George is merely reproducing as he ha-
bitually docs the habits of his (at any rate, legal) father, the laird of Dal-
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castle. The first disagreement between the laird and his bride, at their
wedding, had occurred when he “saluted every girl in the hall whose ap-
pearance was anything tolerable, and requested of their sweethearts to take
the same freedom with his bride, by way of retaliation” (p. 5). Later, on
the bride’s running home to her father, her status as a worthless, trans-
parent counter for male relationships becomes explicit in what Robert M.
Adams calls “a fine scene of folk-humor” (p. xii). Her father, pretending
to be outraged by the laird’s treatment of her, in turn flogs ber as her
husband’s representative:

24

. . wt regard to what is due to his own wife, of that he’s a better judge
nor me. However, since he has behaved in that manner to my daughter, 1
shall be revenged on him for aince. . . ”

So saying, the baillic began to inflict corporal punishment on the runaway
wife. . . . “Villain that he is!” exclaimed he, “I shall tcach him to behave in
such a manner to a child of mine . . . ; since I cannot get at himself, I shall
lounder her that is nearest to him in life.” (p. 10)

Of course, his purpose is to drive her back to her husband, and in this
he succeeds.

The first half of the novel, then, has shown us, in the Editor’s bluff
masculist version, the persecution, the supernatural-secming pursuit, and
ultimately the murder of the attractively masculine George by his sinister,
feminized, uncanny brother. The second half, Robert’s own narrative, tells
a slightly different, redistributed story: George is not a central character,
and instead we hear about the courtship, persecution, and eventual ¢n-
trapment of the rather pathetic, schizoid, feminized Robert by one “Gil-
Martin,” a glamorous, uncanny male stranger whom he persists in imag-
ining to be the Czar Peter of Russia. In this relationship, we learn, some-
how lies the explanation for the peculiar happenings retailed in the Edi-
tor’s Narrative.

It is in the second half of the novel that a genuinely erotic language of
romantic infatuation between men is introduced. The explicit affect is, at
least at first, very different from the one that had prevailed between Rob-
ert and George in the first half. At the same time, the language that de-
scribes the two bonds is curiously echoic. For instance, when Robert first
sees the stranger,

he cast himself in my way, so that I could not well avoid him; and, more
than that, I felt a sort of invisible power that drew me towards him, some-
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thing like the force of enchantment, which I could not resist. As we ap-
proached each other, our cyes met and I can never describe the strange sensa-
tions that thrilled through my whole frame at that impressive moment. (p. 106;
emphasis mine)

This eye contact is like the glance with which Robert has mysteriously
followed George:

To whatever place of amusement [George] betook himself, and however well
he concealed his intentions of going there from all flesh living, there was his
brother Wringhim also, and always within a few yards of him, generally about
the same distance, and ever and anon darting looks at him that chilled his
very soul. They were looks that cannot be described; but they weve felr pievcing to
the bosomy’s deepest core. (p. 34; cmphasis mine)

When Robert is struck, at the sight of the stranger, by the fact that “he
was the same being as myself!” (p. 106), the stranger says, “You think I
am your brother . . . ; or that I am your second self. I am indeed your
brother” (p. 107). Again, George has felt in the first half of the novel that
Robert was appearing to him “as regularly as the shadow is cast from the
substance, or the ray of light from the opposing denser medium” (p. 3s).
while Robert in turn says of Gil-Martin, “He was constant to me as my
shadow” (p. 120). When Robert begins—perhaps tardily, having been
entangled into commirtting two murders—to find the stranger creepy and
oppressive, he describes the stranger in terms of disgust and fascinarion
that his brother might have used to describe the clinging, bloody, passive
rag of a man who tripped him up on the tennis courts:

1 felt as one round whose body a deadly snake is twisted, which continues
to hold him in its fangs, without injuring him, further than in moving its
scaly infernal folds with exulting delight. (p. 175)

Robert’s strategy of spooking his brother’s circle by parroting their owr,
words back at them is like the strategy Gil-Martin in turn uses towarc
Robert in theological discussion:

in everything that I suggested he acquicsced, and, as I thought that day, often
carried them to extremes, so that I had a secret dread he was advancing blas-
phemies. He had such a way with him, and paid such a deference to all my
opinions, that I was quite captivated, and, at the same time, I stood in a sort
of awe of him, which I could not account for, and scveral times was seized
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with an involtuntary inclination to escape from his presence by making a sud-
den retreat. (p. 108)

Many of the parallels between the two homosocial relationships are
clearly meant to have a literal, rather than a merely echoic, correspon-
dence. For instance, Robert’s apparition has not merely dogged his brother,
but made a habit of materializing always at a particular point on his right
(p- 35)- Robert, correspondingly, when he imagines himself haunted, “al-
ways beheld another person, and always in the same position from the
place where 1 sat or stood, which was about three paces off me towards
my left side” (p. 139). When we go back to Gil-Martin’s assertion that he
is Robert’s “brother,” we see that that is importantly true in two senses:
first, in that scene of their initial meeting, he looks identical to Robert
himself; second, later in the events narrated, he looks identical to Rob-
ert’s actual brother George (p. 76). In fact, Gil-Martin is able at will to
take on the exact appearance of anyone (at least, any man) he chooses.
We also learn, in Robert’s “Confessions,” that during much of the time
of Robert’s supposed persecutions of his brother as described in the Ed-
itor’s Narrative, Robert was, or imagined himsclf to be, home in bed in
a pecuhiar trance; and in the latter reaches of the narrative, when “Rob-
ert” seems to be carrying on murderous depredations all over the coun-
ryside, Robert himself perceives himself as merely being asleep.

In short, the novel’s strong suggestion is that Gil-Martin in the shape
of Robert is the author of much of the carnage; or, psychologizing that,
that Gil-Martin performs these acts as a projection of Robert’s uncon-
scious wishes. That much is a critical commonplace. (We should note that
at the beginning of the events narrated, it is relatively easy for both us
and Robert to keep track of the distinction between Robert and Gil-Mar-
tin, even when Gil-Martin is disguised as Robert; later, conforming to
the common Gothic pattern, that clarity degenerates rapidly.) What is most
striking for our purposes, however, is not the mere presence of Gil-Mar-
tin as an eroticized, paranoid double for Robert, but the importance in
that context of his slipperiness of identity—and specifically, of the fact
that he is Robert’s “brother” in two senses: that he can move back and
forth between impersonating Robert and impersonating George.

The significance of this is to dramatize precisely the inextricability of
identification from desire that makes male homosexuality a necessary
structuring term for male heterosexual empowerment (see chapter 1).
Oedipal schematics to the contrary, there is no secure boundary between
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wanting what somebody else (e.g., Daddy) has, and wanting Daddy. The
protean Gil-Martin represents the fluidity of that bond: Robert both loves
and fears Gil-Martin &0t/ because Gil-Martin mirrors himself in his mur-
derous abjection and because Gil-Martin mirrors the empowered male
other. A scene that takes place in Robert’s bed is the perfect expression
of this uncrystallizable, infusory flux of identificarion and desire. It is during
the apparent trance state that occupies him while Gil-Martin seems to be
out haunting George in Robert’s guise:

I was seized with a strange distemper. . . . I generally conceived myself to
be two people. When I lay in bed, I deemed there were two of us in it; when
I sat up I always beheld another person. . . . It mattered not how many or

how few were present: this my second self was sure to be present in his place,
and this occasioned a confusion in all my words and ideas that utrerly as-
tounded my friends . . . over the singular delusion that I was two persons
my reasoning faculties had no power. The most perverse part of it was that
I rarely conceived myself to be any of the two persons. I thought for the most
part that my companion was onc of them, and my brother the other; and I
found that, to be obliged to speak and answer in the character of another
man, was a most awkward business at the long run. (p. 140)

We might mention that the confusion of identities in this bedroom scene
is echoed in two other texts we will be considering later: the attack on
John Harmon in Our. Mutual Friend, and the rape of T. E. Lawrence in
The Seven Pillars of Wisdom (see chapter 10). Steven Marcus, disapprov-
ingly, describes this deliquescence of identity (or identification) in the di-
rection of desire as a feature of sadomasochistic pornography; based on
his own examples as well as these, however, I think it would be more
accurate to associate it with the conjunction of sexual compulsion and
male homosocial desire.?

To give a name—"“the inextricability of desire from identfication in male
homosocial empowerment”—to the slipperiness of Gil-Martin’s identity,
is I think to denominate a crucial area of psychological concern in this
novel. At the same time, the sheer confusion caused by this slipperiness—
the proliferation of faces, identities, paranoias, families, overlapping but
subtly different plots—also requires a move away from the focus on
intrapsychic psychology, and back toward a view of the social fabric as a
whole. One of the meanings of the cognitive mess seems to be that the
chains of symbolic transactions in the novel do, after all, take place within
a relatively discursive system, one that is constituted by and offers room
for deferral and displacement.
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One of the odd things about this novel is that although the Editor and
the Dalcastles apparently take a cheerful, complaisant view of the oppres-
sion of women in the context of male transactive desire, the novel as a
whole and particularly the Editor’s Narrative are nevertheless unusually
graphic and explanatory m exploring its mechanisms and eftccts. We have
already seen, for instance, that the grievances of the laird’s wife—in being
treated by both her husband and her father as an exchangeable token of
their own power—are detailed intelligibly, although without any sym-
pathy, by the narrator. After his wite ceases to cohabit with him, the lusty
old laird consoles himself with the company of a Miss Logan, a “fat
bouncing dame™ (p. 12), whom both the laird and the narrator trcat with
great affection. Nevertheless, the novel makes plain that she, too, is vic-
timized by him, at least economically: after ycars of fairhful service in the
roles of surrogate wife and of housckeeper, child-rearer, and nuyse, she
cannot, in his declining days, get him to pay enough attention to merc
worldly things to settle his affairs on her bchalf (p. s1).

Again, as we have seen, one of the guarantees of young George’s at-
tractive masculinity had been his willingness to romp among his male
friends at a “bagnio.” Uncxpectedly, however, the Editor’s Narrative also
offers art a different moment a much more critical view of the meaning of
that casual use of prostitutes. Lurking—waiting for custom—outside the
bagnio that night, and hence a witness to the murder of George, has been
a prostitute, Arabella Calvert, who becomes an important character in the
Editor’s Narrative; telling her story in her own words, she supplics a point
of view very different from the narrator’s own. For instance, she “knew”—
“and ncver tor any good,” she says (p. s6)—both the old and the young
George, and thinks of them without infatuation. A well-born woman ru-
ined by a lord, “she had been imprisoned; she had been scourged, and
branded as an impostor; and all on account of her resolute and unmov-
ing fidelity to several of the very worst of men, every one of whom had
abandoned her to utter destitution and shame” (p. 64). In Edinburgh,
on the fatetul night, she solicits a young gentlemen, a friend of George’s;
during their assignation, however, he notices that she speaks like a lady,
and sentimentally begs her to “take heart. Tell me what has befallen vou;
and it I can do anything for you . . . you shall command my interest.”
She continues:

“I had great need of a friend then, and I thought now was rthe time to securc
onc. So I began. . . . But I soon perecived that 1 had kept by the naked
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truth too unvarnishedly, and thereby quite overshot my mark. When he learned
that he was sittng in a wretched comer of an irregular house, with a felon,
who had so latcly been scourged and banished as a swindler and impostor,
his modest nature took the alarm, and he was shocked, instead of being moved
with pitv. His cve fixed on some of the casual stripes on my arm, and from
that moment he became restless and impatient to be gone.” (pp. 66—67)

passed literally from male hand to hand and
repeatedly lett to be punished “in the place of” the men who have owned
her (p. 65)—is far too brutal for the man’s intended, Yorick-style pathos
and recuperation. Its most memorable emblem is her vision of her death
by hanging as a thief: “I think of being hung up, a spectacle to a gazing,
gaping multitude, with numbers of which I have had intimacies and con-
nections” (p. ss).

It is not only in the “heterosexual” plot of the two Georges that female
sexuality is shown as a corrosive, punishing, and punishcd commodity,
however. In fact, although Robert Wringhim’s story condenses into a
schema of desire and struggle between masculine men and feminized men,
it cannot be understood except through the proscribed sexuality of a
woman—his mother. Specifically, it is the social forces of religious and
class anxicry that arc brought to bear on him most acutely through the
question of his mother’s sexuality.

As usual in this novel, the question of maternal sexuality is displaced
every which way including backward: the legitimacy of Rabina, the mother,
herself, is treated as dubious (pp. 3, 10, 44). This apparently random an-
imadversion prepares the ground for the question of Robert’s own legit-
imacy (although, as mentioned earlier, the question of George’s legiti-
macy is never raised). The dubiousness of Robert’s legitimacy, of his
paternity, is, however, the mainspring of his character and homosocial
situation. He 1s brought up in the menage of his mother and Robert
Wringhim the elder, to whom he bears a remarkable physical similarity—
though as the pastor himselt points out,

“there arc many natural reasons for such likeness, besides that of consan-
guinity. They depend much on the thoughts and aftections of the mother;
and it is probable that the mother of this boy, being deserted by her worth-
less husband, having turned her thoughts on me, as likelv to be her protec-
tor, may have caused this striking resemblance.” (p. 97)

The pastor himself, however, does not scem to feel quite secure about
this very plausible explanation. He fires his man for having the temerity
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-0 doubt it. Furthermore, it scems likely that a consciousness of his own
cransgression is the main energy behind his wracking struggles with God
“or an assurance of the boy’s salvation.

“I have struggled with the almighty long and hard. . . . but have been re-
pulsed by him who hath seldom refused my request; although 1 cited his
own words against him, and endeavoured to hold him ar his promise, he
hath so many turnings in the supremacy of his power, that I have been re-
jected.” (p. o1)

The day on which Wringhim the elder announces that he has finally wrested
an assurance of the boy’s salvation from God is the very day that young
Robert first meets Gil-Martin, and the elements of the murderous plot
are finally all in place.

It scems likely, then, that a beginning of young Robert’s feminization
nas been in his father’s use of him as a gambling chip in an inexplicit deal
with God: forgive my transgression (without my ever having to confess
to it), and (to prove that all is forgiven) save my son. This is the Calvinist
version of the bargain made by Catholic parents in two other Gothic fic-
tons, Diderot’s “La Religieuse” and Maturin’s Melmoth the Wanderer, who
v to pay for the illicitness of their children’s conception by donating the
children themselves to religious orders. The Protestant, internal siting of
the transaction in this case, however, and the tacitness and illogic of its
rerms even in the mind of the transactor, make its schizogenic effects on
the child fully plausible cven on the strictly psychological level.

Within the context of this transaction, young Robert’s aversion to his
mother becomes quite explicable. He himself, professing to find it puz-
zling, actually explains it:

though I knew her to be a Christian, I confess that I always despised her
motley instructions, nor had I any great regard for her person. If this was a
crime in me, [ never could help it. I confess it freely, and believe it was a
judgment from heaven inflicted on her for some sin of former days, and that
I had no power to have acted otherwisc towards her than I did. (p. 104)

There 1s no explicit indication in Robert’s “Confessions” that he belicves
himself to be illegitimate, but this passage, exercising his characteristic
and now compulsive pharisaism on the person who first occasioned it,
suggests that hts behavior is at any rate appropriate to that knowledge.
Robert seems to grow up, religiously, in the consciousness that only men
1 Robert the elder, God—if not the old or the young laird) can legitimate
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him, and that women can only illegitimate him. To the minister he is
indebted, he says, “under Heaven,” for the “high conceptions” that saved
him after the laird disavowed his paternity.

The very first vignette of Robert’s home life shows him precociously
reaching toward the minister for religious vindication at the expense of
his mother: pouncing on her at catechism for responding by rote and
with an insufficiently ingenious vengefulness toward sinners, he evokes
this delicious version of the Yorickian primal scene:

“What a wonderful boy he 1s!” said my mother.

“I'm feared he turn out to be a conceited gowk,” said old Barnet, the min-
1ster’s man.

“No,” said my pastor, and father (as I shall henceforth denominate him).
“No, Barnet, he is a wonderful boy; and no marvel, for I have prayed for
these talents to be bestowed on him from his infancy; and do you think that
Heaven would refuse a prayer so disinterested? No, it is impossible. But my
dread is, madam,” continued he, turning to my mother, “that he is yet in the
bond of iniquity.” (pp. 90—91)

In this litde drama of family constitution, we see the zeal and misogyn-
istic trustfulness with which little Robert takes up his father’s ambition
to reformulate the family—excluding the mother—in homosocial terms
as a transactive bond among God, old Wringhim, and Robert. The lie of
Wringhim’s claim to “disinterestedness” about the boy’s attainments is the
foundation of this new male family. Robert’s position in it is, however,
chronically undermined by Wringhim’s ability to turn back toward the
mother, who is—however devalued and denied—nevertheless a party to
the original transgression that the new family exists to deny. Old Robert
understands and to some extent manipulates the lie that excludes the
mother; young Robert believes and thus is victimized and himself ex-
cluded by it. Hence, old Robert reprobates the mother, while young
Robert murders her. (For another funny version of theologicial contro-
versy-as-primal-scene, see p. 17).

Although old Robert, though a true believer, is nevertheless (through
his heterosexuality) in a relatively manipulative position with respect to
the received truths of religion, it is intcresting that in class and political
terms, he in turn finds himself playing exactly young Robert’s manipu-
lated, Sparkish-like role: that of the zealot who univocally acts out the
essentially cynical, divided ideologics of others. During the congregation
of political parties in Edinburgh,
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the Duke of Argyle and his friends made such use of him as sportsmen often
do of terriers, to start the game, and make a great yelping noise to let them
know whither the chase is proceeding. They often did this out of sport, in
order to tease their opponent; for of all pesterers that ever fastened on man
he was the most insufferable: knowing that his coat protected him from manual
chastisement, he spared no acrimony, and delighted in the chagrin and anger
of those with whom he contended. But he was sometimes likwise of veal use
to the heads of the Presbyterian faction, and thercfore was admitted to their
tables, and of course conceived himself a very great man. (p. 20)

The elder Robert’s strategies in the political arena are like the younger
Robert’s on the tennis court. And of course, the younger Robert inherits
his class placement and class ressentiment from his putative father, and
they arc the building-blocks of his “personal” legalistic, self-righteous, class-
marked style. Defending his stand on the tennis court,

he let [Gordon, one of the young gentlemen] know that “it was his pleasure
to be there at that time; and, unless he could demonstrate to him what su-
perior right he and bis party had to that ground, in preference to him, and
to the exclusion of all others, he was determined to assert his right, and the
rights of his fellow-citizens, by keeping possession of whatsoever part of that
common field he chose.”

“You are no gentleman, Sir,” said Gordon.

“Are you one, Sir?” said the other.

“Yes, Sir. I will let you know that I am, by G—!”

“Then, thanks be to Him whose name you have profaned, I am none. If
one of the party be a gentleman, I do hope in God I am not?” (p. 33)

Thus, although the novel’s paranoid dramas are acted out in “Ocdipal”
terms, the Oedipal family that frames them is clearly a site whose defini-
tion is an object of struggle, not a given. The three-person family of fa-
ther, mother, child—and then that of God, father, child—is willfully, ar-
bitrarily, in effect violently carved out of the large messy material of too
many fathcrs, too few acknowledgments of paternity, too much female
sexuality, two different classes.

An important thematic emblem for the links among the various male
figures in the novel’s convoluted and finally violent ring of homosocial
desire is the two-edged sword. This emblem appears, in addition, braided
together with some thematics of anality or of penetration from the rear.
For instance, on the morning when Wringhim the elder finally dedicates
voung Robert to God’s service, intending to bind up the loose ends of
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the male triangular transaction for good—" ‘I give him unto Thee only,
to Thee wholly, and to Thee for ever’ >—he concludes,

“May he be a two-cdged weapon in Thy hand and a spear coming out of
Thy mouth, to destroy, and overcome, and pass over; and may the enemies
of Thy Church fall down before him, and be as dung to fat the land? (p.
111}

When George is murdered by Roberrt, it is with a two-edged sword, and
“both the wounds which the deceased had received had been given be-
hind” (p. s1). The weapon, a gilded one, had been pressed on Robert,
“much against my inclination,” by Gil-Martin (p. 152). Golden weapons
are themselves a related motif: Robert has had an (apparently heaven-
sent) vision of “golden weapons of every description let down in [a cloudy
veil], but all with their points towards me” (p. 125); and he becomes in-
fatuated with “two pistols of pure beaten gold” that Gil-Martin pro-
duces:

the little splendid and enchanting piece was so perfect, so complete, and so
ready for execuring the will of the donor, that I now longed to use it 1n his
service. {p. 126)

The last golden weapon in the novel is brandished behind Robert during
his final degeneration, by Gil-Martin who is using it both to protect him
and to prod and subjugate him:

I was momently surrounded by a number of hideous fiends, who gnashed
on me with their tecth, and clenched their crimson paws in my face; and at
the same instant [ was scized by the collar of my coat behind, by my dreaded
and devoted friend, who pushed me on and, with his gilded rapicr waving
and brandishing around me, defended me against all their united attacks.
Horrible as my assailants were . . . I felt that I would rather have fallen into
their hands than be thus led away captive by my defender at his will and
pleasure. (p. 211)

A more figurative two-edged weapon, carlier in the book, is Psalm 109,
which Wringhim sings in his evening prayers after a legal offensive by
the Wringhims has been turned back against them by the laird’s party.

Set thou the wicked over him,
And upon lis vight hand
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Give thou his greatest enemy,
Even Satan, leave to stand.

And, when by thee he shall be judged,
Let him remembered be;

And let his prayers be turned to sin
When he shall call on thee.

Let God his father’s wickedness
Still te remembrance call;

And never let his mother’s sin
Be blotted out at all.

As cursing he like clothes put on,
Into his bowels so,
Like water, and into his bones
Like oil, down let it go. (pp. 31—
32)

This scene is clearly the source of the one in The Mayor of Casterbridge in
which Henchard, cursing the formerly beloved Farfrae musically in the
words of the same psalm, initiates a circuit of blight that eventually set-
tles on himself in terms taken literally from the curse.’ In Confessions, some
of the terms of the curse alight on both the younger men: each has Satan
standing to hand; each dies young; each (though in different senses) is
given to cursing, and is cursed; since they have the same mother, the
ineradicability of her “sin” is exactly what makes their fates inextricable,
and makes the different styles of paternal “wickedness” such an explosive
combination. Prefiguring The Mayor of Casterbridge, however, and also as
in the legal proceeding that precipitates the curse in The Confessions, the
worst consequences fall on Robert himself; the final lodging place of the
two-edged sword is in the liquefaction of his own bowels and bones.

It is important and prophetic that even at this relatively early moment
in the construction of the modern terms of the homosocial spectrum,
“homosexual” thematics appear only in a subordinated yoking with an
apparently already-constituted homophobia. Specifically in this case, the
bowels and backside as the place of vulnerability to violence, pain, and
domination proleptically take the place of any location there of possible
satisfactions. Bonds, between men, of fascination and of unmediated power-
exchange already take the form of two-edged weapons (in the brother’s
back, in the Lord’s mouth), not of two-edged pleasures. The pleasures
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may be inferrable, but only from the forms of violence that surround them.
Even the charm, for Robert, of Gil-Martin’s enthralling society, comes as
a reaction against paternal and fraternal denial; and it seems, itself,
threatening almost from the first: “he acquired such an ascendancy over
me that [ never was happy out of his company, nor greatly so in it” (p.
120). “The sexual” itself, in any form—in any genital form—is not a part
of young Robert’s experience; but the double bind of the structures of
sexual repression nevertheless is.

From this apparent disruption of order between homophilic and hom-
ophobic thematics, we can learn two things. First, we should be re-
minded by it that however radically the terms of the homosocial spec-
trum, and the meanings of homosexual identity, were changing during
the two centuries after the Restoration, the thematics and the ideological
bases of homophobia were probably the¢ most stable and temporally
backward-looking elements of the entire complex: the punitive fate of
Edward II, the drama of Edward II, and the punitive thematics surround-
ing Robert Wringhim certainly have more in common than do the actual
social or erotic forms in which each was situated.

At the same time, we can, I think, take the priority in this novel—in
this period—of homophobic over homophilic thematics as underwriting
our speculation about a main function of homophobia in its modern,
psychologized form. Consistent with what we suggested in the last chap-
ter, the internal homophobic pressures on young Robert have the effect,
not in the first place of repressing a pre-existent genital desire within him
toward men, but of making him an excruciatingly responsive creature and
instrument of class, economic, and gender struggles that long antedate
his birth. As he pushes blindly, with the absurdly and pathetically few
resources he has, toward the male homosocial mastery that alone and de-
lusively seem to promise him a social standing, the psychologized hom-
ophobic struggle inside him seems to hollow out an internal space that
too exactly ‘matches the world around him. Between the conflicted blood-
and property-bond to his brother outside, and the far more conflicted
bond of narcissistic fascination with the murderous “inner” brother, Robert
becomes only the barest membrane of a person: a mere, murderous po-
tential, violent against women and men alike, and capable of being seized
and used by and in the service of any social force.

As T have already suggested, I consider it likely that the main subject
of the “paranoid” classic Gothic as a whole can best be described in the
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terms I have been using for Hogg’s novel. Some criticism has discussed
how close the preoccupation with doubles and with persecution in these
novels is to something (today) recognizably like male homosexual the-
matics.'® What T wish to emphasize, by contrast, is the focus on homo-
phobia as a tool of control over the entire spectrum of male homosocial
organization. This emphasis seems potentially more precise and reveal-
ing. Most broadly, it allows us to read these novels as explorations of
social and gender constitution as a whole, rather than of the internal psy-
chology of a few individual men with a “minority” sexual orientation. There
are several concomitant advantages to this. First, it gives us more, and
more interesting, terms for discussing the positions of women in these
novels and the societies they portray. Second, the “evidential” questions
associated with any literary-critical discussion—never mind a historical
one—of individual male homosexuality have most often been couched in
peculiarly unilluminating terms, as of accusation and defense.!! Aside from
the inappropriatencss of these adversarial terms for the discussion of fic-
tional characters and preoccupations, and apart cven from the unaccept-
ably homophobic, and evidentially distorting, assumptions that underlic
the treatment of homosexuality as an accusation, the legalistic frame of
discussion of ascribed homosexuality disguises or denies the importance
of much more fundamental and entirely unanswered questions about the
constitution and social meaning of male homosexuality itself.

If there is a loss or a danger in my shift of emphasis from the homo-
sexual to the homophobic content of the Gothic, it would lie in the po-
rential blurring, the premature “universalization,” of what might prove
to be a distinctly homosexual, minority literary heritage. Feminist critics
have long understood that when the male-centered critical tradition has
bestowed the tribute of “universality” on a woman’s writing, it is often
not an affirmation but rather a denial of the sources of her writing in her
own, female specificity. The extra virulence of racism in our culture has
minimized the danger of this particular spurious naturalization of the work
of writers of color, but the ambiguous, prestigious spectre of “universal-
itv” has nevertheless exerted a structuring and sometimes divisive effect
on the history of at any rate Black American culture. Similarly, a prema-
ture recupcration (as being about the entire range of social gender con-
stitution) of a thematic array that might in the first place have a special
meaning for homosexual men as a distinctively oppressed group—which,
bevond the rcach of any unanswered questions, they unmistakably do
constitute in our society as it is—would risk cultural imperialism.

Still, it is apt to be a critic able to read and speak as a participant in
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gay male culture who can recognize and situate such thematic arrays most
authoritatively.!? Obviously, I am not that critic. But also, interestingly.
such critics have not so far been much attracted—ar least in their writ-
ings—to the Gothic paranoid tradition before Wilde, in spite of its ob-
vious focus on hypercharged relationships between men. Their relative
neglect endorses, I think, my own contention: that even motifs that might
ex post facto look like homosexual thematics (the Unspeakable, the anal).
even when presented in a context of intensities between men, neverthe-
less have as their first referent the psychology and sociology of prohibi-
tion and control. That is to say, the fact that it is about what we would
today call “homosexual panic” means that the paranoid Gothic is specit-
ically not about homosexuals or the homosexual; instead, heterosexualiry
is by definition its subject.

The writing on the paranoid Gothic that is most closely relevant to
this discussion has come, accordingly, not from a gay male but trom 2
feminist perspective. For instance, the history of feminist readings or
Frankenstein, including particularly Mary Jacobus’s sketch of a feminist
Girardian reading,'* makes amply clear several ways in which the kind of
analysis I am proposing would find resonances in that text. A remarkable
reading of Caleh Williams by Alex Gold, Jr., both plots Caleb’s story pre-
cisely onto Freud’s analysis of paranoia (in relation to the repression of
male homosexual desire), and then shows how fully Godwin portrays the
constitution of all desire under the aspect of “the brutal crotics of prop-
crey,” ! of class, gender, and generational oppression. Different as it 1s
trom mine, Gold’s analysis, likc mine, locates the node of late-eighteenth-
century usctulness and misleadingness for twentieth-century readers pre-
cisely at the matter of “sexualization.” Gold writes,

The [psvchoanalytic] theory of paranoia can account for the ecmotional pat-
terning in Cale Williams because Godwin is exploring a political theory of
passion which contains all the dynamic elements described in purcly internal
terms in the psvchoanalytic account. '

Besides (but, as we have discussed, in relation to) their themanzatior:
of homophobia, the paranoid Gothic novels, and especially these two, have
in common a relation to the family like the one I have sketched in Hogg:
in Frankenstern and in Caleb Williams as in the Confessions, the hero intru-
sivelv and in effect violently carves a small, male, intimate family for him-
self out of what had in cach casc originally been an untidy, nonnuclear



“{urder Incorporated: Confessions of a Justified Sinner 1z

zroup of cohabitants. The deforming dominance in the Gothic of an im-
:ge (however distorted) of the nuclear family household, in novelistic
contexts where a much more varied and naturalistic tablcau of in-laws,
-dopted children, unmarricd adult siblings, quasidomestic servants, and
Zomestic servants, actually obtained, is a link between the world of the
Sothic and the world of Sentimental Journey.!® As in Sentimental Journey,
=J0, it is the ideological imposition of the imaginary patriarchal Family
‘n real, miscellancous, shifting states of solitude, gregariousness, and var-
ous forms of material dependence, that rationalizes, reforms, and per-
~etuates, in the face of every kind of change, the unswerving exploita-
—ons of sex and of class.



CHAPTER SEVEN

Tennyson’s Princess:
One Bride for Seven Brothers

HE last two chapters have focused on the importance of the Gothic

in the cxploration of men’s bonds with men. The paranoid Gothic
was the novelistic tradition in which the routing through women of male
homosocial desire had the most perfunctory presence; paradoxically, as a
result, it was also the tradition that demonstrated the absolute signifying
power, at least from the late eighteenth century on, of that “heterosex-
ual” minim. As we discussed m chapeer s, it was (and is) the very mini-
malness, the arbitrariness, of the diffcrentiation between malc heterosex-
uality and its “opposite” that has lent this distinction its power to organize
complicated, historical transactions of power, including power of or over
women.

In this chapter and the next, our argument will move forward in time
but also toward the “mainstream” of English Victorian culture. From the
Gothic preoccupation with the minim and the absolute, with compulsion
and prohibition, we will move to broader, more comprehensive idcolog-
ical fictions whose ostensible structure 1s different: it is the liberal struc-
ture of “dialectic.” The threce fictions discussed in these two chapters are
all, consciously, historical and political arguments. The ostensible impor-
tance of women in them 1s not minimal, but indeed lavish. Plot elements
of paranoia, of male possession by men, are relatively absent, as are the
recognizable thematics of homophobia. (These “Gothic” clements will be
reintroduced into our present account through Dickens, briefly in this
chapter and more fully in chapters 9 and 10.) It has scemed easiest for
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—itical consensus to interest itself in the Gothic on “private” terms and
~ mainstrcam Victorian fictions on “public” terms; but just as the psy-
:hological harrowings of the Gothic are meaningful only as moves in a
-ublic discourse of power allocation, so the overtly public, ideological work
-7 writers like Tennyson, Thackeray, and Eliot needs to be explicated in
—ze supposedly intrapsychic terms of desire and phobia to make even its
-olitical outlines clear. The Princess in particular claims to be a major public
<atement, in a new form, about the history and meaning of femininity;
~ut male homosocial desire, homophobia, and even the Gothic psychol-
-gv of the “uncanny” are ultimately the structuring terms of its politics—
:nd of its generic standing as well.

To generalize: 1t was the peculiar genius of Tennyson to light on the
=red, moderate, unconscious ideologies of his time and class, and by the
“aree of his investment in them, and his gorgeous lyric gift, to make them
:ound frothing-at-the-mouth mad.

Tennyson applied this genius with a regal impartiality that makes him
:cem like a Christmas present to the twentieth-century student of ideol-
>gv, but made him something less reassuring to many of his contempor-
zrics. We have suggested that the whole point of ideology is to negotiate
~wisibly between contradictory elements in the status quo, concealing the
~ery existence of contradictions in the present by, for instance, recasting
-sem in diachronic terms as a historical narrative of origins. For a writer
:s fervent, as credulous, and as conflicted as Tennyson to get interested
1 one of these functional myths was potentially subversive to a degree
hat, and in a way that, Tennyson himself was the last to perceive. Where
2e did perceive it, it was most often as a formal struggle with structural
or stylistic incoherence in his work. These formal struggles, however, also
:nswered to the enabling incoherences in his society’s account of itself.

If, as we shall discuss in the next chapter, Henry Esmond is an ahistor-
:cal diagram of bourgeois femininity disguised as an account of historical
change, The Princess is in some respects the opposite. Its myth of the or-
:gin of modern female subordination is presented firmly as myth, in a de-
‘iberately a-chronic space of “Persian” fairy tale. On the other hand, the
-elation of the myth to its almost aggressively topical framing narrative
is so strongly and variously emphasized that the poem seems to compel
che reader to search for ways of reinserting the myth into the history.
The mythic narrative is sparked by a young woman’s speculation about
che male homosocial discourse from which she is excluded:
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—what kind of tales did men tell men,
She wonder’d, by themselves?!

Its substance, as well, is about the enforcement of women’s relegatio=
within the framework of male homosocial exchange. Some effects of ur-
canniness result from this magnetic superposition of related tales—alonz
with more explicable historic and generic torsions.

The “mythic” central narrative begins with the astonishing vision ot :
feminist separatist community, and ends with one of the age’s definitiv:
articulations of the cult of the angel in the house. The loving constru.-
tion of a female world, centered on a female university, looking back ¢=
a new female history and forward to a newly empowered future; and the=
the zestful destruction of that world root and branch, the erasure of 1=
learning and ideals and the evisceration of its institutions—both are t:
achievements of Tennyson’s genius for ideological investment. In th:
fairytale feudal setting, there are two kingdoms, a northern and a sout:-
ern; and the crown prince of the northern kingdom has grown up bour:-
by a childhood proxy-engagement to the princess of the southern king-
dom. When the time comes for the marriage, however, no princess ::
forthcoming. The Prince learns from the southern king that Princess Ic:
has become a feminist, and with two widows from her court, has talke:
the king out of a summer palace at the northern frontier of the southe-
kingdom, where the three women have founded “an University for mai:-
ens.” The Prince and his two friends head north again to the fronties
Learning that only women are allowed in the neighborhood of the Ur.:-
versity—“Let no man enter in on pain of death,” the gates say—they sne~
in pretending to be women from the north who want to be educate:
Once in, they are discovered to be men by various of the inhabitants, b.-
each time promising (falsely) to keep quiet and leave at once, they per-
suade the women not to betray them to the Princess to be killed. Meaz-
while the Prince is smitten with the noble, impassioned Princess, and eac-
of his friends also finds 2 woman to pursue. Finally one of the frienc:
gets a little drunk and, finding that he cannot conceal his contempt t: -
the women any longer, bursts out with an insulting song in front of tr.s
Princess—“Forbear, Sir,” the Prince exclaims, and the gaff is blown. I
the chaotic aftermath the Princess almost drowns and the Prince save:
her life; whereupon she pardons his life but sends him back home.

Mcanwhile, however, a military confrontation has been shaping up be-
tween the men of the two kingdoms over her father’s failure to hand ovi-
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-he young bride as originally bargained for. Our Prince, genuinely im-
oressed by the Princess’s pride and dedication, argues at first against the
ase of violence or compulsion, but soon enough he finds himself with his
Tiends and soldiers entering battle against Princess Ida’s brothers and their
soldiers. Under threat of a military invasion from the north, and sub-
~erted by the dissent and demoralization that the men have caused in the
women’s community, the Princess herself has had to agree to abide by
zhe outcome of the battle, and to give herself up to the Prince if her
orother’s side loses. As it happens his side wins, but there is general
sloodshed on the frontier; our Prince is given up for dead; but he sur-
ves, and he and the other wounded from both sides are taken to be
cared for in the University, now turned into a hospital, where the women
-orget their studies and their feminism and fall wholesale in love with the
men to whom they are ministering. The Princess, nursing the Prince back
-0 life from his grievous wounds, begs him to forgive her for her mad,
Zestructive vision, and he does. “My bride,” he says, “My wife, my life”—

“this proud watchword rest
Of equal; seeing either sex alone
Is half itself, and in true marriage lies
Nor equal nor uncqual” (vii.282—85)

“Yield thysclt up: my hopes and thine are one:
Accomplish thou my manhood and thyself;
Lay thy sweet hands in mine and trust to me.” (vil.343—4s)

We will be saying more in the next chapter about the ideological
~eanings of alternative narratives of the history of the English family.
However, one important feature of the myth propounded in The Prin-
s9's inner narrative is that it traces the origin of nineteenth-century
~ourgeois gender arrangements directly back to the feudal aristocracy. Even
shere, however, the angel in the house does not seem to be new; for the
2rince describes his ideal of womanhood as coming directly from his own
~other, and describes it in terms that any middlebrow Victorian would
~ave recognized:

one

Not learned, save in gracious houschold ways,
Not perfect, nay, but full of tender wants,

No Angcl, but a dearer being, all dipt
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In Angel instincts, breathing Paradise,
Interpreter between the Gods and men,

Who look’d all native to her place, and yet

On tiptoe seem’d to touch upon a sphere

Too gross to tread, and all male minds perforce
Sway’d to her from their orbits as they moved,
And girdled her with music. Happy he

With such a mother! (vii.2908—309)

Toward this destiny (presented as both idealized past and paradisal fu-
ture) Ida, too, is being propelled. Ar the same time, it is significant tha:
this nostalgic portrait of the Prince’s mother is not arrived at until the
last pages of the poem; for the poem until then at least gestures at a cri-
tique of the aristocratic feudal family that, if not thorough or consistent.
is nevertheless part of its purpose. Although the mother who is its prod-
uct is a good old angelic mother, the family that has created her is the
bad old baronial family:

My mother was as mild as any saint,

But my good father thought a king a king;

He cared not for the affection of the house;

He held his sceptre like a pedant’s wand

To lash offence, and with Jong arms and hands
Reach’d out, and pick’d offenders from the mass
For judgment. (i.22—29)

The old king thinks his son is lily-livered as a wooer:

“Tut, you know them not, the girls.

Man is the hunter; woman is his game:

The sleek and shining creatures of the chase,

We hunt them for the beauty of their skins;

They love us for it, and we ride them down.
Wheedling and siding with them! Out! for shame!
Boy, there’s no rose that’s half so dear to them

As he that does the thing they dare not do,
Breathing and sounding beauteous battle, comes
With the air of the trumpet round him, and leaps in
Among the women, snares them by the score
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Flatter’d and fluster’d, wins, tho” dashed with death
He reddens what he kisses: thus I won

Your mother, a good mother, a good wife,

Worth winning” (v.144—60)

The Prince is an authentic liberal. His tactic in response to his father
~ere is Horner’s: he presents Princess Ida’s feminism as a mirror-image
sxtreme of his father’s crudely patriarchal style, and himself as forging a
=ew dialectic between them, arriving at the moderating terms of a com-
~romise. To Ida,

“Blame not thysclf too much,” I said, “nor blame
Too much the sons of men and barbarous laws” (vii.239—40)

=3 we see when Ida is forced to turn into a version of the Prince’s mother,
~owever, far from forging a new order or a new dialectic he is merely
“ading for himself a more advantageous place within the old one. Find-
~g one, or preserving it: since one way of describing the Prince’s erotic
«zategy Is that, Yorick-like, while maintaining the strict division of power
:nd privilege between male and female, he favors (and permits to him-
-1 a less exclusive assignment of “masculine” and “feminine” personal
—2its between men and women, in order that, as an “effeminized” man,
-z may be permitted to retain the privileged status of baby (wizhin a rig-
v divided family) along with the implicit empowerment of maleness.
The privileged avenue from a baby’s need to a woman’s sacrifice is one
7 the most repetitively enforced convictions in this inner narrative, and
~ost especially in the lyrics.) In short, the Prince’s strategy for achieving
-is sexual ends in battle differs from his father’s only in a minor, stylistic
Zetail: he gets what he wants by losing the battle, not by winning it.
The meaningfulness of the concept of fighting against a man for the
-and of a woman can barely be made to seem problematical to him,
-~wever. And in gencral, the Prince’s erotic perceptions are entirely shaped
-~ the structure of the male traffic in women—the use of women by men
zs exchangeable objects, as counters of value, for the primary purpose of
-zmenting relationships with other men. For instance, it never for one
.mstant occurs to him to take seriously Ida’s argument that an engage-
—ent contracted for reasons of state, by her father, without her consent,
when she was eight years old, is not a reason why the entire course of
-er life should be oriented around the desires of a particular man. Simi-
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larly, as in Tennyson’s own life, the giving of a sister in marriage to ce-
ment the love of the brother for another man 1s central in this narrative.
Although romantic love is exalted in the Princee’s view, as it is not in his
father’s, nevertheless its tendency in the mythic narrative must always be
to ratify and enforce the male traffic in women, not to subvert it.

This emphasis on a chivalric code in which women arc¢ “privileged™ as
the passive, exalted objects of men’s intercourse with men, is part of the
point of drawing a gencalogy straight from the Victorian bourgeois fam-
ilv to the medievalistic courtly tradition. To cast the narrative in terms o2
a “Prince” and a “Princess” is both a conventional, transparent fairvtale
device, and a tendentious reading of history. Like the aristocratic siting
of the gencalogical narrative in Henry Esmond, it accomplishes severz’
simplifying purposes. First, it permits a view of the Victorian middle-class
family that denies any rclation between its structure and its economic
functions. By making the persistence and decadence of a stylized ariste-
cratic family look like a sufficient explanation for contemporary middle-
class arrangements, 1t renders cconomic need invisible and hides from the
middle-class audience both its historical tics to the working class and alsc
the degree to which, while nominally the new empowered class or nev
aristocracy, most of the middle class itself functions on a wage system to:
males and a system of domestic servitude for females. Even though ths
fit between the structure of the ideologically normative family and the
nceds of capital for certain forms of labor-power is anything but sean:-
less, nevertheless the new middle-class family reflects these imperatives 1
its structurc at least as strongly as it reflects internal contradictions le:=
over from the aristocratic family of feudal times. Thus, the appeal to higz
chivalry obscures the contemporary situation by glamorizing and in fac
dehistoricizing it.

As we will see, though, the mock-heraldry of tracing the bourgeots fami-
back to aristocratic origins in feudal society is not the only idcological:
useful way of legitimating it. The Adam Bede model (see chapter 8), th:
genealogy through the ycoman and artisan classes, has its uses as wel.
for instance, instead of excluding work and the facts of economic nece:-
sity, it incorporatcs them centrally, but in a form (individual artisansh:-
evolving into a guildlike system of workshop production) that both &:-
firms some of the features of modern industrial discipline (such as th:
exclusion of women) and conceals its discontinuity from more individ:
alistic modes of work.

Why then is Tennyson’s defense of contemporary social arrangemen::
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in The Princess cast in the archaizing, aristocratic mold? It is through this
Juestion, 1 think, that we can move to a consideration of the fascinating
‘rame narrative of the poem. For the poem takes place in a very particular
England of the present (i.c., 1847), an England that, with Tennysonian
Jaring, sccms almost to represent a simple projection into the present of
-he inner narrative’s fantasy of a feudal past. Like Wives and Daughters,
The Princess begins on a great estate, on the day of the year on which 1t
s opened up to the tenantry and neighborhood:

Thither flock’d at noon
His tcnants, wife and child, and thither half
The neighbouring borough with their Institute
Of which he was the patron. I was there
From college, visiting the son, .
. with others of our set,
Five others: we were seven at Vivian-place. (Prologue 3-9)

As these lines suggest, The Princess is unlike Wives and Daughters in lo-
cating its point of view among those who might be at Vivian-place even
-1 a normal, non-open-housc day; it is also different from any Gaskell
~ovel in viewing all the activities of the neighborhood, induding the in-
Zastrv-oriented sciences of the Institute, as firmly and intelligibly set within
- context of aristocratic patronage. In fact, with a characteristic earnest
~ravado, Tennyson goes out of his way to underline the apparent incon-
zruiry of the juxtaposition of on the one hand ancient privilege and con-
~oisscurship, and on the other hand modern science; like a small-scale
zxposttion of arts and industry, the open grounds of Vivian-place are dotted
or the day with “a little clock-work steamer,” “a dozen angry model [en-
sines] jett[ing] steam,” “a petty railway,” a miniature telegraph system
where “flash’d a saucy message to and fro/ Between the mimic stations,”
:nd so forth, displayed along with the pcrmanent family museum of geo-
_>gical specimens, Greek marbles, family armor from Agincourt and As-
z2lon, and trophies of empire from China, Malaya, and Ireland (Prologuc
-3:—80, 13—24). The assertion that science, or technology, is the legitimate
-ifspring of patronage and connoisseurship, that all these pursuits are
~armonious, disinterested, and nationally unifying, that the raison d¢tre
> the great landowners is to execute most impartially a national consen-
s in favor of these obvious desiderata—the frame narrative assumes these
~ropositions with a confidence thar is almost assaultive.
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Along with the breathtaking ellipsis with which class conflict is omitted
from Tennyson’s England, the aristocratic-oriented view of progress-as-
patronage affects the gender politics of the poem, as well. The feminism
presented in Princess Ida’s part of the poem is a recognizable, scarching,
and, in its own terms, radical feminism. Some of the elements of it that
are taught or practiced at the University include separatism, Lesbian love,
a re-vision in female-centered terms of Western history, mythology, and
art, a critique of Romantic love and the male tratfic in women, and a
critique of the spccular rationalism of Western medical science. How is
it possible for this elaborately imagined and riveting edifice to crumble at
a mcre male touch? What conceptual flaw has been built into it that al-
lows it to hold the imagination so fully on its own terms, and yet to mele
so readily into the poem’s annihilatingly reactionary conclusion?

I am suggesting, of course, that its wcakness is precisely the poem’s
vision of social change as something that occurs from the top down. For
Princess Ida’s relation to the University and in fact to the whole progress
of feminism in the mythical southern kingdom is only an intensification
of Sir Walter’s rclation to “progress” among his tenants: she 1s the foun-
der, the bencfactor, the theorist, the historian, and the beau ideal of a
movement whose disinterested purpose is to liberate zhems, to educate them,

Disyoke their necks from custom, and assert
None lordlier than themselves. . . . (ii.127—28)

Ida’s main feeling about actual living women is impatience, a sense of
anger and incredulity that she cannot liberate them and their perceptions
in a single heroic gesture:

for women, up till this,
Cramped under worse than South-sea-isle taboo,
Dwarts of the gynaeceum, fail so far
In high desire, they know not, cannot gucss
How much their welfare is a passion to us.
If we could give them surer, quicker proof—
Oh if our end werc less achicvable
By slow approaches, than by single act
Of immolation, any phase of death,
We were as prompt to spring against the pikes,
Or down the fiery gulf as talk of it,
To compass our dear sisters’ libertics. {iii.260—71)
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In an imaginative world where even a genuinely shared interest can be
embodied and institutionalized only in the form of noblesse oblige, it is not
surprising that a merely personal snag, cncountered by the crucial per-
son, succecds effortlessly in unraveling the entire fabric. A top-down pol-
ics of the privileged, sacrificial, enlightened few making decisions for the
brutalized, unconscious many will necessarily be an object of manipuia-
tion (from inside or outside), of late-blooming self-interest on the part
of the leaders, of anomie and sabotage on the part of the led. A feminism
based on this particular nostalgia will be without faith or fortitude, a sis-
terhood waiting to be subverted.

Part of the oddity of Tennyson’s poem, however, is that the ideologi-
cal structure that' permits him in the inner narrative to tumble the fem-
inist community down like a house of cards, is the same one whose value
and durability for class relations he is blandly asserting, in the frame nar-
rattve. It may be this that caused his contemporaries to view the poem as
a whole with such unease, an unease which however both he and they
persisted in describing as formal or generic.

Tennyson describes the male narrator as being caught between the dif-
terent formal and tonal demands of his male and female listeners:

And I, betwixt them both, to please them both,

And yert to give the story as it rose,

I moved as in a strange diagonal,

And maybe neither pleased myself nor them. (Conclusion 25—29)

Indeed, like the slippages of political argument, the formal and generic
slippages between frame and inner narratives are very striking, and do
catch up and dramatize the issues of class and gender, as well. For in-
stance, the status of the inner narrative as collective myth, as a necessary
ideological invention, is underlined by the indeterminacy about its au-
thorship. During the Vivian-place party, the telling of the story, like a
woman, is passed from hand to hand among the young men. The iden-
rification is directly made between the collectiveness of the male involve-
ment in women and in storytelling: the idea of storytelling had started
with an earlier Christmas reading-party of the seven young men from the
University, where, Walter tells his sister Lilia,

Here is proof that you [women] were miss’d: . . .



128 Tennyson’s Princess: One Bride for Seven Brothers

We [men] did but talk you over, pledge you all
In wassail . . .
—play’d
Charades and riddles as at Christmas here, .
And often told a tale from mouth to mouth (Prologue 175-79)

It is to initiate and place the Vivian-place women in the context of this
proceeding that the inner story in The Princess is begun. Walter jokes of
it as an occasion for making a gift of his sister to his friend—

“Take Lilia, then, for heroine” clamour’d he,
. “and be you
The Prince to win her!” (Prologue, 217—-19)

The story is to be a “Seven-headed monster,” of which each male narra-
tor will

be hero in his turn!
Seven and yet one, like shadows in a dream. (Prologue, 221-22)

As we have seen, the interior of the “Seven-headed monster” story, the
belly of the beast, is no less structured by the male exchange of women
than the circumstances of its conception had been. But there is a more
unexpected and off-centered, thematic echo between inside and out, as
well. The odd comparison of the male narrative communion to that of
“shadows in a dream,” almost unintelligible in its immediate context, leaps
to salience in relation to one of the most notoriously puzzling features of
the internal narrative. The Prince inherits from his family, perhaps through
a sorcerer’s curse, a kind of intermittent catalepsy,

weird seizures, Heaven knows what:
On a sudden in the midst of men and day,
And while T walk’d and talk’d as heretofore,
I seem’d to move among a world of ghosts,
And feel myself the shadow of a dream. (i.14—18)

This fugue state is described throughout the poem with the words
“shadow” and “dream,” and most often simply “shadow of a dream.”
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While I listen’d, came
On a sudden the weird seizure and the doubt:
I seem’d to move among a world of ghosts;
The Princess with her monstrous woman-guard,
The jest and earnest working side by side,
The cataract and the tumult and the kings
Were shadows; and the long fantastic night
With all its doings had and had not been,
And all things were and were not. (iv.537—45)

The link between the seizures and the “seven and yet one” narrative frame
Joes not disappear from the poem: one of the fugue states, for instance,
corresponds to one of the moments when the narrative voice is being
nassed from one male storyteller to another. Its link to the use of sisters
-0 cement emotional and property relations between men also recurs.
Psvche, one of the Princess’s companions, is the sister of Florian, a com-
nanion of the Prince’s whom he considers

my other heart,
And almost my half-self, for still we moved
Together, twinn’d as horse’s ear and cye. (1.54-56)

Cyril, the Prince’s other companion, falls in love with Psyche—and he

What think you of it, Florian? do I chase

The substance or the shadow? will it hold?

I have no sorcerer’s malison on me,

No ghostly hauntings like his Highness. I
Flatter myself that always everywhere

I know the substance when I see it. Well,

Are castles shadows? Three of them? Is she
The sweet proprietress a shadow? If not,

Shall those three castles patch my tatter’d coat?
For dear are those three castles to my wants,
And dear is sister Psyche to my heart. . . . (i1.386—96)

Real estate can give body and substance to the shadowy bonds—of women,
of words, of collective though hierarchical identification with a Prince—
chat link the interests of men.
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I have no programmatic reading to offer of the meaning and place-
ment of the Prince’s cataleptic seizures. Surely, however, they are best
described as a wearing-thin of the enabling veil of opacity that separates
the seven male narrators from the one male speaker. The collective and
contradictory eros and need of their investment in him—and through him,
in each other—seem to fray away at his own illusion of discrete existence.
Is the Prince a single person, or merely an arbitrarily chosen chord from
the overarcing, transhistorical, transindividual circuit of male entitlement
and exchange? He himself is incapable of knowing.

In chapters 9 and 10, we will be looking toward Dickens’ last writings
for fantasy versions of worldly male exchange. A slightly earlier Dickens
novel is directly relevant here, however. In Great Expectations, Pip is sub-
ject to fuguelike states rarher like the Prince’s. The most notable is the
one that occurs during Orlick’s murderous attack on him at the lime-kiln:

He drank again, and became more ferocious. I saw by his tilting of the
bottle that there was no great quantity left in it. I distinctly understood that
he was working himself up with its contents, to make an end of me. I knew
that every drop it held, was a drop of my life. I knew that when I was changed
into a part of the vapour that had crept towards me but a little while before,
like my own warning ghost, he would . . . make all haste to the town, and
be seen slouching abour there, drinking at the ale-houses. My rapid mind
pursued him to the rown, made a picture of the street with him in it, and
contrasted its lights and life with the lonely marsh and the white vapour
crecping over it, into which I should have dissolved.

It was not only that I could have summed up years and years and years
while he said a dozen words, but that what he did say presented picrures to
me, and not mere words. In the excited and exalted state of my brain, I could
not think of a place without seeing it, or of persons without secing them. It
is impossible to over-state the vividness of these images, and yet I was so
intent, all the time, upon him himself . . . that I knew of the slightest action
of his fingers.?

For Pip, as (I am suggesting) for the Prince in Tennyson’s poem, the
psychologically presented fugue state involves, not an author’s overiden-
tification with his character, but a character’s momentary inability to ex-
tricate himself from his author. Pip’s sudden, uncharacteristic power of
imagination and psychic investiture—as in his later delirium in which “I
was a brick in the house wall, and yet entreating to be released from the
giddy place where the builders had set me; . . . T was a steel beam of a
vast engine, clashing and whirling over a gulf, and yet . . . I implored
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in my own person to have the engine stopped, and my part in it ham-
mered oft™ (ch. s7)—is disturbing zo b, and resembles nothing so much
as Dickens’ own most characteristic powers, as a personality, as a hyp-
notist, and of course as a novelist. This abrupt, short-lived, deeply dis-
ruptive fusion of authorial consciousness with a character’s consciousness
occurs in both works under three combined pressures. These are:

First, a difficult generic schema of male identifications, narrators, per-
sonac;

Second, a stressed thematic foregrounding of the male homosocial bond;

Third, undccidable confusions between singular and plural identity.

We have discussed all three of these clements in The Princess and how
they are tied up in the passage “from mouth to mouth” of the “Seven-
headed monster,” which links the generic and the thematic problems of
the poem. In Grear Expectations the clements are on the whole kept more
separate; only the lime-kiln scene brings them together so combustibly.
Throughout the novel, of course, the delicately calibrated and varying
distance between old Pip and young Pip has been generically constitu-
tive, but in a way that left the exuberant voice of “Dickens,” or perhaps
of Dickens himself, unusually occluded. Thematically, this scene is one of
several very powerful ones in this paranoid novel to bring men together
under a wildly cxacerbated homosocial bond of rivalry. “How dared you,”
asks Orlick, “come between me and a young woman I liked?” Of course,
the degree to which Pip is psychically implicated throughout the novel
in Orlick’s violence against women—signally, Mrs. Joe—has attracted a
great deal of critical attention already. But what we have seen most of is
Orlick skulking after Pip, Pip hounding O#lick.

The confusion of one man and many men, and the problem of the au-
thor’s status in that confusion—so central in The Princess—are oddly dis-
placed and doubled in this scene trom Grear Expectations. On the one hand,
the problem is Pip’s, when his consciousness suddenly multiplies as Or-
lick’s bottle empties. On the other hand, it is attached to Orlick himself,
or his new associates. He brags:

“I've took up with new companions, and new masters. Some of ’em writes
my letters when I wants ’em wrote— do you mind?—writes my letters, wolf!
They writes fifty hands; they’re not like sneaking you, as writes but one.”

Orlick especially relishes this last phrase (“them as writes fifty hands,” he
repeats, “that’s not like sneaking you as writes but one”). It is not the
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first thing in the novel that has themarically linked Orlick with the other
wicked male characters, such as Compeyson and Drummle: all three are
characterized as lurking, skulking, following in the rear of other men,
“coming up behind of a night in that slow amphibious way” (ch. 26).?
All three also commit violence on women, in complicity with other men.*
In fact, in piecing together the plot of the novel, it is hard to keep this
group of violent, heteroscxually possessive men distinct from one an-
other. It is startling, however, to have this many-headed monster of male
exchange and violence suddenly lending a wild expressivencss to the pre-
viously mute and brutish Orlick. And it is more startling that he ex-
presses his boast in terms (rather like “doing the police in difterent voices”)
that suddenly vault 4im to a place in the novelist-surrogate sweepstakes
alongside Pip. The cataclysmic pressure of male homosocial complicity is
uncannily supra-individual. At its most stressed moments; it can bridge
class at the same time as generic/ontological difference—it can melt into
onc the forge and the forger, or the man who works with his hands and
the man who writes fifty of them.

I have mentioned that the collectiveness of male entitlement is not in-
compatible with, but in fact inextricable from, its hicrarchical structure.
This fact, too, has formal as well as political importance in The Princess.
Even though, among the seven young men, young Walter Vivian is surely
the once who is closest to the Prince in power and privilege, it 1s instcad
the nameless narrator of the frame narrative—the visiting friend, a young
poet—who takes responsibility for having put the Prince’s narrative into
its final form. Thus somc of the political shape of this poem might be
attributed to its being an argument on behalf of an aristocratic ideology,
aimed at an aristocratic as well as a bourgeois audience, but embodied
through a spcaker whosc relation to patronage is not that of the patron
but of the patronized. In addition, the confusion—or division—of genre
in The Princess has an cven more direct and explicit link to the division
of gender; for the narrative, feminist content and all, is attributed entircly
to the young men, while the ravishing lyrics that intersperse the narra-
tive, often at an odd or even subversive angle to what is manifestly sup-
posed to be going on, arc supposed to be entirely the work of women in
the group:

the women sang
Betwecn the rougher voices of the men,
Like linnets in the pauses of the wind. (Prologue 236—38)
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Certainly it is among the ironics of this passionate and confused myth of
the sexes, that it has come to be valued and anthologized almost exclu-
sively on the basis of its lyrics, its self-proclaimed “women’s work.” Per-
haps in the cyes of those who actually enjoyed hegemonic privilege, a
mere poct could in that age nor be trusted with the job of articulating a
justification for them, however ready he felt himself for the task. Perhaps
in their view, if not in Tennyson’s, poct’s work and women’s work fell in
the same ornamental, angclic, and negligible class.

Tennyson's project, his poet-narrator’s project, and the Prince’s proj-
ect, then, are all like Wycherley’s and Horner’s projects: through an ap-
parent self-rcnunciation to embody, to hold together, the contradictions
of male homosocial and heterosexual desire within a given socicty, in or-
der to parlay a sublimared krowledge into a measure of social control. The
Conntry Wife is, from the viewpoint of cognitive as well as formal con-
trol, an almost perfect play; The Princess is, from the viewpoint of any
form of control, a disastrous poem. And as wc shall continue to sec¢, no
text does or can wield, over the modern, homophobically cloven terrain
of male homosocial desire, the extraordinarily concentrated cognitive
command of Wycherley’s earlier fiction. If nowhere clse—if not in the-
matics, if not in subject matter—then the clectrified barrier of homopho-
bia will do its crazing work on genre itself, on the bond between the man
who writes the book and the man who officiates in it. “The lyric leak,”®
Henry James® phrase for the the spreading, corruptive stain on novels of
authorial desire indulged or denied, is itself an aspect of modern homo-
sexual panic.



CHAPTER EIGHT

Adam Bede and Henry Esmond.:
Homosocial Desire and
the Historicity of the Female

HE discussions of novels from the paranoid Gothic tradition, in
chapters 5 and 6, were based on two important assumptions about
historical periodization. The first, discussed explicitly in chapter s and based
largely on scholarship about sexuality per se—signally male scxuality—
and often specifically about attitudes toward male homosexuality, locates
a crucial but temporally elusive historical fulcrum somewhere in or since
the late seventeenth century. This fulcrum is the transfer of sexual regu-
lation from religious institutions and ideologies to a complex of sccular
institutions and ideologies such as the state and the sciences of medicine
and individual psychology. As we have scen, this transfer of assignment
entailed an increasingly stressed and invasive homophobic division of the
male homosocial spectrum. Our discussion so far has focused on the re-
sultant changes in men’s experience of living within the shifting terms of
compulsory heterosexuality. It has been clear that women had a kind of
ultimate importance in the schema of men’s gender constitution—repre-
senting an absolute of exchange value, of representation itself, and also
being the ultimate victims of the painful contradictions in the gender sys-
tem that regulates men. This conception of women’s role may be an un-
warrantably flat and ahistorical one, however, cven within the limits of a
study of male homosocial desire.
The second assumption about periodization, which has more tacitly
undergirt our readings so far in the novel, and became more active with
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The Princess in the last chapter, has to do with the changing constitution
of the family under emerging industrial capitalism. In various ways, a hy-
pothesis about the increasing importance and the changing idcological
significance of the so-called nuclear family will be a referent for our read-
ing of masculinity in nineteenth-century England. Because of the strong
identification of women’s roles with the family during this period, it is to
zhis hypothesis that we can ook in shifting our focus temporarily from
the historicity of men’s bonds themselves to the historicity of women’s
relations to men’s bonds.

The feminist periodization that hypothesizes an important change in
European femininity, and in the European family, under industrialism,
goes back at least as far as Engels” Origin of the Family, Private Property,
and the State. Some version of it is by now a staple in virtually all histor-
ically oriented feminist scholarship. It is closely tied to the importance
that feminist social scientists (most influentially anthropologists) place on
the different shapes and intensities, in different cultures, of the distinc-
tion between the “domestic” and the “public.”! As Joan Kelly-Gadol de-
scribes cultures that are “at the end of the scale where the domestic and
public orders are clearly distinguished from each other,”

Women . . . steadily lose control over private property, products, and
themselves as surplus increases, private property develops, and the com-
munal houschold becomes a private economic unit, a family (extended or
nuclear) represented by a man. The family itself, the sphere of women’s ac-
tivities, is in turn subordinated to a broader social or public order—gov-
erned by a state—which tends to be the domain of men. This is the general
pattern presented by historical or civilized societics.?

Feminist historical scholarship, following Engels, has tended to see cigh-
teenth-century England, leading toward industrial capitalism and toward
a newly narrow focus on the nuclear family, as an especially symptomatic
point in the consequential, growing split between “public” and “domes-
tic” spheres.

Although historically oriented feminism (which I will here condense as
“Marxist feminism,” overriding for the purposes of this argument many
very serious differences of approach among many scholars and thinkers)
finds this change real and important, the forms of feminism that I have
been grouping together under the rubric “radical” (see Introduction iii)
deemphasize its importance. In the recent give-and-take between Marxist
and radical feminism, an important crux has been the issue of priority—
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chronological priority, explanatory priority, or functional/teleological
priority—between industrial capitalism and the male-dependent family
household. The following questions, coarsely formulared as they are, are
among the immediate, practical feminist issues at stake in this discussion
of priority: Is it men as a group, or capitalists as a class, that chiefly ben-
efit from the modern sexual division of labor? How close is the fit be-
tween the functions of the gendered family and the needs of capitalism?
Is the gendered family necessary for capitalism? Will changes in one nec-
essarily effect changes in the other, and if so, how?

Alternative reconstructions of the precapitalist family naturally accom-
pany each move in this debate. In another coarse formulation, one could
say that radical feminism tends to see within history a relatively unchang-
ing family, in which not only the fact but the basic structures of patriar-
chal domination have remained stable by resisting or assimilating economic
difference or change; while Marxist feminism, again caricaturally, tends
to historicize the gendered family catastrophically, to see it as taking its
present oppressive form or forms relatively late, chiefly under the pres-
sure of capitalism, and in a fairly direct response to the needs of capital.

In the more sophisticated middle ground that is emerging between these
positions, it is appearing that European capitalism was, as it were, born
into, or bred in, a pre-existent language of the family. (By “language”
here I do not mean only ideology, but a complex structure for combining
actual persons and functions along the axes of kinship and cohabita-
tion.)? Like most languages, this one was multiple, contradictory, and
redundant; also like most European languages, it was already intensively
and complexly gendered. On the other hand, to the actual speakers of a
language, 1f not the forms themselves then at least the salience, rationale,
and meaningfulness of its inherited gender forms are always to some ex-
tent up for grabs. And just so did the coming of industrialism reopen
negotiations on the salience, rationale, and meaning of pre-existent gen-
der divisions in what was to become the class-marked family of industrial
capitalism.

I am using a linguistic metaphor for this process, but, again, not be-
cause I mean to suggest that the ideological realm was the theater in which
it mainly was enacted. The pattern by which wage work came to take
place at a distance from the home, by which men were paid a “family”
wage and women a “supplementary” wage for what might be the same
work, by which women became a reserve labor force and at the same time
had almost sole responsibility at home for the reproduction of male and
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female labor power; the differentials of salary, occupation, and often even
of food consumption; the institution of childrearing by a single person
of a single sex—these facts are obviously not ideological constructions in
any very hermetic sense of “ideology.” At the same time, complicated
processes of meaning and reinterpretation must clearly have been close to
the very center of mutual class and gender foundation during this period.
To that extent it is certainly appropriate for us, as students of the rela-
tions of meaning, to work at tracing out the stitchery of ideology in its
“invisible reweaving” of future to past and of class to gender.

My project in this chapter is, of course, more modest and much more
specific than to adjudicate the issues between a “radical-feminist” and a
“Marxist-feminist” reading of the transition to the nineteenth century in
England. It is more modest because of the many limitations involved in
working on historical questions through the reading of literature; it is
much more specific because it is ultimately aimed at the question of male
homosocial desire. I am going to be looking here at Thackeray’s Henry
Esmond and Eliot’s Adam Bede, still against the background of The Prin-
cess: three nineteenth-century narrative fictions that consciously offer his-
torical or mock-historical accounts of women’s changing family roles in
relation both to women’s own sexuality and to male homosocial desire.
Bede and Esmond, like The Princess, end with a ratification of the temale
role usually identified with the bourgeois Victorian “angel in the house.”
On the way to that ratification, however, each offers a very different ge-
nealogy in preindustrial, feudal relations for what by the end of each has
turned into the normative, male-headed nuclear family. Each presents family
structure and the meaning of femininity and of masculinity as needing to
be redefined in newly “modern” terms. In Bede and Esmond, a magnctic
and preemptive drama of heterosexual transgression occasions even as it
obscures a transfer of power between classes. And in all three, the tableau
of legitimation of “modern” class and gender arrangements is something
that takes place on firmly male-homosocial terms: it is a transaction of
honor between men over the dead, discredited, or disempowered body
of a woman.

I am going in this chapter to be using the two novels, Henry Esmond
and Adam Bede, to embody a dialectic between Marxist-feminist and rad-
ical-feminist views of the historicity of women’s status in relation to male
homosocial desire. In Adam Bede, as in any serious historical novel, a tra-
jectory of myth organizes landscapes of sociology. In Adam Bede, both
the exquisite sociology and the overarching myth have the same cata-
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strophic structure that we have already seen in the Marxist-feminist ac-
count of the economic foundations of the gendered middle-class family.
Of course, 1t 1s more than arguable whether Eliot would have accepted
the disastrous connotations of the word “catastrophic” to describe this shift.
Nevertheless, a (relatively speaking) big bang theory of class and gender
foundation is so finely articulated here, that the feminist scholar/professor
moyen marxisante can comfortably base half of her women’s studies sur-
vey on this text alone.

The explanatory power of this novel for our current theoretical crux
comes from the authority and fullness with which it places its characters
in relatton to apparently timeless gender roles; but then from the speci-
ficity with which it anchors those roles in the productive and conserva-
tive economy of particular families at particular nodes of the social fabric;
and finally from the resolute directionality with which the mythic plot
pushes those familics into new relations that, for some of the familial roles,
mean extinction, and for others radical and alienating reorganization.

In the survey of preindustrial society at the beginning of the novel, it
is of course the Poysers’ farm that most strikingly represents the inte-
grated agricultural workplace described by Marxist feminists, in which the
spheres of men’s work and women’s work overlap substantially.# Partly
because commodities and services rather than cash are the main medium
of exchange, the dairy and textile products over whose production Mrs.
Poyser reigns are never clearly differentiated as being for domestic use as
against market trade. Neither is Mr. Poyser’s farming. Not only are the
home and the workplace not physically distinct, that is, but the modes of
production and consumption that characterize them are very similarly
structured and, hence, similarly valued.

Demographically, as well, the Poyser family is very elastic. A muse of
cliometry alighting on the hearth would have her evening’s work cut out
for her in caraloging and categorizing the group. There are three direct
generations of the Poyser family; then there are Dinah and Hetty, two
nieces, one living therc as a guest, but the other as a servant; then there
are the real servants and farm-laborers. But again, in this omni-indus-
trious household everyone not only works hard, but works relatively sim-
ilarly. Surely it matters, economically, whether one is or is not in line to
inherit the tenancy of the farm or ownership of the splendid linens; but
in a houschold economy where manual and managerial labor are only barely
distinguished, and more importantly where commodities, services, room
and board, companionship, and training in skills are exchangeable on a
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complex market that does not claim to translate them all into one com-
mon rationalized measure, the different capacities in which groups of people
live or work in the same household do not casily fit into the gross alter-
natives, “family” and “servant,” or again “men’s sphere” and “women’s
sphere.” The family in this sense stretches along the axes of both kinship
and cohabitation, apparenty not reducing either to the terms of the other.®

Of course, Mrs. Poyser’s personal authority and incisiveness make the
warmest of sense in the context of this economically integrated family.
She is not sparing of her words, but pointedness rather than diffuseness
is their trait: they arc pointed because her pointing hand is a visibly con-
sequential one; her say in the production of family goods and power re-
guires no dilation or mystique. In this we could compare her with Lisbeth
Bede, Adam’s mother, whose speech, by contrast, shows so many of the
traits associated by Robin Lakoff® with “female language™: repetitious-
ness, querulousncss, self-deprecation, insistence on irrelevant details,
~anxious humours and irrational persistence,” and, in addition, “a sort of
wail, the most irritating of all sounds where real sorrows are to be borne,
and real work to be donce.™” Her speech is always vexingly beside the
point of the “real™ i
rient and complaining, sclf-renouncing and cexacting, brooding the live-
long day over what happcned yesterday, and what is likely to happen to-
morrow, and crying very readily both ar the good and the evil” (I,4).
“But,” Eliot adds to this description, as if to contradict hersclf, “a certain
awe mingled itself with her idolatrous love of Adam, and when he said,
‘leave me alone,” she was always silenced.”

When we first see Lisbeth, she is standing at the door of her house,
where she lives with only her husband and sons. She is watching with
oracticed eyes “the gradually cnlarging speck which for the last few min-
ates she has been quite sure is her darling son Adam” (I,.4), on his way
home trom the shop where he works as a carpenter. Lisbeth, we are told,
's a hard worker hersclf—she knits “unconsciously,” she cleans compul-
sivelv, she carries pails of water on her head in from the spring. But it is
aard not to associate the fearful hemorrhage of authority and consequen-
dality from her language, with the physical alicnation from her house-
~old of the male workers and, by the same economic process, of the
smerging monetary ncxus. The work she performs in the household is
Zescriptively circumscribed as “domestic” and conservative, as opposed ro
zconomically productive. Her voice, correspondingly, which presents it-
s2lf as that of maternity, is really that of perceived dependence, of the

, “at once pa-
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talking dog: “We are apt to be kinder to the brutes that love us than to
the women that love us,” here remarks George Eliot (not then known to
be a woman). “Is it because the brutes are dumb?” (I,4) Mrs. Poyser,
too, is an energetic lover of her children, but the fretful category of “the
women that love us” could never be applied to her; her language is in-
capable of irrclevance, because she in er home is in a position to create
relevance.

Fertile and continuous as the Poysers’ arrangement originally looks, and
fragile and ill-assorted as the Bedes’ docs, the basic historical trajectory
of Adam Bede is to move the novel’s normative vision of family from the
Poysers’ relatively integrated tarm to the Bedes® highly specified nuclear
houschold. As part of this transition, the normative female role must change
from Mrs. Poyser’s to one like Mrs. Bede’s. By the Epilogue of the novel,
no one is left in the Poyser houschold who seems likely to grow up into
Mrs. Poyser; Arthur Donnithorne’s only child is, of course, dead; but
Dinah and Adam have their baby Adam and their baby Lisbeth, whose
function is to refract their parents’ and namesakes’ values on mnto the fu-
turc. Of course, the degree to which the novel is not a feminist one in its
valuations is clear from the lengths to which it goes to make this change
scem palatable; but the full measure of the lengths which, as it also clearly
shows, there arc to go for thar purpose, demonstrates the thorouglness
of its fermunist analysis.

The main vehicle for this change in the normative female role is Dinah
Morris. Dinal’s carcer in the novel has been extraordinarily tull, not only
in its intensity, but in its aptitude for catching up the important strands
of women’s fate as a gender during this period. Although she is Mrs.
Poyser’s nicce, and one of the inhabitants of the Hall Farm as the novel
begins, she is also the only character in the novel who has a direct expe-
rience of the concentration of industry: she supports herself by working
at a cotton mill in Snowfield. At the same time, shc is visiting her aunt
at the Hall Farm as part of a round of itinerant Mcthodist preaching.
Dinah’s mode of life, then, when the novel begins, seems to exemplity
certain promiscs of individualism and autonomy held out to young working
women around the time of the beginning of the industrial revolution.
Her pay for the work at the mill is, as she puts it, “cnough and to spare”
(1,8) tor her individual needs; orphaned early, she lives alone by choice;
and no institutional constraints, and no very potent ideological ones, scem
to offer to interfere with the mobility and resolutencss with which she
can publicly dedicate her talents to the causce she has chosen.
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Dinah’s Mcthodism, predictably, is a two-edged sword in the service
»f her autonomy. At the beginning of the novel, though, the terms that
Methodism offers the young female preacher seem to be fairly clear and
-airly advantageous, even by the standards of a worldly individualism: by
~flering a heightened submission to a single, divine male authority, om-
~iscient and omnipotent, she is to be able to function on at least equal
-erms with all the creatures, men as well as women, on the reduced plane
-1 the human. The seriousness of her vocation justifies her independence
~om her aunt’s family and her geographical mobility, and it also permits
~er to decline a very eligible offer of marriage without being subject to
zndue social pressure to accept. Her cloquence as a preacher is a sourcc
~f attention, prestige, and great influence for her. The terms in which she
Zescribes her eloquence to others, however, always de-emphasize her own
control over it:

*[1]t seemed as if speech came to me without any will of my own, and words
were given to me that came out as the tears come, because our hearts are full
and we can't help it. . . . But, sir, we arc led on, like the little children, by
a way that we know not.” (1,8)

Or Dinah’s exercisc of her art and influence may be recuperated through
che image of maternal compulsion: she tells Mrs. Poyser,

“I can no more lielp spending my life in trying to do what I can for the souls
of others, than you could help running if you heard little Totty crving at the
other end of the house.” (1,7)

Plainly, the price to be paid for the extraordinary authority carried by
Dinah’s voice, which is public in a way that even Mrs. Poyser’s is not, is
‘ust the insistence that that voice is the instrument of a higher patriarchal
atterance not her own. The source of this authority is so very high,
nevertheless, that it gives her for the moment a concrete and potent le-
verage over mere human men. At this particular juncture, that is to say,
as so often in history, “patriarchy” is not a monolithic mechanism for
subordinating “the female” to “the male”; it is a web of valences and sig-
nifications that, while decply tendentious, can historically through its ar-
tdculations and divisions offer both material and idcological affordances
to women as well as to men. “She for God only, he for God in her” seems
tor a long time to be the structurc of Dinah’s relationship with at any
rate the Methodist men in the novel, and to a large extent with the other
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men as well. And the power that goes with that position is not a merely
circumscribed and transcendent one, but a secular one as well.

Bur given that the story must end, as Milton’s does, with the modern
male-dominated nuclear family, what is to be done, ideologically, with a
paradise in which Eve was created first and stronger, she for God only,
he for God in her? Of course, in novels, that is what love is for, The
change in Dinah as she “falls in love” with the impervious Adam begins
with the emergence of a new, silent, doglike eros whose only expressive
faculty is through the eyes, and whose main erogenous zone is the feather-
duster:

. . . how the duster behaved in Dinah’s hand—how it went into every small
corner, and on every ledge in and out of sight—how it went again and again
round every bar of the chairs, and every leg, and under and over everything
that lay on the table, till it came to Adam’s papers and rulers, and the open
desk near them. Dinah dusted up to the very edge of these, and then hesi-
tated, looking at them with a longing but timid eye. (I1,26)

Interestingly, it is only around this part of the novel that the Bibli-
cal/Miltonic associations of Adan’s given name, as opposed to the stolid
Saxon associations of his surname, begin to become salient in relation to
Dinah. This occurs as Dinah begins to ask herself with a new urgency
and uncertainty who is, after all, really for God in whom.

“Nay, Adam; it seems to me that my love for you is not weak; for my heart
waits on your words and looks, almost as a little child waits on the help and
tenderncss of the strong on whom it depends. If the thought of you took
slight hold of me, I should not fear that it would be an idol in the temple.
But you will strengthen me.” (II,28)

The scene in which Dinah finally accepts Adam carries this tendency to
its extreme, for she seems to hear his voice, not as that of the Biblical
Adam, but as God’s. He comes upon her climbing a hill:

It happened that just as he walked forward, Dinah had paused and turned
round. . . . Adam was glad; for, with the fine instinct of a lover, he felt that
it would be best for her to hear his voice before she saw him. He came within
three paces of her and then said, “Dinah!” She started without looking round,
as if she connected the sound with no place. “Dinah!” Adam said again. He
knew quite well what was in her mind. She was so accustomed to think of
impressions as purely spiritual monitions, that she looked for no material visible
accompaniment of the voice.
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But this second time she looked round. What a look of yearning love it
was that the mild grey eyes turned on the strong dark-eyed man! She did
not start again at the sight of him; she said nothing, but moved towards him
so that his arm could clasp her round. (II,30)

Although earlier in the novel, splits of signification and institutional
:ructure between the heavenly father and the earthly male had offered
Dinah the space and leverage for some real power of her own, those en-
:bling gaps are closing up here. In fact, the regime of meaning that had
smpowered her forms precisely the ground for her present surrender. Di-
~ah finds here that her heavenly Master’s voice i, simply, Her Master’s
“oice; now voiceless herself, she can only quiver, whimper, or gaze hu-
midly in response to it.

Importantly, too, the circumscription of Dinah’s power and sphere at
zhe end of the novel is far from taking place only in the realm of individ-
zal psychology, even though that is where the novel has most scope for
making it appear voluntary and exciting. Changes in the composition of
-he industrial workforce, apparently enforced as much by working men
:s by capitalists, severely curtailed women’s access to well-paid or stcady
‘ndustrial work as the factory system developed during this period, al-
zhough the novel masks this fact by the assumption that marriage would
in any case mean, for Dinah, settling down for good in her husband’s
village and a cessation of wage work. The novel does make explicit, how-
ever, that even had Dinah never married, she would have had to give up
the preaching that had been the source of her independence and power,
since in 1803 the right to preach was taken away from Methodist women.
Chillingly, it is only in Adam’s voice, in the Epilogue, that we hear what
ae claims is Dinah’s defense of this rule:

“Most o’ the women do more harm nor good with their preaching—they’ve
not got Dinah’s gift nor her sperrit; and she’s seen that, and she thought it
right to set th’example o’submuitting. . . . And I agree with her, and approve
o’ what she did.” (II, p. 374)

Also chillingly, the Epilogue begins with Dinah in just the same canine
posture in which we first saw Lisbeth Bede: poised on the threshold of a
house, straining her eyes out to catch the first possible glimpse of a re-
rurning Adam. In fact, Seth points out the continuity:
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“Trust thee for catching sight of him if he’s anywhere to be seen. . . . Thee’t
like poor mother used to be. She was always on the look-out for Adam, and
could see him sooner than other folks, for all her eyes got dim.” (11, p- 372)

If one listens to Top-40 radio, one thinks here irresistibly of Sheena
Easton’s hit from a year or two ago, “My baby takes the morning trair/
He works from nine to five and then/ He takes another home again/ To
find me wa-a-a-a-aiting,” with its insinuating whisper between the
choruses—“Only when he’s with me—I come to life!/ Everything he gives
me—makes me feel all right!® That nine-to-five regularization of pro-
ductive work, as much as its alienation from the household, is an under-
pinning of the statutory tableau of sphere ideology, in which the woman
who cannot venture out of “her” sphere stands poised waiting for the
man who, owning it, enters it freely but at regularly foreseeable hours
specified by the needs of his own masters.

In fact, an especially incisive although tendentiously handled locus of
Eliot’s sociology in Adam Bede is the growing rationalization, the placing
on a basis of measurable and interchangeable units, of male work, as it is
increasingly differentiated from the increasingly feminized sphere of the
household. The hours are not yet “nine to five,” but the very first scene
of the novel shows a conflict between a pre-industrial task orientation and
a factorylike time discipline: as the church clock strikes six, all the car-
penters in the Burge workshop throw down their tools from their unfin-
ished tasks—all but Adam, who chides, “I hate to see a man’s arms drop
down as if he was shot, before the clock’s fairly struck, just as if he’d never
a bit o’ pride and delight in ’s work” (L,1). Adam’s idcological appeal here,
as often in the novel, is to the values of an individualized, pre-industrial
artisanry, in which the maker is unproblematically identified with the ar-
tifact, and extracts from it the full value of his labor in it. It is important,
though, that Adam is speaking from the position of heir-apparent to Jon-
athan Burge who owns the workshop, and therefore as a prospective
beneficiary of the alienated profits of this more collectivized labor. It makes
economic sense for im to want to reimpose the now emptied-out values
of “pride and delight” in work; but the sharp differentiation made by Wiry
Ben, his colleague and soon-to-be-employee, between the time for “work”
and the time for “play,” corresponds more closely to the immediate, less
mystified situation of the salaried workers. Outside the sphere of labor
relations, the “stiff and masterful” (I,11) Adam is actually a hero of ab-
straction and rationalization: he “wrote a beautiful hand that you could
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-ead off, and could do the figures in his head—a degree of accomplish-
~ent totally unknown among the richest farmers of that countryside” (1,9).
And what is perhaps clearest about Adam’s personality is how fully it is
shaped by the leverage on the world given him by rationalized work.

“There’s nothing but what’s bearable as Jong as a man can work. . . . the
natur o’ things doesn’t change, though it seems as if one’s own life was noth-
ing but change. The square 0’ four is sixteen, and you must lengthen your
lever in proportion to your weight, is as true when a man’s miserable as when
he’s happy; and the best o working is, it gives you a grip hold o’ things
outside your own lot.” (1,11)

_n contrast to that, the work of the (diminished) household, now be-
zome “women’s work,” remains stubbornly task-oriented and unration-
slized: care of children, the sick, or the elderly cannot stop when the clock
strikes, nor does the square root of a potroast give one a grip hold o
zhings outside her own lot. The result of these historical dislocations of
work, as Eliot shows, is that the space and time of women’s work are
:deologized as not only separate but anachronistic in relation to the realm
of “real” work. In other words, the ideological soil for Dinah’s relegation
-0 the narrow sphere of “angel in the house” had been amply prepared
5v her early ministry, but that ministry could have borne very different
Tuit, as well; it is only on the material ground of catastrophic change in
zhe economic structure and functions—and context—of the family, that
ner particular worldly relation to the transcendent becomes the engine of
s0 narrow and specialized a fate.

Eliot’s choice of the rural artisan class rather than representatives of
urban industrialism as the vehicle for her genealogy of the English mid-
dle-class family was a shrewd one for her gentle defense of the status quo:
as we mentioned in the last chapter, it permits her to suggest that the
values of modern industrial society are genetically—and appropriately—
individualistic, couched in the mode of private property. Furthermore,
the terminological slippage “bourgeois family”—“middle-class family”—
~working-class family,” a slippage that is both a crucial tool of capitalist
ideology and a yet-unmet challenge to Marxist analysis,” is handsomely
accommodated by Adam’s quiet slippage upward from worker to owner,
which is much less emphatically presented than the more clearly “histor-
ical” shift of his economic base away from personal aristocratic patron-
age.



146 Adam Bede and Henry Esmond: the Historicity of the Female

So far we have been using Adam Bede to exemplify a proto Marxist-
feminist view of the inextricability of gender arrangements from eco-
nomic division. A corollary of that view is that the one-directional devel-
opment of economic forms toward industrial capitalism in the eighteenth
and nineteenth centuries had correspondingly deep and irreversible ef-
fects on the construction of femininity, and of gender relations, as we
now experience them. In Adam Bede, the most revealing locus of this
change will be the fate of Dinah Morris, as she moves from a position of
relative power and independence in a loose relation to an agriculrure-based
extended family, to a much more circumscribed position as mother of an
intensively gendered bourgeois nuclear family that is in a marginal rela-
tion to the site of economic production.

Henry Esmond, like The Princess, while it seems to dramatize a related
shift at the level of the transfer of power from the aristocracy to the
bourgeoisie, actually, as we shall sce, grounds this apparent shift in a pre-
existent division of power and roles between men and women, the struc-
ture and content of which are already those of the bourgeois nuclear family.
Because it shows a relatively constant form of gender division and sub-
ordination as presiding over historical change in other areas, Henry Es-
mond is perhaps most appropriately considered a proto radical-feminist
novel. The main locus in the novel for the reproduction and conservation
of gender roles and of male ascendancy is the question of female sexual-
ity. Female sexuality itself, however, is meaningful in the novel chiefly
within the context of the exchange of power and of symbolic goods be-
tween men; and the scene of female sexuality, whether it be that of the
virgin or of the whore, seems regularly and fittingly to end, with the ban-
ishment of the woman, in an “affair of honor” between men.

Eliot chooses the rural artisan class for her mythic gencalogy of the
family; Thackeray has a very different idea. The characters in Henry Es-
mond come from a different class and play for much higher stakes—Earl-
doms and Marquisatcs. In some important respects, however, the basic
trajectory is the same. In each novel, at any rate, the perceived norm moves
from a demographically elastic, untidy family led by an incisive woman,
to a small, well-defined family led by a man, and in which the woman’s
role is both economically undercut and intensively and circumscriptively
moralized.

In Henry Esmond, a family that begins as rakish, reactionary, Catholic,
Jacobite aristocracy, in the picturesque and (in this rendering) chivalric
England of Queen Anne, turns within a few years to a piously Protes-
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=ant, Whiggish, obsessionally domestic home circle of, cssentially, solid
mid-Victorian citizens.!? Isabel, the dominant woman of the first, Jaco-
oite family, had been onc of those old women in whom Thackeray spe-
cialized: a childless selfish Catholic pagan matriarch, powerful, wealthy,
semiliterate, with the ruins of beauty and coquetry, a checkered and fairly
zxplicit sexual history, and absolutely no natural ingredients. Rachel, the
~ormative mother of the final family, on the other hand, joys in nursing
=er loved ones back to health, uses no makeup, studies forcign literatures
-1 her spare time (although “she was a critic, not by rcason but by feel-
:0g”), ! is sexually both repressive and possessive to an almost murderous
>r suicidal degree, has no money of her own . . . in short, the beloved,
zvenging Angel in the House.

The actual historical legitimation of this new family and new female
-ole in Henry Esmond is more graphic and explicit than in Adam Bede,
~ecause the aristocratic siting of the tale makes familial legitimacy a more
:vailable image.'? Henry Esmond, the new paterfamilias, legitimates the
~ew form of family in two ways: first, he turns out, unexpectedly, to be,
ot a bastard as had been thought, but the legitimate heir to the family’s
“tle, the sth Viscount Castlewood; but second, from that position of power
=¢ renounces the title and withdraws from the aristocratic world, sym-
~olically casting his lot instecad with the future, with the more modest
:nd private values of the respectable bourgcoisic.

It is characteristic of Thackeray’s bravado to underline the historicism
-1 his myth of familial history by intertwining it with genuine world-his-
-orical events and persons—world-historical at least at the summer-stock
- touring-company level. Most notably, the Jacobitsm that is the badge
-7 the old aristocrartic values and gender roles is called into question in
e very concrete form of the Pretender James Edward. The climactic night
~'hen the Pretender squanders, for a sexual adventure, his chance to suc-
:2ed Queen Annc on the English throne marks the very moment that Henry
=smond becomes a Whig, and the very moment that his plans and de-
<ires fall conclusively on Rachel. Surely here, if anywhere, is a portrayal
°1 the bourgeois family as the result of the catastrophic, one-way devo-
ztion of the forces of class conflict.

But so much that is most Thackeray in the novel goes in another di-
-oction. The problem here 1s not that he 1s not a feminist. Of course
~hackeray was no more a feminist than David Ricardo was a communist;
sut Thackeray, like George Eliot, was an inspired specialist in the analy-
+is of gender roles as forms of power, and for that reason 1t behooves
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feminists to situate our theoretical formulations in some intelligible rela-
tion to their findings. The contradiction in Hesnry Esmond is somcthing
more oblique: that for all the novel’s finely wrought thematization of his-
torical change in gender relations, the feminism that its analysis truly pre-
figurcs is instcad the radical and ahistorical critique of patriarchy. If
anything, the structurc of other kinds of political change is itsclf subor-
dinated to what is seen as the stable and self-reproducing structure of the
gendered family.

For instance, in The Virginians, the sequel to Henry Esmond, one char-
acter says, “Every woman is a Tory at heart. Pope says a rake, but I think
tother is the more charitable word.”!® The remark is symptomatic of
Thackeray’s insistent voking-together of the sexual and the political, so
that “rake™ and “Tory” become exchangeable quantitics. No less symp-
tomatic, though, is his fondness for the “every woman is—" formulation
to begin with; and its effect in turn is to dehistoricize, and hence depol-
iticize, the term “Tory,” so that political parties themselves come to rep-
resent not a struggle of interests bur an assignment of static personality
types. Besides, onc might ask, it Henry Esmond showed the once-and-for-
all weaning-away of the modern bourgeois family from forms of sexuality
and gender relations shaped by a “reactionary” feudalism, then why, in
this novel that is its sequel, arc we hearing once again about the “natu-
rally” reactionary scxuality of women? And the embarrassments posed by
the later novel to the carlier one are only beginning with this question;
for from start to finish, The Virginians 1s only an explicit reprisc, in the
terms of cynical farce, of the grave drama that had first been played, in
the terms of catastrophe, in the novel sct two gencerations before.'

In fact, what makes Esmond plausible as a great historical novel, as a
novel in which something changes, is only the cleverness with which it is
framed, with which it seems to show us that its events happen and could
happen only once. But as The Virginians makes clear, a slip of the frame,
by which Esmond might have ended a few vears later, or even only a few
weeks later, would have shown the dead alive again, lost reputations found
or done without, the shattered pitcher back at the well for more. Henry
Esmond shows us the pastoral cat let out of the bag; The Virginians otters
us, so to speak, the Cats Repastured. Yet oddly, the great strength of
Esmond, not as a historical novel perhaps but as a novel of gender con-
stitution, s exactly here, in its presentation ot gender roles as things that
cannot help but reproduce themselves. If Adam Bede offers a sociology of
sexual change, Henry Esmond is almost in spite of itself an analysis of the
mechanisms of sexual continuity.
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The great question of Henry Esmond secms, as we have said, to be
‘vhether the modern family will keep the raffish “reactionary” shape of
the Jacobite feudal aristocracy, with its loose ends of both male and fe-
male power, filiation, and desire, or take on the tighter and chaster form
-hat is seen as appropriate to bourgeois work and values. The most dra-
matic form in which this apparent question is cnacted is the choice that
Henry himself has to make between two women: Rachel, who, as we have
seen, already embodies the new-style angel in the house; and her daugh-
=er Beatrix, who takes after her aunt Isabel and is growing up to be hell
sn wheels in the promiscuous old style. (By the time of The Virginians,
= is patent that Beatrix, with age, has quite simply turned into Isabel.)
Now, so far as Esmond merely dramatizes the terms of a single moment
>t choice, it does pose and enact this historical crux of the family. But as
: novel that moves through time, even aside from its relation to The Viy-
inians, it does something quite different: it shows, with extraordinary
continuity and force, old-style Beatrix as the daughter of new-style Rachel.
The kind of woman Beatrix turns into is both so brilliantly the result of
~er mother’s style of nurturance, and at the same time so clearly the mir-
-or of the ancien regime of femininity whose overthrow &y her mother it
:; the novel's apparent purpose to record, that one is left with the image,
~ot of determinate historical change, but of a sclf-reproducing and inces-
sant narrative of schism within femininity itself; unraveling backwards into
The past.

Thackeray’s great, inexhaustible subject is the poetry of the unhappy
-amily, but the accent must be on the unhappy family. They are not ex-
ztly all alike, but the lines of conflict and the personality conformations
seem most often to reflect the Victorian bourgeois family, even when the
setting of time, rank, place, or even demographic composition might
suggest something very different. So that even the household of Rachel’s
Zrst marriage, when she is Viscountess of Castlewood, with an extended
sntourage that includes, among others, the chaplain’s entirc family and
che apparently illegitimate son of her husband’s cousin, is pure Bieder-
meler: the inner enforcing mechanism of sphere ideology is firmly in place
:n her. Her unhappiness is in the first place about her husband’s absences
~om home; her consolations come through cultivarion of mind and soul,
:nd these incvitably divide her ever more complerely from her husband’s
sphere of physical action and physical pleasure; her most piercing emo-
dons are atrached to jealousy and to the suppression or concealment of
sexual desire (I,7; Lir). It is made explicit that her jealousy is caused by
che accurate perception of a simple scarcity of love or power available to
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women (Li1; L13); and responding to this scarcity, Rachel in turn, al-
though as an idealized mother she is supposed to be an embodiment of
familial love, turns out to be a cripplingly narrow channel for it (Preface,
p-7). Rachel not only monopolizes the love of the men around her, but
reserves all ber love for them—first for her husband and son, but soon for
Henry Esmond, the saturnine little changeling in the domestic nest. Bea-
trix, in adulthood, says in one of her revelatory outbursts to Henry,

“she cares more for Frank’s little finger than she does for me—I know she
docs: and she loves you, sir, a great deal too much; and I hate you for it. I
would have had her all to myself; but she wouldn’t. In my childhood, it was
my father she loved—(oh, how could she? T remember him kind and hand-
some, but so stupid, and not being able to speak after drinking winc). And
then it was Frank; and now, it is heaven and the clergyman. How I would
have loved her! From a child T used to be in a rage that she loved anybody
but me; but she loved you all better—all, T know she did.” (I1],3)

In a family whose first principle is a radical cleavage of concerns be-
tween father and mother, bridged only by the mother’s jealousy, Beatrix
is taught early to feel jealousy—which, “if spoken in the presence of Lord
Castlewood, tickled and amused his humour; he would pretend to love
Frank best, and dandle and kiss him, and roar with laughter at Beatrix’s
jealousy” (I,8). Unlike her mother, however, and under the tutelage of
her seductive father, Beatrix learns not only to feel jealousy, but to ma-
nipulate it in others.

She had long learned the value of her bright eyes, and tricd experiments in
coquetry. . . . not a little to . . . the joy of her father, who laughed his
great laugh, and encouraged her in her thousand antics. Lady Castlewood
watched the child gravely and sadly. . . . From her mother’s sad looks she
fled to her father’s chair and boozy laughter. She already set the one against
the other: and the little rogue delighted in the mischief which she knew how
to make so early. (L1}

Beatrix’s sexual manipulativeness will prove, however, not only a neces-
sary strategy for survival in the gendered family, but at the same time the
grounds for the denial to her of love and authority within the same fam-
ily.

In short, the first brilliance of Hemyy Esmond is to show with appar-
ently timeless authority, in a past tense that keeps turning to present tense,
and through a third-person that keeps turning to the first person, the
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-rocess by which the virgin and the whore beget each other. Thackeray’s
Zescription 1s remarkable for not depending on any crudely hydraulic
snanneling of a reified substance called Sexual Desire, be it male or fe-
—ale: that is, men do not turn some women into whores because they
-:ve turned others into virgins but still require their natural quota of sex-
-zl discharge; nor do women split between a virginal superego that says
~>and a whorish id that is raring to go. Instead, in an analysis that strik-
~glv dramatizes some recent feminist readings of Freud (see Introduc-
—on i and iii, and chapter 1), Thackeray depicts scxuality as a highly charged
-ad volatile signifier for difterentials of power that take their shape from
=~e social/political concommitants of gender difference. Specifically, both
~-oman-as-virgin and woman-as-whore take on sexual significance within
—=e context of circulation, exchange, and the gift; and what women make

7 women, as moral or social creatures but most signally as sexual crea-
—zres, occurs primarily (though not exclusively) under the pressure of a
< znifying relation in which both the sender and the intended recipient
- the message are male.

Beatrix’s crotic situation is an exquisitely detailed double bind. We can
-~egin (but only begin) by examining the female homosocial bond in which
- seems most immediately to reside. The most sustained and consistent
-ad (at least after the first reading) dramatically visible pressure of desire
-~ Henry Esmond 1s that of Rachel, her mother, for Henry himself. But
Z.achel’s destre occurs entircly within, and in the terms of, the enforcing
“zmilial dichotomies of prohibition/transgression, fidelity/infidelity,
-epression/revelation; if it is potentially subversive of those, it subverts
zem only from within, and therefore silently, apolitically, and in a mode
Jhat permits no solidarity with other women. Thus, although—extraor-
Z:narily—her mother’s desire for Henry is fully visible to Beatrix, it offers
=0 legitimation to any desires of her own. Instead, the moralistic dis-
sourse which the mother silently though agonistically circamvents in her

wn life is imposed all the more monolithically on the daughter. Beatrix’s
-uation s like Satan’s or the Frankenstein monster’s: Satan wants only
~hat God wants (and has), but because God writes the lexicon of good
2d evil, Satan in laying claim to his desires is reduced to two unsatisfac-
oy alternatives: first, a belated, servile, second-hand acquicscence in “the
zood,” which can not get him what he wants, or second, a posing of
~imself in opposition to God (“Evil be thou my good™'®), in terms that
~ecause they are already raken from God’s lexicon put him in an unstable
:emiotic situation that is bound to degencrate in terms ripe for morali-
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zation. In each case, Beatrix’s and Satan’s, the disabling, unadmitted split
between the parental practice and the prescriptive parental definitions is
the same, and the two adult children share a similar range of rones among
the plangent, the hollow/defiant, and the abject (c.g., IIL,3; II1,7). What
is diffcrent is that Rachel, as a woman, is not the author of her lexicon
nor even an important bencficiary of it. Instead, although this excruciat-
ing woman-to-woman relationship is the novel’s great distinction, it
functions as only half of a scissors mechanism, holding poor Beatrix and
her would-be sexuality against the far sharper blade of male homaosocial
destre.

What is the situation of the men in the novel? In contrast to the mixed
messages that Beatrix gets, and the room for (need for) manipulation be-
tween the male and female parental spheres, “The young heir of Castle-
wood,” at any rate, “was spoiled by father and mother both. He took
their caresses as men do, as if they were his right” (I,ir). After his father’s
death, Frank takes over his father’s role of describing Beatrix to herself
“indulgently” in the most damagingly sexualized terms; he both pro-
motes her, and reserves the right always to condemn her, as someone who
manipulates her sexual allure to advantage. “L.ook who comes here!—ho,
ho! . . . ’Tis Mistress Trix, with a new riband; I knew she would put
one on as soon as she heard a captain was coming to supper” (IL7). Rachel,
as wc have secn, displays the same rapidity in crystallizing her damning
judgment of the traits in which she has educated her daughter; but it is
perhaps less damaging because less genial, obtuse, and impersonal, the
vessel of jealousy in her throbbing so close to the translucent surface of
ethical judgment (e.g., I1,8; IL1s; III.3).

In fact, Henry himself plays the same game with Beatrix: what he de-
fines as lovable in her is exactly the same catalog of traits that he defines
as morally damning, and to which he holds out a contrast i1 her mother
(e.g., IL1s); so that his erotic servitude to her, compulsive as it feels, ex-
ists only on the ground of a more or less willed suspension of judgment,
a judgment with which hc is always free to threaten her and which he
finally allows to descend on her with extraordinary punitive force.

As I have suggested, the whipsaw noose of condemning women and
desiring them for exactly the same traits is drawn tightest in certain tri-
angular transactions for women betwcen men. The prototype of this
transaction in Esmond has occurred carly in the novel: in Rachel’s posi-
tion in the middle of her first husband’s passionate friendship for the dis-
solutc Lord Mohun. Castlewood’s infatuation is sudden and imperious,
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~mv Lord Castlewood kissing the other lord before he mounted on
-orseback, and pronouncing him the best companion he had met for many
: long day”;

and when my Lady said there was something free in the Lord Mohun'’s looks
and manner of speech which caused her to mistrust him, her lord burst out
with one of his laughs and oaths; said . . . that Mohun was the prettiest
fellow in England; . . . and that he would let Mohun know what my Lady
Prude said of him. (I,12)

Determining that “Mohun is the best fellow in England; and Tl invite
~im here, just to plague that . . . frigid insolence” (L 12), Castlewood as-
serts his mastery over his wife by thrusting her at his friend, who, once
zTived,

was no sooncr in his nightcap and dressing-gown than he had another visi-
tor whom his host insisted on scnding to him: and this was no other than
the Lady Castlewood herself with the toast and grucl, which her husband
bade her make and carry with her own hands in to her guest. (L,13)

Needless to say, although there seems to be no scrious threat to Rach-
s physical fidelity as far as her own feelings are concerned, this trian-
salar relationship becomes a dangerously freighted conduit of all kinds
~r apparently exchangeable symbolic goods: of money in the form of
Castlewood’s gambling debts to Mohun, of religion in the form of Rach-
:I's desire to rcform Mohun, of sexual one-upmanship in the form of
Mohun’s desire to cuckold Castlewood. The result is a duel in which Rachel
~ecomes 2 widow, even though her husband has had no scrious doubts
zbout her fidelity.

“Did [ ever doubt that she was purc? It would have been the last day of her
lite when I did. Do you fancy I think that shz would go astray? No, she hasn’
passion cnough for that. She neither sins nor forgives. 1 know her temper—
and now Pve lost her, by Heaven I love her ten thousand times more than

ever [ did—yes, when she was young and beauuful as an angel— . . . when
she used to look with her child more beautiful, by George, than the Ma-
donna in the Queen’s Chapel. T am not good like her, I know it. . . . And

[ felt she didn’t belong to me: and the children don’t. And I besotted mysclf,
and gambled, and drank, and took to al! sorts of devilries out of despair and
fury.” (I,14)

With these words, Castlewood at the end of his life makes clear that it is
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exactly her purity, the commodity that made the whole point of his
thrusting her at Mohun in the first place, that is at the same time the
ground of her value for him and the ground of his continuing, and now
conclusive, abandonment of her.

Just as Rachel’s sexual goodness both takes on exchange value, and be-
comes a strangling double bind for her, in the context of an intense,
transactive homosocial desire between men, so Beatrix’s sexual badness is
activated in the same ways by the same male homosocial structure. We
have seen how her brother Frank both promotes and criticizes her care-
fully nurtured aptitude for judicious flirtations; but he does more than
that. When Beatrix seems 1 a position to make an advantageous match
with his friend, the young Lord Blandford, Frank acts as an aggressive
go-between, giving Blandford a lock of her hair, extorting a signed avowal
of love from him, and threatening Blandtord with a duel if he does not
acknowledge the Castlewood family to be worthy of his hand; though at
the same time, Frank feels free to condemn “Trix” for her worldliness in
affairs of the heart (IL,8).

The political climax of the novel, the crisis of the Jacobite plot, is also
the climax of this plot that founds Beatrix’s sexuality in a detour of male
homosocial desire. The Castlewood family’s involvement with the dynas-
tic claims of the Stuarts is long-standing, and has historically been ex-
pressed through the gift of women, for instance in the form of Isabel’s
sexual services to Charles II and his brother (I,2). The strands that tie
Beatrix’s menfolk to the young Pretender are complicated; but among them
is Henry’s determination that his suit for Beatrix will “stand or fall” (IIL,8)
by the success of his scheme to smuggle James Edward into England and
onto the throne; while the scheme itsclf depends on James Edward’s
sharing a birthday with Frank Castlewood, resembling him physically,
having his portrait painted as Frank, and finally impersonating him. The
prospective rewards for this exploit would include James’s retroactive ability
to make good the marquisate sccretly granted by his father to the Castle-
wood family; as well as, Henry thinks, Beatrix’s ultimate acceptance of
himself.

Impelled by this intoxicating blend of upwardly mobile personal iden-
tification, romantic patriotism, family tradition, political ambition, and
sexual desire, Henry and Frank smuggle the young prince into the Cas-
tlewood houschold. Henry watches the women’s preparations for him with
approval:
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The chamber was ornamented with flowers; the bed covered with the very
finest of linen; the two ladies insisting on making it themselves, and kneeling
down at the bedside and kissing the sheets out of respect for the web that
was to hold the sacred person of a King. (I11,9)

“Vhat 1s more, it is arranged that the ladies themselves will wait on the
~oung visitor; and when he arrives, Beatrix is wearing the family dia-
~1onds given to her by Esmond, for “it had been agreed between them,
-nat she should wear these brilliants on the day when the King should
anter the house, and a queen she looked, radiant in charms, and magnif-
-cent and imperial in beauty” (IIL,9).

Of course, no sooner have the Castlewood men succeeded, through their
sxertions both practical and imaginative, in bringing this “King” and
~Queen” together in the service of Castlewood family ambitions, than the
-arrified scapegoating of female sexuality begins.

She appeared . . . radiant, and with eyes bright with a wonderful lustre. A
pang, as of rage and jealousy, shot through Esmond’s heart, . . . and he
clenched his hand involuntarily, and looked across to Castlewood, whose eyes
answered his alarm-signal, and were also on the alert. (II1,9)

And that night,

“I have done the deed,” thought [Esmond], sleepless, and looking out into
the night; “he is here, and T have brought him; he and Beatrix are sleeping
under the same roof now. Whom did I mean to serve in bringing him? Was
it the Prince? was it Henry Esmond? . . .” The eager gaze of the young
Prince, watching every movement of Beatrix, haunted Esmond and pursued
him. The Prince’s figure appecared before him in his feverish dreams many
rimes that night. (1IL9)

Spurred by his jealousy, Henry finally leads Frank and Rachel in a hor-
-ifving, irreparable scene of not-quite-accusation of Beatrix, aimed at get-
ang her out of London and “harm’s way.” Her denunciations of them
are wrenching and undeniable: to Henry she says “you are the chief of
the censpiracy against me”; “I give back these family diamonds, which
ocloinged to one king’s mistress, to the gentleman that suspected I would
e another”; to Frank, “Keep your oaths, my lord, for your wifc”; to her
mother,
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“Farewell, mother; I think I never can forgive you; something hath broke
between us that no tears nor years can repair. I always said I was alone: you
never loved me, never—and werce jealous of me from the time I sat on my
father’s knee.” (I1110)

No wonder the victors in this scene are left “scared, and almost ashamed
of our victory. It did indeed scem hard and cruel that we should have
conspired the banishment and humiliation of that fair creature. We looked
at cach other in silence.”

In the upshot, Beatrix is proved to be indced the whore she has been
made into. With a note hidden in Ezkon Basilike, she tempts the Prince
out to the place of her imprisonment, on what by coincidence turns out
to be the very night that he most needs to be in London; and the dam-
nation pronounced on her character by cach member of the remaining
family is entirely beyond appeal. None of them ever sees her again. In-
terestingly, however, the generations-long male homosocial transaction,
in which this destructive heterosexual relationship had been a brief detail,
proves at this juncture more durable—even, within certain terms, success-
ful. Henry, as hcad of the family, angry at the Pretender, formally re-
nounces the Castlewood family’s fealty to the Stuart succession, and there
is a brief, formal gesture that represents a duel; after which Esmond

falling back a step dropped his point with another very low bow, and de-
clared himsclf perfectly satisfied.

“Eh bien, Vicomte,” says the young Prince, who was a boy, and a French
boy, “il ne nous reste qu’une chose a faire”: he placed his sword upon the
table, and the fingers of his two hands upon his breast:—“We have one more
thing to do,” says he; “you do not divine it?” He stretched out his arms:—
“Embrassons nous!?” (111,13)

If this male embrace does not represent the triumph of the Castlewood
ambitions in the anticipated, Jacobite form, it does however ratify a more
authoritative social foundation. It represents the ultimate moral legiti-
mation, the passing on of the torch of history from the discredited old
order to Henry Esmond and the small, male-headed, prescriptively gen-
dered bourgeois nuclear family that he seems about to found. This ta-
bleau of bonding, in which an aristocratic male hands over his moral au-
thority to a newly bourgeois male, over the sexually discredited body of
a woman, offers an arresting image of what appears to be a distinct his-
torical moment of class foundation. Its apparent historical distinctness is,
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however, in the context of this novel, apparently illusory; since, as we
have seen, the transhistorical structure by which female sexuality itsclf is
defined and reproduced, and used and discredited, is condensed in ex-
actly the same triangular and male-homosocial terms, which the novel also
shows as repetitious and incessant.

Explicit in our discussion of the not-quite historical genealogies of
femininity in Henry Esmond and The Princess has been a focus on what
we have treated as a transhistorical, or perhaps more problematically
ahistorical, triangular structure of male exchange of women. Even when
we look in our proto “Marxist-feminist” historical novel for “radical-fem-
inist” sexual structure, however, we have not far to go. In Adam Bede,
the signally sexual plot is the one around Hetty. Like the Jacobite plot
of Henry Esmond, too, this one culminates in what I have been describing
as a tableau of male homosocial bonding—“in which an aristocratic malc
[Arthur in this case] hands over his moral authority to a newly bourgeois
male [Adam], over the sexually discredited body of a woman [Hetty].”
This scene in Adam Bede, which is the last in the novel and in fact occurs
offstage, has the same claims as the Henry Esmond scene to being histor-
ically constitutive: its ideological purpose is clearly to ratify the authority
of the bourgeois male both in economic/political terms, and as hcad of
the emerging nuclear family. In each novel, however, the supposedly
toundational nature of this tablcau is undermined because it occurs, for
one reason or another, ex post facto. In Henry Esmond it is ex post facto
because the entire, generations-long chain of events that has led up to it
has apparently all along been shaped by almost exactly the same forms of
almost exactly the same divisions that are supposedly just now being con-
stituted. In Adam Bede, it is ex post facto because the novel in its other
plot, the Dinah plot, has already done such a careful job of siting thesc
changes—as changes—historically in economic and demographic terms.

Thus the specifically sexual power plot of each novel, though it may
seem substantively to echo or mirror the more overtly political plot of
historical gender and class relations, does so in a form that is temporally
both displaced and condensed. In other words, as we have already dis-
cussed in section 11 of the Introduction, sex as such not only resembles
and conveys but represents power, including—but not only—the power
relations of gender. This signifying relation of sex to the various forms
of power is very intimate and often direct, but it is ncither simple nor
innocent.

Even the condensation alone of a sexual plot, in the context of a di-
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rectly historical fiction, can be wildly tendentious. Let me exemplify this
briefly in terms of the marriage plots, the plots of family foundation, that
we have already treated in Adam Bede, The Princess, and Henry Esmond.
In each of these fictions the condensed evolution of the family proceeds
at such a clip, and the “accidents” of the story are arranged in such a way,
that cach hero “happens” to marry a woman who appears at a crucial mo-
ment to be more powerful than he is: Rachel because she is, to all intents
and purposes, Henry Esmond’s mother; Dinah because Adam is shat-
tered over Hetty’s fate, and because her own religious mandate has
temporarily let her scem to represent an authority more forceful and pa-
triarchal even than his own; Princess Ida because she 1s more single-minded,
more passionate, more educated, more eloquent, more emotionally force-
ful, and of course, at the end, much healthier than the Prince. Like Prin-
cess Ida, Rachel in Esmond has fallen in love with, while nursing, a delirious,
utterly dependent invalid who appeared to be dying. Dinah, in Bede,
imagining her religious power to be inalienable, has fallen in love with a
man who Dbitterly nceds her consolations. In each casc, it has been the
woman who has appearcd to be more closely tied to the sources of polit-
ical, intellectual, matertal, and/or rhetorical authority. The watchword of
Ida’s feminism is “Better not be at all/ Than not be noble”*—and when
she first propounds this doctrine, its ethical meaning is firmly tied to its
grounding in political power.

Of course, each of these forms of apparent power is destined to undergo
a direct translation into a form of bourgeois female powerlessness. The
physical vigor of the healthy survivor becomes the humility of the nurse.
The vocal authority of the preacher becomes the marginality of the reli-
gious quietist. The political clout of the nobility becomes the paralysis of
the ethically “noblc™ (i.e., silent) Victorian heroine. However, for the brief
moment of the genealogical fiction, the transaction by which the woman
binds herself over to the man, which is presented in each of these fictions
as coinciding with the transaction by which the feudal order gives over
to the bourgeois—for that brief moment, the transaction appears to be
between a woman so powerful, and a man so powerless, that no subse-
quent use of the power that has been ceded to the man could ever en-
danger the woman’s interests.

And indced the language of transcendence that continued to disguise
the relative powerlessness of bourgeois women kept the same ideological
shape: the power of women was assigned the same metaphysical, super-
stitious, ungrounded status that was supposed also, in the nineteenth
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century, to inhere in the power of the hereditary aristocracy. In each case,
the displacement of power relations onto a historical fiction of class rela-
tions, and their temporal condensation in an erotic narrative, was a way of
rationalizing gender inequality, and other incqualitics, in the face of an
egalitarian public rhetoric.

One important result of this mutual mapping onto each other of class
and gender was that bourgeois women became publicly allegorized, in
mystifying and for the most part disempowering ways, as representing
the traits of a class higher than their husbands’. Women’s sexuality, in
these marriage plots, has been the space of a chiasmic switching between
gender and class power. As in our ideological archetype “A man’s home
is his castle” (Introduction iii), an archaizing image of control—in these
cases condensed as the women’s disposal of their own bodics—has been
used as a cover under which the material grounds of that control can be
prospectively withdrawn.

The more signally, because transgressively, sexual plots of the two his-
torical novels—the Beatrix and Hetty plots—display this figure even more
insistently. As we have noted, each scxual plot can scem to represent a
rranshistorical, graphic absolute of Structure: the wiangular traffic in
women, that busy, transactive stasis that is the setpicce of every form of
structuralism. At the same time, however, it is important that these trans-
actions in the two novels occur within a fictive, tendentious, but none
che less historically meaningful and purposetul, Europcan class discourse
about the vicissitudes of aristocratic droit de sezgneny. The class discourse
of “seduction,” here, 1s distinct from for instance the discourse of rdpc
that has insistently characterized American racism (see Introduction ii).

The frame called scxuality in these historical myths offers a priviteged
space for the emptying and filling of “eternal” forms with profoundly and
speaifically manipulative meanings. The mechanism of this, in the trans-
aressively sexual plots, is easy to scc. It is the crossing by which women
like Hetty and Beatrix enter into sexuality, not as an avenue to pleasure
Hut as the only avenue to power; and emerge from it, far more abject and
Jenuded of power, retroactively identified as embodiments of sexuality
‘tself. This plot is famibar from Paradise Lost. For each woman, the sexual
aarrative occurs with the overtaking of an active search for power of which
she is the subject, by an alrcady-constituted symbolic power exchange be-
sween men of which her verv misconstruction, her sense of purposetul-
aess, proves her to have been the designated object.

This crossing of subjects within “female” sexuality is congruent with
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Freud's account of the retroactive constitution of individual sexuality it-
self.)” Historically, as well, however, the very inclusions and dcfinitions
of the sexual arc variable and themselves political. In a sense, none of the
plots we have discussed is a sexual one: the marriage plots are about mar-
riage, an institution, hence clearly cconomic and political, while the her-
oines of the “sexual” plots are both clearly described as being sexually
numb, but ambitious. Conversely, look at the relationships that embody
what we have been calling here “male homosocial desire®™—between Adam
and Arthur, say, or between the Prince and Florian, or between the Prince
and the tight band of men who “speak™ him, or between Castlewood and
Mohun, or between all the Castlewood men and their Stuart hero. Polit-
ical as these relationships clearly are, fraught with the exchange of everv
kind of symbolic, economic, and cultural meaning and power, each rela-
tionship also could be—not only theoretically, but under different histor-
ical configurations might have been—classified as sexual, and for reasons
themselves tendentious. In such a case, not only the prestige but the
“hetcrosexual” torce, the power of these men and these bonds to organ-
ize the lives of women, could have been compromised and qualitatively
changed, even had the relationships themselves been exactly the same.

From a twentieth-century American perspective, however, these three
mainstream early- and mid-Victorian texts, unlike the paranoid Gothic
texts discussed in chapters s and 6, seem not to engage the homosex-
ual/homophobic division of the male homosocial spectrum in especially
marked wavs. Each treats the compulsory routing of homosocial desire
through heterosexual love more or less as a matter of course. Neverthe-
less, in cach text that routing is both stressful and heavily freighted with
political meaning. Perhaps the most genceralizable and important for our
ongoing narrative is this: that in the presence of a woman who can be
scen as pitiable or contemptible, men arc able to exchange power and to
confirm cach other’s value even in the context of the remaining inequal-
ities in their power. The sexually pitiable or contemptible female figure
is a solvent that not only facilitates the relative democratization that grows
up with capitalism and cash cxchange, but goes a long way—for the men
whom she leaves bonded together—toward palliating its gaps and fail-
ures.



CHAPTER NINE
Homophobia, Misogyny,
and Capital:

The Example of
Our Mutual Friend

IGHT years ago, writing a narrative poem about a musicologist with

a writing block, I included a little literary joke: 2 fictional psychoan-
alvst in the poem was writing a fictional essay for Thalassa: A (fictional)
Journal of Genatality, on the then-fictional topic,

“Sustained Homosexual
Panic and Literary Productiveness” (which includes
close readings from Our Mutual Friendy. . . .}

It didn’t amount to much as a joke, but at any rate it does record the
slightly incredulous beginnings of my thinking about this present proj-
ect, and their inextricability from a reading of latc Dickens. At that time
I probably imagined a reading couched in more biographical terms than
it now seems to me feasible to do well, or interesting to do speculatively.
In a more historical and political framework, though, it still seems im-
portant to delineate the force of Dickens’ contribution to the “Gothic”
project: the psychologization and political naturalization of homophobia
about men.

In chapter s, on the Romantic Gothic, we sketched a fragmentary,
mythical phylogeny of the English novel, which Dickens’ career scems to
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recapitulate at the level of ontogeny. The Pickwick Papers at any rate, al-
though written after almost all the Gothic novels mentioned in chapter
5, has much in common with the pre-Gothic Sentimental Journey: consti-
tutive elements of its picaresque include the hypercharged and hyperar-
ticulated paternalism of the bond between male servant and male em-
ployer; the apparent affective sunniness and unproblematicality of its (far
more open, less psychological) gynephobia; and most importantly, the
structuring, “explanatory,” and coercive authority, for gender as well as
class relations, of an image of the family that is in fact appropriate to
nonc of the affectional or cohabitant groupings in the novel.

Also as 1n A Sentumental Journey, the profound and insistent bonds of
love between men do not seem to engage with any intimate prohibition.
(They also do not scem to engage with any form of genitality; but, as we
have already seen, the at any rate literary portrayal of homophobic pro-
hibition seems far more readily triggered than the portrayal of homosex-
ual genitality in any event.) “Homosexual panic”—the modern, intra-
psychic, potentially almost universal extension of the secularization of
homosexual anathema—seems not to have touched these men or these
bonds. They might still be in the England of the sixteenth century, when
sodomy was a capital crime, but men found it aimost impossible to rec-
ognize it in their own or their neighbors’ behavior, even in bed.?

By the time of Great Expectations, Our Mutual Friend, and Edwin Dyood,
however, Dickens’ writing had incorporated the concerns and thematics
of the paranoid Gothic as a central preoccupation. Specifically, each of
these novels sites an important plot in triangular, heterosexual ro-
mance—in the Romance tradition—and then changes its focus as if by
compulsion from the heterosexual bonds of the triangle to the male-
homosocial one, here called “erotic rivalry.” In these male homosocial bonds
are concentrated the fantasy encrgics of compulsion, prohibition, and ex-
plosive violence; alt are fully structured by the logic of paranoia. At the
same time, however, these fantasy energies are mapped along the axes of
social and political power; so that the revelation of intrapsychic struc-
tures is incxtricable from the revelation of the mechanisms of class dom-
ination.

In the half-century or so between the classic Gothic and Dickens, the
terms of engagement between homophobia and class structure had be-
come cver more difterentiated. The normative status of the rural gentry
in Hogg had to a large extent devolved onto (some version of) the English
middle class—mediated by gencalogical narratives like Henry Esmond and
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The Princess. And an anxious selt-definttion of thar class, in male-homo-
social terms, as against those both above and below on the social ladder,
was eftected, as well as critiqued, by neo-Gothic writers such as Dickens.
In this chapter and the next, I am going to be focusing on these political
strains in Dickens’ use of the paranoid Gothic. This chapter will make
primary usc of Qur Mutual Friend, with some additional reference to other
nineteenth-century English fiction, to explore the uses of homophobia in
the domestic political terms of mid-Victorian England. In the next chap-
ter, I will use The Mystery of Edwin Drood as the focus of a discussion of
homophobia and the literature of British imperialism.

Our Mutual Friend has had an emboldening cffect on at any rate the
thematic project of Between Men, because it is so thick with themes as-
sociated with male homophobia and homosexuality. After all, Onr Mxu-
tual Friend is the English novel that everyone knows is about anality. The
inheritance at the center of the plot is immensely valuable real estate that
contains a cluster of what Dickens calls “dust heaps.” Layers of scholarly
controversy have been devoted to the contents of Victorian dust heaps;
and, led by Humphry House’s The Dickens World, many critics have agreed
that human excrement was an important (and financially valuable) com-
ponent of the mounds. Such critics as Earle Davis, Monroe Engel, J. Hil-
lis Miller, and Sylvia Bank Manning have given this thematic element a
good deal of play, often, as F. S. Schwarzbach says, “with the intention
of establishing whether Dickens did or did not understand Freud’s later
formulation of the psychic relation between human waste and money.”3
But although many of those who write about Dickens’ conjunction of
excrement and money refer to Freud, sometimes by way of Norman O.
Brown, most of the substance of Freud’s (and Brown’s) argument is
missing from their accounts. Their point is most often far simpler and
essentially moralistic: that money and excrement are alike because (more
or less) they are worthless, #ad. Thus Earle Davis writes,

Economically speaking, |Dickens’] world could see no difference between
unecarned increment and diffused excrement. . . . [I]n every part of London
he saw mankind straining and struggling over a dung heap. . . . His pen
became an excretory organ spouting out a sizzling cover for all the organic
corruption which lay festering in the values that money sct, the awful offal
of Victorian standards.

Davis concludes his “post-Freudian™ reading with the ancient favorite text
of Chaucer’s Pardoner:
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At the bottom of all is money, the love of money at the cost of everything
elsc. Tt is the overweening desire for money which lands most people in the
filth of Hell.#

Perhaps it would be more precise, then, to say that Our Mutual Friend
is the only English novel that everyone says is about excrement in order
that they may forget that it is about anality. For the Freudian insights,
clided in the critics’ moralistic yoking of filth and lucre, are erotic ones.
They are insights into the pleasures, desires, bonds, and forms of eros
that have to do with the anus. And it is precisely the repression of these
pleasures and desircs that, in Freud, turns feces into filth and filth into
gold. A novel about the whole issue of anal eroticism, and not merely a
sanitized invective against money or “filthy lucre” or what critics have comc
to call “the dust-money equation,” would have to concern itself with other
clements ih the chain Freud describes: love between man and man, for
instance; the sphincter, its control, and the relation of these to sadism;
the relations among bodily images, material accumulation, and economic
status. It would also offcr some intimations, at least, of adult genital de-
sire, and repression, in relation to the anus. Furthermore a novel that
treated these issues would necessarily cast them in the mold of a partic-
ular, historical vision of society, class, power, money, and gender.

One curious thematic marker in Our Mutual Friend that has gone crit-
ically unnoticed, and that the novel itself tends to mutfle, is a name. An
important character in the novel chooses to call herself Jenny Wren, but
we are told—just once—that that is not the name she was born with.
Her real name is Fanny Cleaver. Unlike the later, funny, almost childishly
deflationary name, Fanny Assingham, in The Golden Bowl, Fanny Cleaver
is a name that hints at aggression—specifically, at rape, and perhaps at
homoscxual rape.® The pun would seem a trivial accident, were it not a
small pointer to something much more striking: that there are two scenes
in Our Mutual Friend whose language does indeed strongly suggest male
rape.® These arc Bradley Headstone’s attack on Rogue Riderhood (dis-
cussed below), and the attack on John Harmon in chapter 13 {discussed
in the next chapter). Another thematic “clue” functions at a different level
to solicit the twentieth-century reader’s attention to the male homosocial
components in the book. One of the male protagonists lives in domestic
happiness with another man, and at moments of particular intensity he
says things like, “I love you, Mortimer.””

In some simple sense, therefore, this must be a novel that delineates
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something close to the whole extent of the male homosocial spectrum,
including elements of homosexual genitality. Just what version of male
homosociality most concerns it, however? The sweet avowal, “I love you,
Mortimer,” almost promises the sunny, Pickwickian innocence of encom-
passing homosocial love rendered in the absence of homophobia. At the
same time, to give a woman a name like Fanny Cleaver may suggest
something almost opposite: homophobia, in the absence of homosexual-
ity. And those golden dust heaps are the emblem of a wholly abstracted
anality: they do not refer us to any individual or sentient anus. To un-
derstand the very excess, the supervisibility of the homoso-
cial/homophobic/homosexual thematics in this novel requires us to sce that
for Dickens the erotic fate of every female or male is also cast in the terms
and propelled by the forces of class and economic accumulation.

Let me begin by tracing a chain of Girardian triangles within one of
the novel’s plots, a chain reaching from the lowest class up to the profes-
sional class. It begins with the three members of the Hexam family: Gaf-
ter Hexam, the father, an illiterate scavenger who makes his living by fishing
corpses from the Thames and robbing them; Lizzie Hexam, his beautiful,
good, and loyal daughter; and Charley Hexam, his son, whom Lizzie
protects from their father’s violent resentment until Charley is old enough
to run away and go to school. These three comprise the first triangle.

Charley is determined and industrious enough to go from a Ragged
School to a National School, where he becomes a pupil-teacher under
the sponsorship of a young schoolmaster, Bradley Headstone. Bradley,
like Charley, began as a pauper, and Dickens says, “regarding that origin
of his, he was proud, moody, and sullen, desiring it to be forgotten.” Yet
an intense bond soon develops between the schoolmaster and young
Charley. After the father’s death, Bradley advises Charley to have no more
to do with his impoverished, illiterate sister. Charley begs Bradley to come
meet Lizzie first, however, and Bradley finds himself, as if by compul-
sion, violently in love with her.

The triangles of the Hexam family and of Charley, Lizzie, and Bradley
are complicated by another triangle. Eugene Wrayburn, a young barrister
and one of the heroes of the novel, also falls in love with Lizzic. He, like
Bradley, has an intense cncounter with Charley before meeting Lizzie,
although in this case the intensity takes the form of instant, almost al-
lergic dislike on both sides. And Eugene has another, apparently non-
triangular, love relationship—it is he who says, “I love you, Mortimer.”
Mortimer Lightwood is an old friend and protégé of Eugene’s from pub-
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lic school, and the two, while making languid efforts to succeed in the
law, make a household together.

Already contrasts of class are appearing under the guise of contrasts of
personality and sexuality. One great evidence of class and control divides
this little world in two as absolutely as gender does, though less perma-
nently: the division of the literate from the illiterate. And after Gaffer’s
carly death, only one of these people—Lizzie, the desired woman—re-
mains illiterate. The quarrel between the schoolmaster and Eugene is over
who will teach her to read. But even within the masculine world of lit-
eracy, the gradations of class are unforgiving. Charley’s and Bradley’s
relation to knowledge 1s always marked by the anxious, compulsive cir-
cumstances of its acquisition. Dickens says of the schoolmaster,

From his carly childhood up, his mind had been a place of mechanical stow-
age. . . . There was a kind of settled trouble in the face. It was the face
belonging to a normally slow or inattentive intellect that had toiled hard to
get what it had won, and that had to hold it now that it was gotten. (ILr)

Bradley seems always to be in pain, “like . . . one who was being phys-
ically hurt, and was unwilling to cry out” (IL1r); his infliction of pain on
others scems to come from even greater spasms of it within himself; talk-
ing to Lizzie about his desire to teach her to read, for example, he seems
to be hemorrhaging internally:

He looked at Lizzie again, and held the look. And his face turned from burning
red to white, and from white back to burning red, and so for the time to
lasting deadly white. (IL,11)

In fact, to borrow an image from a patient of Freud’s, the schoolmaster
behaves socially like a man with a hungry rat in his bowels. And for him,
the rat represents not money but more specifically his small private capi-
tal of knowledge. Or rather it represents the alienation from himself of
the profit of his knowledge. For the knowledge never makes A wiser;
it is quite worthless outside the schoolroom; it merely places him, more
decisively even than illiteracy would, in a particular, low position in the
line of production of labor for a capitalism whose needs now included a
literate, rather than merely a massive, workforce. Bradley’s one effort to
invest his nest egg for his own profit—to teach Lizzie to read, as part of
that triangular transaction with Charley—is imperiously overruled by Eu-
gene, who wants to pay for his own person to do the teaching. “Are you
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her schoolmaster as well as her brother’s?™ asks Eugene scornfully, and
instead of using his name, will only call him, “Schoolmaster.” Bradley, as
usual, loses control of his composure and complexion—for he is merely
“used to the little audience of a school, and unused to the larger ways of
men™ (I1,6).

Eugene, on the other hand, though not wcalthy, is a gentleman and a
public-school boy. His relation to his own store of knowledge is the con-
fident onc of inconspicuous consumption: he can afford to be funny and
silly. He likes to say things like “But then I mean so much that I—that I
don’t mean”™ (IL,6). Or

“You know that when I became enough of a man to find myself an embod-
ied conundrum, I bored myself to the last degree by trying to find out what
I meant. You know that at length I gave it up, and declined to guess any
more.” (11,6)

Mortimer sees him affectionately as “this utterly careless Eugene.” He has
no consciousness of knowledge, or even of power, as somcthing to be
struggled for, although his unconscious wielding of them makes him not
only more loveable and relaxed than Bradley but also much more de-
structive. The moral ugliness of Eugene’s taunts against the schoolmaster
is always less striking, in the novel’s presentation, then the unloveliness
of the schoolmaster’s anxiety and frustration. Bradley the pauper, think-
ing to make himself independent by his learning, finds that he has strug-
gled himself into a powecrless, alienating position in an impervious
hierarchical economy. Eugene Wrayburn, like Yorick imagining himsclf
as marginal, passive, and unempowered in his rclation to the economy,
nevertheless speaks with the full-throated authority of a man ncar its very
center.

Bradley’s relation with Charley and Eugene’s with Mortimer differ on
the basis of class, and the position of Lizzie in each relationship is ac-
cordingly different. Charley’s offer of Lizzie to his schoolmaster repre-
sents the purest form of the male traffic in women. Charley explamns it to
Lizzie this way:

“Then I come in. Mr. Headstone has always got me on, and he has a good
deal in his power, and of course if he was my brother-in-law he wouldn’t get
me on less, but would get me on more. Mr. Headstone comes and confides
in mc, in a very delicatc way, and says, ‘I hope my marrying your sister would
be agreeable to you, Hexam, and useful to you?” T say, ‘There’s nothing in
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the world, Mr, Headstone, that I could be better pleased with.” Mr. Head-
stone says, “Then I may rely upon your intimate knowledge of me for your
good word with your sister, Hexam?” And I say, ‘Certainly, Mr. Headstone,
and naturally I have a good deal of influence with her.” So I have; haven’t I,
Liz?”

“Yes, Charley.”

“Well said! Now you see, we begin to get on, the moment we begin to
be really talking it over, like brother and sister.” (IL,15)

To Bradley, his triangle with Charley and Lizzie represents not access
to power within the society but a dire sliding away from it; and this 1s
truc whether one takes his desire for Lizzie or for Charley to represent
the main erotic bond. No wonder he says to Lizzie, in an example of his
resentful style of courtship:

“You are the ruin—the ruin—the ruin—of me. . . . I have never been quit
of you since I first saw you. Oh, that was a wretched day for me! That was
a wretched, miserable day!” (I, 15)

No; the closest relation to patriarchal power for Bradley in this tangle
comes in the link of rivalry between himself and Eugene Wrayburn. And
it soon emerges that this is, indeed, for him, the focus of the whole affair.
In the painful scene with Lizzie 1 have been quoting, Bradley makes a
threat against Eugene, and when she responds, indignantly, “He is noth-
ing to you, I think,” he insists, “Oh yes he 1s. There you mistake. He is
much to me.” What? she asks.

“He can be a rival to me among other things. . . . I knew all this about Mr.
Eugenc Wrayburn, all the while you were drawing me to you. . . . With
Mr. Eugene Wrayburn in my mind, T went on. With Mr. Eugene Wrayburn
in my mind, I spoke to you just now. With Mr. Eugene Wrayburn in my
mind, I have been set aside and I have been cast out.” (II, 15; emphasis added)

After Lizzic has refused Bradley and left London, the desiring relation
between Bradley and Eugene, far from dissipating, becomes hotter and
more reciprocal. The schoolmaster decides—wrongly—that he can find
Lizzie by following Eugene everywhere he goes, and, Eugene says,

“I goad the schoolmaster to madness. . . . I tempt him on, all over London.

.. Sometimes, I walk; sometimes, I proceed in cabs, draining the pocket
of the schoolmaster, who then follows in cabs. I study and get up abstruse
No Thoroughtfares in the course of the day [while Bradley is teaching]. With
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Venctian mystery I seek those No Thoroughfares at night, glide into them
by means of dark courts, tempt the schoolmaster to follow, turn suddenly,
and catch him before he can retreat. Then we tace one another, and I pass
him as unaware of his existence, and he undergoes grinding torments. . . .
Thus [ enjov the pleasures of the chase. . . . just now [ am a little excited
by the glorious fact thar a southerly wind and a cloudy sky proclaim a hunt-
ing evening.” (IIL10)

In Surtees’s Handley Cross, Mr. Jorrocks declaims that “ "Unting” is “the
image of war without its guilt, and only five-and-twenty per cent. of its
danger,” but it is less lucky than that for the men who are caught up in
this chase. One day on a towpath Bradley attacks Eugenc from bchind;
the two men struggle in an embrace, and Eugene, both arms broken, nearly
drowns. Soon after that, another man, a lockkeeper with the sinister and
important name Rogue Riderhood, who has been dogging and black-
mailing Bradley Headstone, finds himself, too, attacked from behind. This
is one of the scenes whose language is that of male rape:

Bradley had caught him round the body. He seemed to be girdled with an
iron ring. . . . Bradley got him round, with his back to the Lock, and still
worked him backward. . . . “Fll hold vou living, and T'll hold you dead!
Come down!”

Riderhood went over into the smooth pit, backward, and Bradley Head-
stone upon him. When the two were found, lying under the ooze and scum
behind onc of the rotring gates, Riderhood’s hold had relaxed, probably in
falling, and his cves were staring upward. But, he was girdled sull with
Bradley’s iron ring, and the rivets of the iron ring held tight. (IV.,15)

Sphincter domination is Bradley Headstone’s only mode of grappling for
the power that is continually flowing away from him. Unfortunatcly for
him, sphincter control can’t give him any leverage at all with women—
with Lizzie, who simply never engages with him, who eludes him from
the start. It only succeeds in grappling more closely to him men who have
already been drawn into a fascinated mirroring relation to him—Eugene,
with whom he has been engaged in that reversible hunt, and Rogue
Riderhood, in whose clothing he had disguised himsclf for the assault on
Eugene. His initial, hating terror of Lizzie was a terror of, as he kept
putting it, being “drawn” from himself, having his accumulated value
sucked from him down the great void of her tlliteracy and powerlessness.
But, classically, he is the Pinchwite-like man who, fearing to entrust his
relations with patriarchy to a powerless counter, a woman, can himself
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only be used as a woman, and valued as a woman, by the men with whom
he comes into narcissistic relation.

In the novel’s social mapping of the body, Bradicy, like some other
figures at the lower end of the respectable classes, powerfully represents
the repressive divorce of the private thematics of the anus from the social
forces of desire and pleasure. Dickens does precede Freud, Ferenczi,
Norman O. Brown, and Deleuze/Guattari, among others, in sceing
digestion and the control of the anus as the crucial images for the illusion
of economic individualism: cross-culturally, Brown remarks, “the cate-
gory of ‘possession,’ and power based on possession, is apparently indig-
cnous to the magic-dirt complex.”8 One thematic portrayal of this exclu-
sion is a splitting of the body between twin images of a distended gur
and a distended disembodied head. Bradley Headstone (and note his
name), the most wrackingly anal of the characters, also appears repeat-
edly as a floating “haggard head in the air” (IILyo; IILm); Mr. Venus, a
taxidermist and articulator of skeletons, with his shop full of hydroce-
phalic babies in jars, is himself given to “floating his powerful mind in
tea” (IIL,7); illiterate “Noddy” Boffin dandles the head of his walking stick
at his ear like the head of a floating “familiar spirit” or baby, and himsclf
seems to turn into a great heavyheaded puppet at the end of the novel
(IV,3; IV,13); and so on. The unanxious version of homo digestivus is the
“hideous solidity” that the firmly bourgeois Podsnaps and their circle share
with their “corpulent straddling” tableware:

Everything said boastfully, “Here you have as much of me in my ugliness as
if T weee only lead; but I am so many ounces of precious metal worth so
much an ounce; wouldn’t you like to melt me down?™ . . . All the big silver
spoons and forks widenced the mouths of the company expressly tor the pus-
pose of thrusting the sentiment down their throats with cvery morsel they
ate. The majority of the guests were like the plate. . . . (L)

This strain of imagery, of course, culminates in the monstrous dust-heaps
themsclves. In short, one thing that goes on when the human body is
taken as a capitalist emblem is that the relation of parts to wholes be-
comes problematic; therc is no intelligible form of circulation; the parts
swell up with accumulated value, they take on an autonomous life of their
own, and eventually power comces to be expressed as power over reified
doubles fashioned in one’s own image from the waste of one’s own body.
Power is over dolls, puppets, and articulated skeletons, over the narcis-
sistic, singular, nondesiring phantoms of individuality.
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For Bradley Headstone, dissociation, anxiety, toil, and a crippling so-
matic self-consciousness mark the transition into respectability, and make
heavy and humiliating work of his heterosexual involvement. How dif-
ferently they manage these things in the upper classes. While Bradley’s
intentions toward Lizzie, however uneasy, had been strictly honorable,
Eugene Wrayburn has no intentions toward her at all. Mortimer asks him,

“Eugene, do you design to capture and desert this girl?”

“My dear fellow, no.”

“Do you design to marry her?”

“My dear fellow, no.”

“Do you design to pursue her?”

“My dear fellow, I don’t design anything. T have no design whatsoever. 1
am incapable of designs. If I conceived a design, I should speedily abandon
it, exhausted by the operation.” (I1,6)

This is the opposite of Bradley’s compulsive, grasping relation to power.
Eugene sees himself as a little leaf borne upon a stream; and an image
that is often associated with him is the pretty river that supplics power
to the papermill where Lizzie finally gets work. But Eugene’s lack of will
is enormously more potent than Bradley’s clenched, entrapping will, sim-
ply because the powerful, “natural” trajectory of this strecam is eternally
toward swelling the exploitive power of ruling-class men over working-
class women. Resolute and independent as Lizzie is, weak and passive as
be is, Eugene barely has to make a decision, much less form a design, in
order to ruin her.

The rippling of the river seemed to cause a correspondent stir in his uncasy
reflections. He would have laid them asleep if he could, but they were in
movement, like the stream, and all tending one way with a strong current.
.« . “Our of the question to marry her,” said Eugene, “and out of the ques-
tion to leave her.” (IV, 6)

It is traditional, in criticism of Our Mutual Friend, to distinguish two
groups of thematic imagery, that surrounding the river and that sur-
rounding the dust-heaps. If, as I have suggested, the dust-heaps can be
said to represent an anthropomorphization of capital that is most. closely
responsive to the anxieties of the petit-bourgeoisie, then the river, in a
sense, offers a critique of that in terms of a more collectively scaled cap-
italism, organized around alienation and the flow of currency. Its gender
implications are pointed and odd: all the men in this watcrside novel arc
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strikingly incompetent about the water; there are seven drownings or near-
drownings, all of males; men are always dragging each other into the river;
and only one person, Lizzie, has the skill to navigate a rescue. At the
same time, women are in control only in correctly understanding the cur-
rent of power as always flowing away from themselves. Gazing into the
river, both Lizzie and Eugene read in it the image of Lizzie’s inability to
resist ruin.

Just as Eugene’s higher status enables his heterosexual relationship to
be at once more exploitive and less guilty than Bradley’s, so his desiring
relationship with a man can be at once much more open and much less
embroiled in repressive conflict than any of Bradley’s. Interestingly, though
it is more open, it also seems much less tinged with the sexual. Imagery
of the sphincter, the girdle, the embrace, the “iron ring” of the male grasp,
was salient in those murderous attacks on men by Bradley Headstone. By
contrast it is utterly absent from the tenderer love between Eugene and
Mortimer. They live together like Bert and Ernie on Sesame Street—and
who ever wonders what Muppets do in bed? This thematic reticence, if
it is reticence, in contrast to the hypersaturation with anal thematics of
Bradley’s part of the story, can perhaps best be accounted for not by some
vague invocation of “Victorian prudery,” but by thinking about how the
libidinal careers of Victorian gentlemen were distinguished, in fiction and
in ideology at any rate, from those of males of higher and lower class.

The obstacles to mapping this territory have been suggested before. The
historical research on primary sources that would add texture and speci-
ficity to generalizations is only beginning to be done, or at any rate pub-
lished; at the same time, the paradigms available for understanding the
history of sexuality are in rapid and productive flux. The best that I can
attempt here is perhaps to lay out in a useful codified form what the
“common sense” or “common knowledge” of the (essentially middle-class)
Victorian reader of novels might be likely to have been, buttressed by
some evidence from biographies. I wish to make clear how tentative and
how thoroughly filtered through the ideological lens of middle-class lit-
erature these generalizations are, but still to make them available for re-
vision by other scholars.

With respect to homosocial/lhomosexual style, it seems to be possible
to divide Victorian men among three rough categories according to class.
The first includes aristocratic men and small groups of their friends and
dependents, including bohemians and prostitutes; for these people, by 1865,
a distinct homosexual role and culture seem already to have been in ex-
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::zence in England for several centuries. This seems to have been a mi-
21, at once courtly and in touch with the criminal, related to those in
~qich the usages of the term “gay” recorded by John Boswell occurred.”
_- scems to have constituted a genuine subculture, facilitated in the face
-~ an ideologically hostile dominant culture by money, privilege, inter-
- :tonalism, and, for the most part, the ability to command secrecy. Pope’s
_=es on Sporus in “Epistle to Dr. Arbuthnot” do, however, presuppose
~:s audience’s knowledge that such a role and culture exist. This role is
2.asely related to—is in fact, through Oscar Wilde, the antecedent of—
= particular stereotype that at least until recently has characterized
zmerican middle-class gay homosexuality; its strongest associations, as we
-:ve noted, are with effeminacy, transvestitism, promiscuity, prostitu-
=>on, continental European culture, and the arts.

For classes below the nobility, however, there seems in the nineteenth
Zzntury not to have been an association of a particular personal style with
e genital activities now thought of as “homosexual.” The class of men
-~out which we know most—the educated middle class, the men who
~roduced the novels and journalism and are the subjects of the biogra-
~hies—operated sexually in what secms to have been startlingly close to
: cognitive vacuum. A gentleman (I will use the word “gentleman” to
zistinguish the educated bourgeois from the aristocrat as well as from the
~orking-class man—a usage that accords, not with Victorian ideclogy,
-1t with Victorian practice) had a good deal of objective sexual freedom,
=<pecially if he were single, having managed to evade the great cult of the
“zmily and, with it, much of the enforcing machinery of his class and time.
At the same time, he seems not to have had easy access to the alternative
subculture, the stylized discourse, or the sense of immunity of the aris-
:xratic/bohemian sexual minority. So perhaps it is not surprising that the
s2xual histories of English gentlemen, unlike those of men above and be-
.ow them socially, are so marked by a resourceful, makeshift, su: generis
cuality, in their denials, their rationalizations, their fears and guilts, their
:ublimations, and their quite various genital outlets alike. Biographies of
Znglish gentlemen of the nineteenth and early twentieth centuries are full
-f oddities, surprises, and apparent false starts; they seem to have no pre-
Zetermined sexual trajectory. Good examples include Lewis Carroll, Charles
Ningsley, John Ruskin, and a little later, T. E. Lawrence, James M. Bar-
se, T. H. White, Havelock Ellis, and J. R. Ackerley, who describes in an
:utobiography how he moved from a furtive promiscuous homosexuality
-0 a fifteen-year-long affair of the heart with a female dog.!? The sexual-
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ity of a single gentleman was silent, tentative, protean, and relatively di-
vorced from expectations of genre, though not of gender.

In fiction, a thematically tamer but structurally interesting and emo-
tionally—very often—turbid and preoccupying relationship was common
between single gentlemen: Pendennis and Warrington, Clive Newcome
and J. J. Ridley, the two Armadales of Collins® Armadale, the gentlemen
of the Pickwick Club, resemble Eugene and Mortimer in the lack of re-
mark surrounding their union and m the shadowy presence of a myste-
rious imperative (physical debility, hereditary curse, secret unhappy prior
marriage, or simply extreme disinclination) that bars at least one of the
partners in each union forever from marriage.

Of the sexuality of English people below the middle class, reliable ac-
counts are difficult to assemble. Both aristocratic and (early twentieth-
century) middle-class English male homosexuality seem to have been or-
ganized to a striking degree around the objectification of proletarian men,
as we read in accounts by or of Forster, Isherwood, Ackerley, Edward
Carpenter, Tom Driberg, and others; at the same time, there is no evi-
dence (from these middle-class-oriented accounts) of a homosexual role
or subculture indigenous to men of the working class, apart from their
sexual value to more privileged men. It is possible that for the great bal-
ance of the non-public-school-educated classes, overt homosexual acts may
have been recognized mainly as instances of violence: English law before
the Labouchére amendment of 1885 did not codify or criminalize most of
the spectrum of male bodily contacts, so that homoscxual acts would more
often have become /legally visible for the violence that may have accom-
panied them than for their distinctively sexual content. In middle-class
accounts of the working class, at any rate, and possibly within the work-
ing class itself, there scems to have been an association between male ho-
mosexual genitality and violence, as in Dickens’ treatment of Bradley
Headstone’s anal eroticism in terms cxclusively of murder and mutilation.

Since most Victorians neither named nor recognized a syndrome of male
homosexuality as our society thinks of it, the various classes probably
grouped this range of sexual activities under various moral and psycho-
logical headings. I have suggested that the working class may have grouped
it with violence. In aristocrats—or, again, in aristocrats as perceived by
the middle class—it came under the heading of dissolution, at the very
time when dissolution was itself becoming the (wishful?) bourgeois-ide-
ological name for aristocracy itself. Profligate young lords in Victorian
novels almost all share the traits of the Sporus-like aristocratic homosex-
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zal “type,” and it is impossible to predict from their feckless, “cffemi-
~ate” behavior whether their final ruin will be the work of male favorites,
“zmale favorites, the racecourse, or the bottle; waste and wastage is the
~residing category of scandal. (See chapter 8 for more on the femininine
wseription of the aristocracy.) Fictional examples of this ambiguous style
clude Lord Frederick Verisopht (with his more “masculine,” less aris-
-acratic sidekick, Sir Mulberry Hawk), in Nicholas Nickleby; Count Fosco,
with his more “masculine,” less aristocratic sidekick, Sir Percival Glyde)
1 The Woman in White; Lord Porlock, in The Small House at Allington
:nd Doctor Thorne; in a more admiring version, Patrick, Earl of Desmond
with his more “masculine,” less aristocratic sidekick, Owen Fitzgerald)
1 Trollope’s Castle Richmond; and Lord Nidderdale (with Dolly Longs-
zaffe) in The Way We Live Now. In cach case there is explicit mention of
snly female erotic objects, if any; but in each case the allegedly vicious
ar dissolute drive seems more visibly to be directed at a man in more
mmediate proximity. Perhaps the most overtly sympathetic—at any rate
e least grotesque, the closest to “normal”-seeming—of the men in this
category is also one who is without a title, although within the context
~f the novel he represents the vitiated line of a rural aristocracy. That is
Harold Transome, in Felfix Holt. To his sexual history we receive three
Zues, cach tantalizing in its own way: we hear—mentioned once, with-
sut claboration—that the woman he had married in his Eastern travels
was one whom he had bought as a slave;'! we hear—mentioned once,
~vithout claboration—that he has brought a (difterent) woman back with
=im from the East; '? but the person of whom we hear incessantly in con-
~ecrion with Harold is his plangent, ubiquitous manservant-companion:

T don’t know whether he’s most of a Jew, a Greek, an Italian, or a Spaniard.
He spcaks five or six languages, one as well as another. He’s cook, valet, ma-
jor-domo, and scerctary all in onc; and what’s more, he’s an affectionate fel-
low. . . . That’s a sort of human spccimen that docsn't grow here in En-
gland, I fancy. T should have been badly off if T could not have brought
Dominic.”!#

Throughout a plot elaboration that depends heavily on the tergiversa-
Jons of a slippery group of servants-who-are-not-quite-servants, who have
anexplained bonds from the past with Dominic, onc waits for the om-
aiscient, serviceable, ingratiating character of Dominic to emerge into its
ull sinisterness or glamor or scxual insistence—in vain, since the exploi-
dve “oriental” Juxuries of his master can be perceived only in a sexually
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irresolute blur of “decadence.” (See chapter 10 for more on “oricntalism”
and sexual ascription.) Perhaps similarly, the lurid dissipations of the
characters in The Picture of Dorian Gray are presented in heterosexual terms
when detailed at all, even though (biographical hindsight aside) the tri-
angular relationship of Basil, Dorian, and Lord Henry makes sense only
in homosexual terms.

Between the extremes of upper-class male homosocial desire, grouped
with dissipation, and working-class male homosocial desire, grouped per-
haps with violence, the view of the gentleman, the public-school product,
was different again. School itself was, of course, a crucial link in ruling-
class male homosocial formation. Disraeli (who was not himself an Eton-
1an) offers the flattering ideological version of Eton friendships in Con-
ingsby:

At school, fricndship is a passion. It entrances the being; it tears the soul.
All loves of after life can never bring its rapture, or its wretchedness; no bliss
so absorbing, no pangs of jealousy or despair so crushing and so keen! What
tenderness and what devotion; what illimitable confidence; what infimte rev-
elations of inmost thoughts; what ecstatic present and romantic future; what
bitter estrangements and what melting reconciliations; what scenes of wild
recrimination, agitating explanations, passionate correspondence; what in-
sane sensitiveness, and what frantic sensibility; what earthquakes of the heart,
and whirlwinds of the soul, arc confined in that simple phrase—a school-
boy’s friendship!'*

Candid accounts agree that in most of the public schools, the whirlwinds
of the soul were often acted out in the flesh. Like the young aristocrat,
the young gentleman at those same public schools would have seen or
engaged in a variety of sexual activities among males; but unlike the aris-
tocrat, most gentlemen found neither a community nor a shared, distinc-
tive sexual identity ready for adults who wanted more of the same. A
twenticth-century writer, Michael Nelson, reports asking a school friend,
“Have you ever had any homosexual inclinations since leaving Eton?” “I
say, stcady on,” his friend replied. “It’s all right for fellows to mcss one
another about a bit at school. But when we grow up we put aside child-
ish things, don’t we?”15

David Copperfield, among other books, makes the same point. David’s
infatuation with his friend Steerforth, who calls him “Daisy” and treats
him like a girl, is simply part of David’s education—though another, later
part is the painful learning of how to triangulate from Steerforth onto
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women, and finally, although incompletely, to hate Steerforth and grow
at the expense of his death. In short, a gentleman will associate the erotic
end of the homosocial spectrum, not with dissipation, not with vicious-
ness or violence, but with childishness, as an infantile need, a mark of
powecrlessness, which, while it may be viewed with shame or scorn or
denial, is unlikely to provoke the virulent, accusatory projection that
characterizes twentieth-century homophobia.

This slow, distinctive two-stage progression from schoolboy desire to
adult homophobia seems to take its structure from the distinctive anxie-
ties that came with being educated for the relatively new class of middle-
class “gentlemen.” Unlike title, wealth, or land, the terms that defined the
gentleman were not clearly and simply hereditary but had somehow to
be carned by being a particular kind of person who spent time and money
in paiticular ways. But the early prerequisites for membership in this
powerful but nebulous class—to speak with a certain accent, to spend years
translating Latin and Greek, to leave family and the society of women—
all made one unfir for any other form of work, long before they entitled
one to chance one’s fortune actively in the ruling class.

The action of Our Mutual Friend brings to a close that long abeyance
in Eugenc’s life between, so to speak, being called and being chosen for
the professional work of empire. (For instance, he has been called to the
Bar, but no onec has yet chosen to employ him.) His position is awash
with patriarchal authority, the authority of the law itself, but none of it
belongs to him yet. In just the same way, having been removed from his
tamily as a child, he will soon be required to return—and in the enforc-
ing position of paterfamilias, a position that will lend a retroactive mean-
ing and heterosexual trajectory to his improvised, provisional relation-
ship with Mortimer and his apparently aimless courtship of Lizzie. In the
violence at the end of the novel, we sec the implacability with which this
heterosexual, homophobic mcaning is impressed on Eugene’s narrative:
Bradley, his rival, nearly kills him by drowning; Lizzic saves him; while
he seems to be dying, Mortimer interprets his last wishes as being that
he might marry Lizzie; and when he comes back to life, he is already a
married man. “But would vou believe,” Lizzie asks afterwards, “that on
our wedding day he told me he almost thought the best thing he could
do, was to die?” (IV,16)

There 1s one character to whom this homophobic reinscription of the
bourgeois family is even more crippling than it is to Eugene, who al-
ready, by the end of the novel, looks almost “as though he had never
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been mutilated” (IV, 16). That person is, of coursc, Lizzie. The formal,
ideological requirements for a fairytale “happy ending” for her are satis-
fied by the fact that she is not “rumned” by Eugene, not cast into the ur-
ban underclass of prostitution, but raised up into whatever class the wife
of a Victorian barrister belongs to. Eugene is determined to fight for his
right to have her regarded as a lady. But with all that good news, Dick-
ens makes no attempt to disguise the terrible diminution in her personal
stature as shc moves from being the resentful, veiled, muscular, illiterate
figure rowing a scavenger boat on the Thames, to being a factory worker
in love, to being Mrs. Eugene Wrayburn tout court. Admittedly, Lizzie
has been a reactionary all along. But she has been a blazing, courageous
reactionary: she has defended and defied her violent father; she has sac-
rificed everything for her beastly brother; she gave up a chance to form
an alliance with an older woman, a tavern-keeper, just because the woman
would not accept her father; she took off for the countryside to save her
honor from the man she loved; and she unhesitatingly risked her life to
save his life. But all her reactionary courage meets with a stiflingly reac-
tionary reward. Lizzie stops being Lizzie, once she is Mrs. Eugene Wray-
burn.

As we see how unrelentingly Lizzie is diminished by her increasingly
distinct gender assignment, it becomes clearer why “childishness,” rather
than femininity, should at that moment have been the ideological way
the ruling class categorized its own male homosexuality. As Jean Baker
Miller points out in Toward a New Psychology of Women, an attribution of
gender difterence marks a structure of permanent incquality, while the re-
lation between adult and child is the prototype of the temporary inequal-
ity that in principle—or in ideology—exists only in order to be over-
come: children are supposed to grow up into parents, but wives are not
supposed to grow up into husbands.!® Now, the newly significant class
of “gentlemen,” the flagship class of English high capitalism, was to in-
clude a very wide range of status and cconomic position, from plutocrats
down to impoverished functionaries. In order to maintain the illusion of
equality, or at any rate of meritocratic pscudoequality, within the class of
gentlemen, and at the same time justify the magnification of distinctions
within the class, it clearly made sense to envision a long, complicated pe-
riod of individual psychic testing and preparation, tull of fallings-away,
redefinitions, and crossings and recrossings of lines of identification. This
protracted, baffling narrative of the self, a direct forerunner of the twen-
tieth-century Ocdipal narrative, enabled the process of social and voca-
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—onal sorting to occur under the less invidious shape of different rates of
~dividual maturation.

Not until this psychologistic, “developmental” way of thinking had been
“rmly established was the aristocratic link between male homosexuality and
—mininity allowed to become an article of wide public consumption—a
snange that was crystallized in the Wilde affair (see chapter s and Coda)
:ad that coincided (in the 1890s) with the beginnings of a dissemination
zcross classes of language about male homosexuality (e.g., the word “ho-
~0sexual”), and with the medicalization of homosexuality through an ar-
-xv of scientific “third sex” and “intersex” theories.

But during all this time, for women, the immutability of gender in-
:guality was being inscribed more and more firmly, moralistically, and
Zescriptively in the structure of bourgeois institutions. As the contrasting
~odily images in Our Mutual Friend suggest, woman’s deepening under-
=anding, as she saw the current flowing away under her own image, came
“>r the most part at the cost of renouncing individual ownership and ac-
samulation. The division of cognitive labor that emerged with the bour-
zeois family was not a means of power for women, but another part of
-he edifice of master-slave subordination to men. Sentient middle-class
~omen of this time perceive the triangular path of circulation that en-
“orees patriarchal power as being routed through them, but never ending
-2 them—while capitalist man, with his prehensile, precapiralist image of
“1e body, is always deluded about what it is that he pursues, and in whose
service. His delusion is, however, often indistinguishable from real em-
~owerment; and indeed it is blindest, and closest to real empowerment,
:1 his triangular transactions through women with other men.



CHAPTER TEN

Up the Postern Stair:
Edwin Drood and
the Homophobia of Empire

“Well, then,” said [Orlick], “I’'m jiggered it I don’t sec you home!”

This penalty of being jiggered was a tavourite suppositious case of his. He
attached no definite meaning to the word that I am aware of, burused it . . .
to affront mankind, and convey an idea of something savagely damaging. When
I was younger, I had had a general belief that if he had jiggered me person-
ally, he would have done it with a sharp and twisted hook.

—Dickens, Great Expectations'

N the last chapter, we had occasion to quote a homicidal schoolmaster
who addressed his lady-love in the following terms:

“T knew all this about Mr. Eugene Wrayburn, all the while you were draw-
ing me to you. . . . With Mr. Eugenc Wrayburn in my mind, I went on.
With Mr. Eugene Wrayburn in my mind, I spoke to you just now. With Mr.
Eugene Wrayburn in my mind, I have been set aside and I have been cast

out.”?

In The Mystery of Edwin Drood, John Jasper, a homicidal music-master,
addresses the woman %e loves in a similar thythm.

“Rosa, even when my dear boy was affianced to you, I loved you madly;
even when I thought his happiness in having you for his wife was certain, I
loved you madly; . . . even when he gave me the picture of your lovely face
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so carclessly traduced by him, which 1 feigned to hang always in my sight
for his sake, but worshipped in torment for yours, I loved you madly.”?

The erotic triangle of John Jasper, Edwin Drood, and Rosa Bud in Dick-
:ns’ unfinished last novel is a recasting of the triangle of Bradley Head-
:rone, Eugene Wrayburn, and Lizzie Hexam in the work that preceded
2. In each triangle, the first-mentioned of the male rivals murderously
zrtacks the second; probably each is himsclf killed before the end of the
~ovel; and each of the women perceives instinctively that, far from loving
ser as be imagines he does, the violent rival is really intent on using her
:s a counter in an intimate struggle of male will that is irrelevant and
:nimical to her.*

In Edwin Drood, however, the recasting of Lizzic’s crotic plot from Our
Mutual Friend, close as it is, engages a different group of preoccupations.
To begin with, the magnetism between the rivals in Our Mutual Friend,
= though intense, has to be inferred from the very violence of their hating
-atercourse; while in Edwin Drood, the love berween them is the first and
~10st overtly and insistently presented aspect of their relationship. Jasper
-z tamous throughout Cloisterham for nothing so much as his “woman-
:sh™ (ch. 13) devotion to his nephew, who unambivalently loves and ad-
~ures him. There are passages between the two men that sound like out-
zzkes from Shakespeare’s Sonnets: in which young Drood’s pink confi-
Zent charm, his callow impercipience and selfishness, his innocent all-of-
:-plece-ness, seem to stimulate his saturnine uncle to secret, creative ex-
—avagances of self-division and double meaning (e.g., ch. 2). The appar-
:nt intensity of Jasper’s love means that, of course, his deep-laid plot to
~wrder his beloved nephew suggests a serious problem of motivation. A
icile solution—that Jasper has consciously and controlledly simulated, for
“zars, all this love for his nephew—is available but entirely unsatisfactory.
“nstead, Dickens seems to have meant to use the opium addiction men-
“oned in the story, and/or the hypnosis that seems to be a lurking but
cnarticulated presence there, to give access to a psychological account of
“asper’s personality as a psychotically divided one: one in which love for
-is nephew and a plan to murder him could coexist. Clearly, then, this is
: novel in which the denied erotics of male rivalry are discussed more
:entiently than in Our Mutnal Friend—which means, a novel in which
e mechanisms of the denial and division of male homosocial eros are
more openly a subject.

Another change from the triangle in Our Mutual Friend: the difference
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of class between the rivals in the carlier novel, to which Headstone’s re-
pressive rage, and Wrayburn’s insouciance, had seemed to give an exact
psychological correlative, has disappeared in Edwin Drood. The rivals, being
uncle and nephew, are of thc same class. And in general, gradations of
the professional bourgeoisie almost too subtle and plural to cali class dif-
ferences occupy most of the domestic landscape. Instead of class, the so-
cially crucial signifying function is performed in Edwin Drood by race and
exoticism. The rivals are different because one is blond and one is dark;
and one is going off “to wake up Egypt a little” (ch. 8), while the other
endures the “cramped monotony” of Cloisterham (ch. 2). The implicit
frame of Edwin Drood has widened from England to the whole world of
Empire; and distinctions that the earlier novel had dramatized in terms
of English grammar and accent are more often dramatized here in terms
of geographical mobility, internationalism, and—especially—skin color.
As in Podsnap’s discourse, though possibly not with exactly his set of
valuations, “the English” and “the un-English”—which means here the
Oriental, in various senses—are the dominant categories.

I am going to be arguing in this chapter, through Edwin Drood and
some related texts, that the literary availability of a thematics of Empire,
in a relation neither distant nor immediate to English imperalism itself,
changed the terms of the Gothic discourse of homophobia in several mu-
tually reinforcing ways. To begin with, it replaced the consciousncss of
class difference that had been endemic in the Gothic with a less discrim-
inate, more dichotomous and fantasy-prone distinction between the do-
mestic and the exotic. (This distinction, of course, had itself had a history
in the Gothic.) Second, the wider and more protected international can-
vas of opportunities for—and fantasies of—exploitive sexual acting-out
meant that the mechanisms of psychological dividedness, always impor-
tant in the Gothic, were able to be, and needed to be, newly rationalized
and literalized in exotic terms: in opium addicton, and in hypnosis through
“oriental” techniques.® In addition to this, a partly Gothic-derived para-
noid racist thematics of male penetration and undermining by subject
peoples became a prominent feature of national ideology in western Eu-
rope. Its culmination is an image of male rape.

In the famous “Terminal Essay” of his (1885—88) Thousand Nights and
a Night, Sir Richard Burton was to bring together the conclusions of his
decades of travel and of reading in nineteenth-century and earlier anthro-
pology. His conclusions on male homosexnality were as follows:
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1. There exists what I shall call a “Sotadic Zone,” bounded westwards
Sy the northern shores of the Mediterranean (N. Lat. 43°) and by the
southern (N. Lat. 30°). . . . including meridional France, the Iberian
Peninsula, Italy and Greece, with the coast-regions of Africa from Mar-
occo to Egypt.

2. Running eastward the Sotadic Zone narrows, embracing Asia Mi-
nor, Mesopotamia and Chaldaea, Afghanistan, Sind, the Punjab and
Kashmir.

3. In Indo-China the belt begins to broaden, enfolding China, Japan
and Turkistan.

4. It then embraces the South Sea Islands and the New World where,
at the time of its discovery, Sotadic love was, with some exceptions, an
astablished racial institution.

5. Within the Sotadic Zone the Vice [pederasty] is popular and en-
Jdemic, held at the worst to be a mere peccadillo, whilst the races to the
North and South of the limits here defined practise it only sporadically
amid the opprobrium of their fellows who, as a rule, are physically inca-
nable of performing the opceration and look upon it with the liveliest dis-
Fust.®

In short, the most exploratory of Victorians drew the borders of male
nomosexual culture to include exclusively, and almost exhaustively, the
Mediterranean and the economically exploitable Third World.

Burton insists that the influence of the Sotadic Zone on “the Vice” is
geographical and climatic, not racial.”” His insistence is characteristic of
an important clement of the racism that accompanied European imperi-
alism, as distinct, for instance, from American racism: its genctic basis,
where asserted at all, was much less crisply conceived. Americans, in the
dichotomized fantasy of our racism, are Black or white, and trom birth.
Colonials, on the other hand, can “go” native: there is a taint of climate,
morale, or ethos that, while most readily described in racial terms, is ac-
wually seen as contagious. The first chapter of Edwin Drood suggests yet
another route to becoming racially declassed: through the ingestion of
‘oreign substances. John Jasper, waking up in a London opium-den, on
1 bed that also contains “a Chinaman, a Lascar, and a haggard woman,”
notes that the (English) woman “has opium-smoked herself into a strange
likeness of the Chinaman. His form of cheek, eye, and temple, and his
colour, are repeated in her.” Nor does the mfluenza scem to stop at her;
in fact,
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As he watches the spasmodic shoots and darts that break out of her face and
limbs, like fitful lightning out of a dark sky, some contagion in them seizes upon
him; insomuch that he has to withdraw himself to a lean arm-chair by the
hearth . . . and to sit in it, holding tight, until he has got the better of #his
unclean spivit of imitation. {ch. 1; emphasis minc)

By the end of the chapter, on his return from London to his home in
Cloisterham, Jasper is referred to as “a jaded traveller.” From Jasper to
jade: the Englishman has become orientalized by his contact with the
Princess Putfer—and, by the samc toke, insidiously feminized. We are not
surprised to learn in the next chapter, when we arc as it were officially
introduced to Jasper, that his “manner is a little sombre. His room is a
little sombre”; nor that his regard for his beloved nephew is constantly
“hungry, exacting, watchful”; and least of all that “Mr. Jasper is a dark
man” (ch. 2).

The orphans, Helena and Neville Landless, are the other orientalized
Europeans in the novel.

An unusually handsome lithe young fellow, and an unusually handsome lithe
girl; much 'lllkC, both very dark, and very rich in colour; she of almost the
gvpsy type; something untamed about them both; a certain air upon them
of hunter and huntress; yet withal a certain air of being the objects of the
chase rather than the followers. Slender, supple, quick of eyc and limb; half
shy, half defiant; fierce of look; an indefinable kind of pause coming and going
on their whole expression, both of face and form, which might be equally
likened to the pause before a crouch, or a bound. (ch. 6)

The Landlesses come by their savagery more cleanly and honestly than
Jasper—they grew up in Ceylon, and were subjected to privation and do-
mestic violence as children—and the effect of the exotic contagion on
Helena, at any rate, is relatively virilizing and morally invigorating. It does.
however, undermine Neville’s health, probably fatally; and he worries alouc
about his quick temper:

“I have been brought up among abject and servile dependents, of an inferior
racc, and I may casily have contracted some affinity with them. Somctimes,
I don’t know but that it may be a drop of what is rigerish in their blood.”
(ch. 7)

It is clear from even these two examples that the novel’s moral reading
of the imperialist view of race 1s rather complicated. The Landlesses are
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aeroic; and the Englishman who is most their foil is Sapsea the incom-
narably English Mayor and auctioneer, complacently certain that he “knows
che world™ through his command of Chincse, Japancse, Egyptian, even
Esquimaux inventory. Considering the arrest of Neville on suspicion of
Drood’s murder, “Mr. Sapsea expressed his opinion that the case had a
Jark look; in short (and here his eyes rested full on Neville’s counte-
nance), an Un-English complexion” (ch. 15). The novel presents Sapsea’s
mnsularity as a hideous joke; at the same time, it is Jasper, sinister in pro-
ortion as he is orientalized, who is most able to manipulate Sapsea’s very
chauvinism. And in a largely uncriticized version of English genetic and
cultural virtn, it is Jasper’s foil Crisparkle, the more than faintly silly Mi-
nor Canon, who seems to occupy the moral center of the novel: Crispar-
sle “fair and rosy, perpctually pitching himself head-foremost into all the
deep running water in the surrounding country” (ch. 2}, a fitness addicr
wvho every morning, “having broken the thin morning ice near Cloister-
nam Weir with his amiable head, much to the invigoration of his frame,”
hen moves on to boxing, “hitting out from the shoulder with the ut-
most straightness, while his radiant features teemed with innocence, and
soft-hearted benevolence beamed from his boxing-gloves” (ch. 6). Cris-
narkle’s bounding—indeed, coercive—innocence is traceable to the pro-
verbial playing-fields:

Good fellow! Manly fellow!. . . . There was no more sclf-assertion in the
Minor Canon than in the schoolboy who had stood in the breczy playing-
ficlds keeping a wicket. He was simply and staunchly true to his duty alike
in the large case and in the small. So all true souls cver are. So every true
soul cver was, ever is, and ever will be. (ch. 17)

In fact, the English racial ideal that Crisparkle represents is redoubled when,
from the depths of his public-school past, his “old fag,” who had once
saved his life, reappears, and “the two shook hands with the greatest
heartiness, and then went to the wonderful length—for Englishmen—of
laving their hands each on the other’s shoulders, and looking joyfully each
into the other’s face” (ch. 21). The man who inspires this tendresse is a
fitness nut like his old master, and even outdoes him in the matter of
hygiene: “his bath-room was like a dairy” (ch. 22).

The novel, especially toward the beginning, takes a certain pleasure in

exploring the fatuity of the Crisparkle type.

“We shall miss you, Jasper, at the ‘Alternate Musical Wednesdays’ tonighr;
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but no doubt you are best at home. Good-night. God bless you! ‘Tell me,
shepherds te-e-ell me; tell me-e-e, have you seen (have you scen, have you
scen, have you seen) my-y-y Flo-o-ora-a pass this way!” ” Mclodiously good
Minor Canon the Reverend Scptimus Crisparkle thus delivers himsclf. (ch.

2)

Nevertheless, Crisparkic’s disastrous stupidity (“Like takes to like, and youth
takes to youth,” he says cheerily, sctting up the meeting that will lead to
the murder of Drood [ch. 6]), the physical coercion which his fitness mania
allows him to practice under the guise of unruffled friendliness (ch. 8),
and his bland and ignorant confidence in the universal applicability of his
own sweet, muscular values, seem to be emphatically underwritten by the
narrative voicc of the novel. The version of male homosociality fore-
grounded and valued here (between Crisparkle and Tartar, between Cris-
parkle and Neville Landless) is hierarchical, on a basis that is concetved
as one of merit—Crisparkle’s “manliness,” his Englishness; it is affectively
intense but profoundly inexpressive; and it is clean, clean, clean.

In fact, Crisparkle’s relation with Neville deviates from the ideal in two
respects. The first is that Neville, probably because of his early exposure
to “abject and servile dependents, of an inferior race,” is more expressive
of his feclings of gratitude to his mentor than is perhaps quite expected:
therc are tcars (ch. 10}, there are kissings of the Crisparkle hand (ch. 17).
These are accepted by Crisparkle, but augur ill for, not Neville’s morality,
which seems fine, but some inner soundness or integrity in him. By the
time the novel breaks off, it is looking as though Neville is not destined
to survive his “Englishing”; morally refined to the point of inanition, he
will die in the English climate of racism and cold, leaving English Rosa
(with whom he is in love) to Crisparkle’s other, more vital, more virile,
simply more national protégé, Tartar.

The dark John Jasper’s overfraught relation with &ss protégé, Drood,
is meant to be counterposed against the wholesomencss of the rosy Cris-
parkle’s mentorship. Nevertheless, as so often in these compartmentali-
zations of male homosocial bonds, the reprobated version is surprisingly
congruent with the prescribed version. Crisparkle, all English, has charge
of two “dark” young orphans, one male and one female, who are pro-
foundly bonded; he loves one; the other will die. Jasper, himself “dark,”
has charge of two fair young orphans, one male and one female, who are
profoundly bonded; he loves one; the other will die. So that specifically
in Edwin’s case, as in Neville’s, the nurturing process is such that the be-
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-oved object apparently does not survive it. But also as in Crisparkle’s bond
with Neville, there is an overexpressiveness of love that is portrayed as a
Jeep problem—and in this case, 2 moral problem.

Not surprisingly, it is under the influence of opium that Jasper’s feel-
:ngs about his protégé are allowed the greatest abandon. Even there,
~owever, the erotic and the murderous seem to be inextricable in him.
n one of the last scenes of the fragment as it stands, Princess Puffer in-
-errogates Jasper about his opium dreams, which we are meant to infer
qave been preparatory, and now retroactive, fantasies of his murder of
Drood. Both their affect and their compulsively repetitious, convulsive
-hvthm, however, are sexual. “When 1 could not bear my life, I came to
zet the relief [of having the fantasy], and I got it. It was one! It was one!”
~e insists. And,

“I always made the journey [the murderous fantasy] first, before the changes
of colors and the grear landscapes and glittering processions [of the opium
drecam proper] began. They couldn’t begin til! it was off my mind. I had no
room till then for anything else.” (ch. 23)

The relation between the repeated, delicious violent reverie and the ac-
-ual violence 1s as condensed and anticlimactic as the relation between
erotic reverie and genital sex: “I did it so often, and through such vast
expanses of time, that when it was really done it seemed not worth the
Joing, it was done so soon.” Even in solitary fantasy, there is always the
Janger of a too-carly climax, as well:

“Hush! the journey’s made. It’s over. . . . Wait a little. This is a vision. I
shall sleep it off. It has been too short and easy. I must have a better vision
than this; this is the poorest of all. No struggle, no consciousness of peril,
no entrcaty—and yet I never saw that before. . . . Look at it! Look what a
poor, mean, miserable thing it is! That must be real. It’s over!”

The plot as we have it does not make clear what “that,” the “real,” is,
what Jasper has seen. The rhythm of the sentence, and of the dream it-
self, however, push our reading of it in the direction of the “poor, bare,
rorked amimal,” the poignant disappointment (in this context) of the sen-
sation that, in Sterne, “terminated i a general way, in little better than a
convulsion” (p. 297). And 1t has already been made amply clear in the
novel that Jasper takes his imaginary “journeys” with an imagined “fel-
low-traveller”; and that the fellow-traveller is Edwin Drood. As for a the-
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matic location for all this reverie, arousal, climax, revulsion, there is none
offered in this scene; unless it is parodically pantomimed by the Princess
while Jasper undergoes his silent, solitary ordeal:

Twitching in an ugly way from time to time, both as to his face and limbs,
he lies heavy and silent. The wretched candle burns down; the woman takes
its expiring end between her fingers, lights another at it, crams the guttering
frying morsel deep into the candlestick, and rams it home with the new can-
dle, as if she were loading some iil-savoured and unscemly weapon. . . .

Not even the release of opium, then, allows Jasper to disentangle three
crucial things: his love for his nephew, his need to do violence, and the
rhythm of sexual desire. The erotic and the repressive, both tied to Ed-
win, are inextricable in Jasper. Furthcrmore, the De Quinceyan splendors
of the opium theater are much less his object in seeking out the Princess
Puffer, than an opportunity to re-rehearse a scene that may well be al-
ready consciously available to him. Why then docs he resort to opium at
all? What is the function for him and for the novel of his ingestion of the
exotic substance?

The importance of opium becomes clearer, in this (Gothic) novel of
doubles, if we view it as the double or foil of hypnosis: an alternative
technology of consciousness and will. The two motifs are not automarti-
cally juxtaposed in the novel, because while opium is associated with the
homosocial plot—the murderous journey with Edwin—]Jasper’s hypnotic
powers are exercised over Rosa, in the heterosexual plot. In fact, Jasper’s
hypnotic power s his heterosexual plot: it is the ground of Rosa’s hatred
and fear of him, but also the only reason she notices him erotically at all.

As Fred Kaplan points out in Dickens and Mesmerism, the main mean-
ing that hypnosis had for Dickens was as a channel of will. Its eros was
the eros of domination. A brilliant hypnotist, Dickens never permitted
himself to be hypnotized. What most engaged him about the technique
was not the eeriness of the “sleep-waking” hypnotic subject, but the
channelization and intensification of the mesmerist’s will as it passes
through the unresisting (or, more excitingly, the resisting) being of an-
other. Most exciting of all was the figure of a proud woman forced to
embody the meaning, to enact the will—even as she knows it is not hers—
of a sufficiently focused man.® Of course, this is exactly the shape of the
“love” that Jasper wishes to impose, and at times scems almost able to
impose, on Rosa. As a music teacher and choirmaster, he is above all in
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a position to force another or others to utter “him,” whatever they may
wish to utter: “When he corrects me, and strikes a note, or plays a pas-
sage,” Rosa says, “he himself is in the sounds, whispering that he pursues
me as a lover, and commanding me to keep his secret” (ch. 7).°

The split between opium-consciousness and hypnosis-consciousness,
then, seems to correspond not only to a divorce in Jasper’s mind of ho-
mosocial from heterosexual desire, but also to a compartmentalization of
passivity from active mobilization of the will. The man who channels his
will-power as furiously as Jasper does toward Rosa, in these lessons, has
need of a form of voluntary abdication as sudden, convulsive, and relia-
ble as the one provided by his delicious recourse to the opium den. In
addition, however, the very distinctness of these two sites, of these two
technologies, is important and even necessary in enabling Jasper to main-
tain an illusion of psychic equilibrium. Feelings about women and feel-
ings about men are, he nceds to feel, different. The active and the passive
are entively distinct. What 1 feel toward the woman whose self I wish to
erase is not hatred; it is love. What I feel toward the man I love to dream
about is not love; it is hatred. My active, dominant will, which is heter-
osexual desire, is something intrinsic, within me, that I radiate outward,
by which I master the world. It is hypnosis. This dangerous passivity,
which is sometimes necessary to me as a release, and which is the site of
my reveries about Edwin, 1s concretely localized. It is optum: an external
substance, outside myself, which I can ingest az will.'® And not only (the
novel adds, in one of its voices) is it outside my body; it is outside my
country: it is the Un-English. Rosa may munch serenely on her sticky
Turkish Lumps-of-Delight candy; but for the English male, there is more
at stake in Turkish pleasures. At stake, for instance, in the opium drcam
of the novel’s first paragraph, is a Sultanly habit of impaling men on spikes
{ch. 1).

Burton describes some related Oriental habits. Noting that “The So-
tadic Zone covers the whole of Asia Minor and Mesopotamia now oc-
cupied by the ‘unspeakable Turk,” a race of born pederasts,”!! he dilates
on the dangers of the area to travelers:

a favourite Persian punishment for strangers caught in the harem or Gynac-
ceum is to strip and throw them and expose them to the embraces of the
grooms and ncgro-slaves. I once asked a Shirazi how penetration was pos-
sible if the patient resisted with all the force of the sphincter muscle: he smiled
and said, “Ah, we Persians know a trick to get over that; we apply a sharp-
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encd tent-peg to the crupper-bone (os coccygis) and knock till he opens.” A
well-known missionary to the East during the last generation was subjected
to this gross insult by onc of the Persian Prince-governors, whom he had
infuriated by his conversion-mania: in his memoirs he alludes to it by men-
tioning his “dishonoured person;” but English rcaders cannot comprehend
the full significance of the confession. About the same time Shaykh Nasr,
Governor of Bushire, a man famed for facetious blackguardism, used to in-
vite European youngsters serving in the Bombay Marine and ply them with
liquor till they were insensible. Next morning the middies mostly com-
plained that the champagne had caused a curious irritation and soreness in
la parte-poste, '?

For Jasper, such images of violence are tolerable—they even fulfill a
function—as long as they are geographically and psychically compart-
mentalized. Jasper conceives his integrity, his psychic equilibrium, safe as
long as he can keep his opium life and his hypnotic life apart. Especially,
active assertion (which is sexual desire) and passive enjoyment (which is—
something else) must not be permitted to taint one another. As we have
seen in our discussion of Hogg and the classic paranoid Gothic, how-
ever, it is of the essence of these doubled states, which begin as intelli-
gibly or even controllably distinct, to invade and undermine one another.
As the plot of Justified Sinner was to show Robert Wringhim unraveled
and undone by that contamination, so the plot of Edwin Drood is to show
the ruin of Jasper through the same “unclean spirit” of “contagion.”

To judge from the way things stand when the novel breaks off, there
are meant to be three main avenues of detection that lead to Jasper’s con-
viction. The first of these is situated in the “scene of oprum” itself. It is
the Princess Puffer, who for reasons of her own, which might be black-
mail and might be something yet to be revealed in her own history, is
piecing together Jasper’s story on the basis of utterances that he makes
unconsciously during his opium trances. This represents a multiple un-
dermining of what Jasper imagines is his relation to opium. First, it means
simply that his opium-life is not hermetic and discrete. Perhaps because
he has localized this form of consciousness in a discrete, external sub-
stance (contained in an ink-bottle!), he has imagined that his life under
opium could be equally sealed-off; but it cannot. Second, it means that
his behavior under opium is not, as he had schematically conceived it,
purely passive. It is active, expressive of himself, and thus to some degree
intrinsic in himself, as well: as in hypnosis, something of himself is
broadcast. And third, although Jasper had conceived of the opium scene
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as purely the site of his homosocial intercourse with Edwin, he has for-
gotten or ignored the fact that even there, there is a woman—not a woman
who fits into what he imagines to be his sexual life, but nevertheless a
woman with motives, desires, and needs of her own. If the active and the
passive are not different in essence, if women and the scene of male hom-
osocial desire can be deeply implicated in one another, if passivity and
abdication cannot be reliably located in a material, edible substance, out-
side the sclf, outside the national life of men—then whar safery can there
be?

The second path ro Jasper’s conviction is through Cloisterham, the scene
of hypnosis and of Jasper’s hetcrosexual life; here he is threatened by the
incursions of opium-consciousness, of fits of narcolepsy or catalepsy, into
the English scene of his active will. These fits are frequent, upsetting, and
destructive; like the opium state itself, they may have a passively or-
gasmic rhythm and occur disconcertingly in relation to Edwin. In one
scene Edwin is frightened by Jasper’s lapsing into such a state; Jasper,
attributing it to opium afterettects, asks him to look away.

With a scared face the younger man complics, by casting his eyes down-
ward at the ashes on the hearth. Not relaxing his own gaze at the fire, but
rather strengthening it with a ficree, firm grip upon his elbow-chair, the clder
sits for a few moments rigid, and then, with thick drops standing on his fo-
rchead, and a sharp catch of his breath, becomes as he was before. On his so
subsiding in his chair, his nephew gently and assiduously tends him. . . .
(ch. 2)

This seizure and others like it lead directly to Jasper’s incriminating
collapse on learning (too latc) that Edwin and Rosa had actually dis-
solved their engagement, so that the murder was “unnccessary.” This last
collapse is figured through the same, scattered images of bodily concen-
tration: “a staring white face, and two quivering white lips, in the easy

” “two muddy hands gripping its sides,” “a lead-coloured face in
the easy-chair, and on its surface dreadful starting drops or bubbles, as
of steel,” “a ghastly figure” with “a writhing action,” and finally, “noth-
ing but a heap of torn and miry clothes upon the floor” (ch. 15).

This Wicked Witch of the West-like deliquescence of Jasper, the pas-
sionately resisted, orgasmically structured incursion of trance and passiv-
irv into the site he has chosen for mastery and assertion, is not the end
ror him—only the beginning of the end. Here, too, as in the London
vlot, the Cloisterham agent of discovery is apparently to be an ignored

chair,
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female presence: Dick Datchery, who is thought by many critics to be
Helena Landless in disguise. In Cloisterham, the “heterosexual” site, a
woman becomes invisible to Jasper not by remaining a woman, but by
becoming a man. Here, where an unswerving self-discipline and mobili-
zation of will are meant to constitute Jasper’s sexuality, it is the insidious
pressure on Jasper of his own hunger to abdicate the imposition of will
that makes his escape impossible.

Besides the Princess Puffer’s evidence and the evidence of Jasper’s self-
betrayal through collapse, the third avenue to Jasper’s discovery—al-
though how distinct from those it was meant to prove, in the final writ-
ing, is unclear—is the evidence of a ring. Unknown to Jasper, Edwin was
carrying a gold ring when he died; and if, as seems likely, Jasper disposed
of the body in lime, the ring alone would escape corrosion and dissolu-
tion. When Edwin decides not to mention to anyone that he has the ring
in his pocket, the narrative brings up a vein of imagery familiar trom ear-
lier novels:

Among the mighty store of wonderful chains that are for ever forging, day
and night, in the vast ironworks of time and circumstance, there was one
chain forged in the moment of that small conclusion, riveted to the foun-
dations of heaven and ecarth, and gifted with invincible force to hold and
drag. {ch. 13)

On the subject of rings, Burton, in the cryptically macaronic language of
his “Terminal Essay” (e.g., “the ‘sanctus paederasta’ being violemment
soupgonné when under the mantle:—non semper sine plagi ab eo
surrexit”!3), lists in his lexicon of the Greek “nomenclature of pathologic
love”

Cartapygos, Katapygosyne = puerarius and catadactylium from Dactylion, the
ring, used in the sense of Nerissa’s, but applied to the corollarium puerile.'*

This is reminiscent of the murder of Rogue Riderhood, in Our Mutual
Friend, “girdled still with Bradley’s iron ring,” and the attack which that
one in turn echoes by Bradley on Eugene: the ring represents the
inseparably violent fates of two men bound together by a self-contradic-
tory, repressive eros. It recalls, as well, the iron bonds that link the men
in Great Expectations. In Our Mutual Friend, Bradley taunts Riderhood,
“P’ll hold you living, and I'll hold you dead!” Magwitch, similarly, having
escaped the prison ship and even rid himself- of the heavily significant leg
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iron, lets himself be recaptured only to torment the hated Compeyson.
"I took him,” he gloats. “He knows it. That’s enough for me.”

“Let #im go free? . . . Let him make a tool of me afresh and again? Once
more? No, no, no. If I had died at the bottom there;” and he made an em-
phatic swing at the ditch with his manacled hands; “I'd have held to him
with that grip, that you’d have been safe to find him in my hold.”!%

When Compeyson ultimately precipitates himself into a murderous clinch
with Magwitch, letting himself be murdered in order to prevent Mag-
witch’s escape from England, it is only a reprise of the same song—as,
indeed, is the skulking Orlick’s murderous imprisonment of Pip in the
lime-kiln. Each of these men is bound, through a woman whom he is
incapable of loving, to a far more intense relation with a man toward
whom he can express nothing but the most intimate violence.

I have suggested, and the prose from Richard Burton confirms, that
the image of male rape implicit in Dickens’ use of the paranoid Gothic
became more articulately available in its foreign siting, in imperialist lit-
erature. The terminus ad gquem of this motif is unfortunately an account
of a real rape, in T. E. Lawrence’s Seven Pillars of Wisdom. Inevitably, it
is a far more wracking account than Burton’s voyeuristic, cosmopolitan
retailing of “a favourite Persian punishment,” or “a curious irritation and
sorcness in [a parte-poste.” At the same time, Lawrence when most per-
sonal (as here) is also most literary. The rhyme between Dickens’ “rival-
rous” male clinches, and Lawrence’s account many decades later of a real
rape and its desperate psychological aftermath, underlines the extent to
which men’s sensibility, like women’s, had already been structured around
rape. Here is one of Dickens’ accounts: John Harmon, “the man from
Somewhere,” after his return from “somewhere” overseas, retrospectively
attempts to piece together the attack on him by Riderhood and his for-
mer shipmate, one George Radfoot, who also dresses in his clothes and
impersonates him (as Headstone does to Riderhood).

“When [Radfoot] came back, I had his clothes on, and there was a black
man with him, wearing a linen jacket, like a steward, who put the [opium-
spiked] smoking coffee on the table in a tray and never looked at me. . . .
“Now, I pass to sick and deranged impressions; they are so strong, that I
rely upon them; but there are spaces between them that I know nothing about,
and they are not pervaded by any idea of time.
“I drank some coffec, when to my sense of sight he began to swell im-
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menscly, and something urged me to rush at him. We had a struggle near
the door. He got from me, through my not knowing where to strike, in the
whirling round of the room, and the flashing of flames of firc between us. 1
dropped down. Lying helpless on the ground, I was tumed over by a foot.
I was dragged by the neck into a corner. T heard men speak together. 1 was
turned over by other feet. I saw a figure like mysclf lying dressed in my clothes
on a bed. What might have been, for anything I knew, a silence of days,
weeks, months, years, was broken by a violent wrestling of men all over the
room. The figure like mysclf was assailed, and my valise was in its hand. I
was trodden upon and fallen over. I heard a noise of blows, and thought it
was a wood-cutter cutting down a tree. I could not have said that my name
was John Harmon—I could not have thought ie—I didn’t know it—but when
I heard the blows, I thought of the wood-cutter and his axe, and had some
dead idea that I was lying in a forest.

“This 1s still correct? Still correct, with the exception that I cannot possibly
express it to myself without using the word 1. But it was not L. There was
no such thing as I, within my knowledge.

“It was only after a downward slide through something like a tube, and
then a great noise and a sparkling and crackling as of fires, that the con-
sciousness came upon me, ‘This is John Harmon drowning! John Harmon,
strugglc for your life. John Harmon, call on Heaven and save yourself? I
think I cried it out aloud in a great agony, and then a heavy horrid unintel-
ligible something vanished, and it was I who was struggling there alone in
the water.” '

Lawrence, too, experiences the loss of the sense of time, and the far more
important loss of a sense of personal identity. He has been taken prisoner
as a possible spy, and refused the sexual advances of the Turkish com-
mander, who “half-whispered to the corporal to take me out and teach
me everything.”

To keep my mind in control I numbered the blows jof a whip], but after
twenty lost count, and could feel only the shapeless weight of pain, not tear-
ing claws, for which I had prepared, but a gradual cracking apart of my whole
being by some too-great force whose waves rolled up my spine till they were
pent within my brain, to clash terribly together. Somewhere in the place a
cheap clock ticked loudly, and it distresscd me that their beating was not in
its time. I writhed and twisted, but was held so tightly that my struggles
were uscless. After the corporal ceased, the men took up, very dehiberately,
giving me so many, and then an interval, during which they would squabble
for the next turn, easc themselves, and play unspeakably with me. This was
repeated often, for what may have been no more than ten minutes. . . .

At last when T was completely broken they seemed satisfied. Somehow 1
found mysclf off the bench, lying on my back on the dirty floor, where 1
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snuggled down, dazed, panting for breath, but vagucly comfortable. I had
strung myself to learn all pain undl I dicd, and no longer actor, but specta-
tor, thought not to care how my body jerked and squealed. Yet I knew or
imagined what passed about me.

I remembered the corporal kicking with his nailed boot to get me up; and
this was true, for next day my right side was dark and lacerated. . . . I re-
membered smiling idly at him, for a delicious warmth, probably sexual, was
swelling through me: and then he flung up his arm and hacked with the full
length of his whip into my groin. This doubled me half-over, screaming, or,
rather, trying impotently to scream, only shuddering through my open mouth.
Onc giggled with amusement. A voice cried, “Shame, you've killed him.”
Another slash followed. A roaring, and my eyes went black: while within me
the core of life seemed to heave slowly up through the rending nerves, ex-
pelled from its body by the last indescribable pang.'”

In both the fictional and the autobiographical descriptions, one of the
most chilling and authentic-sounding impressions is that, from the point
of view of the bloodicd, half-conscious offal on the floor, the other men
in the room seem to be behaving to one another in a casual, ordinary
barracks-room male fashion, wrestling together, laughing together, tak-
ing turn and turn about. Or are they assaulting one another murder-
ously, as well? The distinction seems impossible to make. Certainly for
Lawrence, the racial and cultural foreignness of the Turks (in relation to
“his” Arabs, as well as to himself) seems an emblem for the wrenching
disjunctions in his ability, as a man, to master the map of male homo-
social desire. To begin with, he had moved from intensely charged but
apparently unfulfilling bonds with Englishmen, to bonds with Arab men
that had, for political reasons, far more space for fantasy and mystifica-
tion and hence for the illusionistic charisma of will.!® Many passages in
The Seven Pillars are devoted to charting the alien but to him compelling
geography of male homosociality in the Arab culture. Lawrence wrote
thubristically) of the bond with a particular Arab boy as the motive of
his entire commitment to the fate of the Arabs as a race:

I loved you, so I drew these tides of men into my
hands and wrote my will across the sky in stars
To earn you Freedom, the seven pillared worthy house,
that your eyes might be shining for me
When we came.'?

At the same time, he was conscious of nothing so much as the brittlencss
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of the pseudo-mutuality that allowed him as an Englishman to manipu-
late the pride and affection of the Sherifs. In the “Twenty-Seven Articles”
he wrote for a Foreign Office bulletin on “Handling Hedjaz Arabs,” he
advised,

Win and keep the confidence of your [Arab] leader. Strengthen his prestige
at your cxpense before others when you can. Never refuse or quash schemnes
he may put forward. . . . Always approve them, and after praise modify them
insensibly, causing the suggestions to come from him, until they arc in ac-
cord with your own opinion. When you attain this point, hold him to it,
keep a ught grip of his ideas, and push him forward as firmly as possible,
but secretly so that but no one but himself (and he not too clearly) is awarc
of your pressure.?°

The expense of this proceeding in an unnaturally rigid and constant mo-
bilization of the Englishman’s will was clear to Lawrence.

The beginning and cnding of the sccret handling of Arabs is unremitting
study of them. Keep always on your guard; never say an inconsidered thing,
or do an unnecessary thing: watch vourself and your companions all the time:
hear all that passes, search out what is going on beneath the surface, read
their characters, discover their tastes and their weaknesses, and keep every-
thing you find out to yourself. Bury yourself in Arab circles, have no inter-
ests and no ideas except the work in hand, so that your brain shall be satu-
rated with one thing only, and vou realize your part deeply cnough to avoid
the little slips that would undo the work of weeks. Your success will be just
proportioned to the amount of mental cffort you devote to it.2!

Even while articulating the stress and fragility of such a mental discipline,
Lawrence loved it: it was his chosen cros. The rape at Deraa shattered
this precarious, Jasper-like, exploitive equilibrium. “The citadel of my in-
tegrity,” he wrote, “had been irrevocably lost.”?? The trauma of rape can
never be simple. For Lawrence, the unprepared-for and hence unmaster-
able confrontation with yet another, arbitrarily different, brutally contra-
dictory way of carving up the terrain of male bonding, sexuality, and
domination, made the self-contradictory grounds of his previous costly
and exciting poise too rawly obvious. “T lost my nerve at Deraa,” he wrote.

Blond Lawrence among the Arabs, like dark Jasper among the compla-
cent denizens of Cloisterham, had been acting out a story like Horner's
in The Country Wife: in the arena of race and national culture rather than
of gender, they had attempted to construct a position of apparent “an-



Edwin Drood and the Homophobia of Empire 197

drogyny” or halfway-ness that, while pretending to share equally in the
qualities of two symmetrically opposite groups, really manipulated the
asymmetry of their status for personal advancement. A kind of apotheo-
sis of such manipulation on the plane of English imperialism is the epon-
vmous little hero of Kipling’s Kim.

Though he was burned black as any native; though he spoke the vernacular
by preference, and his mother-tongue in a clipped uncertain sing-song; though
he consorted on terms of perfect equality with the small boys of the bazar;
Kim was white 23

Combining the best of Indian urchin street-smarts and an English-style
education, Kim’s half-and-half-ncss makes him the perfect spy in “the Great
Game”—the game of espionage in the service of protecting English rule
over India. And not surprisingly, the test in which Kim establishes his
essential superiority as material for the Great Game is one in which he
resists being hypnotized by an Indian man.

Lurgan Sahib laid one hand gently on the nape of his neck, stroked it twice
or thrice, and whispered. . . .

To save his lifc, Kim could not have turned his head. The ight touch held
him as in a vice. . . . Another wave of prickling fire raced down his neck,
as Lurgan Sahib moved his hand.

.. . . So far Kim had been thinking in Hindi, but a tremor came on him,
and with an effort like that of a swimmer before sharks, who hurls himself
half out of the water, his mind leaped up from a darkness thar was swallow-
ing it and took refuge in—the multiplication-table in English!2*

And after his English multiplication-table and his English force of will
have allowed him to repel the hypnosts,

“Was that more magic?” Kim asked [Lurgan Sahib] suspiciously. The tin-
gle had gone from his veins; he felt unusually wide awake.

“No, that was not magic. It was only to see if there was—a flaw in a jewel.
Sometimes very fine jewels will fly all to pieces if a man holds them in his
hand, and knows the proper way.”25

If Kim is able to act out Horner’s imperialistic pseudo-“androgyny” in
racial and national terms, what is the meaning of his story in gender terms?
For Kim, who is practically still a child, the exploration of the map of
male homosociality, like his many other explorations, is still an exciting
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pleasure. He is too young for anyone to expect him to route his passion-
ate attachments to older men through a desire for women. In addition,
the overseas setting and still more the quasimilitary, quasi-Jesuitic, quasi-
sports-like espionage ethos of the novel scem largely to bracket the entire
question of women. In gender terms, Kim’s India 1s what Lawrence’s
warrior Arabia had delusively promised to be: a kind of postgraduate or
remedial Public School, a male place in which it is relatively safe for men
to explore the crucial terrain of homosociality. There are limits, but in
these imagined subject territories, as to some degree in real ones, the schism
of homophobia is not the most visible feature of geography.

At this advanced stage in the hypostatization of English homophobia,
however, the relative relaxation of its proscriptive grasp on “abroad” has
to be counterbalanced by a hectically heightened insistence on the un-
bridgeable gap between “abroad” and “home.” Like Jasper, imperialist
ideology in relation to “the Sotadic Zone” was somewhat self-permissive
within a circumscribed geographical space, but only on the (impossible)
condition that that space be hermetically isolated from the space of ac-
tive, consequential self-constitution.

The trajectory of The Mystery of Edwin Drood, so far as we can recon-
struct it, is double and self-contradictory in relation to this self-contra-
dictory double bind. On the one hand, the novel in many ways connives
mn a view of Englishness, of culture and race, or simply of “psychology,”
that insulates Jasper’s experience from that of the novel’s wholesome and
blond characters. Late in the existing part of the novel, for instance, it is
explained why Rosa finds the question of Jasper’s guilt such a confusing
one to think about:

for what could she know of the criminal intcllect, which its own professed
students perpetuaily misread, because they persist in trying to reconcile it
with the average intellect of average men instcad of identifying it as a hor-
rible wonder apart. (ch. 20)

On the other hand, Drood shares the Gothic novel structure of begin-
ning with a schema of discrete sets of paranoid doubles formed under the
projective pressure of male homophobia, and then narrating the decom-
position of that costly but apparently stable schema as the political and
psychological contradictions that underlie male homophobia become in-
creasingly clamorous. This trajectory in the novel seems to be moving
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toward a deeply founded critique of the impossibly but compulsorily self-
ignorant terms of masculinity, of male homosocial desire, in English cul-
turc, At the moment when Jasper, the murderer of Edwin Drood, be-
comes convinced that the boy really is dead, he writes this in his diary:

I now swear, and record the oath on this page, That I nevermore will discuss
this mystery with any human crcature until I hold the clue to it in my hand.
That I never will rejax in my sceresv or in my search. That I will fasten the
crime of the murder of my decar dead boy, upon the murderer. And That I
devote mysclf to his destruction. (ch. 16)

The echo of Ocdipus here invites the reader to expect the most scouring,
universal application of the corrosives that are obviously destined to cat
away the rigid and factitious compartmentalizations of Jasper’s male de-
sire. The partitions that sustain Jasper’s emotional life are riddled with
seepage; they are undermined from the start. The corrosive lime m the
graveyard, likc fever,

burn[s] away
Individual beauty from
Thoughtful children2¢

leaving no individuated token of Edwin’s personality—mcrely the anon-
vmous, inherited, “riveted,” male violence-perpetuating gold ring; as Or-
lick has tricd to do to Pip at the lime-kiln, or George Radfoot to John
Harmon at Limchouse Hole.?”

One impulse in Edwin Drood, then, is toward a de-individualizing, rel-
atively universal Gothic critique of the organization of male desire—a cri-
rique that would sweep away the factitious distinctions between exotic
and domestic sites and bonds and pleasures. If it collapscs the rigid, vul-
nerable structures of Jasper’s relations to the man and the woman he
“loves,” can it stop short at Crisparkle’s deeply congruent ones?

It can. In fact, as we have seen throughout our discussion of the Gothic,
the organization and the manipulability of male bonds after the seculari-
zation of homophobia depend exactly on a visible arbitrariness in assign-
ing “good” or “bad” names to the array of homosocial bonds. In a nar-
row, psychologizing view, Edwin Drood could well be called a novel about
the homosexual panic of a deviant man. The jagged edge of a racial fault-
line across the novel’s plot and setting facilitates that coarse halving of
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the view. A dilated view of the novel might suggest that it pairs the baf-
fled homosexual panic of a dark man with the protected homosexual panic
of a blond man. And a view that encompassed a hypothetical male reader
would see something different again: that the clench, the depersonalized
iron ring of violent and unseeing response to the double bind of male
homosociality is being passed forward yet again.
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Toward the Twenticth Century:
English Readers of Whitman

Our journey had advanced—

Our feet were almost come

To that odd Fork in Being’s Road—
—Dickinson !

ur last several rcadings have situated us at the moment in English
history just before the map of male homosocial desire becomes
cntirely legible to twentieth-century eyes. By the first decade ot the pre-
sent century, the gaping and unbridgeable homophobic rift in the male
homosocial spectrum already looked like a permanent feature of the ge-
ography. A work like In Memoriam, already problematical in its relation
to this difficult terrain by the time it appeared in 1850, would have had
to be written very differently indeed by 1910.

It had for a long rime been true—it had already been clear in the par-
anoid Gothic—that the schism in the male-homosocial spectrum created
by homophobia was a schism based on minimal difference. It was all the
morc virulently fortified for that. Worse, as we discussed in chapter 5: the
more insidious and undermining for that were its effects on the men whom
it laid open to every form of manipulation. The deep structure of this
double bind for men, the fact of profound schism based on minimal and
undectdable differentiarion, has persisted and intensified in the twenticth
century. Homosexual panic is not only endemic to at any rate middle-
class, Anglo-American men (presumably excluding some homosexuals),
but a mainspring of their trcatment of politics and power—not least, of
course, in relation to women.?
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At the same time that the principle of minimal differentiation has been
powerfully operative, it has nevertheless been truer in the twentieth cen-
tury than before that the men who were more or less firmly placed on
the proscribed end of the homosocial spectrum have also been united
powerfully by proscription and have worked powerfully to claim and cre-
ate a difference—a difference beyond proscription. Thus, it is at this his-
torical point that a discussion of male homosocial desire as a whole really
gives way to a discussion of male homosexuality and homophobia as we
know them.

This latter discussion is already richly in progress;? it is not the project
of this book. However, I would like to limn in briefly here what seem to
be the main ideological drive mechanisms between the mid-Victorian
homosocial energies surveyed in the last four chapters, and the engines
of repression and liberation as they now present themselves to us. I have
chosen Walt Whitman as a figure to stand for the transition to our crys-
tallized homosexual/homophobic world—not Whitman as he writes in
America, but Whitman as he is read in England.

A louche and pungent bouquet of the sheepish and the shrewd, Whit-
man’s individuality is most expressive in half-concealment. In fact, the play
of calculation with haplessness in Whitman’s self-presentation is so intri-
cate, so energizing that that itself, more than the material concealed or
revealed, creates an erotic surface, “Ebb stung by the flow, and flow stung
by the ebb.”* In this reading, not Whitman himself but the idcological
uses made of his reticence will be the subject: Whitman not as a poct,
but as a magnetic figure in the history of English sexual politics.

In the late comedy of Whitman’s relations with Horace Traubel, the
Boswell of his last years in Camden, the debility of age offers both a lux-
uriance of expressive openness and unaccountability—“How swect the
bed—the dear bed! When a fellow is physically in the dumps the bed
gives him a sort of freedom”—and a pretext for any amount of cat-and-
mouse about sexual secrets: “Youw'll hear that in due time—not tonight.
That cat has too long a tail to start to unravel at the end of an evening.”
Every issue of revelaton becomes a flirtation berween the young man and
the old. For instance, after Whitman shows Traubel a letter from Ellen
Terry, “He regarded me with a whimsical eye: ‘You have a hungry look:
I think you want the letter. Well—take it along. You seem to cultivare
that hungry look: it is a specics of pantalooned coquetry.” ”®

Indeed, a benign and generalized “pantalooned coquetry” was a dom-
inant note in the Camden circle of those years. Whitman’s most explicit
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recorded statement about genital homosexuality arises from this con-
rext—arises from it but seems to disrupt or betray it, at the same time.
John Addington Symonds, an English admirer, wrote him, not once but
many times, to ask “exactly what he means by ‘Calamus,” & whether, in
his propagation of the gospel of comradeship, he has duly taken into ac-
count the physical aspects of manly love.”® On receiving these letters, “My
first instinct . . . is violently reactionary—is strong and brutal for no,
no, no,” Whitman, in Camden, tells Traubel.” Brutal for no, no, no is in
fact the famous response he finally makes, after toying with Symonds’ in-
terest through a correspondence of nineteen years:

that the calamus part has even allow’d the possibility of such construction as
mention’d is terrible—I am fain to hope the pages themselves are not to be
even mention’d for such gratuitons and quite at the time entirely undream’d
& unreck’d possibility of morbid inferences—wh’ are disavow’d by me & secm
damnable ®

To this Symonds replied fairly meekly—*It is a great relief to me to know
so clearly and precisely what you feel about the question I raised”—but
he was not really satisfied by it, writing optimistically to Traubel, “I do
not think he quite understood what I was driving at.” Traubel at any rate
must have been amused, after all that Whitman had confided in him about
the decades-long inquisition, by the suggestion that Whitman did not quite
understand what was being driven at. Symonds himself seems finally to
have swallowed Whitman’s response with a quiet gulp of salt. Writing of
it to Edward Carpenter, he quotes Whitman’s letter and postscript
(“Though unmarried I have had six children”), remarking mildly, “It struck
me when I first read this p.s. that W.W. wanted to obviate ‘damnable
inferences’ about himself by asserting his paternity.”® It has struck recent
biographers in the same way. The intensity with which Whitman relished
the long inquisition (“Who could fail to love a man who could write such
a letter?”) '% may show more of his complicated erotic velleities than the
“violently reactionary” final response.

At the time of Symonds’ inquisition, the historical configuration of male
homosocial desire was in rapid flux—a flux that circulated around alter-
native readings of Whitman. Whitman’s influence on the crystallization,
in the latter ninereenth century, of what was to prove a durable and broadly
based Anglo-Amcrican definition of male homosexuality, was profound
and decisive, but almost certainly not—in its final effect—at all what he
would have desired. This is true even if we set aside his late brutal “no”
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as a characteristic and disingenuous defensiveness (“There is something
in my nature firtive like an old hen!”),'! and provisionally assume that
the “Calamus” poems and the central notion of “adhesivencss” purpose-
fully define male homosocial bonds in a way that does include the dis-
tinctively sexual. That is, even assuming that what Symonds was “driving
at” was in fact, as genital behavior, also something Whitman had becen
driving at in his poetry, still the cultural slippage of the Atlantic crossing
meant that the sexual-ideological packages sent by the Kosmic American
were very different from the ones unpacked by the cosmopolitan En-
glishman. The most important differences lay in the assumed class con-
texts in which the sexual ideology was viewed, and in the standing of
women—both of “femininity” and of actual women—in the two visions.

These very differences made for Whitman’s adaptability as an English
(far more than as an American) prophet of sexual politics for the nine-
teenth century. Perhaps most important must have been the productively
bad conceptual fit between English and American ideas of class. The En-
glish system—still organized at the upper bound around an increasingly
nonreferential “zero degree” of aristocratic lineage, privilege, and cul-
ture—was potently elaborated to cultural and symbolic perception, not
least in the sexual realm, although less and less usefully descriptive of the
real lincs of concrete power and interest. Whitman spoke to English readers
from a society without a feudal history, one whose most palpable social
divisions were both more various and more dichotomous: rural/urban,
northern/southern, eastern/western, cultured/primitive, native/immigrant,
white/Black. Even the division male/female seems to have taken an added
crudity from the anxious, sharply dichotomized landscape of social cate-
gorics. Imprecise but reverberant translations from the American to the
English permitted Whitman, the figure, to embody contradictory and se-
ductive attributes that would not have been combined in an Englishman.
A “working-class” figure himself, he neverthcless could seem by this
translation both to practice and to sacralize something like the English
homosexual system whereby bourgeois men had sexual contacts only with
virile working-class youths. (John Addington Symonds was fascinated with
the story of Peter Doyle.) Certainly Whitman’s class ascription, in En-
glish terms, was elusive as no Englishman’s could have been. Also, Whit-
man shared (and helped shape) an important American ambivalence to-
ward programmatic politics: a conviction on the one hand thar equality
itself was deeply at the heart of every social question, and on the other
hand that no individual issue or possible structural change could really
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~¢gin to address the centrality of this radical idea. The ideologically over-
:marged quietism that resulted, in Whitman, reflected very different im-
-zes back to Edward Carpenter, Symonds, Wilde, and D. H. Lawrence,
~ their more mediated political landscape.

At another level, the ravishing and peculiar eros in Leaves of Grass re-
sted translation as insistently as it demanded it. The slippage back and
“srth between the masturbatory and the homosexual,!? for instance, or
—=¢ suppleness and rapidity with which the reader personally is enfolded
2 a drama of domination with the speaker,'* made a transposition into
~hvsical terms, much less into programmatic ones, necessarily a distor-
=on and, oddly, a desexualization of the original. Early Whitman’s un-
-zlenting emphasis in the poetry and in the biography on incarnating a
-~hallic erethism—his erectness, his eternally rosy skin, his injections of
2ze and health into scenes of death and wounds—had, again, at least a
Zouble effect. Put schematically, rather than having a phallus, he enacted
‘ne. Seeming at first to invite a naively celebratory, male-exalting afflatus
+f phallic worship, the deeper glamor of this pose lay in the drama (called
Zcaves of Absence?) of shame, concealment, and exhibition; of c¢ngorge-
~ent (related to shame) and vacancy; of boastful inadequacy; of being
“ke a woman, since to have to enact rather than possess a phallus is (in
-his system) a feminine condition; of being always only everything or
~othing, and the hilarious bravado of asserting a mere human personality
or desire in the face of that. D. H. Lawrence, who was light-ycars from
“Whitman in character and feeling, probably learned this drama from him,
sut hated it; others (Carpenter, Symonds, probably Wilde) who re-
sponded to its sheer splendor, had to flatten it out more—with plenty of
aelp from Whitman himself—in order to describe what they were re-
sponding to. It is easy to see how a translation into horizontal, social
zerms of this drama of labile absolutes invited almost any construction,
2s long as it was centered on the question of the male. It is more difficult
o say how far the drama is properly a male homosexual one, or how
resonantly it engages the question of women as women. Still, the vibrant
obstacle itsclf, the difficult personal excitement of show and tell that I
have already described, potentially repressive as it is, is part of Whitman’s
claim on the political imaginations of women and gay men as we are now
constituted.

Whitman’s electric effect on his English readers seems to have been
protopolitical to a striking degree: Leaves of Grass operated most charac-
teristically as a conduit from one man to another of feelings that had, in
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many cases, been private or inchoate, This is what Whitman intended for
“Calamus” to effect in his own country, “the special meaning of this ‘Cal-
amus’ cluster”: “it is by a fervent accepted development of comradeship,
the beautiful and sane affection of man for man . . . that the United States
of the fururc (I cannot too often repeat) are to be the most effectually
welded together, intercalated, annealed into a living union.”!* In En-
gland, to trace the path of individual copies of the book, beginning with
the remaindered copies of the 1855 Leaves scattered abroad by an itinerant
pedlar, would be to feel like the eye of a needle that was penetrating from
layer to layer of the literate social fabric, bonding together a new whole
of shared interests, around the connecting thread of manly love. Sy-
monds wrote:

our Master Walt has the power of bringing folk together by a common kin-
ship of kind fecling—I suppose this is the meaning of “Calamus,” the es-
sence of the doctrine of comradeship. He has not only preached the gospel
of mutual goodwill, but has been a magnetic force (“telepathically” potent,
as the Psychical Rescarch people might say) to create the emotion.—*°

Edward Carpenter asserted of Whitman’s poems that “thousands date from
their first reading . . . a new inspiration and an extraordinary access of
vitality carrying their activitics and energies into new channels.” !¢ Pho-
tographs of Whitman, gifts of Whitman’s books, specimens of his hand-
writing,'” news of Whitman, admiring references to “Whitman” which
seem to have functioned as badges of homosexual recognition, were the
currency of a new community that saw itself as created in Whitman’s im-
age.

The male homosexual culture and practice of nineteenth-century En-
gland, the landscape onto which Whitman burst, seems to have becn
sharply stratified by class. As we discussed in chapter 9, a “Sporus”-like
homosexual role scems to have been available to aristocratic Englishmen
and their personal dependents for at least two centuries and probably much
longer. (“Kings seem peculiarly inclined to homosexuality,” remarks
Havelock Ellis.) '8 It was in some ways an efferninate role; the stereotyp-
ical effect of the male-male sexual liaison was to reduce perceived mas-
culinity, rather than to redouble it. But this feminization occurred within
a nonmeritocratic political context in which the power of the individual
aristocrat was not, in any event, dependent on personal style so much as
on marterial and heredirtary rights, and in which (partly for that reason)
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-~e murual exclusiveness of “masculine” and “feminine” traits in general
s less stressed, less absolute, and less politically significant than it was
-2 be for the nincteenth-century bourgeoisie. For instance, among the 27
zzse studies of homosexual men in Symonds and Ellis” Sexual Inversion,
—e eight who are discernibly “high bred,” of independent means, or
~ithout protession have a far higher incidence of sclf-described feminin-
v or effeminacy than the professionally or even the artistically employed
~1en. One, for instance, “thinks he ought to have been a woman,” while
znother “is decidedly feminine in his dress, manner of walking, love or
~rnaments and fine things. His body is excessively smooth and white, the
~ips and buttocks rounded. . . . His temperament is feminine, cspecially
A vanity, irritability and petty preoccupations.”!?

With the expanding number, visibility, and scope of the educated mid-
e class, a new range of male homosocial bonds emerged, connected to
=ew configurations of malc homosexuality. A nominally individualistic and
~eritocratic, often precarious, and authentically anxious path of eco-
~omic and social life had to be forged by each man of this class; newly
xclusive and cnforced gender roles gave an apparent ideological distinct-
aess to the amorphous new class; and as a result, as we discussed in chap-
=2r 9, young men who explored a range of forms and intensities of male
aomosocial bonds tried to do so without admitting culturally defined
“femininity” into them as a structuring term. Even when men of this class
‘ormed overtly sexual liaisons with other men, they seem to have per-
ceived the exclusion of women from their intimate lives as virilizing them,
more than they perceived their choice of a male object as feminizing them. ¢
Unlike aristocratic homosexual men whose strongest cultural bond was
with Catholic Europe (especially with the countries where the permissive
Code Napoleon was in force), the educated middle-class man looked to
classical Sparta and Athens for models of virilizing male bonds, models
in which the male homosocial institutions (education, political mentor-
ship, brotherhood in arms) and the homosexual seemed to be fully con-
tinuous, and fully exclude the world of women.

We have discussed ideology as a mechanism for concealing or ration-
alizing contradictions within a status quo; but the unusually acute and
rapid contradictions embodied in the nineteenth-century English middle
class resulted in a body of sexual ideology that was both unusually rigid
and proscriptive, and at the same time plethoric and full of narratives that
overtly contradicted each other. Although the aristocratic homosexual mode
was highly visible within narrow circles of Victorian society, and was to
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become widely disseminated by the end of the century, the initial force
of Whitman’s influence is easiest to trace in the internal dialectic within
middle-class homosexual ideology. Symonds and Edward Carpenter, two
of Whitman’s English admirers, demarcate the different directions of
Whitman’s influence on that ideology. Each of these middle-class, Ox-
bridge-educated, homosexual men wrote books on homosexuality and on
Whitman himself. Each saw himself as embodying and promoting Whit-
man’s view of manly love in the service of new democratic ideals. Their
uses of Whitman were, however, in effect very different.

Whitman thought J. A. Symonds not only “wonderfully cute” and re-
markably persistent but “someways the most indicative . . . and signifi-
cant man of our time.”2! Carpenter, however, saw “a certain lack of so-
lidity and self-reliance in Symonds’s nature” and concluded that his
homosexual advocacy was damaged by “vacillation and timidity.”2? The
limitations of Symonds” advocacy were part of his indicativeness of his
time and class, however. Symonds’ cultural and political position was to-
ward the aristocratic end of the bourgeois homosexual spectrum I have
sketched; in fact, his own (anonymous) case history in Sexual Inversion is
one of the eight I grouped, from the evidence of the case descriptions
alone, with the aristocratic ones (he calls himself “of independent means™).
He is far from the most effeminately figured of these eight, judging by
description (“only non-masculine in his inditfcrence to sport, . . . never
feminine in dress or habit”).?* The leisure and cosmopolitanism that were
enforced by Symonds’ ill health—his consumption made England a fatal
environment for him—and subsidized by family money and connections,
coexisted with a driving professionalism about his writing. He wrote not
as an amateur or only as a connoisseur, but as a prolific, highly cultured
journalist, and as if his family’s livelihood depended on his earnings.
(Fortunately, it did not.)?*

A distinctive sexual-political narrative emerged from Symonds® ambig-
uous position at the upper threshold of the middle class. He liked to de-
scribe the potential political effects of “Calamus” love in terms drawn from
chivalry, but appealing at the same time to the virilizing authority of the
Greeks. To Whitman, he describes it as “the Dorian Chivalry of Com-
rad(:ship.”25 In his book on Whitman, he sketches the course of the im-
plicit narrative:

medieval chivalry, the great emotional product of feudalism, though it fell
short of its own aspiration, bequeathed incalculable good to modern society
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by refining and clarifying the crudest male appetites. In like manncr, this
democratic chivalry, announced by Whirman, may be destined to absorb,
control, and elevate thosc darker, more mysterious, apparently abnormal ap-
petites, which we know to be widely diffused and ineradicable in the ground-
work of human nature.

. The question [is] whether the love of man for man shall be elevated
through a hitherto unapprehended chivalry to nobler powers, cven as the
barbarous love of man for woman once was.?®

Responding to what Havelock Ellis, in The New Spivit, described as a
confusion in Whitman's view of the position of women (“ ‘Manly love,
even in its extreme form, is certainly Greek, as is the degradation of women
with which it is always correlated; yet the much slighter degradation of
women in modern times Whitman sincerely laments”),?” Symonds asked
Ellis,

are we justificd in taking for granted that it modern society could elevate
manly love into a new chivalry, this would prejudice what the world has gained
by the chivalrous ideal of woman?2®

Svmonds’ appeal to chivalry as an idcal was not unaccompanied by a con-
sciousness of “the dishonour, dishonesty, and disloyalty toward women
which have always, more or less, prevailed in so-called good society.”??
still, the value of feudalistic chivalry as a sexual-political ideal is treated
zs self-evident, needing only broader and more fervent application to turn
it into genuince democracy.

Hecroism steps forth from the tent of Achilles; chivalry descends from the
arm-gaunt charger of the knight; lovalty is scen to be no mere devotion to
a dynasty. . . . None of these high virtucs are lost to us. On the contrary,
we find thcm everywhere. They are brought within reach, instead of bcmg
relegated ro some remote region in the past, or deemed the special property
of privileged classes. . . . And so it is with the chivalrous respect tor wom-
anhood and weakness, with loyal self-dedication to a principle or cause, with
comradeship uniting men in brotherhood.

Practically, this version of Whitmaman democracy translated into a
certain complaisance toward existing social arrangements. At least, the
solution to social problems seemed to him not only readily available, but
leasurable.
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I fully enter into Walt’s feelings. Among my own dearest friends are a pos-
tillion, a stevedore, a gondolier, a farm servant, a porter in a hotel. I find the
greatest possible relief & rest in conversing with them. They do me so much
good by their simplicity & manly affection. Their real life is such a contrast
to that strange thought-world in which my studious hours are past—Italian
Renaissance, Greek Pocts, Art, philosophy, poctry—all the lumber of my
culture. In fact the greatest thing I owe to Walt is his having thoroughly
opened my eyes to comradeship & convinced me of the absolute equaliry of
men. My friends of this kind think mc an exception to the rest of the world.
But, having won their confidence, I see how enormously they appreciate the
fraternal love of a man socially & by education superior to them. I verily
believe that the soctal problems would find their solution if only the majority
of rich & cultivated people felt as I do, & acted so.?!

The gondolier Symonds mentions was Angelo Fusato, with whom he had
a loving and long-term friendship. But when we read that Symonds trav-
eled to friends’ houses accompanicd by Angelo as a personal servant—
“He is an old peasant, has been with me for ten years, & is a very good
fellow. Just now I am really dependent on him while travelling”—we can
imagine that Symonds’ imagined idcal democracy, firmly based as it was
on noblesse oblige and individual pastoralism and condescension, was not
structurally threatening to the class system as he experienced it. (His
biographer remarks about this visit, “Mrs. Ross’s rcaction, when con-
tronted by a dazzlingly handsome ‘old peasant’ of thirty-three, is not re-
corded!”)3? In fact, the difference between Symonds’ political ideal and
the bourgeois English actuality of sexual exploitation, for cash, of prole-
tarian men and women is narrow and arbitrary. It seems to lie mostly in
the sanguine Whitmanian coloration of Symonds’ rhetoric and crotic in-
vestment.

The view of women implicit in Symonds’ “two chivalries™ narrative is
also more conservative than he imagines. For an active intellectual in the
1880s and 1890s to base a liberal scxual-political argument on the assump-
tion that women’s worst problem was to hold on to the gains they had
made under late feudalism, suggests an almost aggressive lack of interest
in that part of the contemporary dialogue on gender issues. Similarly, he
scems simply not to have scen that research for the projected book on
sexual inversion might profirably include women as well as men *? even
though at least onc well-known, long-established Lesbian pair was among
his acquaintance. He appeals to Whitman’s “Primeval my love for the
woman I love” (“Fast Anchored Eternal O Love!™) in defending Whit-
man’s “respect for women.”** But that poem is not a particularly femin-

3 K«
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k- one for Whitman; instead, it is one of thosc in which he most explic-
- subordinates the love of women to

the purest born,
The ethereal, the last athletic reality, my consolation,
. . . your love, O man,
O sharer of my roving life.3

S-monds’ ideal “Dorian Chivalry” is firmly based on the Victorian bour-
czois assertion that women and men “naturally” occupy separate spheres
-7 labor and activity. “It will be complementary, by no means prejudicial
-> the elder & more commonly acceptable [concept of chivalry]. It will
z~gage a different type of individual in different spheres of energy—aims
i~swering to those of monastic labour in common or of military self-de-
srion to duty taking there the place of domestic cares & procreative util-
—:736 The vision of peasant life that surrounded his actual erotic bonds
~1th men was also idealized as “the right sort of Socialism,” and in terms
—at made clear how tendentious against women his idyll of freedom was:

I find a great deal of the emorion, in a wholly manly & admirable form,
abroad among the people here. It does not interfere with marriage, when
that is sought as a domestic institution, as it always is among men who want
children for helpers in their work & women to keep their households.?”

Symonds’ lack of interest in women as sexual partners seems to have
:lowed him to accept unquestioningly some of the most conservative as-
cects of his society’s stylized and constricting view of them. If anything,
=is homosexual enthusiasm may have helped him articulate assertions that
Z:rther devalued women. For instance, he devotes an appendix to Essays
Soeeulative and Suggestive to demonstrating that women are less beautiful,
-bjectively considered, than men.®® In his letters, too, he dilates in a
_awrentian vein on the “most beneficent results, as regards health and
~ervous energy,” of “the absorption of semen,” especially one report that
:zributes to that “the thriving of girls” immediately after marriage.® On
Te whole, however, his misogyny was not greater and may well have been
.2ss than that of an identically situated heterosexual man. But the high,
crotically-charged valuation of masculinity that he recognized in Whit-
man ratified, for him, the separation of men’s from women’s spheres that
~was the repressive orthodoxy of his own class in his highly stratified so-

ety.
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Even among the studies he himself collected for Sexual Inversion, there
were examples of men who did explicitly connect their homosexuality with
various aspects of the economic and sexual oppression of women: One
man, for instance, “feels that in prostituting males rather than females he
is doing a meritorious action.” Another thinks it “certainly less wrong
than seducing and ruining women.” A third asserts “that the economic
conditions of women make it altogether unfair to use them as merely
channels for satisfying sexual passion, that physical continence is impos-
sible, and that it is, therefore, better to sprcad abroad that spirit of open
comradeship which is natural to many men and boys, and which results
when the body is impassioned in mutual sex satisfaction.” Any of these
statements could be facile, ex post facto rationalizations, rather than rec-
ords of serious thought on the subject. So perhaps could the opinion of
Case VI: “with regard ro the morality of this complex subject, my feeling
is that it is the samc as should prevail in love between man and woman—
namely, that no bodily satisfaction should be sought at the cost of an-
other person’s distress or degradation.”*® Case VI, however, we know
not to have been a glib rationalizer, but a committed and programmatic
socialist, feminist, and Whitmanite, Edward Carpenter.

Carpenter’s birth and training were much like Symonds’, with the dif-
ference that his carly ill health passed over at the same time that he finally
arrived at an untormented accommodation with his sexual preference for
men. During the same years, he was turning his back on the Anglican
church (in which he had been ordained), the class of his birth, and Cam-
bridge, moving north to lecture in industrial towns and finally to set up
as a small-scale farmer and sandalmaker, in partnership with three succes-
sive lovers (along with the wives of the first two). His difference from
Symonds in physical health and sexual self-acceptance went with a differ-
ence in general temperament: Symonds wrote to his daughter, “I have
becn a very unhappy man,” while Carpenter was good, sane and cheerful
to a degree that is always nerving but may verge on the fatuous. Sy-
monds at any rate seems to have thought Carpenter’s book of poetry,
Towards Democracy, incomprehensibly upbeat, although “certainly the most
important contribution which has as yet been made to the diffusion of
Whitman’s philosophy of life, & what I think we may now call the new
religion.”*!

An example of Carpenter’s sweet mental tone is the treatment in his 1916
autobiography of his enduring, quasimarital relationship with George
Merrill, a young man “bred in the slums quite below civilization,” but “a
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singularly affectionate, humorous, and swiftly intuitive nature.”*2 The
nappiness of their relationship is candidly described; so is the opposition
of their friends; but that opposition is chalked up to everything but ho-
mophobia.

If the Fates pointed favorably I need hardly say that my friends (with a few
exceptions) pointed the other way! I knew of course that George had an in-
stinctive genius for housework, and that in all probability he would keep house
better than most women would. But most of my friends thought otherwise.
They drew sad pictures of the walls of my cottage hanging with cobwebs,
and of the master unfed and neglected while his assistant amused himsclf
clsewhcre. They ncither knew nor understood the facts of the case. More-
over they had sad misgivings about the moral situation. A youth who had
spent much of his early time in the purlieus of public-houses and in society
not too reputable would do me no credit, and would only by my adoption
be confirmed in his own errant ways. Such was their verdict.*?

Nevertheless, or perhaps because of this very buoyancy and even imper-
sipience (a problem too in his poetry), Carpenter was a magnetic, ingen-
-ous and effective writer and organizer for socialist, anti-imperialist, and
“eminist causcs. The openly unequal allocation of domestic roles between
~im and Merrill seems paradoxically to have been part of a realistic, un-
wishful, relatively nonexploitive relationship, in which Merrill repre-
:ented 2 bond, but not the only bond and not a substitute for other, po-
“tcally purposeful bonds, with working-class people. There is a similar
:pparent paradox in Carpenter’s feelings about women. Where Symonds
zad had “no exact horror” of women’s bodies, and indeed was potent
vithin marriage, Carpenter felt “positive repulsion” for women “physi-
z2lly,” and found “the thought of marrying or cohabiting with any such

. . odious.” Again, “Anything effeminate in a man . . . repels me very
Zecisively.”** At the same time it was Carpenter, and not Symonds, who
~vestigated women with the same interest as men, for his book on
“nomogenic love”; who wrote heartfelt poetry about women’s wages and
vomen’s sexual choices, as well as about male beauty; and who saw the
-ppression of his sexual kind and his adoptive class as being inextricable
~om “the disparity of the sexes.”*®

Carpenter’s active feminism subsisted even in the absence of a consis-
zent rationale or narrative to support it. Some of his writing seems to
:opeal to notions of femininity not very unlike Symonds’, and consistent
“1th the prescriptive Victorian consensus that women’s “passive” sexual-
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ity was or ought to be an epitome of their social relations.*® His way o
imagining male homosexuality sometimes appealed to the same stereo-
types: in “O Child of Uranus,” for instance, he describes

Thy Woman-soul within a Man’s form dwelling . . .
With man’s strength to perform, and pride to suffer without sign,
And feminine sensitivencss to the last fibre of being. . .

The potentially oppressive asymmetry of this vision becomes clearer wher.
he describes how the (male) Uranian is “loved by either sex”; in a de-
scription that could be of Christian religion but could also be of some
painful incidents in Whitman’s life (Carpenter, for instance, was a frienc
of Anne Gilchrist), or his own, he writes,

. women break their alabaster caskets, kiss and anoint thy feet, and
bless the womb that bare thee,
While in thy bosom with thee, lip to lip,
Thy younger comrade lies.*”

In spite of his celebratory tone here, however, he was alive to the some-
times punishing partiality of the Whitmanic “universal” eros, especially ir.
its relation to women: “There is no doubt in my mind that Wait Whir-
man was before all a lover of the Male. His thoughts turned towards Mer:
first and foremost, and it is no good disguising that fact.”*® Carpenter's
own ability to focus erotically on the Male, sentimentalize intermittentl
about the Female, and yet work relatively unswervingly for the rights o2
actual women came not from any one of his erotic or intellecrual com:-
mitments, but from the analytic skill and caution with which he nav:-
gated among them. Because he was a pioncer both of socialism and -
the same time of the study of sexuality, he never confined his vision c-
class struggle to the (male) wage workplace, nor his vision of ideal sex-
uality to the (bourgeoss) temale-immobilizing one.

We have personified here, in the congruent but contrasting lives of thess
two bourgeois readers of Whitman, two truths of the English sex/gende:-
system. The first is the general one that sexual meaning is inextricab.:
from social meaning—in the English case, from class. The meanings ¢
“masculinity” and “femininity” themselves are produced within a contex:
of class difference, are ascribed for political reasons to classes by them-
selves and by other classes, and have different functions, manifestations:.
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value, and consequences according to class. The second s derived from
the first but more specific: that sexual preference, ascribed masculinity or
tfemininity of personal style, and actual support for women’s welfare, are
issucs that are almost always (and rightly) seen as profoundly linked, but
that cannot be generalized or predicted through a positive or negative
correlation with ¢ach other. The “natural” effeminacy of male homoscx-
aals, their “natural” hypervirility, their “natural” hatred of women, their
“natural” identification with women—this always-applicable reservoir of
contradictory intuitions, to which our society is heir, must not be mis-
zaken for a tool of analysis. Only a view of homosexuality that is not only
fully historical, but plural, described in relation to class interests, and placed
appropriately in the context of the various specific institutions and forms
ov which gender and class power are transmitted, will be of analytic value;
sut this view is only beginning to emerge.

What finally was the form taken by Whitman’s sexual politics in the
aands of the Englsh book-writing class? D. H. Lawrence’s essay on
“Whitman, probably influenced in its early versions by Carpenter,*® goes
sevond Carpenter in its critique of Whitman’s subsumptive attitude to-
wvard femininity and his eugenic attitude toward women. This feminist
critique, for Lawrence, is in the service of a higher gynephobia, however.
For instance, he dislikes Whitman’s empathy with prostitutes. To his mind,
: woman becomes a prostitute either because “she is fascinated by the
DPriapic mysteries,” in which case she ought to obtain satisfaction, or be-
cause

her nature has turned evil under her mental lust for prostitution. She has lost
her soul. She knows it herself. She likes to make men lose their souls—in
which case she ought to be killed.5°

Whitman’s and Carpenter’s morc carcful and political knowledge, that a
voman might be a prostitute because she needed to eat, or was in bon-
Jage to someone else, seemed to Lawrence wishy-washy compared to his
own visceral, fearful, economically blind account of a world in which cvery
issue for every inhabitant revolved around bourgeois sexual prohibition
nd the worship or subversion of the phallus. Similarly, a higher homo-
nhobia overtakes his initial, ravished response to Whitman’s “sheer, per-
“ect human spontaneity, undecorated, unclothed.”>! Whitman’s welcome
-0 the proximity of death, of images of death, in “the new Democracy
.. . based on thc love of comrades”®? comes itself to secem too effemi-
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nate, too passive and soft, as Lawrence’s attitude toward his own ho-
mosexual desires becomes more proscriptive and abstract. He came to see
“perverts” as trying to “utterly falsify the phallic consciousness, which is
the basic consciousness, and the thing we mean, in the best sense, by
common sense.”>* A less yielding, more muscularly imperious approach
toward dcath and the love of men is necessary, as part of the very over-
coming of women.

There, in these womenless regions of fight and pure thought and abstracted
instrumentality, let men have a new attitude to one another. Let them have
a new reverence for their heroes, a new regard for their comrades: deep, deep
as life and death . . . and the extreme bond of deathless friendship supports
them over the edge of the known into the unknown. [Emphasis mine]5*

Thus, one ramification of Whitman’s influence is toward an authoritarian
realm steeled to conquest by scxual repression and compulsion. (I might
remark here that while male homosexuality does not correlate in a trans-
historical way with political attitudes toward women, homophobia di-
rected at men by men almost always travels with a retinue of gynephobia
and antifeminism.) Obviously, this 1s the reading of Whitman that he as
a personality would least have recognized or welcomed: all force and ab-
straction, no eros. Nevertheless, it is this hating homophobic recasting of
the male homosocial spectrum—a recasting that recognizes and names as
central the nameless love, only in order to cast it out—that has been most
descriptive of the fateful twenricth-century societies, notoriously but by
no means exclusively the Fascist.

A fourth English admirer of Whitman, Oscar Wilde, offers an ikon that
we recognize more easily in our own socicety, although it is really to a
large extent the complement, the residue, of the Lawrentian version. Sy-
monds and Carpenter’s patient intellectual work for “understanding,” and
for scemingly inevitable progress, were overtaken by the true melodrama
of Wilde’s life: Sexual Inversion and Homogenic Love were both completed
by the time of Wilde’s conviction, but both had their publication inter-
rupted and delayed in the ensuing panic. Meanwhile, their time had es-
sentially passed. The middle-class-oriented but ideologically “demo-
cratic,” virilizing, classicizing, idealistic, scif-styled political version of male
homosexuality, which these two men in their tendentiously different ways
embodied and sought to publicize and legitimate, seems with the pro-
tracted public enactment of the trials to have lost its consensus and its
moment. For the first time in England, homosexual style-——and homo-
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-nobic style—instead of being stratified and specified and kept sccret along
nes of class, became, as we saw in chapter s, a houschold word—the
ord “Oscar Wilde.”®
Even though the repressiveness of Wilde’s fate was so graphic and in-
<.ctive that “desublimation” would be an absurd name for it, his influ-
:~ce as a figure did channel public imagery—both homophobic and
- smophilic—in a direction that divorced the sexual, and even the imag-

~auve, from the political. In chapters 3 and 4, we discussed Wycherley’s
-~d Sterne’s reifications of wit and “sexualism™ as referentially volatile
- znifiers of aristocratic privilege, which offered a certain dangerous le-
2rage on real political power to middle-class men who could command
:~d manipulate them. In the witty and erotized Wildean homosexual role,
ze same qualitics maintained the same relation of sublimatable reference
-5 “the aristocratic.” The referential status of “the aristocratic” itself,
->wever, had changed radically—had itself, as we have seen, been subli-
~ated, feminized, and materially hollowed out.

At least partly in response to “Wilde,” public, overt male homosexual
vle in England and America in this century has had few ties to the Ed-
~ard Carpenter tradition, pregnant as that seemed at the turn of the cen-
—zrv. The durable stereotype that came to prevail has been close to Sy-
~onds only as Symonds resembled Wilde: a connoisseur, an interpreter
-7 anistocratic culture to the muddle class, a socialist insofar as socialism
~ould simply expand the venue of leisure, privilege, and high culture. In
-nis case, the feminization of the English homosexual, in conformity with
—xe former aristocratic style, went with a loss of interest in the political
-zte of real women. It went with a loss of interest in, or hope for, polit-
.aal struggle in general. Potential alliances berween gay men and other,
:>mparably oppressed groups were not cultivated. The struggle for rights
“or male homosexuals themsclves went into a long abeyance, except at
=i level of the individual, often closeted, carcer, and of a lively but quie-
zstic collective culture. Until the emergence of the gay rights movements
"7 the 60s and 70s, one saw only more and more clearly the mutual dis-
=nctness of the aristocratic-style, ascriptively feminine, “tragic,” and af-
“uent or apolitical male homosexual stereotype on the one hand, and on
—:¢ other the actively, projectively homophobic mass culture founded on
ule bonds very similar to the ones it criminalized and glamorized in hin.
“his was the triumph of Lawrence and “Wilde,” loveless compulsion and
~olitics-less eros: the chiasmus of partial or schizoid readings of male
~omosocial desire that overtook attempts at a more inclusive interpreta-
Ton.
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Introduction

r. The notion of “homophobia” is iself fraught with difficulties. To begin with,
-2 word is etymologically nonsensical. A more scrious problem is that the link-
=2 of fear and hatred in the “-phobia” suffix, and in the word’s usage, does tend
- prejudge the question of the cause of homosexual oppression: it is attributed
-: fear, as opposcd to (for example) a desire for power, privilege, or material goods.
-2 alternative term that is more suggestive of collective, structurally inscribed,
-crhaps materially based oppression is “heterosexism.” This study will, however,
- ntinue to use “homophobia,” for three reasons. First, it will be an important
2 ncern here to question, rather than to reinforce, the presumptively symmetrical
“oposition between homo- and heterosexuality, which seems to be implicit in the
-:xm “heterosexism.” Second, the etiology of individual people’s attitudes toward
=-ale homosexuality will not be a focus of discussion. And third, the ideological
-~d thematic trcatments of male homosexuality to be discussed from the late
..ghteenth century onward do combine fear and hatred in a way that is appro-
-nately called phobic. For a good summary of social science research on the con-
)tpt of homophobia, see Morin and Garfinkle, “Male Homophobia.”

2. For a good survey of the background to this assertion, sce Weeks, Sex, pp.
-18.

3. Adrienne Rich describes these bonds as forming a “lesbian continuum,” in
~zr essay, “Compulsory Heterosexuality and Lesbtan Existence,” in Sumpson and
“erson, Women, pp. 62—-91, especially pp. 79-82.

+. “The Female World of Love and Ritual,” in Cott and Pleck, Heritage, pp.
=11-42; usage appears on, e.g., pp. 316, 317.

. “The Unhappy Marriage of Marxism and Feminism: Towards a More Pro-
-ressive Union,” in Sargent, Women and Revolution, pp. 1-41; quotation is from
. 14

6. See, for cxample, Rubin, “Traffic,” pp. 182-83.
. Rubin, “Traffic,” p. 180.
8. Crompton, “Gay Genocide”; but see chapter 5 for a discussion of the limi-
:ztions of “genocide” as an understanding of the fate of homosexual men.
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9. On this, sce Miller, New. Psychology, ch.1.

10. Dover, Greek Homosexuality, p. 91.

1. Arendt, Human Condition, p. 83, quoted in Rich, On Lies, p. 206.

12. On the Bohemian Grove, an all-male summer camp for American ruling-
class men, sec Domhoft, Bokemian Grove; and a more vivid, although homopho-
bic, account, van der Zeec, Men’s Party.

13. The NOW resolution, for instance, explicitly defines sadomasochism, por-
nography, and “pederasty” {mcaning pedophilia) as issues of “cxploitation anc
violence,” as opposed to “affectional/sexual preference/orientation.” Quoted in Hei-
esies 12, vol. 3, no. 4 (1981), p. 92.

14. For explorations of these viewpoints, see Heresies, ibid.; Snitow et al., Poy-
ers; and Samois, Cominy.

15. MacKinnon, “Feminism,” pp. 530-31.

16. Mitchell, Gone, p. 780. Further citations will be incorporated within th:
text and designated by chapter number.

17. For a discussion of these limitations, see Vicinus, “Sexuality.” The varier
of useful work that is possible within these boundaries is exemplificd by the es-
says in Newton et al., Se{c and Class.

18. On this, scc McKeon, “ ‘Marxism.” ”

19. Juliet Mitchell discusses this aspect of The German Ideology in Woman’s E-
tate, pp. 152-58.

20. Mitchell, Woman’s Estate, p. 154.

21. The best and clearest discussion of this aspect of Freud is Laplanche, L~
and Death, especially pp. 25-47.

22. On this, see ch. 8.

23. For an especially useful discussion of the absence of women from the worr.
of Girard, see Moi, “Missing Mother.”

24. On this sece (in addition to Snitow et al., Powers) Breines and Gordoz.
“Family Violence.”

25. The following books are, to a greater or lcsser cxtent, among the exces-
tions: Fernbach, Spival Path; Mieli, Homosexuality; Rowbotham and Weeks. 5.-
cialism; Dworkin, Pornggraphy.

26. The most influential recent statement of this position is Heilbrun, Anas. -
gyny.

27. Sce Irigaray, “Goods™; and Frye, Politics, pp. 128-51. Jane Marcus’s wer:
on Virginia Woolf makes use of Maria-Antonietta Macciocchi’s homophobic fe -
mulation, “the Nazi community is made by homosexual brothers who excluc:
the woman and valorize the mother.” Marcus says, “The Cambridge Apostic:
notions of fraternity surely appeared to Woolf analogous to certain fascist r..-
tions of fraternity.” Macciocchr’s formulation is quoted in Jane Caplan, “Intr:-
duction to Female Sexuality in Fascist Ideology,” Feminist Review 1 (1979, ¢
62. Marcus’s essay is “Liberty, Sorority, Misogyny,” in Heilbrun and Higonnz:.
Representation, pp. 60—97; quotation is from p. 67.

28. On this sec Hocquenghem, Homosexual Desive, pp. 42—67.
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Chapter 1. Gender Asymmetry and Erotic Triangles

1. On this, see Bell et al., Sexual Preferences.

2. Review of Homosexualities, p. 1077.

3. On this sce Gallop, Danglnter’s Seduction, pp. 15-32.

4. Kahn, Man’s Estate, pp. 9-10.

s. The Elementary Structuves of Kinship (Boston: Beacon, 1969), p. 115; quoted
in Rubin, “Trafhc,” p. 174.

6. Rubin, ibid.

7. Irigaray, “Goods,” pp. 107-10.

Chapter 2. Swan in Love: The Example of Shakespeare’s Sonnets

1. Barthes, Lover’s Discourse, p. 14.

2. On this see, for instance, Weeks, Coming Out, pp. 52, 57, 68, and see the
Coda of this book.

3. Marx, Grundrisse, p. 106,

4. Shakespeare, Sonnets, p. 39, Sonnet 42. Further citations will be incorpo-
rated in the text, where possible by Sonnet number.

5. Krieger, Window, p. 80.

6. Barthes, Lover’s Discourse, p. 14.

7. Wilde, Portrait, p. 68.

8. Fiedler, Stranger, pp. 25-26.

9. On shamanizartion, see Lewis, Lion, pp. 149-58 and passim; quotations are
trom Knight, Mutual Flame, pp. 36-37.

Chapter 3. The Country Wife: Anatomies of Male
Homosocial Desire

1. For instancc, Alan Bray’s Homosexuality offers a salutary, sceptical survey of
the received wisdoms concerning male homosexuality in this period; see, e.g., pp.
7-9.

2. Vieth, “Country Wife.”

3. Lévi-Strauss concludes, “This explains why the relations between the sexcs
have preserved that affective richness, ardour, and mystery which doubtless orig-
mnally permeated the entire universe of human communications” (Elementary
Structures, p. 496). This is quoted by Rubin in “Traffic,” p. 201. Rubin remarks,
“This is an extraordinary statement. Why is he not, at this point, denouncing what
kinship systems do to women, instead of presenting one of the greatest rip-ofts
of all time as the root of romance?”

4. Wycherley, Country Wife, L1. Further citations will be incorporated in the
text, and designated where possible by act and scene.

On this see Vieth, “Country Wife.”
. Quoted in McCarthy, William Wycherley, pp. 91-92.
. Freud, Jokes, pp. 98-100.
. Wycherley, Plain Dealer, p. 6.

> NN O
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Chapter 4. A Sentimental Journey: Sexualism and the
Citizen of the World

. Zarewsky, Capitalism.

2. Sec ch. 5 on changes 1n eighteenth-century homosociality.

3. Sterne, Sentimental Journey, p. 27. Further citations will be incorporated in
the text.

4. On this see Cavell, Must We Mean, pp. 281-82.

s. To describe the modern, psychoanalytic family as “apparently egalitarian” or
“classless” is a condensed formulation of its very complicated relation to the forms
of hierarchy in the world around it. Hierarchically organized as this family is by
both age and gender, it is “classless” in the obvious sense that its members share
a social class rather than competing for one. (This is not true of the pre-indus-
trial, extended, cohabitant family of, for instance, the Poysers in Adam Bede; and
of course modern non-family groups are idcologically supposed to be distinct from
the family precisely because they are organized around individual comperition for
social advancement.) Again, while social and political paternalism take their very
name from the family, the paternalism of the family is, by contrast, “apparently
egalitarian” becausc sons are to grow into the status of fathers, daughters of
mothers—as workers are not to grow into the status of owners; nor, to compli-
cate the matter, daughters of fathers. The view of the nuclear family as a haven
in the heartless world of capitalist competition seems to be as ineradicable as it is
riddled with contradiction. Good discussions can be found in Barrett, Women’s
Oppression, Olsen, “Family,” and Zaretsky, Capitalism.

Chapter 5. Toward the Gothic: Terrorism and Homosexual Panic

1. Bray, Homosexuality, p. 92.

2. Ibid., p. 102.

3. Ibid., pp. 102-3.

4. Wecks, Coming Ount, pp. 3—4.

5. On this sce Sarotte, Like a Brother, and Hoch White Hero. The unusually
exacerbated and intensively, punitively regulated relation of male homosexuality
to the military—the most male-homosocial of institutions, and the one where the
manipulability of men is most at a premium—makes sense in this light. Weeks
offers a short discussion, without interpretation, of the history of this regulation
in Coming Out, pp. 12—13.

6. For examples of this sec Whitehead, “Sexual Antagonism™; and Ehrenreich,
Hearts, pp. 14-28.

7. On this sce Weeks, Coming Out, pp. 185-237.

8. Richard Gilman devotes an entire book (Decadence) to the shiftiness of this
term—without apparently having noticed how many of its uses can be simply
explained by its being a euphemism for “homosexual.”

9. See, for instance, Moers, Literary Women, and Gilbert and Gubar, Mad-
woman.

10. On Beckford, sec Alexander, Wealthiest Son, on Lewis, see Peck, Lifz, pp.
65—-66; on Walpole, see Lewis, Horace Walpole, p. 36.
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. Stonc, Family, pp. 541-42; discussed in Bray, Homosexnality, p. 138, n.26.

1z. On this sce, for instance, George Steiner, “Cleric,” esp. pp. 179-83. How-
ever, I have found it surprisingly difficult to find good, nonhomophobic material
on the extent and possible etfects of this male homosexual influence.

13. Crompton, “Gay Genocide,” p. 67.

14. Sedgwick, Coberence, csp. pp. 14-20.

15. Maturin, Melmoth; these and other “unspeakable” incidents arc to be found
in chs. 3, 8, 9, 11, 39; thce last-quoted is from ch. 28.

16. Tbid., ch. 32.

17. Nichols, Father, pp. 92-99.

Chapter 6. Murder Incorporated: Confessions of a Justified Sinner

1. Dickens, Drood, p. 206.

2. On this sec Sedgwick, Coberence, pp. 34—40. An especially good account of
the form of Hogg’s Confessions occurs in Kiely, Romantic Novel, pp. 208—32.

3. Hogg, Confessions, p. 3. Further citations will be incorporated in the text.

4. On the high valuation of stupidity in ninctcenth-century gentlemen, see Gi-
rouard, Return, pp. 166-68 and 269-70.

5. For a suggestive discussion of the psychological meaning of “primmed” lips
in relation to paranoid psychosis, see Kris, Psychoanalvtic Explovations, pp. 128—
50.

6. See, for cxample, Girard’s discussion of The Eternal Husband, in his Deceit,
p. 45-47.

7. Todd, Women’s Friendsinp, pp. 404-5. Interestingly, Bradlcy Headstone 1in
Our Mutual Friend has similar noscblecds (IV.1).

8. Marcus, Other. Victorians, pp. 257—62. Marcus himself concludes that the
sadomasochistic pornography he is discussing has a male-homosocial basis.

o. Hardy, Mayor, ch. 33.

10. Sce, for instance, Praz, Romantic Agony, and Punter, Literature of Tervor.

11. These critical debates have charactenistically occurred between “Freudian”
critics who locate apparently homosexual material, and “conservative” critics who
deny that it “proves” anything. In America, however, psychoanalytic thinking about
homoscxuality has itself virtually never resisted homophobic recuperatton; these
critical debates have therefore reinforced, rather than challenged, the homopho-
bic norms of literary scholarship. On this sec Abclove, “Freud.”

12. Examples can be found in, for instance, Martin, Homosexual Tradition; Bovers
and Steiner, Homosexuality; and Kcllogg, Literary Visions.

13. Jacobus, “Is there a Woman,” pp. 130-35.

14. Gold, “It’s Only Love,” p. 148.

1s. Ibid., pp. 153-54.

16. Besides Barrett, Women’s Oppression, especially interesting discussions of the
enforcement of the family can be found in Olsen, “Family,” and Miller, “Disci-
pline.”
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Chapter 7. Tennyson’s Princess: One Bride for Seven Brothers

1. Tennyson, Princess, p. 749 (Prologue, Il. 193-94). Further citations will be
incorporated in the text, and designated by section and line numbers.

2. Dickens, Great Expectations, pp. 437—38 (ch. 53). Further citations will be
incorporated in the text and designated by chapter number.

3. Orlick: chs. 15, 17, 35, 43, 53; Compeyson: chs. 3, 5, 40, 44, 47, 54;
Drummle: chs. 25, 26, 38, 43.

4. Orlick: ch. 15; Compeyson: chs. 22, 42; Drummle: ch. 59. Drummle’s vio-
lence against Estella is not originally complicitous with Pip, but does in fact form
the ground of her final submission to Pip, and thus augments the collective total
of male power: she says, “suffering has been stronger than all other teaching, and
has taught me to understand what your heart used to be. I have been bent and
broken, but—I hope—into a better shape” (ch. 59).

s. James, Letters to A. C. Benson, p. 40.

Chapter 8. Adam Bede and Henry Esmond: Homosocial Desire and
the Historicity of the Female

1. On this see, for instance, Michelle Zimbalist Rosaldo, “Women, Cuiture,
and Societv: A Theoretical Overview,” pp. 17-42 in Rosaldo and Lamphere,
Women.

2. Kelly-Gadol, “Social Relation,” p. 819.

3. My formulations here are most directly indebted to the incisive survey of
this ground in Barrett, Women’s Oppression, c.g., pp. 160—-86.

4. For example, Nancy Chodorow summarizes this argument: “In precapitalist
and early capitalist times, the household was the major productive unit of society.
Husband and wife, with their own and/or other children, were a cooperative pro-
ducing unit. A wife carried out her childcarce responsibilitics along with her pro-
ductive work, and these responsibilities included training girls—daughters, ser-
vants, apprentices—for their work. Children were carly integrared into the adulr
world of work. . . . Until very recently, women cverywhere participated in most
forms of production. Production tor the home was in, or connected to, the home.”
(“Mothering, Male Dominance, and Capitalism,” p. 88.)

5. On this two-axis understanding of the tamily, see Barrett, Women’s Oppres-
sion, pp. 200-3.

6. Lakoff, Language, csp. pp. 53-57. My understanding of the bcarings of
“women’s language” is additionally derived from O’Barr and Atkins, “Women’s
Language,” esp. p. 96.

7. Eliot, Adam Bede, vol. I, ch. 4, p. 52. Further citations will be incorporated
in the text and designated by volume and chapter number. (Vol. T of this two-
volume edition ends with ch. 24.)

8. Unichappell Music BMI, © 1980, 1981 EMI Records, Lid.

9. For morc on this see Jeftrey Weeks, “Capitalism and the Organisation of
Sex,” pp. 11-20 in Gay Left Collective, Homosexuality, esp. pp. 14-15.

10. John Sutherland’s brief but suggestive description of Henry Esmond him-
self as both “eightcenth-century man” and “nineteenth-century man,” in his In-
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troduction to the Penguin Edition (Harmondsworth, Sussex, 1970), pp. 20-21,
along with Harry Shaw’s discussion cited below, ofter a uscful, male-centered
counterpart to the teminist historical argument.

1. Thackeray, Henry Esmond, Bk. I, ch. 9, p. 89. Further citations will be in-
corporated in the rext and designated by book and chapter numbers.

12. A good discussion of the general problems of Henry Esmond’s historicity,
which however fails to question the historical status of femininity and the family
in the novel, 1s in Shaw, Forms, pp. 56-70.

13. Thackeray, Virginians, ch. 22.

14. For a related formulation of the relationship berween the two novels, sce
Rawlins, Thackeray’s Novels, p. 190.

1s. Milton, Paradise Lost, iv, 1. 110.

16. Tennyson, Princess, 11, 79—80.

17. See Introduction 1i—iii, and, for instance, “Deferred Action; Deferred,” in
Laplanche and Pontalis, Langunge, pp. 111-14.

Chapter 9. Homophobia, Misogyny, and Capital: The Example of
Our Mutual Friend

1. Sedgwick, “Trace at 46,” p. 14.

2. Alan Bray presents an especially striking example of this phenomenon in
Homosexuality, pp. 76-77.

3. Schwartzbach, Dickens, pp. 198-99.

4. Davis, Flint, pp. 266, 271.

5. This is not a necessary inference from the pun, becaue of the gender ambu-
guity of the word “fanny”: it apparently referred to female genitals throughout
the nineteenth century in England, bur cf., for example, Pope’s portrayal of the
homosexual Lord Hervey as “Lord Fanny” in the eighteenth century (“pure white
curd of asses’ milk”); and Fanny Assingham.

6. On the whole I consider the term “male rape,” where its meaning is clear
in context, preferable to “homosexual rape,” since men who rape men are often
not homosexual cither by self-attribution or by habitual sexual practice; the vio-
lent and often the specifically homophobic content of this crime are more relevant
to our concerns here than its apparently homosexual orientation.

7. Dickens, Our Mutual Friend, Bk. IV, ch. 10, p. 812. Further citations will
be incorporated in the text and designated by book and chapter number.

8. Brown, Life, p. 300. The association between possession and the conerol of
the anus must have something to do with an odd feature of the male “rapes”
discussed in this chapter and the next: except in the one case of literal rape, it is
the participant who would ordinarily be termed passive—the one associated with
the “iron ring” of the sphincter—who is presented as the aggressor; the phallus
itself barely figures in these “rapes.”

9. Boswell, Christianity, p. 43.

10. Ackerley, My Father.

1. Eliot, Felix Holt, Bk. IlI, ch. 10.

2. Ibid,, 111, 3.
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13. Ibid., 1, 2.

14. Disracli, Coningsby, ch. 9.

15. Nelson, Nobs, p. 147.

16. Miller, Toward a New Psvchology, ch. 1.

Chapter 10. Up the Postern Stair: Edwin Drood and the
Homophobia of Empire

1. Dickens, Great Expectations, ch. 17.

2. Dickens, Our Mutual Friend, Bk. 11, ¢h. 15,

3. Dickens, Edwin Drood, ch. 19. Further citations will be incorporated in the
text, identified by chapter number.

4. Each interpreter of Edwin Drood has to pick her or his way through the
thickets of speculation about the intended plot of the unfinished novel. T should
say at the outset that I take the very common position that Jasper meant to kill
Edwin; the quite common position that he succeeded; the widely held positions
that Neville will die, that Rosa will marry Tartar, and that Helena will marry
Crisparkle; and the precedented bur not unassailable position that Datchery is
Helena in disguisc.

5. This latter was not distinguished later in the century from the Jewish-iden-
tified cthos of nascent psychoanalysis; the figure of Svengali in Trilby marks an
important link.

6. Burton, Thousand Nights, vol. 10, pp. 206~7.

2. Ibid.

8. Kaplan, Dickens, pp. 165-215.

0. Again, Trilby ofters an important parallel.

10. On this scc Wilner, “Music.”

1. Burton, Thousand Nights, vol. 10, p. 232.

12. Ihid., p. 235.

13. Ibid., p. 214.

14. 1bid., p. 216.

15. Dickens, Great Expectations, ch. 5.

16. Dickens, Our Mutual Friend, Bk. I, ch. 13.

17. Lawrence, Seven Pillavs, pp. 444—45.

18. On this, sce Mack, Prince, e.g., pp. 216-25; and Said, Orientalism, pp. 240—

19. Lawrence, Seven Pillars, p. 5.

20. Quoted in Mack, Prince, p. 464.

21. Quoted in ibid., p. 467.

22. Lawrence, Seven Pillars, p. 447.

23. Kipling, Kim, p. 1.

24. Ihid., p. 218.

25. 1bid., p. 219.

26. W. H. Auden, “Lullaby,” Collected Shorter Poems 1927-1957 (New York:
Random House, 1964), p. 107.
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27. Dickens, Our Mutual Friend, Bk. II, ch. 13. Of course, I emphasize the
recurrent thematics of “lime”™ here as pointing to the repressive anal aspect of these
bonds. A twenticth-century novel that is a striking litcralization of the Drovd [
present here is V. S. Naipaul’s virnlent Guerrillas: the thematics of buggery/rape
tof a white by a Black) and of the limepit are more explicit, but the structure, in
which homophobia, misogyny, and racism arc cach used to demonstrate the va-
lidity of the others, is oddly close to one side of Dickens.

Coda. Toward the Twentieth Century: English Readers
of Whitman

1. Emily Dickinson, The Complete Poems, ed. Thomas Johnson (Boston: Little,
Brown, 1960), p. 303.

2. See Ehrenreich, Hearts, ch. 2; Hoch, White Hero; Fernbach, Sprial Path.

3. See, e.g., Wecks and Rowbotham, Socialism; Weeks, Coming Out; D’Emilio,
Sexual Politics.

4. Whitman, Leaves 1855, p. 119.

s. Traubel, With Walt Whitman, 1, 415; 11, 360; 1, 5.

6. Schueller and Peters, eds. Letters, 111, 485.

7. Traubel, Weth Walt Whitman, 1, 76.

8. Miller, Whitman, V, 72-73. In his valuable collection, Gay American His-
rory, Jonathan Katz braids together relevant documents of Whitman, Symonds,
and Edward Carpenter, to offer the best overview of this correspondence.

9. Symonds, Letters, 111, 492; III, 553; III, 819. And sce Symonds, Srudy, p.
76, and Symonds and Ellis, Sexual Inversion, pp. 19-21.

10. Traubel, With Walt Whitman, 1, 204.

. Carpenter, Days, pp. 42—43.

12. On this see, among others, Calvin Bedient, “Whitman: Overruled,” in Boyers
and Steiner, Homosexnality, pp. 326-36.

13. On this sce, among others, Savitch, “Whitman’s Mystery.”

14. Symonds, Whitman, p. 72.

15. Symonds, Letters, 111, 543.

16. Carpenter, Some Eriends, p. 16.

17. See Grosskurth, Symonds, p. 120.

18. Symonds and Ellis, Sexzual Inversion, p. 17.

19. Ibid., p. 64, 76.

20. This may have been true of nonurbanized, noncosmopolitan scgments of
the English aristocracy, as well; the bond, in Surtees” Mr. Sponge’s Sporting Tour,
between Lord Scamperdale and Jack Spraggon, “his ‘particular’ ” (ch. 20), could
easily bear such a construction.

21. Symonds and Ellis, Sexual Inversion, p. xiil.

22. Carpenter, Friends, pp. 11-12.

23. Symonds and Ellis, Sexual Inversion, p. 58; Symonds is Case XVIIIL, p. 62.

24. In addition, he disliked and mistrusted the air of excess and cfferunacy that
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seemed to him to characterize Wilde’s aristocratic homosexual friends, such as
Roden Noel, and Wilde’s own “morbid and perfumed” literary manner (Letrers
111, 478).

25. Ibid., 111, 494.

26. Symonds, Study, pp. 84—85.

27. Ellis, New Spirit, p. 104.

28. Symonds, Letters, 111, 459. Also sce III, 448, 483.

29. Symonds, “Democratic Art,” Essays, p. 245.

30. 1bid., pp. 244-45.

31. Symonds, Leszers, 111, 825.

32. Grosskurth, Symonds, p. 271.

33. Ihid., p. 290.

34. Symonds, Lezzers, 111, 459.

35. “Fast Anchor’d Erernal O Love!” This is the reading of the 3d cdition.

36. Symonds, Letters, 111, 799.

37. Ibid., 111, 808.

38. Symonds, Essays, pp. 418—19; and see Letters, 111, 455.

39. Symonds, Lesters, 111, 798; 111, 811.

40. Symonds and Ellis, Sexual Inversion, pp. 57, 67, 49, 47.

41. Symonds, Letters, 111, 712; 111, 675.

42. Carpenter, My Days and Dreams, pp. 159-60.

43. 1bid., p. 161.

44. Symonds and Ellis, Sexnal Inversion, pp. 61, 46—47.

45. Carpenter, My Days and Dreawms, p. 95. Some important reservations con-
cerning Carpenter’s feminism are, however, described by Sheila Rowbotham in
“Edward Carpenter: Prophet of the New Life,” in Rowbotham and Weeks, So-
cialism, pp. 25-138.

46. See, for instance, “As a Woman of a Man,” Towards Democracy, p. 157.

47. 1bid., p. 387.

48. Carpenter, Friends of Walt Whitman, p. 14.

49. For a good discussion of this relationship, see Delavenay, D. H. Lawrence
and Edward Carpenter, passim but esp. pp. 221-34.

so. Lawrence, Studies, pp. 167—68, 175.

st. Lawrence, The Symbolic Meaning p. 264; quoted in Delavenay, D. H. Law-
rvence and Edward Carpenter, to which my discussion 1s indebted.

s2. Lawrence, Studies, p. 169. See Carpenter, Friends, for Carpenter’s sympa-
thetic view of Anne Gilchrist’s story; and see Rowbotham, Socialism, esp. pp. 96—
99, for a similar relationship of Carpenter’s.

s3. Lawrence, Letters, 11, 1049.

s4. D. H. Lawrence, “Education of the People,” in Phoenix, pp. 664—65, quoted
in Delavenay, D. H. Lawrence and Edward Carpenter.

ss. On “Wilde,” scc ch. 5.
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