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of Womenit examines the manner in which today’s readings of Mill’s treatise répea
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superior to me.” So the desire for reciprocal superiority to embrace the sdiypose

paranoid, utopic celebrations surrounding the phenomenon of same-sex marriage, while it

also reminds us not to dispense with paranoia, since these promises are pure fantasy.
The volatile relationship between these opposing reading practices (theigara

and the reparative) helps us to identify the impossibility of true mareigqgality. In
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Importance of Being Earneand what | call Eve Kosofsky Sedgwick's “reparative
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Preface
Independence vs. Sharing

For in marriage a little license, a little

independence there must be between people

living together day in day out in the same

house; which Richard gave her, and she

him...But with Peter everything had to be

shared; everything gone into. (7)
In the opening pages of Virginia Woolf\drs. Dalloway(1925), the thought of the
eponymous heroine’s old flame, Peter Walsh, pops into her head, and with it theseader
presented with two distinct, alternative versions of married life: one founded on a
modicum of independence, and another on intense sharing with “everything gone into.”
Clarissa chose the former exactly because Peter's demands werense,ifr their
marriage (she imagines) would be a test in which everything is gone into.

| highlight this difference at the outset not to censure Clarissa for not bewwg br

enough to marry Peter, for while most people are comfortable with sharing, @bsanti
one is comfortable with sharirgyerything— assuming that it is even possible. Sharing
everything, however, is an ideal that is very much with us late moderns, since odr idea
or our ideal — of marriage is, when at its most progressive, founded on perfect
egalitarianism. We rarely admit this fact because, as each of us knows feamgbe
experience, “a little license, a little independence,” a room of one’s roomisedc
necessary release-valve for those who choose to cohabitate. Yet, pragmatizenag
aside, the last 150 years of marriage reform has had as its aim the abolition of
institutional hierarchy and the establishment of perfect egalitangrar what John

Stuart Mill calls “reciprocal superiority.” That regular, everydaywdlials should

shrink from this intensity, this absolutism, is not surprising; however, remoeimieged



attributes and anatomical sex are, importantly, the last impediments tct perfe
egalitarianism, and the logical outcome of reform dedicated to reducing the two
individuals involved simply to their right to choose.

The following dissertation reads today’s same-sex marriage debateUnitbd
States through the English debates over marriage reform in the 1850s. Serious
parliamentary-level debate about gender equality within the bonds of marriageledi
with the rise of Great Britain as the greatest superpower of the nineteenttycent
similarly, constitutional debates about sexual orientation coincided with thaf tise
U.S., one hundred years later, as the prevailing superpower of the twentiethic@lyec
from the mass immigrations of the late nineteenth century and the concominant rise
industrialization to the first U.S. imperial endeavors in places like Cuba and the
Philippines through to the aftermath of the Second World War — that is, the Cold War and
the McCarthy era — coincided with the transatlantic importation of the sezalogi
distinction between heterosexuality and homosexuality. Unlike comparable Buropea
nations, however, the U.S. became a major international player with this dstinct
already intact, meaning that the modern hetero/homo definition played a uniqgure role
shaping the U.S.’s post-war attitudes toward gender and sexuality. Today irSttiadJ
desire for and the fear of same-sex marriage are exemplary, jnstiatorian England
the reform debates over coverture (the subsuming of a woman'’s legal rigtes by
husband) were exemplary. It is through the latter lens, | argue, that wd shatront
the former, and ask, Whestmarriage?

To flesh out the implications of reciprocal superiority, this dissertation ésons

what has been called the Victorian afterlife, that is, late modernitgsaeship to — its



deeply invested interest in — the Victorian. In particular, | focus on maatifast of the
Victorian that appear in literary, feminist, and LGBT studies. While men \atbtiee
primary Victorian texts featured in this dissertation (Milllse Subjection of Women
[1869], Charles Dickens®avid Copperfield1850] andLittle Dorrit [1857], Walter
Pater’'s 1867 essay on German art historian Johann Winckelmann, and Oscar Wilde’s
play The Importance of Being Earng$B95]), it is not these men and their texts (with
the exception of Mill’s essay) that draw me to focus on same-sex maataggside the
Victorian afterlife. Rather, it is issues involving late modern U.S. schoparstst from
feminist scholarship and then from scholarship that variously employs paranortyeeadi
and reparative readings of literary texts, that is, readings devoted torexpbsit the
text represses versus readings that pride themselves on being unsystkmatsonal
and, from a paranoid perspective, uncritical. The interpretive impasse behesernwo
styles of reading reduplicates the essence of marriage reform. Theafraati
hierarchical, egalitarian partnerships is thwarted by marriagemé&f own goal because
its goal is to provide the basis for a two-person partnership founded on perfecyequalit
thereby providing in the starkest terms the impossibility of authentiamefbo
understand the most pressing civil rights issue of the early twenty-firstrg€and its
latentand manifest contradictions), we should examine the interpretative strain evident in
late modern interest in the Victorian literary material.

In terms of the Victorian afterlife, | would like to address the bases fawthe
historical leaps | make in the following pages. In “Tradition and the Individuah@a
T. S. Eliot argues that “poetry is not a turning loose of emotion, but an escape from

emotion; it is not the expression of personality, but an escape from persqdaljty



Individual talent, according to Eliot, should not be wasted on the romantic idiosyncrasies
of any one particular writer; instead, the writer should focus on connecting tatet t

vast poetico-religious tradition that is humanity’s lifeblood. Eliot found it esgae in
anthropological texts like James Frazéitee Golden Boug[i890) and Jessie Weston’s
From Ritual to Romancgl920), and his$he Waste Lan{lL922) represented the

ultimate modernist attempt to commune with this lifeblood’s variegated yaiyhig
interconnected tradition. Whatever supersedes modernism must, therefore, profoundly
distrust the tradition the poet obsessively alludes to.

Thinking of Septimus Smith’s suicide, Clarissa longs to connect, even if it is
through death, for death, she thinks, “was an attempt to communicate; peopletfexling
impossibility of reaching the center which, mystically, evaded them;regsedrew
apart; rapture faded, one was alone. There was an embrace in death” (180).£Even thi
embrace, however, is impossible. As Hamm says in Samuel Beckett's certitdls
“postmodern” playEndgamg1957), “You're on earth. There’s no cure for that!” (53);
that is, Eliot's appeal to tradition and Woolf's appeal to communion with the dead, are
not curesfor there is no cureOur longing for a cure remains, of course, which is why
throughout this dissertation late-twentieth- and early-twenty-festery criticism will
be referred to as “late modern” rather than “postmodern.” Following Fredenesbn’s
A Singular Modernitf2002), | contend that modernity has never been superseded, that
so-called “postmodern” thinkers like Gilles Deleuze remain thoroughly mateio
they remain “committed to the eruption of the genuinely new, the radically, andraare
even say, the authentically New” (4). For Jameson, our inability to escapéhzom

modern manifests itself in a “simple” imperative: “you talk of ‘alternatealternative’



modernities” (12). Jameson continues: “Everyone knows the formula by now: this means
that there can be a modernity for everybody which is different from the sfamda
hegemonic Anglo-Saxon model [such as Eliot’s ‘tradition’]. Whatever you diablkeit
the latter, including the subaltern position it leaves you in, can be effaced by the
reassuring and ‘cultural’ notion that you can fashion your own modernityehtfgt
(12). For this reason, Jameson renames the period in question “late modernism” (13). So
here “late modern critics” and “late modern interpretations” are to be underss
individuals and readings that operate within a singular tradition rather thanassva
attempts to circumvent it, especially in regard to the modern hetero/homo definition.

The second leap is a transatlantic one. Why directly connect 1850s English
marriage reform to today’s same-sex marriage debate in the United”Skéany
countries have legalized same-sex marriage, in both Europe and North Asemuday
this specific connection? First, England (and Germany) led the way imgrédas
modern hetero/homo definition. When it crossed the Atlantic, it arrived in the United
States at a formative moment in this nation’s historyrHa Straight Stat€2009),
Margot Canaday argues that “unlike comparable European states, which Were we
established beforgexologists ‘discovered’ the homosexual in the late nineteenth century,
the American bureaucracy matured during the same years that scemdifpopular

awareness of the pervert exploded on the American contineriti{)is review ofThe

! Another key difference between Europe and the United States — and one on which, at
this point, | do not focus enough attention — is their similar yet divergent ‘icient
racism.” InQueering the Color Line: Race and the Invention of Homosexuality in
American(2000), Siobhan Somerville “argue[s]...that the simultaneous efforts to shore
up and bifurcate categories of race and sexuality in the late nineteenth and/eatith
century were deeply intertwined” (3). For SomerviRéessey v. Fergusqi896) and the

US fascination (obsession) with the Alice Mitchell and Oscar Wilde igatsore than

Vi



Straight StateHenry Abeloveasks, “Why couldn’t their shifting conception of
homosexuality have derived rather, or primarily, from their experientteechifting
representations of it in the culture all around them -- from fiction, pdétny,journalism,
advertisement?” His criticism: “Canaday gives hardly any atana shifts in cultural
representations and doesn’t ask how they may have influenced or even shapedrgoncurre
shifts in bureaucratic perspective” (340-41). This is a valid critiqueglieryinstead of
choosing between Canaday and Abelove, it is more fruitful to think of “fiction, pdigtny
journalism, advertisement” and bureaucracy mutually feeding off each béte modern
LGBT studies and literary criticism, for instance, often find themselaeking in between
these two (ostensibly divergent) discourses.

Regardless, the narrative is this: the maturation of the United Stateh&onass
immigrations of the late nineteenth century to its rise to global dominanc&\adttl
War Il is colored by the fact that, unlike Europe, this country came of alyehist
definition always already colonizing every conceivable behavior. The modern
hetero/homo definition played an integral role in the formation of the post-war geitgei
in the United States, as amply documented by John D’Emilsekual Politics, Sexual
Communitieg1983), so that, again, today in the United States desire for and fear of
same-sex marriage is exemplary, just as in England in the mid-mtretamtury the
reform debates over coverture were exemplary — and it is through the formeér lens

argue, that we confront the latter, and ask, \i$atarriage?

mere coincidence. Across the Atlantic, issues of “race” also permeatédridpeoning
discourses on sexuality; however, their central concern was the “Jewishtaitiex than
the “black” other. See, in particular, Sander Gilmdmrsud, Race, and Gendér995)

and Daniel Boyarin’®Jnheroic Conduct: The Rise of Heterosexuality and the Invention
of the Jewish Maf1997). Also, lest we forget, “homosexuality” and “anti-Semitism”
were both coined in the 1860s and in German. This too is not a coincidence.
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Introduction
The Importance of Being Married

At the end ofThe Subjection of Wom€h869), John Stuart Mill, highly influenced by his
life partner, Harriet Taylor, defines “the ideal of marriage”: “Tvesgons of cultivated
faculties, identical in opinions and purposes, between whom there exists that best of
equality, similarity of powers and capacities wigciprocal superiorityin them so that
each can enjoy the luxury of looking up to the other, and can have alternately sheeplea
of leading and of being led in the path of development” (575; emphasis added). At first,
reciprocal superiority may appear to conform quite easily to stereatyfictorian,
“separate spheres” mores, where the husband-wife relationship is predicatealribal
sympathy.” To borrow Rachel Ablow’s succinct formulation, for example, “the’svif
principle role came to be defined in terms of her ability to redeem her husband...[to]
enable[] him to persist in those labors [in the marketplace] without beinglgntir
corrupted” (4). This essentially means: partner 1 can provide X, partner 2 can prpvide Y
partner 1 needs Y, partner 2 needs X — therefore, they form a partnership. Thisrhoweve
is not the ideal described The SubjectionTwo persons of cultivated faculties,
identical in opinions and purposes, between whom there exists that best of equality,
similarity of powers and capacities.” Notice these partners are red.dehus, Harriet
Taylor (one of these “two persons”) could never be mistaken for the proverbéhlimng
the house. Finally, this passage’s use of the aderinatelyhighlights an internal
tension, of how taut this relationship must be in order to maintain “equal” superiority.
Reciprocal superiority identifies the fact that egalitarianisimgossible except
as fantasy because, hemtternatelyis intimately tied to egalitarianism. Our inadequate

vocabulary concerning sexual matters highlights the problems the conceppodaal



superiority raises, particularly when it comes to same-sex passiorre, wiges Alan
Sinfield, “confounding...the distinction between desire-to-be and desire-4odmsmic”
(40). Mill’s On Liberty(1859) published just after Taylor's death and dedicated to her
memory, presents this problem most explicitly. It is impossible, thergtoreaintain
individual freedom, one’s “liberty” (one’s ability to choose), in a hierarchical
relationship. Mill resorts, therefore, to a conception of reciprocity that, siepiloy
desire’s support (fantasy), preserves one’s superiority. In other wordsetyee
hierarchy, while at the same time it negates desire’s chief motivédm:To rephrase
this supposition: You are better than raed | am better than yo@andvice versa

In lines reminiscent oDn Liberty Mill repeats this sentiment ifhe Subjection
“freedom of individual choice is now known to be the only thing which procures the
adoption of the best processes, and throws each operation into the hands of those best
qualified for it” (489). Most crucial here is the emphasis on individual choice: in its
purest form, it is “the only thing” capable of establishing an anti-hieralcagalitarian
relationship. For this reason, Mill viewed England’s ever-strengthenintatisipsystem
not as the end of history, but rather a mommehistory that would give rise to greater
cooperation between individuals, leading to (what we might dub) the superior regiproci
of market socialism. Regenia Gagnier observes that, in the final chapter$anttiples
of Political Economy(1848), Mill stresses that “Once women are liberated to participate
freely in market relations and thus be self-supporting...wage-labor itsdif tugase in
favor of workers’ control of markets (what today we could call market saoigl(81).
The problem, however, is that market socialism is as contradictory aoatipr

superiority, and for the same reasons: reciprocal superiority is manndgeit marriage;



market socialism is capitalismithout capitalism. Are marriage and capitalism, we
should ask, still marriage and capitalism if one removes inequality? The immovable
stumbling block appears when Mill concedes that the liberty or “individual freedom of
choice” that is the promise of all human beings must be protected by goveahment
institutions that impede capitalist expansion. In other words, can the law itiweg
person partnerships without impeding the individual rights of one of the two parties?
This is why this dissertation is about the number 2, its relation to marriage and
coupledom, and how it provides a basis for today’s debate concerning same-sagenairri
Unlike attempts to provide thestorical background of this debaftehis dissertation
attempts to provide itheoreticalbackground — meaning that | am principally interested
in what marriages, in theessenc®f marriage, irbeingmarried. So whil&/ictorian
stands for the nineteenth-century English texts (by John Stuart Mill anetEayilor,
by Charles Dickens, by Walter Pater and by Oscar Wilde) that arereaith@nd
interpreted, theiafterlife (late modern critical preoccupations) is equally important, if not
more so. These Victorian texts serve, therefooh as textand as pretext, since my
emphasis on the “Victorian afterlife” focuses morehowthese texts operate today than
on the creation of newer or better historicizations of, lsétye Dorrit (1857) orThe
Subjection of Womgii869) — unless, in a sense, these objectives are one and the same.
If homosexuality is a Victorian phenomenon, then it is importaalvways

remind ourselves of what Eve Kosofsky Sedgwick states in her essay ons\Wiide’

’See especially George Chauncey/hy Marriage?: The History Shaping the Debate
over Gay Equalitf2004), E.J. Graff$What Is Marriage?: The Strange Social History of
Our Most Intimate Institutioii1999), Nancy Cott'®ublic Vows: A History of Marriage
and the Natior{(2000), and Margot Canadayffie Straight Stat€2009).



Importance of Being Earnegt895): “It is startling to realize that the aspect of
‘homosexuality’ that seems in many ways so immutably fixed — its dependerece
defining sameness between partners — is of so recent a crystallization"&73irtee

the publication of Michel Foucault’s first volume Bie History of Sexualifi976),
scholars embraced the idea that “the sodomite had been a temporary abenmstion; t
homosexual was now a species” (43). Scholars quickly absorbed what waagiendy e
embraced, became dissatisfied with its ostensible simplicity, and cetitbair time to
complicating, criticizing, or overturning what had become received wisdoighlight
Sedgwick’s words because the shock that they express has long since passedeiitvo r
special issues from leading academic journals attest to thiStamtl Texs 2005

What's Queer about Queer Studies Nam@South Atlantic Quarterlg 2007 After

Sex?: On Writing since Queer TheoNeither issue shuts down LGBT inquiry; rather,
each issue’s goal is to expand on a parenthetical remark Sedgwick maleziatein
after being startled: “The process,” she adds, “is also still radicalymplete and
geoculturally partial” (57). And expand on it we have. Instead of being stastlthe
aforementioned fact, scholars have been encouraged by it and by the fact that its
crystallization is incomplete and partial. And, without a doubt, great scholarship has

followed:? however, this has been at the expense, | argue, of this original “startling” fa

% This scholarship has most often been part of the “transnational turn” in queer studies or
“queer of color critique” or “transgender studies,” or a mélange dfraet For what is
admittedly an incomplete list, see the following texts: Jose Esteban Munoz,
Disidentifications: Queers of Color and the Performance of Pol{i€99); Samuel
Delany,Times Square Red, Times Square Bl1999); Roderick FergusoAperrations

in Black: Towards a Queer of Color Critiq2004); Gayatri Gopinathmpossible

Desires: Queer Diasporas and South Asian Public Cult(2885); Martin Manalansan

IV, Global Divas: Filipino Gay Men in the Diaspof2003); Judith Halberstarm a

Queer Time and Place: Transgender Bodies, Subcultural (2885); Jasbir K. Puar,

4



To answer the deceptively-compact question, “Why marriage?” (Chauncey’s
book title), we must first ask the ontological question, “Whatarriage?” rather than,
for example, the operational question, “What is marrfag®’ (E.J. Graff's book title).
While the answer to this question, “What is marriage?,” may strike many as
commonsensical, | claim that it is not. Beginning in the mid-Victorian gen@rriage
was being unmoored from the legal statutes dictating the disappearance oitememf
parties, that is, coverture. This gradual, imperfect unmooring, ranging fromidhe
nineteenth century to the present day, is another way of describing this d@sertat
scope’ for the manner in which these two individuals were now supposed to relate to one
another, to conduct themselves (in public and in private), required re-imagining. If
marriage was no longer to be a relationship “between men,” where women were no

longer objects to be trafficked, then, in theory as well as in practice, egaiden must

Terrorist Assemblages: Homonationalism in Queer Ti(8687), David Valentine,
Imagining Transgender: An Ethnography of a Cated@807), and Scott Herring’s
Queering the Underworld: Slumming, Literature, and the Undoing of Gay and Lesbian
History (2007). In addition, it should be noted that these texts aren’t in any way “against
Foucault,” but that they do often show a pronounced interest in his late interviews,
especially those with the gay press, because (as Sedgwick hoped fonmtibresews
begin to envision ways of obviating the modern homo/heterosexual definition and the
influence of the repressive hypothesisirira Queer Time and Plackr instance,
Halberstam opens with the following quotation from Foucault’s “Friendship as afVay o
Life”: “How can a relational system be reached through sexual pratiegspossible to
create a homosexual mode of life?...To be ‘gay,’ | think, is not to identify with the
psychological traits and the visible masks of the homosexual, but to try to define and
develop a way of life” (138). For more on this mantra-like statement, see LeanBers
2002 essay, “Sociability and Cruising.”

For important recent reevaluations of Foucault's work, see Didier Eribtsu#t
and the Making of the Gay S€M004), specifically Part 3, and Lynn HuffeN&ad for
Foucault: Rethinking the Foundations of Queer Th&@009).

* See especially Mary Poovey’s “Covered but Not Bound: Caroline Norton and the 1857
Matrimonial Causes Act,” ikneven Developmen{$988), 51-88; and Chapter 1 of

Mary Lyndon Shanley’'8/arriage, Feminism, and the Law in Victorian Engl{d1993),

22-48, which also focuses on the 1857 Matrimonial Causes Act.
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overtake hierarchy, shifting the relationship from one of subordination to one of
compromise, of “no subordination” — and this, indeed, is the narrative with which
progressives are most comfortable. The problem arises, however, not because
compromise is difficult to accomplish or that hierarchy persists (although #neslso
the case), but because it throws into relief the inherent contradictions at thef ladlart
two-person partnerships; because, that is, it lays bare the very structoupletom.
Hence, the number 2 was (and still is) our problem.

My most immediate late modern interlocutors are Eve Kosofsky Sedgwick,
especially her distinction between paranoid and reparative reading, and Shatas, Mar
her bookBetween Womef2007) and her follow-up 2008AQarticle “At Home with the
Other Victorians.” In the latter, Marcus writes, “A historiographeraphasis on
community, visibility, and plebeian sexual culture...[has] made it almost inip@ss
imagine gay men [of the nineteenth century] embracing the domestic values of
coupledom, privacy, and middle-class respectability” (120). Although Alan®ray
posthumously publishetihe Friend(2004) did attempt to find relationships between men
that seemed to resemble marriage, Marcus is certainly correctddat seholarship (her
own as well as Martha Vicinuslatimate Friend42004]) has documented the degree to
which marriage rhetoric dominated the lives of female homoerotic relationahghshat,
in many important ways, their use of this rhetoric pre-dated, anticipated,@andegl the
stage for bourgeois marriage reform. In chapter Bativeen WometiThe Genealogy of
Marriage,” Marcus states, “Forced by necessity to construct ad hodreegaworks for
their relationship, nineteenth-century women in female marriages not only were

precursors of late-twentieth century ‘same-sex domestic partners|sbwrdicipated



forms of marriage between men and women that were only institutionalized slefie
their death” (206). | wholeheartedly agree. This dissertation, however, is nteéraptat
to rectify the situation, to fill this “historiographical” gap; rather, wHigrant (I even
take for granted) this precursor status, this places Marcus’s work sqiuatted company
of Graff, Cott, Chauncey, and others. Although | do not wish to neglect the historical
exigencies that have driven these scholars working on the side of angelsi{aundral
draw much inspiration from this scholarship), my path is different. Take Marcus’s
assertion above as a case in point. Instead of focusing on “precursors,” dficgus
theoretical problem: the status of the number 2 has been foregrounded, thereby calling
into question the meaning of two-person partnerships. Instead of documenting (however
ingeniously) historical antecedents, the trouble with the number 2, | argue, idrwkat
the entire debate.
Elizabeth Freeman, for instance, has argued that the late modern emphasis on
marriage’s transhistoricity may derive not so much from marriage astdutios per se,
but rather from the desire to construct public forms of attachment, a desirergifeege
as “the wedding complex.” This complex, she contends, contains the possibilities of
reimagining forms of public attachment outside the union of one man and one woman. In
short, these would be the queer possibilities of public attachment. The first eprgraph f
Freeman’s book is drawn from Michael Warnértee Trouble with Normgf1999), and it
is worth examining here:
One careasilyimagine ceremonies with a difference — in which people
might solemnize a committed household, ironize their property sharing,
pledge care and inheritance without kinship, celebrate a whole circle of

intimacies, or dramatize independence from state-regulated sexuality.
(133; emphasis added)



Warner’s answer is that one “would need not only ceremonies,” for this is “ndiyraere
theoretical questioaboutmarriage,” but a new narrative. Warner concludes:
Although marriage has layers of meaning that are relativelyaasist
spin, it is worth noting that the subject of same-sex marriage is so
thoroughly mediated by public-sphere discourse that few can think about
the topic apart from some kind of narrative about long-term social change,
usually on the national scale. (134)
This way of thinking, | argue, is dictated by what iaiutmarriage that resists spin,
though it is unclear where, for Warner, this resistance would originate. Asliveeeyiit
is precisely a theoretical question about what marigdger Mill, the concept of
“reciprocal superiority” (as theeductio ad absurduraf marriage reform) urges us to
comprehend the contradictions inherent to marriage as both public practice and private
engagement, to understand why ironizations or dramatizations of it “get no press,” or
when they do, why such performances have little effect in destabilizing hinztt 18
“resistant to spin.” | call this “the marriage paradox,” and | derive it, inquaat, from
the relationship between Mill and Taylor, and the place where they forchtlage
concept,The Subjection of Womsethat is, the culmination of their personal, intellectual,
and highly public collaboration, and their explicit ode to this marital paradox: the
reformist desire to enter into a two-person partnership, an attachment in which bot
partners are equal but both parties areticdgéo compromise, since thegyustexercise
their individual autonomy.
To flesh out this definition, let us contrast it to Freeman’s wedding complex. Most
important for Freeman is the performative quality of the wedding, with all its

unpredictability, that is, with its ability to decouple itself, so to speak, fronmotiheat

institution of marriage. In Freeman’s words, “the desire for the symapparatus that is



the wedding and the legal apparatus that is marriage cannot be reduced to one another”
(5). Itis this desire, separate from the legal institution, for which Freemaneshibes
word complex a psychoanalytic concept reminiscent of Freud’s Oedipus complex. In
other words, there is something that is (ostensibly) universally desirahlethb Anglo-
American stylized wedding (Freeman cites Asian co-optations of varieoeets of
Western weddings which create provocative, even queer, admixtures [226n17]); as
Freeman makes clear, however, what this intangible something is isldifficliscern;
in other words, it is seemingly ephemeral.

To concretize this ephemerality, Freeman turns to J. L. Ausiiovg To Do
Things with Word$1955) and to Eve Sedgwick’s critical appropriation of Austin. “I do”
is the ultimate performative, for as an utterance it is both a saying and aludiras
Freeman asserts, “the possibility of infelicitous or unhappy performatofity
nullification caused by extenuating circumstances” means “the maritatpance
continually misfires” (34). Here, the potential for misfire is what providesnarital
performance with its allure, for it is the idea, as we will see, that tiiee feight not reach
its destination that queers the deal, so to speak. Despite this potential, however, the union
of the couple remains central. It is the presence of a third — or, as we wilitee
Jacques Derrida, a fourth — position, which here we might designate as the goies
“audience,” respectively, that have the potential to lead to queer misfirdeémat
weddings from being subsumed by marriage. Yet, this potential is bytaefilmited
because all participants are necessarily complicit in the sanctig abuple. In this
respect, Freeman and Sedgwick, like Derrida, are asking (Jacques, hatanj the

letter doesn’t arrive? This, however, is the wrong question: the real noistiveswithin



the couple itselfin the ineluctable quality of its form. In other words, it creates a
deadlock: one between the sacrosanct quality of an individual’'s sovereign autonomy and
the cultural imperative to cohabitate with another, to sacrifice one’s auypbom
compromise for the sake of another person.

Because of the Oedipal triangle, 3 is most often the number people assotiate wit
psychoanalysis; however, psychoanalysis’s main concern is the number 2. 1Aitr al
main concern is, first and foremost, the relationship between the analyst and the
analysand. During Barbara Johnson’s synthetic analysis of Lacan’s amndb3err
disagreement over Edgar Allan Poe’s “The Purloined Letter” (1844), she obHeave
“[i]f the face-off between two opponents or polar opposites always simultaneously
backfires and misfires, it can only be because 2 is an extremely ‘odd’ nur@Bg)’ (

Since this is a conditional statement, this observation begs the question: Is
misfire/backfire unavoidable? Is this a zero-sum relation? If not, then maghsrat

an extremely odd number, but rather, as commonsense would dictate, the most even, the
most symmetrical of all numbers, therefore making it, as most couples wautd li
think, a non-zero-sum relation. (Is the analyst/analysand relationshigu®@f®-Since
this dissertation rests on the assertion tiafire/backfire is unavoidablé& behooves us
to explain why Johnson makes this claim in the first place. In 1966, Lacan published
Ecrits, a massive 900-page tome collecting a majority of his writings. Théslesrt
which had previously appeared in obscure psychoanalytic journals, were arranged
chronologically, with the exception of the “Seminar on ‘The Purloined Lett&g56),
which Lacan chose as the book’s introduction. That Lacan placed this text front and

center is significant in itself, but for this dissertation its significateeves in particular
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from its focus on the number 2 and this number’s relation (in Lacanian terminology) to
the imaginary and symbolic registers. In addition, when the essay bdwameetus for
Derrida’s own (and essentially only) face-off with his near contempotastypuld come
as little surprise that Derrida’s critique of Lacan is all about the numbers
Beginning with Poe’s short story, however, one should recall the game of “even
and odd” as it is related to the reader by C. Auguste Dupin, the amateur detePieesi
story. The game consists of holding marbles in one’s closed hand and asking another
whether the amount is even or odd. Dupin, possibly speaking of himself, relates the story
of an eight-year-old schoolboy who won all the marbles at his school, and when asked
how he had accomplished this feat, replied:
‘When | wish to find out how wise, or how stupid, or how good, or how
wicked is any one, or what are his thoughts at the moment, | fashion the
expression of my face, as accurately as possible, in accordance with the
expression of his, and then wait to see what thoughts or sentiments arise in
my mind or heart, as if to match or correspond with the expression.’ (16)
Here, identification is the key to the face-off; but, for Lacan, the game & mor
complicated. Identifications of this sort, while it helps Dupin retrieve the Qg éstter
from the Minister D— (the Prefect of the Paris police could not identify with the
Minister, which is why he could not retrieve the letter for the Queen), doegpiaire
the importance of the letter's symbolic role, which Lacan illustratdstive story of the
three ostriches. Here is how Lacan explains the analogy:
In order to grasp in its unity the intersubjective complex thus described
[between King, Queen, and Minister], we would willingly seek a model in
the technique legendarily attributed to the ostrich’s attempt to shield itself
from danger, for that technique might ultimately be qualified as political,
divided as it here is between three partners: the second believing itself

invisible because the first has its head stuck in the ground, and all the
while the third can the calmly pluck its rear; we need only enrich its
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proverbial denomination by a letter, produciagpolitique de I'autruiche
for the ostrich itself to take on forever a new meaning. (32)

The problem, however, as | identify it, is that this is not a situation involving three
ostriches, but rather two, for the third ostrich always fails to remain in thigopasf the
third, just as Dupin fails when he leaves a note for the Minister that identifies BsIpi
the retriever of the purloined letter; instead, the third ostrich (now Dupin)leees t
second, oblivious to its presence, and therefore assumes the role of the second ostrich
who believes the first is oblivious to its presence. The point here is that, ebgehtad
is no third positiononce the third, thinking it has the perfect opportunity, pounces, it
necessarily assumes the position of the second: Dupin’s actions prove that tisis pull
irresistible. In short, the third position always slips into the second — or, aga@istimer
third position, although this does not mean that the third position is not always seemingly
looming on the horizon of the possible.

If we have only two, as | assert, then this is how we ought to interpret the most
famous assertion from Lacan’s seminar: “a letter always arriviesasdstination” (53).
This assertion may sound deterministic and hopelessly teleological, whibhatised
Derrida to ask, what if the letter doesn’t arrive? This, however, missesititeof the
assertion on two levels: first, in terms of imaginary misrecognition;gbensl, in terms
of symbolic recognition. Johnson sums up the first as follows: “The letter sidisti is
thus wherever it is read: the place it assigns to its reader as his owrityaffid8). As
Slavoj Zizek observed iEnjoy Your Symptoif1992), this phenomenon is similar to
Althusserian ideological interpellation, where an individual misrecognizsslhas the
subject of address (10). That the individual believes this to be the case has nothing to do

with the facts of the case (these facts, at the level of the imaginaactaally
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irrelevant), but with the “fact” that the individual believes she is the adelre$his
misrecognition, however contingent the circumstances, attests to theataftom the
individual's perspective — but from that perspective alone — this is the only way to
interpret the situation. Symbolic recognition enters the fray when, as jitakes it,
“the concealed truth [of the imaginary misrecognition]...emerges in thed‘spots’ and
flaws of the imaginary circle” (18). The difference between the two is mainioot
significant. The second explanation refutes the first (the recognitiolsés fae “facts”
were merely contingent, accidental, and incidental), but instead of providingga bet
alternative, say, the correct recognition, it reveals that the contingemtsfapeak to the
truth of the situation, which is, in sum, the arbitrariness of the signifier.

As | have said, Derrida’s critique of Lacan is all about the numbers, anddwam
in a position to say why that critique has been rendered moot. According to Derrida,
Lacan sees the number 3 everywhere, as in the Oedipal triangle, whialeserts
that there is always a fourth, that the triangle is actually a quadailaFor Derrida, this
fourth position is occupied by Poe’s narrator, something Lacan, accordingrideDer
fails to take into account. The point is moot, however, because, as ostrich politiss make
clear, the third position is unsustainable, impossible. 2 is Lacan’s concern, not 3. This

means that we are always left with a couple, with a face-off, an even nunttsod

> | do not wish, however, to imply that Derrida’s contribution to this debate — or, more
generally, to his contribution to contemporary philosophy — is irrelevant to this
dissertation, for, especially relevant here, are his pieokscs of Friendshig1994) and
Adieu to Emmanuel Levin§s997). Rather, like Andrea Hurst's argumenbDerrida
Vis-a-vis Lacar(2008), | seek compromise, but not over this philosophical-
psychoanalytic téte-a-téte over Poe’s short story. Instead, it isiBerimterrogation of
Levinas’s ethics as first philosophy, with one’s being always-alresgponsible for the
Other, and with, as Derrida writes of Levinas, “the third arrives withoutngaiVithout
waiting, the third comes to affect the experience of the face in the face't¢Zaxe
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Highlighting this point, Adam Philips asserts that psychoanalysis “is aboutwiat
people can say to each other if they agree not to have sex.” Leo Bersani opens their co
authored bookintimacies(2008), with this quotation, and at first blush, Phillips’s
statement would seem to be patently false. As Bersani observes, nothing henmasonf
what we commonly understand to be the psychoanalytic setting. As just noted,
psychoanalysis’s main concern is that between the analyst and the athadyshthis
relationship is defined by its inequality. It is precisely this type of prdiacéhat
animates Phillips’s writing, however, and, as we will see in the next chajateesnt so
very useful, for the reason why John Stuart Mill and Harriet Taylor are gserthtion’s
exemplary couple is that what they produced, reciprocal superiority, is a dsalttaf
what two people can say to each other if they agree not to have sex.

To conclude, Lacan’s most-cited illustration (besides the mirror skagag
found in “The Agency of the Letter in the Unconscious, or Reason since Freud.” Two
children, brother and sister, are riding on a train. As it pulls into a station, ttkey:bic
“Look,” says the brother, ‘we’re at the Ladies!’; ‘Idiot!" replies thister, “can’t you see
we’re at Gentlemen.”” This amusing anecdote, where the children confuse thefname

their location with the signs above the lavatory entrances, creates for draca

where Derrida enters this meditation on the face-off between 2. “Oh my fribeds are
no friends,” writes Aristotle, and this paradoxical phrase becomes the impetus for
Derrida’s investigation into how, politically, one caardcannot — relate to another.
This is all to say that, while Johnson is right (because Derrida is “conBigtémting
Lacan’s statements into systems and patterns from which they ardyatcyirag to
escape” [227]), Derrida, along with Lacan, is vital to answering the que¥tionis 2 an
extremely ‘odd’ number? Or, to rephrase this question: What about the apparent
insistence of the third? Is this always a face-off or might we be alalagady in the
middle of aménage a troi® As Algernon says in WildeEhe Importance of Being
Earnest “in married life three is company and two is none” (302). See chapter 4.
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antagonism illustrative of Johnson’s emphasis on 2’s oddness and Mill and Taylor’s
paradoxical concept of reciprocal superiority. Lacan concludes:
For these children, Ladies and Gentlemen will be henceforth two countries
towards which each of their souls will strive on divergent wings, and
between which a truce will be the more impossible since they are actually
the country and neither can compromise on its own superiority without
detracting from the glory of the other. (116)
Truce is impossible because a compromise would diminish both parties’ supeaiadity,
as Gayle Salamon reminds us, it is no accident that these signifigenaiered
however, the example is “inverted,” for the brother declares LADIES, ttez sis
GENTLEMEN. “The doors,” Salamon concludes, “are not gender itself, yet they ar
enacting proper gendering through their specificity” (187). Their spigifthowever, is
precisely what is undermined. Lacan instead illustrates the taut, maddenitgafual
reciprocal superiority, of 2’s oddness, by withdrawing gender from theieguaven as
he makes it central to his example.
If the HIV/AIDS crisis helped to fuel the paranoid, deeply suspicious readings
that became the hallmark of queer theory, then we should consider the possibility
that queer theory’s interest in the reparative or in “just reading” is @pttto find
relevance in the wake of the supposedly non-paranoid, utopic celebrations surrounding
the phenomenon of same-sex marriage. The reparative, writes Sedgwicledve us in

a vastly better position to do justice to a wealth of characteristic, clitaeattral

practices...that emerge from queer experience but become invisible diellegder a

® | have used here Alan Sheridan’s earlier 1977 translation for he uses the word
“superiority,” while Bruce Fink’s 2006 translation uses the bulkier “unsurpassed
excellence” (417). Lacan’s own word is précellence, which functions siynilaFrench
and English and means excellence or superiority.
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paranoid optic” (147). Sedgwick’s ovBetween Meifshe later admits) is a perfect
example of the operations of the paranoid optic. Through readings of (mostlyiafixtor
literary texts, Sedgwick calls our attention to the embedded structurellstenzde
homosociality,” which is a form of male bonding within a triangular relationshpreva
woman’s presence facilitates the bonds between men. This facilitation, hpwever
disguises the fact that what may appear to be two men competing for one woman'’s
affections is in fact a display of the two men’s attraction for one another. thaler
(direct or indirect) influence of Sedgwick, late modern scholars spent tiweHalf of the
1980s and early 1990s disinterring homoeraotic relations in canonical literary texts
suggesting that the homophobia accompanying the HIV/AIDS crisis isusimkind to
dominant, hetero readings of the canon.

As the political situation worsened, ACT UP or other groups radicalized, as did
their academic counterparts. Queer theory sought not just to disinter but astorto ifli
not to demolish the foundations that support homophobia. As David Halperin states in
hagiography of Foucault, “Queer is by definition whatever is at odds with theahdhe
legitimate, the dominant. There is nothing in particular to which it necesszfgts. It is
an identity without an essence. ‘Queer’ then, demarcates not a positivity but a
positionality vis-a-vis the normative” (62). In other words, queer theory is aduite
attack on “heteronormativity,” which Lauren Berlant and Michael Warnenelef “the
institutions, structures of understanding, and practical orientations that make
heterosexuality seem not only coherent — that is, organized as a sexualiglsebut
privileged.” Moreover, “Heteronormativity is thus a concept distinct from

heterosexuality. One of the most conspicuous differences is that it has nd,parkie
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heterosexuality, which organizes homosexuality as its opposite. Because aeiise
can never have the invisible, tacit, society-founding rightness that heterdyexas it
would not be possible to speak of ‘homonormativity’ in the same sense” (548n2).

By the first decade of the twenty-first century, however, the politicaltgitubad
drastically changed. Marriage equality replaced HIV/AIDS as the driairog behind
political activism, leading Lisa Duggan to claim that such a thing as “homonvityiat
did indeed exist as “a politics that does not contest dominant heteronormative
assumptions and institutions, but upholds and sustains them, while promising the
possibility of a demobilized gay constituency and a privatized, depoliticizedulfaire
anchored in domesticity and consumption” (50). The goal, therefore, is (as Sedgwick
indicates) “to do justice to a wealth of characteristic, culturally abptactices, many of
which can well be called reparative, that emerge from queer experigmaels, tto focus
on what becomes “invisible or illegible” when so much political capital is spent on
homonormativity’s central concern: marriage equality.

For Sedgwick, the paranoid optic is no longer adequate to the task in an age of
homonormativity. In “Paranoid Reading and Reparative Reading,” Sedgwickisays t
up to a point, paranoid reading has served LGBT political causes, but that its
characteristics tend now to limit its conclusions, if not (at times) to underhene t
Paranoid reading, she asserts, has five characteristics: (1) it ipatotig (“There must
be no surprises” [130]), (2) it is reflexive and mimetic (“Anything you can do @plm
can do first — to myself” [131], (3) it possesses a “strong theory” (that i&dtags
insistence on seeing everything in terms of its central suspicionshpVar]), (4) it

focus on negative affects, and (5) it places faith in exposure (“trust...depends...on an
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infinite reservoir of naiveté in those who make up the audience for these unveilings

[141]). In lieu of exposure and demystification, Sedgwick proposes the reparativie, whic

is characterized as a weak rather a strong theory. Its emphasis imohrfent,

investment, and fantasy” with stress placed on the “local, detailed, and uresyzelin

(Warner 17). To further explain the reparative as a political tactic, Ann Cvekkbas

recently meditated on the Public Feelings project, an informal group ofracade

(including Duggan) “explor[ing] the role of feelings in public life” (169). For instg

one group, Feel Tank Chicago, has focused on depression with the goal of

“depathologiz[ing] negative affects so that they can be seen as a possibleadsr

political action rather than as its antithesis” (170). For Cvetkovich hersgif)asis on

public feelings has helped to recast her earlier work on trauma:
My work with the category of public feelings builds on my efforts...to
create an approach to trauma that focuses on the everyday and the
insidious rather than the catastrophic and that depathologizes trauma and
situates it in a social and cultural frame rather than a medical
one...Situating trauma within the larger context of public feelings offers a
more flexible approach to the unpredictable linkages among violence,
affective experience, and social and political change. (174-75)

In addition, the Public Feelings project has become an important outlet and resource for

veteran AIDS activists who “feel politically depressed when confronted with a

mainstream gay and lesbian political agenda that consists of gay mamcggvil

rights” (171). Hence, the subtitle of tAdéter Sexollection in which Cvetkovich’s essay

appears: “on writingincequeer theory.” In sum, while queer theory’s paranoid optic is a

full-frontal attack on “heteronormativity,” the reparative proposes to be ameabdi

lateral, affective, and unsystematized response to homonormativity.
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| have traced this shift from paranoia to the reparative because the historical
phenomenon known as the Victorian afterlife merges paranoid readings withivepara
ones. The Victorian afterlife, that is, seeks to unearth the perverse concitiedhs
ostensibly prudish while, at the same time, it hopes to sympathize with ttosidi@, to
touch without suspicion, without the belief that what is most important is repressed or
hidden inside. | flesh out the implications of reciprocal superiority by focusiraur
contemporary interest in the Victorian, claiming that to understand thisnyesal
rights issue, we should examine paranoid and reparative analyses of theiWjoéoiod.
For instance, the paranoid reactions of today’s read@riseoSubjection of Womeet
out to show the inadequacies and contradictions of Mill’s liberalism, but instead they
highlight the potency of Mill’s concept of reciprocal superiority: that is, tisaeléor
reciprocal superiority encourages us to seek out the reparative, to embnaiopite
non-zero-sum promises of same-sex marriage and perfect equality, butliaseausly
reminds usot to dispense with the paranoid, since these promises are (and will always
be) pure fantasy. By calling this “pure fantasy,” | am not denigratingekge for
reciprocal superiority, nor am | claiming that those who indulge in it are the d@ipe
false consciousness. Jacques Lacan said, “Fantasy is the support of dhesives” t
cannot desire without fantasy; however, it is important to understand that, when we
embrace fantasy, we remain paranoid.

Stressing the dialectical relationship between paranoid and reparativeesnaly
focus first on two seminal readings of Charles DickeBsigid Copperfield One of the
most important texts in LGBT literary studies, D.A. Miller's “Secret 8aty, Open

Secrets,” an “aegis-creating essay” (Eve Sedgwick’s wordgaplesttes that open secrets
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create an incurable paranoia, while Rachel Ablow’s “wifely” readingioké&hs’s novel
argues ¢ontraMiller) that David Copperfieldunctions as an ideal wife for its male
reader. Taken together, these two late modern literary analyses demdhatratarriage
and homosexuality are intimately linked by a common ideal: the creation of anti-
hierarchical, egalitarian relationships. The impossibility of actualithiggideal leads us
to a central epistemological problem: our inability to understand the number 2. The open
secret of the wifely text is that, while the wifely text coddles itdeeéke a dutiful
Victorian wife, it simultaneously undoes its own ability to produce the ideal paitne
the ideal partner vis-a-vis the text is everywhere and nowhere, nothing butex,spec
fetish substituting for something that, in fact, does not exist.

Next, | turn my attention to Miss Wade, a minor character in Dickéuiisie
Dorrit who in recent years has garnered more critical attention than any other of
Dickens’s memorable minor creations. Centering on Miss Wade’s (leskamgly,
these nuanced articles employ Victorian political economics, sociology gcluobsgy,
narrative theory, and LGBT studies; however, each misses the signifafavecss
Wade'’s relationship with the servant, Tattycoram. When TattycoramfflaasMiss
Wade and returns to the Meagleses, she is actually fleeing from thetyntéer own
reflection, from Miss Wade as “an analogous case,” in order to return to theafafe
hierarchy and servitude. Their alternative domesticity is the antitbiesisat is
imagined by a separate-spheres ideology. When Tattycoram tells Mdss, YW ou seem
to come like my own anger, my own malice, my own — whatever it is — | don’t know
what it is,” she is describing reciprocal superiority, but (like Mr. Meagles asks,

“What can you two be together?”) we are unable to conceive of their situation as
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anything other than what Sharon Marcus calls “a pathological female hodiSétayl
this reason, Miss Wade’s story, what Dickens calls “the history of &seientor,”
repels reparative embraces.

Similarly, Walter Pater’s early essay “Winckelmann” repetarative embraces
because his meditation on love between men smuggles in a modicum of egalitarianism
into what is supposed to be a hierarchical relation. Manifesting itself in agreculi
scholarly omission, no one has observed either that Pater’s description of \Wiaickis
murder, while it contains a surprising amount of forensic detail, omits the stablivag or
(with one exception) Pater invents a child who discovers the mortally wounded
Winckelmann and calls for help. Pater’s construction of the murder scene coesplicat
each and every attempt to incorporate it into LGBT history. Ostensibly a champion of
pederastic love, Pater gestures toward a reproductive future incompatibthisvtype
of love; at the same time, however, Pater undermines this reparative hope tnygintser
into a scene where one man murders another. The celebration of anti-hiekarchica
egalitarian relationships is subtended by a primal scene that cannot bedreshich is
why today’s scholars have missed Pater’s own omission.

Finally, in Oscar Wilde’'sThe Importance of Being Earnegliigernon explains to
Jack, “You don’'t seem to realize that in married life three is company and heaes’

On the one hand, Algernon wants Jack to understand that, if a couple does not look
outside itself for sexual titillation (if not for actual sexual affaitegn they are not
worthy of our attention. On the other hand, if we take Algernon’s statement more
literally, we see that without the introduction of a third person, two really is naae e

the couple in-itself is nothing, is unrepresentable, unthinkable. Although | focus on a
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number of LGBT readings of Wilde’s play, Eve Sedgwick’s is the most germane becaus
she focuses on the alternative familial relations that flit upon the plarface. While

her “reparative avunculate” is comprised by Algernon’s cynical, paranoidensesthat

“two is none,” a line Sedgwick does not analyze, it is a necessary addition tadiual fa
portrayal of bourgeois marriage. Taken together, paranoid and reparative @inalyse
demonstrate that a la reciprocal superiority there is no such thing as hregartthical,
egalitarian, non-zero-sum, two-person partnership, which is why 2 is, indeed, the oddest
number. Nevertheless, we continue to desire such partnerships.

To be clear, however, | am also not asserting that the Victorian term
homosexualitys the “hidden kernel” of marriage reform; rather, homosexuality turns our
attention to théorm of marriage and the couple; that is, the Victorian afterlife is defined
by its central concern: interpretation. See, for instance, the subtitle of Joiuh Kod
Dianne F. Sadoff’s collectio¥fictorian Afterlife(2000), “postmodern culture rewrites the
nineteenth century,” and then turn to the subtitle of Jay Clay@meslesDickens in
Cyberspacd€2003), “the afterlife of the nineteenth century in postmodern culture.” Even
though Clayton is a contributor Yactorian Afterlife these subtitles do not say the same
thing. In fact, they seem to work against each other. Rewriting the nineteentty ¢ent
certainly different than the persistence of the Victorian in later modeturewvhich is
not to say that we must choose between these two definitions, but rather,
methodologically, to see them operating in tandem. Nancy Armstrong highlights thi
operation in her afterword to théctorian Afterlifecollection. She stresses that
“postmodern culture” is both “not at all Victoriaahd “very Victorian,” by which

Armstrong means, first, that “postmodernism assumes that Victorian men and women
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were every bit as enchanted with alluring surface of commodities as nsdeaimed”
(315). They were not. In fact, the world-view of “Victorian realism” ramediobsessed
with the fact that objects in the world were primary and not constituted by their
representation. In other words, Victorians were not the superficial dullardsmstsle
claimed them to be. Second, however, “very Victorian,” because, despite tpbiagm
on primacy, the vast expansion of consumer culture threatened to reveal thatvgasiety
founded on nothing but itself, that representation is all there is. “In this respect,”
Armstrong concludes, “postmodernism is perhaps more Victorian than even the
Victorians were” (319).

This, however, is not to imply that there is a symbiotic relationship between the
Victorian and “the postmodern,” or what I've called the late modern. In his recekt
Embodied: Victorian Literature and the Seng2308), William A. Cohen argues that he
is not simply applying the work of Maurice Merleau-Ponty, Gilles Deleuze alind F
Guattari, and George Bataille (along with queer theory) to his literetyses; “rather,”
he says, “I rely on them in combination, as they bear affinities with, help to @eplor
are illuminated by nineteenth-century texts” (23). This is an effectivieadelogy;
however, | draw attention to it to contrast it with my own. Cohen says that Victoria
literature and French theory can have a productive relationship, and his book is a
testament to this fact. By contrast, my focus is on the contradietitims late modern
literary analyses of Victorian texts. Armstrong’s argument is indeaf these

contradictions. That “postmodern culture” isoth“not at all Victorian"and “very

"John McGowan'’s contribution tdictorian Afterlife “Modernity and Culture, the
Victorians and Cultural Studies,” is the collection’s more reflective and pnogocative
piece, and it had aided the thinking of such fellow travelers such as Jay Claytolaand A
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Victorian” is a problem with our own critical methodologies, even if it is our itdrese.
In particular, this both/and logic underlies the recent trend preoccupyingisicsts and
queer scholars, and most often queer Victoriafiists.

Exemplary here is the logic at work in MarcuBstween Women: Friendship,
Desire, and Marriage in Victorian Englan@007), where she proposes an alternative to
current textual interpretation she calls “just reading,” one that she dafionpposition to
symptomatic reading as exemplified by Frederic Jameson. For Mangsisteéading”
seeks to side-step the depth-model inherent in symptomatic readings. “bateypre
proper,” writes Jameson irhe Political Unconscious: Narrative as a Socially Symbolic
Act (1981), “always presupposes, if not a conception of the unconscious itself, then at
least some mechanism of mystification or repression in terms of which it wold&l ma

sense to seek a latent meaning behind the manifest one, or to rewrite the surface

Liu. In his essay, McGowan identifies “zeitgeist thinking” as essénaaVictorian
enterprise, and one that “marks our own Victorianism” (3). He focuses patrticular
attention on Mary Poovey'’s readibgvid Copperfieldl would here like to distinguish
myself from McGowan, since | too focus on Dickens’s novel. McGowan highlights
Poovey’s reading because he finds her both/and logic to be exemplary; in otti&r wor
she positPavid Copperfieldasboththe product of its historical momesuid as
exceeding it, that is, as exposing the ideological structures that produdaainndthing
to fault with this reading; however, | am completely uninterested, at least peesent
argument is concerned, in bestowing “Literature” with this sort of power and with
criticizing those who do or do not. Instead, | am interested in placing seemingly
contradictory late modern readings of, dagyid Copperfieldn conversation with one
another with the goal of demonstrating the power of the Victorian aftexiifich
McGowan defines as the “aim[] to intervene in...society by explaininggbeaitself’
(3). In addition, I should mention that McGowan is also skeptical of critique qua
exposure: “Must exposure always threaten ideology? Is an ideology consciddsly he
always more vulnerable than one that is unexposed?” (5).

8 For a related example of this both/and logic, but from a non-Victorianist, sée Sc
Herring’sQueering the Underworl007), where Herring combines slumming
literature’s desire to expose (what he calls “the hermeneutics ofl serspécion”) with a
method of queering this desire, that is, with a refusal to endorse exposure (walkg he
“the suspicion of sexual hermeneutics”) (4-20).
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categories of a text in the stronger language of a more fundamental intespieide”
(60)° Marcus cites this passage, stating that, while “this method for excavatitg wh
societies refuse to acknowledge” helps when “the twentieth century...defing[dhda
lesbian existence through repression and the resistance to it,” it is no$ ahedyest
method to interpret nineteenth-century novels (75). Marcus emjpistya two
complementary waysgust meaning simply, or straightforward, as in “just the facts”; and
justas in doing justice to the text, not treating it simply as a symptom of the sthaety
produced it. Marcus does not deny the utility of symptomatic readings, however, because
“Just readings...depend on a symptomatic reading of novel theory, since only by
attending to what other critics have been unable to explain can subsequent crdies buil
more capacious interpretive framework” (76). Why this admission concerning the
supplemental quality of just reading? In order to guard against an accusatigiarttias
clearly anticipates (“To pursue just reading is...not to make an inevitalohgemious
claim to transparently reproduce a text’s unitary meaning” [75]), she adntihthes
engaging, in part, in a symptomatic reading of those who engage in symptomatic
interpretations of Victorian novels. While, at first glance, Marcus is avoitim@dt of

“plumbing the depths” of the texts being interpreted, her admission demonstrates why

° In “Reading on the Left,” Christopher Nealon takes issue with Marcus’s

characterization of symptomatic reading a la Jameson. While Jamesmmisfamong

literary critics for his “Always historicize!” mantra, Nealon aeg that these critics

usually ignore his Marxist motivations. “Jameson’s great obsession,” wesmN “the
problem of the nonrevolutionary character of the twentieth century (or of the

nonliberatory character of its revolutions), is easily set aside wheVduixism is

ignored (23). Nealon concludes that, if understood within this context, Jameson is not as
antagonistic towards texts as some seem to think. | would add, however, that even though
Jameson is in these cases used as a strawman, he is still not easily pushed over.
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one cannot avoid the surface/depth model when it comes to textual interpretations
themselves, that the reparative should not dispense with paranoid.

This is the critical legacy that constitutes the Victorian afterlifeerApting to
avoid a paranoid optic, Marcysst readsVictorian texts in order to demonstrate that in
Victorian England relations between women were openly erotic. Her exigetie
current political movement surrounding same-sex marriage, but Marcus does inot offe
her book as support for this movement; rather, she hopes that readers will see the
institution of marriage in genealogical terms that focus their atteot the affective
relations it has created. In short, Marcus offers a reparative readirayrodigee as a non-
zero-sum relation, where “Victorian marriage plots depend on maintaining bonds of
friendship between women [that were]...neither repressed...nor policed...as rigorousl|
as...heterosexual relations” (75); but, all the same, it is an offering plagukd threat
of repression, paranoia, and the inequality inherent in marriage because fthethwe
century...define[d] gay and lesbian existence through repression and the resestahce
But, | ask, what about the twenty-first century?

The narrative providing the exigency for reparative/just readings, howeoeeitds
consider, for example another LGBT political phenomenon of the early twesity-fir
century, one many wish did not exist: barebacking. Placing side-by-sidetvoldd e
the polar extremes of the LGBT political movement (same-sex marriaghan
subculture of gay male barebacking), | place the phenomenon of bareback sdy sguare
the realm of the Victorian afterlife. dnlimited Intimacy(2009), Tim Dean writes,

The emergence of a subculture of bareback sex is not
merely coincident with but directly related to the campaign

for same-sex marriage that has occupied so much attention
in recent years...Gay men have discovered that on the basis
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of viral transmission they can form relations and networks

understood in terms of kinship — networks that represent an

alternative to, even as they often resemble, normative

heterosexual kinship. (ix)
Before continuing, permit me to add three more intimately related quotatiot70,
Mike McConnell and Jack Baker applied for a marriage license in Minneapolis,
Minnesota. Asked by a reporter about who was the wife in their relationship, tigir re
was “We don’t play those kinds of roles” (qtd. Chauncey 90). In 199 QOiimagazine,
porn-actor Scott O’Hara claims, “I believe in exchanging bodily fluids, ndting
rings” (67; qtd. Dean, “Breeding Culture” 82). The last, from WarnEns Trouble with
Normal was quoted above, but it's worth repeating: “Oneeamsilyimagine ceremonies
with a difference — in which people might solemnize a committed household, ironize thei
property sharing, pledge care and inheritance without kinship, celebratecircle of
intimacies, or dramatize independence from state-regulated sexudbityng these four
guotations together because they collectively express an issue that besieiath the
surfaceof the same-sex marriage debate: alternative kinship formations. Same-se
marriage purports not to be an alternative, but immediately we see thaistriscm
concealghe myriad attempts that would subvert same-sex marriage’s politibéltyia
such as an affirmative focus on bodily fluids and viral transmission, on ungenasesg r
and rethinking the household outside of state regulation.

The refusal of gender roles and the substitution of blood, semen and saliva for

wedding bands might seem wholly “postmodern” and completely divorced from
bourgeois marriage reform, but in fact they highlight how, in retrospect, bourgeois

marriage reform provides the foundation for same-sex maraiagfr barebacking.

Dean’s caveat is telling: “networks that represent an alternaties¢o, as they often
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resemblenormative heterosexual kinship.” While barebacking may be an alternative to
the current emphasis on same-sex marriage (Dean says it is “diedatddrto” it), its
resemblance to marriage is unavoidable. O’Hara’s proud declaration implies that
exchanging bodily fluids is more like marriage, more intimate (two truly bewpone
vis-a-vis fluids and, potentially, a virus), than the exchange of jewelry could ev&tr be.
stake is marriage’s ontological status, the uniting of two individuals, who do not play
those kinds of roles, one new role being the moment of viral transmission. If Argistron
is right, that “postmodernism is perhaps more Victorian than even the Victorgas

then our best understanding of this fact is through the analysis of the Victorian gtiality

same-sex marriage and, ultimately, of barebacking.
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Chapter 1
The Subjection of Women: Reciprocal Superiority and the Ideal of Marriage

What marriage may be in the case of two persons of

cultivated faculties, identical in opinions and

purposes, between whom there exists that best kind

of equality, similarity of powers and capacities with

reciprocal superiorityin them — so that each can

enjoy the luxury of looking up to the other, and can

havealternatelythe pleasure of leading and of

being led in the path of development — | will not

attempt to describd.o those who can conceive it,

there is no need; to those who cannot, it would

appear the dream of an enthusiast. But | maintain,

with the profoundest conviction, that this, and this

only, is the ideal of marriagéMill, The Subjection

of Women575; emphasis added)
Based on a few genealogical facts that, in the end, turn out to be wrong, Hilsey kas
recently fantasized about the possible existence of a Mill-Taylor lovebhildvias put
up for adoption. Visiting their graves in Avignon, France, she stumbled upon a note
ostensibly written by the couple’s 73-year-old great grandson. In part, theeadse fl,
Simon Michael Mill of Masterton, N.Z., Great Grandson of John Mill of Fifeqfiye
(who was the lovechild of John Stuart Mill and Mrs. Harriet Taylor — brought up by Dr.
Lang of Tayport as ‘an orphan’ & emigrated to Dunedin at 18 years of age) tieg
crass refurbishment of this grave” (123). When reading Fraser'sattmlvever, one
suspects that this fascination is propelled by a desire to normalize theaylibr
relationship, to resituate one that, in her own words, “was notoriously chaste — even, it i
speculated, after their marriage” (115). This speculation runs both ways: diing t
lifetimes, their notoriety was based on speculations that their friendskip w@ver for

infidelity and adultery; for today’s critics, like Susan Mendus and Nadia Urpiheir

new notoriety is based on an image of their marriage as intentionally — if metgedy
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or abnormally — sexless. This inversion, we will see, is vital to understanding Mill
Taylor’'s conceptualization of “reciprocal superiority.” While it is theress purpose of
this chapter to demonstrate how tligyeermarriage, or rather how they themselves
reveal marriage’s essential oddness (especially — or especially — wivenl vieough
reformist eyes), it is also interested in explaining why today’s siitilceritand maintain
thisoddimage of Mill and Taylor from Victorian critics who professed to have
diametrically opposed agendas.

A child, of course, would silence such modern day critics as Mendus and
Urbinati, who, respectively, see Mill-Taylor as either eschewingaliegether or
creating some sort of androgynous ideal. Despite endorsing scholars surle & Al
Rossi and J. Ellen Jacobs who place Mill and Taylor on a level, non-gendered — even
queer — playing field, Fraser “could not resist the puzzle that had presenteid itself
and | set out to unravel the scholarly but also persogatery that | had stumbled upon
in the graveyard in Avignon” (123). Fraser, however inadvertently (though, again, she
admits that this is “personal”), attempts to redeem Mill and Taylor fronyt®da
criticisms of their liberal feminism, bringing them into the heteronaxmedold by
normalizing their complementariness, and letting the world know that they hladhfids
blood progeny, and that their relationship was not sterility personified.

At the heart of this controversy is the statu3toé Subjection of Womelfor
today’s scholars, the problem of interpreting Mill’'s feminist tredtisgins with Kate
Millet’'s Sexual Politic§1970), where Millet pits the “rational” Mill against the
“chivalrous” John Ruskin (88). Today, no scholar is comfortable with this distinction.

Deborah Epstein Nord, for instance, states: “Millet’'s understandable enthdisragit
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may have obscured for her the ways in which he romanticized companionate relations
between the sexes and celebrated the notion of sexual complementarity...[whaksjoshe
missed...that Ruskin’s views...propelled many young women out of the sphere of family
and into the wider world and gave them the necessary rationale for extending their
duties” (xvi-xvii). While re-examinations of Ruskin’s “Of Queens’ Gams” (1865) will

be addressed at the end of this chapter, my initial focus is on feminist scholars such a
Zillah Eisenstein and Susan Moller Okin, who have been particularly alert t¢alvill
Millet’s) masculinist blind-spots. Mill's essay begins: “The principlaai regulates the
existing social relations between the two sexes — the legal subordination ekdoelse
other — is wrong in itself, and now one of the chief hindrances to human improvement;
and that it ought to be replaced by a principle of perfect equality, admitting no power or
privilege on the one side, nor disability on the other” (471). So why, after such a
promising start, does the essay fail so miserably to support these claidesPsIcritical
responses are split between two separate yet related answers to thimguesated
because both are, in essence, predicated on methodological limitations. Toheusss

on the limits of liberal feminism, that is, on liberalism’s assumptions concetmeng

public and private spheres (liberalism’s implicit gender politics), whils¢icend

focuses on the limits of Mill's empiricist precepts (rights cannot be sigipgn, a

priori). Between these two poles fall all other scholars, creating asmpect

discontents. | have sympathy with both positions; however, here | am moretedenes
interrogating interpretative limits themselves. | begin, therefortd, te reactions of

Mill’'s contemporaries because, despite certain striking differen@@sneon thread runs

through this entire discontentment, through the uneasiness today’s scholardl also fee
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when approachinghe Subjection of Womelnclaim that this discontentment or
uneasiness — captured by the concept of reciprocal superiority — resulthdréant that
ungendering power relations, even if it is ultimately impossible, remainsniiyavay to
achieve “perfect equality” becaugendered power will always produce inequality

Composed (in the strictest sense) in France in IB& Subjection of Womeén
Mill and Taylor’s response to contemporary debates on marriage reform. &tgidv
eight years to publish the essay, possibly modifying it in ways that Tayl@askt since
1858 and buried on the site of the essay’s (formal) composition, would have countered,
but these differences tend to be exaggerated. For this reason, it is importast¢otise
essay’'s argument within these reform debates. According to Mill, he did not publish i
immediately because he wanted “to publish it at the time when it should segndike
most useful.” This time arrived after he had served three years (1865-68)Hiotise of
Commons, where Mill's most significant piece of legislation was to giveewatime right
to vote. The measure lost, which is why, when he says “most useful,” Mill, asRdssi
points out, “meant politically expedient” (4).

The genesis ofhe Subjection of Woménthe early 1830s, when (at the
beginning of their prolific partnership) Mill and Taylor exchanged in writtgmftheir
ideas on marriage, culminating in Taylor's 1851 publication, “The Enfranchisement of
Women.” Jo Ellen Jacobs, editore Collected Works of Harriet Taylor M{L998),
writes that her goal in collecting Taylor’s writing is “not [to] re@abe myth of ‘the
overbearing shrew who bewitched poor John Stuart Mill' with a myth of ‘the marty
genius woman’ who was the source of all the importantt ideas John published as his

own.” Instead, she concludes, “The truth lies somewhere in the murky middle’l &)

32



not satisfied with this image, however, for our confusion, our inability to see through the
murky waters iour problem, epistemologically speaking. Mill and Taylor introduced the
concept of reciprocal superiority as an explanation for why the number 2 is #resjue

or oddest number. They anticipated our confusion by grappling with philosophical and
social problems that have only recently begun to be perceived as such.

Scholarship’s problem, here, begins with the inconsistencies in Mill and Taylor’
work. French feminist philosopher Michele Le Doeuff strenuously argues for the
existence ofwo John Stuart Mills, but onlgneHarriet Taylor. By this Le Doeuff means
that Mill harbored two conflicting sentiments at once: first, the beliefrtfzde privilege
was the result of cultural — and not natural — forces; second, his habit of letting this
cultural privilege, which he himself benefited from, be sometimes describzatunal
terms. This conflict, we will see below, may explain many of the contraglictor
conclusions reached the SubjectionAlthough Taylor too often blurred this distinction,
Le Doeuff argues that, while Mill remain conflicted for his entire lifey “BB51 [when
“The Enfranchisement of Women” by published] she had already rejected definitions
peculiarly feminine attributes” (205). The conclusion is that, unlike Mill, Tayldr ha
evolving, progressive attitudes; but this difference only becomes truly distoret has
decided to privilege one figure over the other; however, emphases like this etednfli
vS. evolving — keep the water murky.

There is no reason, though, to dismiss this distinction out of hand; rather, we
should embrace it, for it is more helpful to see Mill and Taylor possessing boticteoinf
andevolving attitudes toward sexual difference. Penelope Deutscher, for insttese

Taylor’s class-based rhetoric as a continuation of gendered distinctioihsatha
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supposedly disappeared from Taylor’s writing. Her 1851 essay, writes LefDoloels

not make a single allusion to sexual duality. The concepts it uses are valid fordasth se
— people, persons, character, individuals, everyonethe universayou, every mind,

and so on” (203; emphasis in original). The absence of sexual duality, however, does not
mean the absence of difference. “Taylor...only looks like the less ‘diffeligtitia

thinker,” writes Deutscher, “if one looks away from every sense in which she was
committed to differentialism — of knowledge versus ignorance, of class, of bloogeof ty
of race, of breeding, of quality, of development — on perhaps every onepoauit

sexual difference” (146). In a sense, what is murky is everything elséhe@asdrhe goes
for Mill, since every time irmhe Subjectioisexual duality makes an appearance, Mill's
argument comes in contact with these other differences. Deutscher concludes, quit
rightly, that “Feminist history should be committed to reading for femirgdtind

spots” (147); in the process, however, we should not dismiss the enormous effort Mill
and Taylor madé& excepsexual difference because, | would argue, liberal — and, later,
neoliberal — change is predicated on this exception.

Their friendship is a biographical illustration of this fact. Beginning around 1833,
the first topic they dilated on was the nature of marriage; meaning in a sdrtbeitha
friendship was founded on debating what marriagm that theorizing on marriage
became the basis of their friendship. Mill writes to Taylor: “How easyldvit be for
either me or you, to resolve this question for ourselves alone. Its difficultiesu@res
to obstruct the avenues of all great questions which are to be decided for mankind at
large” (68). Mill and Taylor know this cannot be, not so much because it would be selfish

(if they simply solved it for themselves) as it would be impossible, since gmigaot a
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private affair. From the beginning, it is apparent that their personal strwjpgbe a

public one. In the same correspondence, Mill writes: “There is no natural ingqualit
between the sexes; except perhaps in bedsn that admits of douland if bodily

strength is to be the measure of superiority, mankind are no better than savages” (73;
emphasis added). So if marriage is to exist after we take for granteddtthatéhere is

no natural inequality between the sexes, then it was up to Mill and Taylor to show us
what marriage is once we have excepted sexual difference.

Resistance to this idea was fierce. In 1857, MP Alexander James Beresfmd-H
stated, “Let them [that is, those advocating marriage reform] amendiuthledaat the
same time steadfastly resist the breaking down of the distinguishingehestacs of
Englishmen — the love of home, the purity of husband and wife, and the union of one
family” (gtd. in Poovey 73). The “distinguishing characteristics” BenesHope has in
mind were also on the minds of those reviewiing Subjection of WomeiMost
representative among the essay’s many contemporary critics is congeeganyist
Margaret Oliphant. What embarrasses Mill (and Taylor), according to @tipkahat
the majority of actual women, the ones the essay proposes to liberate by law, & not s
any similarity between its description of their subjection and the reditigbeir married
lives. The “gloomy image conjured up in the philosopher’s study” (113-14) must not
simply disregard the majority’s opinion, but must in fact portray them as deludbe, as
very product of women’s subjection, therefore begging the question: if proof of women’s
subjection resides in the fact that most women do not regard their subjection as

subjection, then how can one prove that this subjection really exists?
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Oliphant, fully aware of the “vocal few,” views these women as part of a
minority, who, for one idiosyncratic reason or another, deride the current conditibns tha
women face. On this other side of the Atlantic, for example, the 1848 Seneca Falls
Convention in Seneca Falls, New York, culminated in Elizabeth Cady Stanton penning
The Declaration of Rights and Sentimem®deled explicitly onThe Declaration of
Independencehe opening sentence reads:
When, in the course of human events, it becomes necessary for one
portion of the family of man to assume among the people of the earth a
position different from that which they have hitherto occupied, but one to
which the laws of nature and of nature’s God entitle them, a decent respect
to the opinions of mankind requires that they should declare the causes
that impel them to such a course. (52)

Likewise, Taylor's (and Mill's) explicitly transatlantic documenthe Enfranchisement

of Women,” opens by calling British attention to the women'’s rallies taking plabe i

United States, as evidence of the fact that this “is a movement not ricenelymen, but

bywomen” (11). For Oliphant, however, thetualstate of things is nothing like what

Mill, Taylor, and other feminist contemporaries describe. “[W]e agreetés/Oliphant,

“to a great extent as to the injustice of some existing laws which pngskarely upon

women; and are perfectly disposed to accept the alterations he suggests\goetiadvi

they would furnish a real remedy for a distinct grievance”; however, Olipbantuzles,

“[tlo say that a woman loses all rights, all property, all identity, as sosheas married

— although it is the merest legal fiction and idle breath — is in its actual wondsudinto

every woman” (116). If one removes the sarcastic tone (which is not withoutrits ow

significance), Oliphant’s argument differs little from Beresfblape’s; however,

Oliphant makes an important qualification to her essay’s argument whentsiselsia

she would be perfectly willing to acceptr@al remedy for alistinctgrievance.”

36



Fundamental change, though, would be not only unwarranted, but also catastrophic. It is
here where the contradiction in Oliphant’s argument lies, for she strips tlod ity

power by saying that the law provides men with only a “virtual authority” (117) over
women that is not representedaictual marriages, since these actually “nullify the law”
(116). At the same time, she resists overhauling what she has alreadythallegrest

legal fiction.” The law, she insists, “cannot enter into the privacy which secludesidusba
and wife from the world” (117), for “[tjhe bond of marriage is too intimate, and the
parties are left too completely at each other’'s mercy, to make anpaxtede

absolutely supreme between them” (118). What Oliphant appears to be unwilling to
consider is that the marriage’s distinguishing characteristics sy its intimacy)

might actually be — and, in fact, are — legal byproducts.

While Oliphant certainly backs herself into a corner, it is not without reason. She
raises — and implicitly answers — a question that Mill acknowledges but hopesghowe
wistfully, to answer in the affirmative. “Is there such a thing as equafitjpghant asks,

“not only between men and women, but between two creatures in the whole world
round?” (114)The Subjectioimplicitly answers this question by stating that the
abolition of various sorts of slavery has overlooked one that casts a pall over all other
expressions of liberty; that is, it holds out hope that there is such a thing atyegyali
asserting that the answer is and will always be “no,” however, Oliphamissoamtive,
pessimistic objection is that it is not possible to achieve “perfect equaiityin not just
marriages, but also with@ll types of two-party relationships. As we will see, this
pessimism returns as a critique of liberalism’s shortcomings, in its ovbeeasmspmn the

law at the expense of other vital concerns.
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Another of Mill’s contemporaries, James Fitzjames Stephen, who Jdiked
Subjectioria work from which | dissent from the first sentence to the last” (243)gargu
that no law should impose equality on individuals, since nowhere can it be proven that
individuals are in fact equal. It would be detrimental, for example, for nmayiduals if
minors were considered the same in every way as adults. Mill's essayeisismuick to
point out, agrees; but Stephen finds it absurd that the same goes for women. “This
general truth,” that men “have greater muscular and nervous force, gnégtectual
force, greater vigor of character” (249), is something the essay denigslenimal
becomes particularly significant when the topic turns to marriage. Of Epenern is
divorce, for, Stephen asserts, “if the parties to a contract of marriageaszltas equals,
it is impossible to avoid the inference that marriage, like other partnerstapsen
dissolved at pleasure” (250). Stephen fears this because men and women are simply
unequal Like Oliphant, he does not believe that partnerships of any type are truly equal
and this is what is so irritating abolite Subjectionit assumes that, despite no
supporting evidence, a good empiricist could argue for something that is explyientia
wrong. Here, Mill has committed a sin against his father, James, and agailastcEng
“herself”: “Whoever first gave the command or uttered the maxim, ‘Honour thgrfa
and they mother, that their days may be long in the land,” had a far better conception of
the essential conditions of permanent national existence and prosperity thaintheh
the motto Liberty, Equality, Fraternity” (248).

Oliphant’s and Stephen’s objections remain important because, despite a shift in
focus, they remain integral to today’s critics. This shift is not about théhfsichature

thwarts liberalism (as Oliphant claims), but because of the “nature” ddlikm@ritself.

38



The concentration on the legal mechanisms that subjugate women, writeseiisenst
“reflects Mill's inadequate understanding of how women'’s inequality ewigksn the
patriarchal institutionalization of public and private life through her rolaatber”

(137). The public/private divide is so entrenched in Mill’s thinking (and in the tenets of
liberalism) that he is ignorant to the ways in which enfranchisementdalgdress fully
women’s plight. Like Oliphant (but for different reasons), Eisenstein askattsrte

must recognize “not only the legal but the extralegal patriarchal privilegasnjoy
through the sexual division of labor” (138). We must therefore recognize, Eisenstein
asserts, that the individual’'s autonomy, that is, oabikty to choose freely (the basic
tenet of classical liberalism), rests upon what Elizabeth Maddock Dillon“tedlgender
of freedom.” In this sense, the failuresTdfe Subjectioman be summarized as follows:
first, it supports a division of labor based on anatomical sexual differencedsets
adherence to the tenets of empiricism make it impossible to envisage wodieraat
than what they appear to be; and third, it has a class bias.

First, Mill (in his Autobiography{1873]) reduces liberalism to “the freedom of
production and exchange,” where the economic sphere islétimeer motof social
improvement” (117). For this reason, Mill was sympathetic to socialist critigiie
liberalism; yet Mill never wished to sacrifice the individual autonomy (@lem’s
defining tenet) that he championed most emphatically and most eloquedtiyliberty
(1859). (And neither did Taylor. Already in 1831, she writes, “Every human being has a
right to all personal freedom which does not interfere with the happiness of others,”
which is something she explicitly connects to marriage as “the only contraethidf a

necessary condition in the contracting parties was, that one should be entiredntgrior
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the nature and terms of the contract” [19]). Dillon argues that “[t]he notion that a
woman'’s reproductive system is an undue burden for citizenship indicates, most
obviously, that the male body is taken as normative for citizenship” (14), and, teerefor
it is the male body’s right to choose freely. From this, Dillon concludes that, for
liberalism, women represent (both in theory and in practice) pre-political &ibjec
incapable of exercising the autonomy that defines liberal capitalisnos@ubus

individual. This autonomy, moreover, cannot be established without relegating women,
along with people of color, the poor and the majority of working-class white men, to the
realm of the pre-political. It is important to note, however, that Mill mighttitie

autonomy with the masculine, but he does not confine it to the male body per se.
Eisenstein sums up Mill's “elitist” position as follows: “Mill pleads in defe of the
extraordinary woman. Those few exceptional women who...in another life should have
the liberty to [exercise their freedom]” (137). For Mill, the freedom to shonight be
perceived, culturally, as a masculine attribute, but he divorces it from the lsaeoctg and
this is a separation that makes all the difference.

The solution, therefore, is to transfer marriage wholly to the public sphete. Mil
freely admits that, in the marriage partnership, the wife unfortunateteigathe larger
share of the bodily and mental exertion by their joint existence” (522). Plus, the afutie
a responsible wife (“the physical suffering of bearing children, and theewhol
responsibility of their care and education in early years...[and] the careful
economical management of the husband’s earnings to the general comfort ofili¢ fam
are, if the proper conditions are met (“in an otherwise just state of thingsplyghose

of an occupation (“to choose their occupation” [526]). Despite this admission, the
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damage is apparently already done. First, as Dillon suggests, this admresiocaibly
ties women’s duties within marriage to the “mere physical fact” dipon. Used
earlier to describe “her inferiority in muscular strength” (475), howeuér also
downsizes the importance of this sexual difference, one to which, for example, Thomas
Paine and Karl Marx, before Mill and Taylor, remain completely devoted. The former
states in no uncertain terms: “It is wrong to say that God made Rich and Poordéle ma
only Male and Female” (474), while the latter emphasizdhaGerman ldeology
(1845) that “there develops the division of labor in the sexual act” (72). By coiitnast,
Subjectiongoes so far as later (in reference to Greeks, Amazons, and Spartan women
[484]) to completely trivialize this difference. To drive the point home, Millatiye
addresses the “anatomical evidence of the superior mental capacity cbmeared
with women” (540), dismissing it not only because “the precise relation whids exis
between the brain and the intellectual power is not yet well understood,” but edssdec
much depends on the naive assumption that the brain “exercised influence by magnitude
only” (541). Despite Mill's being (ostensibly) the largest Victorian ioréhe essay
couldn’t be clearer: size doesn’'t matter.

In short, Mill not only trivializes sexual dimorphism, but also — and more
crucially — he erases it altogether, at least hypothetically.qgitafication is the point:
“I repeat that this speculation is entirely hypothetical” (542). lfavertonditions were
met and “given to both sexes alike,” there is no reason, according to Mill, to asstme tha
“there would be any material difference, or perhaps any difference it thie character
and capacities which would unfold themselves” (532Epistemology of the Closet

(1990), Eve Kosofsky Sedgwick cautions her readers against such a reductgoeat*
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deal depends — for all women, for lesbians, for gay men, and possibly for all men — on the
fostering of our ability to arrive at an understanding of sexuality thategflect a certain
irreducibility in it to the terms and relations of gender” (16). By contrast,di4itespects

the irreducible nature of gendered difference, disrespects those ehatiastthat, for

better or for ill, are the effect of sexual dimorphism; he respects hisiestpmethod,

however, which is to say that he reserves irreducibility for something thidr@igender.
Thisreservationis liberalism’s central tenet: the right to choose freely.

The second, and perhaps more devastating, failure occurs when, by way of a
conclusion to the essay’s second section, Mill states why “it is not, thereforek, a
desirable custom, that the wife should contribute by her labor to the income of the
family,” even when it is a “just state of things” (540). This is based on a séries
conditional statements, ones that define what a “just state of thingg”nsarriage were
an equal contract, not implying the obligation of obedietidbe connection were no
longer enforced to the oppression of those to whom it is purely a mischief, but a
separation, on just terms...could be obtained by any woman who was morally entitled to
it; andif she would then find all honorable employments as freely open to her as to men”
(541; emphasis added). If all these conditions were met, then we could, presumably, state
that, like any man’s profession, a woman (ideally) chooses marriage and ascepts
obligations, accepts that which is necessary, if it is defined by this jtesoéthings, to
follow it to its logical end. Recall Beresford-Hope: “Let them amend thebat at the
same time steadfastly resist the breaking down of the distinguishingehstacs of
Englishmen — the love of home, the purity of husband and wife, and the union of one

family.” This is certainly a far cry from “reciprocal superiorityise Mill seems to be
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taking Beresford-Hope’s concession, “Let them amend the law,” far maoesgrthan
Beresford-Hope did; but this concept actually concliides Subjectionso it is this
incongruence that we must grapple with. Why would Mill still be content with wpma
hearth and home, when he is at the same time writing such things as: firsy thde
any one knows, or can know, the nature of the two sexes”; second, “what is now called
the nature of women is an eminently artificial thing”; and third, “no other ofass
dependents have had their character so entirely distorted from its natural progoyrtions
their relation to their masters” (493)?

To reconcile the ostensibly irreconcilable, we should turn to Milbgic (1843)
because Mill’'s empiricist methodology is at odds with Jeremy BenthamtheAtither
end of our spectrum, we find not the limits of liberal feminism, but rather the igadfilit
empiricism to address the question of sexual difference. The problem is tHat, if al
knowledge is based on the experience of phenomena, and all concepts are the temporary,
merely useful coalescing of these experiences, then “the uniformitywériads a
fundamental principle or general axiom, undermines the tenets of “Induction”er pur
inductionism. Mill, however, claims not to accept this conclusion, basing this unijormit
of nature on “the inverse deductive method,” that is, on the fact that all deductions are
derived from inductive experience, and that our knowledge of nature’s uniformity, its
ability to correspond to a principle or axiom, is founded on laborious inductions. While
Mill’'s argument for induction has at this point “clearly collapsed,” Jennifeg R
observes that “Mill recognizes the difficulty but believes he has solved the proitiem
his new terminology” (34); it is this invention, this new terminology, that willdterned

to when he wants to justify, on solid, empirical grounds, a principle of “perfect equality
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Like inverse deduction, reciprocal superiority is meant to highlight an
inconsistency. When one attempts to balance empiricism and rights, these infamous
words of Jeremy Bentham should never be far from our minds: “Natural rights i€ simpl
nonsense: natural and imprescriptible rights, rhetorical nonsense — nonsense ggon stilt
Mill never argues in th&ubjectiorfor the “natural rights” of women because, as an
empiricist (or, perhaps, as an inverse deductionist), he lacks the data on which to build his
case. If women’s nature, her character, has been “entirely distofteds™an entirely
artificial thing,” then on what basis are we to argue for replacing thegatima of
women with a principle of perfect equality? While Mill states that egsocial
relations are inherently wrong, he knows that, given his own presuppositions, this cannot
be the basis of his argument. (This is Oliphant's complaint.) The novelty of Mill’s
argument lies in his attempt to sidestep the temptation to focus on women'’s ‘¢ntrinsi
gualities” and focus instead on her “slantwise position” within society. Mill alify
succumbs to this temptation and speaks, at least implicitly, of women’s ehstazstas
if they were intrinsicbut this is not ruinous fofhe SubjectionThis formulation is
borrowed from Michel Foucault’s late interview, “Friendship as a WayfefLwhere
he states that “Homosexuality is a historic occasion to reopen affectivelatoinal
virtualities, not so much through the intrinsic qualities of the homosexual but belcause t
'slantwise' position of the latter, as it were, the diagonal lines he can leytbatsocial
fabric allow these virtualities to come to light” (138). Analogously, | contbat tike
Mill with women, Foucault succumbs to the temptation to ascribe charactettstitale

homosexualss if they were intrinsicThe problem is not with Mill's method (or with
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Foucault's) because its shortcomings aided him in reaching his essayisscamdhat
is, the concept of reciprocal superiority.

The third failure returns us to what Eisenstein calls Mill's “defengbeof
extraordinary woman.” “Hardly anything can be of greater value to a maeafytand
speculation,” writes Mill, than “the criticism of a really superior womMaVvhy? Because
“a woman seldom runs wild after abstraction”; that is, she has a soberingaffeen:
“there is nothing comparable to it for keeping his thoughts within the limits lofhiegs,
and the facts of nature” (534). How, one might ask, can Mill even pretend to make this
argument? Even if it is empirically true, that is, experientially \abié, that women do
not run wild after abstraction and that they keep the men who do in check, why should we
conclude that this is anything but the effect of distortion, that this complementeafyt be
is not simply one of her artificial characteristics? While Mill'srg@eems to be that a
superior woman’s criticism is supposedly beneficial to a good empiriciedh g
empiricist cannot claim from this that “he” observes the real essence @nwa@n the
surface, this is a methodological problem: an empirically based liberaisnotjustify
its claims about equality because eventually one needs a non-empirioahlrstic
justification, that is, recourse to abstract rights. Mill's refusal to subdorthis
temptation, however, is what makes his rhetorical performance so intriguing.

As Elizabeth Smith notes, Mill's concentration on the past and present behavior
of women only lends to “possible” not “necessarily” predictive models of what future
reform would bring about (187); nevertheless, the behaviors that do catch Milisey
particularly significant: “What [women] have done,” writes Mill, “thateadt, if nothing

else, it is proved that they can do” (528). Mill emphasizes here not what women are, but
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what women have done and continue to do; however, the abstractness of many of his

observations suggest that he is speaking about essential attributes, even though he is not.

In particular, he calls his reader’s attention to acts of “intuitive peaegb32) and

“quickness of apprehension” (535); yet, Mill states that, because women akedefri

almost all forms of proper education, these attributes are essentiallyté@asahose of

“a clever self-educated man” (533), thereby once again trivializingaseifference. In

Tainted Souls and Painted Fagd®93), Amanda Anderson saysTdfe SubjectionThe

more telling point of Mill’s remarks about Victorian feminine characternstaully

examined assumption of women'’s greater susceptibility, malleability,réhdiality:

less that they need to recover their nature than that they are too easilyataiadia

(38). While we are all certainly easy prey when caught unawares, thigptiesooif the

feminine subjection-position is unwarranted given Mill's own precepts. Andezaps |

from thefactthat women’s nature is distorted to gresuppositiorthat women’s nature

is easilydistorted. Mill, however, emphasizes the former in order not to imply the latter.

This is necessary, for Mill, so that he can maintain his agnosticism concsexungj

difference.

This continued trivialization of sexual difference amounts to a refusal of nature

itself, so permit me to quote from the following passage at length.
It may be remarked by the way, that Englishmen are in peculiarly
unfavourable circumstances for attempting to judge what is or is not
natural, not merely to women, but to men, or to human beings altogether,
at least if they have only English experience to go upon: because there is
no place where human nature shows so little of its original lineaments.
Both in a good and a bad sense, the English are farther from a state of
nature than any other modern people. They are, more than any other
people, a product of civilization and discipline. England is the country in

which social discipline has most succeeded, not so much in conquering, as
in suppressing, whatever is liable to conflict with it. The English, more
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than any other people, not only act but feel according to rule. In other
countries, the taught opinion, or the requirement of society, may be the
stronger power, but the promptings of the individual nature are always
visible under it, and often resisting it: rule may be stronger than nature, but
nature is still there. In England, rule has to a great degree substitulfed itse
for nature. (543)

This Anglo-centric observation, | contend, is sexual difference’s death kresttends

Mill’'s agnosticism to humanity’s “original lineaments.” In its placed &ven in lieu of

feelings, we instead find rules, social discipline, and civilization. Whileetul tone

certainly permeates the passage, it also — and most crucially — remindbeitegatistic

paradox the 1857 Matrimonial Causes Act failed to resolve. When Mill states that

“Englishmen are in peculiarly unfavorable circumstances for attemtijugige what is

or is not natural,” it is precisely this distance from “the natural” that putsiivel

favorable position from which to judge this situation. Since Mill's argument is @tedic

on the fact that nothing can be known about the true nature of the sexes, this makes

nineteenth-century England (and London, in particular, the capital of nineteenihycent

capitalism) the place where the legal trumps what is ostensiblyegdiahnd where the

market and the law penetrate all sectors of everyday life.

The 1857 Matrimonial Causes Act meant to address the following paradox: the
law was being viewed dmththe ultimate arbiter of rational decision-makangd as
incapable of expunging from itself the irrational prejudices derived (suppd$exty
nature. Therefore, the goal was to remove nature from the equation, and Mill
accomplishes this (at least in theory) with his radical claim: again, no one,loraves
know, the nature of the two sexes. This claim cannot be proven, but it has the benefit of

de-naturalizing sexual difference; that is, sexual difference cannetlbeed to

observable, experiential data. (If this were the case, tloatra Jacques Lacan’s famous
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dictum, the sexual relation would exist; however, Lacan’s point is that focus on such data
misses the crux of the issue: we are dealing with a structural phenomenon bdezause t
subject’s presence is caught within, and produced by, language.) Reduciragentria
profession; de-naturalizing “female” attributes; construing women awtitisis — these

are the accomplishments Diie Subjection of Womelmstead of fixing woman’s nature,

as Eisenstein contends, Mill converts women into the autonomous individuals of liberal
capitalism. This recognition entails understanding what makes freedom oé &ooi

alluring, and so alluringly axiomatic. Government’s role, accordir@rtd.iberty is to
promote this freedom and not to interfere except “to prevent harm to others” (14), which
is whereOn LibertyandThe Subjection of Womenme into conflict. One might ask:

Does not an egalitarian relationship require the sacrifice of at least aumoalic

autonomy? IrOn Liberty, Mill is quite explicit: “To justify [deterrence], the conduct of
which it is desired to deter him, must be calculated to produce evil to some one else. The
only part of the conduct of any one, which he is amenable to society, is that which
concerns others. In the part which merely concerns himself, his independencgglt, of
absolute. Over himself, over his body and mind, the individual is sovereign” (14). While
the male pronouns may lead the reader to believe that Mill is only consideringidims act
of men, he makes it clear in the next paragraph that he is “not speaking of child, or of
young persons below the age which the law magdixhat of manhood or womanhdod

(14; emphasis added). (Recall Stephen’s criticism above.) In other words, thegove
individual is unsexed. Furthermore, the sacrifice of one’s absolute independenge is onl
warranted if one’s actions were “to produce evil to some else,” which measrthat

individual to sacrifice its sovereignty the action’s impact on others must beustidlst
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As any good communitarian would remark, it is precisely this emphasis on the
absoluteness of an individual’'s sovereignty or autonomy that makes this individual
unsuitable for communal existence because it ignores all the littlesesiiidividuals
must make when living with others, and this is especially true in two-person phipser
Choice, it would seem, must be curtailed, delimited in some way; otherwise, an
overabundance of choice would deprive choice of its allure, for choice only functions as
choice when something is excluded, when something cannot be chosen — and this
something is the self's destruction, its self-annihilation. One cannot frieebge to
degrade either oneself or another’s self, and it is the government’s dutyliagdor
Mill, to intervene in this two-party relation if self-degradation occurs.

Whereas people may well invest in values such as

equality and reciprocity in their political lives, they

may not want those same values to dominate their

sexual lives. (113)
Judith Halberstanf;emale Masculinity

How, then, can two people enter into a relationship of “perfect equality”? Miriksver,
as | have been arguing, is to embrace the concept of reciprocal supefmstyarpen
our focus on this concept, | will now situate it in what should at first appear to be a
foreign debate. | insert here into this chapter a discussion of Michael Roarcaul
sadomasochistic sexual practices, which may strike the reader asrureadray simply
perverse; to a degree, however, there is not only scholarly precedent, but alsmdery g
reason to do so. Lauren Goodlad, for instance, has been foremost in turning Mill and
Foucault into intellectual bedfellows, though her focus tends to be governmemtdlity a

so while she stresses some of Foucault’s late essays, she does not, unfqraametety

these late essays to Foucault’s late interviews with the gay press.
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The trajectory of Foucault’s oeuvre, it has been said, consists in a dramatic
revision of his earlier work; Foucault made a return to subjectivity, as evidenttesl |
second and third volumes ©he History of Sexualifyand especially in late essays like
“Power and the Subject” and “What Is Enlightenment?” Unlike Jeffreydvésl
masterful studyf-oucault beyond Foucau{2007), | do not wish to question this critical
consensus, but to use it to my advantage. In terms of “a new subjectivism,” Amanda
Anderson inThe Way We Argue Nd@006) summarizes this position as follows: “While
Foucault’s previous work has been interested in the forms of subjectivity enggibger
modern disciplinary power, the later Foucault was interested in the manner Im whic
individuals understood, conducted, and therefore in a sense owned, their moral, social,
and physical lives” (4). If this is true, Nealon observes, then “the later Ftulcasil
nothing to offer us because “if in the end Foucault is a thinker of artistic sklbfang
as ethical resistance, then Foucault would seem to have very little to sayhabout t
present, especially theconomiqoresent, as it seems supersaturated with these practices
of endless, fetishized self-creation” (11). This is not the case, however, baeteise
follows is not so much the formulation of a new subjectivism than a radicalizatiba of t
liberal subject Mill describes i@n Liberty— and the texts that make the most vital
contribution to this radicalization are Foucault’s late interviews with thepgess. Mill
and Foucault certainly make for unexpected bedfellows, but if the neoliberal salgect i
guantitative intensification of the classical liberal subject (and not somenfiamaal
break with it), then Mill and Foucault should be able to function as synecdoches for these
two subject-positions, respectively. For Mill, the marriage of two persansres that

both maintain their superiority, their integrity of self, so that they “can haésmately
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the pleasure of leading and of being led in the path of development.” By keeping
superiority in the equation, Mill retains lack; that is, he retains the eratierdiion of
hierarchy while, in a sense, doing away with it. The pastoral element hieeansgicit
belief that one can have both perfect equality and superatrihe same timeéAnd while
Mill does speak of alternation (similar, as we will see, to the mastee-gialectic of
S&M sex practices), what makes 2 such an odd number is that, by definition, the
alternation iseverquick enough. Each second one is led — rather than leading — is one
second too long. Marriageithoutmarriage indicates the desire to retain an institution
and a social practice, yet to deprive it of its defining feature: inequality.
Before Mill and Taylor married, Mill penned the following declaration:
The whole character of the marriage relation as constituted by law such
that both she and I entirely and conscientiously disapprove, for among
other reasons, that it confers on one of the parties to the contract, legal
power and control over the person, property, and freedom of action of the
other party, independent of her own wishes and will; I, having no means
of legally divesting myself these odious powers...feel it my duty to put on
record a formal protest against the existing law of marriage, in so far as
conferring such powers; and a solemn promise never in any case or under
any circumstances to use them. (168)
While they were certainly not the only ones who disapproved of Victorian malaage
Mill's exceedingly formal declaration is nothing short of extraordinary. lkese two to
marry, both formally and legally, Mill (as the party with the legal powesginels, just
prior to the marriage itself, the authority this social institution is supposexhteron
him. In marrying one another, Mill and Taylor together deprive marriage essential
characteristic by using their union as a “formal protest against theng®eivs.” For this

reason, it is not a coincidence that reciprocal superiority anticipatesgee marriage,

for the foundations of this political movement are built on the bedrock of this ostensibly
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egalitarian relationship. “Homosexual relations,” David M. Halperin argueay4]
cease[d] to be compulsorily structured by a polarization of identities and raed]..[
Exclusive, companionate, romantic, and mutual homosexual love becomes possible for
both partners” (112). For Alan Sinfield, Halperin’s characterization should not be
confused with “monochromatic sameness” (132); however, difference, by defjngia
contagion from which the subject cannot be inoculated or against which it can be
indemnified. When differences appear (as they inevitably, invariably do), “these
differences,” Sinfield observes, “are usually — and not by accident +dhars’ (132).
Sinfield, expanding his argument@n Sexuality and Pow€2004), demonstrates that
these differences manifest themselves as differences of age, class or,rmore
usually, as complex combinations of these symbolic differences. But mostamper
Sinfield’s caveat: the appearance of these hierarchical diffeyésoet accidental.
Hierarchy always already reappears because “perfect equalitypassible in reality,
which does not mean it is not worth attempting.

As noted at the opening of this chapter, Susan Mendus reasons that Mill's
emphasis on such concepts as reciprocal superiority are indicative ofrisisave sex
and the physical, while Nadia Urbinati suggests that such conceptions aravaditat
Mill’'s androgynous view of sexual difference. In a recent collection ttaliessays
devoted to Mill's essay, editor Maria Morales pairs Mendus and Urbinati sdéhat t
reader can bear witness to these contrasting points of view. Instead, | would tugjges
not only do these two positions not contradict one another, they are in fact quite
complementary: both, although possibly for differing reasons, see Mill dissolvin@t or

least, attempting to dissolve — sexual difference qua hierarchy. Whethenti@avor is

52



noble or foolhardy is beside the point (it is probably both); more importantly, it is
difficult to argue that this was not Mill's goal.

This leads us to sadomasochistic sex, that is, to connecting it to @hllsberty.
In “Sexual Choice, Sexual Act,” Foucault speaks of the usefulness of S&Ncpract
“Today homosexuals still have this problem,” he tells his interlocutors. “Most
homosexuals feel that the passive role is in some way demeaning. S&M has actually
helped alleviate this problem somewhat” (152). This does not disprove the initial
assertion; rather, it underscores the difficulty of adhering to it. Of pktimterest, as
noted above, is that Foucault oscillates between the meaning-effects of theekoal
and the homosexual as person. Moreover, this occurs during a discussion of “the question
of freedom of sexual choice” and “the liberty to manifest that choice or not tdestani
it.” The limitation Foucault puts on “absolute freedom or total liberty of sexualnédas,
of course, self-protection: coercion, rape, and the violation of another person’syntegrit
(143). The 2003 ruling in the US Supreme Court cataafence v. Texasupports this
analogue between Mill and Foucault, between marriage and homosexuality. Itoorder
overturnBowers v. Hardwick1986), the ruling focuses not on sodomy or sodomitical
acts (afHardwickdid), but on intimacy. (By Teemu Ruskola’s count, “In terms of its
relative emphasis on sodomy, rather than intimacy, the majority opintdardawick
finds occasion to use the tesndomya total of thirty-three times, whereas it resorts to
the wordintimacyonly once. In contrast, theawrencemajority opinion uses the words
intimateor intimacya total of twelve times” [246n12]). This shift is all-important.
Homosexuality is no longer a forensic issue. Now it is officially, lggalat it is always

been: an abstraction. In effetgwrencebestows on two consenting adults the right to
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engage in reciprocal superiority. So what's wrong with that? Maria Moialégr aptly
titled Perfect Equality(1996), challenges attacks on liberalism, especially those affiliated
with Mill. Her introduction brings together liberalism’s most vocal, femiaigics in

order to pin down why exactly liberalism falls short of other’'s expectatiohsriftisms
are essentially variations on the one voiced by communitarian Michael Sdvadiés,

“What is denied to the unencumbered self is the possibility of membership in any
community bound by moral ties antecedent to choice; he cannot belong to any
community where the self itself could be at stake. Such a community -- aadistitutive

as against merely cooperative -- would engage the identity as welliatetiests of the
participants, and so implicate its members in a citizenship more thorough goinlgethan t
unencumbered self can know” (87). Representative critics here are Cathecikihdan
and Susan Okin. For example, the former states that liberal feminism reduces t@om
“abstract persons with abstract rights, without scrutinizing the conteninaitatibns of
these notions in terms of gender” (160), while the latter stresses thaiefatim, the
family is “beyond justice” (25), meaning that the gendered roles fastriligtures create
and preserve remain beyond the scope of the abstract, legalistic theoriesehaaly
relegate questions of gender to the private sphere. In opposition, Morales rdsponds
reminding her readers that “this liberal approach is far more promising than the
communitarian focus on membership in families, households, clans, tribes, ciim@ss,nat
and kingdoms” (7). Instead of leaving these untouched, liberalism focuses on bringing
these “natural” kinship relations into the light of day, and demands that they justify

themselves not on the basis of tradition but by the standards of the modern legal system
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That this system is imperfect and biased is not a reason to throw the baby out with the
bathwater; it is to persevere, to continue to de-fetishize murky kinship relations

Returning to S&M practices, Pat Califia, who is, in Leo Bersani's words, §bne
the most intelligent writers” on the subject, claims that “the uniforms andantes
dialogue become a parody of authority, a challenge to it, a recognitiorsetret sexual
nature.” Yet, in a direct response, Bersani asks if “any of this suggesifh] more than
a nonhypocritical acceptance of power as it is already structured?” (8Be85ani’s
argument irHomos(1995) is that not only is there no way to transcend hierarchical
power-structures, but that “nonhypocritical acceptance” provides no relief. The
antagonism remains alive and well, for the real alternative is to expoaechieal
power-structures that adhere to two-person relationships, while showingeussther
“safe word” that can allow us to escape this fact. It is here, straagelygh, where
Bersani, the originator of the “anti-social thesis of queer theory,” medtsatiere Mill
becomes a theorist of reciprocal superiority rather than of reciprocartoierPerfect
equality is not a solution but a problem; it is reciprocal superiority’s shadow, thie ghos
haunting marriage, its paradoxical characteristic.

To come full circle, Millet pitted the “rational” Mill against the “chivailrs” John
Ruskin, and (representative of many others) Nord disagreed with this oversiatiolifi
In this final section, | embrace Millet’s position, despite the change in tieattite.
Nord (like Eisenstein and his other late modern detractors) says Mill ig glilt
“romanticiz[ing] companionate relations between the sexes and celelrdtpngption
of sexual complementary.” This is not true, and | will finish proving this by griefl

contrasting Mill's essay with Ruskin’s “Of Queens’ Gardens,” wheredtter|states, in

55



full compliance with Millet, that “We are foolish, and without excuse foolish, ialdpg

of the ‘superiority’ of one sex to the other, as if they could be compared iasthiigs.

Each has what the other has not: each completes the other, and is completed by the other:
they are in nothing aliké8 67; emphasis added).

What tends to get lost in this conversation is not that Millet was wrong, but rather
that she was wrong about Ruskin. As Francis O’Gorman has convincingly argued,
Millet’s opinion of Ruskin is an inverse reaction to a public-relations campaigadsta
near the end of Ruskin’s life — namely, to turn this particularly unconventional man into a
model of Victorian masculinity. Painter, antiquarian and professor of fine ax@&, W
Collingwood, is, according to O’Gorman, “the villain” of this campaign (11), and for
Millet, Ruskin “was, as Collingwood had tried to suggest, a sure representatiee of t
middle-class male...the spokesman of patriagzdwyexcellence(23). Much work has
been done to save Ruskin from Collingwood, Millet, and many others, and such work is
certainly necessary and full of merit. Doing justice to “Of Queens’ Gatds obviously
important for our understanding of Victorian gender politics, especially aftemover
hundred years of trying to understand this prominent Victorian’s ostensible estiestr
The problem, however, is that this delicate reclamation campaign is (and laegalyse
of the initial success of Millet's argument) at the expense of Mill.

As O’Gorman admits ihate Ruski{2001), “Many Ruskinians may well wish
this lecture had never been written” (31), if only because so much time would not have
been spent defending him against Millet's angry accusations such as “atmmobc
nostalgic mirage, regressive, infantile, or narcissistic sexualitgjoe ambition, and

simplistic social panacea” (107). In “How the Victorians R8adame and LiligsSeth
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Koven stresses that, however paradoxical it may now seem, many Victoriars isase

Mill’'s essay and Ruskin’s lecture not as antithetical but as companion pieces. Kove
elaborates: “Th&/omen’s Heraldin 1888] saw no contradiction or editorial

inconsistency in alerting its readers that a new edition of Mllisjection of Women

would soon be available at low cost while devoting an entire column of the same page to
what it called ‘Gems from Ruskins.” Koven concludes: “No reader of these *gemuisl
imagine for a moment th&esame and Liliesven hinted that women should subordinate
themselves to men in any aspect of public or private life” (174).

That readers oVomen’s Heraldlidn't find this contradictory does not, however,
mean Mill and Ruskin weren’t actually contradicting one another. While the dgerts
that men and women are “in nothing alike,” the former could not disagree more. “Each
has what the other has not,” writes Ruskin; but this is precisely what reciprocal
superiority isnot. Ruskin argued for the expansion of women'’s responsibilities, yet he
argued for thenas women- thatThe Subjection of Womanmetimes seems to say the
same is to miss completely the essay’s import. Thomas Laqueur destmbetculous
detail the slow, laborious, and often contradictory paradigm-shift in European thinking
(completed, roughly, by the early nineteenth century) from sexual hierarcexual s
dimorphism. The problem is not with the details; it is with this deceptively sifagie
(and one with which | do not think Laqueur would necessarily disagree): sexual
dimorphismneverovertakes sexual hierarchy. There is no sexual dimorphism, in fact, for
sexual difference always remains a question of hierarchy, and is alwaiteaft
meaning. This, therefore, is the difference between Mill and Ruskin. Ruskindseiie

sexual dimorphism; in fact, it is Ruskin who celebrates sexual complentgntari
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celebrates reciprocal tolerance. Conversely, Mill stresses the para@daext that perfect
equality retains hierarchy but, simultaneously, refuses — or must also+efuse
subordination.

Before focusing on LGBT readings of DickenBavid CopperfieldandLittle
Dorrit, and of Pater’s “Winckelmann” and Wildel$ie Important of Being Earnegt
want to highlight the work interpretation has done in this chapter. We have established
our current emphasis on the relationship between paranoid/depth and reparatiee/surfac
reading, and | will continue this emphasis in the chapters that follow; however, ehat w
should glean from the critical legacyDiie Subjection of Woménthat marriage — or,
most accurately, marriage reform — is at the center of these issuesngvolvi
interpretation. These concerns migrate from Mill's contemporaries to ug,ivonly in
retrospect that we have begun to understand this, for our critical fascinétichav
Victorian is by definition retrospective. If Mill and Taylor are hexaéis because they
were, in part, not of their time. They are the intellectual heroes of satmeasgage.
Moreover, the connections here made between Mill and Foucault, and between S&M and

On Liberty set the stage for my afterword on “Victorian barebacking.”
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Chapter 2
Dickens and the Marriage Paradox:David Copperfield and Little Dorrit

In Queer Dickeng2009), Holly Furneaux calls the title of her book, along with its overall
thesis, an “(apparent) oxymoron,” for what could be less “queer” tharDagig
Copperfield a novel so innocuous that, as Virginia Woolf claimed, no one can remember
reading it for the first time. Of course, the brackets ar@pphrentindicate that this
only appears to be an oxymoron if we “place[] marriage and the biological family
central to thinking about the Victorian and the Dickensian” instead of
“explor[ing]...other forms of intimacy, affinity, and family formation” (). In other
words, the near omnipresence of bachelor dads, male nursing, etc., demands that we se
Dickens through a queer lens. Furneaux’s “queer optimism,” however, gets inytloé wa
recognizing the mutually-dependent nature of paranoid and reparative readings

Queer theory's emphasis on negative affects, argues Furneaux, has made it bli
to positive affects. In “Queer Optimism,” Michael Snediker writes: “qteeory, for all
its contributions to our thinking about affect, has had far more to say about negative
affects than positive ones” (6), so that what he calls queer optimism “insistsikinghi
about personhood (as opposed to subjectivity) in terms of a durability not immediately or
proleptically subject to structuralist or post-structuralist mistr(fgt”This dissertation,
however, remains thoroughly invested in the subject; Snediker’s “personhood,” like
Berlant’s “ordinariness,” remains inadequate to the task of competingheitboiver of
subjectivity and sovereignty because the former are always alreadyiparashe latter;
they are never actual alternatives. By focusing on “an abundance lef geot less
erotic, same-sex encounters,” Furneaux says she is “strongly committeddostieting

the fallacy of the influential paradigm that the homoerotic emerges most
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strongly...through violence” (16). As | argued in the introduction, however,
reparative/surface readings cannot stand on their own, since their attathpamainoia
undergirds this “gentler” interpretative process; which is also to sagitiahases on
positive affect, surface readings, and alternative forms of intimacyacdhsfeside-
stepping the institution of marriage, remain bootstrapped to it.

For this reason, | engageadingsof Dickens — specifically readings bavid
CopperfieldandLittle Dorrit — first to demonstrate more thoroughly the relationship
reparative readings have with paranoia, and second — and more importantly — to
demonstrate that this attachment is the key to understanding the function of wieat | ha
called the marriage paradox: the reformist desire to enter into a tsorpgartnership,
an attachment in which both partners are equal but where both parties a fioee
compromise, since thayustexercise their individual autonomy. This chapter’s goal,
therefore, is to show that the marriage paradox arises from a problem in iateypret
itself, one that is particularly present in late modern readings of them@an.

My first question, therefore, is: How didavid Copperfieldserve as the
inspiration for one of the most important essays in gay/lesbian literagsesnand, in an
explicitly reparative reading, as an instruction manual on how to be a goadidfict
husband? While I'm interested in a host of readings of Dickens’s novel, two stand out. In
1985,Dickens Studies Annuplblished D.A. Miller’s reading dbavid Copperfield
“Secret Subjects, Open Secrets,” an “aegis-creating essay” @egsviek’s words [67])
that inspired the writing dEpistemology of the Closetnd made Miller “the first
addressee and the first reader of most of [its] chapters” (ix). Then in 2002, Rachel

Ablow’s “wifely” reading of David Copperfieldalso published in thBickens Studies
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Annual argued ¢ontraMiller) that the novel functions as an ideal wife for its male
reader. Both essays would go on to become important parts of critical studies ditysexua
and Victorian fictionThe Novel and the Poliq@¢988) andrhe Marriage of Minds:
Reading Sympathy in the Victorian Marriage R@007), respectively. But, rather than
viewing these essays as simply contradictory (assuming, for insthatgreéat novels
naturally give rise to disparate interpretations), | argue thag tinaslate modern literary
analyses re-enact the marriage paradox, for this paradox is responsible tmxiktence
of a paranoid focus on homosexuality and a reparative focus on marriage.

My second question: Whyavid Copperfiel@ James Eli Adams argues that the
novel “has become something obausclassicudor the study of Dickens and sexuality,
largely through the influence of D.A. Miller's scintillating readin@30), but this is only
half the story. “We read,” Adams writes, “for the pleasure of scandalousilerpes
pleasure borne out in the titles of a number of important studies: ‘Caught in the Act
‘Secret Subjects, Open Secrets,” ‘Sex Scandal™” (231). Adams is alsomgte Joseph
Litvak’s Caught in the Act: Theatricality in the Nineteen-century English NG @812)
and William A. Cohen’sSex Scandal: The Private Parts of Victorian Fict{@896). (An
example of paranoid reading appearS@x Scandalvhere Cohen, writing of Dickens,
keenly observes that “the novel...had to find ways of managing the erotic reverass it w
accused of arousing in its readers,” which meant that, most importantly, the novel
managed its potential to arouse by “encrypt[ing] representations of sgx[ ). Yet,
as we’ll see, Ablow’s reading does not fit this mold. Rather than exposing something
(else) that has been submerged in the text, she reorathe surface‘The goal of the

wifely text,” asserts Ablow, “is to help us see ourselves in new ways: assstydl
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improvable, limitlessly lovable, and as capable of enormously virtuous yet plefaets

of generosity” (21). The wifely text, in this sense, is not about accuracylismes is

not abildungsromanit does not teach the reader to view the world in a more mature,
complex way; and, finally, it does not repress, and we are not here to exposel, linge
wifely text does just the opposite: it pampers, it soothes, it encourages, juscawiary
wife was supposed to do, making Dickens “the paradigmatic wifely novelist of the
nineteenth century...arfdavid Copperfield..the novel in which he explains and defends
that characterization most clearly” (19).

The wifely text, therefore, is reparative in that the reader need not be cahcerne
about its motivation. Its accuracy is beside the point. Focusing on the psychological
nuances concerning a maturing character is now irrelevant. Moreover, theiseaute
suspicious, not worried that what is important is obscured, or hidden from view. By
ignoring the text’s unconscious, the reparative/surface reading gidesgbiplace not to
knowledge (and all its complexities) but to comfort. Employing this distinctiondagtw
paranoid/depth and reparative/surface readings, where Miller represefosrteeand
Ablow the latter, | will demonstrate that Ablow’s reading could not exigtout
Miller's, and that Miller’s focus on the homosexual subject prefigures Ablayeissfon
marriage. In addition, | want to make it clear that Miller’s reading isanot
straightforward, paranoid reading, and this will help me demonstrate why Sktggwic
distinction (outlined in the introduction) does not hold.

Miller begins his essay with a breech of scholarly etiquette, or whatallich
Warner would designate as an example of “uncritical reading.” (This,K, twiould be

an instance of the reparative, according to Sedgwick.) He speaks of hisadgotif— or
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oveindentification — with the novel’s eponymous character. In short, this is personal.
Early in the novel, David ventures out with Mr. Murdstone, his step-father-to-be, when
another man asks, “So whao'’s this young shaver?” Mr. Murdstone replies, “Thays Dav
to which the man again asks, “Davy who?” (35). Here, writes Miller, “therééses the
possibility that David might be any David; for a moment, it so happens, it invités me
imagine that he might be myself” (192). While Sedgwick drew much inspiraban f
this essay, she never mentions this moment of overidentification, which in herigerm
the exact opposite of paranoia, for as Miller's own words indicate the novel qeriadiyit
invites him to imagine this. We immediately find, however, Miller backingyafrom
this pleasure of his childhood reading, not out of embarrassment or some sirtianem
but because in examining what led to his confession (being hailed by the text), Mille
discovers what he calls “the double bind of a secrecy.” He identifies how tle¢-send,
in particular, the homosexual secret, if this is not already too redundant — cesshitut
subject’s individuality: “The double bind is not at all the same thing as a dead end, and if
| cannot speak of myself without losing myself in the process, | can keelf sgEet
and...change the subject: convinced of my indeterminability in the safety of silerice, a
speak of — and seek to determine — somebody or something else” (195). So Miller too
“changes the subject.”

To accomplish this change, Miller turns to the prefadeasfid Copperfield
where Dickens addresses the relationship between himself as author, his aeddds
main character. That Dickens strongly identifies with his protagonistriical
platitude; what usually isn’t observed, Miller observes, is how “Dickens nonetheles

courteously refrains [in the preface] from elaborating on it” (196). Just as Dickens

63



refrains from elaborating and says, in essence, that if the reader wishasefaboration,
read my book, this pattern is repeated within the novel itself. Citing both the nighttime
scene in Steerforth’s bedroom and David’s experience of working in Murdstone and
Grinby’s warehouse, Miller stresses the importance of a three-partivevathin the
novel’s narrative. First, David alludes to the emotions stirred up by theypartscene.
Then he elides them by stating that it is beyond his ability to accuratelybgetbhem:

“No words can express the secret agony of my soul.” Finally, David comperwatas f
elision by regaling others with recitations of (novelistic) stories — thhtasscape into
the world of fiction, as a storyteller.

Moreover, this three-part maneuver mirrors David’s story as a whole, $asthi
the meta-pattern that structures his entire “autobiography”: allusisimrgland
substitution are homologous to secrecy, sexuality, and marriage. David’'s edoape
storytelling “encrypts” himself in the text, but, Miller notes, “[w]nidj the self, then,
would be consistently ruled by the paradoxical proposition that the self is mbisdtitse
the moment when its defining inwardness is most secret, most withheld frongwiti
with the equally paradoxical consequence that autobiography is most sulcoeksf
where it has been abandoned for the Novel” (200). The paradox here is that the self who
creates the text is also, at the same time, an effect of that text, makinglidees
autobiographical pronouncement simply another textual effect. Rather tharabeing
breach of scholarly etiquette, of an example of “uncritical readingJeN&lopening re-
performs the paradoxes highlighted by Dickens'’s three-part maneuveigtigltting
this maneuver, Miller exposes the intimate relationship between surfacephdalehe

structure of the open secret, especially as it pertains to the homosexugl subje
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Conversely, Ablow also begins her essay with uncritical readings, but at one
remove. At the time of Dickens’s death, eulogies often read like uncritadihgs of
literature, for the eulogists identified with Dickens’s characters aud them a life of
their own. Warner, speaking of his undergraduates, says they “identify with
character...[and] fall in love with authors” (13). Similarly, Ablow sees “ tkality’ of
the novelist’s characters is an effect of our attachment to them — an atth¢hate
results, too, in our sense of intimacy with their author” (18). Invoking Millerdinga
specifically, Ablow continues: “[U]nlike critics who have assumed that reader
internalize this discipline through identification with David [i.e., that Dickeneigel
follows a ‘disciplinary agenda’], | argue th&dvid Copperfielflattempts to mold
readers by making the reader feel like both the subject and the object of amaittac
able to supplement or even substitute for the relationship a husband might have with a
wife” (19). Remarkable, here, is the similarity of Miller's and Ablevargument — that
is, novel-reading doesn’t simply create its reader/subject; rathergthteating the
reader as an object of the text, it produces the subject. And yet, the undeniablecdiffere
between these arguments is that Ablow’s is couched in marital rhetoric. \Wiay is
difference not greater?

Unsurprisingly, Ablow’s reading (unlike Miller’s) focuses on David’s nzayes,
first to Dora and then to Agnes, whom Ablow calls “the epitome of all leglegd<in
(38). More specifically, Ablow identifies a three-part maneuver that msiivbller’s,
linking the homosexual subject to marriage. First, one must dispense with the need to
reconcile the actual object and its ideal. Like allusion in Miller's aequin this

epistemological refusal to decide between object and ideal, the subjecs latcioea
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figure that accommodates such a refusal — again, Agnes. Second, this apparelfdlst stea
refusal to reconcile the differences between the actual and the ideabrelisen, for
instead of reconciliation, David’s subjectivity is defined by an inability tmlreca
better reader. David’'s maturity doesn’t hinge on his ability to penetrataraoges in
order to discover things as they really are (that is, “not by providing David witlva
way to see” [38]); rather, it presents David with an object. Finally, substitutianist
providing an alternative story: in Ablow’s words, “the sublime narrative ofe&gn
emergence as the object of David’s love constitut[es] a way to evoke plesiegice in
us, the novel’s readers” (38). Instead of enlightenment, that is, instead of providing the
reader with a better way to see, the novel serves as a narratological hel@traetian
resolving the epistemological problems that result from David’s poor (soega)ng
skills, the novel substitutes Agnes for resolution. The subject’s maturity isenobvel’s
goal; rather, its goal is to become the subject’s better companion.

One example, David’s inability to read Steerforth, to discover his duplivitya
guess at his real intentions (to seduce Emily), is less an epistemofadigal, according
to Ablow, than it is a failure of attachment. This productive “stupidity” (Ablowtsdy is
most evident, for Ablow, when we contrast Agnes with David'’s first wife, Dbavid
ever actually experiences a moment of cognitive clarity, of seeing,beisawvhen he
realizes that his marriage to Dora was “the first mistaken impulse of @&scintided
heart” (Ch. 45); but this realization is undermined not merely by the fact ttabas
after it is pronounced Dora dies, but that, for Ablow, such realizations are of sgcondar
importance. More important than David’s realization and, in turn, his decision to help

compensate for Dora’s deficiencies as a wife (such as her inabilitynaga&ousehold
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affairs) is that, now, Agnes as ideal helpmate “is also...an ideal text, ilomeia whom

the goal is not understanding of some hidden interiority, but attachment to something like

a directional signal or a narrative arc” (43). David describes Agidhkience as wholly

supportive: “She gave me no advice; she urged no duty on me; she only told me, in her

own fervent manner, what her trust in me was.” David continues:
She knew (she said) how such a nature as mine would turn affliction to
good. She knew how trial and emotion would exalt and strengthen it. She
was sure that in my every purpose | should gain a firmer and a higher
tendency, through the grief | had undergone. She, who so gloried in my
fame, and so looked forward to its augmentation, well knew that | would
labour on. She knew that in me, sorrow could not be weakness, but must
be strength. As the endurance of my childish days had done its part to
make me what | was, so greater calamities would nerve me on, to be yet
better than | was; and so, as they had taught me, would | teach others. She
commended me to God, who had taken my innocent darling to His rest;
and in her sisterly affection cherished me always, and was always at my
side go where | would; proud of what | had done, but infinitely prouder
yet of what | was reserved to do. (Ch. 58)

Like the stories David tells to Steerforth and to the workers at Murdstone ang’'&rinb

warehouse, the story he pens immediately after receiving Agnes’sngdpiter doesn’t

result from personal growth but from attachment to a new wife as an ideartexhat is

not in need of interpretation, for being influenced (literally: being moved) is enough.

Personal growth, the essence @il@ungsromanis here inessential.

The novel’s “essential drama,” writes Miller, “stems from David’s dedpe

attempt not to be boxed in” (211), but as Miller concludes his essay, he freely ddits t

“David is ultimately no different from the boxed-in characters he seekartscend”

(220). For David to escape from the disciplinary (“carceral”) agenda, orektis tlee

phenomenon Miller calls the “open secret,” and it is with this that Ablow’snigadi

complements and complicates Miller's. Secrecy (whether or not it concerns

67



homosexuality, but especially when it does) would seem, by definition, to exclude the
domestic rhetoric of marriage. As Sharon Marcus asserts in “At Home wiGtllee
Victorians,” however, “Like domesticity, homosexuality is eminently dien” (119),

by which she means that, while domesticity and homosexualityamerare considered
mutually exclusive and diametrically opposed, their histories are deeplyvinteal.

In the oft-cited passage from Miller's essay (and the one thatygmefatenced
Sedgwick’s thinking), Miller focuses on how secrecy operates out in the open, on how it
steers discourse and constructs subjects. Let us read the entire passage:

Instead of the question “What does secrecy cover?” we had better ask
“What covers secrecy?” What, that is, takes secrecy for its field of
operation? In a world where explicit exposure of the subject would
manifest how thoroughly he has been inscribed within a socially given
totality, secrecy would be the spiritual exercise by which the subject is
allowed to conceive himself as a resistance...Secrecy would thus be the
subjective practice in which oppositions of private/public, inside/outside,
subject/object are established...And the phenomenon of the “open secret”
does not...bring about the collapse of these binarisms and their ideological
effects, but rather attests to their fantasmatic recovery...[R]eremi®f
Freudian disavowal, we know perfectly well that the secret is known, but
nonetheless we must persist, however ineptly, in guarding it. The paradox
of the open secret registers the subject’'s accommodation to a totalizing
system that has obliterated the difference he would make -- the difference
he does make, in the imaginary denial of this system “even so.” (207)
This passage ties Ablow’s reading to Miller's because, according to thagear
paradox, the subject is defined in terms of resistance, by its ability todrahiss social
environment. At the same time, however, the “open secret” mitigates tisimnes by
attesting to its “fantasmatic” nature, to the fact that, rather than undegihat which
constrains it, it perpetuates itself through Freudian disavowal, also knownisisiStet
disavowal.” Miller highlights: “we know perfectly well that the secret is knplut

nevertheless we must persist...in guarding it.” This act of disavowal is Idarcthe
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subject to couple without at the same time losing its defining charactérestistance),

for it follows the perfect have-one’s-cake-and-eat-it-too logic: disaveilaks for

autonomy and attachment to coexist, subtending the paradoxical nature of marriage
Ablow’s “wifely” reading furthers these claims by explaining theaplaxical

phenomenon of the open secret qua fetishistic disavowal, but in marital terms.

Concerning the novel’s form, Ablow argues (like Marcus) against deep irttgrpne

against analysis that seeks to find what the text represses; ratheh ‘gasviteading,”

Ablow sees the actual function of the text operating at its surface: the tdxtiously

not a wife (because “unlike real wives, the novel cannot conceal, disappoint, or be

mistaken” [43]); but, as with fetishistic disavowal, the reader proceeat isthhe

reader reads — as if it were. Yet, if Ablow speaks of the reader bieangical — that is,

the reader (over)identifies with the text instead of maintaining the rsegesiical

distance — then we must reconcile this with the surprising fact that Sedgyatiektion of

“reparative reading” uses Miller'Bhe Novel and the Poliass its foil, since it is

fetishistic disavowal that links Miller’s and Ablow’s readingddavid Copperfield Why

is Sedgwick now accusing Miller of being a paranoid reader, if the book’s finatecha

had been such an integral part of her own critical enterprise? While Sedgwickrsalf

disavowed much of her past critical work — or at least its methodology — to focus on the

last chapter oThe Novel and the Policespecially when, as we have see above, it hardly

conforms (lock, stock and barrel) to paranoia, is counterintuitive at best. Faith in

exposure is certainly a problem, especially since (in Sedgwick’s wadsrimeneutics

of suspicion would appear so trusting about the effects of exposure” (138) and that it

“rel[ies] on the prestige of a single, overarching narrative: exposing abtepratizing
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hidden violences in the genealogy of the modern liberal subject” (139). Our response,
however, must not be “But Officer...” (as it isTime Novel and the Politeforward),

but with something like “guilty as charged,” as it is when, at the end of Milbeok,

David overidentifies with David. We must be proud of our paranoia. We emlstacet,

for like it or not we are attached to it. WhenHpistemology of the Closetedgwick

declared that “all literary analyses are deficient if they do not contitiaal analysis of
modern homo/heterosexual definition” (1), the precision of her words must be respected.
Instead of placindpavid Copperfieldvithin “the history of sexuality,” we are forced to

take into account our own perspective, that is, one dominated by the modern
homo/heterosexual definition. For better and for worse, this is our lens.

This is why Oliver S. Buckton’s essay, the most prominent reading of David’s
(latent) homosexuality, falls short. In a footnote to “The Reader Whom | Love’:
Homoerotic Secrets iDavid Copperfield Buckton notes that “in literary terms, the
relationship between David and Steerforth deserves to be recognized as onertieite ea
examples of schoolboy romantic friendship in nineteenth-century English fictéiod,”
that few have noted this, the principal exception being Eve Sedgekigeen Men
(220n41). For Sedgwick, David’s romantic attachment to the older Steerfordtmémse
who affectionately calls him “Daisy,” is understood as “part of Davidigation —
though another, later part is the painful learning of how to triangulate fronfdstieer
and finally, though incompletely, to hate Steerforth and grow at the expense ofthis dea
(176-77). This triangulation, “two-stage progression from schoolboy desideiltio a
homophobia” (177), is the stoBetween Metells; as already noted, however, it is one

from which Sedgwick wishes to distance herself. Sedgwick does not admit she was
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wrongper se for she does not have to; her later essay is not a plea for stopping exposure
and the pleasure it affords, but for greater awareness of it. Hence, the potstilbgrisf
use of the phrase “open secret.” Deciphering “homoerotic secrets” isgimaibg — if,
that is, we must begin there — not the end.

In his 1990 essay on Alfred Hitchcock’s 1948 fiRope Miller provides the
context in which homosexuality, his readingDzvid Copperfielgdand Ablow’s “wifely”
reading can be combined. It is assumed that the film’s two main char&stardpn and
Phillip, are homosexuals, but (Miller asks) how do we know? Taking this ostensibly
naive question seriously, Miller points to the fact that connotation and denotation are
essential to understanding how the modern homo/heterosexual definition functions, and it
is with this fact that we’ll see that the homosexuality and marriage are ane. C
homosexuality ever be verified empirically? “Every discourse thakspearites Miller,
“every representation that shows homosexuality by connotative means alothes\vide
implicitly haunted by the phantasm of the thing itself, not just in the form of the name but
also, more basically, as what the name conjures up: the spectacle ofX§{¥&3).
Miller might as well have said “the specter of ‘gay sex,” however, lz#he haunting
phantasm never actually appearsRpg, and even if it did, it would not be — because it
cannot be — the thing itself. In words Miller borrows from Roland Barthes, the tgposi
of connotation would be “something simple, literal primitive: something true” (118), but
we never get this, even when we simply concentrate on the surface; insteatl aweag
of knowing that often seems to find what it's looking for only to find that, because we’

looking for “it,” we now find “it” everywhere.
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This is what Miller calls “the problem with connotation”: the perfect examaple
paranoid reading, but one that we are condemned to reenact as subjects in the prison-
house of linguistic meaning; it is with denotative meaning, therefore, that homadigex
and marriage are linked. The question is: what if the thing itself actually didrappea
Since it cannot, we find th#thomosexuality is the hidden truth of marriage equality, it is
(as noted by ZiZek in regards to Freudian dream interpretation) a matterjofeitaion.

The paranoid/reparative relationship the reader has with the novel repeats,dtem a |
modern perspective, the modern homo/heterosexual definition, so instead of excluding
marriage, we find that marriage — understood as a paradox — is deeply imphdisd i
relationship. Marriage is not simply the social form of heterosexualitgtus (
homosexuality) constitutes the entirety of the colonizing hetero/homo binary.

At the outset, | defined this paradox as the reformist desire to enter inte a tw
person partnership in which both partners are equal but both parties aretfeee
compromise, since thayustexercise their individual autonomy. The problem marriage
confronts is how to maintain an egalitarian partnership without compromising each
partner’s individuality. At first, it might appear that Ablow isn’t concerneththis
problem, since her reading David Copperfieldepicts it vis-a-vis the (male) experience
of reading as something that upholds the sex separatism of Victorian slocegter
words, the novel is certainly not reformist, at least as far as marriagedasrned. And
yet, like Hitchcock’s film, it engages in a game of connation and denotatioinapsa the
reader. Again, writes Ablow, “unlike real wives, the novel cannot conceal, disappoint, or
be mistaken.” This ideal, the partner who cannot conceal, disappoint, or be mistaken, is

what the reader knows very well doesn’t exist, but will continue reading aidf ithe
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first decade in whiclbavid Copperfieldvas read (the 1850s) is also the decade in which
England witnessed the first solid challenge to the marital practice oftaoaethat is, the
Divorce and Marital Causes Act (1857), which provided the backdrop for the last chapter
of John Stuart Mill’'sThe Subjection of Womenhe disappearance of the wife upon
marriage was contested as a legal absurdity, akin to the invocation of the fdeahwi

the reading of a novel.

ReadingDavid Copperfieldin this sense, presented a challenge to marital
sympathy. It provokes the reader at the same time that it makes obvioubdhét w
invokes is just a chimera. This fetishistic disavowal, however, contributes tduwelser
solution. If one partner wasn'’t to be subsumed beneath the other, then how should
married couples relate to one another? This produces a paradox because every legal
version, except what John Stuart Mill calls “perfect equality,” is just areéifit — albeit
lesser — version of coverture. Same-sex marriage is the logical outcoreghssnoewest
version of marriage reform removes anatomical sex from the equation.

To recapitulate, | said the marriage paradox — or, more precisel\proeai
superiority” — is responsible for the continuity between Victorian marridgemeand
same-sex marriage campaigns, between marriage and homosexualitijinaaie|y
between Ablow and Miller. Let us take each one separately, and then tie thenbow.
Victorian marriage reform leads to same-sex marriage. For this reasoiagaand
homosexuality become linked by an ideal: the establishment of anti-hieedychic
egalitarian relationships. The impossibility of actualizing the ideatisles to
interpretation itself, to our ability to understand, to decipher these stumbling blodks. S

the place of ideals, we have instead Miller and Ablow, two astute scholars isigugih
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David Copperfield The open secret of the wifely text is that, while the wifely text
coddles its reader, it simultaneously undoes its own ability to produce the ideal,partne
for the ideal partner vis-a-vis the text is everywhere and nowhere, nothingpadtarsa
chimera, a fetish the reader must disavow.

“What can you two be together? What can come of it?” asks Mr. Meagles, the
(now) former employer of the domestic Tattycoram (348)le Dorrit contains an
unimaginative, if inevitable answarothingcan come of it. Miss Wade, the character
alluded to, has garnered more critical attention than any other of Dickesisisrable
minor creations. While an abundance of critical energy has been spent on Miss Wade, my
intention, however, is not to contribute more but to ask the question that has gone
unasked: Why has so much critical energy been spent? Gesturing towards an answe
Holly Furneaux devotes the last five pages of the introduction dpheer Dickens
(2009) to Miss Wade. Quickly reviewing the extant analysis of this minor charact
Furneaux concludes that through a focus on negative affect Miss Wade “becotvles legi
as a proto-lesbian through a familiar twist of the queer tragedy trope in wkich t
homosexual, if not fatal, is bad, mad, and dangerous to know” (19). Unfortunately,
Furneaux does not have the space to rectify the situation, since her focus, as her book’s
subtitle makes clear, is on “erotics, families, masculinities.” | do not pedjeosomplete
this task; rather, | am interested in seeing if Miss Wade is in fact opaepartive
reading. To anticipate a bit, my answer is that she is not; this, however, is estardy
a bad thing. Miss Wade and the recent critical fascination with her presents us wi
paranoia at its most acute. Rather than criticizing paranoia, however, we shouide

it; moreover, we should embrace Miss Wade'’s inflexible relationship to Tadty¢dor
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even though their alternative domesticity is the antithesis of what isnethgy a
separate-spheres ideology, it also (because of its inflexibilitg) ttaitonform to the
egalitarian, anti-hierarchical relationships imagined by the late-stRerentury,
particularly in the social imaginary of mainstream same-sex-aggpolitics.

Is Miss Wade a lesbian? This question has been eschewed in favor of more
nuanced readings involving Victorian political economics, sociology and psychology,
narrative theory, and LGBT studies — all in order to fight the presentist urgb/ $om
label her a lesbian. To begin, | would like to present two brief, overlapping stories. The
first is Annamarie Jagose’s. During the doldrums of dissertation writiegdfs invited
her to the movies to see Christine Edzard’s 1988 film adaptatioittlefDorrit.

Edzard’s version omits the character of Miss Wade. According to Jagose, tmetwas
immediately clear to her, since the novel’s famously complicated — if not conveluted
plot obscured this omission; the film, however, left Jagose wiklag as if “I had

missed something, a niggling something that sent me back to the novel for what | was
still thinking of as clarification” (423).

The second story occurs some twenty years later with another adaptéatiibie of
Dorrit, this time by Andrew Davies and the BBC. If Edzard “forgot” Miss Wade, we
might say that Davies overcompensates for this past oversight. “Dickens ditia’her
as a lesbian,” Davies tells thelegraph “but she just is.” While Furneaux suggests that
Davies is being especially naive, falling back on “powerful stereotypégtirian and
Dickensian prudery” (20), it is worth our while to consider Davies’s (histgrical
simplicity along side Edzard’s erasure. Ontologically, we have eithertsmger

nothing: Miss Wade “juss” a lesbian, or (in Edzard) she is, quite literally, nothing at all.
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These late modern filmic interpretationsLatle Dorrit, rather than contradicting each
other, in fact become each other's complement, at least as it concerns Messthdais,
as it concerns the difficulty of reading Miss Wade. This difficulty can begoaized
under four headings. First, there is denial. Second, that she may be spoken of as,a lesbi
assuming the proper cultural and historical caveats are m@diew often caveats are to
be made when speaking of Miss Wade, of course, becomes its own problem.) Third, there
is the desire that we should, against the critical tide, “unsex” Miss Wade. Fberth|g
historical inevitability: in Davies’s words, “she just is.” This bluntnesgeddahe second
category by doing away with nuance and caveats.
Despite these differences, all the articles acknowledge the ceatgralayed by
“the Woman question”: the figures of the domesticated woman (the bourgeois
wife/mother or her daughter, that is, the bourgeois wife/mother-to-be) and the
undomesticated or, rather, the undomesticatable woman (the prostitute) consigryte bi
opposites, but opposites that blend together, especially in the Victorian marketplace. (
addition, we have the governess, a profession Miss Wade once occupied, which is a
socially awkward admixture of these binary opposites: a woman paid to be a maother.)
City of Dreadful Deligh{1992), for instance, Judith Walkowitz writes,
In the mid- and late-Victorian period, even as police cleared the streets
and theaters of prostitutes to make room for respectable women, these two
categories constantly overlapped and intersected at the juncture of
commerce and femininity...In the elegant shopping districts around
Regent Street, prostitutes, dressed in ‘meretricious finery,” could and did
pass as respectable, while virtuous ladies wandering in the streets,
‘window gazing at their leisure,” often found themselves accosted as
streetwalkers. (50)

As distressing as it may be not to be able to distinguish between a prostituteazigelan

(not) in the house, Miss Wade represents neither a bourgeois wife nor a prostittie, for
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is something else entirely — and, interpretatively speaking, this is even wbise
“something else entirely,” while it is difficult to define, is best viewethiw the confines

of the marriage paradox — that is, again, the imperative to couple that is irrevocably
linked to the ability, simultaneously, to preserve each partner's autonomy\Ms is
more than one of lesbianism’s historical antecedents, more than one or two or itgee of
literary or cultural tropes; instealdittle Dorrit presents readers, especially its late
modern ones, with a direct challenge to marriage and the couple, for as Sharos Marc
asserts, Dickens’s “image of a pathological female household anticipatiErsVictorian
fictions. Here in this pathological female household we find the marriagdgxaa its

most exposed, its contradictory impulses most apparent. | link this exposure to the
transition in Hegel’'®’henomenology of Spirf807) from Lord and Bondsman to his
concept of the unhappy consciousness. The unhappy consciousness is the subject stripped
of its characteristics, reducing it to one of the opponents described by Biwhason
apropos of Lacan’s reading of Poe’s “The Purloined Letter.”

Before turning to the readings themselves, however, | want to rehearse Miss
Wade'’s situatedness lnttle Dorrit because, despite the popularity of this character
within late modern Dickens studies (and unlixavid Copperfields cultural
omnipresence), it is important to rehearse the specifics. Alex Woloch suiggesta
minor character’s very importance, as an affective space within the noviet,waick
againsthis or her incorporation into the larger thematic or analogic structure [of the
novel]” (127). This is especially true of Miss Wade. Three-fourths of the wayhat
novel, Dickens provides this minor character with an entire chapter in which she become

a first-person narrator. Not even the novel’'s eponymous heroine (whose fooefy#sint
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person narration are limited to two letters written to the male protagonilstyrAr
Clennam) is afforded such a prized character-space. The appearance obtlié¢ahlies
chapter is unexpected and disruptive, for it calls unwarranted attention totiiseibr
this reason, however, that it is emblematic of what Woloch calls “the fundamental
achievement of Dickens’s depiction of minor characters: he dramatizésatiement
between a minor character’s function and his or her own fictional being, showingé&ow t
very subordinated nature of minor characters catalyzes new kinds of affeetbence”
(127-28).

“Try this uncertainty and this not-putting of them together, as a new means of
interest” (23), Dickens writes in his notes for the novel, referring spaityfito the first
three chapters (settings: prison, quarantine, Mrs. Clennam'’s house), whidk despe
common motifs (such as claustrophobic confinement) appear at first blush to be
disorientingly unrelated. The appearance of Miss Wade in the second chaptasésin
point. Dickens introduces a mysterious character, about whom even the narratinseem
doubt: “a handsome young Englishwoman, traveling quite alone, who had a proud
observant face, and had either withdrawn from the rest or been avoided by the rest —
nobody, herself excepted perhaps, could have quite decided which” (36). Apparently, the
uncertainty with which the narrator ends his description, where only Miss Wad# herse
could resolve this uncertainty, is the best that the narrator can give tee featie
fashions his second, more detailed description of her in similar terms, beginthrig wi
would have been difficult as to say, positively, whether she avoided the rest, or was
avoided” (38). “Nobody, herself excepted perhaps” is, perhaps, the best wayrtbedesc

Miss Wade, at least until she herself becomes the narrator. As a newahed@est,
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the reader is instead offered two hints: first, a disturbing description of Mise¥/
personality vis-a-vis her outward appearance; and second, an unnerving exchange
between Miss Wade and Tattycoram, where the latter accuses the fotmaeimgf an
inexplicable power over her: “You seem to come like my own anger, my own malice, my
own — whatever it is — | don’t know what it is” (42). Concerning this exchange, ttierrea
relies on the narrator to describe Miss Wade’s manner of looking at Tattydbedns,
in terms of her gazing on “an analogous case,” that she also must havelsagfdre
result of a “dependent position” (42). (Moreover, this is what unites the two: ddmpite t
age difference and despite Miss Wade’s dominant personality, they are asa&gue
equals: “You seem to come like my own...whatever it is — | don’t know what it is.”)
This is enhanced, of course, by the aforementioned description. Expanding on
what he had just called her “proud observant face,” the narrator indulges inragstriki
physiognomically-based reading of Miss Wade'’s visage. Accordirtgetadrrator, one
could not look at her face “without wondering what its expression would be if a change
came over it” (38). While sifting through possible meanings that the face aughey,
there is something “it said plainly,” and it says it, surprisingly, in tis¢-fierson: “I am
self-contained and self-reliant; your opinion is nothing to me; | have no iniiengsi,
care nothing for you, and see and hear you with indifference” (38). Up to a point, this
begins to elucidate the first conversation in which Miss Wade participdiese whe
strenuously disagrees with the consummate family man, Mr. Meagles, conchming t
relationship between prison and prisoner. Mr. Meagles thinks that one ought to be able to
forgive one’s prison, while Miss Wade replies, “If | had been shut up in any plaageto pi

and suffer, | should always hate that place and wish to burn it down, or raze it to the
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ground. | know no more” (37). This “strong” and “forceful” response links Tattycoram’s
anger, malice or “I don’t know what it is” to Miss Wade, but Dickens keeps the details
about this minor character from the reader, and this is Dickens’s “new meansastihte

Now Dickens knew this “means” had its limits, since he had introduced this
startlingly enigmatic female character he would have, at some point in the ndieght
her out, and that (because of the possibly unwarranted build-up) this fleshing out would
necessarily need to be tethered to what Dickens will later call “the blobd bbok”

(Forster 162). As we know from his notes, Dickens had trouble deciding when and what
to reveal. In preparation for the third installment of the novel, Dickens writass“M

Wade. Her surroundings and antecedents?” after which appears an underlined “No.”
Even more surprising (particularly in retrospect) is that Dickens wttiss Wade in

the prison? Not yet. Her father? Not yet” (27). Of course, neither incaorenar a

paternal figure will be introduced to explain who or what Miss Wade is; we seadnst
Dickens struggling with his minor character.

Regardless, what is clear is that prison and father soon drop out of Dickens’s
plans; instead, he continues to obscure. In chapter XVI of Book | we learn that
Tattycoram has not only met with Miss Wade, but that Miss Wade has invited
Tattycoram to live with her if she again feels that the Meagles fanslyristreated her.

And in Chapter XXVII we learn that Tattycoram has absconded, while at thetisaene

we are finally presented with another encounter with Miss Wade, an encounter that only
increases her obscure nature. When Mr. Clennam and Mr. Meagles find Miss Wade, it
quickly becomes apparent that Tattycoram has no intention of returning to theedésag|

to serve their daughter, Pet. In exasperation, Mr. Meagles states sisdiVdde is a
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“mystery” and that “I don’t know what you are, but you don’t hide, can’t hide, what a
dark spirit you have within you” (351). “What can you two be together? What can come
of it?” he asks (349). These are questions, however, that go unanswered, at least
explicitly. All the reader is given is Miss Wade'’s retort: she and Tatéyn have
“‘common cause,” they are both mistreated orphans and dependents, and she has “nothing
more to say” (351). And yet, Mr. Meagles suspects that Miss Wade is “a woman, who,
from whatever cause, has a perverted delight in making a sister-womagtetsedras
she is” (351). Supposedly, Mr. Meagles is “old enough to have heard of such” (351), but
here the narrator only further whets the reader’s appetite, meaning that aimce ag
Dickens is putting increased pressure on himself to deliver something worth the wai
More importantly, however, this something, by sheer dint of its enigmatic positioim wit
the narrative, begins to take on a fictional being that the narrator cannot contuokjlfor
Miss Wade is pinned down (by being burdened with a “fictional” past) she remains a
narratological nuisance. Purposefully withholding information incites irttdyasthe
longer Dickens withholds it the more difficult it is to integrate it into theatiae, that is,
to put Miss Wade together.

As is well known, Dickens’s friend and biographer John Forster considered the
attempt to flesh out Miss Wade’s character-space to be “anything batieéyasince
“The History of a Self-Tormentor” had “really little to do with the takelf,” even
though “the failure nevertheless had not been for want of care and study, ashsll
own design as of models by masters in his own art” (161). Before we consider the
chapter’s narrative content, one that designates Miss Wade a self-torradorief

description of Dickens’s overall structural solution is necessary. Late writing
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process, Dickens decides to “change this to two chapters, getting tieo8edntor
narrative by itself.” Mr. Clennam seeks out Miss Wade hoping that she might have
information in regards to his past. While Miss Wade does clarify the detateming
her acquaintance with Rigaud, the foreign man who has had mysterious dealings.with Mr
Clennam’s mother, Dickens’s notes again state: “No information — Clennarbad€'s
(50-51), but not before Miss Wade confesses, “I have for some time inclinedytautell
what my life has been — not to propitiate your opinion [of course!], for | set no value on
it; but, that you may comprehend...what | mean by hating” (690).

“I don’t see the practicability of making the History of a Self-Temor, with
which | took great pains, a written narrative,” writes Dickens. “But | dolsze t
possibility of making it a chapter by itself, which might dispense with thesséyg of the
turned commas.” As insignificant as disposing of quotation marks or “turned commas”
may sound, Dickens has something much more significant in mind, that is, “Henry
Fielding’s reason for the introduced story.” The need for the “introduced story” is
predicated on the physical constraints of novel writing: “it is sometinadly rmpossible
to present, in a full book, the idea it contains...without supposing the reader to be
possessed of almost as much romantic allowance as would put him on a level with the
writer.” The introduced story, in other words, attempts to fill in an (impossibfe) ga
between reader and writer, one produced by the writer's romantic allow@ncksns’s
ostensible access to aspects of his characters to which his readers arg/nthtgtrat
times, and for reasons spelled out above, need to be minimized. Needless to sag, Dicke
had high hopes for the Miss Wade chapter: “In Miss Wade | had an idea, which | thought

a new one, of making the introduced story so fit into the surroundings impossible of
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separation from the main story, as to make the blood of the book circulate through both”
(161). Forster felt that he had “not exactly succeeded in this.” Dickens, PautringHe
suggests, “lost the opportunity of fully exploiting the dramatic irony of her tiamra

despite the fact that “the reader realizes one of the main thdséteiorrit: that the
individual himself is to some degree responsible for his position in the prison thaySociet
has built around him” (51). While Dickens supposedly fails to exploit the “dramatic
irony” of Miss Wade’s narration, it would appear that, regardless of ttieiatity of the
narration’s introduction, Dickens thought that the “introduced story” was the best
method, maybe not to make it circulate through the book’s vital arteries, bugtablea
provide the reader with her surroundings and antecedents.

As Herring's statement implies, Dickens’s narration does not fully expleitact
that Miss Wade shares some of the responsibility for her isolation, misery, and
vindictiveness. Either way, she is “to some degree responsible,” but Dickerts fai
make full dramatic use of this fact. Why then did this master of the novel choose this
tactic? The answer rests partly on the material constraints of treigichovel: due to
serialization, earlier parts of the novel are published before later pariseeare/gtten (at
least in Dickens’s case), which plays a significant role in the developmbhs®iVade.

It is clear that, for example, when Dickens scrawls “Miss Wade in the Bridonyet.
Her father? Not yet,” he has not yet decided on who/what Miss Wade is. Moredntport
though, is the decision that is made.

In “Master and Servant inittle Dorrit,” Avrom Fleishman applies Hegel's Lord
and Bondsman to Dickens’s novel, but he does so with only minimal success, for

Fleishman focuses on the fact that the master achieves only a “dependent coessious
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because he is beholden to the servant for his ostensible independence; conversely, the
servant achieves “self-existence” by laboring for his master, thaauiring a
modicum of “freedom” vis-a-vis the “consciousness that he himself exists in his ow
right and on his own account” (57®&).other words, “just where the master has
effectively achieved lordship,” writes Hegel, “he really finds that sbhingthas come
about quite different from an independent consciousness. It is not an independent, but a
dependent consciousness that he has achieved” whereas the servant’'sstegltexi
comes to be felt explicitly as his own proper being, and he attains that conss®tizat
he himself exists in its own right and on its own account” (§ 196). On Fleishman’s
account, Miss Wade’s narrative demonstrates her inability to achieve indepeidenc
freedom, for as a servant desirous of being a master, she wars against thiealiale
relationship described by Hegel. “The more Miss Wade rebels and dsserts
independence...[and] the more she claims equality with masters by spurning them,”
writes Fleishman, “the more she proves her inferiority, her inability tcalimermal life
around them.” “[H]ers is not a free choice of freedom,” Fleishman concludes, “but a
compulsive drive to be free which only increases her bondage and her bitterness” (578).
He misses, however, what Judith Butler has called “one of the least intedrofate
Hegel’s philosophical movements,” that is, the transition from the “Lord and Bondsman”
section to “The Freedom of Self-Consciousness: Stoicism, Skepticism, and thgp¥nha
Consciousness” (173). This transition greatly informs Miss Wade’s cii¢igaty.

Our recourse to Hegel provides added nuance to our critique of Victorian marital
sympathy. Recall the formula [established in chapter 1]: party 1 can provide Y2 part

can provide Y; party 1 needs Y, party 2 needs X: therefore, they form a partnership. For
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Hegel and for Victorian society, the parties are unequal, since for therfdreparties
represent the master and servant and for latter husband and wife. Borrowindgeiyetis

above observation, we see that the husband’s independence (in the marketplace) is in fac
dependent on the service his wife provides at home, while the wife, by producing her
husband’s independence, acquires her own modicum of freedom vis-a-vis the production
of the home. Fleishman’s argument is that Miss Wade cannot break free from the
dialectic, since her desire is simply to become the master. Following ¢dedgeButler), |

argue that Miss Wade sublates the dialectic and encounters what Hegéheall

freedom of self-consciousness.” And, via Miss Wade, so does Tattycoram.

To put this into perspective: J. Hillis Miller refers to “the narrow eiaf [Miss
Wade’s] sadism toward others and her masochism toward herself” (230; gtd. in Jagose
448n28). Miss Wade’s sadism, however, is very particular, for it is more prearse t
simply taking pleasure in causing pain in others. In fact, her sadism takesnhef fa
rabid skepticism obsessed with finding the contradictions inherent in others’ actions.
According to Miss Wade, she had not only “the misfortune of not being a fool” but also
the ability to “detect[] what those about me thought they hid from me” (693). Miss
Wade'’s treatment of her childhood friend, Charlotte, serves as the aptepteexam
Charlotte’s kindness, what others “called an amiable...affectionate tenvies, Wade
saw as Charlotte’s “little perfidy” and would therefore “throw[] heh@@otte] into tears
by showing her that | read her heart” (694). Another such example comes frem Mis
Wade’s interaction with her first mistress, where she states, fonaestdf there
happened to be anything choice at table, she always sent it to me: but, |ddalaysd

it, and ate of the rejected dishes. These disappointments of her patronage \agoe a sh
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retort, and made me feel independent” (696). Apology equals condescension; kindness
equals vanity; sympathy equals hatred. Self-tormentor is not an appellatiowities

chose for herself, of course, but the narrator’s title, which implies that Mase W

misreads her surroundings and suffers the consequences of faulty interpreYatipms

is too simple to dismiss Miss Wade as neurotic or socially illiterate hwkigot to say,

for instance, that Charlotte actually was perfidious; rather, what make3d/tide

intolerable is her refusal to consent to calling things by their sociabpéed names.

It is when “the skeptic becomes self-conscious of the constitutive contaditti
his own negating activity,” Butler observes, “that the unhappy consciousness €amrge
an explicit form of ethical reflexivity” (183). What Hillis Miller callfier masochism
toward herself” takes the form of (in Butler's words) “berat[ingglitsonstantly, setting
up one part of itself as a pure judge aloof from contradiction, and disparaging its
changeable part as that which is inessential, although ineluctably tied184)’ To
make the leap from skeptic to unhappy consciousness, however, the skeptic must
confront another skeptic, which is what she finds in Tattycoram, who, Miss Wade
explains, is beginning to see “swollen patronage and selfishness” in what calier
“kindness, protection, benevolence, and other fine names” (702). Here is the true
meaning of Mr. Meagles’ questions: “What can you two be together? What canttome o
it?” Clennam imagines that Miss Wade and Tattycoram “must be constarthgtéhe
other to pieces” (691), and to a certain extent he is right: alternativddfendt to
imagine. Plus, the Miss Wade chapter hardly answers Mr. Meagles'’s quedies, a
Tattycoram reinforces this image during the novel’s confused denouememtl h@ve

been so wretched,’ cried Tattycoram, weeping much more, ‘always so unhappy, and s
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repentant!” and notes that Miss Wade “find[s] no pleasure in anything but keepiag m
miserable, suspicious, and tormentagghersel{my emphasis].” She concludes, “I used
to think...that people were all against me because of my first beginning” (844).

To clarify: like Fleishman, | am not asserting that Hegel's philosaphieatise
directly influenced Dickens (in the sense that he read it, which he did not), buthather
the “Lord and Bondsman” section, because it is “a kind of master-key to the pattern of
modern history from the French Revolution down,” is a template on which Dickens
cannot help base his story (575). The problem, however, is that the transition that
Fleishman misses and to which Butler draws our attention is not such a terplate, t
outside early twentieth-century French intellectual circles (Butdenes Jean Wahl, Jean
Hyppolite, and Alexandre Kojeve) the unhappy consciousness is precisely that which ha
been overlooked, and it is precisely that which links Miss Wade’s “introduced story” t
“the central paradox of Hegel's anthropology” (195n2).

Again, Sharon Marcus calls their relationship an “image of a pathologicdefema
household,” while Mr. Meagles (anticipating Marcus) asks the rhetorical gune8tVhat
can you two be together? What can come of it?” None of our late modern attempts to pin
this down have succeeded; however, each contributes a crucial aspect of wh&alkss
and Tattycoranbeing togethemeans, that is, th@hatof the “what can come of it.” As |
noted above, the extant literature provides us with four possible responses. Fa'st, the
denial. Representative here is by John Lucas: “I think it is a mistake tbaVNéide
should be spoken of as a lesbian. Dickens’s daring does not lie in any suggestion of her
sexual desire. Miss Wade hates society as a whole, not just men” (269). Lucas’s

categorical denial presumes that reducing Miss Wade to “her sexuar desitd reduce
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“Dickens’s daring.” Plus, Lucas is certainly correct: “Miss Wadedaociety as a
whole, not just men”; however, Lucas errs both when he depicts lesbianism as hatred of
men and when he depicts sexual desire as personal and, therefore, not relevarmtyo “soci
as a whole.” In other words, Lucas’s denial highlights all our key terms (sdesiat,
society in its entirety, male dominance, and hatred), but he wishes to keep theatesepar
instead of seeing them as the warp and woof of the same imbricated fabric.

Second, we have those who think Miss Wade should be spoken of as a lesbian,
assuming the proper cultural and historical caveats are made. This positioauslyar
taken up by Annamarie Jagose, Sharon Marcus, Anna Wilson, Mary A. Armstrong, and
Holly Furneaux. Representative here is Jagose, who claims that the readdisa/hy
Wade “seems legible within contemporary tropes of lesbianism followsdrom
retrospective misordering of cause and effect in which her as-if-ndesbignism is
read as the origin of the modern category toward which it then seems uneaingly
gesture” (424). “Retrospective misordering” is certainly the largtesnbling block when
contending with the modern homo/heterosexual definition, for it cannibalizes aregst ar
of past social practices, thereby forcing these diverse social psatdied their remnants)
to occupy one half of a binary prison: lesbian tropes or characteristics havateispar
origins whose coalescence into a sexual identity that postdates Miss \Afaokeésance
in Little Dorrit. Yet, in the same breath, Jagose reminds her readers that “one of the least
productive aspects of the recent attention to the historicity of categoseguadl
identification...[is] a scrupulous refusal to allow the possibility of any meéuling

continuity in the construction of sexualities across historical periods” (428).rigdity
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can, of course, be stultifying; however, it bespeaks the frustration late modemrschol
experience when confronting the modern hetero/homo definition.

Third, there is Janet Retseck who argues, instead, that we should, against the
critical tide, “unsex” Miss Wade. For Retseck, we share this burden with Mase W
whom she calls a “delusion[al]...misreader.” While Retseck extirpatemiesm from
Dickens’s pathologizing, she preserves the fact that Dickens locates\fezraand
defiance...in her personality” (223). Her “personality” is central to undeistg why
Miss Wade is “something else,” but according to Deirdre David, whateer t
“something else” is (Retseck calls it “political rebellion” [217]), & Glearly resistance to
normative heterosexual domesticity” (263n16), which is what bus¢s Miss Wade’s
inevitable lesbian status. So, sexed or unsexed, Miss Wade stands against the,domestic
something that even Lucas’s anti-social pronouncement would support. For this to be
true, however, we would have to conclude that in Miss Wade’s war against normative
gender roles, against heterosexuality, and against domesticity, Tattyissanply a
victim, simply collateral damage; but this view of Tattycoram only wdrikidisregard
the reason why they became a couple in the first place: Miss Wade is not looking to
master a dependent (as Fleishman implies); instead, she sees herself, harthappy
consciousness” in Tattycoram. If, therefore, we are in fact presented withodogacal
female household, then we must address the fact that even without normative
heterosexuality, domesticity remains, even if it is being redefined. Inwthes, we
witness, however brieflythe desire of unhappy consciousnesses to be a couple

Fourth, there is inevitability. Most recently, Deirdre David concludes, “lakhi,

Miss Wade must be read as a leshian” (263n16). These words are strikin{gy &imi

89



Andrew Davies’s “she just is [a lesbian],” though in context David’s are more edianc
and more fitting. Jagose calls our late modern confusion “retrospectivederisor”
which is similar to David’s “inevitability,” but not entirely the same. The biess of
David’s mustis undergirded not by a nuanced dissecting of historical misordering but
rather something more akin to whatqamale Masculinityf{1998) Judith Halberstam
calls “perverse presentism,” which she describes as “not only a dezatioa of the
present but also [as] an application of what we do not know about the present to what we
do not know about the past” (53). Miss Wade is not a lesbian because Dickens thought
she was, or because we think she is, but caught in the present, caught in the modern
hetero/homo definition, that is, more better and more worse, that is how she “must be
read.” Together, these late modern responses are the evidence we ntusugift, tsince
this is quite literally the material instantiations of the Victoriaeréife. Mr. Meagles
says that “I am old enough to have heard of such,” implying that who Miss i¢/acé
what she and Tattycoram cannot be together is an open secret, but are we late moder
old enough to know this secret? With time, has it gotten more obscure or less?

That Miss Wade and Tattycoram'’s relationship proves unsuccessful (with the
latter returning to the Meagleses and blaming Miss Wade) doesn’t meaveteatcumb
to a tragic reading of it. Furneaux (following Armstrong) argues, alkegretfully, that
“Miss Wade becomes legible as proto-lesbian through a familiar twisé afuber
tragedy trope in which the homosexual, if not fatal, is bad, mad, and dangerous to know”
(19). This is only true for Miss Wade, however, if we believe Tattycoram without
guestion. The structure of their relationship, writes Armstrong, “nontradityonall

domestic, socially and economically independent, articulately scornful toifudtle-
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class life and female subservience...requires the definition of a new femabe i
subject” (71-72). It is more productive, therefore, to introduce reciprocal sufeaiod
the marriage paradox, along with Hegel's unhappy consciousness, into the equation
because, if only for a brief instance, we may be glimpsing what Mill isidesgr

2 is the oddest number: Miss Wade and Tattycoram’s proto-same-sex marriage
and the late modern critical responses to it is proof of this essential oddnesg hacaus
essence, the response of Dickens’s characters, especially Mreslaagl Arthur
Clennam, are reduplicated by late modern critics. Again, Clennam can only irtteggee
two “constantly tearing the other to pieces.” This ferocity, Furneaux andt@mgsboth
surmise, has brought undo attention to Miss Wade. Interest in negative affdot has
instance, blinded scholars to Esther Summerson’s erotic desire for AdanBézak
Housebecause it is not seen as pathological (Armstrong 62-69). Even MaBets/'sen
Womenobserves Furneaux, devotes its most extended reading of Dickens to the
“imbalanced sadomasochistic relationship” between Estella and Miss Havisaeat
ExpectationsThis focus, Furneaux concludes, “unhelpfully passes forward the
widespread belief that same-sex desire is most legible as violence anldgath
Dickens’s work” (19n52). And yet, Miss Wade and Tattycoram’s altermakbmesticity
is the antithesis of what is imagined by a separate-spheres ideology, sof(ih als
inflexibility) fails to conform to the egalitarian, anti-hierarchicdatmnships imagined
by the late-twentieth century, particularly in the social imaginaryahstream same-
sex-marriage politics. That the relationship fails does not mean that {haregg anti-
hierarchical relationship is by definition doomed; rather, it means that tee latt

encounters conceptual difficulties that remain unaddressed. If we taasbethe ideal
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of marriage described at the conclusiobé Subjection of Womgthen we should be

less squeamish when we encounter the result. What we have here are two unhappy
consciousnesses, two individuals possessed by the desire to enter into a two-person
partnership, an attachment in which both partners are equal but where both parties are
freenotto compromise, since theyustexercise their individual autonomy. The pressure
is clearly too intense for Tattycoram, but who can blame her? Earlieycdiatin said,

“You [Miss Wade] seem to come like my own anger, my own malice, my own —
whatever it is — | don’t know what it is.” Ultimately, Tattycoram fleesi the intensity

of her own reflection — back to the Meagleses, back to safety in hierarchy.
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Chapter 3
“Omissions Are Not Accidents”: Pater and Pederasty

There is nothing more hierarchical than (Greek) pederasty, right? Welkaulye In
Victorian Oxford, pederasty (figurative, metaphoric, philosophical, or physical)
undergirded many discussions concerning relations between men becauserBenjami
Jowett placed particular emphasis in the mid-century on both Plato and one-on-one
tutoring, where a don and an undergraduate would spend time alone reading (in the
original Greek) such erotic dialogues as $lyenposiunand thePhaedrusIn
Homosexuality and Hellenism in Victorian Oxf¢d®94), Linda Dowling contrasts the
effectiveness of thBlackwood’sattack on the Cockney School of Poetry with the
ineffectiveness of Robert Buchanan’s attack on the Fleshly School. Both attew&ed
on “vain, luxurious, and selfish effeminacy,” but two things had changed between 1817
and 1872 to the point that, observes Dowling, “[b]y the time Buchanan mounted his
attack...he would speak as a lonely, isolated, no longer intelligible voice” (25).

One was Jowett’s curricular reform, while the other involved economic
liberalization. Concerning the latter, the basic premise is that the reputiiet@ric of
“positive liberty” is based on a closed, zero-sum, cyclical metaphor, emipigatsie
constant need to return to origins. Therefore, all exuberance must be containedsdsr exc
means anarchy, it means destroying tradition and, worst of all, it meansgssadiety
careening off course on a non-zero-sum venture of no return, an odyssey without
destination. By 1872, political rhetoric had by necessity accommodated itselffamtthe
that excess (the unbridling of human wants) is endemic to laissez-fpit&isen, and
that instead of fighting this excess society should take it for granted. In ekogss went

from being corrupting to being productive. In other words, negative — rather than positive
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— liberty was now embraced. In Isaiah Berlin’s classic 1958 lecture, Qanzepts of
Liberty,” he defines “liberty in the negative sense” as “the area withiohwthie subject —
a person or group of persons — is or should be left to do or be what he is able to do or be,
without interference by other persons” (34). In this sense, negative ldmernterns
freedom from interference, while positive liberty concerns one’s abilitp odhething,
and this shift places pederasty in a different light because we are nodongerned
with an individual’s ability but with an individual’s freedom.

Against this backdrop, Walter Pater began describing love between men by
combining the hierarchy endemic to pederasty with the egalitarianisncitpli
marriage reform. As we will see, this was accomplished — if it waangalished at all —
only with great difficulty. “Virtually every representation of love beémwenen in Pater,”
Ellis Hanson claims, “is haunted by the grave — and the stronger the suggestion of
homoerotic desire, the more eagerly Pater seems to want to see one of the twadhen de
(184). While this accounts for almost every representation in Pater’s oeuvre, miodoes
fit the first, “haunted” homoerotic representation Pater publishes, thates,sPa
representation of Winckelmann and his murderer, Arcangeli. Simply put, Pater is not
eager to see Winckelmann die, despite the fact that often he depicts love beemagan m
a hierarchical rather than egalitarian fashion. Why is he not eager? \&keg this first
relationship different? The answer, for us, resides in the Victorian adtdatif this time
in a crucial omission within this late modern phenomenon: that is, Pater’s omission of
Winckelmann’s stabbing and the concominant appearance of a child have gone unnoticed
by late modern interpreters both because our paranoid optic has focused too much

attention on what Patepnsciouslyomitted (due to “homophobic” pressure) and because
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Pater provides us with the child, a reparative move that has been “invisible ibtdlleg

To be clear, this is not a reparative reading of Pater; rather, inspired dynitept of
reciprocal superiority | seek out the reparabue not at the expense of the paranditle
poet Marianne Moore claims that “omissions are not accidents.” As we witlesew,
however, omissions are either conscious or unconscious, and it is the latter kind that
interests us because emphasis shifts from the author’s intent to the relptimeta/een
language and interpretation. If what appears — or, in fact, does not appeate— to |
modern scholars as the absence of Winckelmann'’s fatal stabbing, if it eljgétérs
something of import, it is that Pater’s descriptions of love between men are haynted b
the concealment of this stabbing. Language fails Pater as he strughlésevessential
oddness of the number 2. Late modern scholars miss this omission because eitber we ar
not paranoid enough, or we were too paranoid and, therefore, we miss both what is
conspicuouslabsent and what ectually present.

When Eve Kosofsky Sedgwick, writing of Oscar Wilde, observes that “[tos] e
was most closely tuned to the note of the pederastic love in the process of being
superceded " (57), this is even truer of Pater’s “eros.” By examining étst’
depiction of love between men, that is, his anonymously published 1867 essay on the
eighteenth-century German art historian Johann Winckelmann, we find a texitatte
to establish a modicum of egalitarianism. This modicum only becomes visiblelde legi
when we pay particular attention to the absence of the art historian’s stabbing and th
concomitant appearance of a child, which demonstrates that “pederasticsloot’as
hierarchical as Sedgwick suspects. This stabbing does eventually appearetiow

though not in one of Pater’s texts; instead, it appears in Wildeicture of Dorian
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Gray (1890/91), making Pater’s review of Wilde’s novel an important supplement to the
murder scene in Pater’'s “Winckelmann” because it becomes a text that resul lzes a
return to the relationship between death and the love between men.

Before turning to the omission and late modern criticism, it is important foikee
mind the broad strokes of Pater’s aesthetic itinerary. “Winckelmann'tes' $atrongest
endorsement of what Linda Dowling calls “spiritual procreancy,” thad form of
metaphysical, intergenerational reproductivism a la Plato that toeseHzetween
hierarchy and equality. The eighteenth-century German art historian & &xdpture,
writes Pater, is “the last fruit of the Renaissance,” despite the factsinaly “the
Renaissance is represented as a fashion which set in at a definite period.” Wamcks|
status as the “last fruit,” as Pater himself admits in the final sentéri¢ae Preface” to
The Renaissandd873) “explains in a striking way [the Renaissance’s] motive and
tendencies” (xxxiii). Pater explicitly links this “striking way” to whae calls
Winckelmann’s “temperament,” which he “nurtured and invigorated by friendships
which kept him in direct contact with the spirit of youth” (123). Such a temperament a
such “friendships” gain Winckelmann special access to an aspect of Gregk tudt
later cultures, despite their numbness to it, are unable to suppress: “morsdrsesde a
kind of ineffectual wholeness of nature, yet with a true beauty and significanse of it
own,” which denotes a human perfection devoid of “shame” or “intoxication,” making it
a healthy, reproductive expression of love between men. This is a delicate nmaneuve
since Winckelmann “fingers those pagan marbles with unsinged hands, with no sense of

shame or loss” (143).
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To emphasize this fact, Pater stresses that Winckelmann ignores philosophy,
although Plato “is excepted from Winckelmann’s proscription of the philosophers”
because, as opposed to a carnal lust for young flesh, the spiritual procreanibeddxs/
Socrates in his speech in Plat8gmposiunappeals to Winckelmann, and to Pater. In
Plato’s dialogue on the nature of love (between men), Socrates asks hisslistener

What if man had eyes to see the true beauty...the divine beauty...pure and
clear and unalloyed, not clogged with the pollutions of mortality and all
the colors and vanities of human life — thither looking, and holding
converse with the true beauty simple and divine? Remember how in that
communion only, beholding beauty with the eye of the mind, he will be
enabled to bring forth, not images of beauty, but realities...and bringing
forth and nourishing true virtue to become the friend of God and to be
immortal, if mortal man may. (582)
The crucial distinction here is between beauty’s particularity, “thisairdpecial
manifestation of it” (xxix), and beauty’s “sexlessness.” By stressingtyyeasexlessness
rather than its androgyny, Pater associates beauty with “a kind of impgtanphrase
that he omits from the publication of “Winckelmann.” The phrase originally appears i
“Diaphaneite,” Pater’s earliest known piece of writing, and it reads: “alrsexlessness,
a kind of impotence” (253). While attempting not to abstract from “this or thagt’Ba
reading of theSymposiunkeeps beauty at arm’s length because it is introduced through
the mind’s eye and through de-emphasis “on the pollutions of mortality and all the colors
and vanities of human life.” As Christopher Craft has argued, this aesthetiarifirge
exceptionally arduous. Craft paraphrases:
Start with your purblind passion for the radiant beauty of that golden boy;
realize next that nothing gold can stay and that your favorite can radiate so
seductively only because he has already been irradiated by a lucent source
as yet invisible to your enchanted eye; now proceed toward the precluded
source by transferring your ardor for golden youth to airier, more abstra

forms and in this way continue your strident climb upward through
ascending degrees of difficulty; as you climb remember to pause long
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enough to recast that now abstracted beauty in perduring forms of art,
thought, or law; then resume your ascent, mounting higher still, until you
bathe at last in the cool radiance of pure Idea. (117)
| have quoted Craft’'s long paraphrase for in one sentence he captures, rather hymorousl
the true difficulty of detaching beauty from the flesh.

Winckelmann follows these instructions. When he touches Greek sculpture, he
must remain calm, sober, and unpolluted. Echoing PI&risposiumPater elsewhere
writes: “The end of life is not action but contemplatiobeingas distinct frondoing— a
certain disposition of the mind: is, in some shape or other, the principle of all the higher
morality. In poetry, in art, if you enter into their true spirit at all; you tahchprinciple,
in a measure: these, by their vetgrility [my emphasis], are a type of beholding for the
mere joy of beholding” (“Wordsworth” 62). Like Plato, Pater stresseglmiar doing,
Being that is only to be beholden for its own sake, for the mere joy of beholding. While
pleasure is the central concern of the aesthetic critic, who “regatts albjects with
which he has to do, all works of art, and the fairer forms of nature and human life, as
powers or forces producing pleasurable sensations,” Pater then adds that “What is
important...is not that the critic should possess a correct abstract definitioauby e
the intellect, but a certain kind of temperament, the power of being deeply motrezl by
presence of beautiful objects” (“The Preface,” xxx).

This is what the Hellenic ideal teaches us. For, although every culture catribut
to its successors by being absorbed and hidden beneath their surfaces, the dpélienic
and culture, its manner, because “the standard of taste...was fixed in Gid€je” (
refuses to lie dormant. Therefore, the Greeks are not simply one culture aimensg ot

not merely a significant moment in the history of man, but rather the very ofig
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historicity. Before the mind began to entertain the idea of its own freedom and agency,
“to boast its independence of the flesh,” the Greeks were the fortunate recéitsome
supreme good luck”: an elegant pause, where action is limited, passion playeukly
with the rigid surface, and all that is “common,” “accidental,” “grotesque,” aadHly”

is “purge[d] away.” The underlying message of “Winckelmann” is that ma&x'$ssno
longer nature’s tool, no longer clogged with the pollutions of mortality and all tbescol
and vanities of human life. By putting aside excremental odors, unseemly fluids, and the
animal need to procreate, man in his “moral sexlessness,” which is not to be confused
with infertility per se, disregards baser practices. True fecungiiyt(sl procreancy)
follows from an elevated impotency. Man must worship himself as the thirgelift-i
“motion in stillness,” which “begins and ends with the finite image, yet loses nofpart
the spiritual motive” (131). In “The School of Giorgione” (a late additiomhe
Renaissange Pater famously asserts that all art aspires to “the condition of music”;
however, it is fair to say that, ten years earlier, art, for Pater (andifak@&imann before
him), aspires to the condition of sculpture (“the Greek ideal expressed itssifipently

in sculpture”), which Pater later reiterates in his sparkling 1889 esssle™SFor in

truth all art does but consist in the removal of surplusage, from the last finishgainthe
engraver blowing away the last particle of invisible dust, back to the earliasttbwi of

the finished work to be, lying somewhere, according to Michelangelo’s fandye in t
rough-hewn block of stone” (19-20). “The tact of omission,” as Pater ldieitcaneans
that all great artists know when, where, and what to omit, for certain omissicrtaat c
times have maximum effect. This “removal of surplusage” is always an pietam

project, however, not only because aspiration hardly guarantees success] mdrea
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importantly, because the aesthetic process itself is initiated by asagplthat, while it
cannot be eliminated, also cannot be made present.

Such “tact” plays a key role in the composition of “Winckelmann,” both because
it whitewashes the unseemly, anti-Platonic quality of Winckelmann’s death asuaskec
it omits the means by which Winckelmann seeks to foment the rebirth of Greely;socie
that is, to reproduce the conditions wherein a great and highly-developed culturegynot onl
tolerated male homosexual passions, but deemed them of spiritual value and atempted t
employ such passions for the benefit of society as a whole. Arcangeli, Winack€b
murderer, has no place in this narrative. This surplusage initiates the essay, it to
take the shape that it did. Winckelmann’s biography fails to conform, and Pata3s e
attempts to remedy this failure — or, at least, that is what the Winckelmahnsmyt
designed to accomplish.

In the first paragraph of the essay, Pater mentions the “strange pnggnanc
contained in Goethe’s references to Winckelmann, where Goethe “speaks athes te
who had made his career possible, but whom he had never seen, as of an abstract type of
culture, consummate, tranquil, withdrawn already into the region of idealgtgeting
colour from the incidents of a passionate intellectual life.” Pater then quoget He
“Winckelmann, by the contemplation of the ideal works of the ancients, receieedod s
inspiration, through which he has a sense for the study of art. He is to be regarded as one
of those who, in the sphere of art, have known how to initiate a new organ for the human
spirit.” Finally, Pater concludes this opening paragraph: “That it has given semse,
that it has laid open a new organ, is the highest that can be said of any criitalte$

interesting then to askhatkind of mant was who thus laid open a new organ. Under
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whatconditionswas that effected?” (114; emphasis added). From the first paragraph on,
Winckelmann becomes “a personage, a past, a case history, and a childhood,” even
though, unlike the jurists and psychologists to whom Pater’'s contemporary, John
Addington Symonds, wanted to explain Greek (and Victorian) homosexuality, Pater is
obviously a sympathetic ear. The “indefinitely active principle” motivatingdk@lmann

is not something Pater wants to eradicate; he wants to analyze and understancdé bec
this man “laid open a new organ” for other men. These phrases, of course, come from the
famous passage in Michel Foucault’'s Volume Tloé History of Sexualifyvhere he
declares that “the sodomite had been a temporary aberration; the homosexualweas
species” (43). As noted at the outset, Pater’s writings exist at thiagypoint,

functioning (one might say) as the semi-colon in Foucault’s assertion. Whilg deepl
influenced by the hierarchical thinking of Greek pederasty, Pater was alstehye
individual temperament and biographical details. Again, Pater’'s endorsememnttoékpi
procreancy is him toeing the line between hierarchy and equality.

What kind of new organ does Pater have in mind? This new organ is a metaphor
for how, under the right “conditions,” men might find new ways of relating to one
another. While “German literary history seems to have lost the chance of ios®f
famous friendships [between Winckelmann and Goethe], the very tradition of which
becomes a stimulus to culture, and exercises an imperishable influenceceP@ialy
feels that his essay is another attempt —a lineage that connects PateckelWann,

Goethe and Hegel — to lay open this “new organ.” In fact, when it was initiallpased,
Pater was much more explicit about how new organs are laid open. In 1867, the

Westminster Reviepublished an anonymous review essay on Winckelmann. When its
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author, Walter Pater, included it in the first editioTbe Renaissand@873), he omitted
the following passage: “[T]he Hellenic manner is the blossom of the Helleinitcasd
culture, that spirit and culture depend on certain conditions, and those conditions are
peculiar to a certain age.” While Pater later wrote that meetingethy@deof another age
face to face “is as impossible as to become a little child, or enter Aganotnb and be
born” (196), he initially asserts that “the blossom of the Hellenic spirit andretitould
be fully re-experienced, and not just “throw[n]...into [historical] reliebf’ the passage
concludes: “Reproduce those conditions, attain the actual root, and blossoms may again
be produced of a triumphant color” (107).

Why did Pater omit this passage? Scholars such as Linda Dowling and Richard
Dellamora ask this question, but their answers are not entirely satigR@pgoducing
the Hellenic “spirit and culture” meant one thing more than any other in \daotori
Oxford: code for Greek pederasty, which is, observes Regius Professor of i#yeak |
Bywater, Pater’s “certain sympathy with a certain aspect of GifieéKdtd. Dowling 95;
Dellamora 61). The ostensible subtlety of Bywater’s remark shouldn’t b&dwedss
evasiveness; that is, he said all he needed to say, for his remark is meant tedvy perf
legible. Following Frank Turner and Richard Jenkyns, Linda Dowling st¢lsag while
J. S. Mill, Matthew Arnold, and Benjamin Jowett made the Greeks (especgtid) Pl
central to a liberal arts education at Oxford, it was the students of this névulcumnr
(Pater, Symonds, Wilde, etc.) that highlighted the male-male erotidignPlatonic eros)
endemic to Greek thought, making “a certain sympathy with a certain asigeekf
life” emblematic, as it indeed was, of Greek thinking in its entirety. xdénse, Oxford

Hellenism was nascent “homosexual code” (Dowling 27-28). Not only is Patsdyg es
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Renaissance Hellenism moving out from underneath the cover of technical apnymit
but, even worse, it now dons explicit institutional affiliation: “Fellow of Brasenos
College, Oxford.” Dowling cites Pater’s colleague, John Wordsworth, who estréss

fact that since “you [Pater] had reprinted it with your own name,” Patercakpli

connects Oxford to his statements (99), while Dellamora asserts, rathestpaiyi

that even though it is no longer explicit, “the utopian intent and the implicit relation in
1867 to the need for legislative reform remain” (114). This omission, in other wonds, ca
clearly be interpreted as an act of conscious self-censorship, of remamthg Gloset,”

of burying the explicit intention, despite the fact that, as we will seer, ®aparently

didn’t omit enough. With this, there is perhaps little to argue, for anonymity, omissions
and defensiveness describe Pater’s intent. For this reason, Heather Lovar(ipll
Jacques Khalip) “links Pater’'s embrace of anonymity to his experiendadgaa
marginalized sexual subjectivity” (69). Finally, Will Fisher als@bkshes, with great
precision, the relationship between the Victorian interest in the Renaissaanetp a

large extent, its creation of this historical and artistic pegisgiconcept) and the creation
of the homosexual subject, inviting the reader to understand homosexuality in terms of
birth, rebirth, and generativity. Fisher, however, does not include Winckelmann and
Greek pederasty as part of this equation.

This conspicuous omission, this lack of transparency and this embrace of
anonymity, however, has allowed these scholars — in fact, all scholars — to ovdnbdok w
is apparently an inconspicuous, though not an accidental, omission:

With characteristic openness, Winckelmann had confided his [travel]
plans to a fellow-traveler, a man named Arcangeli, and had shown him the

gold medals received at Vienna. One morning he entered Winckelmann’s
room, under the pretense of taking leave. Winckelmann was then writing
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‘memoranda for the future editor of thigstory of Art’ still seeking the
perfection of his great work. Arcangeli begged to see the medals once
more. As Winckelmann stooped down to take them from the chest, a cord
was thrown round his necBome time afterwards, a child with whose
companionship Winckelmann had beguiled his delay, knocked at the door,
and receiving no answer, gave the alariinckelmann was found
dangerously wounded, and died a few hours later, after receiving the last
sacraments. It seemed as if the gods, in reward for his devotion to them,
had given him a death which, for its swiftness and its opportunity, he
might well have desired. (126; emphasis added)

Between 1867 and 1873, this passage remains the same: Winckelmann stoops down;

Arcangeli approaches him from behind; he places a cord around Winckelmann’s neck;

and then, full stop. Pater continues: “Some time afterwards, a child,” omitting the

stabbing. Like Goethe, Pater could not know the facts of the murder, for as Hans

Mayer asserts “the court [i.e. public] records of Arcangeli’'s murdarrgport in ample

detail Winckelmann’s slow hemorrhaging from the puncture wounds, the vigorous man’s

struggle with his murderer, the ugly death in a public inn surrounded by stupid and

indifferent waiters and cleaning girls” (168). Additionally, whiled?aays of

Winckelmann’s death that “it seemed as if the gods, in reward for his devotion to them

had given him a death which, for its swiftness and its opportunity, he might well have

desired,” he is surely echoing Goethe’s own description: “[Ijn a sense wewatnhim

happy, that he rose up to the blessed from the topmost point of human existence, that a

short horror, a speedy pain took him from the living. The frailties of age, dilmmoti

the intellect were spared him...He lived as a man and went forth from this warld as

man in his fullness” (qtd. in Mayer 168). Pater’s reader, however, finds in its place the

“beguiling” child. Is Winckelmann’s death scene capable of being translatedaiteosP

narrative? The answer, | am arguing, is that the translation is impossible
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The absence of the stabbing in Pater’s description of Winckelmann’s death
provides us with an opportunity to rethink the relationship between birth, rebirth, and the
Victorian origins of male homosexuality. Pater expunges the horrific violence
Winckelmann’s murder by instead presenting the reader with the child, pomtimg t
fact that this might be the residue of the primal scene of Pater’s nascentRoalibg.
Freud’s establishes the concept of the “primal scene” in “From the Histonylofaatile
Neurosis” (SE 17: 1-122). In his definitive study of the relationship between Breud’
concept and its relation to literature and philosophy, Ned Lukacher charestibez
primal scene as “an ontologically undecidable intertextual event thatasesitin the
differential space between historical memory and imaginative cotistrubetween
archival verification and interpretative free play” (24). Specifically,"#oene” consists
of the child’s witnessing parentabitus a tergpwhich causes (castration) anxiety in the
witness because he believes violence is being committed on the person “takinyg it fr
behind.” When the child initially “witnessed tkeitus a tergg’ writes Slavoj Zizek,

“nothing traumatic marked this scene; the scene acquired features only ipeetrasth

the later development of the child’s infantile sexual theories, when it beogmesible

to integrate the scene within the newly emerged horizon of narrativizatienidiztion-
symbolization” (31). We do not then have access to the exact moment when Pater bore
witness to this scene; that is, when he learned that Winckelmann had been violently
murdered. We have no need for such access, however, because trauma acquings meani
“only in retrospect” (tethered to “later development”). We must focus on whaitlisasn

what reaches the vector of speech.
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So the reader is presented with two types of omission. The first type we might
classify as conscious self-censorship. The second type, however, is motgt ddfi
classify. If Winckelmann, as Pater saw him, were to be anointed the Victotran pa
saint of all things Greek, then describing his murder in lurid, forensic degaitiw
certainly sully Pater’s hagiography — and would be strikingly incongruaisRaiter’s
prose style. In this respect, Patapowsthat such a description would connote something
akin to a pervert's comeuppance. “[Wl]ithin a specifically Victorian cotitexites
Dellamora, “Winckelmann’s death appears to be an outcome nearly predictable in a
society hostile to sexual difference” (114). Textually speaking, it is uani@d to assert
that Pater consciously removed anything from this passage, not only becausertbere
alternate draft (the passage remains the same in all subsequent edhtibalso because
there is in fact nothing missing, for there is simply the child. It is clearower, that
Pater provides the reader with a precise explanation for why this opportmaititsa
[ostensible] swiftness,” presented itself to his assailant: becauskildheelayed the
departure of the art historian “still seeking the perfection of his great work.”

So why include the scene at all? If describing Winckelmann’s murder in lurid,
forensic detail is antithetical to Pater’s florid prose style, we could edae¢hat any
mention of the murder is remarkable “within a specifically Victorian cdrit8ut the
appearance of the child is not corroborated by the evidence and testimongddtect
Arcangeli’s trial. Furthermore, this reference to the child, as Billie &wdnman notes,
does not even appear in Otto Jahn’s biography of Winckelmann — and Pater’'s 1867 essay
is, in part, a review of Jahn’s biography. While there is a possible source forlthe chi

inclusion (See Volume One of the Fernow, Meyer, Schulze edition of Winckelmann’s
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Werkg, the significant fact remains, Inman continues, that Pater’s description of
Winckelmann’s murder is “almost a translation” of Jahn’s (111). It would, therder
reasonable to conclude that the child’s appearance is a stylistic revisitulady
noteworthy because Pater’s essay provides its reattethe appearance of the child and
withouteven a cursory reference to the nature of the assault; that is, there is no
penetration, no blood, no torn flesh. If the outcome of Winckelmann’s life is as legible as
Dellamora claims why not simply omit the scene entirely? The firath-discussed
omission of the “Hellenic manner” passage was necessary (its meaniegitde, |

lacking requisite subtlety, etc.); but the second, of the stabbing, is qualtaliffefent.

The nature of this “ugly death” — the street hustler’s brutish, pockmarked coomple
Winckelmann’s moaning, panting, and cursing; his right lung filling with blood; the
stupid, gawking bystanders — remains in stark contrast to the future-oriederd gt

eros expressed in “the Hellenic manner” passage. Moreover, the study tonoed &b

these issues, Kevin Ohilanocence and Rapture: The Erotic Child in Pater, Wilde,
James, and Nabokd2005), does not discuss the child’s appearance. In his first chapter,
“Doomed Creatures of Immature Radiance’: Renaissance, Death, andeRapialter
Pater,” Ohi pays particular attention to the importance of Winckelmann farPate
conceptualization of the Renaissance, and in doing so he focuses on the “dead, dying,
indifferent, or precociously melancholic children” (13) that populate Ratexts.

However, the “child with whose companionship Winckelmann had beguiled his delay”
goes mysteriously unremarked. It is possible that this child goes unnoticed by Ohi
because he really isn’t of the same order as Pater’s other dead, dyingrantitie

precociously melancholic children; rather, the child in “Winckelmann” is liaely
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interested, and if he has beguiled the art historian, one imagines it would hawvethee
a vibrant rather a melancholic disposition.

We cannot simply assert that Pater consciously removed this “ugly deaglvoim f
of the enthralling child. Goethe’s intellectual pregnataiyes precedence over
Winckelmann’s untimely death because it effectively gives meaninglotisomething
more complicated undergirds this precedence-taking. Biographicallyisgeikvas not
until the 1874 disclosure of Pater’s relationship with William M. Hardinge that,Pate
Inman’s word, “recogni[zed]...the circumscribed boundaries within which he would be
constrained to live if he were to remain acceptable to polite society” (18).Hatt,
full-blown encounter with institutional “homophobia,” which Inman describes in great
detail in “Estrangement and Connection,” led to Benjamin Jowett passing Patérave
University Proctorship. All of this, however, post-dates both the original scripting of
“Winckelmann” and its inclusion i8tudies in the History of Renaissajwaich is to say
that, according to this timeline, Pater’'s knowledge of Winckelmann’s murder haal ye
crush his optimism, for it is with Hardinge that Pater violates Oxford’'s umnntiles
about conduct between men.

We cannot, then, explain the omission of the stabbing and the appearance of the
child with reference to Pater’s biography. Years beldre Renaissanaaade him the
most notorious don of Victorian Oxford, we find Pater revising Winckelmann’s death
scene. The difference between the two omissions is that caution motivatesthehfle
somethingoeyondPater’s control, something that resists symbolization, causes the
second. If we are to understand Pater’s essay in terms of a primal sceseetia is not

itself the essay’s cause; rather, the essay represents the faihntegtate
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Winckelmann’s stabbing into the newly emerged horizon of Pater’'s nasceunal'sex
theories.” This failure calls for a strengthening of said sexual thearsgsengthening
centering in Pater’s essay on certain mythical objects: new organs, reghaipcy, and
unsinged hands. As with Goethe, Winckelmann “made his [Pater’s] career possible”
(Davis, 275-76), but if this is the case, then the condition of possibility for ater’
writings is locked in this essay.

According to Pater, Winckelmann desired his own death, for he was afforded one
that, as Pater writes, “he might well have desired.” Pater's nomiokesc of
Winckelmann’s stabbing, however, is an attempt to neutralize his desire,goasdfe
Pater and his likeminded readers from the self-destructive quality of his,desi
apparent desire to be brutally murdered by an avaricious miscreant. Aganhpekin’t
mean the historical Winckelmann actually wanted to be murdered by a male; liustle
only means that Pater is unable to reconcile the myth of Winckelmann with the
“historical” man. If Winckelmann’s desire — constituted by Pater’sicgldo it — were to
emerge, it would ruin the essay’s central goal of “narrativizing-historg:
symbolizing” Winckelmann’'sigalma his innermost dignity and essence, turning it
instead into stinking offal. In order to depict Winckelmaragalma Pater discovers — in
writing his essay — that, if he is going to maintain the myth of Winckelmann’gnetsi
hands, thage ne sais quditemperament” that allowed Winckelmann to touch youth in
ways others could not, Winckelmann’s desire must be contained.

Moreover, his desire simultaneously causes Pater to worry about what
Winckelmann desires from him, which is again why Pater creates a mythraitpoir

Winckelmannquahomosexual saint and avoids getting too close to the actual
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relationship between Winckelmann and Arcangeli. Hence, the appearance ofdhe &hi
stopgap. While the Greeks expressed, in a free and open manner, the moral uprghtness
as well as the ethical superiority — of male-male sexual relationgathis far from
straightforward, especially because, as Foucault obsernféeiblse of Pleasur@984),
pederastyinged on the “allowance fane other’s freedorrhis ability to refuse, and his
required consent” (199). The male citizenaste$ dominated th@olis, along with its

women and slaves, but he could not dominate the (male) endchénoy since the boy

was himself a male citizen in training and that playing “hard to get'onasal to his
transition to adulthood. Therefore, we have a situation that resembles what alede c

the marriage paradox: if he gave in too easily, he would be prostituting himself, and this
would disqualify him from citizen status. For, maintaining the boy’s freedom — a
responsibility that, while it concerned both parties, constituted the ciinegin concern
because he was libel to be persecuted if the boy’s family caught wind iohjpropriety

— safeguarded the boy’s personal integrity and autonomy.

All these social conventions surrounding pederasty, which effectively dictate
whether the bowas acting honorably, also concealed the secret that made such
conventions necessary in the first place: the body is never enough, or put difféhently
body is always too much, too recalcitrant, always ready to encourage. d&dike
dietetics (the maintenance of equilibrium, regulation of inside and outside) and
economics (the maintenance of hierarchy, regulation of man’s domination over woman),
erotics required additional modification because it called attention to thindache
same body needed to serve as both the object of another man’s sexual affections and as

the marker of the boy’s personal freedom (221). For this reason, the dibubts
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whether the boy’s body in-itself provides enough stability for the tramsferef
authority, especially after it has been physically penetrated. Unlikatamitirituals,
where participation is obligatory, Greek pederasty constitutes for ter learty a
voluntary relationship, “the other’s freedom.” The uneasy compromise is an ontology of
love a la Plato, since the major concern is “the extent that he [the citizéig t® aesist
their seduction; which does not mean that he feels no love or desire from them, but that
he is moved by the force of true love, and he knows how truly to love the truth that must
be loved” (241). The process of doubt is now enmeshed in the experience of the male
body. Through resisting the boy, the citizakes the place of the boy, sirescesiss
now the citizen’s concern.

With ascesideing the citizen’s concern, the aesthetic itinerary, as Christopher
Craft humorously outlined it, is his path. Winckelmann, however, seems to have deviated
from this path, since “with characteristic openness” his murderer “had givea tieath
which, for its swiftness and its opportunity, he might well have desired.” Openness?
Desire for death? And, in this context, what is the appearance of the chéd? at
search for his spiritual father (Davis 261-85), for the one who fuses philosophy and Eros
as he phrases it in “Diaphaneité” — discovers Winckelmann, a man who shows to him,
through his biography as well as through his writings, the rebirth of the GrertkAsmil
yet, in the process of being nourished and nurtured by Winckelmann, Pater, still in his
academic infancy, discovers the hideous details of Winckelmann’s death. Thr@miait
year-old Arcangeli is the antithesis of the young men Pater’'s newfound dpiréator
had previously described (Winckelmann “has known...many young men more beautiful

than Guido’s archangel,” with irony now duly noted); but, as Pater doubtless discovers in
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his research, Winckelmann willingly — at his own request — spent his final days
conversing, dining, and strolling around the city with an ugly commoner. If there is
something to be repulsed, it is the intense explosion of Winckelmann’s ability to
articulate his desire, to enjoy himself with an ugly, pockmarked male prestituthere
accounted for in his aesthetics. Hence, the logic: if Winckelmann is left toldo as

pleases, he, who is ineluctably attracted to dangerous men who will rob and murder him,
will destroy himself, along with many others who might follow his example, s
Winckelmann must be kept in check for his own good and for the good of those he
inspires. Pater’s devotion to Winckelmann, to his masculine eroticism, isglyeai

devotion that says, “I'm ready to celebrate all your virtues, from your gedihands to

your fiery friendships, just in order to prevent this explosion of desire.” One assume

with Dellamora, that Pater removes the “Hellenic manner” passagadeeit drew

explicit attention to those Victorian men (Pater being particularly sysphaotbelieved

that they, with the aid of spiritual forefathers like Winckelmann, could reproduce
triumphant-colored blossoms. The reason why Pater’s description of Winckelmann’s
murder remains the same in both versions, however, should by now be clear: it needs no
revising, no omitting, because it was already a successful safeguarst #ga explosion

of Winckelmann’s desire.

The child, rather than promising a beneficent, reproductive future, represents
instead the contradictions of Greek pederasty, the odd alignment of hierarchy and
equality, desire andscesisbody and mind, activity and passivity. Inman speaks of “the
effects of the trauma of 1874 upon Pater’s works” as the best way to discoveiatdnat P

himself had discovered about the society in which he lived. When faced with the
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disclosure of the Hardinge affair, an affair (between an ascetic don andeigusc
undergraduate) based on rumors, hearsay, erotic sonnets, and letters sigrsed “your
lovingly,” Pater did not just discover the circumscribed boundaries within which he
would be constrained to live if he were to remain acceptable to polite societadnise
rediscovered the contradictions of Greek pederasty. Not until 1874 and Pater’s
(unofficial) censure, however, did Winckelmann’s murder and Pater’s inability to
describe it explicitly become Pater’'s (homosexual) primal scene.

| would be remiss, however, if this examination of the Victorian afterlife
sidestepped the late modern interest in the invention of the child. How does Patér’s chil
(the we have missed) fit into what Michael Cobb calls “queer theory and itsectii*dr
Cobb writes: “It would be a mistake...to call the current moment ‘queer theory’sotur
the child.” Nevertheless, some exciting books [he is reviewing] have been devathg m
ink to the linking of children and queerness” (119). Certainly, interest in the child’s
“queerness” predates queer theory, which is the mistake Cobb warns of; howeeer, ther
has been a noticeable uptick, one that could certainly be described as a “turndligspeci
when so much of it has a common inspirational source: late modern interest in the
Victorian period created this focus on the child, and its principal source is Jame
Kincaid’s Child-Loving: The Erotic Child and Victorian Cultuf@992). If this is the
case, then why have scholars, all of whom are adept paranoid readers, migéed Pate
omission of Winckelmann’s stabbing and the concominant appearance of a chiid& Is m
simply the most paranoid yet, which according to Eve Sedgwick is not an espgaally
achievement, or is it that the future is always already heteronormativé® thése are

not the same questions, they are inextricably linked. Paranoid reading’s maostidesti
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feature is its faith in exposure, but it is also “anticipatory” in that, in Sed¢smweords,
“there must be no bad surprises.” Therefore, “bad news must always deckdgwn,”
which is what constitutes paranoid reading’s “future-oriented vigilance” (T3
vigilance reaches its apex in Lee EdelmasFuture: Queer Theory and the Death
Drive (2004), where Edelman declares that all news about the future is bad,
heteronormative news and that we should drop all outlooks that are future-oriented and
embrace the death drive. Two prominent queer theorists have attempted to challenge
Edelman, but with only partial success because they are both paranoid readings of wha
Edelman calls “the image of the Child.”

In Cruising Utopia(2009), José Esteban Mufioz acknowledges the seductive
guality of Edelman’s thesis (“I agree with and feel hailed by mudtodfuturée [91]),
yet he insists, “as strongly as | reject reproductive futurity, | iehets refuse to give up
concepts such as politics, hope, and a future that is not kid stuff” (92). For Mufioz,
Edelman concedes too much, if eeerythingthat is worth fighting for; however, his
book’s epigraph highlights the paradoxical situation in which paranoia places tta criti
reader. Borrowed from Oscar Wilde’s “The Soul of Man under Sociali€nuising
Utopia begins, “A map of the world that does not include utopia is not worth [even]
glancing at.” While rejecting each and every instance of political fyfuitiioz holds
out hope, for “queerness is the not yet here.” Queerness’s not-yet-here, Wwartler
hasno placein the present. Moreover, Muiioz does not wish to give up on the child, for
despite anticipating this criticism Edelman’s child “is indeed alwagsadl white.”

While Mufioz says that attacking Edelman vis-a-vis his ostensibly “whjtengée
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crypto-identity politics...is besides the point,” he makes it clear thatevénat to hand
futurity over to normative white reproductive futurity” (95).

If Mufioz refuses to give up hope, especially when it concerns disenfranchised
children of color, Tim Dean refuses to give up on Freud’s death drive. Unlike Mufoz,
Dean does not feel hailed by Edelman’s book and so instead sets out to show “how
Edelman’s use of the notion of the death drive might be reframed for a different — one
might say queerer — vision of futurity” (123). Yet, Dean too cannot resist pariaag
Edelman’s “Child.” Even though Edelman insists “the image of the Child not be confused
with the lived experiences of any historical children” (11), it is preciseBetheed
experiences, according to Dean, that make children queer. Referencing Stévan B
and Natasha Hurley's collecti@@uriouser: On the Queerness of Childri@®04), Dean
accuses Edelman of “overlook[ing] all those ways in which, far from beinghthbkesis
of queerness, children may be regarded as the original queers” (128). Edelman, however
does not disagree that “the lived experiences of any historical chilcdeeat adds with
our fetishistic investment in “the image of the child” (like Tiny Tim), an itmest that
has its roots in late-modern studies of Victorian England. In this sense, evercifept a
the strongest social constructionist assertion, that the child is a Victogmoaor, this is
not a Victorian assertion, but rather @i®utthe Victorian; this is a late-modern fetish.
More to the point, what does Edelman’s emphasis on “the image of the Child” and
Mufoz’s and Dean’s criticisms of it mean for Pater’s child?

As | have already said, the child in “Winckelmann” is lively and interesied jf
he has beguiled the art historian, one imagines it would have been with a vibrant rather

than a melancholic disposition, but beyond that, that is all he is. Is it possiblé&éhat, |
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Edelman (but for a different reason), Pater is only interested, at leasirh&he image
of the Child"? Pater’s child can only be enjoyed through the dictates of Plato’s
Symposiumso instead of representing the future, it represents the difficulty of imgginin
egalitarian love between men. Otherwise, he (like the stabbing) disapdpeakisg
back, we see that the child has never been more of a construct, that the late modern
scholars who focus on Pater are in fact too paranoid and, paradoxically, have missed
Pater’s reparative move. Once again, it is a matter of interpretation. Oevehave
have what the text ostensibly represses: (sexual) trauma. On the othevewleehizxt.
And once again, we have a choice, and our choice is not to choose, but to accept the late
modern interpretationsnd their shortcomings, the paranoid along with the reparative. If
there is a secret, it is an open one: as we look back at Winckelmann and Arcangeli, at
pederasty and Pater, we see that (structurally speaking) egalitéaitéonsepresume
homosexuality, that marriage reform calls attention to the sex of eachrpgariyéo find
it of no importance, and that this fact has deadly consequences.
Some twenty years later in Oscar Wild&tse Picture of Dorian Graythe vicious
stabbing finally appears, however, allowing Pater to return, we might sag $odne of
the crime. The passage reads as follows:
Dorian Gray glanced at the picture, and suddenly an uncontrollable feeling
of hatred for Basil Hallward came over him, as though it had been
suggested to him by the image on the canvas, whispered into his ear by
those grinning lips. The mad passions of a hunted animal stirred within
him, and he loathed the man who was seated at the table, more than in his
whole life he had ever loathed anything. He glanced wildly around.
Something glimmered on the top of the painted chest that faced him. His
eye fell on it. He knew what it was. It was a knife that he had brought up,
some days before, to cut a piece of cord, and had forgotten to take away
with him. He moved slowly towards it, passing Hallward as he did so. As

soon as he got behind hiime seized it and turned round. Hallward stirred
in his chair as if he was going to ris¢e rushed at him and dug the knife
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into the great vein that is behind the ear, crushing the man’s head down
on the table and stabbing again and again.

There was a stifled groan and the horrible sound of some one
choking with blood. Three times the outstretched arms shot up
convulsively, waving grotesquely, stiff-fingered hands in the-air.
stabbed him twice more, but the man did not move. Something began to
trickle on the floor. He waited for a moment, still pressing the head down.
Then he threw the knife on the table, and listened. (278; emphasis added)

Dorian maneuvers around Basil, for (like Arcangeli) Dorian approaches tim ftiom
behind. But then Wilde’s corrections: the appearance of the knife, and the scendts horrif
violence. His melodramatic prose is in full force. Such descriptions areglyewsisat

does not appear in Pater’s essay. Why here in Wilde, but not in Pater? Craftsstiggest
in the opening chapters of Wilde’s novel desire comes in two different formsaand fr
two different characters: “Basil’s [desire] by idealizing Platontkat disdains the call of
the flesh and calls instead for its sublimation into art, thought, and prayer; earg'$i
[desire] by the counterposed ‘new hedonism’ that repudiates this Platoniadiadai
promises instead a renascent being-in-the-flesh, one that refusesnitaiidns as it
seeks ‘to give new form to every feeling, expression to every thought, readwety
dream’ (122). The picture ifthe Picture of Dorian Gragnd Dorian’s relationship to it
are created out of this struggle, these forces warring (between spirit simdritsde

Wilde, as he himself summed up in an 1894 letter to Ralph Payne: “Basil Hallward is
what | think I am: Lord Henry what the world thinks megfters352). Wilde closes this
summary with: “Dorian is what | would like to be — in other ages, perhaps.” Wilde’s
caveat is telling. In his novel, Dorian momentarily transcends the Banityttieadlock,

but only momentarily. This transcendence is of another age, be it antique or ofdhe dis

future — regardless, though, Wilde implies, it is certainly not of the present. ngehat,
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ultimately, we are left with only two options: Basil’'s Platonic sublimatmnenry’s
disdainful refusals of this oblique method.
It should not surprise us then that in Pater’s review, “A Novel by Mr. Oscar
Wilde,” the central focus is neither Dorian nor Lord Henry, but Basil. As Batsrves,
In contrast with Hallward, the artist, whose sensibilities idealise thiel wor
around him, the personality of Dorian Gray, above all, into something
magnificent and strange, we might say that Lord Henry, and even more
the, from the first, suicidal hero, loses too much in life to be a true
Epicurean — loses so much in the way of impressions, of the pleasant
memories, and subsequent hopes, which Hallward, by a really Epicurean
economy, manages to secuE30)
While Pater is quick to point out that Wilde “seems not to have identified himse#lgntir
with any one of his characters” (130), this cannot be said so easily of the revarwe
Pater proceeds to quote a lengthy portion of the text (here truncated): “Hen|D®ria
much more to me than a model or a sitter...his beauty is such that art cannot express
it...the work | have done, since | met Dorian Gray, is good work, is the best work of my
life. But in some curious way his personality has suggested to me an entiratyamasr
in art, an entirely new mode of style. | see things differently, | think of th&ereftly. |
can now recreate life in a way that was hidden from me Bef®84). This is the only
guotation in this brief, four-page review, and it is worth drawing the readegigian to
it because these words are, of course, Basil Hallward’s. While it is Lord Mdary
speaks explicitly of “the Hellenic ideal” (19), it is Basil who actuaigbraces the erotic
“‘economy” that Winckelmann (along with Pater) helped Europeans rediscover. Here
Pater's sympathy for Basil is quite palpable, a sympathy based on maleckxomlidy's

fraught relationship to representation and physicality, settling somewba®veen art and

sex, between (re)production and death.
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Following in the footsteps of Pater’s reading of Winckelmann, Basil strésses
fact that at the heart of Dorian’s portrait lies a “terror” that mayay not be legible to
others. Basil fears that it is legible, that it is a repetition of hisdirsounter with
Dorian: “When our eyes met, | felt that | was growing pale. A curiousaiensof terror
came over me. | knew that | had come face to face with some one whose reenalggr
was so fascinating that, if | allowed it to do so, it would absorb my whole nature, my
whole soul, my very art itself’ (189). We, however, receive only the symbolic resélues
this encounter, the artistic attempts to allude to what ultimately cannotlizedethe
terror around which “Winckelmann” arithe Picture of Dorian Grayevolve, the terror
that equality is impossible, that hierarchy is all there is. The Wildeat) thisourse, is
that it is Basil, the Platonic sublimizer, the real Epicurean, who is brutaiigered, not
the hedonistic Henry. This twist, though, belies the appearance of a child; thatlissit be
the need — one that Pater recognized — to maintain the difference betweahizna
equality, physicality and representation, sex and art, but also the need to keep this
difference in play, to flirt with it without collapsing it. This maintenancetitwmes to be
this dissertation’s goal. The differences in play are ultimately those gbietation, of
paranoid/depth and reparative/surface readings, differences that infoessémial

oddness of two-person partnerships.
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Chapter 4
“Two Is None”: The Importance of Being Earnest

In Oscar Wilde’s most successful play, both commercially and artlgtiéddernon

explains to Jack, “You don’t seem to realize that in married life three is cynapa two

is none” (302). What does “two is none” mean (here)? This is the question this final

chapter answers. In short, Algernon wants Jack to understand that, if a couple does not

look outside itself for — at the very least — sexual titillation (if not for ackexual

affairs), then they are not worthy of our attention. For Algernon, there’s nothing more

distasteful than married people who flirt — with each other. “It’s like waslong glean

linen in public,” he says. However, what if we take Algernon’s statement menalirt

that is, what if, without the introduction of the third, two really is none because the

couple in-itself is nothing, is unrepresentable, unthinkable? If this is the case, the

historical linkage between Wilde’s farcical portrayal of bourgeois (bstswual)

marriage and his trials for “gross indecency” make explicit what masined implicit in

other nineteenth-century texts (but explicit in late modern criticisinewh}: that while

the imperative to couple is irrevocably linked to the ability to preserve eatlepsr

autonomy, the problem with the number 2 is its unrepresentability.

W.H. Auden, himself no stranger to the intricacies of (male) homosexuality at the

turn of the century, once wrote of Wilde’s last play:
Like all works of art, it drew its sustenance from life, and, speaking for
myself, whenever | see or read the play | always wish | did not know what
| do about Wilde’s life at the time he was writing -- that when, for
instance, John Worthing talks of going Bunburying, | do not immediately
visualize Alfred Taylor’'s establishment. On rereading it after hissele
Wilde said, ‘It was extraordinary reading the play over. How | used to toy
with that Tiger Life.” At its conclusion, | find myself imagining a soft

nightmare Pantomime Transformation Scene in which, at the touch of the
magician’s wand, instead of the workday world’s turning to fairyland, the
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country house in a never-never Herfordshire turns into the Old Bailey, the
features of Lady Bracknell into those Mr. Justice Wills. Still, it is a
masterpiece, and on account of it Wilde will always enjoy the impersonal
fame of an artist as well as the notoriety of his personal legend. (323)
If, as Christopher Craft observes, Wilde’s play is “a withering critiquaepblitical
idea, exigent in the 1890s, that anyone’s sexuality, inverted or otherwise, could bé natur
or unnatural at all” (112), then it becomes easier to understand the conundrum Auden
encounters as it is captured by his wish “not [to] know what | do about Wilde’s Iie at t
time he was writing [the play].” In retrospect, Auden asserts, it is isipleso
disassociate Bunburying from acts of gross indecency and a “confirmed Bistibur
from a (male) homosexual. The play, however, is not about deciphering a code in Wilde’s
text, in determining, for instance, how closely Wilde toyed with that Tigerwfien he
wrote Earnest instead, it is about marriage. It can easily be said (and it has been) that
Wilde denaturalizes hetero marriage by equating it with farce, althougmighésay
(yet more anachronistically) that so do most Restoration comedies. Therdiffer
however, between Wilde’s play and, say, William Wycherl@yis Country Wif¢1675)
is its timing.The Country Wifés a farce about cuckoldry (which, as Eve Kosofsky
Sedgwick observes, “is by definition a sexual act, performed on a man, by anatfier ma
[Between Med9]), whereagkarnestis a farce about marriager se about the couple.
Wilde’s play (it was on stage when his trials commenced) intimately linkgaighigution
of marriage with “that Tiger Life,” placing this life at its centemgething that Auden
wishes he had not done.
| invoke here three seminal, LGBT-studies readings of the play: Joel Fireman’

1980 “The Significance of Literatur&he Importance of Being EarngsCraft’'s 1990

“Alias Bunbury: Desire and Termination The Importance of Being Earngsand
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Sedgwick’s 1993 “Tales of the Avunculate: Queer TutelagéhmImportance of Being
Earnest’ | invoke these readings of becal&anestis both a play about marriage and
about “that Tiger Life,” but all three readings predate LGBT actiagirieoliberal”)
turn towards same-sex marriage, so all three articles engage Wildegiage farce
without the presumption that same-sex marriage will soon take LGBT paiicter-
stage. (For each, marriage and homosexuality are diametrically opposeds Wikle
said after his release from prison that “it was extraordinary readergé¢st over,” it is
similarly extraordinary to reread this play — along with late modetinCratft,
Fineman, Sedgwick and a few others such as Jeff Nunokawa, Jonathan Dollimore, Kevin
Ohi and Shelton Waldrep — in conjunction with the debate over same-sex marriage.
Therefore, | bring these three late modern critics together in ordeade thle central
issue raised by this dissertation — the problem of the number 2 — by demonstrathg that
is, in fact,none that is, that 2 is, in the end, an unthinkable nunfbedgwick’s reading
is the most germane for this dissertation because it resists the tempaétirn Wilde
into a queer theorist content with exposing (in a paranoid fashion) the hidden elements i
Wilde's text. Instead, Sedgwick remains content with its surface, whereties and
aunts reside, thereby introducing us to what | call Wilde’s reparative aatecul

In “Tales of the Avunculate,” Sedgwick’s goal is to resist the tenqutdt view
the equation (hetero/homo equals difference/sameness) as the secret &f Malgdd=or
instance, writing first of Tennysonla Memoriam(1849), Craft asserts: “Since the homo
is lost or banished only to be rediscovered in and as the hetero (which is itself thus
constituted as a memorial of a former undifferentiated sameness), all loagiams for

the homo even as it submits to the mediation of the hetero. Difference itself thuskisespe
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a desire for sameness — speaks, like the poet, in memoriam” (98). The poeers earl
more youthful homoeroticism is radically abandoned in Tennyson’s “evolutionary
narrative,” and this abandonment allows Craft to “identif[y]...the homosexual lgth t
general category of sameness, and, correlatively, of the heterosetkudergeneral
category of difference,” which is “compactly performed in Craft’s [“h&#homo”]
abbreviations” (Nunokawa “Extinction” 473n8). Thus, in “Alias Bunbury,” Craft can
write: “So decisive is the descent of the father’'s name, so swift its pofveosnpulsion
and organization, that (at least seemingly) it subdues the oscillations d@fyident
straightens the byways of desire, and completasila — the marital teleology of the
comic text” (131). Sedgwick criticizes Craft, Fineman (who sees the plag analysis
of the working of the signifier), and Dollimore (who, more generally, sees Wilde
perversely, queerly inverting all binarisms) by emphasizing the faci\tih@¢ doesnot
structure his play around a hetero/homo binary based simply on sameness amtéjffere
according to Sedgwick, we are not “to admire Wilde for being Derrida anaant la
lettre...[where] ‘inversion’ and the ‘homosexual’ are hailed as magically exactifze-
supplements to a line of modernist/postmodern phantasmatic” (55).

At the outset of this dissertation, | called reparative reaslipglementalin
Sedgwick’s case, she ostensibly supplements Craft et al. “I find these ectives
readings of Wilde,” writes Sedgwick, “indispensably interesting and, &draost
tautological degree, ‘true’”; however, she stresses, “it also seents age: is difficult
to find some alternative approaches” (55). Her alternative approach (wivat ¢ddbed
the reparative avunculate) attempts to sidestep the fact that “two is nonéyetha

claustrophobic logic of the marriage paradox is not the only way individuals cam)fail t
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relate to one another. Again, the concept of reciprocal superiority encourages Us to see
out the reparative, to embrace same-sex marriage’s promise of perfdity coutait
simultaneously reminds us not to dispense with the paranoid, since this promise is (and
will always be) pure fantasy. In this sense, the reparative is a respori$eit a
situation: the seductive yet illusionary promise of same-sex marriaggwgk,
therefore, embraces the avunculate as an escape from these binary prisomgsieom t
stultifying pairings, but as we will find, a letter always arrivegsatiestination.

Sedgwick begins her alternative approach by emphasizing that Wildenseemai
rather securely within the realm of nineteenth-century sexuality, for (im®pncements
and his actions coincide with male-male sexual relations that are baseedlgxq
hierarchies, ones attached to the ancient Greece formulated by Victoliamidte In
words already cited in the previous chapter, Sedgwick claims, “Wilde’s ownvass
most closely tuned to the note of pederastic love in process of being superseded — and, we
may as well as say, radically misrepresented — by the homo/heterotiongd&7-58).
These hierarchies — be they of age, class, race/ethnicity, nationabfysleeer
experience or “initiatedness” (57) — define these “same-sex” relatidgaems of
difference rather than, after the homo/hetero imposition, in terms of saanByes
focusing so heavily on the last moments of the play (“let's begin — but only because
everyone else does — with the Name of the Father,” writes Sedgwick [521) otiner
words, with the psychoanalytic fascination with “the Name of the Father!” (58;
Sedgwick’s exclamation point), these other essays overlook the erotic rotegwhe
actual or euphemistic) that uncles and aunts play, overlook the fact that the plaptdoes

conform to the parent-based Oedipal triangle, and overlook, finally, any alternat
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readings to this imposition. It is for this reason thatame Passions of Wild2003)

Nunokawa coins the term “Earnestosexual” (43). This term invokes what Nunoabsva c

“desire-lite,” that is, Wilde’s “tame passions,” a reference to thémiptsode of James

Joyce’sUlysseq1922), where one character states that “the very essence of Wilde” is

“the light touch” (163). For this reason, Nunokawa argues for a middle ground:
Wilde’s brand of desire-lite will be both familiar and unfamiliar to those
schooled in contemporary theories of dissident sexualities: familiar
because of its egregious artificiality — cutting itself off frontude where
passions eccentric to the marriage-plot...have found their grass-roots
support...unfamiliar, though, when we consider that this performance of
desire works not to subvert heterosexual normativity, but rather to
cooperate with it. (44-45)

And yet, Sedgwick can hardly agree, for this reconciliation would be at thasexpé

her criticism of psychoanalysis. Desire-lite’s flexibility lystogether “egregious

artificiality” and “heterosexual normativity,” allowing them to exis a symbiotic

relation too similar to the equation that Sedgwick rejects and, according to her, that

psychoanalysis supports. For instance, in her criticism of Kaja Silverman’s

psychoanalytic reading of Henry James, she begins by quoting Silvernm@nJédmesian

phantasmatic can...be said to enclose homosexuality within heterosexuality, and

heterosexuality within homosexuality” (73; Sedgwick’s ellipsis). For #axkg there

must be alternative approaches to engaging with sexual difference.

Sedgwick spends much energy not to destroy the Oedipal triangle, but to provide
a viable alternative to it. (Derrida’s critique of Lacan also targetsitregte.) Hence,
tales of theavunculate an anthropological term used to denote a patrilineal relationship

between a man and the sons of his sister, which Sedgwick eventually employs to include

relations “across and perhaps therefore within generations” (63). She begassay
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with an enigmatic quotation from E.M. Forster (“There have always been aungs in m
family, and Uncle Willie also had his aunts” [52]) that provides the basis for thinking
outside the triangle. “Forget the Name of the Father!” (58), Sedgwickrdi=nfr only

then can we see what is in plain sight, that is, what a “deconstructive” readingt#ythe
misses. “Uncle” and “aunt,” common nineteenth-century sexual slang wheoertrer

could mean “patron, friend, literal uncle, godfather, adoptive father, sugar dadbiliea
latter “a passive sodomite” (as in Marcel Proust’s “La Race des tarigsii’'t add up to

two complementary male roles, as for instance a ‘masculine’ and a ‘fEmirfEven if

you wanted to,” Sedgwick concludes, “you couldn’t pair an uncle up with auntie and
bundle them off for a happy, heterosexually intelligible honeymoon” (59). Sedgesiek h
has two express goals. One is to show how uncles and auntsalitéfegjurative ones,
disrupt the psychoanalytic triad, while the other is to show how disrupting the triad
unsettles the modern hetero/homo definition. Uncles and aunts disrupt the holy trinity of
the father-mother-child family “[bJecause aunts and uncles...are adults witiosatée

access to children needn’t depend on their own pairing or procreation, it's very common,
of course, for some of them to have the office of representing nonconforming or
nonreproductive sexualities to children.” Sedgwick continues: “The space for
nonconformity carved out by the avunculate goes beyond the important provision of role
models for proto-gay kids....[l]f having grandparents means perceiving your pasents
somebody’s children, then having aunts and uncles...means perceiving your parents as
somebody’s sibs — not, that is, as alternately abject and omnipotent links in afchai
compulsion and replication that leads inevitablyao, but rather as elements in a varied,

contingent, recalcitrant but re-forming seriality” (63). This is the “gtietetage” in the
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subtitle of Sedgwick’s essay, and a highly personal one at that, with Sedgawick’s
beloved aunts becoming part of the lesson: “Aunt Estelle and Aunt Frances [‘the best
loved people in my family’], sisters who slept in the same room for most of thhir ei
decades” (63). Through such passages, we come to understand Forster's obhgbatati
“there have always been aunts in my family.” Queerness starts at hahiestants
specifically with the extended family rather than with the father-mathigd triad.

Uncles and aunts disrupt this triad that constructs one’s parents as the souteadbat “
inevitability toyou’; instead, the influences are exceedingly variable, fungible.

In Wilde's play, these queer possibilities are there for everyone to seis, that
psychoanalysis does not rush us to its final line. Sedgwick’s demand that we forget
means not losing sight of what is right in front of our eyes. Two of her examples should
suffice. The first is Algernon’s interrogation of Jack concerning the ingmmip his
cigarette case. The inscription reads: “From little Cecily, with her &irldee to her dear
Uncle Jack” (299); and thus ensues a hilarious exchange (based on Jack’s blundering
subterfuge that Cecily is his aunt) about how “some aunts are tall, some aumis tatl.
That is a matter that surely an aunt may be allowed to decide for he288lj” Plus, as
Sedgwick notes, in the original four-act version, Jack continues: “There ista ety
of aunts. You can have aunts of any shape or size you like. My aunt is a small aunt”
(360n10). The clincher, however, and the remark that explains Sedgwick’s observation
that “you couldn’t pair an uncle up with auntie and bundle them off for a happy,
heterosexually intelligible honeymoon” is Algernon’s exquisite responseréliteo
objection, | admit, to an aunt being a small aunt, but why an aunt, no matter whaeher siz

may be, should call her own nephew her uncle, | can’t quite make out” (299). By
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forgetting the Name of the Father, we are allowed to embrace this viidrasrfusion,
for here the child is not the telos of the heterosexual couple, but rather the creation of
multi-directional collisions.
The second example involves the practice of Bunburying:

ALGERNON: A man who marries without knowing Bunbury has a very

tedious time of it.

JACK: That is nonsense. If | marry a charming girl like Gwendolen, and

she is the only girl | ever saw in my life that | would marry, | ¢elya

won’'t want to know Bunbury.

ALGERNON: Then your wife will. (302)
When Sedgwick cites these lines, her purpose is to show that Bunburying hardly
conforms to male homosexuality, at least as Algernon is describing it mee hgire he
ascribes the same desire (“to know Bunbury”) to his cousin Gwendolen. Here, as with the
first example, Sedgwick is stressing the fluidity that the play endorsesnguapainst
Fineman, where he concludes that “we may rechristen the autological asobexaal,
or rather, the homosexual, and we may equally revalue the heterological as the
heterosexual. This leaves us with the psychoanalytic conclusion that the fundamenta
desire of the reader of literature is the desire of the homosexual for theskgtel, or
rather, substituting the appropriate figurative embodiments of these #bssathe
desire of the man to be sodomized by the woman” (88-89; 66n20). Sedgwick is arguing
against such psychoanalytic fixity, as when (in a passage cited at thaibggif this
dissertation) she states that “it is startling to realize that thetasig@omosexuality’ that
now seems in many ways most immutable...[is] its dependence on defining sameness
between partner” (57). Her challenge to us is to find alternative ways ofieggag

relations not defined by sameness, not defined by the psychoanalytic triad that in a

claustrophobic manner cancels out alternatives.
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Sedgwick proposes, therefore, an alternative reading of the play’s dénouement
one based on her “tales of the avunculate,” but one that in good reparative fashion, she is
not eager to endorse as a “strong theory”:

Supposing we wanted to ask whether the play, as a play, narrows or
extends, “stabilizes” or “destabilizes,” the holy name of the family as our
culture hands it to us: we would have to ask conclusively, at this point, a
difficult question: what it means that the play's central marriage, the one
between Jack and Gwendolen, can't take place until Jack is demonstrated
to be, not only Algernon’s “true” brother, but (as Ernest)os “true”
brother; Aunt Augusta’s “true” nephew; at once Algernon’s big nephew
and big uncle (as Algernon is also marrying his “little aunt” cum “little”
niece” Cecily) — and, finally, his own wife’s first cousin, mediator
between the sibship and the avunculate, in the chiasmic, diagonal relation
that in most cultures even now forms the immediate defining demarcation,
from one side or the other, of the boundary legally called “incest”: that
between inside and outside the family. (70)
What worries Sedgwick is that this alternative reading really is not onat thames
the play yet again in terms of its conclusion” (70). Rather, Sedgwick wishegumfar a
notion of family that is “elastic enough to do justice to the depth and sometimes
durability of nonmarital and/or nonprocreative bonds, same-sex bonds, nondyadic bonds,
bonds not defined by genitality, ‘step’-bonds, adult sibling bonds, nonbiological bonds
across generations, etc.” (71). In other words, she adds on a personal notegpthé pe
like to spend Thanksgiving with” (71). For Sedgwick, this adds an “avunculate angle” to
the psychoanalytic triad, showing that this “heterosexist” trianglalvedys already
awash” with queer potential. Moreover, she does this not by being more paranoid than,
say, Craft, not by anticipating Craft’'s response before he or anyone elsspand, but
by being generous to Wilde’s play.

Yet, this generosity has its limits, and we encounter these limits whetenrgat

to understand Algernon’s assertion that “two is none.” This is a phrase that 8edgwi
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does not incorporate into her analysis, which she in fact (intentionally?getmsn it.
Sedgwick stops the block quote with Algernon saying “Then your wife will [want to
know Bunbury],” but he continues: “You don’t seem to realize that in married life three is
company and two is none.” When Algernon says that “three is company,” it is difficult
not to be reminded of Sedgwick’s earlier argumeretween Mel(1985), where desire
IS, in essence, always triangulated, always bifurcated outwards, extendesitham

one direction in order to soften its blow; that is, where men’s desire for one another is
tempered by the presence of a woman as a necessary third party. Two aldimet€oer
sex) is more difficult to imagine. The importancebefngmarried means exactly this: the
imperative to couple despite — or, more accurately, because of — marniegg&tible

(and fantasmatic) promise of perfect equality.

Why does everyone begin with the Name of the Father? While Sedgwick is more
interested in the creation of siblings at the end of the play, she admits that “the
glitteringly implausible cross-gender marriages...dramaticaigyitablyarrive to
cement the glitteringly implausible cross-gender courtships” (68; emnspddced).
Generically, a comedy must end in marriage, but the inevitability thatntsitigs play’s
ending (its last line) remains unexplained. “Let’s begin — but only becausepgearige
does — with the Name of the Father,” says Sedgwick, but is this caveat (“but canlgdec
everyone else does”) an innocent one? Sedgwick’s principal criticism of pagtysia
is that it endorses a developmental narrative of the individual that “tacitlyisrtbi
procreative monogamous heterosexual couple as the origin, telos, and norm of sexuality
as a whole” (“Rectum” 74). Worse yet, Sedgwick regrets, “psychgsisgprofoundly as

it has been shaped by homophobic and heterosexist assumptions and histories, has
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nevertheless not become dispensable as an interpretative tool for any projeabgnvolvi
sexual representation” (73-74). Sedgwick’s tortured grammar (“rilests not become
dispensable”) accentuates her difficulty — and, | would add, her desire — in thinking sex
outside of psychoanalysis, even if (as she herself seems to admit) thal\edies arrives
at its destination. Despite this (ostensible) admission, Sedgwick cleanlg, | think,
purposefully — ignores the role the unconscious plays in psychoanalysis, an elision
highlighted in Tim Dean’s vitriolic review ofendencie$1993), Sedgwick’s collection
where “Tales of the Avunculate” originally appeared.

| will not belabor the point that Sedgwick views Freudo-Lacanian psychoanalysis
as being “shaped by homophobic and heterosexist assumptions and histories,” nor do |
wish to contest this portrayal; rather, | will focus on one aspect of Deaneswetie
assertion that Sedgwick’s view of sexuality is itself development&pistemology of
the ClosetSedgwick asks (rhetorically): “where would the whole, astonishing and
metamorphic Western romance tradition (I include psychoanalysis) be iefsesg@kual
desire, of all things, were even momentarily assumed to be transparent tdubs#ise
(26). From this, we can conclude fours things: first, Sedgwick believes that, if only
“momentarily,” individuals should have the ability to understand their “sexuakedesi
second, that robbing an individual of this ability is possibly “the most intimate velenc
possible,” that it is “a terribly consequential seizure” (26); third, psychgsisdlbnd its
formulation of the unconscious) “alienate[s] conclusively, definitionally” tifefrgam its
desire; and fourth, while (in this adumbration) | have neutered the individual sulifect wi
a gender-neutral pronoun, this is a sacrifice Sedgwick is not willing to makehéor (s

asserts) “a great deal depends — for all women, for lesbians, for gagmdgmssibly for
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all men — on the fostering of our ability to arrive at an understanding of sgxhalitwill
respect a certain irreducibility in it to the terms and relationsadey@ (16). As Dean
rightly observes, Sedgwick “pictures psychoanalytic interpretations ofgisogivn’
desire as felonious, tantamount to kidnap or rape” (122), for it not only impedes
individuals’ access to their sexual desires and dismisses gender’s iy’ but
more consequentially, it alsaolentlyimpedes, itmercilesslyseizes hold of individuals,
marring their access to their own sexual desire. So the problem is that Sedgserts
that one has — or, at least, can have — a direct relationship to desire, as #as De
indicates) one’s desire were actually one’s own. Yet, “without the psychtiar@gcept
of the unconscious,” Dean concludes, “Sedgwick reinstates the kind of normative, ego-
based model of subjectivity — the self — that led to the pathologizing of pedesise in
the first place” (122).

Moreover, Sedgwick collapses the history and theory of psychoanalysis with the
crystallization of the modern hetero/homo definition. The best counterarguments are
Henry Abelove’s “Freud, Male Homosexuality, and the Americans” and Arnold
Davidson’s “How to Do the History of Psychoanalysis.” (Both essays predateisSkdg
and she would have doubtlessly been familiar with both, especially Abelove’s.Xik@om
beginning, Sedgwick contends that psychoanalysis is tainted, and if “from thaibg{
means Freud, then things look quite different and inevitability should be something that
psychoanalysis might be able to explain rather than be blamed for. Stathribevi
latter, Davidson’s concern is to differentiate Freud from other turhesténtury
sexologists. While their terminology may have been similar, Freud’s “ptunadespace”

differs greatly from theirs. For the sexologists’ “conceptual spadeg’class of diseases
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that affected the sexual instinct was precisely the sexual pervers?&®3’ Late-

nineteenth-century psychiatry conceptualized that “the sexual instviatgh (it

metaleptically asserts) fell under its purview, could be negativelgtatiddiseased), and

the result were “the sexual perversions.” Coming from within this discourse] Fre

beginsThree Essays on the Theory of Sexualith the following sentence: “The fact of

the existence of sexual needs in human beings and animals is expressed in bitlegy by

assumption of a ‘sexual instinct,” on the analogy of the instinct of nutrition, that is of

hunger.” This is the position of late-nineteenth-century psychiatry: the sestiatt was

like a “sixth sense,” and operated like the other five. When it came to the sexinat,ins

its unquestioned end was propagation so that a normally operating sexual instinct’s objec

(the opposite sex) and its aim (coitus) were inextricably linked. When writing about

“inversion,” Freud calls this entire assumption, which is the basis of the defioitithe

sexual instinct, into question:
It has been brought to our notice that we have been in the habit of
regarding the connection between the sexual instinct and the sexual object
as more intimate than it in fact is. Experience of the cases that are
considered abnormal has shown us that in them the sexual instinct and the
sexual object are merely soldered together — a fact which we have been in
danger of overlooking in consequence of the uniformity of the normal
picture, where the object appears to form part and parcel of the instinct.
We are thus warned to loosen the bond that exists in our thought between
instinct and object. It seems probable that the sexual instinct is in the first
instance independent of its object; nor is its origin likely to be due to its
object's attractions. (qtd. in Davidson 264)

This observation (that “the sexual instinct and the sexual object are merehgdolde

together”) leads us to Abelove’s article, which usefully highlights Fremad'st

homophile assertions. For brevity’s sake, | will only quote the most profound one: “All

human beings are capable of making a homosexual object-choice and, in fact, have made
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one in their unconscious.” When Dean speaks of “the kind of normative, ego-based
model of subjectivity — the self — that led to the pathologizing of perverse desire

first place,” this is what he is speaking of: essentially, there is, éud-no such thing as
perverse desire because desire can only be perverse if its aim i®uskysenderstood.
Freud is not responsible for crystallizing the modern hetero/homo definitiont,ihiac
definition thwarts some of his most radical assertions.

Freud implicitly explains why the marriage paradox (the reformistelé&sienter
into a two-person partnership, an attachment in which both partners are equal but where
both parties are fre@otto compromise, since eaahustexercise its individual
autonomy) is so vexing: marriage equality a la reciprocal superiogtyres soldering,
but the joint or seam will never hold. The delicious, punning absurdity of the play’s
ending has less to do with the superiority of the Name of the Father than it dogs with i
undoing. Along with Sedgwick, we take comfort in the company three affords (teere
number three only means “more than two”), but it is also the same reason that “two is
none.” When Jack finally says “I've now realized for the first time in mythgevital
Importance of Being Earnest” (358), we see that now, in the twenty-first gethteijoke
is on us. Marriage reform is at its most absurd (in the sense of the Latin qguhastto
ad absurdumwhen earnestness of purpose loses all sense of proportion, and this is why
Wilde’s play is so well suited for the same-sex marriage movement.dt that
Bunburying is code for anal sex (between men), as Auden feared; rather,tit is tha
marriage thrives on Bunburying, thrives on the company of three, thrives (we sialol)l
on the avunculate — and not on egalitarian, anti-hierarchical twosomes. The role of

psychoanalysis here is to explain why 2 is the oddest number, why reciprocal #yperior
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is thereductio ad absurduraf marriage, and why the modern hetero/homo definition
operates in the nefarious ways it does. In addition, while psychoanalysis (likeiGgdgw
can provide an alternative to these terrible twosomes (a different &itermd course,
one relating to the protean nature of the drimegh]), it too is shackled by this number.
One final word on Sedgwick and psychoanalysis. The best evidence that
Sedgwick is fully aware of Freud’s assertions concerning objectleiss (gasd
Davidson, Abelove, and others) is tipabteanis her word, though iEpistemology of the
Closetit is not without qualification: “theupposegbrotean mobility of sexual desire,”
Sedgwick writes, “where Freud’s antiminoritizing account only gained nfingnce by
being articulated through a developmental narrative in which heterosexistasculinist
ethical sanctions found ready camouflage” (84; my emphasis). Not only is iSkdgw
skeptical about Freud’s account of sexual desire’s “protean mobility,” it lsameho is
to blame, and what they are to be blamed for. It seems as if Sedgwick'seests are
those who found cover there, but as Abelove demonstrates, Freud argued vociferously
against the pathologization of homosexuality, and spent great energy (muclasted v
in trying to convince American psychoanalysts and psychiatrists to do the séamenev
of his conclusions being, in part, that “sexual morality as society — and aigts m
extreme, American society — defines it, seems very despicable testardlifor a freer
sexual life” (gtd. in Abelove 11). In the end, however, Freud is to blame, but that is
because his name is, for Sedgwick’s “consumerist” account of psychoanalysis
synecdoche for a vast array of “homophobic,” “heterosexist,” “masculinrgifhigs that
are only tangentially related to psychoanalysis. As Dean summarizes:

[S]he treats psychoanalysis as if it were woven from a single cloth,
seamless, and therefore tainted in the whole by damage in the
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part...Treating psychoanalytic theory as essentially continuous, her
implicit epistemology of science is — like her implicit ontology of
subjectivity — developmental. That is, what she calls “origins damaged by
homophobia” produce outcomes that are, necessarily, likewise damaged.
Sedgwick’s rhetoric of “damage” implies that the cultural biases infgct
Freud’s theory of sexuality haunt all psychoanalytic accounts of sexuality
to the present day. (125)
For Sedgwick, the exception to this rule is Melanie Klein, the psychoanalyst not
irreparably damaged by Freud’s legacy. In one of her last publicationsariMe{lein
and the Difference Affect Makes” and, more generally, in her 2003 collebtioching
Feeling Sedgwick demonstrates how focusing on affect helps us to see the alternative
relations on the surface (of Wilde’s play), bringing (we might say) alktpesple and
their myriad ways of relating to one another together for Thanksgiving dinner.
Particularly attractive are Klein’s use pdsitionsrather tharstagesfor “Klein [that is,
unlike Freud] wanted to convey, with the idea of position, a much more flexible to-and-
fro process” (Hinshelwood 394). In “The Difference Affect Makes,” shiestéthat’s
the way | now am about ideas. | like them pretty chunky. Not dramatic ortcaaica
certainly not dualistic (never dualistic), but big, big and palpable; big enough ss there
no swallowing risk, and also so | won’t forget them, which hasn’t become any less of
danger as I've gotten older” (628). Flexible, palpable, chunky — descriptors aasiter
relations, ones that compelled Sedgwick to rethink a mainstay of LGBT hisiry a
theory: Foucault’s “repressive hypothesis.”
Foucault, writes Sedgwick, “seems to me to be far more persuasive in analyzing
this massive intellectual blockage than in finding ways to obviate it” (635)rAs f

Volume 1 of hiHistory of Sexualitythis is true (though it ignores his subsequent

writings, especially those relating to “self-fashioning”); howeves the circular nature
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of the repressive hypothesis — and of Foucault’s analysis of it — that Sedgwickkso se
to obviate. (Interestingly, the same can be of Sedgwick’s analysis of ghraading,
that it “seems to me to be far more persuasive in analyzing this massilezing
blockage than in finding ways to obviate it.”) Sedgwick’s argument is not adpsén “t
massive intellectual blockage”; rather, it is that full-frontal attackswvholly ineffective.
(Foucault, | think, would agree.) Because LGBT paranoid reading’s heydan wesy
ways a response to the HIV/AIDS crisis, Sedgwick says, “I found mysklisgboint [in
the mid-1990s] increasingly discontented with the predominance of the selfuyadinpt
kinds of thought that | increasingly seemed to be recognizing under the rubric of
paranoia” (640). Sedgwick’s use of the avunculate is her early attempt to break free
this vicious circle. “Two is none,” however, remains untouched. Sedgwick’s dearch
alternatives begets a paranoid reading that concludes that this search ranmlunesthe
unacknowledged fact that these alternatives are merely farcical. Tkieyus, we laugh,
but ultimately we are left with the bond of marriage, and nothing more.

What does this assessment do for our image of Oscar Wilde? What, in other
words, is Wilde’s Victorian afterlife? The scholastic (and wholly apprograswer:
there are two Oscar Wildes. Kevin Ohi argues that “the subversive Wilde gioisnds
social critique in the undermining of linguistic conventions, while the sentiméfitde
teaches by example, earnestly testifying to or symptomatizingiacspshed by sexual
oppression...or to art’s exorbitant failure to compensate for the miseries tdghie f
(310). While Ohi’s article is a wonderful reading of Wilde’s nearly uncladdditextDe
Profundis it does not solve the problem it highlights at its beginning; that is, late modern

readers support (sometimes tacitly, sometimes overtly) this two-Wilg@ssition by
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favoring one and dismissing, denigrating, or ignoring the other. Ohi suggestsghat thi
opposition should not exist, but the problem is that it does, and Ohi’s article perpetuates it
even while it scolds us for having maintained it. Appropriately enough, Shelton
Waldrep’s contribution to th¥ictorian Afterlifecollection, “The Uses and Misuses of
Oscar Wilde,” provides the perfect response, complete with the ambiguity hetyixesn

two options, what is the proper way to use Wilde. Waldrep’s options — ones he does not
embrace, but instead sees as part of our current understanding of Wilde —lardasimi

the ones Ohi describes: “Wilde as both a flamboyant rogugaratjoxically a tragic

figure” (56; my emphasis), though Waldrep sees these opposing images as not only
incongruent (as Ohi does), but irreconcilable. Neil Barlett surmised tieg something

to do with marriage: not only Wilde’s own, but tidte Importance of Being Earngst

“his best and most successful play,” “celebrates the triumph of marriagacasity,

brings down its curtain on a trio of engagements, and was deliberately premiered on St
Valentine’s day.” This leads Barlett to ask, “If | read this story in agelight...in what
sense of the word was this most famous of homosexuals actually a homosexual?” (34;
gtd. in Waldrep 59). The Wilde paradox, that is, the coexistence of the subversive and the
sentimental, of the flamboyant and the tragic, reflects the interpeepxbblems

concerning marriage and homosexuality. Their close proximity is discongeahd calls

out for reconciliation; instead of reconciliation, however, one perpetuatesrduopa
asserting one half only to imply the other. Wilde, in this sense of our late modern
struggles to define him, is a synecdoche for the marriage paradox, which is estgreat
display not inDe Profundis but inThe Importance of Being Earnestd Sedgwick’s

attempt to reinterpret it reparatively. Sedgwick’s late modern encowitkewilde’s
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play demonstrates that its perversity is more perverse than others (eB&rolLiters)

had thought. At the same time, however, the alternative queer possibilitiesdpaicke
describes revolves around two things: first, the sentimental, fantastiagearesolutions
and, second, the grimmer fact that these possibilities add up to nothing.

Let us turn then t@he Picture of Dorian Grayand, specifically, to Sedgwick’s
reading of the novel — or, rather, to her summary in “Tales of the Avunculate” of her
argument irEpistemology of the Closet

The novel takes a plot that is distinctively one of male-male Desire — the
competition between Basil Hallward and Lord Henry Wotton for Dorian
Gray’s love — and condenses it into the plot of the mysterious bond of
figural likeness and figural expiation between Dorian Gray and his own
portrait. The suppression of the original definthfferences between
Dorian and his male admirers — differences of age and initiatedness, in the
first place — in favor of the problematic of Doriasimilarity tothe
painted male image that is and isn’t himself, seems to reenact the
discursive eclipse in this period, by the “homo”-sexual model, of the
Classically basefdederastiassumption that male-male bonds of any
duration must be structured around some diacritical difference —
old/young, for example, initiator/initiate, or insertive/receptive — whose
binarizing cultural power would be at least comparable to that of gender.
(57; Sedgwick’s emphasis)
It only “seemdo reenact the discursive eclipse in this period,” however, since Sedgwick
will then go on to say that this is not the case, which is what allows her to engagesWilde’
later play in a reparative fashion. In “Paranoid Reading and Reparative Réalang
admits that her own past work has been deeply paranoid (126). Her above paraphrase is
an interesting example of this admission becau&spistemologyhis hetero/homo
reading is paranoid, while the avunculate-angle reading, which puts the hetero/homo
reading to the side, is not. More importantly, we perceive a certain aligniment:

paranoid reading perpetuates the crystallization of the modern hetero/homitodefine

reparative one seeks to embrace the many relations this definition obaadrasthing
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morefor that would return the reading to paranoid exposure. However, if one wishes to

see how closely these two reading styles are related to one another, how oagss alw

already implying the other, the proof is in Sedgwick’s paraphrase: it alhdea

seemsthat is, the uneasy coexistence of the paranoid and the reparative.

It is worth our while finally to return to Wilde’s statement regarding theethr

main characters dfhe Portrait of Dorian Gray“Basil Hallward is what | think | am:

Lord Henry what the world thinks me. Dorian is what | would like to be — in other ages,

perhaps.” As | said in the last chapter, Pater clearly identifies vaisii Ballward, but

Wilde makes it much more difficult for us to know whom he identifies with. | suggest

that this enignmatic observation is written on the seam, between the paranoid and the

reparative, for Wilde appears to be embracing all three of characlansSifield says

that desire-for and desire-to-be is endemic in sex-same relations, but baysdhat

narcissism, much maligned by LGBT studies, deserves another look:
On Freud’s account, narcissistic love is far less limited than the name
suggests. Like anaclictic [other directed] love, it requires two people, and
only in one variant are they supposed to be the same; otherwise there is a
significant difference. In practice, a relationship with an individual who
represents the person you have been, or might become, is likely to involve
ceaseless negotiation. You are faced continually with both the
distinctiveness of the other person (the extent to which s/he doeds not
embody your ideal self) and the contradictions and failures in your own
yearning (your ideal self is not as likeable, coherent, or attainable as you
might wish to suppose.) In fact “anaclitic” doesn’t mean independent, but
attached; specifically, “leaning-on”...Narcissism, then, may operate in an
anaclitic way. (14)

Is Dorian “your ideal self...not as likeable, coherent, or attainable as you msgjhtov

suppose™? Is Basil the “one variant [where]...they [are] supposed to be the same”?

“Ceaseless negotiation” — is this why others identify Wilde with Loedid? | have

asked these question (though not answered them) to explain more fully what | mean by
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“it all depends orseems Under the spell of paranoia, Sedgwick describes the novel's
“problematic of Dorian’similarity tothe painted male image that is and isn’t himself” as
its central feature, brushing aside Basil and Lord Henry’s influencee Tdrowever,
much truth in this condensation. For in one reading, the novel is ultimately about
Dorian’s relationship to his portrait. In another, one suggested by Wilde’s reamaf ks
Sinfield’s emphasis on the capacious nature of narcissism, we should keep the first
alongside a more reparative reading, soldering them together if necessary

Plus, these options should come as no surprise to us late modern readers who see
Wilde as a bifurcated figure. Ohi observes that parBaofan Graycontribute to our
vision of the subversive Wilde, while others contribute to our vision of the sentimental
one — or, for Waldrep, the flamboyant rogue and the tragic figure. The point, | think, is
not that the opposition should not exist, but that it should be embraced. Returning to the
beginning of this dissertation, once scholars embraced the idea that “the sdukmit
been a temporary aberration; the homosexual was now a species” (43), they quickly
embraced this dictum, then became dissatisfied with its ostensible siynalia finally
dedicated their time to complicating, criticizing, or overturning what had becom
received wisdom. The dismissal has been too quick. In many ways, large portions of
second-generation queer scholars are working in a reparative mode, thandgs patar
to Sedgwick; however, by doing so we miss the reasons why we are operatisg in thi
mode in the first place: the modern hetero/homo definition begets paranoia, and it is a
paranoia that we cannot wish away, for no matter how capacious LGBTQQIA inquiry

becomes it still must contend with this definition.
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Afterword
Barebacking and the Victorian Afterlife

The Victorian afterlife, | have argued, merges the paranoid optic withpheateve in

that it seeks to unearth the perverse concealed within the ostensibly prudish and, at the
same time, it hopes to sympathize with Victorian literary material, to touathout
paranoia, without the belief that what is most important about this materialessegror
hidden inside. This is how we have read 1850s marriage reform and the same-sex-
marriage politics of the early twenty-first century; it is also how, lookinte future, we
should read the subculture of barebacking.

If queer theory, Tom Boellstroff argues, offers “a critique of marribgedraws
on concerns with its politics of recognition (and disrecognition of the unmaried), t
place of marriage in capitalist production, and the inequalities and violences so often
found within marriage and so often linked to hierarchies of gender, race, andtbiass
gueer theory is in a “tricky” position in regards to same-sex marriageibe@roponents
of same-sex marriage often argue that marriage “will ‘civilize’ gag lesbian persons
into upholding ‘traditional’ norms of monogamy and propriety” (227). In this afterword,
instead of proposing that queer theory is not necessarily opposed to marriage (as
Boellstroff argues), | propose that marriage (in terms of reciprocatistipg can
directly benefit queer theory.

One conspicuous place where HIV/AIDS and paranoid reading retain their
relevance in LGBT studies and politics is in recent discussions of “baralgddkor
instance, at the Gay Shame conference in 2003, Leo Bersani noted the absence of
HIV/AIDS and barebacking as topics of conversation, which seemed conspicuaus give

the conference’s emphasis on shame. “When | mentioned this at the confereres,” wri
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Bersani, “l was dismissed as having bought into the homophobic media propaganda,
which, | was told, has transformed a few isolated incidents into a general gractice
(Intimacies34). In other words, Bersani was dismissed for being paranoid and for
perpetuating homophobia. Citing Tim Dean’s research, Bersani sees this eespons
willfully naive, for the question remains: Why, despite sex education progpeseas s
headed by gay men, are gay men still having risky sex? And the answers requder si
simplistic, and all too familiar, which is to say that, regardless of who disettglthe

reason why is always “pathology,” for what causes gay men to make pathological
decisions is internalized homophobia. This presupposition, according to Tim Dean, has
been detrimental to our understanding of the phenomenon of bareback sex because it
colors every conclusion, for every question presupposes the configuration of its.answer
Asking “what do gay men want?” (as David Halperin does) tends to elicit atveer

turn gay male subjectivity into a false consciousness that closelybiesetne

homophobic and anti-gay sentiments that prompt people to ask this question in the first
place. We conclude, once again, that gay men are, in the words of an infamous 2003
Rolling Stonesrticle, “in search of death.”

This conclusion is derived not simply from the fact that gay men are engaging in
bareback sex — that is, unprotected anal intercourse — but that some gay men are
intentionallydoing this. Moreover, the intent does not derive from lack of education or
the fact that condoms reduce physical sensation and a sense of intimacy or from
substance abuse or from simple social awkwardness; rather, it is indicaidesife to
receive HIV+ semen (bug chasing) from a “gift-giver.” Gregory Toass, “Can we

speak of bug chasing and barebacking at all without perpetuating some form of
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homophobic violence?” For Tomso, the answer is “no,” but he adds that “this ‘no’ is not
the endpoint of ethical inquiry” (92). Dean responds to this dilemma by outlining what he
calls an “impersonal ethics,” which criticizes the need to identify with eame order

to treat that person ethically. For Dean, identification itself is the problee 8ach one

of us experiences the imperative to live up to an ideal and to identify with it, themproble
is not with the shortcomings of a particular ideal, even though history isdittetie

racist, homophobic, misogynistic, and xenophobic ideals. “No solution,” writes Dean, “is
to be found in new imaginaries or less exclusionary identificatory img88¥% rather,

we must resist this imperative. This means that barebacking — and, in pgrbiagla

chasing — are porous phenomena that should not be separated from one another, which is
why what Dean calls “unlimited intimacy” is of global import; that isffects, not

infects, much more than a few (ostensibly aberrant) individuals.

This impersonal ethics comes into focus when we think of bareback sex as a
political right, as a choice. Warner opérse Trouble with Normakith the following
observation: “Sooner or later, happily or unhappily, almost everyone fails to control his
or her sex life. Perhaps as compensation, almost everyone sooner or later alsbsuccum
to the temptation to control someone else’s sex life. Most people cannot quite rid
themselves of the sense that controlling the sex of others, far from being ainéethic
where morality begins” (1). John Stuart Mill would regretfully acknowledgedberacy
of this observation. For Mill, individual autonomy is sacrosanct; however, it is not
without limits. He did not think one should be absolutely free from interference, for the
law must protect (when necessary) others from the exercise of one’s owdu@adlivi

autonomy, and vice versa. Nevertheless, Mill thought that interference is onintear
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on a very limited basis. Our question: Does bareback sex and bug chasing justify
interference? My answer will lead me back to the subject on this dissertsdme-sex
marriage, its relation to the Victorian afterlife, and to the quasi-repaguality of
Dean’s impersonal ethics.

According to many state laws, the answer to this question is clearly “yes.
According to the Lambda Legal website, in 2008 one-third of the lower forty-¢aibss
consider it a felony for a person who knows he is HIV+ to have sex with another person
without disclosing this information. (While each state law has its own petekait is
important that, as Dean notes, if the other person willingly consents, then tperfeh
can legally use an affirmative defense; however, such a case, if brougat, twarild
mean the burden of proof is on the defendant.) What these statutes highlight, however
unwittingly, is, again, the matter oftention The impetus behind most of the available
scientific — that is, quantifiable — research is, unsurprisingly, HIV contaithrireother
words, it asks why gay men are having risky sex not because we might leathisgme
about how intimacy functions in the twenty-first century, not because it might be
illustrative of how institutional homophobia operates thirty years after the'si
outbreak, but rather in order simply to find ways of stopping these risky actsy Binab
right? Public safety? Imminent death? Entrenched homophobia? From the public’s point
of view, are not all these interrelated, if not variations on the same theme?

In Principles of Political Econom{1848), Mill excludes what he calls “merely
constructive or presumptive injury” from those acts that justify interfesamneaning that
merely imagining that, if present to witness the act, one believes tha¢iateré is

justified is not enough to justify interference. Something much more substantive is
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necessary, but how far is tolerance, legal or otherwise, supposed to extend2h&s Mar
Nussbaum argues, it is far beyond the home, so it is important not to think of tolerance of
an individual’'s autonomy in terms of public vs. private. Dean’s challenge “represents
attempt to thinkpublicly about bareback sex without resorting to the moralism of trying
to legislate others’ sex lives” (26), that is, without succumbing to the temptation t
control others’ behavioMissing from Mill's argument is any reference to abstract
concepts like “public decency,” something that can only be concretized if one somehow
imagines what the “average citizen” finds objectionable, that is, wortimfesference.
Sensationalist popular depictions of bareback sex, like witRaélleng Stonesrticle,
would lead one to believe that, with doubt, the average citizen is horafiddjghtly so
however, the reason Mill avoids discussion of public decency is because it is@imply
way to make the “merely constructive” seem more substantive. Now HIV/AIDS,
barebacking and bug-chasing might seem to be of a different order, since Wdrage ta
about actual viral transmission, and not something that is merely imagined;sbut thi
distinction is less secure than it might at first appear. Public safety, sel@iteingly more
guantifiable than public decency, is often buttressed by the same sensatiofbés
cleansing of the public sphere — of, for instance, New York City’s Times Square — i
analogous to the way in which information about this subculture has been transmitted.
Fear begets hyperbole, but instead of revulsion, disgust, and knee-jerk condemnations,
we must approach the issue publiahd personally in order to de-pathologize it.

While the issue cannot be ignored, it is, as Bersani rightly observes, “piitical
messy”: “Since the political credo of the gay men likely to participate exademic

conference on Gay Shame includes being a good feminist, they would probably feel
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uncomfortable publicly investigating, first, homophobic shame associated with be
HIV-positive, and, second, the involuntary misogynistic shame of being exposed to
others (gay and, even worse, straight others) as having succumbed to, or amtiglety s
the sexual “position traditionally associated with female sexuality”. (B&)ere is a
phenomenon that troubles the apparent historical shift from the paranoid readings of a
burgeoning queer theory in the 1980s and 90s to queer theory’s more recent interest in
the reparative as an attempt to find relevance alongside the supposedly non-paranoid,
utopic celebrations surrounding the phenomenon of same-sex marriage (the historica
shift on which | have based this dissertation), it is barebacking. If theghsn@menon

that begs us to revisit the relationship between paranoid and reparative seadsng
barebacking. While to my knowledge none of the practitioners of reparativagdsie
grappled with barebacking, it is worth noting that HIV/AIDS was, quite litgrtiere at

the beginning. In the opening paragraph of “Paranoid Reading and Reparative Reading,”
Sedgwick recounts a conversation she had with Cindy Patton about the conspiracy
theories then circulating about the origins of HIV/AIDS. Curious to know Patton’s
thoughts on the subject, she asks her directly and receives the following reply:

Any of the early steps in its spread could have been either
accidental or deliberate, but | just have trouble getting interested in that. |
mean, supposed we were sure of every element of a conspiracy: that the
lives of Africans and African Americans are worthless in the eyes of the
United States; that gay men and drug users are held cheap where they
aren’t actively hated; that the military deliberately researalags to Kill
noncombatants whom it sees as enemies; that people in power look calmly
on the likelihood of catastrophic environmental and population changes.
Supposing we were ever so sure of all those things — what would we know
then that we don’t already know? (123)

After ruminating for many years on Patton’s response, Sedgwick comesaceegal

tenet of her thinking (and that of many, many others) as much less effectivaehaass
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previously thought. The hermeneutics of suspicion, what Sedgwick will from then on
describe in details as “paranoid reading,” promises much more than it can detiver, f
“hav[ing] an unmystified, angry view of large and genuinely systemic opprssdoes
not intrinsically or necessarily enjoin that person to any specific traipisteenological

or narrative consequences” (124). This is true enough; however, HIV/AIDS then drops
completely from the rest of the essay. Surely, this is a curious fact bateib was its
impetus. This move, | think, leads Sedgwick to present these two reading styles as
incompatible; for Sedgwick, they are not even strictly antagonistic, since rfahég
operate on completely different planes. Throughout this dissertation | havetedgbes
reparative readings supplement paranoid readings, that taken togethee tsiegrager
than each is individually, and that (despite Sedgwick’s lambasting of paraadidg) it
remains an invaluable style of analysis.

For this reason, | conclude with Dean’s “impersonal ethics,” which | see as
threading the needle or stitching the seam between these two styles mjse¥dhile
Dean’s emphasis on impersonality might seem like the antithesis of the paisomna of
reparative reading, his emphasis actually widens our ability to relateeis an that
rather than empathizing with other people, that is, simply reducing thermgs li&e
myself, we “bas|e] ethics on tligilure to identify others as persons” (25). Dean here
identifies the paradox at the center of reciprocal superiority. Dean doeswdhddact
that we yearn for “alternative imaginaries” that will help us to love asyplect one
another; such a quest, however, “is doomed from the start” because “as soorisaarthere
ideal, no matter how progressive, there’s an aperture into which the superegoessinuat

itself and starts making us miserable” (23). This can certainly be skldl'sfideal of
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marriage: if one does not recognize that it is an ideal founded on the impossibiity of
own realization, then one is doomed to a endless, miserable quest.

Mill and Dean, however, also recognize that highlighting this possibilitgtishe
end but the beginning. Dean emphatically states that every ideal will failsuneeup,
while Sedgwick might have said that this dooms us to the vicious circle of paranoia; but,
like Sedgwick, Dean is open to alternatives, although ones that are difféoentulated.
Sedgwick criticizes the paranoid optic for missing alternative quedioreddecause it is
focused on the nefarious underpinnings of the homonormativity of same-sex-marriag
politics. Conversely, Dean’s focus on barebacking queerly aligns it to the utopic gromise
of same-sex marriage, for “unlimited intimacy” is another way of ggiliam superior
to you at the same time that you are superior to me”: again, “the emeajence
subculture of bareback sex is not merely coincident with but directly retatad
campaign for same-sex marriage that has occupied so much attention in eacgrit y
Rather than sidestepping the paranoid optic, Dean looks right through it in order to see
what queer alternatives await us, for how different, really, is exchangtily faids and
exchanging wedding bands? Queer alternatives based on viral transmissopoatant
manifestations of the desire for reciprocal superiority, but attempts to ebemal such

manifestations require the paranoid and the reparative to work together.
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